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Absd

A bsed heV iincheP osied G eneabgy dheSanooM an

T hehespesentahibiatidyoheE ri henm enpopdbaSa@nceoM anw hih
tkegpepedrebm he?0 " century philosophical ‘death of man.” Fom heconem poasy

m ove agahshum anitdess associated already from the 1930’s exemplified contrasting
nepebnsoveanE rijhenm enSaenceoM a nandkam lins In the 1960°s Michel
Foucault’s pivotal approach gavehidipue h epegpedeche ‘death of man,” w hthbé
besbm esdibnbheeedngoK arit hibm sspepedrebm w hihbexam ne

Kant’s positive ambitions asFoucaukaw hem exendng beyond CiueB utasecond
pespede $ 8ken up hiough w hatGlis D ebuze agbed © an em [tk
uhjigaecundendim T s $ ndizecoyhe ‘age of Bichat,” beé~endm eccddn

w hthD ebuzeconesedwin Foucault’s ‘rarefied form of positivism.’ A genesbgchibly
dheSanooM anbim edesesbnabem odebediuenbasorty cpespedes

deveddheE rijhenm enpiopdt

The ‘age of Bichat’ is understood around heFendh Erhenm entosoouse on vlim

m oddbcbneposC atsinconceptiiebodyT hicjaveheposieam tinsbeay/19 h
centiy PosEm expbedhiough Saint Simon’s ‘concept of labour’ and August Comte’s
epiem cbgiatijuahendedasubdeh enatieE rghenm entn oddH ow eveli S
becom efibenom pisechybenew posigar adjm obxpam entiin edinel hesbct :
dungheea T iR eputayv asb e oentehephbsophiahespedreonbedt] er
popabraSanceofVl anTheseved H enBer goN ’s djue ofP oshibeal

bm abnsbutako he neoPose m odd of Emé D ukhan and heam lién bran

aubnom ous new sENce hatdaing a collective ‘order of things.” Thedmmawas
¢gin abguihom gnam odensoasT he genesbgydicbheseagpepediesseen

houghhel8 " centiySanaofl anbm w hitheviinch epoieem an edem et
hibidestritbenchedeem inabbob gabftidly.
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hbduanT heV @ndhePoiied G eneab oydheSaEncoM an

Fiom heheortatipubety eenStictidm andE>éeriim éadhgupthepend

aound1968M cheFFoucakaw heposeseEn 0eSasam edhding D@E00EES

agansonem poalyhum arem A 1970hebok up a genesbgysvngasa ‘training” of
hibcabonainsv hthw asoededwininvg oabgaposiisvihheedia

conoepbipow egv hih hebrcabd ipost eappoach.  “hasbeendin edhabi
posielsevethew andoonosw ayof how “power penetbheubpa ‘s/iesbody ,” and
gavebe  “biopolitical potential of a new paradigm,” andw hih saw Foucauoperng “a
promising alternative to a critique of reason.”? hhe1986com m entyyby GisD ebuze,

Foucault’s conogpbpow esdesibedasthssbanem @ dbabnbabv asvaliat ed
acoocngd an aesthetic ‘of the body.” Y dgppear ed b dahem oesbsdD abuze ’SOW N
boughH scom m entiydesibes Foucault’s epiem obgighedeasa “rarefied form of
positivism”w hthexpesydihguihedA thaeabgybm be conogpbpow eonhebas
heheberiinopursLiegpodiibm ofraliabn. 3R aheheconoepbpow e as

apositemn pow em ent —s0m dingw hth D eruzesubjigabd underavié mQOhbes ,
how evesaw bs astdangsoopebidabubnom yCigheo yhiexam piv hih
aspadivhananhatiebers aw bahPodm andaviim ashheery

pobtma  *

T hisgpobbm dahed n hiheshoughastncaviaganE rijhe nm enSanaeof

M anD ungheE rijhenm enhSeenceoM anm ea nentleshaboutibesusnedoa

urédsenaehalv oublexpandheundestndng of man’s nature through the active study of
hum anbangsandhaiv otincesencesboda dheceabn of man’s higher faculties, a

Foucad9974p124425, Foucault’s comment on a ‘felicitous positivism’ in ‘The Discourse on Language’ in
Adam €1986p162 , Foucads  cusses the background to his development during the 1960’s in Foucault (1991)
eqp131f

2 «Bjopolitical potential of a new paradigm of Power,” Hardt & Negri (2000) p23. The possibility accorded to an
“unpredjudiced analysis of the concrete ways in which power penetrates the subjects very bodies” according to

A gam ben(1998p5

*D ahuz1983p13

“O rerbatidiagum enteePoppel 9613n dA dono 97600 Habermas ‘ACijueoH um an
R easorede) nm addgdheH um anSancedvl ¢h el Foucault’ originally chapter 9 in H abem ag1987)
iepoducediFoucad 994a)
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SanceoM anbokedbusnbihoughbea m lbnbiceabgahphedbnguagea

sirbm oftkoouseadequaebhessko faiutilgm anand hsw ofl, ®Sucha
ebdeam fin $ Prexam phavilenh G em anyow adsheendo nbel8 " centy,
whee be  drive for new and rich philosophical languages culminated in Kant’s
Tensendentim Sepasedbm heK annedi on, anErmhenm enbm lbnnFence

gound edgenedheobsofoaisaibnbheh RofiEnced hesathiel9 h
centiskBy as anengagem enevtlenhanasoent FrenchPosm gom m onj/assoceed

whSansm onandA ugud eComélha i ed adybangeschabdbgacywim oden

senocheyfibw edanam lnhaem an ed absgedoapaidgacyoheench

R evalibn and § unvesaing hegem ony. The par adox s hateven ashe s

Bundabnsonw hihbeyididiew dipaed houghdiregngseripeaesdung

he19 " centiyhe agaibns pesied i vabusheo galbm sThese gie i
pepedethbetkenup asgpobm cirE rihenm erBaenoaoM an

hiihesheposieandheviiet ohetlesofv haboutibesusihedundets

urédsenosdfiedV henadeCidl pespearebokupatv obbincebauchan

E rhenm enpiopdv aswinouispabgw hat indesbodashetiegtoam lbnsof

beE rijhenm enjv héakoseekingbexendhe Seasanm putehoughadséd-om
hipegpedéputicin dat Foucault’s concept of powercoutonjexendiioouse

in “a prejudiced way.”® The Ciglpespedielien ed b abm oftiby an p/

goundng a “naturalistic theory of society,” $becausesatadyapolbm abbgacyof

hum arm hm odensocheoy. "T heconbvesyw hihaupundedhecatgor/op ower
emegedbm  Foucault’s @ueonhiopocenthnkngy hthhepies enedassbm of
SoepiEm bolphang a ‘nature of man.’® B UFoucauihendecbgireagency 0 anew
ehoopdbldeoouse w hth w asseen as an am lén brging bab ofana/s br

“contemporary dangers” in society.” A sbessayonK antaw Foucautbeshibhi LWN
*SedbduarbFink& M achand(1979) pl3

® This was a prejudice claims Habermas that followed the fact that Foucault “never returned to the epistemological
oiof  the clinical gaze,” ‘Questions Concerning the Theory of Power’ H abem ag1987jgpoducediFoucaul
q9o4pas. . . .
‘The Critique of Reason as the Unmasking of the Human Sciences’ Habermas in Foucault (1994)
8 «a positivist attitude with a critical claim,” Habem adil ~ p83
® Dreyfus and Rabinow, ‘What is Maturity?” Rabinow (1986) p118, see also Bernstein in Fouca994p225
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nepetbnaoundhebgacyoheE rihenm e nbipusNdgiesonepepediesinder
bous hbsudy.  °

T hipegpedresthaacesecby-oucau ’s relation to hiow nnidatialievebpm enend

W om odebw hthieachedbeyondacadem aneess n the political “crisis of the 1960’s.” A
digbnwinn Fenchboughhabaussesonw ha 0 the early 1930’sw asnbducedby
Phenom enabgybugiocodngbFoucaliid ow edanegidian, “one that separated
aphbsophyolexpencehem eneuisandbes ubpdbm aphisophyoknowédge,
sbndncheconaept 1T heheortairien cebhin w ashenew conbrin

betv eerhenewinepeibnsops/choand/s ancehibcdigacydhat “great postulate
ofFenchphisophybm D escasbouow nin e . hesubpa A nem eghgStididm

ppkm enedwin Foucad ’s ieading oN eézshegavehm be grianceof andeaof
hum arsubpiies “limitexpence,  ” w hihsawedadhes bobuptiebhebm at on
ofiow rhought 2Fom heboadoonext of the 1960’s dipueonhum anim Foucabok
upgpespedsonanE rihenm enancsoM an halibw echehibcain petis n be
palishFenchhoughbioughhel9 " centigH seabbous asdeiredbm he20 h
centily Fench ‘epistemological tradition’ w hthanalsed aubnom ousam linsbehndbe

dvesebm sosrieasonngnobll/asso aedwihm edinegsheysiedobe
pogesiepopdSencew asundesbodashe m odenknow édgehabout] pepetidy

evEOW neasomgandsbdiEensvi hesponengiofnewénguage. BFomhbe
SedheesaybyFoucalV hak rijhenm enF oucafl 997/ soH#y(1998p110- 14

"0 ronesidydbrod eanPabaeendVl auaM ebauPontendanober afleanC avdi§s abn

B achehdAdxandeK oykandC anguem Foucaul 1.998p466T hel 985avedvesbpulihed nRewe
deM ésphysiuestieM osbviFENdhphisop hyedFouca  ult “much further down the timeline, as if the

divergent readings of phenomenology were only the symptom of a deeper fracture.” Of Bergson he writes
“doubtless this cleavage comes from afar, and one could trace it back through the nineteenth century : Henri
Bergson and Henri Poincaré, Jules Lachelier and Louis Couturat, Pierre Maine de Biran and Auguste Comte.”
Foucad 994y@p764.
12 «What struck me most in Nietzsche is that for him, rationality of a science, a practice or a discourse, is not
m eadred by ‘truth’ it is in a position to produce. Rather ‘truth’ itself has a share in the history of discourse, and in
some way has an internal effect on discourse and on a practice.”Foucad 991p62ap5556-0oFoucad
new hibigbespect ive on scientific man emerged along with the historical origins of a science to be “found
precisely in this reciprocal genesis of the subject and object.” Ibid p63
3 Canguilhem’s suggestion in Rabinow (1986) p88-89
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dgacyoA &K oyE5 asbnB achelbndG eoges C anguem Foucaulibvw edadel

evdi@rof  anem eghghibyoffiignom s 14

Foucalhaedeged he £ W om odebasuin &/ eadng the political “crisis of the
1960’s,”anchdithgpebaus s on the ‘death of man,” brought into sharp focus Foucault’s
1966 TheO iderd higs 1B uhiiieadasapespeieonanE rihenm enBSanoeof

M angunghem odesoknow édgen hihFoucade uhschoughartbs/naaiieadng

oK arl hesabm ew okhioughw hihheeat yFoucatlesb es Positivism’s status as
em egngbm pedshoughtidig pepeti abonbvesyexendngbehnd Euppean

houghthe19 " centipfiilew asim m edup anagaEbnbbestchniabrbsophy
exendngbgenedinansocsH shar aredupthegoundbhesoapdi

pogcidiaw nbm aFienchm ediabxpenoedur gheeal/19 " centiyanchhichaper

shows why he reflected on the legacy of the ‘new po#i  ties’ through an epistemological

$ conempoaly  bm . Later, his ‘felicitous positivism’ Sawved agpeciepiem obgy or
Qonoeptiang man’s worldhough  Foucault’s concept of powerandiechnobgesohe
o *Theposieanchediow evegireagened ogyw hthdoeshoexagoespond

to Foucault’s models.

T heconedheposicencheiitbw s beberom m enbiybyGliD ebuzew hih

nokeshe conedtibly okhatPosEm  oocupi esbr  Foucault’s early Archaeology. He
derds X arBihaashe notbk dibabn nbm ng a dynam ¢ m ode ofhought

em egng aound he# sEncesh Deleuze’s commentary, Bichat’s practice dgey
tindnngasasubdbnbibeneoK anne ém enthahesaw nbeepiem abgial

Foucaul  *"FoucafgdoLE rijhenm erphysibgy asbeoom ngtiensbm edihe

¥ Outlined by Foucault in ‘Life: Experience and Science’ Foucault (1998) p465 the modified form of the

it)duabrtC anglhem (19899
' This “crisis’ follows the theme of the interviews where Foucault discusses his own development during the 1960’s
nesponsshaw desocin af-oucad 9 91p58)78,88- 2.
Foucad 997p124- 125
VD abuize(1 9881 2 hecubuseadingol heBi bdfeCitiiv hihD ebuzegins aveB ¢ hatvin

Spnozabil p63. Bichat is also pivotal in George Canguilhem’s influential text TheN om ahncheP abobgial
8



m odenesandTheBihdheCiindiabB i chabgidibganepiem abgiath
Frenchhoughthesabbie19 " centiw heepahabgiabnabm ygaveadebm in abb
m easuebihehbcabonospohekT hi S w asundesbodom akain bnave

epiem abgesofan E rhenm entSeencesofivi an. h Fencehe navre Posim w as

eclipsed after the 1870’ shotbjwiheaxpem entim o éudeB enar dw hogavehenew
paedym biphysbgrehoughB ut Foucault’s #posiegppoachbokedbadkehe

Erjhenm enS@nceoM anasagjrianpadl ppeasdunghe20 " centiyaound
henew gendis n sevhgbgreanew conixbhow bibgiat] ebabsooutibeoened
wdlesoahgum enthioughanopenconaeptk usangandhegahgeot

T hdithapeexpbeshow Foucault’ sheorigbespedreonanE rjhenm erBenc eof
M ans devedb m an early reading of Kant’s Anhiopabgyom aPiagm atP antf/ew . t
bokdeyondhieadngdhe ‘deshom an  adK antevedbdheninappoad bhier a
by ginghe dalaban on man’s world Foucauo hdlltspespedeonbe

disolbndheE rihenm entm liny henhe devebpedanabnalam oddbediue
ofeasonhoughhesoapdisbm sof a concepbipow ex t bws  Kant’s pose

am lin beyond he Cijues By conegGlis D ebuze derdd a dipesbn o f an
Erhenm enBanceoM anbm winheFench m ediatioousesivwing the ‘era of
pdbbongdibns * T higiresadbenbensbnwinespedd a ‘certain idea’ whih
D ebuzaepeed asFouc ault’s ‘moopds  .0*°

Thehem echeposieandviihdiabsakno wédgehatddl eshedisalbnobe

18" centiydioouseonhephysiaendhem oel nhiegpedhem edialinw asa

ediam bobFoucaudndD ebuze ollowed Nietzsche in a “belief in the body is more than a
findam entoatin he U ”” buts dibguihesidaound nepetd nsofegl
Poim. W haD euzesav hSensanaepiem abgybe hndE righenm entn eddl
pedesgva s abdhntaliseohegnbraphenom enabgyof #w hthhaikedba
Poednepetbnofiim Bchaepese nech  $ m odengtiggtbheconoepti

Auguste Comte and the Broussais effect’ Canguilhem (1989) p6162v heeBihdinansheiiw ayede
does in Foucault’s TheBidfeCitiyv hitsdbeconeit ndtaecoyD ebuze.

5D ehuize(1 988p121

N ehe1 9678191




bhatboked hibea b physobgy brbe know édge b seve aiBbnH ssbnal

physobgybokadom anohatie ashe ‘sum of the functions’ duedtibbraes

etnsaw eehe tinan ofbe gn w asbndta &w hatoondiied \éland posie

phenom enal” hetinanohegnw achatv hth D ebuzeasoaedwihhiow n ‘delicate
problem’ ofondihghepodieconcept 2

A's a pliesophcal pobem , D ebuze w as boking © dihguih betv een an em @A
conabringand anepiem abgrabonainngB ubeakodahe 3w hatv asatbkebia

Sae nee ofM an hat drew on be pede of physbgy: i diguiheddbm a

m ebphygsofubpdiashel8 " centiyyconoepbhe ‘organic machine’ boughtob
quesbnw habondiedaggnohe kD ur ngheeay 19 h cenuybephysobgeal

m odelsaved b gound Positam fbn S N m gopng adom an ofknowédge w hose
undebevaiesoheposeandhe\ilv as dipuedinbe19 b cenuytivwinghe
égacyobnE rhenm enBaenceoM anand ¢t annheemsifievdentde20 h
cenuigencbadngd the ‘death of man.’

T hesacondchapbiexpbesapepedeon an Enhenm enSanceoM anadippeas
hougheadngoK arf him edheSaenaosof M anasgpopatieredbm R enaisanee

hum anim pndesbodnbeE rgihenm ensoin ghedevebpm enbhew prisophtal
andssernguagesshenesbnom a n’s higher facultiesC hinW dlv asgriant
nhsegadand a1 740iv asheB ahA c adem yhatv asengaged wih asaesof
exendeddebaesongucham lensAbngwinhe pobem snbducedbyl_odkeandH um e
higaveK anhem petishatievebpedadit ansendengphibsophyT hschapenvil
bokdhebnsoendentim ldn from the perspective of Kant’stAnhiopobgyanodv s
centiFoucaénaieam oddbediue obeon. 2

*D ebze( 994p131 6796 ebuizef] 983p53N oD ebuzet, G U 994)v heeB thaped cghe
exam pipl61

2L Wolff's systematic philosophy considered Newtonian philosophy as scientifically narrow. It marks thad#n
dhebngunningdebataouncheN ewonW d anoonbves,aheB aecadem ybm 1740.
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A SanceoM aneesb Kant’s Bnsendentbm linsoigihgaconospbf ana

m etphygsban 18 P centiym dbfpow eB uiskoéd b hidi dled sEgyH e
quedn  edegbam lbnHesidhngabdin b enoiindnbsusthaschabat
psychabgyhioughoonaspsofendiyy léa expesnganadgancsbiboader

antins % Byguedmghe epistemological ‘modes of thinking’ hatihguih edbetv een
m ebphysabndphisophisbundabns N adom anokExpeencehegavecondndl

bedisym m eyhabxdend edbheveyposiiiohS@nceoM anB ut heakogies
Kant’s boadeam lbnegenean ephyxseenes be ‘indispensable service’ obing
&gin agybeyondoondingencaubdit esbr  anegbam lirbeSa@nooM an.

Kant’s engagement with a SanceoM an w asdahed byheepim abgrajoolobm sof
representing man’s world as a logical system of conceptsT hheconedw hinhete

O pusP ogim um m gpsoutiiigeibnsviinco nem poariissencesohesa-om

i antlihguihedkv om odesofiv habeconce pohatiehopedbappehend:; i dahed
an expeence ofogant natie under an nepietbn ofvilim butako he bioader

phenom enahan addingnatieevtlensaw ot dsysem O pusP oim um expbedhese

epiem abgidesssyrheirapagicheor sshenatialv otihenom enabgid< ant

fibwv edtis by hypahesnghe ‘ideal archetype of man’ w hoseem piatipo$ncout!
hikhiensoendentiv otlconoeptd. 20 pudP oim um gavesensoendently®Em as

av aydhnknghephyscaindhem osboncep trédnonedom ahutom paed
hiegéopposnohatieendeedom bm t hetigbegpede.

Thsm esheteK anbndinbm sheAnhiopol ogy. Ths pespedreon man’s waysof
Alhough evileny exdided bm an anhiopabgeal dom anhes Foucault’s reading of
Kant’s citizenfiwingheoosm opdinacheypew hossengage m entvihaw otlsyem §

dom naecbyhibiyandauliel hibokheoom pisedensoendentbepede of O pus
P ogim um bubAnhiopobgym anooutiony ‘by rights’ become conscious ofhesgm .

Z Foucault’s point theoosm opdidledi< an974) p251

BK ann odetiorariieathephygdieo righsv dbemn ogbadabasonur edonesne
obpdK an 993p284n

11



Thisckbesty/&aensn betv een m ogtnd beedhnizpadtesbran em pia

oonsmusessancheensoendentileaw agidge dagempod  ‘pringobohetiie. > The
v hapaaiheciphoem enbBSanasof M anih heposiK ant A nhopobgy
nbducedaw obleonoepiv hthcoutionybebiou ghbophyhibcnanem (xa

dom ahobom pahgdicousesonhephysaind bem od : higppeasssiv habeFench

Erjhenm ertétcbdahehimounchepod vedhesl

Thehtichgpihendepabm hecabgotal bnkingoK anbexam nehow he French
Erjhenm erbokecboondisSancsoM an T heposieanchesdiviiow dahe

asepastgenesbgyT hidiaw sonbegyréanc ebliepohepogesieanabm ¢

sidegiaibnbhel8 " centiycligileophysibgyadn edit edbedom anof

m edknow édgePhysnbgyfibw edaphbsophi catlebabwinFenchm edlalies
notbyaoundheM onpdischoabfn edling, w heeaneoH ppoaaidynam ém seved
hestidyofibhenom ena. Byhetel8 " centighiw assuppbm enedbyhetchnial

dphanfiencedby Condillac’s Logrindesbodadhesuooestim ehodbdeve bpng
ogibindnshapogesiew ay. ® hhiensheginain edoappoxin aeeng b
obnsasanatidm putindehetsbiexper €nceT hisem atpedeshetana

dodhechoughty asanifienipeded serdcigiesiunghisenoty
biahibeatiodheophysobgyw hihexen dedbaSanceoM anandisocind

pdiouses

Thechgpeshow show new anabm caltidesoonb nedbephysobgtabigeands

hibcallesaingbeng! hiakofidw s be significance of employing Condillac’s gn
adheposC asnheoym ediigheundesh ndngofendobphenom enaaccoingba

ik m eantsexam nedin w hattlecbgue Jean Per C abansbok b exend wder

diooure on be phystaland m ogbuls X avi erBhaiw ho had he griance of
devebpngasbnatizooussohebody 6 goundhesynhesonewbcaedanebm y.

H sabnaphysbgy w assubpdbinepiie diudsin dainiig anatiekte.

Bichat’s distinction came from ushgheechniaissofgrhioughheobseva onobiese

#K arfl974p206y237f

% Albury (1979) in his introduction to Condillac’s LogE .
12



tathepetbnendcbgoundw hatondie dheposteancbgin atknow édgad

Alhoughabnabhysobgyw asheosedaocodin gbpuelphygabonaing $ anweas
exphimnghdidiabgum ofbow edhat necesicasasonedingnom . Bichat’s
conoepohe hadiiaed body w asseen underacon snduggebra ‘m ea’ andhada
gPréanin pacbreevalbnagesS o M aniFenceBdhagounded andlechat

m oden soagy coutl dein foetin tinebnsaou ndhe ‘state of civilisation,” hough a
conospbbibaphyscabowy exhat ‘preside over exterior bodies.” Thsv asam odelv hth
achackdréanin padnesiFendPod wm. ®

Athe stothe 19 M centiy,Béhatexem lid he gibn betv een a nivedjag
anabm sinchesynhesingphyabgd heb ubchapedesiedhow bigoundsesly

FenchPosem BnSansm on ’s am lnsbanew SanceoMl anundesbodas

be necessaly synhessinbm ing apovidnaland eh¥e undeshndng ofhe bioesof

hibry on soaey,secondy n Auguse Com ew hose Posim sbod agand¥ abus
debndesobnoum odedE rihenm enSaenceoM anB ohsaw Bahat ’s physiology as be
m oden know édgedain a dainilg bioes evident in life’s capacity for organization.
Posm goundedishiough bisdihan of biological beings from ‘mere’ objects,
deiiEpiem obgiain odedieiedofiim | oftiiunchesalyeashel9 b
centiy.

T hecengbobm appeas Bichat’s1801R esachephysobghues ek amot
H eeB thatv asssiidhnghenatieendin © bebroecbgariabriSgnsohe vl

gave he paed m &m ouy desdngé & ‘the sum of functions by which death is
esed % Thegnm adeavilerbe ‘natural relation’ to such exteriority, not as a quantitative
oiphyscabnabgueobioebues anndexbtinanatbifinheconogptiam e an.
Pahabgysevechem ehodobnd/s byexendngaubpirechniuesovehabgacyof a
hibcgbhysbgybebnaed ife’s functional capacityacoocnghibrapesbn

ofgriantphenom enam eantBhatw asbok n go M onpdnéim and§neo-

Hppoaat dynamem 0 uphatl he heutt valies ofm edine hern dg on an

Behel827p34- 40
217 ux)lo
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gpoditnew siEnoehhby ayheSensabna fnseves 0 egfvaiessbuedo

i hépahobgy daini edanew podieknowédge-éssasknow édgeof m anban
finan ofing B utisw asihheerny politm aaoe $ oObswabnapedew as

ingd  © hibtaindestndngofiim andelipu ecxpbnabnsi

T hechapibkede ‘age of Bichat” tm earnheim ageaedihem ediatli qqihes

w hosanhgvaliesv eeheposieandhevi thpobhegrispedaw hth

nfiencedealP osiEm deiihehdt as m ovngbeyonchephysbgtatieha &

1814SanSim onbok edb e MgosaSaEnceoM anbhesoapdiiEohe

in e putbw aspin Fekenupasanaehatc oncenm edit  ed houghbednguage
debatot ourdeB onalSansm on w & abokngohesencesohedayw hthnow

saw hin destbesoay/asbangbioeshat could ‘plunge the human species back into the
seonatie *2 Thiw asin fised byhenew anhopabgywint heoksofann &,
degradation and ‘aboriginal difference’ whihopen edhecenBbnbbgrgbobm safinae

dbence  nedl9  "centihbboia sciences. Saint Simon’s newam lineSeenosof

M anbokhebm obgynhatknow édgehatou thebsbboesdom nabghibyen

deaw hitw agom afasoapdizioncen. t becom esatasbd 814hatiooncen

buphatheseam lndecam eovetkenbyhe ‘industrial values’ hatoutlexpess man’s
nnedvesiow becom escsstiggel he Lvaienow appesesa * conoeptibour "and
destbeexcesem aeboesom g psy/chi cagandv hihdlbisseem sdetiedd

enbebbm entincdesh. 2

TheconerbnghalSanSm on ’s concenwinbheconospblboouny asbauppot oe
valies undesbod ofa Seence ofM anBut Bichat’s physiology equiocaed betv een a
pogesve heortasinae andgam ldn S & a dsoure onhebody.Thsbecam e
upereded ar19160 nheonehandM anedeBi enw asdey @& doBta s
physabgy broying am seecing accounbisibe detinanng oheegoapsydho-

physgbadlim hagsm ednatidfinans as a podidmowédgeoin an. Yo rhe
%SEfHin onl966X Lp254.

2T haw okaound1819vHA ugusC om & L Organisateur.T hbeschaped.

M aneD eBan(1949p39- 40.

14



chehandA ugussC om ebokuphiEP osiEm t houghanepiem abgrabna)/sbavail

pubuptbsophi cd éin BaSanceoM anC ousdephibsophip osieconenddhat

Bdhat ’sam lnboonganknow édgebegbns ‘ popeningbodes ‘andwasa by
plbsophid  evdbn. *HoweveCous e vedaoubusdibnoBihat . heseenas
exem phymnbeftiom ehodbubavngan ‘incomplete Positivism’ openbaegesie
mephyds A coodhgbCom g, Bichat’s vim w asddigbecausaiv agoem gedona,
onoepbiestnceehehianaconcepbne gebnT hidlerédbehibeabbof

physobgy asfivw ngheheadhtapegpedr eonanabm caltidesbw hth Comte’s
Posienepiew asa ‘mapping.’ t demonst  esatuctidinknghabvebokhel8 b
centiydebaboveaSa@nceoM anB ubepaedoxof Comte’s Posim #patm ¢

nenbbiheng anehtom ogbiopdhoughhenew bobgraic enceshaingiic ed
Bichat’s pehabgiapespedre anddodhaeequi ocabn ohegn abngwh $
question of values. This was something Comte’s phisophialagenda availed,deg®

em angbsbenld B centiySanceol am anyohew ays

T hebathgpeniiloongieham paad &new expam entiin edinaFencsorhe

pepd a&r1870CéudeB enad gavehenew pos vepaedym bhatbaldibguihed

betv eenm edigbeadeanddetm nabbsEnce. ThegriancebiFenchplhsophyn

beThiRepub ¢ w addifjdibguihedsadm edt inebm gptibsophydk

wihanm pacbnbohgiidbndebnat phosophcababnsl” hechapeboksat

how Fengos M agende e -oriented physiology’s cenHlpobem of ppehe nding ‘true
function’ rhestidydhaingl hiam ldnw agodli abosanotiem edtdknow édgeof

fw hthatogppeasasa ‘paradoxical link> whBchat ’smehod. Tobausonheddae
netie olhe expam endpoodue as tietinan now m eantehnking ‘conditions of
existence’ braooncgdhatoutiam onjfinanst bueckiM agendieddheda

phenom encbgydingiinaravai ing Bichat’spahabgrgbespedreandaubdit edhs
obsevabnan ehodwihanexpem enstonain ingT hain éddom anof annneiing
envbnm engendedposeanduialie swinesgpastandaubnom ousdom anof

physobgy.

ICom¥1893p298- 299
“hifp299
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W h nodleainabnsofnom aland pababgiakt aesand ecid spaced bm be

hibeaphyabgytchapeexam nes anasesment by HenB egsonw honoedts
expam endim w adibwingA sk ’s posiem ehodbnenangaty n hebgt
oinatiewinn heundestindng oim anPhysb gy’s aubnom yaooodswih hahe of

bnking hatpiéges phenom enadibns deved bm em pEm pord hibed

pobem shuthe & ess ay win bra conbence on Céude Benad desb eshe
experimentalist’s disposition asasppess edvim. = Thsm eanhotepadigem id
obsawabnbm sheoriabynhes heg) réanoeof Bernard’s anticipative ideashet
hi s w asundebodbepesenheposeandvike &m enthaB egonhatinecessalyof

em pabdfingoenghg tindnB ot hB egonand B enadan edbipabuir
pedbnnbam ehodsoubichapiconale Begon ’sbauon  anadapibnbelv een
poseexpeenceand vihiii ashebassohiheory ofps/chophysbgral

$iEs  Byanbduanghepobm dbenom andhepa hobgrdhoughadihguing

between ‘norm’ and ‘real,” hestinsbheevalbnaypaedim obeday bibew der
phbsophtal conextT hs conorns Posiths otdbm abnswh ate orbie

dvegen e and seived adiue ofposE riihenm entseEnc eseen ascaiing hedeeper

in pabnsfnotiepedsaoundS encof M an. ¥

Bernard’s interior milieugavehetlean odelv hitwv asaiohesthgp anboongdig

be “new waybaSanceofM an ” N EméD ukhan s sociology.® Durkheim’s G
bm abnsequatd® an aubnom ousdom an ofeeandindependenih ough evilen
bosenngm egphygsohepasgnduphetibep osdiioldeem nabbeibnsohe
dynhst ofa soabgeB uthe quest onsw heherD ukham ’s neoPodM
fibv edebedlav hihB enadebaedwin an? Thoughheconadinsobéenochat

ubdied oatbe brhe hibialiles, hedboked 6 m gp posbk ofis ofan
asso@retinanT hssevessacoounbhi sbsbdehoughevlence of anegir
B egeon002p202

B egeon(1944p387

*D ukhan Q001342
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&k Anobpdesgrhesexpes ed asaaatareodenhnggivw edhepoe ril
pesuppos  edopesardbm bl hesaw esopen thaneverbnacoodngba
oedposecasonmgnotb)dihdbm a nndiglual ’sbgiD ukham derddts

wih a pm ay caegosabn ofbe saoed and be pobnehe poerdibraubnom y

epesent - edbedigpagnvesindoosggound newnom s

D ukham derdches/sem ofginsandipot erdiviw hatneabepoch ’ oobaed
undesnabndheheabgrandiephi osophigbopanchisbod Durkheim’s
am linbfiw hepespedrehoughieibn ganE rhenm enpopaierdiohn
benabnsohepodieanchedifhec apagor ‘Gl bm sahdiiv hth

w as hatl evilentbehnd he phenom ena ofdéegbm en tand anome hashe gréance
gppeanghougheahgsacedepeenibnga obneandvevesH eshabsof

posieknow édgehahdizedhe vital problem of ‘norms’ bm odensoaD ukham
deshedsoabsem bbgesvioutiidedand ddféknow édgeobenom dpe , but
hatoutl, ~ § properly interpreted, “tell us the secret of the future.”**Thiw adheopenam tiin
ooondieat inanaknow édgeexendedbeyon ds@dm ehodabgyw hédlang $
pespedrebm anE rihenm erpopdhec ondibnofS aenosoivl anT hichaper
show show tisv asnoan pehum anim bubadiks theposC aksnpeaew hihhad

noaadesoiv han anw as

T hehesigieshinenesbgyasapespedieon w heheit20 M centiyabok edassb
nabnsoim anandspiotbia 0 nem poayhoughtindesbodobhe ‘deshoman. °
Foucautim anbdhsasapogesietied n TheO deofThngshutiby asabedy

underdipuebm he 1930’sPosim w asatadyhetgebiCiche oyw hih
exem pidby 00 neghgnepbnsoveanE riihenm enBa enceoM aPosmn

hssam eanbiangeoPiededm aecondt uenof@Ednguagesdevebpedasa
boadahguitphbsophybheboadeheor atabppoach 6 sEnceendim ehod sb
banhcopoeechosompdiiought % During the 1960’s h eCiglfipueboussedon

¥D ukhen (1959p244

T heagum enoababdiTheP oD fpue 11G em anSoabgyA donall97apof

Specifically described by Horkheimer in ‘Tra

ditional and Critical Theory,” ‘The latest attack on Metaphysics,” and
17



w heheP osiibgacyfiidbaccounbin ompdbaaes by éim ngheat $
a@ichoronw assubsriediigado m anhoim odenknow &dgehbb ayhe

din w athdly asabiebheE riihenm ent amhins  *Thistidygiressgenesbgyof
beSanceoM anhatloesnothbm ahum an $m buhoughdaniigvaliesw hth

w eehibidestnbbanghedeem nab €obpaoftidyT hem ovesnpadb

whavastmed  ashel9 "ocetiy  ‘deshoman  ’houghoondihg $ @laoundhe
posieenchil

“Post script.” Horkheimer Cdal'heos(l972F oereccournt. ogial Podim, Rudolph Carnap’s work as

destbed R adrky/1973)
¥Exem plidoyM aV ebeandD ukhan accoding A donall976)mbod/
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Chapl  : A “Rarefied Positivism”

hoduan

T hechapetikediom GliD ebuzedes gbnoM chel Foucault’s early work, he
early engagement with the ‘crisis of the 1960’s."*The “rarefied form of Positivism”Eésb
Foucault’ snepetbnobhibrabipueovehed gacyobnE righenm enSaenaeof

M anh btsdhape Foucault’s interpretation scones  ed wihw hatD ebuze caid he

‘delicate problem’ of constituting a positive concept. h D euze ’scom m entonFoucalis

w asasoaEd wiahibabventesy ibed as ‘the age of Bichat,” and hechgpbewii
ouliehow hesatv oconem poiarydsoousesbok bepepedresbm annepetbnof

w hatnE rghenm enSeenosoM amnendedT he wipndehebagbhehibeal

w olsubsequenthapes

From the early 1960’s, Foucault’s epistemological analysis served the critical function of

hum aniboBoousesA é1970aH declared ‘felicitous positivism’ developed a concept
wih w hih 6 desdbe soaéechnabgidlodes o fpow T he chapereads Foucault’s
posteam libnsbm bepegpedreof his early reading of Kant’s Anhiopabgybm ed as
beheortaionedbenognappoad aErghenm enBeenoso andbeendof

he18 " centiyThido erved Foucault’s The O iderofThigs seen asnashg he

disalbnokE rihenm enbm linsbiposie know édgehioughadabbanon

betgacyohehum ansencesT hechapbm akes heconneanbetv eenw haf-oucaud

abobedf rom Kant’s original approach and his later use of the concept of power for narrating
oapdiiousettay ayw hab baundesbodessSanosoM arldin éd

through Foucault’s pespedeonbedisoibnobel8 " centiyam lnH $ pose

am lbnrbeny oksubdiebhanch shapenlibeibheopds he

congieabn ofpoputibnsseesFoucauin pem en eoonagpiv hoseaubnom yem ans
@ebKat  ’sposeam lbnnam &/ e dgaunvesgtoknow édganendedasa

fedom bm soahegem ontonexds

*T hedihehemn edhaeniw s desRem akonVl aregp53)73)88- R
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A sscondpespedresppeadhyexam mgGED e duzecom m entiyonFoucal edim s

‘a certain idea’ haunted all his work, extending an idea behind Foucault’sm aopdiohe
gnw hihhe identified with the ‘age of Bichat.’® Ths @in haD euzem akesohe

‘Bichat event’ aondicbhewdeam libnsbbgn ab0 apdibboncentB Ut

genedonheam bujomn ediabhysobgy , hedipubovesim and $ am o
appehenduiebinanD ebuzegeds to Nietzsche’s ‘delicate problem’ of constituting a
podie concephiough an em piakondnng. “I T he chaperdiaw soute conexiof

Bichat’s medicalim asfibwingechniuesoévaliabnposgeddhe YT hesedte
thedihdposC aesarpeasbue abC ondic.

hisv ayhehem eohepogieanchiby i #eeribaknow édgehatbdal eshe
disolbnobetel8 P centioiooussorbephysiainchem oel . Thiguesrm es

beam lnsobnE rhenm enSanceoM anl nhbsense, Xavier Bichat’s physiology
openedadom anohatiebabgoom anaies eensaissum ohefinadnsd#l o
conde posie phenom enaokw asaquesd nofm ehod and gréark Bichat’s
\lim w asnoam etphyssofibial but gdbhel8 " Gentiy conoepbfan
‘organic machine.’ $aogréanheB ichat’s physiology ébhibtabgacybd9 b
cenuy Fench PosEm H encehevilendhe pose greheem shaidain 1 an
nheddipuEbm anE rihenm erbaenosof M arexpbedihihaper aspepedes

on the ‘crisis’ of the 1960’sB dhFoucaubndD ebuzeshaedN e&zchetlest ha a “belief in
hebodyim oehanatindam entbdifihes ou **bubyquednigw habondies

phenom enadhebodynX aveBehdD ebuzs SerepeEhghibigadihe

bheosoknow édgederedom K ant

“D ebuze1983gp1 21
“ID abuze(1 983p53S eeaioD ahuze’ G Ul 994ap161w heeBihahespediexam pk.
2N ezhe(1 967391
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A chaeobgyesr ‘Rarefied Positivism’

When Gilles Deleuze described Foucault’s early work a ‘rarefied Positivism,” v agendedas

a doubbedgeddiuehenegatresenseof abBngen dental stance of an “udoxa. “But
akam pat edcetinposieam linsasdespebm uibns obonogptidhoughbets
com m entiyw outlievea? cooringb D ebuzes onybecam egppaent with Foucault’s
evaliabnohenom abeses thetics ‘of the body.” HgeabA chasobgyw asontiseds
amlire  negative practice that simply fell short of any “true critique.”*D euzecoutidehe
‘true critique’ ashem easuecbonansbiknowédgegheh anobeoonabnngof
knowédgew hthhegpeddulerddwih i ertepiem abgy T hsdibabnw as
m adeexdingow roibs/naoabeadngoll heO idedT hngsw hihhesubpaedble
own Nietzschean ‘symptomatology’ of 19" centigpedetheoiabaTheO d eof
Thngdhecengbolbm $ pogdhoughsurveyolibndalv eerbe ngandbnguage
w hih sswesb quesbn asa hibab pij be subpdotknow édgeB ut Foucault’s
ubsequenendmot)bw ngahibly opopubnsaeppessiiam buous
ibrbephbsophiainhiopobgy;
“anthropology constitutes perhaps the fundamental disposition that has governed the path
ophésophiahoughbm K antiduow nda yTI hisengem enesseriinee
it forms part of our history; but it is disintegrating before our eyes...”*
W hahem anthedhough subsequenienasesott he condiFe conabnsundew hih
ubpcscouti bebm edand m odedyv asheexe nen oheeconadingnb asom-

pdiiom ahougharena/sopow er

From the early 1960’s Foucault used epistemological analysis as the critical reflection that
targeted a concept of man’s world by foregrounding a historical study of discourse.The

ArchaeabgydK nowédge describes this as a rationalising process from which an ‘unthinkable’
had be removed. Archaeology located a specific problem around the difficulty of the ‘subject of

* Ibid p13, the note at p320 refers to this model which normalises the visible in Foucault. For “urdoxa’ see Husserl

(1962p1034 O4seeaioD abuze(] 994bp137

“D abuze(1 988p520neaviiH abem asom m ent sv ham akesheoppodigim nam ghai cthaeo bay
#udiendG enesbgyiofugpeddin acy, H abem ag1987p248.

““Foucad 970p342
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knowledge’ and developed its method by following epistemological “continuities to define their

discontinuities.” The significance of these “positive elements” gave hiana/sohibg

nended biesk wih conbuoushiblyC onbuous hiblyw asequaed winbe “founding
function” of subjectivitya tin@nundesbodasmdenganognwis necessagm ageof
devebpm engexingbexdidedisoabnanddi BenceA dynam canad/soitidtiel

Hm abngbehibiyofieasy adheebe, bexdideanilesobin *' Foegoundhg
dionibués saved binbm  abeoly and m eho d hatposie) an ed o dihguih

know édgebm amtibn. “8

Foucault’s diouse dides an ed 0 die boh 0@ deemined and aubnom ous

ndidudB yuppesingts ‘anthropologising function’ as the tendency of the empirical
dtfoonbujeventidizthespontne yohewoonoes ““Thebedbhiy adat
beegofin@nsbhilehesnhatadis ohesubpd hein ageobnscenderdl

hibyhaem eges $ ofifpesieancdiegentsesknow €dgeS ponenejisssoad
wihbnsoendentlindestndnginipobm ¢l finanw hthdipbc esananhopabgial
SéoBooussA pobm cabegybasagan $n ideology of “preconcepbnIeIbNces
obsds b gieapespedreonhecondibnofubid vihough dicouse. ®The
Archaeabgy of Knowédge w as fibwing an epiem ol ogtd m ehod devabped under
AéxandeK oyéendG ashnB achehdv acheh &ow hihFoucautbuedhestidy

ofpiem abgtdheshatihoughw hihsaent pagappeasahegrianpoduct

abonbm abnohum arbgiteconaeptiie w otl.

hhisensd-oucaiokuphipespeded m winnFendniéaudibrbydew ing

onheegwiigsoB achehoB acheid ’sm okabnw aseqaiagandhebgacyof

Bergsonism and the ontological status of duration taken as ‘real’ time.”" Bachehcilerdida

“Foucad  1972)pl3
A7)

“hifp182

“hifp186187p192

hroucad 972pessebulluess ast orB achehd> eoge<C angulem M éhéBeresand M ail
G uénlutheessayl £ xpenaeandSa encehedim K oyeandB acheldachebetinn esin
epiem obgtdbabnw hihC angulem Bkesup Foucad 998p471

*1B achehr{1 935pia 932andB achahdlR 0001935,
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phbsophtalbsk as biigng tv o ébm ensbetv een w hih H eniB egson had dawn a

dibebrplbsophyandposgesiencsph antbnanchansrit! eew assgganb

w hth B egson hadinbduaed hitleaofdusbn. Theeason bitsw ashafoucad

gbdBa  chelard’s philosophical ambition to oppose an ontological approach to philosophy.
Theepanshibid diseheA thaeobgia Begyam lbnsoexendnghe
goousinandheoonopt

-Thepm aydem haB achedhel d was of Bergson’s conception of ‘nothing.” This is

articulated in Bergson’s C iegieE\valbn.
“The problem of knowledge is complicated, and possibly made impossible by the ideas

o absenosbpesencgbm vailohedil vbieoBfindam entidnof
our understanding.”*
Baheld com m ens hatby be pangdim ensbm ed nb a pandhioram ,a an pe
coniu betv een sssofB ang availsany hiea oiienohngnessnam e/bevol.
Bergson’s positive metaphysics were an “ingenious theory of negative attribution,”>w hih,
aooooingbB achehdiengpodieposil ébhijhehum anboughB egsonsawin
m em osheposiiobiringticonhuds rknow édgeB achehhgiechabngng
beposibkandhepobabinbanteato nbuydilnohecessybrigeagapn
B angR aheyan undipued posie valie dbu €d b apligt ok epesened a
V. > hhisense achebid chaectiedhedanger oim sepeserghetinand
nature of a correlation between words and their translation into a ‘language of action,’ the sign
adéiea A tynegaleadn m esnsanon- f1 n@n andin pshe posifiof
edony Figpodeinandbuecb bnkngpiriidebehnchantdiikeson
beonbbgrabaliecft it inanngened A chaeobgyoppoets
bpposebecaushb achepasiihaB acheidabuedobnkngaconbuous
hiol/ T hepolbm of such pas¥iyw ascaedn andeanbw hthhsepiem abgy
B egeon(944p299
B acheh2000p25
Sit07
“hip30
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nbduced conoeptiabck A gandtshe @ ued adre condtiabn asnecessaly br

podude new tinansin knowédgeN ew conceps w ee undesbod o beniaid

poductbyB acheidw hofivw edaserdds posnbm akeadim onhew otiby

developing experimental ideas. His reason for opposing Bergson’s force of the unconsciousy as

its ontological base. Foucault’s discursive discontinuities inherited b oppo®nn he

dioouse ofnegate dbubnspabulyy N undipued posie valiesabued © a
pg N aooncepdk
w aom H eriPancaew hodin echan ehem & $adanvenedill aden ok,

“making itself over...by means of a revolution...in some sense the opposite of the

C aksinebm B ebeD excabshancssbne) genisgn adeposihesnidn

bageom etpolm A&D exabsw ew ean posesnohiibubsbr

obtaining results”*®

As a new active ‘method of discovery’ this substituted for a speculative podigB achehd

called the latter a ‘method of solution.” Poincaré was proposing that a new mathematics of

com pb§ooutipesenhew syrhaioonaeptb bhatupassedapmiiesienosofpa
measurement and renewed the ambitions for a true ‘science of relations.” Bachelard took this as
exendngadatiom anofaerdolpd canandFoucabokhipassedhnijue

i

- Thirdly, Bachelard followed Pierre Janet’s later criticism of Bergsonian ‘psychology.’ Janet
opposed the ‘plenitude’ with a ‘psychology of commencement.” The importance was placed on
the event of commencement in thought to limit its effect. Bachelard could in turn write, “we need
beconospbhensnineoush odeb undes tndbe  psychology of beginning.”>’ The
psychology of beginning drew on Janet’s idea of memory being a ‘social’ function aiming to
‘triumphing over absence;” memory held a continuity where there is no reality as such.®Jnet

m anthechdbaileeom em oym aresthehi ghefinansv hengirerhioughhew od,

P ancad 910} acheh1984p164
*'B achehd2000p59
e 928p22B achetiP000p6 1
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“the first populations were delighted by all these accounts by victories and of defeats,

heyw eeabadghehd pedd ohem em oyhepebdhatv ecad

fabulation.” *
Thepow eobbulibnexendsm em olyandcapiaes hougtéetieandpoeitives
m em ofypow enobbeundesbodasbm sohe gEbeasapow eobonguan.
T hdihabneaveshum anknow édgesolpe fpeopbppaceandin e —nneedof a
Bnsoendengbepedeon $ oonduadnshoughiepesentedepatir ebm ardea
attributed to nature in general. Foucault’s discourse studies followed a historical idea as the
natieom anenchiconoeptiv otl, e
Thoughquesbnsoftinanm ehod and pow e Foucault’s structural analysis fiweda
segyhatlew onbeediaihheps/c hobgyoierdhnkngB achehdhed

described contemporary sciences as transforming the orientation of its ‘epistemological vector,” a

new orientation moving from the idea towards the ‘real.” Thspaedim a<bokedd

bilgeediandsbnaim odesdhought andepeseneckgyriarbeckovinedlr

Posiim odebhatassim ed a sum of experience of the ‘real” would move towards a
nscendentilecohatie? new edimin i edbhepoducoieErdexpeenos

lisbchiexam pb, byhephysbgyoCauideB enaciw hodihgLthed hioonaepbf
seErdepiEm abgybm habA ugusCom & B enadbooepiddbentn odesohum an

undestndng w hé efisng aninepisibn hat vew ed hese ashibiaipogessH e
ebisechiorhebaghateencaw asecessar yebodasedihdbm oknow édgebm

phbsophytsw asa dibdoesk wih a hibr ¥ sbnang bm ofsinceH e

chaacesedhtagv ow aysofviighioy, Bamenangw ayaooum ubkeor
schabsiendsecondiefinabnalv ayexena fhganm m anerpespedeorheady

batpoducesiT hough hsow n m ehod,Benad s aw benew &k as ang hum an
know édgebm hefleabgidbndenaisoihum a nm hdencysedhsysem sohought ol
“hifp107

“B egn(1935)

® Bernard’s formulation (1956) p223. see also Petite (1987pp201219%k0H i 979)
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The pabm cofhe epiem obgiam ehod an ed a acoeyetd naow deabgesby

opemghesesysm Satiaban. 62

The critical task of Foucault’s Archacology was}yexensn, anands & ohegiof
desbnatidies heptisophiatipod nw ashabbnehtalv outiaarg/hunt

dive beneshlerf opernghoughbhea ubnom ousconoept  © Thebonhat
appeasn TheO derof hingsboughtsoub m hepanbféw w heenew tEsof
oBooussoom anbpiyendw hosstinanexend shoughahibryohesinceso an.

THiw yscin echbarenaioonom y i bin e,

as Foucault later said, “what has eluded consciousness,”-

“ [it] describes the unconscious of science, the negative side of science as that which

estilebabndditibdV hatv ou tikebdohow evesbevesh
posie unconsmusofknow édgeaiabvehat eideshe consibumessohe
eripepatfEriioUsi ofipuivaionciesk

diminish its scientific nature.” *
Thedegpergréanceobehum an senaespehi ndbaksofom anyw asnbe
condibn ofahibtapeae ofubpd T hsboughbuiapaedoxhequen
w hihFoucautlesibedas “often highlyem baesng  ,” namely obooounbgbbéhpher
conditionality of man’s world & h econogpuidive &

TheC onceppPow er ahe ‘Rarefied Positivism’

hhextD ggaheandP urihandThe i K nowédgda-oucaiokedbentppoach
b3uchconandB ynbduang a sinbausbnoneiourredigahary pec

bm aboadaeoapepedenebaussedonh fbesohum anbodesengagedwha
“machinery of power.” D esdingadibued netv okhoughanandg sofpow ergave
Foucauia socapepede dain i ed hough anom ahgjidgem ent % Dgileand
% For Bachelard, science is “the aesthetic of the intellect.” Bachelard (2002) p21

B acheil1984p176

“Eoucad 970K

Shibi

®Foucad 977p136133190
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Purih introduces a ‘mechanics of power’ to distinguish how new conditions bhdéobe

bodyasexaebecbE rijhenm ertsues afocindpdidnongpotie

know édgeohendiaua " TheW#K nowédgedesd ed ‘crystalisations’ emerging to
Sudnacdom anolisegimnvedm entiN obly hesedipboedddeem nalbbm odeb
ahwinheacoounbiiiigogbm abns batyedudbecom anvesedwianoder

opdibow er .

Foucaubooountbhepobundensbm abns n bem odeneshough a DopdH
odengdbw heea concept of power serves the productive aspects seen of a force ‘within
itself.”**Theooncepbpow ediidguinedw hat was earlier attributed to a ‘commencement’ 0
beepiem obgrain odesl heexenaedgponty neousbm oknow édgehasacoribn

0 annenatapagobconcepbipow eB uts gppeasonhesoabvebndm ade

evilenbyw haEoucaul t reflected upon as “rights of death.” Hedin edham assaoeswvee
\iibepdiain oderfeshenounipat oboeexahggpodatienceovd: 0
Theindzaeshatpow erbecom esnaeaangy he deerm nabk ébm enth be em A

dom anandheaonogpbpow ecandem ongee anem egngepesentbnabapadhat

functions as a mechanism to apprehend ‘biological dangers’ through a productive discrimination.
T hiooncepbenaieshain $opoduc yabuedbahbm ovem entdiendhe

processes of history. Foucault’s ambition bhetoncegpbpow exv ashesbebcaptiea n
eserilinardhabvebfots

Fom hedious/epespediifiotbthat Foucanlv agsbaigorhenew gendis
beconexbiuchabobgonbepepdupd 1970H is review of Francgois Jacob’s The
Logpof édesechenew genaioBoouses betlan eddancees annenahda

conoepil T hindppeaedesriendundgave anew conoepiiiv hilno

bngercaed tindam entlpog s of conbuy .h he engpbn ofcodesens

om sonsandinvesbnghad anew conaeph alv asciupeohebgacy ofatler

hijp254

®rouca 979p141- 142

hijp102

"hip127

™ The review of Frangois Jacob’s TheLogitié ‘Croitre et Multiplier’ in Le Monde 1970 and Foucault (1994b)
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conoeptiinhasibnboosm obgrd deasohatiesnew dicoussonnbim abn
was of a program whose ‘nature’ presented the new epistemological challenge to traditional
Western doctrines of ‘man,’ as absorbed within the human sciences. Thenewéechnaiizoouse

focused on ‘communication’ and the arbitrariness of a genetic limit." tubodhaed any

ndiduaiem sohatieyow hoposdi Hbnam sonsandnengabnofil
‘force’ as compensation for the negativity of death, andgaveagyrianiem oddigola
concept of ‘nature’ Ldedosphabyel9 ? centipP odiitEoousENENegds

The consequences for discourses on subjectivity was to present them with a “fierceness of

reproduction,” as anegatiwinheveynabnofubpa "haahgendom nesiohe
knowédge ofing s/&m sm oved avay bm debaks abobed bm he 19 " centiy
physbgiabegenatshadagyréancebr ougpochw hihderdiedanew dom an

tfindam enthebabgapotriba bsenceT heandssaingbangbm be

perspective of a program, was limited to the ‘encoded,” and constrained within fixed margins of
heoganim B ydiiagaposijnebdea beheatheaing-oucapitiedan
egoasconsigapogem bm ainédpespedt vem eg/ensiigacodeaganshe

odeohegrenH eew asaninhgin © anypeaurebbbganconendngwin
alBnessoonvess) 1 obed Foucaubetn posiisbrexpandi ng prbsopheal
ebm entaundsoonceplil hesav o edpant

T hiciphoedheaxom athatsaw hem odynam €ovetkecabgoesofim nbe

ea19 " centiydebabsorithbhein agediian egabenabnobnbpybecam ea

m essueoitiodebm bepaniohew hath swbodnat  ed abckolknowédgeof
nenakicieB Uhepenaiana)/sf ngsyem gyahedhbm abrebebcdivel

© com pee i win be conoeptofequi bum i bem age ofhew hokSuch

com pabg w ays oftinking abouthe natie o ,one an nvedn ofhe chethad
oonsequencesbrhe sataigenaisn diph ang any absale agum ensovergened
dabnsokT hhsubdiehe serk cdioouse on enegatswin hebauson

2T henewm oodw asaptiechyhetbagesof C hanosandN eces§bydoquedVl onod1972p167

"Foucaf 994bydpp9- 104
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bibgratibly ided asinegabn ofincea gl dbseafinanaleem entw hose

ebaem ahechbedem heckthijhebvel A

B ynbduanghebgbolepoduanencit enahgheconcepbhegendpoah

com palgnew dynam §m gppeasnbecom pb§o hobgrab/£Em G pundedbyan

gopaeny natilloonoephe wderpepede 0 N a genat com m uncabn phoeshe
individual program within the wider collective; conversely, an internalised ‘natural’ death
m pisesndiduabenet dech hasheneces yduedbhew defin@nsofan

evalbn ofhe genedloode T hsobsa bioadl y natiek pepeie b andea of

evalibrin éconjoem sheexpesbno hepoahiepednyiieasobenedl

oonsevabndioom petagandepepetia evalbnwinpaem eesgvenundebe

nabnofebanA bgcohegendapogam pkv hthnobing spedsundesbod,
necesihanepisibrhabsoenddhough vabusveiings/sem $om genat

am enbhendiduabaulian ogod opdBBoonom candeipusoodes t
éndssphibsophiabiégedhenepitt vepow ehetandieesichknow édgewh

Epedd any w derdBousesnepetbn $0pen  conbnabnswin com pahg
acoounsoftibesofhew otl noehew der natienow ebare) gopearbuedin

unknow menaecbhqobsndexpiessedd njiesocpace.

The concept of man’s worl ddhebvebpopuibnsam edenew conbn #bnbetv eenan
‘economy of man’ and an ‘economy of nature.”“But i evesesrieadinow subocihaed

theoonoepof a ‘natural’ evolutionG eogesC anguiem w asoonenbdesbea de
gesgukm egngwihecuenbbm abnh eobsobgarabnandheexqabnaby

s/&m sohepadt "® B utFoucaLbkesaptbsophiadepatiehou ohbsm ehod of
nepatbnabvebobeegdhesoao dbbyv hthexendshoughaconaoepof

power 7

"Sealooh(1 989304 305

75Fouca‘.994b)/®p99- 104
" Canguilhem asks “does not information theory have more to say about, in its own algorithmic language about
indngdiarH enB egondifhehic hapeotC ieaieE valibn ?” Canguilhem (1994) p86-89

"Foucad 97992- 93
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H sboryoSexudifivw $ asgposieconogphoundngheconabnsof ednoess

beyw eehibcddevebpedhough a discourse on forces that “could be modified...and
distributed in an optimal manner.””®Fom a “theory of signs, ideas and sensations” as they
appeaednheeaymatenhcenticam eadi soousehabiibdoobobnal/sd
desbesompdipocesesiiby hi chesoapdBbrlederedpepede

ool ™ H eeheconoepbipow ercoutl saveascounes unanoackpodnbr

pocebm oknow édgebeppehendpow exvi hnasoapdibde-oucauin eant

becounestinanbdain inanater adbuedbsabdebym edibigw hah

bbbgrfindam entfinenaied ; hecounetinanopensbplisophtahepr ebn
aouncheoonogpbiv obHhesoapdH évd

Foausing on w haths bbbgr nenaes br $ discourse on life’s potential served

Foucault’s ambition behind the coupling of ‘power/knowledge’ structures. The concept of pow er

eqs  an “agent of transformation of human life” by extendngedom antiingposie

enx P It served a “point of attack,” open to a substitution, reversing the activity of juridical

doouresFoucaulem pbyshsbroondibn ofubpare eibnswin be oA

dom ahaposieam lindlerddwihhisoc opdsbopdt & henahddnabi-

bgcm adgposbbbaconcepbpow ebex endadom anoknow édgebhanessa

couphgopow eknow édge ®enas an aggression of “egoism turned against one another.”®
H ebm edhsasahibialt iggebiknow édge andw outiterstinb caegoesof

by, 8

Foucault’s late return to subjectivity bokhepespedebm anandsobe tks of
dixgihe i condiihgesah badyin1 97(-oucauld cabchals enesbgywv asw oking

on the ‘side of discourse,” through taking power to constitute the domain of objects by following

"hifp142
"hifp139
hif143
8 See the two essays, ‘“The Order of Discourse,” (1970) essay in Adams (1965) p158, and ‘Nietzsche, Genealogy,
History’ (1971) Foucault (1998 e eyfisndR abinow (1983)
®SedFoucaf 998p37 7donoedyD eyfisn dR aanow (1983)
& pm haoduarbThel sssiPéasud-ou cad9ss)  plo
30



a “felicitous positivism”bacthevehspodieam lins YW ham ot eshidfanbe
undesbod by expbing Foucault’s early reading of Kant’s Anhiopabgybm aPiagm at
Panol/ewH eshe ethical subject was already identified as a ‘doubly’ determined object,
undebahjiialibsndundesuniesain o diniEbidhadeenecogniedes
bepiogpegpedeon TheO derofThingsw ht hintin can beseenasdesdinghe

disolbrerE rihenm erBa@noof/ an. &

Foucal Reading Kant’s Positive Ambition

In the early text, Foucault tracked Kant’s positive ambitions through the “three fundamental

quesbnsenum esedn he TiansendentiM ehod ” which he took to dictate the general
organisation of Kant’s Critiques.® Theseam tinsw ee epesedin hiserLogt a nd
supplemented by the question, ‘what is man?’Foucautaw hissxing an ‘order of descent’
bm hibcam lbndom am abesiniesal $hel8 " century, through ‘anthropology,
metaphysics, morality and religion” in which Kant peem pedpoobim ssEpesenibnol9 h
cently.  Archaeology takes its relation in this series as the ‘practice amongst practices’ opening
andfunderaconoepbhatie 8 Archaeabgyok nowédgem appedheadm itieof

diqualy knowédge and decbgy, ndiag E abns betveen em @ tks and
Bnendentitictiesbtlerfanopenin | hapeddw heeanem @abinadn

cam enb phy T hendtaed an ae 2ggko peabg aheévebihe eended

conoepi-oucauioen gires N éschean &m so bé 2uggbhe pow erexendng

diposnbensbm abnofialiedunit agahanenaedqudistheconoept
hatppesebavebtigiappedes %

T hesmenaedqudigaveheconexdbe bem aexpbabnobnobpaiesnbes

baoummnat  es with his work on subjectivity. Foucault’s Introduction to Kant’s Anhiopabgy
bm aPiagm atP anbV/ew desibessixdl dwingacenslm lbnom gppngd

¥FoucailA dam 1965p162

® Importance of Kant’s AnhiopabgynoediD ¢ bon(19913ndB et 6eH aiG ubgR005)

K ar003p6e35 ar 974p29-oucaf008) pr4

:;m edieibnes ichexam piFoucal 972p180- 181
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oibg.  * Thsam tin avails dicusins ofitie esen ce w hth coespondng ©
Foucault’s focus on epistemic knowledge. However, Kant’s Anhiopobgyw asoundesbod

asm gppng an acud expbed underquesbns of dese and pudenceThspegm a

eébm enbendbeavdlentisbgesoknow édge pepposew habecom egppaenhiough

the ‘network’ of human activityin piaesundisbsecherbnsdoennchec ondibnoA

syeem obew otthbibv ayK ant’s Anhiopobgyfivw edhessgyhatidbest] y
tgespose dbence betv eenhe concepiof natieand annidiobtleacinatial

m an®

W hatv asiiobofucharileaw asdhecent gbobm dheA nhiopabgyT heavilent
obpdfhappessasiatiain atarbes hguihedhbdbenem iibedes

andseen  as different “possible uses of reason.” Foucault shows that such an ‘object,” rather than

having an intuitive ‘psychological’ nature, is the produam yibgrsv hihnecesiesa

acheposdiisobw ofiAhoughFoucaul bundnobingnhexbndcabw hat

knd of phgoe acoouned br bs deence, An hiopabgy evestd a “progressive
investment” of man and his world with an “imperious sovereignty,” which Foucault
eaubirelbokesinecbw addehem eof Get *

Them enfisendiiacbm edbetv een befibvwing;

+Foucalindesbod G eeveduln aash etindnobuniesshegpediebm

which all anthropological experience of the world was pragmatic, and to which a ‘nature of

reason’ cannot be fully determinable. This signifiesaauaBpophateem entioughout

K antn houghtw hth neceséed Cdiue sevn g b eguie any pose sndk
detm nabnspany conogpipoduced and pos Vel condied w eeb bem easued
against this transcendental ‘nature’ o an. %

-B utts conaeptw astdhe podudofaulape Ve edom .Thi posie souce of
Epesentbndaw gpoertbm heG em Ubex endisbndgiresnsoendentiin age
®FoucasndB oveR002p2

“hil  p35

91b]-:p7

% Foucault names this as equivalent to Hume’s ‘nature of human understanding’ Ibid p7
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as its virtual ‘potentia.” However, since Anhiopabgyexadidesanybnsoendentpespet e

desdingon/how em psbadstiw die genbehesanditluaedom sAo
haveheconaeenegaieabueobang open oheposiiofigfand eor %
Because Kant necessitated “something a priori in the consciousness of our existence” that can
oensthipoenibw addebnsoendentl bem eol> eFoucaderds anevilent
pow epbgarsabnwinheanhiopabgratiom a n  asiposehoronobonadnd.

T hisconabndidain $ananhiopobgybbel ng the “space of the research of powers in
virtuality.”*fdisechehibigposiessnssoh G em {tom hgbanaw aenesoh
ooncepthatanbeposiejcondiechiough oW nsepesengbns

Kant’sbnseendensbonosptover edadom anhabdidedabosbpediaedu foe
beA nhiopabgybokedsidBnsoendenibosbi ¥ $ nex=ygppeadbm heem @A

pepede  asw hatoutiinidinde r a ‘natural’ knowledge. Foucault further correlated
this with what Kant’s O pusPogimum exended hough he wdergpeauiy e oue of
posiis ® Fom hianatiebonoeptn esnnom aiekno wédgeohew otiw hih

fiw som heexdertbonadnsvinw hth anypegm atlleam ustonendFouca
cachiEovenbhow neseach asheoonoeptighosiiEoposgedetm na ons

abodneed  byhenibialy ofm an.

T henibeah hadaibnb K ant’ s@aboneds-oucauputpyobng be
“interrogation of the interrogators themselves.”® $griancesbcaedin adian

betv een ding appoaches b iIn e conIDUNES n Anhiopabgy and Cdue he
anhopobgrahpegpedetavesin easnobnge it} gven buiashe dipesve

negatestm erbw hirhew desmhatoom bi neblym usv okagand heocom knably

has the necessity of functioning against errors or ‘slippage’ in logic but, conversely$

the functioning of positive practices working against natural ‘slippage.’97

“hil  po-10
“hifp10
®hip12- 13
®pifl2

97[)1'#)18
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Thigies/aiesbpedatiniiesdet om dbiebedom abuedtheknowédge

adopid b avadl$ow n disaln.B utA nhiopol ogy bok hsasa posie tinana

know édgew hosepow exv asstinedom hesuiocoess fiapocanophenom enahiough
heexchangeofijns % Siyspeskiigan Anhiopobgysaw sichhif un@nndhen
ayinem sobBhibeababnnoian exendedheorisbchniuehubs anopen

discipline defined only by its successful extension through the ‘logic of an illusion.” Because this

dependedonan  ‘art of interpretation’ the function reaches beyond any logical principle as it

gppeaed asa natilconaepiSince he anbiopob gialdom andcksany Bnsoendentl
pespedeheconexbruchapow etheex changeofigndhaem egesonjhiougha

com pdinotisgmhagpeaesV- hdbecom es hibcdoonadnedbyocom pom ssend
negaibnundeaniepisibnahegrenn enaedhidiqahaspow ebuem ans
openbapogesvanvesm entv hosgposiepot entbbnsbm abnbkedhebm ol

edlisbrm nabn.

Theeaetv ow aysb ead how Foucaubonexdid sshe Anhiopabgyexpnew hee

potie em palpeaes m ap an oenbn as an dea ofw otl w hose enscenderdl

knowédge hashe noedinhe correlation to Kant’s O pusPogimum B utsscond/he e
gopeas a |ibn b w hatFoucaterndraed wh  the reading of Kant’s W as#
Aukiung? K antv assenaskighet ndnofeasonas uphatingapedipodnn

hum annatieeveadhoughheconcephaexe ndshoughsucoessreuptiesnsoc

formations. Foucault called this the ‘moral’ predisposition to avoid war behind political
condibns and o&bm abnsw hih gopeas n he dipo$n behnd soonneous
uptiesfoampdbm abns 1% This stands as Foucault understanding of Kant’s ‘deeper
undestindng ofa phiesophtabsk em boded ofa nehosT hegyriancebihe ealy

racingofA nhiopabgysv haFoucautaedov egpadddevent asoerhghe

new concehiaem egesacostibtabesks condiesaubnom oussubpasanahiough

“hip18

“Fouca 998p439- 440
10 “What is Revolution?’ Foucault (1997a) p96
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what Foucault later understood of the disposition to open a “limit attitude” or “frontier.” " H ee

w asheim pobnigtm enhatersaw atint 0 diousang Ubpay T he hibeal

pespedrebecom esavdentiunghel8 " century event as a ‘signum prognosticum which
‘haunts” 19" century thought (“if not all modern philosophy”'*)Thsshouti besken &
rkagheposgeam bndabm a continuous element in Foucault’s workandgiehs
pespedieorheE rihenm ertim lins

teabgyendCdm ek riihenm erSance oM an

T hshibEabiesk gveshe patubroonixt bakbm ed asaninenabonbnibn

derdd win hedégacy ofbe 18 " centiy S@nce ofM an. t appears in Foucault’s
hibduan 0 Kant s Anhiopabgybutionbm swv ham gppednTh €O derofhngs
undeheaxpansnanddinegebnobeuri edam linbem odenknow édgeon an.

Thi conbnbnwilheem eghgPodiesinoes bm hesabbie19 " centigbaves
hiedssiebrndesendighow Fouc aiih pem enthipodieam lins %The
naeeoiTheO ideroll ngsdihiguiheshes eam linsonhebasolv odepaties

pmbel8 " oentigparchm .

- Ay, he tleobgral m ehod w hith § gien b ough senssbnat echnijues of
Epesenibn. T hese fibw ed agaebnsbrane w and posie sxtbnguage by a

m ehod deved bm he csid dom an of gpee ngbn; i and/sed hiough a
phenom encbgyofijngendedbappehendanew obparaknow édgeT hisv asdependant
anain échyheoom bnabyedhniueshagiou ndedesubparepaaanosblem pial
obswan. %

Seoondhegppoachhaty adivw edby Kant’s Critique reached beyond simple realism.
K antbiegounds quesns ofulbpdre appeaence S &s he basofjidgm enfT hough
101tl'*)107p]_12

102

1%Eoucadiedin echdl heO dedThings was “not my true book,” Foucault (1991) p100
Foucad 970240241
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rbavedebchm erbm physobgraped estheoom nabiiK antoutiquesbinof

hesttisofdom aoéesorhoughioond ong.

Foucalv asbokngd dain tsbadiuea oundbegednatieaccodedbhe
conabringopodieexpeencesvinnbepa aeolpesenibnB chappoacheshad

am linsbraunvesshecesybuheisiew asw hehersensabnaibchnijuesoout!

us anew dnguageasaposie concepts prasonw hehethey an p/insid

em EakEdpadesnd syem aed 0 GpdbpaaesO nheoherhand,

Kant’s Critical approach is attributed with bringing out the difficult ‘nature’ of the combinatory
posecobnyposecknow édge.

Foucauln akedv qpatubpanty

K anbokm epphysdebsstinabnabonc el heCiueoP ueR easondaw 1%

dhapdihanbeiv eengpainddynam ¢ ansybcanganabgraibns n a
Joedd C aksn g€ physsT hsexposed be physobgrain $6 he sEd

pasdym oblayCduehecbadida departure from the ‘naive model’ of the positive,
derdd as hem etphygadin endn of18 P centiy houghtA chaeabgy inegaid

renonhum anseEncesdipboadhsbiad esperramgheserasongibw w hat

K anilisoughtm ohiCiue. 106

T heam libnw hoheoenibTheO ideaT hi nggovosanundchediousonofv haen

carlier Science of Man distinguished between ‘human nature’ and ‘nature’ in gened 7 hhe
em egngasoousesoheE rhenm engnew tin dam ensbpposnaoundw habdesa

hibiyandw hatisuptiN ew sserdio usesbokonheptosophtatinanof

Epesenibnw hth had eadservedbeoond eagietv eendioousesonnatieand

m anThesegaveheposieam lnswiin diss caknowédgeA hetinobe19 h

1% < Anticipations of Perception’ Kant CPRB207, ‘Principle of permanence of substance’ A182, B224, ‘Principle of
succession” A189, B233 K af003p21201224)
1 ouca g 970p245- 246
107 “The limits of representation’ Ibid p219
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centiysserkdigubesw eainiig deker m inabbnatieb adegynaed dom anbat
couticontinhespedabm entoknow édgeT hebgacybienE riihenm enBaenceof

M anahebeghmgohel9 " centiyw asbesibain abepesenina posdiis
Thibecam ehepodiaitivv hihand/ssexer naednbaibnsbm anandidies

w haFoucadesbesheandidfiide 108

Kant’s analytic that brought into focus heconangich $ conceptidposedom anes
tbecom essepased om  aphisophid pod edioousstddessed be dipue by
nbduanganew necesyorlibguihngw het condedabnsoendenttoncgpbm a
nsoendeniféofindestndngobnem @ abxpeenceTh $ new neces§fibw eda
devaingom etphyssy hthem egedadheed pobemaound  anErghenm enBaence
oM an. *®Thedevalingom esphyssdtiw edf om heam tinbheposie

know édgebaubdiebiadiourvehiblyac pssasngeopositdiqihesT hb

am libn w asb ddhe abnsoendentige ofkn owédgedependanton w hatoout! be
podie) dahed aound aknow édgeoim an. Anem eghgPoim hhel9 " centiy
exéndshiam linhoughiangicbm a m esphysizbedeofls P centiybut
Boedbedim m aofadoubbsy®eEm ofiebence; tsm eanin édsbnsocendend
pespedewhiespecbhepodieconento fnem gabiom anFoucauthow show

such ‘new posiis > openedbhepobim of a necessalyem abom pensabnnam &a

Clippue overw hatoonoeptooutl poda knowédge i n elibn ©$hum an obpdT he
tecbgian ehodexendnghoughnew bm soP odim im piisedaseesobieaes

w hose obpay usined an anhiopabgiali on. ™ Foucault’s history saw Kant’s
epiem abgialbesk as m aking posbk be nves e pobkm ,ging he enscendentl

am hinoBxendngequesbnovehenatieof m anphbsophid.

shefilietfibvy bhiphisophigv h hhacheedudreconsequencehaippean

hebgacydhe?0 ? Gentighum ardiTheO 1desT hhghede neehibycfiesaoot
obnatobxpeencahdsacabgoiabobl em adippeasanundapophgpbsof

1% <The analytic of finitude’ Ibid p313

Ppip317

19 On Positivism ibid p348. On the the ‘analytic of finitude’ Ibid p316. The analytic ‘doubles’ has been subjected to

absenasD eyfisndR aanow (1982p32-



coedenoghaaibnb20 " centiyoiooures-oucadieexpinechat hebv a5

nendedasgpobm € against the Phenomenological method which upheld ‘scientific’ ambitions
wihoutesihgieb pegounded deb. 11 Phenomenology did not follow Positivism’s
am lbnokangebm m ephystsndh ecbeoonglesdiam dngpodiana

0 Subdie brheiin €d sEEnce ofnatieTh $Bgy W aspusued hough Edm und

Husserl’s epodhe by sking expeence ohe w ofl asa natisigound ng brpeserig
experiences as ‘real.”H usshjaveamnovaiedesgibnoBdent obgrandipose
cabgoisoim eannghatoouti dain .C aksa NSbesednsa overegoexpPeeEnces

B ecaushiw asoongleeddebchedbm abioader w otlobonsmusesigvalies

ndaed he adliés ofobpabondibg w ho £ e w asgounded a a bmdand
podieconoept 3T higaverenew edpoeribhepebdnh am ovedow adsw hat

K anbatiobensoendensbpibi Husserl’s phenomenology was absorbed in France from

the 1930’s but, from Foucault’s perspective, 1 avoied he consequencesofbe diul
anhopobgiaiuesnovem an. 4

A nhopabgyendheC onoeptheP osie

Writing in the context of the 1960’s, Foucault saw Phenom enabgy ’séenbenbeddahe

diooussorhesbnainn doughin kb carihsiEaN. A chaeobgyopposed

audh intrinsic reason as a ‘thought of the same,’ seen to lack the philosophical ambitions of Kant
quesbnnghain $ofinvesaingsaiEncean dTheO dedT hnggpoposehaim oden

Cogs  grounded in a network “that does not think.”**® Foucadiiiguihessm odenC ogh

nstindam ensbonbrsbnwibedsEma piEcornhuyand deencsiiing a

shift to analytic possibilities attributed to reflecting on an ‘unthought,” -

MIN oedEbon(1991p157

iiAnd they “may now succumb to the same fate.” Husserl(962§32

H4C ongilengbm dinenundenerbnd, kerbdaheartieak ctishehan atines

H eileggel 985p106

Foucad 970p341H aileggerionokt he similarity of phenomenology to the Christian tradition “Let us
make man in our own image and likeness” Genesis 1:26, Heidegger (1985) p126427,

OoFouca g 970p324
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“...established far removed from both Cartesrim and Kain andgabm hat

involves for the first time, man’s being in that dimension when thought addresses unbought

and articulates itself upon it.”*"’

Thedsousrem odehalheO derofT hngsidk gn oveshibidbm the ‘nabr d’
obnchatusned18 " centiyhoughhoughissegisohibly andaubihough
beshthel9 " centiyanchediegenceof new human sciences. In an era of Positivism’s
expanrhedisalbnobiBourreposdi ebr  anEnghenm enSanceoM aw ee

com penssed bihioughégin $edbm sofpseudo -scientific concepts attributed to man’s
natidbendD esaiedaingheconoepth enatiFoucadan 20 " Phenom enabgyes
Hengn (deedits 18

Theam lnbehndheE rihenm entiencesem a nedsom ehnghahew dessachesof

Possm had hopedibdioovel-oran E rghenm enSanceoM anheam ldnbia
nabistinanohesubpdhabout] dipboe ahibtaim ebphystaboncephacént

febapatubbostheK artnam i nbhebnsoendentionoeptiunghel9 b
cenuyThe O iderofT hngsebuesbhshe in&dbm sof a m ebpsychabgyhet

nbm edhum ansincesbm aechioughapat uhoom hinabnofm ahesseenceand

phbsophtatian. 19Fpm hipespedie-oucagcho €s Martin Heidegger’s estimation
that Kant ‘shrank back’ from acknowledging the power of representation as an ‘independent’
pow & > andTheO deol hngs follows Heidegger’s line of thought around the compromise of
extending a Cartesian approach into man’s world. A dipuenin anediSanceoM an

w asaboutondihg aégn aeharonbato utl acoounbibohasendiiandbe

sbndhoughtm anH etleggeatierdd anndependenpow enCiuedP ueR eason

wihem egphysanaén hoe ‘pure synthesis’wasaooount  edbr  bypow eain agnabn.

Thsuny oiin ew asundesbod b open be ace ofposdii brhe Bnsoenderdl

knowédgs, t devediootonospbm beandsw ed © acoounbencynaans
andeasnabuedohum anessongsw dis beafiidenhebnsoendenthaion.

Heidegger’s objection wasaK arlipow eain agnabnsuppes edwinnhesecond
Mhij325

MBhip327

347348

13345 ecetnH dilegge997p116
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embnofCdueoP ueR easongdipboednby ouohepow eobnundestndng-or
Hallegger the theoretical possibilities of a ‘pure sensibility’ in the subject was downplayedby

K arbenem phagionin ohum arundestndi ng.

Thebina@ndhipow erv agigpoduangn e rham agnabnw heiavehegpaoaof

phyor  inner sense. Heidegger contended that Kant ‘wanted to say’ that the concept of time was
poducsdundain obEboadetnsoendenty horonoendiissbbinhat

aooounid biin $ ofw hatoout! be dbued © be pow erofigpesentbn.B utby

prioritizing a transcendental time over his metaphysics, Kant “justievebpsnbhepose

pobm afhow inghiliein espacsecer shsenssaiobebngghesdsom ehing

finite...”'? Kant’s transcendental horizon becomes, therefore, “essentially spatial,” serving
m eg/oem phaebtisash e product of ‘something else.” The question ofwv hats
exdides ashe source dued b a potooncept ofany posie enseendences be

‘unspoken’ function behind the polemic of transcendental finitude. This source stands as the

pow ebehndan idea which “shines forth, must drive and guide...”**® t becom eshebasbr

bepobibm skenupnB angandTin ew hirsaw H e dleggebokingbeyondoondindt
beposteensyrerem ffindam endl ontbgy.

Kant’s AnhiopobgyaohadasyréancebH ellegger n dem onsahghow heem gl

dom anhadanevtlentd<opuieeasonAnhiopo bgyopens  anim polndis/m m eybr

any ensoendensbgt batfibw shewderam b #nsofhe Ciue.T he acoountof

nsoendentioow erasddin &d acocoing b at anseendentbgem eantalK antw as
opemngheevessquesn- what concept could account for the ‘nature’ of this power? In this
gne, Kant’s Critique coutbeseenasheognaippoadwimnhea m lbnsHeSaence

oM an b conglengv odom angppueandem piaka NS Anthropology sPriance

w adhahesedom ansoonvegeencom pasinghe aceotom pabgbm soleason. W fat
H atleggechaacesedof anErhenm enSeenceoM anw adaim ingah eguesbnof
oondiihg asbnaps/chabgy aoundbsem pi it ofm anThesew eehetvin

211 dileggef 997p137

2140

Bhip141
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nerbnsobahgoundngphibsophigbede svinanem pratiom anenduphaoting

be quesbn ofatindam ent al nature of man’s activities within the world.”* A shoader
phosophigbobbm dessexendbelndheam b #nbespeabonoehaboutiure

But since the object of anthropology remains completely mired in indeterminacy, Kant’s
Anhiopobgyony hptgihshow an Ergihenm entS anceoM anbeoom es init  edin

am hibrbysppoachingarem pisBancsoi/ aemof  asdnghschabgy. 1%
Theam lbnbappehendaconem poiarydiiabn om an ’s activity in the worldexendhe

in $obnyposianepetbn ashe fundamental problem around man’s reasonbesoa-
paiEbEoussT Bnsendentjdatiues onsavatledhizognabobem deredof

anErghenm enBenosoM art eleggebm ubes hiplesophtajuesnaoundw hat

posie conogpiuchiBnsoendenknow édgew oul ddependon?  H econoaresoiposie
knowledge as a ‘positum’ that “spngsbh bm he peeonogptiadundestndng o f
Being.”'® Thé &B aghaposigpesentiched avilerpuv hossouesriof

besibnbeiv eenw haistvdlenendhat w hohgiegioonogptv hatanbehetib
edbehndhediredeahgaonstncyohum an undestndng?T hisw habédeg

Kant’s finitude O gnaposiysdahed by H etleggerash $onsncyporb any
podiehaionsncheyoncdditiivansof hneencouedeem habns 27 soidy ,
$heposiyohegnhaooounsbr apow epopagandeacnbw habsd

evileniin €I higaveheem poehoionba tiahedhe terms of Aristotle’s legacy br
behibyom ebphyshesconsincym earh allechatoutiaisnhenatigbonoept

H afleggehechychaadttes Kant’s critical legacy as the return of anopndiidebhe

m odenw othut through bringing man’s psychic structures into view as man’s actual relations
thigenesb@n ®

24T hibecom egoobim afphbsophiainho pabgybib146

5W dB aum gaetret

11 dileggel997p158- 159

21T hibedlem nabrw hirH dileggetkesss atiggtbeoonoerhat returns to a ‘gigantomachy’ over
anypodiedem nabngknow édgd G eek m yhobgybiern ebsthew abetv eerbeg antand
ZevihiashegpriaePitendA iot #ip168)0232171
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Them angyrianoeoK annfiiden reversing Aristotle’s constitution of hepose

gnohatieA pow erokebban popds asaposeconoephatv hthCdjue
condednegare)/ asheconsancyonom B uH efleggeatopboes bhibgacywinn

the dispute over an Enlightenment Science of Man and when Kant ‘shrinks back’ from the power
an agnabnihebeCdiuedP ueR eason heesiechibedipusovehepow er
ofiepesensbn.Foucauldss) tiw shsé gacyn The O derof Thngsbm be
pespetrethestifSa@nceol andun el9 " oentiy.

TheA nhopobgtalCéR efban

Foucaudaw shsow n gréance bm Anthropology s acoountw hth tibw sbm hs

radng ofhe O pus Potim um . The &xts undesb od as aning 0 eqm how a
iensoendensknow édgecoutlik aposgeknow édgebheuniessbxpeenceohe

w otlSuch aribn o gopeaanceschew otl $ devedbm bebgididgm enof
|bnand v san exhausededuanoh eghaatpaéshem eofubpd

pedtazoputB uiiienecesjo beconoepuiikoatv eenbesubpands
peciathevabbreechaia. 128

Both the thinking subject and its “changing powers of sensation” are here described under the

‘ conoepiubpgt > w hthsadom an ofsubpare ady becom ing p o¥ie/ gounded,
des any patubrogt concenng d ony wih be diben ofder§ and

dence B eyonchedboiotieryanddbence podievaliesaeain edby
beepdieasnsasexpeenoedinbew ofl. m pobnheposieexpeenceche

w otlnecesiesanapobperngobed cababnonbesoueof $ adin
odebgie i Bnsoendentin eanngT hishequesbnngef éanbhaD pusP otim um
fiwv edhioughanopnarypnqokebued obeG em (v hthw asexdidedbm any
nscendentiiought

BE0uca 008 7K arl992p221

F 0uca £O08P79H80- 81
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H ow eveFoucaltiinoeachias as a bnsoendenbsalibnbhepolbm ébyh e

CijueR aher i sevedeheortalonoigdidbm ; beposbiundesindngoh
Bnendenttiom anofm anandhiwv obK antl w ayam antnedagpobim aheadid

i man’s relation to his world, but this text evessdheposiisoheG em Ut

m ebphysatinenT hsdihguiheshsappo achbm H atlegge hetinanfibw s

m anecesihaFoucaubuedchK anb atkngenatidbespedel hisaw he

G em Upovilesensoendentiinee ashem eandindjabv hatSanasol anoout not
ingenem Edknowédgedhew obl. 10Suchasnodw § rom Kant’s concern for a
diquhay pegpedte W hose hpher am lins wer e n devabpng he sshw aeness
necessibchyaulbpdbecom inganobpabinem [alv obl.

Foucauo undesbod K answ ahigodee réew haiwv assulbparel conabned

ovelin ehough adihan betv eenoubnd G e m Uil hesubpat ’sposieknowédge
rhEbannnesenseesm odesobm dkno wédgeandheG em Uboutiacoounbhe

animation behind the “work of ideas.” It “offers life the rean dhgposiboentibgbw ads

a virtual whole” as anaccounbbbpareposiishepow eof el hew aswv hat
Foucauhoedin hshibduan asm appng ads ihabn betv een hebnsoendentnd

em pigbespedes 131

-henseendenttinkinghe G em (isaveshe m ebphyatina@nw hthw asnegate
fcehephqobinecessfabsenbm any posetiatiesoknow édge —hexcae
acoounedbbyhegponingyobam agnabn H ow evananem pisbbsevabrhe
phgoaccounsbievtlentinebnatibenc eswinknow édgeandheebygvenba
onoeptidposietidie.

- Although any positive function in knowledge can be ‘self-evident’ in the empirical field, when
expoedbargesveand sibevesades centm ovngbm andeabgisbm of

&l doesnotfivw hecom m on K arén diba N ofiecepiy and ponbneyn an
undestndnghe pose fin@n gopeasasoon ibuousb he N ofhe pow erof

hip78

B ouca 0085758063
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knowédge in$ adm xtie ofieduddk posdi ¢sC onvess),an em raland/s
necessitates an existence of such “seeds of powers,” a priori to any constitution of a positive

132
conaept

What does Foucault understand of such ‘seeds of power’? Heidegger’s ontology puts the

conabgohnesenseapbnaccodance wihem egphyssofiideT hsato

w okshiought he questions followed by Kant’s Logmbaweshefindam enttjuesnof

m anB uby tiwing hedabaofCgueof P ueR easonhetleachatiedi not
Suaoeedhoondibgnatieessheae ngogarim segposym olN ew bren

phystaiw sm eantbandonngannbeid nbetv eenbgrandiCdueof

Judgem enbapditehoughbeeguive tlea, anabsachonogphbducedashe
nsoendentharonhabkeshebm ofaaon oepuialevw panhatiain $antleaof

naie. *** B utFoucauldibguihed be dibn ofanhiop abgy b he Cigbgt &
‘interrogating’ the critical stance R eherhan gibg b be Ciue ofP ue Reas onby
following Kant’s explorations inbeO pusPogim um w hthconcenedidvintind amend
problems of philosophical reflection, the ‘seeds of power’ point to the activity by which
syrhat houghturéséw othviw acoodhg 0$pow es ofensendence 3 The
m pobnceha-oucaubichedobiy ashiou gheadngK antshavng ‘re-inserted’ be
expbabn ohnersensenbedom anofAnhiop abgyT hsgaveasbn duidied

aound akabnabgt as 1 exénded behnd boh asbnalps/chabgy and aa ona
physbgy.

H eesasbinhagveshe pepedeon an ‘unthought.” While the Gemithas ‘no
language,” TheO deoil hngssbuesm eang 0 a critical rendering apart of man’s world
bm $hibtay posre conoept —nam g/he concept of man. Man’s world is this
em papopan nheenk édang abenseend entloonoepiw hth $em phased by

Foucault’s reading of Anhiopabgyl he empirical perspective follows the ‘changing powers of
sensation’ in a world haéexendedby a sbononndiduaedbg-oucauboutl

hijy72

138 < Appendix to the Transcendental Dialectic’ CPRA 642B 670f

B oucaf008p75
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fihepanbubai nhiopabgym akesnobexdtia HbnbheCduesshalv asnow

fiwihg  a fn@noém miw hihputin esheoot Theebe  ananhopabgial
@bbingespogem eanngbsuch aoonaepbiv oblasapepedreonnner

$nsET heem phassonhefindnabgpediere dobeGemit  ahefindam entbvebf

m anem bodetiedtabdputhebnsoen Jentdvel i gounddsonaspbfv otk

w hthsnecessy poieB uposiem eanng wiilh at/bendetm naebecause
sendiicibuechendehecer ertvelhaem bodyacom pxohecesyend

fedom Fom hsFoucauonaideshabhe empirical domain of Kant’s Anhiopobgy
depitzsyem alpopanogenestm of chngotecosin éw hifenyposie

conoepiviiecessietn anadm xuieokasonandpexié-ubem oetic onoepivii
onybecom eevilentiough atinenalaibno im anbw otidhoughbeheorid

oohednfiw sbm w habeO pusP ogim um expbr ed asastiee nabnhbagy €s
posieconenb an expeencen genedB ut he patubgrianceneibnban

Erghenm enSanceoM anwi $ am nobioovengabain eedhphoeb 1a
unvesaigriabnaveshe posie concep tasinending em paldbencesi
Bvouobnacoounohum andgosnanbew ot d. This no longer follows Kant’s sharp
dibebrbetv eenposiacasonendexdnce rgeneaind-oucadoutiexenchichs

conceabpow e

In Kant’s eraagm ebphysatim ensombm edE rijhenm ent houghpw hthhebokup
benonnatietposdnFoucaul ’s A chaeobgytiw edasmérgppoachagansh e
phibsophyohesubpdputid 970hipod veam linsfibvw edabndinagansn

abstract “denial of the body.”** Thsm eanioondibg he bagepiem cbgidl finan

w hosepespedreonhibeabioousesooutid dw aconbuywihenatibinan

m edibghebundabnsbithoughagened ogyW henhedevebp ed hediaof
conoephioughhegidyohonaiouveped efv ashinbducehepepedeba

historical narrative. Foucault brought into play the ‘felicitous positivism’ that m antheda
phbsophtapespedre on he em Eaw ot of m an;om be anhiopabgratid

Sives 89

1% “Njetzsche, Genealogy, History’ Foucault (1998) p382ff, DreyfusandR ahhowskdiessayedieting
parw adssooncepbpow er
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reflection on the ‘matéerobgr, > hem ovedbanengagem enivihanem iy pod ve

doousebehnd evlenbm sofhum anexpeence. Thew asabedyderdd winw het

Kant’s OpusPotimum extended through degrees of “changing powers of sensation,”** and
nbm edA nhiopabgywihepiaaain eandr m arbdahegonostw obl. Foucault’s
dbeyonddtibrabonadndiy as houghhedsooussbyw hohpodisconient

w agyvenbiesebiebm nabn-om heeedin gobD pusP oim um iy asdesibedby

bew otleonceptes a pogedom anoiedenoebutv hthiem ansav tiahybd of

fedom andnecesyandisinsadtigbosil ebbeaxpbedaoundspasthem e

afouogiom anendn i

Bopds as5@ncoM an

Foucall s hibtabioousescondieagenesbgyhet gveshspegpedreonhecoe
dippueanundanE righenm enSaenceoM an. 3B\W hagyrant n hsana/sobd-

pow eoentedthebvabbesoamb grabndanhopabgdhioughapeaeo

knowédgevhose  effect is “modifying something in the biological destiny of the series”. " Thb
fpatuiyevdenihebd of Foucault’s lecture series, Secu§TebrP opubbnand
TheBihdBopdisy hthfiw sheheoly oftescaEingonanem eghgoonoept

of § miubm hel7 " centiy onw adsMdusconoeied asadom ao faonand
ranw heeam yliyohdiduabaebi abgrayboundoba m aelv oblwiin

w hihbeyiel hebibgiapesscaete capacity for a ‘second nature,” b whihbe
Da@n eans  anadiehainansessoonospbbaneve nedhtbygpow eheconaept

apow edldin & hatondiedikmow édgeo njopegm asticties 10
Fabwingatibly ofhel8 " centiyoiooveyohom oeconom éusbbpow et nbtidom
“the political action that it proposes,” anagee ofnew echnjuesofpow e “I'Homo
57Fouca008p79noe

13 The shift following Foucault’s essays ‘The Order of Discourse’ ‘Nietzsche, Genealogy, History’
Foucaf007p10

Opipp21h27nA coodhghC angdiem |, .am ack desbethestbmnsaxetdbm heous dleas

‘circumstances’ while the milieu connotes the idea of a medium, Canguilhem (1965) p131

“EoucafO07p36
46



econom cugnegeeshessbisqihesom odes ofondudbBpoduanpadibhat

w hihE rijhenm enpdihouglivokecbund esndesphyss h hiegphysdhead
aribnbaSanceoM annhesenseoben gadom anohatiepoeriopend a
urécknow édgeB utiagaebnyy hthFouca ubow dibguehesom arntlecbgy as

based on a pdbieense ofw hatnatie gréd h |bn b a popuiibn. 2 Fora
conem poaydeacpopulibrhenew quedbna $opaaaSeenceoM anbubesks

wihh negate pdim odebofovesgnyPopu #nngdsveshe new pose

onogps as bey exend beodtd © be m echan @m s of pow erhiough an atof

govenm ent  ***Bobgiatizoursesonpopuiibnsoonendw ith a “mass of juridical, political
and technical problems” at the confluence of a series of existing domains of knowledge.
Popuiibrsupesedesn odeiofovespnthesu bdbmM anw hodthobe tnbm s
govenm entviniposieconenbhebm of sty hthFoucadierdésashe

m akbenew siEnoeofs-om tipepe areheana/oboonom goow em eans

hatpopulbn s alv ays excesvepopulibn $ a heeogeneousknowédge open © be
“governmentalized”**

Foucault’s phenomena of “governmentality” sevesaknowédge asdigihay m oddA

diquing ofpoputibn dered $ dedin@nbm am odeolhe G eekm agit e
aomd  asaypabgyoim anW hePhesophyobedd am odehepogem odd $
attributed to the archaic Christian pastorate whose positive function was to apply an “economy of
souls” bearing comparison with the doctor. The gréance oftspede $ anng
deencebipsdtdidiesastinon be O heyv hih poduceshenew pow &

nam &hesubpdbioom m ury. Thepoducs an undestndngw hthshepaided

govenment.  “*How evebm hepespedreobSanceoM an, hetiegyriance
gppeachioughw hab escabplisophypoposes asepesEhgapow ebbesbnasd

aooodingbadom anofsErdpedesandp ngbsFoucaubkeshsasasubpd

conbuousvilhew otloferdpngoks w hihérbheoengbdigbolbbm dhe

Cassabgehheam lbnbianopenpiae obovenm erbeputiddom anom an
“2hipagiapriiecboybediiarbm D sxieandP urifp221

Shiy7374upesededH obbesndR ouseau

“hif101p109

1175174180
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dcksam odehencehe quesn bihe Casaid epoch o pingoa Natiiaeiin
hum arem coubl povileapovibnabnsy elashe bassbiar aison d’etatw hthw ashe
onoepbiman. O necanseehepadivhindn andundes snohghetv o s

whith n formed Kant’s domain for a Science of Man.

Foucaulberbaiesinset an anhopobgraim ylily nb bs dom anet herhan
quesbnngheuryaobpaR aison d’etat hasbconendwihabliroposgeand

negative attributes, “it has become a domain, a set of objects, a type of organisation of power.”'¥
O garsabrisom ehingbbecondiedbm b e e éagpaaeof a ‘second nature,” but
be dipue ovethe anhiopobgiadom anwé avehe e wih on one pepede.

H encegsaSanceoM afa reflection open to a new form of politics, “politics is not
som ehnghatvinnhebm abgdfor ag/eEm aw Pdissom ehngeie

is concerned with necessity.”**0O neundestndsv hyhequesnobie dom 8w het
Foucaubonendshepuebm ofasonexend ingnhgdovobnod? opulibnsae

cerHlb b knowédge com pose and any edhnt apow erbatsaves a pade of

govenm enneedsb esevalbnsandéem pod oyaswihhedibubn ohb
EeouceRdidudieesandoom pdinw i hhpoputbnsy hosespedpobim se

dynam I hisv hyanE rijhenm erpaia enadlighesEnocesohat ispoposed

. 14
around a pure “notion of force.” o

Thiseconddm ensnénddsbheheoryof babncanbem ylivoboesnhe

ineby olhe popuiibn Foucauboposessh ahibty G em an y hassed ashe
“microstate laboratory...and a site of experiment” for developingheheol ofpopulibn

houghP dawvssenschef 0T i asananhiopabgiab/sem athappesr edbm he
begnnngobhel7 " centiyasaiegubbly conoepbisEbube excesvenatieon
anhopaobgratiom anbnsoenddim echanem sof pow eendebarg/dim anksspaie
sseandanyconoepbihbat i canpoposeByhel8 " centigheconcepbhatie

l47tl'*)247

Y1 bigFoucasbuechibl_ . bibh296

317
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Sveddihoe a bedbnabosm oheobgygungpdiaenc e$ daicoegwin

bepadV héanew cosm opdisemn ahedbbe beogedidbavw eeundesbodd
ECUEB,
“naturalness specific to man’s life in common that economists ultimately bring to light as a
dom anadtl ofobpcsaposibdom ahofan asknow édgeandineverbn.
Soayadheitiohatishesspedbhe natighessohem anywibecad
aba@em egesi: vis” (p349)
W hen he conagptofm an em eges athe évelof a gsed phenom ena dung be
Erghenm enthe gyrance appeas as a pobk m ofgovenm entin NS0 §
popuibnH eef~ouca ult’s bopdistinsb a aonoepoipow erbragenesbgy ohe
m odense.
Bopddy/ #im Posim
Theoonem poesypobm onw hinhibppd oausessbueshepow enbondibn
ovesoabhem akepndihegpeddbr m dbedim heotednG em anyaound
the mid 1930’sB ubooodngbFoucaud ’s ‘genealogy of economic style,’tinfiw s
bm al9 " centiydleaand m aksanin poentEm wi an eddrundessnaing of
ibegim . Thenedbesbm nabngeskes ‘nature’ bndtstaauibnandexdchange
vaiesouanabnofoom pdinT hssgped Jtlerdd wih sodbndeconom €
dioouses bm around the 1890’s, an and/s of pooesses w hih bok a pngok of
competition in its “pure form.* Them aketv asnobngepedizedonequiiatnce bubn
nequdlanddeencel hehibcatievebpm enhabngebokim easusaccodngba
navenatidm dhel8 ? centighuty abm & edandeend  edasnew $tbm et
constituted rules of practice identified within the market. “Competition is an elos ” says
Foucal ““tlevebp  edannenabgihdbm dedThem aketv as a pow etkenas
poduaeoioaandsiiz Indenstn oonebng” hessasoonaing “carefully and
artificially constructed” © bea milieu of ‘pure competition.” Them aketnow seves as
B ouca £008bp1 68w ingenayseof eon W abspbdMV ahdbharK nutV iksdndso abgy
oM aW eber
15241 2fhow undebefienceok ussr henoks

49



oonfience ofdiresedom ansofknowédge underth $0om pose concepiofimdiu —he

evesthow18  "govenm entoinsbdpalyow adshybiion cenbhatiaindu.

Fouca tahsastdconcgpbim aketom p dna ‘positive liberalism.’ Thanends
govenm erbbem ageoboonom @levebpm e ugheconcephabngeconcenedwin

sepastdom ansoknow édgeT hessbecom esubodi natdundeanniegedm ylijof

knowédge conduced asa “governmental style,” w hosecom posdom an svesbran
nevebMbsoctIdtisendacs © dn naeachagphenom eng, historically “foreign
to the economic process.”**>Fom aheoyobom pdincom eshedynam éw ho sheshat
BguEsAnteverbnnecesidoh nedbeahbfjovenm edippeasagandt

a pahabgyohibcabnom a S hatinconigbantlesopuscom painl sghem g,
om echarim ofom pdin, $ conduaedanundenew conoepibout

Thi w ashe conaepiobouhal-oucaukaw deveb ped dunghe 19 P centiyA sa
conceyly asnoketino18 " centipisezbipeconom ehuil9 " centigdleshat
fibw edom w hatoonem poesaibdibok asbm argpow ebroayom artlea
ofenepieVipdihibcd em eged f om adebak on econom cheory ebrhe

1890’ s Foucatierdd bswihhecossoadsott hedm obehom ogenedand

sndack  edspaishaendedbeninchel9 " centiyoonaepbibounbm ngboha

pasokendoht ™ Theduedtdoanenegatotbourbr § anassof

popubibn, ashe enterprise unit now lent itself to a theory of human capital. Foucault’s
contention is that after the 1890’s this served agenesbgybr a ‘way of thinking,” a “general

géohoughpnasandm agination” which historically gave benew econom gpial
couptbbecondiechoughheconcepth bour ***Theoom peisenepiurdna

——— eghopi ———

hTheBhoBopdH-oucaubehet heoyyohum ancadibanatieconcepof
dbourpeas) because disgaleoonom ¢sw asun abkb anal/sebboum $ qudire
hiy1 345ikb00R OpkenG esdhcak 3

Phip147148bwingV ebeSom bechum pee t

218219

50



aspects. “It was a blank page, a gap or vacuum in its theory that a whole philosophy,

anh ropology and politics, of which Marx was precisely representative, rushed in.” Fouca

|unsbhsam lin bragpeakpiem abgy ovahedom anofocom pahgendshe

am linbepdibiencechum anbehavour over man’sagipnenaibng,
bhatooountbhessegesahdidluatd m hepepedrecbneconom cebdim s

benoom pas all the “physiological and psychological” factors which contribute to being an
enepinghum ancadh “machine for generating an income stream™"’ Labourandhe
conogpbhum ancaifrehanheabm en sbbeheosedposde/Foexam pé,

w hen genaistnieb an andisaoundheetm entofik, i svedooonvey 3
posieknow édgeovehettiechum ancadl H um ancapibio sevesb binclied

ol o an exended dom an hough$invedn ensaounds oonans ok t
em bodesa pnqok ofoderhapeouy 8 © dom ansofphysbgypsychabgy,
anhopabgyet.

ForFoucauhe conaeptofiboourao jids a pem anentpdbldem  ofany

agEnd “economic positivism.” From the perspective of an ‘economic tribunal,” betlesof
hum ancaaMim baesgibitabdm it onsbyofnghenegatiepegpedieon
anyjiitaboncepoiht 18T hithepaedoxom copds asileabaafionof

know édgewirheadjchesubpd hiou ghguesbnsafonducindacoepnoadhe

egohemdu, i opensupaconogpbbehavousbchniuesojo venm endiput
Foucault’s emphasis on human capital $ aseduddiinconadnaiém entsippeasd n
hel8 " centignotuisoerbibegesyeend sy hestirbioughhiconoenbpow e

sohepemn anentonabnngobeposies s hatn ushooeptosnegalor

becondibndiv obH um ancaibas wimnadom anhatanndbebiiechny/

open ed o be cabuibn w hth acoodso bedleanser ednosegw hthshe

pos§of man’s world.

ohip21
157ti*)22 4
SBhipo47
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W hahileehhel8 M century, it was nature which remained the “theological conception
of natural order,” but whose possibility was of the point of view over all thedipesednbes

that remained coupled to the empirical. “Political power is not to interfere with this dynamic

naturally ascribed to the heart of man.”***T heiesohatiesevedbesbesovesin sk
aspasbgim opdia a0 antlecebuechm an,

“Homo economicus is the one island of rationality possible within an economic process

w hose uncontiok natie does notchainge,but nstad bundshe sbnd of

atomistic behaviour of man.” (p282)
T hisleeguaaneechew oo anw asoondit edom m ylipantfewow hihen
econom cdigileem anedanaehaidag o T hejiitahobbm bhel8 h
centigw abm edaoundsudnhacbence ghebogenougpow e r babecdalided
abundivg ofpoiietw and netislghirhe O derofThhgsilertd bswhbe

OipesnofnE rijhenm erBeencsoM an.

The pobbm of pdleconom y i he 20 P centiy w as he convese pobbm  -he

m posdiobondig a po¥eSanceoM anm earbeE rihenm ert bedheoly

EM ansanexam phobseEnoshaboutinobnge bysdin bgovenm enBbndA s

pddheory i mug coedvh n adom anepesenedbyaliocey, anassem hibgeor

m ylijopededabaoniesh nsanabdendsuibpdthedynam esof

govenm entEasomng. Cheehepe- critical status of the ‘zoological singularity’ of The
O deroiT hngstibw ed Foucaul t’s poseam nshioughheconcepbipow etas be
peday hossopendipuen adhesttiom an. 1o

Gilles Deleuze and the ‘Rarefied Positivism’

Deleuze’s &m ousw okswh G uatieio tbw he “fundamental problem of a political
ptisop  hy” ihepodudiofoct iciedous SexXuciguihedssheoly

278280

160 7

o hi5758p63eestoFoucad 970p241
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“not of power but of desire.”***Thidihdnm aks Deleuze’s own idea of critical freedom,

oknebedohiw okonSpnozangaedbyN i exxhe. B ubhibookonFoucau he
pasb diegeniepetbnsofeal 19 " centiy peaiesaound heem egence of

Posm bahghiht the ‘age of Bichat.” This follows his claim that Foucault developed
s/m baivaliesw D ebuzew asndtahgabm ofim undesbodnatinanady

deentv ay.

Foucault’s ‘felicitous positivism’ captures, in his own words, the investment that followed a

“double movement of liberation and enslavement.”**Tenseenchghibiaboncepivibe

finandposieconoeptv askgin abdbyan absagpnqothatibw edbm Kant’s
Gemitt took Positivism’s power n hebm cinibbbulibvw echeK ant ansensof
ubpcbecom nganobpd he ‘felicitous Positivism’ serves ebalem odeofubpiabn
understood here through the context mapped out from Kant’s Anhiopabgyendioncerwi
knowédgew as\ll “in so far as it is philosophically relevant to the self.”’® t m eanbe
necessary ethical ‘equipment’ for a liE suggbnbeem pratiom anH sbly sawvest he
vdie asam lngdipodnodiebehndanypose know édgepubdissr

peaeem ansexqaisibdow hab escar esdahedpaadim ade. andom an
openbaunvesoknow ndpashed swveshetinaniedbm anysoam-

hegem ontoonext

ForFoucal a nare PodiEm w asin piabdin shotom ingsof $ow n unvesang

am linand necesiibd he anhiopabgabt cabinadn® etinem pisbad.

H ow eveGD abuze attributed this to Foucault’s antinauekstnceandhedian

gopess i w halD ébuzedin ed asihg valiesothe s on.*® hhscom m eneayon
Foucauheexpiinshow nhavaliespeda Yevebeoenteem [Edposie

pedes

2 Deleuze & Guattari (1983b) p29. In contrast to Power, ‘desire’ intends to define the “cutting edges of creation.”
D ebuze& G uat988p531n.

19856eP 2bnR000)

EoucaiiA dam 1986p162

15T hesdbraioeppeahavesssoanson Fleedtm shinegalkeruppol @m s
agangpesvebm em eghgundeC hiint echnabgesthesaeeB edby2004)

1% Foucault “sounds like Bachelard,” according to Deleuze(L988p5520
53



“There are only practices, or positivities, which are constitutive of knowledge: the

dious/gpiedesfem entohenon- discursive practices of visibilities.”**
Th confibn of posie peaes m aks D euze ’s tindam endl dihabn wih an
epiem chgiaboian hip nGeC 2B srpobim ofriesig i
D ebuze houghths akady diboed nhe € em ensofem pEalsenddi and bs
captures the tension embodied in his comment that the early Foucault followed a “rarefied form
of positivism.”168

By contrast, in his own text on Nietzsche, Deleuze’ saw the ‘delicate problem’ of producing a

posieconceptebiegoundinghehem eopos ¥Wendobpajeoundhegréance
oboom binebiyT hindcebsacbertha fooountapibboondirsendenas
wihanem prakendii ¥W hen Deleuze downplayed Foucault’s “neo-Kantianism” it
w abhegpedaehdiadjobond iblgm eanngbm hegn. pow em eartn
be tin@n ofhe gn, D etuze dibguihed Ep esentbna nom s bm  obpdle
appearances, specifically against the legacy of ‘neo-Kantianism,’ since Deleuze saw true critique
adebm gbiedabtbsophyhatiihigus hedbm anacoounbbm aégpow ex
The undeling hem e ofbe Foucaukexshow a wdlerandt process conogptidy
bdit  estieasthehanbangoondnedundeahib D ebuzepesenthinvesd
usschibly agdcbyhain #ondhatidheCdel Kan

“Kant had to invoke a third agency beyond betv o bm shaw as esseriy

m ysepbussndcapabiofiingeooountiet o-adaptation as truth.”*"*
Kant’s third agency was necessitated by both attributing power to imagination and conversely
exdidngipbbm schem ag hilK a ntigobanga “hidden art at the depths of the
human soul,”*" bihefin@dnebedhoughbeG em tiesa pow enfidgem enil he
quesbnotendobappehenontibvw som apr obnoendentpbingobsgoundngan
751
s 1K)
"D ebze(1 983p53presym pbm abbgyseen75
. Deuz988)  peo
mgﬁeF?A 141B181
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undesbndngyv hthw asi haCdjueofudgem ent bokonbm anaeshesacood edo

henom ailea 1% hiacooungnin ageidiaw negandem ul idjotnem pidl

m agnabn had anecesy expiined by adodhe ofm ean gpesenbnapoiV hen

CdueoBudgem enexpbiechiiy ahough antlesbnabganiabnbkenuphiough
bagphqpbgienoatobay. 174 B ecausehisy asoenedonanom condiedund een
dedlshem aisD abuze dil notsee this as ‘true critique.” Insteadbhesuewashe

com hnabiypow exv hthdain soeinposief unebnsbudbrasonihiecom es

becengjuedMbm ngriow neehats W henhegavetiheconexbeesadngof

TheO deoi hnganbeFoucaul text, Deleuze’s aesthetics are inserted within a context of

Foucault’s sociopdhiiom an.

D ebuzeanchel) uesbnoPow eK nowédge

hbeF-oucaud ebuzebkesaoom hinabya Daniigeethposifinadngbe

ribnbetv eenknow édgeandpow el hequesn opow enow denoesaibnbetv een
bioeshbutoongiersd asadre cabgoesofpow e rwh apm acy overhe passy of

knowédgeK nowédgem eansbm dedfinanspb fasoBeangand pealingdid

andachigecB yooneghow es anawelinenvw hthodesandoom poseaing be
m akobieD ebuzedeginaeshedigem ash epatuEstie n bedibubnof
sEgipow e hithesiethepadaof am oopdis s

Knowledge is no longer an explanatory but merely an attribute of a power’s orientationandw het

condediiom anem ansundeaw deestc thecom bnabrgheadjobhe
com hinabiy by w hth D ebuze avaiisaBnsoendent lpespede ce pow emnobnger
dependonardedapagttinanT hs Iissdeqarhepiatbubchaper

obeFoucau text (‘Strategies or the non-Stratified: The Thought of the Outside (Power)’)
w hthm pacsonF oucault’s ‘analytic of finitude.” D etuzanvethehibtaibnwin

bosadippeasiunghel9 " centiy,

BKant CJI817
174}

175h'*)7 A
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“In order for man to appear as a specific compound, the forces that create him enter into

aibn wih new boeshaevade hatofigpe sengbneven b be pantof

deposing it.”*"®

h Foucault’s terms, life, language and labouraefieboeshain posshiblyonm an.

H ow evessubdirerom bnabrs anagibabvadesbodnabrbepesentt onend
ovesabssofpepedrehaigppeas asheégacyohe19 B century science. Deleuze’
wbdieribygahepaLbayEa nodhet
“man replaced life and the subject of law, the moment his image was composed of vital
bresiundheo litical era of constitutions...but today law has again changed subject
becauseevenwinaubpaheviboesae enengnbnew com kbnabnsand
oom podg new ues hsw ay poduang ebc snotofuniesst butof
transversality.”*”’

Correlated to the Science of Man which lost its universal perspective, ‘transversality’ gansa

new obpabbsEEnashioughbe knowledge of ‘vital forces’ hcom kinabn with ‘what the
will wants.” The shift is paaiheadvenbPodiim andhem ovef oM aaueciw
thedespbrdhesttishedl

T hepaatir#io appears in Deleuze’s book on Nietzsche. H esdeem nabbeasongies

0 he dieriiypobgy w hee he dberil has he stis ofhe hil ebm ent 178
A aoooingbD ebuzeN éxschebokedbeyondK ant anpasbgim sendeadngTheO ideof

Thngs puts this active/passive opposition within Foucault’s sociopdbipaceteresd

B haésches: P hbsophyhadabedyem ph asedaoundhedberiim entnd

w hatD ebuze bok ashe qudiie dem nabns , understood to be behind Nietzsche’s
nerdNn O N The G eneabgyoM oabT hidit nguiheshequesbn ofen oendg

edBappeas n be surplus force of a binary opposition between the sign of the ‘material

body’ and the idea of the ‘will to power.”*”

ehinaaeepichenoeorpl4dw hitebut eibTheO desT Hggpp369- 70
7D ghize(1 9880p90- o1
18D ahuize(1 983p3Af

pipp85-  86. Deleuze specifically points to Nietzsche’s reworking of CPR on p89
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Foucault’s concept of power followed a historically condied soapdiddom an but

Deleuze’ differential element transforms such a domain into an ‘open field’ by avoiding

gpeding hum an gibnshhe opendtipow e sassoaid wih andeaofpose
cabgoesyened
“we can theebeoonceieobnecessioparibien bbsexpesingaibn
between forces or power relations....these are the categories of Power.”*®
P osrecabgoespesupposeageneeheosyof abnsand Deleuze’s ‘diagram of power’
gres  antieenposiecatgoedatiew onamep enbm Ne=cheandP lesophy
w hthdahesgenesbgy asgpeddyam ngor addeK artndueW henD abuze
oondestias a pobem obe ‘true’ measure of value in Né&sthe& Phisophybhe
edidsbnoiijuebecom edepim abek of evaluation of knowledge as “force.”*®*Ths

sveDeuze  bydiiguingy Gypesiim ;

- firstly a criticism implicated of the archaeological Foucault who ‘stood behind’ a djueof
know édgeT hihanitibw s heb abuzeha dabedyeabtlesibedachepobbm

with Kant’s transcendental philosophy;

“transcendental philosophy discovers what remains external to the conditions.

Tenseendendpigits ae be phgiks ofcon aniig, butnotofinena

genesis.”®

- a second critique related to Nietzsche’s ambition to account for principles of a substitution in

easonehehanophgpibeccourbea onshem sles 18
hhe-oucauldp ebuze ’ sieadingoH sboBexudbaised @onoepof
bbpow ebenchecibarihiepea on:

“Is not the force that comes from the outside a certain idea of life, a certain vitalism, in
which Foucault’s thought culminates? Is not life this capacity to resist force,”*®
h the idea of ‘life’ of the ‘era of political constitutions,” Deleuze introduces the question of an

Enlightenment Science of Man by foregrounding a ‘certain vitalism.” The Foucautxibw s

150D gz 9880p70- 71
Blpgy 2 (19831

Bhipgo- 93
3D ahuze(19880p93
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becengtiipuebehnd TheO iderofl hingsbut opendiasa vitalism within Foucault’s

hibeoughheguesbndfiepeateot hephysibgyiX aeBihat 18
TheeadngofTheO iderofT hngspirosonbeey entv hihahiblyoim odenbought

normally associates with Kantian critique. But Deleuze referred this to an event as “thought
houghandredoubhem (bdeshaihe m anneoBihat 18T him eenppeasas

be potential to ‘apprehend’ forces of finitude ‘within the body’ andipasibhecipeson

obeE rijhenm enBanceoM anaoundih bouendbinguagel_kew seheepiem €

dagppeaan TheBihdheCiitaoun danew m edidPodim aheshibhe

19" centiyT hepatubsiriancedeiiesbm heobobahabgiabnabm ybnew
posatdioousesasadeshbecam ecoexens vewlié-oucautbuedbs ashe
bag tinan of psychoana/s ndtabg a conce ptof nom &y deved O a
physobgtelindestndingobebodyasbecom ednédops/chcdidiesandba

epesbn.  ¥'BuiTheBidieChiPomite Em ahecknegalf.

H ow evelD abuze sseshseventashavng aw der gréano=beyond any enaung new

medical function; it has “much wider implications” for the reeenhgofhibyohesbpat

- it expressed the ‘new axis.”™® This axis he claims “haunts” all Foucault’s thought as “a certain

idea.”'® W henD euzepusued hegrianceotss practice identified with the ‘age of
Bichat’ giaveheconexbhi-oucaul text around the ‘micropolitics of the sign’.'®
SynsobEence

D etuze ’sdepatiebm K andiuesm gppedouhD &enceandR epdinwina

quesn;  “inw hatensedoeK arnieasonobics bebajoileagposeand

1%hi05

57 hih05- oucaudppeastked i éxchea regpecsem phasedbyhepassagdiTheG aySc énce

which calls on “the normal concept of health be abandoned by medical men,” as the basis of an individuation of

m odhedB K31 20)

Bhiiy152n0e

%0 A domain of “uncertain doubles and partial deaths where things continually emerge and fade...in which is to be
found the meaning of a micropolitics” Ibd p121
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constitute problems?”***H enendsbsepaeehibm hecondibn affénatiehat

K arpoposecbain natssv dleatond onsoBK anbnin eendypacel hepin ay

ooncenbiD abuzew asheginandbevaliabn assbuedbaposiepoduanof

concepts. Although Kant’s autonomous values were attributed to an empiricist base, Deleuze’s
Quesrs why Kant’s conditionality apoditdavoiidesm psm ofuchad, whé
paedoxtaiknganem pEhatieasexpbn abiybenecessabnsoendentlinan.

This “cuts the aesthetic in two parts,” and makes excessive the element that constitutes
em@ENThs was what Deleuze understood Critique’s conditionality servedonegee. %
Foucault’s TheO derofT hngsdihguihesbetv een Cljue andapediabieabgial

analsspm aydian n nashghehibyobisnlbndheSenc eoM ail'he
tleabgraim ehodpoedinhessesandse pdiny asderedbm aSensabnak

epiem obgyobniieagynDéenceandR epet onpleréchipedawhegect

ohedspobim T hetleaginsseenasr em ovedbm hypobatabonainngand
beebyabgeheem ovedom K ardndié pecabn N Bnsoendentixpeence.

D ebuzegiets o DaHum e ’snatidm w heesdoubbatuibnoheyn hetlup

an “irreplaceable subtlety” when following a description of an ‘open variable.”*®® The

Sensationalist method similarly predicated certain elements which could be ‘naturally’ extended

asadtdisand hedleaghn w asundesbodd ndex agounded synbespord any
ubsequengnbaiaaita ‘sensible synthesis’ m eamgageneaboundngbohbr
physbgrabosiigdganioom podn, andepdiefinansopsycthabgyend $
dom ah ofm em ory-aphenom enditl binegah gW hatw asgriant n ok

compodn. ¥

Thepobtm biD ebuze $ boonde a ‘naturalism’ bHm hedbuesohegnhts

epegDéence and Repdin ao nvokesw i h aagk éam, to be “following
Condc  *** Thindiaeshe conextundesbod ofgounding andeas a &m pod
91D gz 994bp169

192 «K ant held fast to the point of view of conditioning without attaining that of genesis” Ibid p169170
l% .
b p71
¥ Deleuze phrase is “cellular heredity” Ibid p71-73
hip78
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snhesbm ebm entyhaldH adpedtatd onpm aexpeencschew otbehe

hibcalooibhe Sensabndileagynyv h os=m ehod svedb constitute a ‘second
natl re,” or signhatoubiexenchestuibnobm ah ateT hegrgbodapoes

al b m em oy, gounds an undestndng and D ebuze saw $patubom pobnce br

constituting a ‘synthesis of time,” ihesensaundesbodofnem Eatonainn Oppoof
behnkngeaS uchs/nhesacoodsvin atiaesgpoibeendoboom podns

butv hosain inbtisadoulbkatuibnofy comhnaby. t a@o correlates to Bergson’s
pobem ofynbesv heehe ‘power’ of virtuality shoubbeundesbodaheschniain ode

that allowed Deleuze’ to distinguish a m ehodom heCagblbsophy. 1%

T hiclihabnexendovery haK anbpposedn aubnom ousnivilhepow epbangn
asegpontneoud/A puepow eandsoonoept okedom w eehdllashecom phe/
nscendentieaH ow eveheK arénwiioul danbecom epehabgiayabaed by

£niousoianm am oressuchasdesew hihw as deem edheconiyonegatebhe

dleatonospohum anwdi 97 This is what Deleuze claims “cuts the aesthetic in two parts” and
offers the differential analysis of the sign, attributed to a ‘will to power,” w hossechntain ehod
satbdo a virtual idea. Deleuze could claim that, “wenecesssfam som ebingobe

object of a representation which is not contained within it,”*®anchesajes andnae

m oddbhedisbnbetv eensensuousancilealy i I reaboexpindhehibabonixt

nw hthD ebuzanvo kes the ‘Bichat event’ as claim the overcoming of a historical vitalism
w hietngheschnidinabrobvalia ribaleagn. 1%

TheViindhePodie

Both Deleuze and Foucault followed Nietzsche’s belief in the body as “more than afindam entl
bafn be U ” butnepetbns of Xavier Bichat’s physiology illustrates how

1% The chapter ‘Intuition as method’ Deleuze (19882)
7 Not ‘brutum,” but liberum ..” Kant CPRA 5338 561A 534B 562

19D ghze( 984pAEEn( 983p 7D Kant’s Critical Philosophy, “imagination is thus really part of moral
common sense” p43, while in the intermediary text ‘The Idea of Genesis in Kant’s Aesthetics,” a sensible nature has
am omuancedaseessm ertbuedbbum odes oM gpofieandyierbeoeaiesnhed ebuze
@O00pG6

D abuze(1988¢p152n.
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Erghenm entim sev esaoonogptiahaseorbeSaencsoM an. 0B thaepesens

bebm ofiim hatonoaved ohevibs evlence  of ‘force.” t wasundesbodas
coexenyrewhaposibbknow édgeohebodya ndabuedoheposgecabgoesof

B utiim ansendsbrahibtaker €sophysobgan odethafiw edbe

am linbnatidehem ageoheiing body andiiiin by undestndnghebas
fina@nsgppenend ed asapopobnabegponsebaly eenanadeoga rEmM andimdu.
Thsm age saved he m edialacoountofdgpos nsinié b dhange and expessan

nom sofiifinan.h b sense, i gave he posie di as guiing nom sbr

physins oephiisophepducabendstesm anR abnephybgyaripatdoeti

valiesas coexenayen he posik gibnsor agenesioonaspiok B utpode
catgoeshadavibifiidehoughbegidy opahabgyT heedidm hab ebuze
dbuedohaiieagynw asohem ehodabgy batoutisibheam lbn<bien

Erghenm enSanceoM antiieeh $ sodasssndadbhem copdihough
exknorthephysainchem odl 201

D ungheedh19 b centiy X avirBéhakv asofagenesbnnobok ingbhepasbut
ow adsievebpnganew seriinguageBtha Epesenthenew dicain edindbang
devebpedbm asbngbhysobgtdheorHH e desthediv annafesietnasydibn

batetes awib$ pasonshe iggk b etv een sdend body e/ in evdlent

eqiiim . *Thenew physibgyhegeedanoganibeseedt hedisocedbm ofdb
beacoounedbebNT hebnbm san om alam agecorespondnghibcdo

\illeasdiB thatindesbochepahabg cabseoonBpov echdin dheilea

6 w hith hs sbnaphysibgtalsnbesw aso ened aound dainiig he hibeal
conoepto The Bih ohe Citic destbes he pedte ofpahabgrelanabm y as
pecednghegpim ¢dbm w hihem eges-r enchm ediaPossm ehestbhe

200N éschel 96 73O 1T hiseabretooent @Hdleg  ger’s reading of nihilism (1987) vol. 4 p133.
21D ahuze(1988p121

2B thef 827)64.
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19" centiy.  *® The gréance brD auzew ash he din ofB ¢hataskim oden
nepetbnoieehBhatinansnheFo ucaukbxesasbdibnyv hosem ehod
conesswinabsaopngobsauchasheG em U oiensendentboncgpthatidea

‘natural’ logic from an idea ofe

Xavier Bichat’s vitalism was ambiguous. Kant’s abstract transcendentalism gave

unconabnd as hegaresering esipodl n EepeentnBy ongg Bichat’s
em pEdhoronoiiinarbkedhegin asuphatinganolparestndad asatlesof
&  Byddiniigauniesaoonoepiofieason bsavoi dsam egphysrsofaubpily

hough subdiihg ahibtay deveddeacf bebody andsoubraphysobgy of

anm aeasonng, m ehodid unbitied n he bm ofbe ogant m adme R and
physobgy w outl e w hatphenom enacoutl bea bued b \iibe and girehe
conabnsbradebaeo w hih Bichat’s physiology markshein$ofapopdbihe
unvesahgvalies N m odenknowédgel) niresiw agiddbim odenin eswh
Dexaest " m edibnw hihgireshehepetibnohatr eacheconaepyoundhghe

C ogbaum andopenngaposeharonbdeveb pm enhoughaphysbgeknowédge.

TheC aestnam libngoundsbaharileecbie \iindposieense —asm essueand
condbngohed)rT hepadiviiD e ast " m edibnboibguinnghetie

andhetie. 2 hhieense, Bichat’s vitalism is a technique of the ideasgnbasbethe
ibiileechebochbeboid

H sbighiim coutiexpiin popetsat buedtitB um edidéim aohas

obnsheH ppocaiileaw heaeednghes gneevecheconabnngonatiel hegn

hedbspow erhetl wih iegoech vieali ousndeack. t wasanecessaly
oonabnng of posie phenom ena ofié acoodn g b an g undestndng of
gréancanbaingw hihidihdbm a conogpbihbenachabconcepbbe

goodT heginauveysandvaliesspobém ed calbverbritisensaim m eant

bevaleoheaum ofem piabonabnscond tbgapenepbnow hihhetleagyn
auesposbibgrianceH ibtdhe m edaynabuedhibanenaigesbut

2B oucad 97519 %esppendk.

2D o 980p 7R B ecroH diegge 987 yalp111f
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Bichat’s vitalism took force as composing an image of the body w hthgaveheadtabonoept

dibhiepodH ebokedbpahabgybde inieconom ydiwvinheseesof
Thepahabgiebiertbngshegnoh evibheileadivw hihinheeny
onobgid  *®Bubesinaom akesposbtheeventv heet heleeiebecam eegpsed
andheebetindnsbsepasthegndmM ag enesbnbbgyT hegingrespody,
butiim gresrjoertiecdT heil eadim esnshebm soposipediaes
beconoeptiiebodyendgovendesivit ondin egphyssspiboondihoa
new phystbgratynhesT heebuesié bobem podfenchodenfom pogin ,
use be deertiw hth necesies an em @a law aeness and \viince winn §
condihgoieboom possosbNasenew conoepiiitEensyiim gavehe
pespedreanodenpiftiEnoboon ogaiheK aninsensshubatlesofv hat
w asheodeedhen othateatbut agleem mgvalie.
Thegyréancetv obtbheBhdheC | nthiidedenew m edidPosiim br
he19 ® century. But Bichat’s method of interpretation, derived of Condillac’s empiricism, gave
bem edianambainibhecond onofaiesiihisensiortes )
he bag phbsophtalpobm  abubed n Df eence and Repdin w hth boked ©
clilguénenem patonabnngb m anepit em abgratonabnng. “*Theprésophia
pobbm HD&enceandR epdinposedaou noheadiihatiain fposiefinan
asgpobbm dhedl headfchegin hesbecoourbbenenaedooocinadn
ofvalie andiin § of gyréance bra cogriie finan. Thsshe tinan ofbe
com hinabry asiexendsb apogedom anbd esbe asaesofphenom enaevert
D ebuzecdhihedaiaepobbm ofond iigaposibom m inm aller§T he
podudhaconoeptheundesendingenche iindipraiabn. 207
?®H ileggepantttisestiihed G em any bmt  he 1730’s by Leibnizian rationalist Christian Wolff, this
is what was specifically attacked and suppressed by Kant’s Transcendental philosophy, until reinvigorated as a
%bﬁdﬂb&pﬁmqubw ailegoe98 7V dip154n .

D ebuze(1994p 1316980 80D ebuze’. G ughr 19%4ap161w heeBéhahespedexam pi
*'D ebuze(1994p95
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Déence and Repdin makes a central point around whether Heidegger’s turn beyond

m ebphyssw agtydsengagedibm asuiborhet ngetbnntieryolpesensbn. 2%
D abuzeundesbodbeseashangheem sbids phanghenatidm ofgnbafibw s

Nietzsche’s ‘overturning Platonism.” Heidegger’s reading of Platonism defined the problem of
m ehodasdewhghedibdnbetv eenbesensu ousandhetie 2B Todiphoeavale

aukd astiem eantovetinng an a poiieaim agebd w hth gpesensbn w as

necessfhatlasam ubcetlerinbes) ndenid ofabcked pim agy dihansof
ognaboopyEogposecehedieh tisohegrw abbecoexensrewibch
snesendechoitieandsenaioud hessae hedbehatereboonvegem yiiof

pantoféw wihenobparedom andhes gnbw hitbefinanofim abnseres

ved edt. The polbbm ofbe com lnably € © egoundng he \él odeng of
Epesentbnsenditsodenghagave aphbsophizpobbm bihenatisin

whihbecam e central to an Enlightenment Science of Man. In this respect, Condillac’s ideaggn
substituted for ‘natural function’ through distinguinggréantbencesbm exend
exem bince.

Thetinan obhe gnsheebeb gpoduce be qudlie dide betv eenm odesof
eem hinceand deencenbedleaD ebuzeuse sheexam pbobePibncgnbat
pegpo sitive identity over difference which he understood to be Plato’s “moral vision” of
bew ol hiw adhecaushegingedda ddessedariiecobdeadiobesouh
begovenedbyconceptoesonehehanapas etk 210 hhisenga ifinceover
deencew ashatl asheem pakdbon or anngam oslpanioféw B ube

m pabnsbam copdiohegnaech aebin@nchegninheadjof

s akngposibthesvalisbnokst hatervesbokntbem ialeedhal
pupodead hanecessalym ehodoben sbnnachaaiw obiow hthem il
finadnofiberibnalleascanbemongle edaiboduanT hedberipooes
cabsrunssconobofahecesyebue ctheogriaiiea. A

65 66, “It would seem not, given his critique of the Nietzschean eternal return.”
2 See Heidegger’s discussion as ‘Truth in Platonism and Positivism: Nietzsche’s attempt to overturn Platonism on
the basis of nihilism’ Heidegger (1986) vol. 1 pI151ff
2D ez 994p127.
2T hickertbsriiedim bm anem pEm bip41
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H i, Sensabnat m ehod pied ana bgy, buthe new m edid pahabgy

EpesEnedarevaianwinnbeconoeptish oésohegnPahabgyboughhe

polkm ofieencawinhephenom enaiees aoundanileadioutincedeshooutl
ndishnobicbEpesentbnwibheser esihepahobgransevedodin i

theansoendentilead hepehabga grespasechdibtalesom il

auesw hatondiechaingD ebuze aum naedneeedngoil heO deal hngs

with a description of the ‘man-form’ as the composition of ‘forces of the outside,” which marks
bediha@nbm K arénohodoxyandheand yafiideT henew hibtalleaw as

now chaecksed as the ‘age of Bichat” which hedim sopenedanew tindam ensbm fén
thepodiecagosihcanaeivin hel9 " centistiiknowédge

The ‘outside’ carries anim piabnasso@EdwihebgacyobnE g henm enBSaenceof
Man in the sense understood as embodying the ‘anticipations’ fundamental for the new
oonabnsakD ebuzedim shafFoucatl eddanew m anbm hagppear ed by
noopoahghedeshom anbubby asnch ebssoBovesgodesbedagansh

metaphysics of death, but against Bichat’s terms of violent deathA e ogansbndéhad

hibéain pabnsbhem eopdis & *?ThegréanosobePoditinw s

of an ‘inner commitment’ to Positivism’s truth whih Deleuze held in relation to Nietzsche’s
oa@aliesT hem eanboonbrsbnohepr obém soPosEm winhephysobgral
gédegnossanundhedegenesbnoreengh emngohespeesT hssaconogpuia
pantssoGEdwibel 9 ? centighoughty hihN écheandP Hisophysaw asamend

pow eipesng d/aieging shem atsandt hem pobnideertiabm entbehnd

Nietzsche’s ‘will to power.” t aoexpindecendiddoendw heD abuze undesbodoh
Genesbgy. “The general imperative of an unconditioned ‘will to truth’ gave hediposn
hatibbecondirechenew s/m atolva LesT heebepm hedjpueovehe

Erghenm enSanceoM anw hihsoensbTh €O deoi hngdhehibcabonext

wagpovoked  byheam lbnodain skgin aethphosof beginA hesibbe

22D abuze(1 98800130

23 1t makes sickness “harmless to a degree” following Nietzsche (1994) I11:16, see appendix.
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19" centighi S w asadipueovehepoiieanchevindg avedugbosiibe-

condibgarem lérbeSancel/ ae newbm. 24

Condisn

The‘rarefied Positivism’ delimitsanogngbobim aoundanE rijhenm enSaen oM an.
Foucault followed what his reading of Kant’s Anhiopabgy  asanem pigbepereonhow
beposienonoepiv adibéaboughitb piyT hichgpehagonendechdheaw as

both a critical impetus in Foucault’s Archaeology and, after 1968 gaveheposieam linr

condiihg he conaeptm edlihg jcalpow e B eyond he epiem abgraldiooure,
Foucault’s podieam linsexendedhoughsoapdi tiouseswiaphisophial

legitimacy identified with Kant’s legacyw hirheddinanw asiegeedvin avder
A nohepegpedehadeendesbednGlD e ¢uzeT hibousv asonm edraliioouses

identified with the quest for true function in the ‘age of Bichat.” ThileddSenssbnak

epiem abgyasnbm nghem @opdand explained Deleuze’s reasoning for attributing
nhgvalebhem edtaijn o aimThe ‘Bichat event’ explainiioousesonbe
physabndhem odl o w hihD ebuzedbuedhedisolbnoBn18 " centiycipue.
Theddzepobtm aoundof/aliesofLs " centiviim cenedoncondiienom s

following Condillac’s ideaggrbw hihD ebuzesawm edidPosEm asa edtam .

The ogndpobem  bran Erghenm entSance o fM an hasbeen chaadeied ng

am lbnodain Bégn aethphoebibe PYnThem edalin casvaliesboh
posreancvibndhindiereboondit eheftibegenesbgyobSanceoM an

dunghel9 h century in subsequent chapters. The next chapter will look at Foucault’s post-
critical Kant to accounting for the ‘bifurcation’ in a practice around the Science of Man;
ubsequenthapiestivw w hahecongileedap e -critical context emerging from the ‘age of
Bichat.’

24D ahuze’ G uat 994gp133
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Chapt2  : Kant’s Anthropology and the Science of Man

hbduan

Thethgpebauss edorbedebathanvgoet ed French thought during the ‘crisis’ of the
1960°sThew asem ed asahibrabipueovean E rijhenm enSance oM anThs
chapaterddsvivw haem egeom eRe nasanoeH um anem andw astkenupesan

Erghenm entpopdT he conexibrundestndn gw hatwv asm eaniofen E rihenm ent

SanosoM antkedidbespediebm t henew phbsophiabndsirdnguages

debabdiheB abA cadem ybm aoundl 74050 m hew okoC hénW dbngwin

be i abgabobim snbduced by Lodkean dH um elBgavehe Erghenm ent

debabv hossoonedam eb define Kant’s ambitions.

Thepeawusthaperdesibed he patubrni tancebhaM eheFoucautbuedo

Kant’s AnhiopabgyneibnbanErhenm enSanc eoM anT hischapeiexam nes

Kant’s dividedssegybetimgeabnain esphysis neibrbenl8 P centigm clf

pow &f heengoendentin djuesndieam ki onbtieancgin afin@nopow er

ahecosobS@naeoM aB ut Kant’segbgbganosbheE rihenm enpopda w
hn substitute ‘modes of thinking” of an earlier psychology for a dian betveen

m epphystandphbsophizbundabnghed om ahobxpeenadtiy ayk angave

anes/m m ghatend ednthevesposiioESanooi an.

A sanam lbnoSanceoM antichapirex pbes Kant’s two responses; firstly, the
necessity for a general metaphysics as ‘indispensable service’ for giving legitimacy beyond
conabndim ogbribsophySecondipl bw sv haheeddiessedesnopnabiolem

braSanceoM anhiughagpedspiem abgy Foucald  identified Kant’s ambition to
oonde pogegound binnersensswihhe &0 pusPotim um T hshypohesed
Bnsoendengbos bilities for representing man’s world as a logical system of concepts. O pus
P ogim um tibedibguihediv am odesolv hah conaepbhatisoouthopabappehend;

Bas/Em ophenom enabxpeenceunded odhoughconem poainepesbnsof
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anin gpow essecondyaw derdom anoboeph enom end evlennbhetbtjoia

wotls/EmW fé Kant’ sensoendengiysem opesensbnsbokecb abjofuch

em abbsavabns by fibw ingahibegbobbm ofeckingbdin a obeSenoof
M anbeO pusP otim um sak undesbod ashe transition between ‘modes of being’ to
‘modes of thinking,” sexvnghehypohesngobe ‘ideal archetype of man’ who could think
b evoll.

Kant’s citizen of the wotlangppeaanheAnhiopabgyT hes Kant’s latetxieenas
fibvinghiooam opdinileathedieneq uechinkhew obtB unow entien

engagem entvihhesoapdicbndhibta met  asusaNgevienpeden

bew otlandA nhiopabgyiiooedihediu ybecoounhgbediegobm el

peaeK anbokigpegpedreonw hat man ‘ought’ to become conscious of ntsw ofl
‘by rights.” ThaanseendenttioahendD pudP ogim um expbr echiexendedposiiies

a w otleoncgpbuiA nhiopobgyexdidessuchauni Edpespedeandatindecerd
diujobondicheilecbehndpede satiberithen ofil hew obloonoept

gdom naedbyhiblyandaulieandhasanenl erbdobingA nhiopabgysshow nb

tave b6 asandeabbejidged bybe ‘principle of the future’ andékenbpefuehe
destidsbnoburédSenceoM anbp pbém derddwihheposepaaes
hibcboughbbphyanchepaei daw nwithehibeaém egenceobigant
bheoksandhaem linsbappehendinneiexp eenceoym pom leespndevilent
exendpupose biresin O pus Potim um W hen Fo ucautbm ed a nagire ofhe
disalbnobnE rhenm enBaenocsoM anbio ughhetlecbgesseenasanadm xtuieof

posle and \itEwW asadom an ofem pa pedesw hih ssved hsgidy olhe

epiem éssoaedwiiFendPodim . T hsnietkeruprhenexthapix

R enassanceA nhiopabgyendE riihenm erSaence oM an

TheR enaisancan assnesssbonsbusobpen genew cyaiitibenew appoad b
negaiibgboesoheblynvw hthm ancoutipl aygpathioonef\ nhiopabgyw as

anem egnooiqhehalribebodyo know édgebendingoubm gphsopheal
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doouseB uhenew pepedtedil nobgnat ewlhheobsevabnsofoonem poiay

deencesehepm hesidyofRom anandGr ek ariju and be auliekonest

$cbav asaenew edineeshbeana@ntv o tihahgaedhedtidyofionem poesy
alieldeencesB y 8ang he padashe m ea e ofbe pesenia dynam ¢ ebm

m ovem entouticilguinhum anbengseoeat vhatyoundedihaedadisesa

urfing Broeh he seoond hdofhe 18 " centiy/he conem poity conceptofim an

em bodichalechaubpasw eecapabiobel noehened.  2°

hbeE jihenm enf\ nhiopabgysbodbalv eerh eangechum anknow édgebexam pk,
psychabgy ashe diooure on he gbnaoul nd$counepai hebodybw hih

anabm yeveshedidueoim anA nhiopabgya $obedagumnsbanew sence

exendngavew assoanhiopabgyhibed ypaavilananebm yobepdl hé

diseabn ohebody pdim eanhan Ergh enm enlSanceofM ancoutibnsbm

agum entonbodyandsouhbasinceomn ndb odydibndeyondegiesevabns
aboubevaliesC absim echanim . 210

Fomhbeea18 " centiyarhopabgysbodasanatiehibyo fium annatitibwing

bam petibeneriihenedseEncaw hindew o neboadpsychabgyam ephyscsofoul
andexendedm edighedeT heseachbanat uelinjédanhopobgighadines

houghhe anatabppoachp adidbn oth um anyinb ecesexesEm peam enk
Fudtdnew indiaticbsmabnsvivwichi tierhelchengubngxaipcest
hiclevebpechbebabgoundaliess .Byheead19 " centishain petibehndsucha

Sd enosovl anhachepaedoxiatbabtipem ohesysem aiappoadhidiechyl 7 "
centiybinkingT heexpandeandiiciabg ien geohebaicbaibsheedlr

718 @hgm odernabrym earin ovigoeyonchedlak ageshubethepom sedfief ismow édge hat
ooutbesbehem odim haban eobnt QUIT heR enaisanodhum anitv asanexam pioiv homhe
hatitdbendbrijujessbm oo M C aes1(1987p2 % ogenedbdseal hrH owénd
R ow e1956pp120V1 ageti ogden(l 964 bcH addon(1934)

2% addordisA nhiopabgiA beadedohl eadfium amatiedioedhebiphisoph ¢and
anabm ¢atabins (1655) “Anthropologie, or the history of human nature, is, in the vulgar (yet just) impression,
dibguihedity ovolim eeiedicis ychabgibenatiedhesbnaloutcicour secheoher

anatomie, or the fabric of structure of the body of man revealed in dissection...” cf G. A. J. Rodgers (1998) pp79-84
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sneofuryY enhel8 " centiyaSanceofM an canbetken asdom nae dbya
fundamental idea, the sense that science and reason could be taken to define man’s higher

Bods

Tw 0A ppoachetarE rijhenm efbenceoM an

hheeal/18 " centiggv osongin petisesbES @Nnoof an canbachaecesechough
hephisophiain ehodsofohn_odkeandD aviH um e’

Lockes’s Sensationalism offered to extend a method to free the human body from dogmatic

bnkngl ockew asaphysinandrisANE ssayC o noanngH um anU ndesindngofl690
t aced ‘symptoms’ laid out after an anatomical fashion that ground his intended practice for a
Sanooi an.  “*M oviigbeyondD escabbieskuvischabeim | hepin acyw agjerd
anepiem obgyham edahiblyohum anunde sbndngandim pidiensbm inghe
metaphysical discipline into a psychology. Locke’s sensationalism offered an empirical doctrine
oknow édgeadhas=benew ebnaheoly dheed hiw asin édonjboyhum an
Badsand hadliisb m akesem piedle duansT hequedbnw asofpogesie
adlapsbn;

“The first step to towards satisfying several enquiries of the mind of man was very apt

obunnbyv asbtkeasuvey ofourow nundes fndngsh exam neourow n

pow essndseebw hdh ings they could be adapted.”*"
B ang a physan m eantan aw aeness oinepar e didsashe pobem ofodl
com pehendn ofbe dah of sensabn, 20 The physian em phasied pedas of
obsavabnysngexpeenceachebasbiidg em enbut.odkew asabolngbihe
posiisoim ovngbeyondanaporstm ebphys cBangaN ew branpegiediig
aw aybm asEnosobetitin earbepoges veam lbnbw adsededuarhatout]
bgeaw ol whose m easuew asm anH i, bem essueofhem andew ona
physobgraldeoourse bra natidexpbnably s chem abuthe new anhopabgy ao

2SeeC a1 955) Xi
Z835eePBW 00d(1994)
29 sy ocke(1975NbduarB 0oKIC haper 187
0Sedroucad 970p82
70



nbducednew postibena/angepesen #bnsacooingthenecessaibm entl

and LocoesveodesobnguageT hsw asandea epedniierth Fencew hee

E¢nneB onnotleC ondicssbubeddhem et gphysachedidyon ensbpesbns
extended through degrees of certitude towards a ‘new language.” His initiated infier#bopcs

taken up under the broad definition of a ‘Science de L’homme’ during the French revolutionary

en
A noherexam pebm hsepodhw asD avl H um eH$ 1739 TreaeonHum anNatie
uphatidecengbem shatkienoesaed evedbm haaibrbehum amatie,

“Tis’ evident that all the sciences have a relation, greater or less to human nature, and

how evexv dleanyohem seem bunbmiieys litinbaddoyonepassageor

anchertEven m ahem aisnatidphibsophy and n auelgpn aen sme

m easuesdependanbnasincecin andicehey ¢undebecogrizanceom an

and are judged by their powers and faculties.” %
T heproiluesbrw asdhegpoibubch bephgoiotausy . Hume’s emphasis on
be pedanatie ofleasw ash havaliesb ang dibdbm heortaileashe
oondidedhasnbateasoncoutibem eg)/gen eded babndgrenhoughnatiel
instinct. This meant that Hume’s scepticism left “human nature as the only Science of Man.”??
A sa pogam m aappoadbeplisophybat was allied to a method moving “from a kind of
scepticism to kind of positivism,”??> w hihw outlnobeunchaegeitobrschoo $of
PosEm iserbrotingoabm catut ihgedgebbohiedin ebphyTOripUS
dogmas. Hume’s central criticism around the originary concept of causality was intended to
quesnhejidgem entoncenngpecaredqud esbueisavedbundem neanybn g
poofofs odbuioanyexdnosoboenna tiebm w hohiabngbngobsooutie
devedB ydibangheposdiioneng benhi te from the finite, Hume’s thinking
can be congileed posibn ancheim point snsdoesnotadvocahg agandan
an aigidgm erbuehessigizong Segargidgem enttheepneveskindof
Z1TiegiH um €19780X V
Z2hip273
ZExpesdnbm D ebuz991p31

71



m etphysaked. 224 H eeshe paedoxiabrpodiipobm ¢w h o ebow asof
aanghew ayoim ebphysatonospiouiv hos epabm cablesian ofnyrfeof

knowledge positively implies a possibility of ‘true’ knowledge, not unlike a “compelling power”
dhare 2

W hasbP osigikesbrn Hum ew as berpanoheabsolebgin acyof

nduedn in &vourofhe quesbn ofvaliesn h e |ibndp betv een expeence and

knowédgeT hequesn ofvalie poducesunsupr YA vaey ofobn conediiby

egponseshiexam pEyuncovengaconcepof m aniom aphysabgrappoach

and sscondyhiough apegm atgopoachim ayinf om wih ding vaiesT hesbng
connedrwlienem eghganhiopabgyduiche 18 " centiygavesichdipuesenohenf

Hume’s legacies; the relation to a political thought. Hume’s emphasis on an immanent practical
gppoach,uphetl as qude conceps overquant #e sEEncegnbm s hé patubr

gopoachb aSance ofM an.Thsaem pt ed to view man’s natural physical and social
envonm entvilhepogieam [dnobnsbm NQooNaskoonabnsohum anexience

houghbeacoum ubnopegm atknowédgeH e ehebegound edagpedbddend
bepogam m atidydhenum amneedd hepieg m am ehodovebpaviihes/em a

method offered by Locke’s empiricismancgppeatecbehdbobasarposs @one
sneand podihn anchelT hisapasdo xtathaecettw hohsoenabohe

EatiedieP ostiought

In both instances, what was important was that man was held to have a fundamental ‘nature.’
David Hume expressed this as, “it is universally acknowledged that there is a great unifomy
am ongheansom emaiabnsanceges anchahum amatigem andesam e

principles and operations.”226 And Locke wrote, “Men, I think have much the same for natural

endowments in all times.””’ Byhemd18 " centiyhiooncepbhum annatiecudy

revoledaoundw hatoutbesdbuedthiin vesgttiedhsy asindepnnecby
benfienceolN ew bnB aconandD escabsoua $ow hanhopobgybokedbsusan
24K obkow 9197250

225 .

Z5E nquisd um €1975865082

ZN\W oks Locke (1997) vol.Il p361, ‘Conduct of the Understanding’
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hough$expbebn ohenceadng vaiks ofcusbm sandindibnsindabg he

diregdhen obbppeandhougmoessed BvebutieoE uope.
Tobsendwv hehedv asdbuedd pegm a pow esofieason orpusuied hougha
quednotendbexpeinodhediesesnd otn18 " centiySanoeoM anpusued
basaocom m onquesbnofiv haboutibeposie Yuphetiasa ‘truth’ofn anl’ hequedn
othbaussedonbenabnof man’s ognsh1762bhannG dkd H edegndnga
“in order to distinguish what is art from what is nature we must push towards the origin, just as
w eaeacousbm edodihguhieainebelf som celiW ew outibabnecdo
sidyheconsmusessopmiebesandhi shbathanousw hitepoduaf
art. Rousseau has examined it.”?®
devoebinergabg conagpsohum annatie. By gpedingoonsinees ashepose
abm enpsbohnecessalyand conpat s uner ed asum pbnsotiineognsT he
w asundesbodbyhem oephibsophtainaed egeseachesk ousseaubiexam pk,
nokcesm udThiseconcoBoouse;
“The researches that we may enter into on this subject must not be taken as historical truths,
butn edjedhypobetaindoondinakasom gleginedm ogpopaithiovwiht
uponbenatieohngsehehandrowingush eacticbpiitehesasonngour
physicists engage in all the time in the formation of the world.”*
H encew henR ousseaudbuedbhsbadeenc ebetv eenm anandanm dhenendeda
shapdihanbetv eenbem oainchephysa B yphanganileeofn anabovenatie i
emphasised man’s capacity b aese diiw otisorhe ssoond netie. Thetbw ed
C ondiyv hoatam pidasm uchgoundnghd akbt_ogi(l 780houghhiealE ssay
onbe O pn on H um an K nowédge (L746)B uih he aihg tisasa shap dihan,
R ousseauw agpaiuiinfientbik aric onbriighabgacyolC hiinW dbind
hfiw edVl ovngaganstsysem alappioach devebpeckound aSanaoM  an, Kant’s
ZEAUE undoeN achshénbhannG dboH ede K aH{L964p92iH ansA asfl 982p150.
95 e0ondD soousdR ouseaL(1997p132
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gopoach fiw ed a posie am lbn © m ody 17 " centiy dless on psychobgy and
anhopobgyhioughepiem cbgrabededat chaaceed] Bhoentiydebaks

TheS@nooM arK ant

L odkeandH um eaandiabechegpim abgtal pobkm saound anandtofensabn
andendfiepurLiedbyaSanceoM anit he18 " centiyT heboadhesednis
thought had an importance for Kant from the 1750’s. T higppeasasaconbngbnof/alies
derebm 18 " centiyeechaisieibrbesysm aed ogihenobbm ofpbir
Hnowdige
LaeCdueoP ueR easondesibed Locke’s ambition for a rational science coextensve

with the realm of the ‘real’ as being dependant on a ‘true method.””Kabok  Locke’s method

as prone to transcending limits of experience, opening to a fictitious “genealogy” and given to

new dogm am sorevenndeerim . Al On the other hand, Kant took Hume’s sceptical
m ehodadebn  ging to “a species of nomad, despising all settled modes of life...”%*H ow evey
egirw hen K antpusLied be boad hem esofaSda enceofM  an n hedbdeesay

O bsevabnsonher- eahgdheB eauiinch eSulin el 764hanended a corbubn
thegeneaina/sobaigendharalie goundedneabareibrablosavabn
ghehanadptbsophanquiH eeK a ntv adivwinghew dem diandehtal

bnking ofbein ein hsdoussbn oftleas of &m peam entdicensiEibnNsbetv een
aethaibahgsandoabde sondlest onw ashow aesheibahgscancondiea

PGP beenabndhdls

“as a consciousness of feeling that lives in every human breast...the feeling of beauty

and the dignity of human nature...first as a ground for universal affection...second as a

gound bresem ...Only when one subordinates his own inclinations to one so
expanded can ourchailabin putesby used popor dnaty and bihg aboute
chaibtbanghahaobbiie "33

20« of advancing knowledge is by considering our abstract ideas.” Essayl ockel975)/ 16

ZIK at PRAK
Z2hink
25K anfl9608p60
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Thegoundsbtiunvesfobaigand sttsasphgiotbey adibwing

hsw dlocum enedenhustam BIR ousseauduing bpapdO bsevabnsacoountbia
tinaw aybm shalydin b rough a sympathy with Rousseau’s call for philosophers to
beoom esducabsoim anknd antv adibwingan Erghenm enthogisbbeaxpanded
athebagbhim ogbtidsophyT henoksm a danhiow noopyoD bsevabnglesbe
Rouseaua s proposing the concept of ‘natural man’ as the metaphysical ideal, for inferring what
w asv pngwinaiedm ank antom esbundedt andhiashesynhetpoceduew hih
can bedkenin he sense olhe eguivedeald utdeheshsow n seegy agandis
dhougheamgpngoéam . =

“Rousseau: he pooeedsgmhad and begnsbm henauia hum an bang

proceed analytically beginning from the civilised human being.”*®
hisv ayK antindesbodbobanaéandgynt halappoachesesiviesessbgesam ed
aheconcepoheaied m an. t a@om akshedisn biK anbelv eenaped: d
phbsophyderedibm anobsevabnalencea ndbeheortaheedsblagpecuite
m efphyds
T hibesensaw hihK aniv enbripusuied vegngeegesiiain §oonospt
of ‘natural man’ by transposing Rousseau’s political community into a transcendental world
w hee he ewdid ndidlualcan be gren £ aubnom y.Ths shnce sys e
Rousseau’s concept of freedom in taking an ethical self as given to possibilities of intervention
houghacaegotain peateR ousseauhadgie nK antnatnatem odebhebaial
pedanaibrthen decuentheEn ghenm ertheCluetippeasde
com min enb andeain bfhum aneason by def nhg abnsoendentlooncepiohe
bnkngsulbpabbecondinedbybem atdl w otlyetv hosspow esbgrapob
besnses  *°
'SeaC asi1963p20
25K arpO05p3A A 22078
ZoFabwihgC asil963)
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The second sBegy hasbeen described by Foucault as a ‘research into the Gemiit’ and

associated with Kant’s later Anhiopabgybbom aPiagm atP anol/ew . 21 Thisaw K ant
depart from ‘observed facts’ of O bsenabnav hsnngheposiiof epeEsNibnes
a0om m untabiencsocdbiedT higened #ioEpesenibnw asoonaneduinder
aoonogptvenbaw deenhiopabgiabonsau e $§ ‘special epistemological structure’
bat < ood behnd bah Cdue and Anhiopobgy asgenea loonabnsbra deem inng
bpdT hé gave a genedpolbm  brany Seence ofM anW hé Ciue phoesa
ensoendentibedom ashegpeauiveconoeph pobohibaconogpbhatieandhe
ooncepthetnkingehtaiubpa nhiopab gydiinateeanehtalubpasshinkng
anduriédbengdheCiuehA nhiopabgy, ikanO bsenvabndhechaiiabndhe

anhiopabgiatiom angresanobsevedohetv ok ohum anengnswv hitiebuedd

beG em U hegpedpibm abgiaitidiest andsasaphqpbain édieedom he

sthem am ediihgoaheconogpbhatieandecon ogpbedom .

W hibe  split in the thinking of the concept of ‘natural being’ canbetlerddasediate

1770’ dhebbA nhiopabgyw hee antioangy dibguiheshedigbnbetv eenan
iebotidysyeem aedknowédgeandanactidl sdknowédge  ®H easodedbbvi
v gypesbeach;

“Physiological knowledge [which] an satw hatnatie m akes ofm an,w heess

pegm atknowédgeam sabv haim anm akecanpr dhoutim akeohm ssbsa

freely acting being.”*®
T hebedigbneppeasiClucapada iesorendelegnaechoughaeibnb
anim peeteB utA nhopabgy einshe edir nabn ofdie ordeviehough be
G em iidigbnhapoduceshety oo uddeenpespediesandiche

imperatives of reason of the ‘I think’, and aconcgpbhesynhatnetv ok pecednghe
ubpd

ZFoucadlesbetinheessadintheG em (Fouca008)
258 \Fouca 00819
K anl 974003
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K aniibducesA nhiopobgyrem sofrneai ydhedendhew obidevebp edunder
the ‘nature’ of cosmopolitical bonds houghheposiiomnesense. 0B U fuef

PueReasonm antndsasapobbm athata nnobejdibbasapueeasonH ee

Kant looked to a future science for the “establishment of its own in a complete anthropology, the

pendant to an empirical doctrine of nature.”®” This problematic ‘nature’ was, in the later

Anhiopabgyssbgiahedisdd a quesbnoBnem EebanceoM arH estne d
all possibility of mapping “the consciousness that man experiences” that are characteristic of the
cosmopolitical ‘object.?* Buw eheam tinsohedibd n bheCduedybod

em pEakexpeencesAnhiopobgy em anssuch an adm xtiebaiobson) Lucesve

posdibknow édgeavaiiitheobpat orheem pdivel

A sv andiatiatbegesderedohepiobl em 08SenceoM arhiesecanbeseend

move apart in Kant’s texts around 177047800 nheonehandheeihanengabn dhe

‘I think,” the synthetic function of the Cartesian ego and its logic; on the other, questions of
T hiheposibusesoasonainedony/ wihesgaadnsbaS e@nosoM anand
déchedebatbedipuovemn egphyss

N ew bninsndW_ding heD fpusinl 8hoents §M ebphysis

K antbegan hi caeerasa dudentofhe LebriV o #n phbsophy.The tindam entl

dvegenosbm tibw esolC hinW dbm ege dhioughbeN ew briangppoadyv hih

patutytid edacoritheB ahA cadem yolSeencedung heyeas] 74001760.

U ndehedeabepoFendN ew orarfPee- LoukleM aupetiedebasununded

benatiectV- dnm ephysspsasyem ext endngasthem aitledim nbhibcg

phisophtandm ehem atdbandheshum arkn owédge.

201405 hernam opdiiousin,

2K aC PRA 849B 877

22K 974824
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Wolff’s philosophy hetlastisas a nabnahiatigpodudaubodinabg oher ftls

win abm ew ok hatsoughtb encom passG em an

g/@Em aoonglesdN ew brenphisophyassen
geneadhibsophyil 740 edddPUsi
tedesatsB ahacadem yheyepesent
W diesechecbendiheaverieSwi i

L eonhacE ubgaveheacadem N ew briangound

wihbeW dn sgem wihgheobgidand p
essaycom pdinsbegant expbetsdisna
mébnbdsoussheconbvessbpcoM o
debatanundeN ew bW dinoonbvesy.

K aneneedtidebainl 756wiheessayon

o edesheam linofLebndV dhanm ephy
phisophyioenatigbnw asoetv eemnonsp

w asdebm ined bynengonqobsoiarebr
oacain eexendng corbuouy/asanexendt

m piabnsolN ew brienseEncew eeexem dd
m ovhgm ahem atfom phenom enbpigiés
evedm ebphyssv hihneededbbesubodinatd
addessecheprequesbnobheB dliacadem y

beP ingoksoN atiiel” heabgyandEhts
ofsnbam ahem a5 hém ovedegansny
o obscustoncepiandognaynabnsohece

w asan ngavaiinguchapbiansa

m egphystssdvanangonyom esttahedooncept

53 eeR onatiSC aligefl 969pp319330.

243

aipusand paihought It’s
&nanwinasensenaiv ohyoh

w anedbeppanii! aupetiand\V @it
edtv oopposgbendsofardphisophy.
s ahem adnandN ew brensym patier

ngSubsequenthicam anboorit
@i piabnsE ven winh be
om 1745%haibhebm ousseeof
ndM aupetiiddhesehoughan
neddidabngunnngandhesid

PhysiaM onadobgyw hihw adisem pt
gsnbehioiN ew brannatiel
adnanonem poain onadsv hosesttis
cepsconedwihN ew brenabsole
am ew ok braw soheednT he
byhepaedm ofiniesstens:
ohatidbodeK antv asagungba
boetnes foheexacsEnce e
n1764whE nqui)C oncanngCajof

as a uppokof the ‘Newtonian/Euler’ position
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geneainaltm ephysdighoceeded

s§andieedom bodyandin et ant
ndinseedbokedbesttdharegesie
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Am oespeddeeribngppeaetiN egal eM agriideq1 763 hidibguihedtv 0

usesnm ahem asphibsop hyandw asan edpabuibagandeV dins K anhow
pesenedam odedN ew briam w hihibundikey deantlngheoetityobxpeence

abmbe ‘material principles’ of human reason.**B yibwihghebasiw oflynam ¢s

biw asb expessasthem aofuniesaoexden cehaoondit ed adom an ofdeved
popatshaeiedbashem aolagenesh @coundesbndng T hsschem aw as

m pobrtenew sensepaceandn e egpee necksleaindgrenhioughtv odihct
pngobsohum ancogrénanindaticbou yolundestndngand oneofendi

w hth brm ed be'tv 0 benchesofhum an knowédgeA gangsuch dediheiin fof
ubpareknow édgecoutbebnughitbauesbn andgvenassom ehinghatv outionjbe
ssauggoundedbyexaaienceT hilom anhad edtahevsedoonospbnsofpaceand

in eyv hthboughib quesbnbenephy of necendinbnhebm abgrof
undestndngoonbnidm ebphysaiibnd anactidiw hihw atin écbyubpare

fide

Thegyréance N dafinghiinin aks Kant’sdepatiebm ageneaindtendency

obedayK anhow hatlabgiahegaiiaga n<shean areobnopnas/gren

piitieselfiN egaieM agrii desessayhatn akesheauahew dihan

betv eersbgrahobngancisphysiaiohing;

“Inner feeling tells us that displeasure is more than a negation. (lack is not a

dipgb asure)...but a positive sensation....positively opposed to pleasure....a positive

goundw hihw hafonpatancetbud nt heohehandabdkopbesiss
caidindbenceyv heeasheoppodnbetv een phesueand dipbeauiescatd
eqdi brium.”*®
h dibguihng betv een an aosole nabn ofindi Bence and a /e nabn ofan
equim K arkavesonhesecondasnegad npopeyv iihebm endtatson)an
abence  Bypoceedngbm bsei¥enabnhecoutiwi hoetiydin hatkedl
opposnam ushavergbediaesandbet sonjhesepediaeshatanbetkenas
posie.
244K ari egalieM agriides?182peaioR ockm o QO0L) p37
2ohi1 82K anfl9928p220
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R egpedtaesm ean boh aposiedesebran olbpdand$oppodnhetang of

avedn N $oppospposedipbes eB oth are qualitative aspects and exist “because
phesIrcoNnecsdwiihegoundobles bangsabd. 20 gheijorts
gounchatevesbdain hedihanbm bepespedrectibsaleundesindngand
soonesedwinbeam libnspusuedbyheana Ytpedeoheeal hitavesK ant

asshchabehw afleryanddeenceh aonjashiedibnbeayoundw hth
canbegvreronihoughgpecuysooncep ts and therefore “can in no wise be judged.”?"

W It aniibducechenabnofibgiah oG round appears as a ‘logical horizon,’
by dihgushngiom esboundinheabso Uesens=T hidahesheconcepsa
ograbpesbrehehanesnebsole;

“the relation of real ground to something, which is neither posited nor cancelled out by

it, and cannot be expressed in a judgement....only expressed in a concept.”

1 because peaubn $he souce ofhum an er orand eorm akshe fiide of
undestndinddheconospbpestonihou ghbgatonidibnAhoughK anbds
hatsoonaeptanbergessedhoughbgal ana/shepodiohew hak, $ “the
gngbunanasabboonoepbbeshoundher eiibnsofiv hthcannobeendeeddibct

al  ?®Theebhadibarhatidhetieoder opodiesin abrihedom aof
pediabshenegateasasscondodesf man  —andhigesanaciedijinde

between a concept’s necessity and its contingency. The distinction is between the real ground
andibgtahound. t esdthanepebejidgem enbabgiwv e $ podis

w hdheoonceain anndioughheam lirb conabregiendom an.

%5\ aupetiabdpbas ieancd ispleasure a preponderance, but Kant notes this is “not humanly possible”
2N47?H;23dm18 agridedip238

#Phipp241
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Sogin . N Kant’s Logt

T hehesspasbnhabppeaanbe T ensoen dentA ehabofCdueoP ueR eason

w hee &ndiii giesboh anintin and$o bt %* Thedodhew ashatensn

am biyuougetnssom ehngasgpsychabgrak v hoseeabm erbebnsoendentl

jidgem entin m akediihd 0T hibm shecenatibbedCdu eoPue
Reason’s aim for more ‘positive’ values gvenasoonagpsoheundestndngyy hthaet 0
aocoounbbobaeshaiexpeencesand a sbndnow édge- ow evek anhatbjinéd

values of sensibility at the start of the Transcendental Aesthetic following the “abortive attempt
made by Baumgarten” for defining a concepthaegebdundeareehes =t

K anin adehsacatiihanbybngnghec dakatn entfidgem entindessbndl
phgoesobgiabnalsw hoh dibguihed as/em abm abgcbm agened

aehex\W hen AéxanderG d@b B aum gaenus ed bew od aeshatsb m esnéseor

‘sense’ of beauty hegavehew o odenusagesatieeh escbedbanclb

gppehend acoodngb bodysensesandw as a ‘sensitive knowledge,” given as something
‘indistinct.”®? Baumgarten defined ‘taste’ as meaning anaffbjidgeacoonhghesenses

ehehan nidbdH sbid sehesdew on eahgsofpbasue ordipbesuiejout

Baum gaen s sEnce ofaehatsw outl obrhe deduan of ubsorpngEsofan

individual taste. Taste was the domain, “fusing together of elements” of confused perceptions
w hosesttisv adeyoncheeachdhieconcepin Oepurbgly’ diisendieknow édge

of the ‘dark’ and the indistinct, could be brought under a higher reason through ‘powers of the
ou * w hih Baum gaén subsum ed underalébnnm e w Ok 8kenb expessa \h

cogrbnipr a “life of knowledge.”** B uheCijueoP ueR easonopposedskighi s
Joeauvedom anofendiiechebagiop ueknowédgek anhadakedyexpbedn

O bsevabnshow ahgsoondiedapngoko fbeandaehats/aiedhydibnb

K aCPRA15B29

0N om arK em pSmiR003p8IC PRA 271B 327

Sl aCPRA2L

252 gandless dbB aum gaeritiM esphysiao 17396451

23 aeiilerbiviL il edibns orTuC ogrérandbeasC asifl 955p33 8342
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an ‘image of perfection.” By the 1770’s, his Logiaiesevechow K antv aslgam oe

Faie meant applying an active negative disjunctive as the ‘distinctness’ (as the logical
cogrdn)wv hthsevedbsepassbm anode iobehatbahg B aum garten’s lively

‘indistinctness’).zs5 Although Kant had earlier considered Baumgarten the “exemplary analytic

thinker,” by insisting on this radical difference between an analytical logic and an aesthetic

sndii-adeencen knd shehand eencebydegee-hem akeshedihan

between “making our cognitions logically perfect, [and] another that makes our cognition
aesthetically so.”?* AhoughK angeadhieshatheoshem a nhed  as ‘exemplary’
Baumgarten’s ambitiony hihw asbbepusuedbeyondhishapdidd nsoBbgrandan

aetdes

Ths silissedabady as anam linevilenbhil_ogt lectures of the 1770’s (Blomberg
ey 'K antv asskiighegppehendnobnaehesi néem sobnadentdn,

w hose posdiiw asn making a productive distinctness (“the distinctness when we can
distinguish well the mark of what we intuit”). A eshespesenedheposiisoposie

valesh gibnb ajidgem enbeyondapud/| ogicbn e - “weathbvedihahesn
ntdnhoughm oeaerbn persben .’ Theady ofaehesgressensabn $
abnof  ‘making distinct,” ehehanjisipasiesbanpom ehng an pygrenba
conaetsenssbrendw assnadibain akes didgem erposhi ow eve antlebed

any ebboabn on how aehes coutl povile uch oonabns of posdii b bgral

jidgm enbrhegoundshdiiv aeyonchd m fofetiof: 28

B eyond be edcadihan evilenth hebge éauesK antetned an am lbn br
poduanghiposiequdiedbenceB ut heem phagedhenesdbiabsaanand

ave com hnabn ofabm endldabb be effected through ‘coordinating marks’ which
B padsooouriZam moRo02p111f

25K arfl992bp29

176
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bem = 1ves could constitute a communicable ‘distinctness;’ these constituted the universality

w hirK anegadedadenecessapupossofl OQIC oocdnahgm aksahiroeive

waba  more positive knowledge in the Lockean sense (“Locke made anebbshow hat

none of our objects of experience can ever be absolute but completudo comparitiva”?®)

H ow evesnaeK antohathabogrdnoBxp eenceooutibecom epobundonjw hen
subornaedbbgralbs sbausw asonbe ubodnabgamnofidgem entv hose

ati gresappovavidew sappovebiwi hhatisofappiovek antecoodshsd
posigprakepnegaieA na ag)l dgem entannceaseouicogrnsandae

husposiey héhenegatessvesbavaile ot *®Thein pobncecheaooriiag

makswad  distinguish a logic from what previously was accounted for by ‘taste,” or what
B aum gabrw aiainiigundeiww ofenddi anddahecby an ‘empirical psychology.’
Law sgavejidgem enbgralaibn betv een aub @dand pedizeheim pobnce of
dahnghtaeshatadiihoughibgia ilkpoopubexendshedom anobe

“ concerbid 261

Thsdom an now acoounid brhe pose/ gound ed ‘mark’ in its natural relation to
dihahessT hel_ogow asconcenedonjwinhe dihanobiler¥anddeenceyet

beyond bese vaiesw hathe copuh devesom i ntn nbduced be pobem s of
puposesiinR aebinw asana are anbyw hihCgueoP ueReason

fbduced  $ diousbnofoncepoiEanem pbyedit headofidgm ent %2 Jhese
tbohundesendngendhtdnsbeidgem en hetpbrncguthganeabn.

foecauseK anteeshum aneasonngeseserd ¥m ebphy=dfinenngbconadin

an anm dednoehathe pm afy conoeptialdi adsaoxebm w hatw asedlr

expes ed n helogiBom begl hegiriancbCdiu eoP ueR easonw adhebah
negareandposiecbm sppesedv ahesof bougHhatppesbehndheT ensendentl

97
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D abdFuheombeA déonooPue R easonK anthenatiech $ dibn

betv eenanndihatleacheunconadinedand fin &dsbnabxpesonpny/as a
“peculiar unity.”***H ow evely asppedddbeniedbm a nanhiopabgyy hihhe
etinechassescadntinnesensa denatiecheG em UH ow evanCdiue

oP ueR easonhespedpobm w asam ebphys cshahnkshow obpasobuegpace
rhtheconospoheC absnsubpd hi gt § hepeadepor unity of the “I
bnk,  andK adienatiedhispnidien SbetiEm esphytaidy. 24

A ehatsandPow an Kant’s Metaphysics

TheCduedP ueR easonatopoposedm esphys cs ashetidyhatouticigue $:

Pm anem [Egbs/chabgyT heerv adhepr aaehdbabngecbasbnain ebphyss

“no more than empirical physics does.”*®A ehaigpesnechepaiubolids ohe
sidyobonsmusnessandticanaiobeboed 0 the early 1770’shough  Kant’s lectures n
psychobgyH ee abnalps/ahobgy bokgam b én 0 aooounbg brannidaual

activity attributable to an inner sense and given to the Cartesian “I think,” w hitw asoonesd

wiw haem s ychology took as ‘I perceive.” Working from Baumgarten’s M ebphysia
asabxbookK antughhabnouesensew as aaydibdbm hehnkingpinqpk,

andw hthaom esbgehehoughbesoudh fpecebnw hthdesibes “a knowledge
which belongs to me...a representation of my representations...a self perception,”Z%W hohK ant
bokahesppenebmbm g a abnabsychabgyR abnabsychobgyw achest udyof
nnecogrinsheybesieycarbegiera sonoepobesonthenkngsLbpdt

Kat’s Leaieson M ebphyssshow hm deeniibg b e ave epeenbnsofhe

sngHm anem pigbsychobgyw hihm eerpa svesbafT hihedipadlivin

w hat_ogodivguehedbetv eenhedihabn dibdB uhegyréantibence $ hat
M ebphygstm es $ diousonnem sohgheobw eina@nso besouhhe *
egibatiedifinanw asundesbodasa pow exv hihw asdhesdhaieopasie;

*®CPRA849B877.

*CPRA848B876

*hijA\ 848B 876

2K al997p44- 46
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hyhefinanshandeeaday i endihepastidhebw efinan

fedihanvw hihhasagrian t |bnbw hat_ogbexaidesbom $ diousonof
hehhkigoonsbushessasanaeshasendi ¥ . hhipsychabgyhehatishagendob
representations can “either be given or made” through the activity of the thinking consciousness,
oidbuedbbe spontaneity of a “formative power.” Such a pow esnochesam eashe
pow erobgralindestndnga “formative power” $abukedo bohhgherandbw er
fin@nsohesoul %7 A s3uchpow eheeaccounsbiagibnd anhdibchessand
gppeasasanunconsmusopensdnT hegri canceobitbm atepow ethak ant
beebyavaiisaibnobquianodhem a edlodhenpuEesensabn.

H ow evehedily oRuchanunconsmuspow e nbducesaconverepolem habf
‘subreption.”®® Subegbn m eanta BN ofan em piahabi thatoonfises sendok
ntdnwinsom ehingbm adom anofiousy ebgits $ nabngeedihabogrdn.

O rhibasgdihanbecam edependanbrh equesbngfidgm et hiwv adhem essle

deoussed undepow esohesoupnd hibed yabuedbhedvesofkasuesand
des=dhohbasthuties=pow eB uhenot onoBpsythabgrakoubyddbna

urjofudnpow esehehanedihgingd &t  ed these diverse powers to the ‘I think’
obeC ogbw hthdem ongsedam oebagpow er habosebm hedeem nabnsof
conaeptidought heM ebphyssdiesionot dhow K antiboahgortiiequesn

diniw assganeinedes future task of a philosophy “so far as it is possible.”
Thexeeat y étienlogtandM ebphysandizew hehe CdjueoP ueR easonw as
bngngbgehetinder a m oespedgoddiniigv hatoutbeundes ooddhepeaidr
unybhough apolbbm ofbrm abgcThe Tensc endentD &d sEshastv 0

findam entopposedbm oknow édgepneacon siedfiidenbeloginohehe
unconainechubestadaindesbocks etnchel 8 ® centigm dlipow e hi
%7}51019

Bpip51- 52
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w adharfi
knowédgevhih  Kant played out between the ‘natural’ and ‘ideal’ aspects.?™

y that an ‘intuitive intellect,” immanent and formative, carries in its ambition for

Pow eK nowédgel ensoendensih naléandSynhe tldgem ent

hbe daoonedBriEsb adibct on betv eenhem odesofidgemn entw hih
dibguihed be ensoendentidodhe ofknow dgeW hathe CiueofPueReason
pusLied ashe posdii ofagbnam ephy sw asheam libn brabnoendentl
knowédgew hth gavem eanngbanandtyjdgem e niepoducedin gounded conogpk
Judgem entebathyddngsubpcpiedice undehedibnbapatubooncerts

empirical nature, defined by aesthetic activity under the domain of a ‘conce@ubpg > upholds
foosacasonbyaibghegounddhec onoeabposdiohe dgm erB utv e
agenesbggvetinsoendentoundt hepow eboondhajidgm enbecom es

be quesbn ofensoendentipnqobsK antsai dbabeandtjidgem entinksony
aooodngbheconaspbutibiy asnobtieo bpcoiexpeenceR ehehedihan

betv eenbeanatandsynheiw asundesbodt houghw hehenegabesspassionosps
oubywmbieaierwinniepodudoboonce pt ; heanddjidgm entanbegirenony
bysuchileryB utler§w asgoundedbypos vedbenogyv hosedibnw asbhe

indeem insehhisensshenegatew asnot ooncenedwihm ebphysabingobsbut
wiihesasomgw hihdibguihesspi m gposebknowédge 2

dn pobnbaibguihanem pabo om w halv asobed by srdnowédge
Thisbecause be posie sEncesw ee exem phy N bang uniesdied dom anshat
Sepaethibiabdm xtiesbacondieda poiknow &dgeD necoutisaeheam fin
beSanceoM an N gingebnsoendentibepedisonanem [ia dlom amgenesh
nsoendenbgiasegenedbg) ¢ hhisensdin ssbohabnsoendentkno wédge
andabnsoendengbow eB uheguesbnhak anboughbanE rijhenm enSaenoeof

M anw asddin édoégin akurybeyondhepa tubyoRLbpchiedcE|bNS

W héasbnam egphysissideshe tinanal know édge hatoout! et benner
“°CPRA 839B 867

Z1hiiA 148 nodiousnongenedignA 5 5B 79.
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— i . T

M am egbecausesudpngobsv egposces goundngtieancbgin ainan.
Thepolbm obm Eknow édgew agpeaalh shibtabdm xtiegvenacoodngd
dvesepnqobsB ecausesEncew astkenodi Fabceanandtknow&dgewhanew
snbat knowédgehe am tin briensoendena Ibgt w as ofhe subdibn ofan
em pidandt bra pue synhat undesendi ng. " Thedi ofanew srhat
know édgeihatiaw sonhepolbm apinc pEsgvenbhesourecfuchsnhat
pdgm entbeyonchebgtdharondhiegounde doonoept

“Buh ynbatjidgem enssIhave abady advanoed beyond be gien concent

vwngagneibnwinheconoeptom ehnga bgehedbenbm w hatv as

houghif hisibrinevesheaeh onallerforonedibrenche

jidgm enpkeninand byshethand §ohedibncanneverbe

discovered.”*"

13

Because Kant’s ambition for a pure understanding requires that “...the conditions of the

obxpeina " - deondnseposiihients
of experience,”®* he pem#ed condingt on m ahem a= phg &s of N ewbrin
dynam ¢sim pobnkbsw asnotaxom atind shesew asehahahew as
fivwingh $ achephgpb bywhih apowegr esuriinepesensbrhoughoonceps
ofundestndng T hspow ew ashetinan ofun destndngpfoganing acoodngd

; "

The positive categories follow from Kant’s tabbgidgm erfd 80B 106) hichaaceieda

oy oiubsbrddinghennematiecih um anundestndng andbeuribought

together actively through the “I think.” (A126) While the representational activity of the thinking
‘I’ uses concepthatlerehapow eoindestndngbm acin onaediihe

posie cabgoeshattlain tdom an ofconsh ncey a a schematism, or ‘art.” BbB

“?CPR A237B2%
“hijA 154B 193f
ZhilA 1588 19H e idegger comments, “whoever understands this principle understands Kant’s CPR "H ellegger
(1985bp183
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cabgoidinarhatin agem anshiiden 2T hequesndheadjolpow eb

rhEsensabn- as the ‘matter of appearance’- to inner sense, by a conceptual ‘filling out’ or
rduanbnalng asheconbuougpodudnoisethaboutind exagibnbB ang

$4A 20B 34) Them eanthatw e he bm a ve pow erofsynhess deem ned he

m agriidesofpaceasv ddem postud esbngwihagibnsandm oddis

wasaoneses  sarily limited and ultimately retained “no other possible employment” other than
beem g 146)

T higreheschem am hepow epbonainng gpuglbgralinbbingobesonyy Hé

the “peculiar unity” of the architectonic was heem Eaam entw hth CqueolPue

Readn described as “due to sensibility.”*"°Hizenshepobbm br Kant’sSanooM an
washat 1 ehedbedgacyderedbm of18 " centiy aeshav hih hehadl edir

chaeciedB aum galres an ‘abortive analytic.” Drawing on the “merely empirical,” w hth
w asheoyobaieredbm hehibeall oahenpbesuieandoa antiindink

coutitinhapoditiw shem sobesenc eoheday@ 21nH ow evelnbe

CdueoBudgem entv heeK anttiripespec veontam NI heam ldnw aH

reflect on ‘something’ that necessarily must be accounted for, and in this he returned to
conoeptigbostisnbenspbrhoughoons denchetvin concerns of ‘art’ and ‘organic
form.” Ths einw asaobhe ambition of discovering the conditions of ‘a nature’ being
pdged underapow erofjidgm ent t m eanbeam lin ofdiooveng phaobsbehn d
posichenatiatoncept

TheCdueofudgem enexendedhepobm & deadaredobn] 8hoentiyS anosof

M aninb he aocoouniofen evilentcapad/ abe opnsohe posie cabgoesofan

undesbindngk anhiow m adeenew dihabred eem naebm hataesaconosab

bedeem nabnohepaiubendheconcep bisbnonhepatubbw hiha

reflective judgement is ‘compelled to ascend.” (§ 4) This shesbarejidgm enteenas

nsepasbkbm hepaiuiy olbehatexp emnceoiptesieand K anbegbygave
“>CPRA141B180

i3 186
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sndiianew ebdre obbrbeem pd atofschem @m w hith eied b be
expeenoadhdbodyEd)

TheC onogpdN atieend a TechnioPow er

The Cdjue ofJudgem entm oved aw ay bm quedns ofpedtabn and bgt ow ads

rbdre echnjues ofknowédge Ths didy w as ofbe pow erhatundeis conaept

poduan and he cabgoes br odeng he w ot d ahe ével of anhiopabgeal
oonsousesin eanheem g posiet nabn ofm ediibn ofhum an expeence

through a critical reflection on the ‘matter of logic,” or intuition. This ‘matter’ appeared either
undeheschem aobnundestndngondeh esym baim odeoBnabgypw hihbe

Hergave he sbabn w hth od bran ind edntbn accounid brhough he

inaghabn.

Them ed@bnain agnabnhioughbahgsopl eadeanddipbesuiew asapow exv hih

served to ground the “inner possibility” of concepts in their practical gogabribw eche
ooncensofaSanceoM annhesensehaks evedaposedihan ofinana

concepts from “the narrow low life of animals.” (§60) These required techniques of reflection
poibanyexpesbnsobieeacheyobed beposdiiolasonedinsbm abnof

haliisedm oahbestB ubhsakobokedba ckbaneahitoncegabnopbesueand
dipbeaustipostesoune; eflection was to account for the principles ascribed only to “a
feeling of life” byw hihK anhdisedbe ‘vivacity’ in representation ngeibnoa
hibeatonoenthaingi1)

beseoondpablCaueotludgem enk anbso @edheposepedipodnsobur
cogrvebodsviheoerhgolv hatv as oonceptideppenendedobnexenabder

Thsw asm ovng beyond he dide ofieason and expeence and seived hsposie

am lbnHexpiinganevilenioondinech ae;

C$59)
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“To discover in nature an intelligible order...divide its products into genera and species
houghapngpeofeqinabnandinepiett onandpubim aebom ingo
handsudhoontis ion, to make a consistent context.”*"®
Ths $ heedhnoohatisbw htheangiesh econgentonexof an ‘undesigned
purposiveness’ n hebgrabdeevtienbehndhepow eobonc eppoduan@72K ant
proposed that ‘imaginative ideas’ predicated the practical necessity of the concept, higounded
the subject’s freedom. It a@om earbabnsoendentblisophyooutibo kbeyondanaow
undestndngolchem aisbyadophgsom ehngb eyondaconainednecesidts
Joeauteredom hapyeshe ‘root origin’ to subjective reasoning beyond its empirical
netie.

What constituted this problematic source for any ideas of reason in the ‘feeling of life” now ao

condiecheposigongobshenono=pt ofubpdrephysaind® eqihebdiet

Kant’s teleology finds such universality compromised by what subjective necessity drew from
obpare BBaN, §77) he m anthed bhatunde ¥ing posdiis brensendentl

know édgew asbbedioovesdsom ehngbbeano unedbbyechnijuesoiEpesentbn.

Theseebassppear n heconbm abnobodsg77B ecauschese atehepow eof
gnhesbahphesouceohdévenano onaycauseohew olig78)v adhe

caust w hth coutl onyd§expesson ony hough a posie nabn orheutt
phqoiabocountbenoengbndhe conoepiiiheconcepbihatie.

K anguineddananhiopobgiapecipodn nundestndngbisuchapogienabn.

Pasdoxcdhedo attributed this to a spontaneity that thinks “different from the human.”
€77 hipediposnbdeencew asdined wiw haCdueoP ueR easongaveas

beposdiionng apuentbnhiou ghheaooounbmew ebm enbeyondany
condedfiidetievw onacom pEens cendensboncenobngebaussadonbe
nexusahtdnandundestndngpuexpined byheam linbacoounbpediabsof

jidgem entThs w as a pow er undeing any posik EpEsENEbN or Uy, 2
Tensendensheoting sbed bspobem © an anhiopabgy hiough$ acoountof

“Phifl  *hp§F1978p25
“Phifg76
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Way asposie)/ elihg pkedLies 0 apediposnoburcogriebodsout he

practical necessity of moral perspective on our “consciously vain desires” gave the ‘nature’ of

heaibnbetv eenpesuieanddee. Fomh  $ pespede, Kant’s engagement with a
SeneoM  anw asexpbing adodheoinatiehapanedo hedom anofem pial
psychobgyA selodheohiatidigonveged withepatubdidobgn acy,

ow hihC P Rdem andechespodiinetingoh SENR

Exendndhel_egn a8G oundsr a D odheoN atie

The 1785 &M ebphyaialFoundabns ofN atiial Sencesaw K antfibw a natd
by obbixid érigenbockd ini a i i,

adodheohatiew asheonbbgratyoundof knowédge N genesbxpanded asanatil
sEnceW henK anexendeda ‘metaphysics of bodies’ derived from Newtonian dynamical
phqpiy asbeehow Eheyservedem ode mephygs &

hCdueoP ueR easorhiebundabnaitt onegvennheT ensoendentD eduan:

in the ‘general notes on a system of the principles’ K anhdaesheam lén O ddini
schematically an objective reality given to ‘outer intuitions,” in so far as they contain the
“conditions of possibility of real relationsofanandeasrendhecbeheposb yof
community.”??For anem pidioughbbuatirbbecom peh endbbesn ovem enpf
pantispacdin picbdscoesieedn cesobmnesdideentteCdue

oPueReason  states that “space alone is determined as permanent, while time, and therefore
everything in inner sense, is in constant flux.”?*Fom hissabrk aniv enbnbsithd

“all alteration presupposes something permanent in intuition, andhoughannnersenseno
permanent intuition is met with.”?*Hhiw ayenain alesuccesnafinese nsecaed

beam bguiopem anentausgnollen deem piakEnces

Zhifl  *heg978p16
Blpgio arfl 970p5
*’CPRB293
pB291- 2 ‘Postulates of Empirical Thought® following from the ‘Second Analogy’
b 2912 ‘Postulates of Empirical Thought’
91



H ow eveCCquedP uieR easonaiabokecbob) edjes iphatinghepotsieam lins

baifiww edbm he cabgotabgppoach b gpr esensbn.Them eante posdiiof
gnbedaey eshdv dfibwingpansy

Fifibes in ‘The Refutation of Idealism’ that hepogeam linw asbgoundhe
TensendendlA edhal Thsw ashe cenblbsk ofgiing m earng beyond w hatw as
dogm atddenedbposieconenithenlap aesibnofubpadaspesEnEbnd

this sense, Kant’s Transcendental Idealism dahesisbgandv hatooutl becongleeda
Soeptappoaddoesiatom phlexc Udesrem pEgbosditom ebvel

B ydenynghoharabsolsensoendentédim asv denem Eaedm K arteves

be pah open b whatcan be congleed underbe p o¥e conentof an em A
representation. The ‘Refutation of Idealism’ leaves this to the composite origin of experience
w hihCdueoP ueR easonndizengpacean din exongileednem sobnntiie

com posw hihsopenbhebnsoendenttiom ai nofepesenibnH ow evedncels
exdidetheem Egbosinw hohbkedn ean dspaosesn poverphecaiid
asanndependentendii anenedacom p b¥nexpeencdd hihadpose
valiessnobpabeyondean peem pkal nn.

Seoondibytiw ngaseEnceohatieblesy poniK anpantbbhedem nabnsof
ournatie asm piabg be posedom anTh $dom an caeshe am lin oftie
Epesenibndhiebnsoendenstonoggiie cesiEsvokingecetiheoriahabns

ofv hatposiedom ancoutlexpessshoutdia $esobBRv hihptinin ptaes
bepnqobotausibendgbosiedee m nabnohatiesnagtedom anexends

ow adswileem piaiatie 286

Thequesbnofichadom anw adibw ednC i queoP ueR easonhoughposiis
rquedoBpespedreonhegeneatioaheo f bodies. To this end, it was Kant’s ‘table of

categories’ that gave the important theoretical approach to be followed by Bnseenderdl

% Refutation of Idealism’ B274. According to Kemp Smith, the importance of this passage is in the division

betv eeresibpabadngandgphenom ent
%0 Refers to the ‘Second Analogy’ B233

eadngK ak em pSmiR003}pp298- 321



phbsophyhisupps the “indispensible” plan for hesinoaw hihsacom piheoryof

know édgebnefibw s the ‘table of categories,” onehdsham ovesbm a 9rha
m ghem aishyanabgidlexendnnbedynam i cnceandK andisehaty Hihe
bm ercan sind asty condvehedtr ooutl oy be he ieguite brawder
sy atknow édgeT hepaek! $ bhepogesbnobnyspeaivesEnoees papced

into Kant’s general systematic of human understanding.?’

Bydkg the legitimate ground of Newtonian dynamics as a general ‘metaphysics of bodies,’

beCdjueoP ueR easonm ed/panedbaspo siisaoundanexpandedanabgra

hinking B utM ebphyatal-oundabnsofN atiialS @nce condleshese by degeesof

deem nanohesensesbm apuem ahesl hssapogesonhafivw sbm be

deem nabnem adoughhedynam cabpe aof  am edhantssndexendsiegened

phenom enabgyon & hiphenom enabgyeis inceedho)ticieern nabrhiough

beebencebam odeoiepesenbnbyhese nesendheebydependsonapow eof
EpeentbngenedSdhepogesonbm t hem osbm aecthebadbm abpened

oeashg/b anem piabedeofooncepipr odudn. % O nheonehanddegessof

deem nabnetehedynam ¢aboncepthed aeahtbribubrheohelmaibn

gavehw schoughteheyappeasdbm hepes pedrecbnem pdiidesdhas €
anexhaudredeem nabn.T hein poenpanbf bsschem abw asbindiaehaim or e
em EalsEncesasbulip hough obsevabn and expam enpppearasopendhe

“infinite manifold of intuitions,” andiin atavehaxpbebnsemt réegess 289
W hatw eehepedam linsofV eaphygalFo undabnsi sag outpngoksof
conguiahgoonospsonbiscaEAN  abigie égin abgoundsaw deschem athat

dt edoeSancsoM awh a natieerdooncepbhatiebundat onOdl 1
show w haw asunbtied hiough phenom enaby degee sofem gEm undethedw of

By W asatidy ainédaom obeedh astrasbbed s uiency?By
auency K antm eantd dibguih hshnking bm Lebrimn s/em w hth had a
#ICPRB109- B111 The ‘Table of Categories’ at B106 gives wider determinations of schematics in relation to
cious/eposiiinam e the “possibility of community” in thinking.

28K anfl970p14A K 469477)

hipl0A K473)
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pesupposdnabnopeesiishedham onesb aooounbgbphapksobiousy. 20

Ths nabn etined he pobkm  ofknowédge asa ooncen ofcom m uny,and K ant
em phased bsn the ‘Postulates of Empirical Thought.” (B292ff) Here a principle of
deousivy okedwinrheiw sofpacsenct m ebov hihegodaubedesnged
snottken asnoum enaednceim ed) ofr ed posibk conoeptiakdibnsashey
exended expeenceB uich knowédgealv aysuf eedbm hedangerofoontisng of
ubpareexpencaviarobpa. 21
Thedtroout! notgire apodit cetinty bm be N ew bnin pegpedeTHsw asa
pespediew hossgin acyfiw edgpnhgobahainm abendK anbiber qudid
bé as a pasve dom an.h tn,bs passy m akshe dihabn bm goeauive
nenaischongps hifghoughbdagaic hepociinetiihesbuechoonceps
&

“Life means the capacity of a substance to determine itself to act fom annend

to determine itself to motion or rest as change of its state.”**
B ecause such nended phgoks do notconbm 0 a Newornen vew of m a
M ebphygal oundabnsiv achesbeatoagung bahatiekenoagavenatidh $of
know édgen eibnb auniesstiodheofex peenceT hbw asanem phassonin§
w hthnow gopeaasesseriiphbsophigh ehangn pyem pizbm shem aidl
T hitiheposiobxpeenasesiaing agpeatiom aw hosegpedingibnd
sEncesohum aneasonyy asuphathoughpls ophtabm ldnsbegeneatioadheot
wédom Thsm eanshaM ebphysal-oundabnsul in alyindizesw hatm abem atd
sEnces &ked betveen ging m edphygd and phi bsophtal bundabns © bhe
anhopobgeatiom anobxpeenodnes/m m eghaexendsheSa@nooM anend
dvdedom ansundethentience ofnatiehi sbyphysbgy and anhiopobgyet.
T hesnow necesiecesediiniem abgybgie hew élephisophiaiouncing. 2%

20 Ibid p110 (AK 547), see ‘Postulates’ CPRB 292f
Zhin119
2hin105
BCPRp548noe
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D shgungB etv eenPhyssindP husbboh

Theneadbihenew epiem abgyw asahain i ow haM eaphysal-oundabnsand

CdueoP ueR easonderedbm hepaedym d evebpedundeanagum erbunvesl
gavibnandiiw ohebh Book III of Newton’s Pngoahenaibonoepof

m atundesbodasem pabheexerba lependsonhepecsbnsandasnsof

besens=hCdueoP uieR eason] heA nabgi eoE xpeenosfibw echiasem (Al

rpasong aboutcausalisibngpswin an em phas $0n he pow erofgppiabn ofan

undestndng.  1n expanding Newton’s conceptions on moving forces to an empirical limit, the
M ebphysal- oundabndissed hediha nbetv eenanatieBiEnceand aboader

phosophy oinatiehe egesveana/soiN e w bnen pngokspushed s paba
phenom enabgyw hihnecessibdaphysbgray goundedoonogpbhatieaccounidbr

bbheenes  2°

W hagyréanpf an epistemology grounded by Newton’s mathematics was that a concept of
m abivw asexended bireand natl opposedt oandeaohybzoem hedodheof

m abrabuedb anhended bioe. % D uhghbegheexpandnohew em pid

SENCESWV asoperngw dleconospbnsofv haboul doondibgin aEbundabnsunder

w hth goedbioesoim akraout! be gppehende d by natielser pecuibnFor

exam pinhel724w ok by H em anB oehaaveEém enC hemaehedesbeds ped
phenom enan patubbodeshioughagpeau eundestndngahoughdiinoessum e
beseasuniiessoingdV hehesew eenct tkenasapbB oehaaveandahes-

nodyhem pobnioonem poayhe chem gend phybgiG eog EngSehihetl

unanm oudheheN ew bnanpaedim pesenedt hetlesbBxpem engphbsophyT he

chem $G eog Sehben assoa@ed wihbheheo iy olhevid w eghbssaubsnce

know nagohbgibrestoassoaedwinah ds/#m nhaitiom edlineB uh e
noébjopposechem &t B oehaaveandh shephysianencphysbgiFedkh

MCPR A176B218f
25K anfl 9932164
2P SeafirusrirEim anl992p234
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Hofmamn. ® Fdwig  an dledsince m eantdiooveng w hanew dibns coutl be

esitshedbiphenom enchoughthioughbedic phedm ehodofemn pabbsawvabn.
Them eantbvwingbhe anabgtaim odebyw hih N ew bn deved heunvesshw of
gauibn.
K antv asw djoundedihel8 " centiysincesancimiinvihhedicusins ofwuch
brresandohenew dleasem egngbaccounbr hesenoceofpedbodesT hese wee
bengundesbodnobegngwiinatistief onsopenedheoksschadheunvesal
and genet bioes of gy, butaddiessed hioug h epiem abgalquesbns becom ing
necesatly N pding new physbgralvew s ofbe body.K a ndaedh  $ wew of
nbduangapooonoes ashypaohatapesenibnobebodybacoount brhe
pow es evilenti ing ogarim s %8 thad a gréantbeang on hi pogesie
phbsophiebm linshafibw ed aandnbetv eenanatisiErdoonospt andbe
physician’s concept of nature. Thigppeasn odlevebpedn Kant’s last unfinished work, the
O pug? oim umvv hihwv asm ovngaw aybm diousD nobahgsandabaigidgem ens
oCdueafudgem entndhadbeentlerdow i bheam lbnbexpbngpuposenes
wiitheexpeinoadfiebodly. 2%
Exendngaconcepbhevegetiebodyhiough $expeenceoboegaveadyriance
baemeg esaoundw hakK antongleedanm pobnedn a nnundestndng posie
otheposiibnenbm ofence,

“we experience organic forces in our own body; and we come, by means of analogy

wibem (viepathepngpiihe concepthevegetiehodgaing

5300

out the animal part of principle

7 Herman Boerhaave’s Eém entiC hemagl 724¥%em spatubisré artiin erbnedoyK anitN ew
Exposngl 755N egateM agriide 763 ieam hSHeA1 766D rhe-i5 oundof be
D shansiR egonsiSpaoe(l 768) hiexam pl ebm O pud? o2im um 2213peatiusorm-e dm an
(1992p240f
K anl 9933621186
29K anf. 9931 0ZF 0seP000p22
K anfl993ep118p1373]
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TheCduenfudgm ersicedyooncaveddhen um aneshehphestxam phofbobgtal

ogarem heanm assn oungm adhnewlh eposiifbgingubpireendd
findesoonoepthatie, %10 pugP otim um desbesnexpain entisnoeof hesd
m ovngm adneaspenndheposiiban i deexpeenceohatie,

“he can, and isedidtbduceapbibganim oungb esobodisnbhe

classification of bodies in general...although only indirectly according to an analogy

with the moving force of the body as machine.”**

T heonexbexpbndhew tleposilf oesysm dhoughtv asabedym gppedout
bybeadebnoCduedP ueReasorK a nitocebchel ieseEnasom ebphyss

was divided between the ‘metaphysics of nature’ and a ‘metaphysics of morals.”*® Thebtr
bundfésxpesombe text of 1797, while Kant’s requirement for a new epistemology
beyondhanfisegessoM ebphyeaFoundat onsdat eshefin epphysohatie
hahevesppeaed.

B ow eveheA dricbnigaveaskethofv hatv as nt ended of such ‘metaphysics of nature.’
K antaubdidled a genedlsEnce ofnatie nb,onbbgy,sbnd physobgy,sbnal
sbnaphysisandebnabsychabgy. T highadabnw aspesenedasapogesie

pogem oftidybihephysshatv outlbecom e bem ebphyssobodesngenedh

natisbysem ohoughtv asanam lnbihit ensoendentpopdhephenom enabgy
bhahecesed aphysbgraygoundedconaep bhatiechesenses t addessedivo
spedpobkm § X

Fheposiedom anobebnabhys: sheulh aggoabbgenean esphyss

popeiVl ebphyszal- oundabnsooutionygreh ain édbm ubriigshobbe

am lbnoéngaeasonedknow &dgebeyondt heboundaesobxpeencawinegach

#odkes

K arl978p2A P64

K ar 998apeep1213]

**CPRA841B869

%< anh\ 8468 874

¥ Following Euler’s theory of light and colour attributed to vibrations in the aether. Kant (1978) §14, leads to “the
gap” between the foundations and the transition. see Forster (2000) p51
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- Secondly, since the general metaphysics of nature was considered an “indispensable service”

brgiing mbnakense beyond conadind, $ anlinwas giving positive ‘sense and
meaning’ to a future schematics hatondiedaphenom enabgrebasbihel nnesense
andiin edebrm nabnsam edabnepiem abgidybassbracom pieSanceof

M an3®

TheM ebphysa- oundabnsv aghabendedbpr owlesuchageneatonogpbhatiess

fposeconentv asexdidedbyhealty obedom anH ow evey i m akedhdini
bedvananghoughilerfanddeencB yd vegngbm an pbaibnsobbservabk
physiatencalidizchenecesin hew deprbsophiabogem bexpbig

#Encynaphenom enaknowédgeoinaieT hew i dersysem atinvedjabn ofnatie

w outibokbabnsngoundedbynew conogps ofm ovungbioesw hthw asoonvegng
wihdéseences

Kant wrote an appendix to Samuel Thomas Sommering’s U berdasO iganderSeat(L796)

SOm m engw asanencysbpaedtanabm gandoneof hem osexpeencedandenow ned
neuoanabm shebaghieenboentigH | Slespbnendissbnsdhebangm
gaveanegyGisiabnoterhevei cal 778) hessepesentinsoftictieend

fina@nw asundesbodashypobatehuSom m er ngw asconvincedbaim entbods

w esexecubdbycetibanegbnsv hihhit edegaveascaediinansobesoul

win ceeboganaliiisin abse conbawih p em ed nexe endngswinn w aof
vertubcads higbm pt atsnhesnganabm yandm ebphyasiddoone m poety
dicusnsaoundepiem abgiabgin acySEm m engpboedheoganchebanche
ceneobdebaecentbaSanceoM anwh Breadingconsequencesbihew der
dioousesonm anw dibhe 19 " centiy/T hispovoked acom pitaed pitiehat was
unbtingundeaSancsoM anw hihem egedaou ndhanheentontionbetv eenw hat
condichepoiieandhevitonoeptof £ %A noheexam pidicussedbyK anid

The C ordiohe Faods was Christoph Wilhelm Friedrich Hufeland’s M akobika
QonEm poesvw okonpevenkem edinehaengag edwinconem poaysserdinking.

0K anl 9704478

Y'Sgm udhom asS6m mengl755  —1830) Kant’s essay on Sémmering in Kant (2007 )achenoeK arl993a)

p261. Outline of S6émmering’s neuroscience see Hildebrand (2005) pp 337-342.
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H uindbok anogaring phqoe ashetbendache\iitasconospbn ok ng

Boaw hincoutbew eskenedosenghenechiou ghexenalifienceS hioonoeptié

w ashgin akdonhebassoiaheolyoim ok ndphysahedhborm w hihH uind
advancedheoesonbeehtd, Kant’s com m m enghow evesaw hin em phasehe

pow esofn nckscainchenom angiidgem e nbveeconcepthebodysbngwvis

condnom asy. 308

Thew deexpeenceohesy®em ohatiew ah eog0nCdueoP ueR easonache

‘System of all Principles of Understanding.”*® t an edocondiespiknow édgebbhe
tibnsbsendghoughesysem obxper enceundeebioadiephysabgratyem -0
w hthphysesonyepesenedanaow eibnl nO pusP oim um K antibw eche ‘table
of judgment’ with abnseendentlam lin ofconvegng he syEm ofobswvabnsas
aurey edinbenew bm atm enthoughhapogess onbm axbm sohtdnban
expaeencangened hsam hbussysem aing obw dedom anoboeabnggiehe

oonEm poayinepistbn ofanm apow esandm eanbecingbm bepesgpedect
abditheposiihnkngphenom e ngesondiing awotiggm .
TheN ew LESeEncessndheSariN atia

ThelndoBw ofisysem hai antv asdiousing nheO pusP ogn um sexem gidby

Erasmus Darwin’s Zoonoma. > h1796] awhs/@m aed z00bgiabhenom ena nba
dynam @an ageokem pisbgesinacoodngd anonm abephqobolingboe

considered “effective according to purpose” of explaining a worldsgem . 3 Thipogeson
fibvw edom anoganisysem ohatiedeiredo bbsevabinerouboefenaiing
bangexdifipeadieboosft ypoesobonsevabnbetv eenhetv cend

heninegeed asa desgibn ofoganizbna Boesih hew hab B Ths gema
B¢ hibpHV e FedihH usnd( 76241836) H#V! akobilicioussechyK ani 993bp31 Bee
alo-oucal@008ppAs- 49

39K anf\ 14830 obgom ena24.

310K arfl9935p10622320

#1087 0conom éphel_aw 1D igaried & (L7941 796Pvab.ondon

*2hin109

3K anfl993epp10210522298- 310
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destjibn defed sped epiem abgiaAlc wsih be ébm ens br a dino

Epesensbrmhen haborhebasolv hasc cosvihesppaeninatigysm .

Kant’s am linw assionpigngabnaixpeence ngenedl asposbiexpeenceh

s/&m of natie beyond be didbn betv een be Tr angendentl A edhat and he
TensendendA nalt . Thisdegiehenatiebiabn betv eenbeb grebgpedhe
elements of a science of relations) and appearance of organisation qualities of sensible ‘matter’
expeenced ashe dibued s/ ofnatie) W e ony he brm eraubed under

N ew brin pngobshe dbrappeas n be pogesie gopehensdn ofa dom an of
expeenagphenom endfappehendedandhoughbf aspostebpuposEsopodudga

posiaepesentbn. 314

Kant’s stance in the Transcendental Dialectic emphasises negative principles purposefully

avaiing he natigy giren Enbbai ) 3 H ow even he A drbrthe ao esba
physobgyopueeasonasa ‘nature’ in the senseobangpnqobssubpde/grenas

ebm entofbgiabyem ofoncepiiachr adheyaooodwinem pabpesenibng

- “although only @bnad **°Hhiw apecom posiobxpeinaean L nofathem
obbpayaddess ed as the ‘matter’ of experience in its aesthesis.*" TheCijuem essies
abare expeence agandhe conded m ehem ad knowédge dem anded of he

N ew brenconcgabu pusP ogim um sinsbsee ngobpainem sobeaeshat
cpagbhegrenT hiseves Kant’s philosophical ambitions ifposiesasonng.

O pusP oim um skestscapad asdaredbm a naehespoibanandtands
hypothetically justified by Kant’s ideal account of how the animalm adnecandiguih
pasighoughogantendigexpet enceobre. *®Theapbiieemn inabnof
uchacapag greshedeem nakem odechi nking w hth acoounsbran undaling

em [Eakexpeence ofolapaiin m oung bice s. Kant’s wider ambitions for a @
13722490

$®CPRA583B610

S1°hiiA 8458 873

K anfl993p14522501]

T heEhePOBK arl993p8121550p10322 300
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natia w as b envaebpe boh obpss ofinnerand ou &rene as necesétd by be

phenom encbgaipesentbnabesysem ofe nsabnsT hipodhedom anhatout!

be considered as a ‘natural’ system hatn ushoooowindem ongaboboonaspsexpee nod a
poiendsapobem odaingheconaepof abgrabysm w hthcoutlsusnbe
expeincaingoang. -

dm pobrhaD pusP o2im um skedicapac yadheortdappehendngem a

sendiiiby fibvwing he pngobshatsenc eem boded hibcay asaphsopheal

problem. Kant defined how to conceptualise the “primitively moving material,” through a
s/&m diabn ofdidualcases 320 The paghiw outl bei be physian jidghg be

effectiveness of his action through a living body’s reactions to pleasure and pain.** Thé
hibtalem phassbngsoube pogesvedi @ ofundestindng how geneshw' s
opesinpatuboonosediiabnsndw hos ehibtabonextv asobondihghs a
postesiEnceA sahibigbolbm oknowé dodhievdenivw haPébpetedn

H ppoceesndnbm sheconoehahosb)f ndssunivessbxendnTim aeusade
pitiecériledhgbang. %228 ubihepogesstiegeneahiabn ofhipom pogiof
\ilinanw asadvancedonbebvebbgans edensabrendoostew hah ik

understands as a ‘capacity’ to respond with proportion accordedbannenatigposn. 23
Thebe capacity to constitute the dynamic response implicit of an ‘affective soul’ which, in
A siidseppiabnexendechetts anchdis

O pusP oguim um unbitled asaesofeherpookb gvehedeem nabnhaexendshe

theoretical approach towards a concept of “hypostasised space itself.” t dedsam abel
posdascab . While the demand for physical proof could be argued over, Kant’s focus was
onjonhehypohatabodnnhat i couthestedbpuantdnsain eendgpa (054
hesaw eeundesbodbbokadtigtbutient heprbsophiaisisofubiaiound. 24
13422478

Dhip13722481

#1G eneghooouniiT B0y(1969)

2P haedug70B D andTin acusy heehesouth ansm oseeresitsiesm eanchek Eergies
hebodyatkew sbm ecobpposehendecun Cleepow eptunieszbingpe.

BeqD eAnin a434a3060P anal afi36b19437a2

16221206
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Sheeanysensolyexpeencandsibgn acyo nyhoughntiecorespondenceds
ribidettrthepoid . T
poshiExpeENoseqUESPIDEENSEDNOf omding. *

It remained an open question what ultimately grounded such an empirical ‘fact’ embeddedie

nt¥iem arbtB ut Kant’s intiem arbbw adoyddnesinin gcapaggren
oheobpdreaccounbibgantgpace. t wasaaury n heconadnsoposdi

w hihw asaom abi arbbsv aybnt uivecapaduin agreteurio

oukexpeinodigenedl 250 pusP otim um ekesivdm aladepobbm cknowédge
bainecesdt eshewiiam aseim edibg acgpady brdedu @n ofeny cabgotd

gvenA swihbhehibcapobem oknowédge, i boksbhesyem adbnwih

conem poeyphysbbgatEoouses ¥'But Kant’sam w asnopsychophysichadiim

noam pem echantgboadbuam edisem g ofv deposdinhepobim &b f
CdjueoP ueR easonT higoolbm w asthaecer sedadhe “unity of consciousness of the
manifold, successively intuited, and reproduced in representation.”** hbéw ashewiid

m abstyvesoetn posiisbiabnd onoiiby Kant’s positive ambitions br a
Ensoendengblibsophy.

T heR oa€ onasaindsT ensoendentik eban

The Cdue of Pue Reason $ gilbaveen em cdand ensoendendl bm s of
oonsusnessw hihdahesspobbm ohnerpos di es; but the empirical ‘fact’ is that
objects of experience represent succession through a ‘peculiar unity’ intuited as objective
0T akenessnobpaijeccodecanspi otigpaghinddieem prdhorors
posdiithebnsoendentjoondied.

5T haw ottbm hitkabkorjort he basis of sensible qualities or the historical ‘plena’ was the pivotal element
that Galileo sought to mathematise and hence initiate a modern conception of science. See Husserl’s account in

H uss4.970pp3441.

5K anfl993ep7(R1221]

“Rhr  ted by Kant’s reflections in a letter to Sommering. Kant (1999) p501

Bhipp8p2552C PRA 103,
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The ‘Selbstsetzungslehre’ of O pud? ogim um seediadhesynhaicapadit hetiw she

pogesrexpandnghan oddinensdheco noept houghanntnoéfindam endl

m aehanheentirjchegiertis opendieguow epBpesentbrobem edikd
houghananatpoposnB ubtbnsa $oapow eombespoiunbtingbe
ooncepll hisaysK argsom ehnghahosoep tcantkeisuewihgoetisnot
debakaboupaceoin eassuchbuidered bm om ehngagangv hihbem ariti
tkekleem nngpodn. %9

TheCdjuedP ueR easongtetiatudpue conogpiobindestndngasenabidoyhe
cabgoesv hideheheobpdjoposbb epencs  *’theT ensoendentD odhe
ofludgem erheeacheposiecabgoeha tivevalisibnsbobpaiasuch,

w heequahebinsaegoundedihesub Eaesgectobxpeince. %1B gcaushe
ubpadreagpecoiexpeencegiresurjohe s@m sofendiiand undestndng

posie caegoesdebm inehepotonoepiv hos ebgin acycom esbm w haasubpd

. . 2)
apprehends as its ‘real’ relations. ™

TheO pusP ogim um undesindshaheesonyon egpaceandin eB uhisnobnger
bm dgvergher i grenbyesendobpogesrhativw § om ancbdly n he
m artlohtbn. t necesiissom ehingubpare)/posdasem poshabnsof
unconabnalinyofpaceandin ev hthinsc endengbhibsophytiesasheconogb
bepogesiggesped: =

“space is a quantum, which must always be represented as part of a greater quantum —

henodfisncgienesud P ogessts quantim$atbeegadedsgy/en;
the progression, however, ig.”%

The concgptofhe quantim  becom ing deem nakk b ough pngoks ofa com posn
eom sarpabnstihebgratina nbak antdevebpngonhebasohe

Phip170472p211]
CPR Al11, ‘Transcendental Deduction’
ShiiA 1245ecH aileggel 997p272
2hiB 197
5K anl993ep1714722228- 29
*hip170p212]
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edenosobnuin abediw hih hedebs  to “certain laws.”**hCijuecP ueReason

hibnscendensbonoeptv ashetiwiheped ow haamneboupebedbanoum end

w atlandasibedhoughisibnsbbedoover edhoug  h a “marvellous faculty which the
moral law first reveals to me.” **H egheem phasiv aorhe subject ‘possessed of freedom.’
TheCduesem bodedheposiepow eafd edtighnqpesashecapadooonbm

bhenegatehw sonatiebuheO pusP ogim um bokhbepotoncepieseanga

deem nabk agpechiough$capad b synbe S posik dom ansbrhebheortal

w ofiT hefibvw edbm hepow ebepesentp aceandin eobparel/andacoodngd

Kaneg uires a concept of experience as “infinitely positive,” and “not merely a thinkable
whole.”** B ecausehitinkabiw hobdeiresbm hebh fexpeincecheohiae)

gvenem anshesecondalyadbiem pratleem nabnyv hthacoodswihheapor
posecabgoesuariudiet}O pus P otim um éatiherdiy asbhe

nature of such a root concept, since it appears posited in the domain with “thoroughgoing
relation of means to ends,” w hihiasdbedvihevesposdiiof OUBEXPEEN0ES 8
Theshow show K antw asdibguihing abgrado m an ofposbk pediaesunderhe
onoeptsulbpdT he wder dodhe of il n atia necesiied he enscendendl
pespedreonadom ah binnenaibnsb expe encen geneeB ulw e Cdueof

Judgem erin édhibs/m baloonentindea capagopupoveness) pusPodim um

hetl be bnkabk bt as dawn bm a sum of posdiis expeenced. A pue)/

beortd conceptoout] be posed and Hséa dsb he quesn ofw hatheorid

bundabndK antv agliawingon?

O pusP ogim um obsepesbdebenceshevar ousoganiheoeshokingbencom pass
nneexpaeEnaenl/m pbm snddeesasw ds w haavdienbendagpupoyenes

inbresohephenom enalv o, 9T heseaeapadibhesm oposiit hak ant

¥5CPR’s Transcendental Deduction B130 and CPRs ‘General Note on the Transition from a Rational Psychology
to a Cosmology’ B429.

ShiB 43048 432

%7 <Selbstetzungslehre’ Kant (1993a) p184.
Bhih1862277- 78

hip19722100
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poposesbdibguih by fiw ingtv om odesofiv haheconogpbhatiecoutihopeb
gopehendk

Fheconogpbangabuedohephen om engbesavdenbhedidyobnm d
ndcendebesvabn,

Semondheconoepbbiobdom anof posbbexpeencebyanm andvegetbk

g 0

T heboughtofauch conagps precedeshe posdil yof any categorical thinking of life’s
a¥T hepadlivitheobngposd ofabgocalidrend $ urjundesboda

pogin aegoundsFom bisheortaluni ybe O pusPozim um cansiehaan

intdnm usibvw hetv nagpeasobpodud onaensoendentysem aofym ba

oconnemndibw ingpodieanabgesobxpee naesndaem poeyem aabnw hirs

em Edderedbm gpogesveooum uly eagpeabwv ob- expeence.

TheO pudP o2im um heebeaddess eshahheposdideredobBbagidgm ents
w dbshe pepede hatm ovesbm bsem i CAcapay bw adsabnsoendendl
pespedreonaw oflexpeenceB yexendnghe onogpbiv oblsyem pm edobe

aum ofdeenim odesolted expeencea transcendental perspective describes “a third
e etisbundabnoBppeancessdsth ghednm m ovabisaligoundA jidid

possession.” Bus  ‘justified possession’ sgposedom aw hthO pudP oim um tibw s

pogesve) bm §m ebphysatiinan ow ad s § poslisbransendend

phbsophyC onvess/gao condiveot heconogphoughw hthbesulpands
fabpiienobpaehoon. sl

TedhniaC onogpandM odPow er

M ehdroucadericheO pud® odim um asexp bngetinabrboyw hilm andehedrs

concrete world through degrees of the “changing powers of sensation.”*” Suchafin@n
#Onif18672278K artikigodnin am und dbuecbSchdlgn252197secao-or $Q000)
D ib194726

#Foucafo0sp7onoe
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w hihaoequiedheognasyconceptoundng Epesentbnalierinbesdong

wihhexendngheposibbbnsoendentbedom s T heegboonenbnw asha-oucaud

saw hisgencnghehibiaberpenrehat savecheepeseribgRubpdbyexendngs

e posiisbriensoendencehe gri canceofO pusPogim um w asseen ashe

ndn Hm be hibtalpobtm ofasbna Iphysesb he enscendentipobbm
necessicobondihgegoundeckubpa Y.

hhsegpediepadiviv hdbeT en seendentD ababv okechioughesyvierd

the subject as “the mere idea,” namely agoediabhahesdobeconabned. A gade
idea, Kant’s polemical phoesem phasionoupesenn odecknow édgeh ebokhesoepital
posnheatingibnbhesoucawinous elesw hthfdvw echeschabgm axin of
ureshetindam entopeyow hihanybg cabnqobsaesubordnaed! hebgral

modes of a transcendental principle are a “mere idea” that has been at “all times eagerly
sought.”** TheCiueoP ueR easonheebebokedom o densince  asadigiiay
pede 0 w hth aconceptofnatiedainéd underderk y and deence,coutl be
égidre broetin egpnsofknowédge and f om w hth he conoephatgave atie
epesensbndinageneahoutioosed

Thepolbm atabnyvinepecbaSance oM angppeasiochensenderdl

notion of ‘true function’ was excluded from reason within itself. This left the question of
égin acyasapngpbotinany hihw asne hes§bgrehohypohetzbuss

w happeaedbexpeencdiddhebgin a ecim baedW\/ happeashioughhe

‘manifold of effects,” ashessyoundngm axm sofieesonand as anem pabonopt
abadytinansgrehgposbiexpeencD tEencamatirCduedP ueR eason

em phaseda.bochahgheseexpeencesbbgr abonoeptsarguEblytinangce

em piatonoepthavestindam endiddom he nsoendentespede, T henecesy
$¥CPRA 645B 6737 642B 670.

*“hijA 6518 680

¥bilA 6608 683
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biheanabguew asasanoenghg uEopN @hiih ayseungogreem (A

reality the “harmony” with itself.**

Theam bjuyaeen CiueoP ueR easonbec aueK antobkesessonnibsa

m ebphysaboll branalahg conogpsofexpe encew heem praboncepsaedo

s/nbhat and condiire expesnsofexpeenc eT hisabued b apose ouce

“beyond the limits of experience.”*" $hecaussheseaebeyondin fhatnse ndendl
pondkes §  pedalindnbm bepow eoknowédgeas necessaty brachevng
pedabndO nheohehandiiaoad uesb  anem gindnohewlie

pow enboeornahgsensiousexpeenceaganst w hihbeansoendentitasonm pm ens

a necessaypudencaw hiegpetbnatidw T hi SEVESHPUPOSE0M animngiow N

edom . **®¥Uih aghisaconcepbieedom haibw K anbexendehiaiw sof

conducbhew oblB utihe moral ‘equipment’ enabled by the desebisedom ©

aoood win § enscendentl conogptand w as pur ued as et esson.ts he
ensoendenttonaghaterehenecessaysy nhesoém Eaboncegptom gpeda

perspective on how the understanding ‘ought’ to fin@nI hiheebehatavehedil
obebnsoendensbonoeptincd was bound up with the very “ground or consequence” of
bpeondinshepedaphee 9

Theéaveshe moral ‘paradox’ of animal reason for Critical bought ** How such a
ienscendentlinancouthbm tksofondu a asexendedbanem Ealv ot ade

m ogpobim hak anexpbedn CiueoP ia @aReasonhough $ dibnobe
hibcaboncepbiesum m um bonum B uh is equivocated between a ‘concept of the good’
andheconcepbiiv dbangachanbsboonf dbhesendbw oW henbepaati

gppeasnhesym baim odesoindestndngnC dueofudgem enhebnsoenderdl

pepede  $ em ovedbm anym m edieexpeencanoded acoounbisdeag

#°hilA 6658 693
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ow adspaiLrends %1 | keweRaipn W iin be LingofReason Ab negavehe
subjective ground as objective only though a predisposition of reforming man’s sensuous nature:
this account of man’s propensity behind any symbolic representation to positive doctrines served
only “in poerél  ” *? The moral philosophy derived from this its unique principle, “so far as
this disposition displays a vitality in actions,” which was the heogtahabnpem sedon

harmony within the concept of the world’s highest good.353

Theam nsoD pusP osim um agdidunder bedom anobsardnatiial hnow
deertshensoendentboncepiesdere dbm a edhnighedatapad gren
hougheheortaippoachbabnsoendentl ghem &B yfibwinghesnhatpnqoks
bihepoduanoionogptK antv asbokngod expessanolpdrecapay b ob-
bangasheconogphafivw sbm hephenom en abgighogesonhabonvey esona
m ospedatiom awkoonaepbedom . %40 pugP osim um heebidiegedbm

w haheCduesm anthedasopposedpow esof natieandisedom tiw sabendn

m anem piatapagbheconogahe bnsoendentbespedre)y hthsbom

be gpeaubire am lin b gppehend conoepuiaide &m nabnsin caussloonabnsT he

padliiviihem axm sofonduaty hihaedi sus/ghatigpibiisengiousitdns
fBhepadabasorbw hirm odioughtiph aoonceptbedom . 5

hO pusP ouim um hew otleonogpiheortd yexendedhiough boh peaingand
bhinkinghegoundsobxpeenceT hebnsoenden &m linbhepepedrebm w hth

aconcepbBedom coutidigui-gebm hedigbnshenegardibw $om he

pesupposecurécw obhisenssnsoend entbasonoondies anequivabnbiv hat

the will syntheses from “real opposition.”**AhoughhCijudheansoendenbesped ve

was given to individuals as “a mere idea,” anobpaeedom sexpessedhO pud® oim um

%L Kant (1978) §59 This reflects one of Kant’s central struggles against the pantheistic debate. See also ‘What is
Orientation in Thinking?” Kant (1990) p235.
zK an.960bp35p5 1145

b d p159160

¥4 practical self positing and the idea of God’ Kant (1993a) p2002032211511920420522123.
%5 “What is Transcendental Philosophy’ Ibid p230, 21:26,p216225K arin akighipaibgandie
Spinoztiebatbelv eenFediniaookindM oses M endeishorp216225%5 ecato-6p000) p217.
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as aedhnialcapad  gopehend be w otl be exendn 6 he m ogpiedd
rasomgw hth Kant’s positive ambitions open © henseendengbribsophynielibnbd

em [Eaexpeence ofhe bBnoendendls/ M a stenabses a dom an ofgnhat

knowédge.

T hesynbhatknow édgecondieshebnsoenden sbonaephioughadom anhafibw s

bm peda agpecs ofhe sbang bt A phenom endwiiecs hough §

m odbchnoalysem abw hih carries “the noumenal point of view” as it appears prior to acts
ofconsmuses %7 Bym akiig hew ot obiare hough he copub 0 ik betv eena
uniesalesandioonospbiv otheconoep tvenbexpeenodhoughheaxom at

phgokbyw hth consiusessexendsinatia kepady broondihgbes/em of

tleasheebe pesensacondiepitie ofogantbang astlew sonbesuper
sndbiecheortdupheti —onyasbngasbooodswinow ngynhes ohe
adecbnidhien otl.

ht heorising the organisms ‘virtual’ primary activities,K antgieshe echnispedd

conbm © dem onsebk expencesofhew ofl. %8 T he pedtalooncepiappeasasan

organism’s higher perspective on the reality of its natiabiug, but Kant’s edn oki@nhee

was to determine whether “another will is thinkable in place of this one.” This is the

transcendental theme that draws on an ethical perspective evident with his demand for the “ideal

acheypeom anadequatb duty.”** hbokihgouchanhnecapagiasheheor ddl
condive bra Bnsoendentisysem a oftle ashe Bnoendendifinedn m eansa
gmhaicapagboondibghem oatonce ph Bnscendenglysem aiohatienow

becom eshe pegpedre bm  w hth he concegpim po $£sonm an hsem paw ot of
expaEncebutw hose nnercapady gresienscen dentiposiiis n condig be

%7 “Transcendental Philosophies Highest Standpoint, God, the World and the Thinking Being in the World’ Ibid
p2357132
SBhip21821R111K antliencedin s f from the Spinozists who are “swérmerische.” God is therefore to be
dibguthedbm aw otisoys2252119
Shijp23924@137
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posie concepivhew oblH eew asheheoet cabepedrew hth Foucaubok as
nbm ngheanhiopabgrabseadmow han a nectidpoduceouthm s 30

TheW obC onogpindheSanosoM an

5 on} by im piabn batFoucautiebed O pu sPotimum b Anhiopobgybm a

Piagm atP anolVew hit erms of an 18th century debate on a Science of Man, Kant’s late
Anhiopobgysiesam ldnobebenved) anohow m anpegm adm akeshs

w otlasevesbdhoughadisdBN hat snotbbhahinobngelagaesba

cerbnatiadain édundesurédbgianh opobgyw aseenasadiubeaan

|ibn b be doabe of natie. The divy w as he snhat ieasons behnd he
anhopabgradom an , asbadshadesbea ‘self-steering’ nm anbhaianem [@d

survey could only tangentially approach. Kant does, however, refer to anthropology’s ideal
acheypexdam edadhadiendhen oth ndoom m entbhavessectioy hek ant

was edding hough hs anhopobgy édties du hg 17804790. **' Thes became
naessngy concened win o@and aligpo dtland hibcdebm ensashe

empirically productive aspects of a “second nature.” ¥ adihatipboednabnsohatiel

‘psychology’ which gave a ScienceoM arfegboensbnbm hebegnni ngoheld "
ey, 2

Hhiiegped nhiopabgyopensieD dadt w hihdesthessnexendeditioposink

peabes encoading on a traditional ‘concept of the good.” a urey ofposik
diposnsanddiesbr a m odw nashiacheyasbgn aedbyobse vabnanan

em pialv ofl. 35 uchpedesiendngesedahein thenegaierondinig

ofedom andnatieasCduenfudgem entv her esethatphyw adhipughanequiocal

‘liveliness.” Rather Anhiopabgy  takes as ‘pragmatic’ what i obswves asheemp@d

*OFoucafO08P44K anfl993apqp25325421 912194

%L P RB xoR ahhadB endieetiasiependant oreLébrimnopin $m B enditloob2003) P96
%2M anyoom m entbhavedestbedtipobjFouc af008pp1084 241 acbsiloobg003p111

33 oheevabnaiisbbresnddiousbnwof m ethedhA nhiopabgy84popubps/chabgy m §7f

w hossoom paionoonvegessoundg455%rhegua denddin entdhesoul



pespedreonbephenom enaindnecessaysynh ainepetbndiv ofl. %4 Theam

afynhainepebnsondies Anthropology "ssecondoaiC haedssabny hits a
ypabgycaegoingendtbangsdheyaooor cbereajundehenoam opdirhw .

Sinodhien aiom as ini  edthgragm apegpedienydiensic w otbe
gven onyhiough tisconospiohew ot T hs wnogps a m easuedibdbm bhe

paim cabnabhyspusiobm hew der em sobebnabhysbbgysam pobnt

DO pusP oim um Lkeghibiaberits conoepiviiow goundw haexenddooh

o phygsandpsychabgyas andleaohatisieasonH ow evepsaribn bet w eenhe
copoeshatieandinkngnatietsnow s onthedundephgobsapbibbe

know édgedhew otl. 3%

Kant’stdwas  giving an inner perspective on what he “can or should” make of himselfadhe

obpdoftiw ofl hatchaadss es he Bnalem ensofm an. % Buthséavesa

oIM opdinpegpedrebbederedon/bm h edibubnobnhiopabgrapesas

w haladtidy condieshisdom an. t dow nphyshe sidison ofCue pecel y
because ofbe dids ofiinersense and be pobkm sasoaed wih anem g

pschabgy 0 § égnacy asclibaesonT i ashepobbm atdom ant heCdueof
PueReaon sought to “banished from the domain of metaphysics” on the grounds that it is
exdided by be vey dea of sEnce. The s w hat iegppeas b a Bdon, a a
anhiopabgiatiom anbehndhesuveyoliegm enedieasonadheeviientatieche

em pialv ofl. %7

W hatloesheanhiopabgiatiom anshow K anbed dibdgedanyem pigbespedreon

sbnain ephyehioughfiidanknow édge. E quahechaacesedassonsoendentl

polbkm w hatv aam adeevilenbheneedbpect cepngobnhew othhisense,

anhopobgyetingd anadm xtieotieseandpudenasbheexpbet onohegait ng
®pafs uyededibw hat C biessasbrohatieastom arhaed Sfow rtw S Uyan
Jaoob2003p13H150

hip24s- 251

0K anfl974p34
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netielim putes whth wee hibedy associd wih ehtd echnjues fiwing

Ensoendentjoak %80 bevans i hidom ambm ohow dendhew otle s
baipow esofiepesenibn® m odesofem a kendiihspow erdhaedgesa

mind’s ways of thinking in relation to theknow édgederedbm heem pabounepat be
m odesopecgabnohew atiSuchaanasgr essdbenpegpedrebm bedudm

betv eennatieandieedom . t m akesgppaentsubdibnbheconaspof eedom w hen
hee ae ony pedabigisb bueb anerene. ¥ Agashepobbm a

|bn betv een he nin and $ undestindn g,be anhopabgtaldom an m akes
intelligible events that “embarrasses understanding” - Anthropology’s diladt hds ba t
sndfiandcom m onsensenbducesasenausm mmursasa  productive judgement “not

formally brought to the tribunal [but are rather] proceeding directly from inner sense.”*° The

anhopabgratonogpbiv otim akedmd dothoughnecessiihgeooncepbf man’s
anhopobgraixéencan hitsdneheconc epbfoochosoonoepbiatie.

W heK anbhsewvesahecondibverudisof aoogrieheoseew heesssoaedwh

aandi , 10w anem [EbdEoacapagor bew otlsygm ofn anjidd

“because he is his own ultimate purpose.”*”" Thensendentipespede ofhe O pus
Potimum described this ‘world concept’ as besensuicoamdenowédgeginguriche

ends ofeason.Ciue ofPue Reason dew onas chabat conaeptofury bris
knowédge *"2B ubew otleonaepiv hihidkeriecit hebit_oginoeg(Esthe) $
bhesysem ofasorngw hinow appeagundeen anhopobgratiom ail hihe w at-
conoeptibguihediebm aoosm coonaept ceanysyEm aunigsusahedony)/
undeenem pidcom m orw ofl. e
38K arfl998p416n
9K arl974p203
2;251024679130610)
bifo
¥2CPRB867
K atogt  introduction “The concept of Philosophy in General/Philosophy according to the School Concept and
beW obiC onoedE seriR equem entbheG o aoPhsophing! hem o6 enedndH ghet T asksof

the Science” p25
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Fhelogii arbm echetekbptbsophy shoughbeiiechdandhow biss

anuin aeendO nheonehandhew otleoncept @od for the “highest maxim of the use of
reason” which unifies his cosmopolitan philosophyhund_ogin fdoughbequesdn

ofm anT hibequesbnom arbabantb Anhopabgyandhenasobandtinking

w hosedom anpubepegm atm axn npboeot ansoendensisbabrboondied

from an ‘unthought’ hybrid n bew obleonoept 374 B ecausehiinheenypobbm abr
any pure discipline, Kant’s empirical research into wham anm akesohin séavettade

perspective on man’s selfknowédgen hiypaainkapadbrv o tibang.

Alhoughiiv asonyoyim piabnhaiA nhiopab gypantbhedicusnofv otibang

Pm hesysem apegpedrecD pudP odim umt hiextlesibehew otleonaept ashe
complex of sensible beings “insofar as they are at least conscious of themselves” and constitute a
peoptadign akngpoduangovain eandgii ngghtenddubbeadhober $™B e
Préandeencen Opus Postumum’s W otishaieendshesouceofieasba

deem nabn olhetifth he hekogeneous dom an ofA nhiopabgy hscapad/s

eveedasy hat the person only ‘by rights’ ought to become conscousohbew hakl hs

ddin $he ubpregound asapodudedom a nbh e obparew ofladom anof

w obtbangsw hoseem pagound cannotty be exended beyond adesgobn ofan
anhopabgyednce

A nem palindestndngiin édbasy®m at oofihatonvegeonanadm xtieof

to which all positive solutions are ultimately ‘pragmatic.” W henK anbabnoedsuncetiny
with the philosophical task, accounted for by “intentionality,” fevesbausivw henappaent

nature “refuses to help a freewill.”"® Anhopabgysony an evalianohum anadis
oontnedundeheconcepbpuposesvithem FHesndevilenoadhesdiresam odes
oém paindestndngw hihbecom edeerd €dhom oatndechnzabgesvinna

w ofisygm A 3/8m aisddiesbdaw on bew deordivinnposeknow édge

" Foucault’s phrase (2008) p107
37K arfl993p2112251
376 Kant (1978) p237ff ‘On the character of the species’
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asamdiduaaienddeertesphi bsophiabskundesuchem pabonans

W hee Anhiopabgy conveges on bhe wotl dom inaed by hiby and auie, be
transcendental problems of the rational animal becomes characterised by the ‘capability of
Baon . Eém entliepdinanabnsoendenthibly’s how hem saresonyhough s

aw aenessofdiabnahephenom enabvel w hihepiagm apespedremn eendiat

suchphenom enabdincediaw sonaw otleonaept w hosgpogesveogansabmadiaes

Kant’s cosmopolitical world.*”’

Anhiopobgy can onyim pise Such processes in the appearance of a ‘mere idea.” The
nsbm abn ofum an natie by socnd hibr caboessequa equvocaK ant ’S
posrinat

“natuehagpbnecibesperishesedsotinod, anchabatieneandichebe

hum angpeaehipughieasorttindiood nbooncochaesiesteooNsnt

approximation of it.”*"
Thew atleoncgptannobeebe beansendensrenbuconoepiviinw hih be
posibw obsadom anundeheevaliabnof a easonB ohechniabndm osbasons
com pethidm xtigchanghganybnsoen denfiindhoughem piahecesy.
Tham potnceobew otleoncepinong bechangebanybnsoendentygren
ooneeps . In this domain, despite the fact that man “errs,” Kant identifies apodudephy
betv eenm ybbundestndngsandheacbiexch angew hthdaw sonbem odéchnidl

admxtieB  ut these are “neither natural nor artificial” but something we become forced to

aooepteedl 379

P hatgn aedhioonospbeagpioc aedundehiisbnbeom eheguesbnof

how m anaocqueshew ofibm valieseed/com m u nteedinabm akexdhange. #The
oder ofhe w otl § paedoxigseem ing) da g n eason. Anhiopabgy astbes

&m peam enbuchinnevaliesheyondanyappaen hatieom anyv hthippoon)/

through a ‘Characterisation’ of how hendiooodspudencathebojobies E &5 ‘ways
22@251

“Phif§11p3151335)

*pi7em akp257
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of thinking’ its ends. "W Hihisckssphbsophisperpede, i doeschertem odl

andechniabasons that cannot fully know their world, as values characterising man’s modes
bagwhih  offers Kant the means to judge a ‘strength of soul.”** Sucheenghihepow er

w hihgiresm anhiphoanbes/sem ofiv otlan dhepupovenessothaadtkenhat
ndtaeshemn odesoBbnebanghhecod onoboosm opdinsoaghedom anof

snhedng adi underbew ofl s/m condi onshe suacesin ofhum an adlis
houghheooheveerfestdhedundehan otloonogB ussnatisiposits
caronibepesLipposeceooooigbepingpkof e

Fom be pespede ofhe egram linsbra Sance ofM anwhthasgm a
phbsophy devebp edasan  ‘indispensible service,” 1 now depabbm hedem andsofa
TensendendlM ehodabgy w hee a priesophtales k w as of poduang Bnseendentl
wheence . Anhiopobgyavestsas a enodnin bsnatielaibn betv een copoed
ednceandabnkngnatiessadiohe w ofiB uioncaiedobsanecessy

posebm ofw habedsbm coutl on expesnegard/ —w hihsnecessay
because he pedabdm ,an andt offi udejided be disalbn ofuréd

am ldngarE rihenm erbanceoM an.

Condion

T hichgpehasgirenanaccounbK ant ’s engagement with aconem poaySanceoM an

bm bel760 ’sFdq@n ed w hy adabniv asdevebped agandexendi ng
aehatdevvinadom anofjousenqu Secondkidahechebnsoendentl

am lbnshiaSanceoM anasheconainsof agenes egphyasT hichapehen

show ed how suchaquesn oiinersensew asbang syem adél oubyheO pus

Pogim um  asheortabosdiibebgiabyem of onopEh  em piabnw adhat
Anhiopobgygavehihem easuechew ot w otlooncepbbedapespedeona

Bhigeplos- 203
%2 A power to acquire a “kind of rebirth” Ibid p206. Rapn  also relates “a kind of moral rebirth” Kant (1960) p43
*3 Ibid p238. Here equated with the concept of the good since “evil is excludedspbisnybdgiend
principle.” p243 246.
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uréd m odland beoriaw otl as he bgt of m an, buthad $ pad n
eniem abgigbolbm dhalv eeem egndhiough benatiaaences

BuKatt ’scosm opdindesibhedienobew otlw as beengagem enivh 0@
pdisbndhibtalbm entavilenb Anbio pobgy. t hphght  edcondbgm osbnd
beortabgpectohew otiw hthiioonoept expesR ahehanauniessbonoept

hisLggess that Kant’sbeem linsbeSenceoM anbok edthebm abxchangeof
vales b pgantlecobasonesaw otleonogptv hos em odesoBbnabangw eenow
boughbo phy hibcarand 0 bepdgedbya ‘principle of the future.” T hiebedb
Foucault’s perspective on deobgiabnkng and he m edidPodim as pedd
pedesibm ngpddheoesnheseo beFenchevalbnw hirihesulopaof

benexthaper
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C hapeBT heSanosoM anendheM edidR evol ubn

hbduan

In the last chapter, Kant’s categorical thinking was associated with the epistemological debates at

heB dhiacadem yabd 740T hichapin worbe  SanceoM andevebpedhl8 h
centilyFenceasagenesiiencechaedesedb yheam ldnoburindiduaeEnces

undenew congleabnsohehum angoeanan em egngaibnbhedidyohatie.

hspedbyw deE rihenm enbem esheSanceoM anwliow beassocedwih e
ebm oFendm edineancheexiiddoeh ndgbnsbm abn n hem ediaences

Ther enowned animal and human anatomist and physician Felix Vicq d’Azyr hade enoedid
wihm orahgm edaebm s by boadenng be soope ohanvedjabnsbn aide
envbnm enthobsuiches ecobgyw akg udhutiisaribnB un eddheoly

aopeent eda ‘certain method’ from which a proper pedagogical method would natey
fbww hohw asbarethepdidm nd edphysansPas

D unghete18 P eentiy,  a pogesieansbm tabedepesened achdn gebhe
ancsphysobgratiebaetiggbdbetv eenm echan fiandgiiaiiead ow evepoh

gopoaches Shaed be C akstn am ldn ofoverom ng Schakdt and G abnt nabns

em beddednm edahibry. h Fenchm ediaiésanexpandedknowédgeoim a nw as
devebped hough a neoH ppoaat dynam ém .Equd Yy uccesdlibrievalbnaly ea

e neesvas  Condillac’s Logiseenadheposieappoachbgppoxm ab ohehieshatiof
sensible origins for a possible ‘naturalism.” Thssma pade an ed abm ang

experience but Condillac’s sign was also undesbodasannidaisbcbanndidlua b
m akdioousavihesenghom em ogendpow e ain agnabrC ondic ’s Logmilie
show nbhavehibihksbeabdebabsat beB ahA cadem yandhechepein ake
hihesihgparbebirexpbnghow b nbiencechem ediaizmhesiovenom ng
ehibigbhysnbgyendibm aevalibnay esSanceoM an.
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Candillac’s sem @tsbodasgposC absnpeaehato utisevehem ediatigihe n

evaliahgephysobgraliim undesbocbd headdihatoood edbeonoebf

nom § hebleobgiieanPerC abarsaw bs ahenew brebeSanosoM anend
bnepasbnoBibnsohephysabnd m odB ubespedm ecicgbolbm of he
eaw ahow gopgesigbcanganabm yooul dnbrm benew sbnabhysbgyH ee

X aerBthaw ho gpesent s aphysmbgy haiddin $ibnsbetv een anabm vz |
peaeandhem edtabizphehoughabu hguibopets 0 abxonom yalsues
Vébopet € ssndheH ppocatdynam &m gavehetvinpepe aes © whhCondc 'S
Prw adusechevaliaenew abnabhysbgy seungeknow édged

T hechapeehow dhow tikanow édgepitiechad uaedbodiadnsndehdictiabns

ofibow esanddain 1 ed uchaconceptihoughphyscgbow er s that ‘preside over
exterior bodies.” Bichat exemplified be dibn beveen vediag anabm & and
ynhesngphysbgibhiesandaioem b odedepogesitieshan odensoay

could “call forth’ certain new functions as a result of the ‘state of civilisation.” ThiEhow v hah
Bbngbhysbgym earbr anam lnbeSancsoM arBthajaveagene sbono=pt

o anim ageoiconsanitiggtbram eanhbhee valbnasy eaphydbgyw as
dainiiguchaconceptivihagriancehat sebedyFenchPosm w hihs
expbedhenexthaper

C ondianchebleaSon

hE8 " century France, the progressive thinker Etienne Bonnot de Condillac’s Logisbodes

ahugelaucoestin ehodbpoduanganenalt theoyofignsA\ ssbatifieedihad
divaliebanaow physshow evebni sdeadybw hatw aspusled undera
SenceoM anC ondicdedin178Cheyeahi sLogiw aspuldhedbuhixhada
égacy of pabubrim pobnce brbe yeas ofh e Dieate (L7951799)W hen he
revolutionary government established the Ecole Normale in 1795, Condillac’s Logbw asvaley
dibued and exensg) ifieritideg di fise epEnS %4 Even beyond he
B4 ondid_abghuel ogiensibrenchbdu @rbyW RAbu.
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M m edittiecbguentkoD extieT ecyPi erlbsephC abarendV anedeBiarhe
Logonfienced m gpiw oksasheheoriabas $brhosebokingbram oepote
gppoachhough a seEnceolensinandhes e bm edm anypecusosbihe pose
sEnceshel9 "eertyy.

C ondic devabped hs Senssbndm on be bas ofhe souce of sense dat bang
nsepashbbm absaopuehoughend congler edbanscapagy biensbm abn.
W hiK anfibw eda categorical approach, Condillac’s emphasis was on the transition from a

speculative ‘natural’ will put under a pragmatic function of reasona ‘language of action’ was

openbahijheundestndngaiubedassnew dnguagabousv asonem paldies

attained through ‘modern’ observational sciences and$am l#n was ovecomng he

shobom ngobtieenadpedes

C ondic$ obn assoaied wi aLodkeN ew oria n posn,begoundng sense dah
poducedhoughtindam ensbpesbnsohem ind andksym ohoughll hbvew $
nothlessoaEd VT ieatisonSensabrw hih oongler  edhepegpedadhigpecaing

m ndiislibrbvabusm odiabndxe nseshgansssansbm ingessesoflaind

betheandm oedberibdbm B uts &xtv asundepnnedbyabadredynam ¢
phgpbsichunesseandnesdinotbydestbed nTieaieonAnn aB padygpedang,

b6 lent itself to ‘a natural history of the soul’ reflected aseheoydham ndB ut $ heoyof
gnsao gave heheortabadkgound w hth de vebped ashenfierizdook on

m ehodhebm afl_ogt.

A dém m a upunds Condillac’s early assertion n he 1746 Essisur® pne des

C onnassanceH um aneshesegnsw eealy, m eg/expesngbe pgjidiesohe

com m urfandw eeheshohandbpecgns ndeem edybm em ogT hisv asilkerd

m plbhaushggnsbrapeaeocbna/so fpenspbnshad aninheenpokribr

¥5A m ongw hitw e eaisonAnabm yandP hysb gy (1786) by Felix Vicq d’Azyr, Eém eni hemiy
178%yA ntiel b HbsophiziN osogaphy (L798pyP tiipePid hysibopeR eseaiches noLe
andD eah(801pyX aéBihd oobgieP hys 0bgy(1809pydkerB eyl am adklih pantof
Fendsarhoughtiungheevalbnasy pebd.
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oontiangheodenfidgm enhence disruptive of an order of ‘true’ science.®® Thiw asa

pobkm ofrdiphebdbm Lode andL dbnndw asacenaboncenbhecat y
1746 Essaisu® gne des C onnasance H um anes h b &4C ondic tkeshe
conpaisbsaEnguagebexpben hatou tfinanassbgigbingp, % anchee
ssaupingpaakiv hianesssyhahesubm &dnbvoudhedoaheoll onaddhe

B ahA cadem yoom pdingn1747C ondic ssubm snw acadLesM onades %8 and
hessoonchatfi elessaygbntan dhew ayonachioniim epphysiahabns

am pedaposiem onadcschem aotisow nt hasbeennoedhatssndsnabse

comparison to the psychological forms found in various of Condillac’s other works although this

pbmaoxaheitd 389

Theconhuybetv eenheesy/M  onaddebatsand w hathoutibedbued to Condillac’s
Ynsgspuzad in C ondickgacyT hesbire)ecenticovery obientobeB ah
debabsseem sabddswviim uchoheiew oka ndw outiepesentnanachioram the
avangadeoP aidtidibsioche youghbchaingesuch17 " centiysyEm s
wh he new anin ebphysa N ewbnan gopoach. Hee he em phas was on he
psychabgiabrepiem abgiam odesolexpina onput.esM onadesobsanin ageof

C ondicactidw ofkihgagand_ockeandudm andgvesanew pespeareonhentof

hsynsST heposdiivy asopahguitho ughendbeurite/sym balagpeaiLes

M onadesseesC ondicuphatisam egphoroPioku dheseagodappeangnbem any

bm sobngbevadngbgtbehncheedt obm ndw hossbodsiin agcanony/
beeducedbsensabns 30 suchapanbgim behind boh psychabgiabrepi sm abgid
antleaofpin aym atitenceundebm s oflerynhegn. ¥ Seenbm b
¥5M aupetibm ubchiow nposireegponse oC ondiSeaA adfl 982p181f

¥ Locke of trifling propositions’ (Essy Book 4:8) and Leibniz “Des propositions frivoles’ (N ouvealhE ssi3 ook
48)

5T hiw asIncoveedies late as 1980 by Professor Laurence 1. Bongie: Condillac’s Lesvi onadessppeas
StdisonV dhieanchel 8 ® Centiv d87H sbydheA cadem yiA ddl H anadk 90015 egjihere

K énijinP ieussichenA kadem édekV ssenschain aBah 3 A adfl980p200

B ongi(L980)

30C ondid_esvl onadesB ongi1980p196

FT hegin ofnachorim $oyB ongibepan+ logism term from George LeRoy’s commentary (1954) cf

B onga1980p94
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pespede, be diouson N Tiegie on Sensab N sees be deagyn as dijphang

‘metaphysical phantoms’ of substance, infinity, space and duration while condensingd

pediaesinb an pk dess as ém ens of a waer psychabgral e H ee s he
epiem abgaim pobnce behnd C ondic gking a posn hatsensabns cannotbe
inherently ‘wrong.” Theégacy ofdsovely andinverbnsiedudoe ony 6 pooessof
oganingoutieasandchit indam entbhs dewv oksTheA T hnkngd 773). ogt
(L780).anguagedt atuli 798)
The_ogi ow Sgnd-unaresSecondN atie
T hipoducessnanaidivenbyadecom posn ofuooesyephysabdesofenddi
pbbecom posnasspsychobgidan Uk neouschema *?C ondiqesenthizs a
nebidm nhesenseofpedeham sat anatigidgm enhheboeopedta
necesyT hicihduihescbm from Kant, who holds there is ‘no conception without a
oonoept *** Condic Hiegounds hough sensbn, a “figurative expression”* whose
poerdsbranew elibnabodebeyondbe ‘natural’ order of need. Buladpese
endenomsendobexpesbnsm eansahjher ‘need’ counterbalancesalbygbsudand
“strange abuses of the general idea.” Thefueiesguty of bodym ovemn engireshe
goundbhineed, 3% andhieguitsheana)sofendbexper enceshelogitkes
biepaie/alicegpesved byhebat-oC onditydbars

“continually agitated by the sense organs, responds not only to the impressions that it

iecavesin m editybutb dhe m ovem ensw ht h bsfim peson m ug

produce. ..going by habit from movement to movement’>®
The §uete heebe expesses he finguage ofa @n asdered b he s of
m pesbnsofhe sensesm easued agandhe s esofleashssa ‘dual source’ of
m peson and hatiaed boughtB ecaue bee ar e uh & dioed b any B

%2C ondi1979) p73
*BR ockm 00eR001p43
¥C ondi1979p95
Shipp103$H117
hip171p175
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principles, it is therefore “very imperfect,” which is why a primary concern for Condillac is in

heschniuessknow édgehabinaregand ¥obus esphysapecutin. %7

Uih aghel.ogt takes the elements of its analytic as orientating the “conformation of the
organs.”*® Thesain pesbnsbngwinthaipefie dnb a ‘natural order of need’.
‘Natural’ order may be ambiguous but should be understood to contrast with “all the vices of an
unieguiedn agnabn. "*Thexe produce ‘natural’ values expressed astindnains

“if we have made our observations well, the use of which we make of things, confirms

them right away...if they have been badly madebenbesam edesoyshem jiss

quickly”*®
C onfn an poduceshakind stands as a “second nature.” But because most people are
subject to the “whims of custom” heso@kdobesensuscom m unsbw h thbhe
Yobussppeasasa negayT heebesendiieques a diquhedsscondnatiehat
ubsum esvaliesoigoodandbadhadhoughbe deerthngsobe ‘language of
action.” The ‘language of action’ has $ ®&ibn b bhe copoedbody wi patubr
gréance 0 expesing udm entiy pedtalonqoshalp ecde ideas; since ‘second
nature’ substitutes, not for an idea of nature, but for a ‘language of action’ i ndtaeshe
podudrecapadow hihanalsspedsy acs 1 heegoocabnobem pesin. o
teasinende a pobkm a shtis encapaubed by a deertleibn betv een be
‘language of action’ and a ‘second nature.” Thepow enbnalsexbaharalichatiof he
Epeentienn.

The ‘éhguage of action’ is open to a phenomenal problem which loses relevance for formal
sencesudh asphyssand demdy whth can b e m antned hiough m ahem ad

peddn.  Asthis precision does not extend to a project of a general science, Condillac’s idea-
Pnw asdevebpedaheheshatiohedom ano flees  the ‘unrefined languages’ whose
heshatihadquesnabbvaliesv hthaoutigppea echedepbym enbbtigiobus

397513185
Bhij189
hijp199
“Ohifp195
“Olhin213215
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onegatehoughl hsoonexbokhetlead)) nagpopogpoXM yosendbogns

houghhevaliesulpadbhepim agneeds husn an becomes what he already is “purely
bynatle, ” asan  edn the ‘language of action:” udhnaudm putunderheedof
expeencapasdoxedinendedbexdidehe Ydiobnguagenodom wim

indiectioousshagicanpriiee 02

The prdiabn oftnguage diregesintv o dec onsbrC ondicly,an ogat

coexistence given through a “co-mingling” within economeésham ed/ &k em pa

abbhes “%3 Semondyhe oherdemn hatappeasig: aid ashe “mania for
daibns ” extending false signs asaocod  ed whinheent/aliesT hbw asw halC ondic

associated with the “celebrated writers” of the PoiRoyalognl662yv hossepem obgal

égacyw asbohofnalsand synhespondgiler edasdeenbuequi/antn ehodsof
unbtingegbhenom enaipesentbn. % By contrast, Condillac’s Logihshabnalss
enecbobunder a ‘language of action’ and for $hakiiabnessecondnatie. “5T heoerddl
pobkm heebey adrobus/nbesan abfinegubisdecom kinabn.

T hicipesdnebbeshaddhecalE ssay0 nbeO pnaH um ankK nowédgel 746and

$ diouson ofhe succesie ensbm abnsofs gnsby w hih knowédge passesinb
undestndng.  “®C ondimyoundshum anundesndinghioughes nofphapbw hiness

onhiagum entievedbm heognandpioges sbnguagd. anguagesanem pEdbut

pegm atknow édgdin édoyipodiefind onaucoessovain €l hishem ovem ent

batibguihesidbm aK ardrbm of ¢haseddibat

What Constitutes the ‘Well Made Language’

Thebil_ogrderesbm heedfbE ssayte m odebheaidevabpm enbfpeechas

fuetam agesdecom posednburypnsSi gnsebde ‘language of action’ both as
“hi227

“Bpi239

“YFoucauioeda oiR oyal ogipin aexam p éhdueasm apodawing-oucad 97 Op64

“®C ondid_ogt p275

“®hipp313
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anepiem abgrabonguicindesaneeshaif guegvenanappecspbrisicbnadhe

‘language of action’ stands gpbedeem gl 7B yoberiibgauchm anm adegyns

from an ‘animality,” Condillac distinguishes apodudieapecohum anedenceundea

pngoéw him pEisshphechntatapady andoondiehegeneaiam m ahatan

encieSeenoo an.

T heE ssaydestheshepiaaabgpecsobngua ge as “operations of the soul;” but a natural
hiblyofgnsshow bbe an ‘economy’ diledasundeigpakdisbnohatig

acalensbioonverbna “%8 C onverbnatnsaeidiedinaccodancew i hbehpher
qudio anbpeserilesstbapanddit nd=oesbeaxendecbeidgm ent “®The
converbnakpn hasaan peiepdiustinan hough  § pow eofiecdanbiang

m em ogendiem neencd- edigpm agfinc orhabesdgoobargom hefrobus
snheseshabppeaiashahenedbm sobnexc esviam agnabnT hetleaginsevesa

pobkm obabncaw heavatinghlandschem at fguniesss such as the ‘scaffolding of
principles’ hatanequaooncedien ayb a biedkoovey. 410

C ondicheoseshat a posednguagedevebpedbm he mutual ground of “cries of
pasbrbope  rception” caedin picnecesnthegnas econdnatliel hicanbe

recabdom noaiindexendsopesbnot hesoull anguagdneeDiiksiences

ofem peam ensundera genedied seocond natied evabped hough haldieed gns i
nsbm seibn betv eenhem entland physid bhough asubdibn ebaed undera

pow enfecom hinabnH ow eveyasbnandic OusH) style and the reflective ‘force’ of
bhguagegres a wadegoow enhrdea h an akehegndinarpeaeT et

a power of imagination but a “power over the imagination;” making signs function is heebe
am byuouy/ébuedbaninsendlilkhas ubdit esbr a bm aindesndng n he
em palom ach ‘language of action.” “**

“U'SeeD efle1 980p17- 18
“BC ondiR001pE4
“®hig13
“nif§25T hebpaiim adeot hib W 65
411ti§122
124



T heE ssaydesibehedom andinguagessm ovin gv cdednghenatiatii

auedbgeogephyiin sthesompd abrenanhiopobgyB ubnguagesan
conabnedbyhegedndidiuab hocanekc veym akdnguagehioughasenghof
m em oyandhepow eovem aghabnT hebks shechaacebobenundidiuas
botin échybngueageyaiw hom egiocy, dngueageow essdiettipatLiy,
“...being bound by rules which restrain them, their imagination strives with increased
ebhusohecesyaestnew expesonh deedsuddenpogessobbinguage
alv aysooousiheegeobgespoghibsoph esagbpetdnonym uch
later.”*2
H esthem ovem enbeiv eenm agnabnandian a/spqpalisaahgadv odiat
dnguagegihe ‘natural’ synbesingtinanoim agnabnand secondy, abinan
which “practices analysis fiercely” against any fri. A nmheenpobbm abnguage
pisbninb M ecbapdtand bad m ebphyssconbm inahg anytieaiand
ggnee 2 This defines the task for Condillac’s ‘well made language’ bhiesandexphins
w hyepin gjenalididéem phagied. 414
TheSpeechbsStiVhaD siguihesSensabn andblea
W hatlihguiheshetv obxdheealE ssaya ndbetel ogiseesC ondicdiing
hsanalttskanunddevebpm enbhem endl T eateonSensabn(L754jiEs
bebeskibm hekE ssaybyinbduanghebm ous M ageohegpeechbssstianoded
explore a capacity of ‘need’ as selfpesawabnnbendidua 5 Bydilgm em oo
pesentin pesons Tieale on Sensabn devebps an m pobntdibabn § betv een
“sensation-actuelle” and “idée-intellectuelle.”® Ths dbence $ betveen he pasie
m echarim ofasenaudm andbheadem pesb nsw hth m entiohenom enawliiy
oM paegns
“Whip194
“5C ondicO eumesC om pip325ach a1 982) p211
“15C ondicTiefieSensabng2931cA akf (982p211
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H ow evetis dibabn ao leads to two readings of Condillac’s thought dependng on

w hehehioonpaiedsttieiundesbodasar ecgpbiohatisensabnsoEpeEta

psychabgigpasbw hthhepesenboughh oughm em oyandheghenedbm of

M agnabnn ushdreyoom paeT hibavesf ubeam biuihabxendsw hehebe

Oeagyn sib LICCESDNSONalIEOIICES onsobnguageC ondicseem sbhave

beenaw aeobineperepantoundhel 7 54edbnofT iesieonSensabnanache

m odichebeedbmaideditiO eumes w hitw agpuidhedposhum ouginl 798, a7
T hedédheopnabgum ent n a section, ‘Of ideas which the human being can acquire
when limited to a sense of touch’ whhedrem phasonbhedib@nbm s naual

impressions offering to knowledge a “light which guides it’s merely instinct.” The function of

Oea- sign was to abstract that which existed ‘naturally,” butkernup byam easusdinguage;

“It’s Pestiem ehodnacouibribobseren ucoesoroneséheoher
bequathabuesbobpdina Yeesnetighiiies cnguages ut
an analysis without signs can only give a limited knowledge....and since it hasndbeen
posibopubem nodeheadbanm ub everyoontisedT husw henket
w hahesitieacquesionotm eanbsayhiat hadnow édgeofv hinan
iendeianexaceooouncdnhasapr adsknow édgd] oacguea
know édgebnecessayb haveadnguagebit hetleasm usbedsid and
detm inedw hthpesupposesiingem pbyedaccodi ngbm easES echdipat
ofn yG iam m aom yLoge 418
T hidibabnbetv eenpudindaticknow éd geandaheortdknow édgegiihe
vaiesobtnguageexpbedn heealrE ssayW hentistken upnbhe Tieaieon
Anm al 7565em ongseshow qudiied eencengnsdidemn anbm am &
T hicihanebard ditlehepedd Yhum anpsychabgynbiv om odes the ‘self’
of habit and a ‘self’ of reflectionts e opensadom anbeyondhesitieancheanm by
iiedhesiechandiedgnsof anguageoin anl heebebotipdieT eaie
on Sensabnandbe Tieaieon Anm abiebsbac kobheE ssayand boh pusuedh a
hum annatieandhedieoinguageT hequa firedberibnhabppess ashe
1A 980N akeioom paiorp213.
“°C ondicTraftlesSensabrB35A ar $1982p214
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teagyn Lppothehesohe egdE ssay anddah  esam ehodabgrabassbihe

tgaohabachecheavalibnageehought he_ogt.

TheleaSanR ethdel winD sqaesi houg ht

Condillac’s égacybeSa@nceoi anw asosbjem phesied dunhel9 " centighough

be peacthbssstie Of Tieae on Sensabn eh ehanbokng badkbbhe Esay T s

bbsledvew reflects the way Condillac’s work was taken up in the posevalbnaypend,
aneaassoadEdwihbentbaiasobeD i eateam ongdhem D edtle Tecyand

JeenPéee C abak 9 There was a political dimension to publishing Condillac’s O euve
C om pbn1798w hoseam ldnw asbbundnga edtabducabngbogam ddohe

popbBSeenceoM anL atheeamnaga inshetlecbguessbhedem seohe

D iectincheevalibnagbgacyduiche ealyeashel9 P centiggenvectbaus
onhepecsiedidiatisbobbm sobnab uedbdangeousam linsofl8 P centiy
thought. Condillac’s casesavedacondem nabnbabous ed onhegpedundestndngof

Sensndm as a m asim w hihhadthpaiuiynegate in pesbnonbe19 h
centiym indT oseeSensabndim asasyem of botangousLedhoughautbased

m ehoddow npliyechedebaborhedynam csiin Quageendexpesyaqudade

thhe19 " centiyanem eghgPodim w assigdiigb deheandleachibyy
houghtam linbram oepedeknowédge, butéw asconendngwihaom ant

eanB oh had aendencyb dim sshesul ésofaconpdieim ehod obinking

pedecbyl8 " centighoughity hithedebatovenio $nguagen asictl
hhiegpetiesuildiof oge , ‘the art of thinking’ reflects both its historical relation to the
P oR oyal_ogiandakom aksoutam ldini ngunghenew deghalym aasan

am linobonceptidexendngagenedknow e dgesnam libnm okrabdspeddby

aSanoeoM anI henatieobiciqahew as natom ehngan plengagedwinbybe

uninitiated. It was an ‘art’ whose status, like any specific disqueyw asbbeundesbodn
aibntticoaiier§T hean ssndsubpe m abbw hitiv asem pbyedhonveyeda

“I9A 2l 982p218
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oom ptaedbgacyoboBoussonaS @nosoM and the root of Condillac’s oeuvretan

beaguedhaiv haiw astien up byspedin esengagedwh Condillac’s suppessed
Pokan vin . Sensationalism’s panégiaposliiw asaégacy notalv aysexpes g
wéndow rveicaoveanove i I iy haty 25
hibcundesbodoiSanoao am Condillac’s ea

Despite these specific relations being blurred over time, Condillac’s Logiobededsmhary

peaeehehanespeddoaethoug ht —w hossem phaswv asderedbm becoe
an bnegidebabovehevaliesaingua geT heexam pbof.edVi onadesshow $how
bsnenaed ahoughtw hih w aspom oedinr evalbnay eaasaSanceofM an,

connecting Condillac’s sign to the wider ambitions of Erghenm entioughPem sedon
something like the empirical ‘existant’ havas symbolised by Condillac’s early essayhewder

disquhary obpare bihe diere pedesar oundaSanceoM andered conpatie
posdihaeendedbeyondassoaireot unanabm soknow édgeT oundesind

how hedeasgnnfienced be w derdl ofds quhary peaesofhe dayone can

PhysbbgyedheD spihedheB ody

Poi1b1800yv haiwv asundesbod ashenatieb anceohebodydew ontv odihct

digihespnabm yandphysbgy. A theshbbhel 9hcentiheseconvegedT he wo
dixgihesv esegiongiesdbbesspask benchesoknow édgesieeriiecbetv een
asenceandanapndpusunghaow nsysem SopeaesandadisT heew asa
heachialein betv eenbhem wih be hjher stisgven b physobgy w hth w as

oongleed hesarddiqahe pusuedinap hbsophtabdbnanabm ysodashe

m anuaénchethebw esttis “20D unghepdigodinchidatialiphe avakof
beevalbnalyesanabm yandsddsug capeaechanged bihesitisoa

sencehaconem poalysensgheem phyob gybingsbgeheheheorstabndhe

m anuabspecsoheexpan entlince of phy sbgybutiiees/19 " centighe
“20C unngham QO02p632
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physobgitv astbssadbhenatigbh oophehpugheshaedenquintheoder
ofnale.  *' Both retained historical links with Aristotle’s science in its extended general

knowledge responsible for defining an ‘animal economy’ and the functioning of soul.

T hehibtgbeaeophydbgygavessense m piddstisesedigmhal v as

w hat a dspuliibvw edashebianchoknow édgebb atanndpusuedbyasyem of

utsbadre pedehbsensshed gghem esnshecounepabadodie

uphetieav habneshoubhnkT hediqihedes dbesv habneshoutidoohow oneshout!
behaveandsnecessa conneaed bihe digp ubishough e digihay m ki

em bodesheknow édgepaaenandeddow rhiough hibsawv hih i exxndssepodudk
cioouseT hespedbaibngpbetv eenadic pheandidodhegieshesttisd
knowédge w hth can bem odkd ovelin ehbec aze ofphysbgyhe stisof $
knowédgehad  © finan asanatieom anhipboanhew oty hthhed hibedy
anebcaly  adiha.  “W hav asondensecheebanthephysibgia doousehad
aocontiencewihedebasonognaw hinC o ndicengagedwinhioughtnguagdhe

obngbobikm ohebodyhatv asdingboh asEritidyandm edigbeaeT he
deasgnénisbacenebenchotbia popd  to which a ‘new language’ gave the
goedoonextindexv hthbebhdm eanngot hedigahebecom esgppaenham &/ ‘to
diqahe. > Theindiaeshe corare acooded b be Ubs ofpede hatexendsb
heobgtaindpdipheesthoughT hé w agn pobrbheam lbnbheSance

aM an.

Thenew conexem egesnpadibw haeneat ym odeneaphysmbgyhasasooe
dlerkleanFend]l49715580edkdwin dafingam odenphybojtcliiie, 423
andiwv ohbokingabnexam pebm hsSeve nBooksonbeN atiaPabiVl edine
(1542¥et0ubdabohebodyacquedb m ananabm ¢eheaeanddisednand
gresapespedebaphysbgyw hosew okbo ksbeyondisidiebnabm yohe

*IThebm uibretibyoi oderphysibgys auechyC unngham thew okoCéudeB en ad,

3G eogesC anglilem tkes Fernel’s PhysibgiilJ niesaM edinal554pseti cheouliechie

cigiveC andhem (1994pO1
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dsouseonhenatieoin anT hissaphibsoph cabEouseasEnbhabysoul
sthem aoknow édgebeyondw hatoutl beobseredt houghewdenem pigbhenom ena

T heoiphedhebodysavedehphebddia lhem anudbasedanabm yw hihw adinéd
to an art. Physiology carried an abstract ideal; “the nature of the healthy man, of all hisbices

and all his functions,” and this necessitated a schema for the universal science of human

netie.  ““*T hephysbgigiaw ingonin édenabm éalia tpesenechin geheorta
adeooussancnesdedsphisophtabassleanFer ndok  philosophy as “the mother of all the
arts,” and it is worth quoting in some length what he programmatically understood by a
phbsophtainaléonw hilem oderphysbgy ebcbncoym piabnw hdixdides
“The truth of that reason is the @ihtfiem indl' hosaw hodidaiandher gesp
fiehoodD epireddhatpedim nabnal s aseohusabssedy
beyaedeggedbadkandbhnandieshiide bt [...]Byoonesaehose
w hoanin aedbrphibsophy by anadm iebkadour enenbhepehw heed
m anym enofeniishavathabopinti- avi ngicavedheknow édgeof
dhoshngshubaungadvancecbeyonchem by anebbi ndyeyheneach
bhepanbm w hihesbm piecedngcausedie bngsofensshem saessppear
thavetkenhabw nogi-om biparbe ywdiedudfescendhijhesnd
figheyndinbyhoughbergbnsv he ehem ncibieposegihe
uih ae.Sinoe be hum an body hasnow  boken dow n hen anabm y b pab
éarbyhnkngsbneham e/ephysabaynd W eneedonvedjasthpher
évdbm w hattm enteachpaim adey het dem xtiedhestm entv hat
m antned/V hentiihadbeendioovesdandu ndexbocbyangd/dertyhe
m ehodobom podniiecom edtanv hatr ehecausehabhgeveshing
abouwv hth hum ous ae poduced by bese causesw h atinensae ofbe
patubpatandw hahenatisbeof eveshngT rehew ayotiang
“2'FengiP hysibgic anguilern (1994p91.
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physibgy w hih esiidhes be natid acoount of man by be power of

demonstration.”®

Physiology’s systematic doctrine for illumination of the ground of a natural account of man

bokedtheanabm candibexpandgpl ophtaindestndngofiatian aW hen

Fene ovesbm ananabm ybaphyobgybyhe exendnobhebw eandtts

ihesyrbeddcbm ecfieddhe ihedkitay hif a
tibhenatigbribsophy.

From this core ambition, other notably ‘good practitioners’ were René Descartes and Albrect von

H apohoiv hom tiw ecean@m ehodbe sidhuriohebodydainiigsouces
om abnpoulgbm w hthbcom poset hesthem aokxpinanohenatieof
m atR enéD escaksT ieaisonM an(662) i sooussdaw orhesubvib idties
ohebodyniw okngsbeyondhem echantsof bebodynbokngohetinansof
bodesngenedB A becvonH axv ho shatibhavanbducedbphyabgyhe
Speaied ang hatoout dibguho m ageneeim ediabeaaeB y epestd)
nsiohajoodphysobgtapeden asgou ndedhanabm eaixpem enthenended
odeemie  the ‘fabric’ of the body.”® Hegavehennovaie pespedied w hih hi
anabm ¢gbogam bokhecadaver agin édnussandbokedngbadbexpam enbn Ve
animals. Significantly, this divided the opinions of contemporaries; in Haller’s view,
expam entbrhoughwsedm earthet
“a single experiment has refuted the labobugm enbf anyyeapiv okJ hé
audbenekiephysibgym oeharein osh dheatbyhgrbam onyof
which this, our science, thrives.” a2
Hence experimentation was given a unique status, and Haller called it his “unique oracle.”*®
R ecousadtidynghaingoodym earthet ananabm ahtihieverbnooutisuppoh
w dephysbgrabiquhanipoduanof begenegbhysobgrabiBoouseonm an.
H @m annedhicioousatsepasten os/mbdiagpedt
“% Translation from Jean Fernel’s SeverBooksorheN atidPati/ edinebmb etFiat970p49-
50 unnngham @002p647
“25C anguiem (1994p92eeC unmgham 002652, aodohrEl esh(1984p20- 22.
“27H gef unnhgham QO02p652.
“*H d1.7580pp56& 1 unnigham Q002653
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“Than hotobhvaboienagbndha db T——
. »» 429
is moved.

Har ’swasm oderendw hihhechaeassed & an ‘animated anatomy.” Thin pessed
many contemporaries including a young ‘associé anatomiste’ of the AcadémeRoyakdes

Sences in 1780°s called Felix Vicq d’Azyrw hosbadontsam lbnbiapogesie

sEnceesuaEdwv ihedqhabdd_akr hew o0&
“At the beginning of this [18"]centsy,Physibgy wasno m oehan avan
assem bbgeofyysem éH dlov hookpdbck hesshehassthebundabnsbr
asincew hthhasnom oencom m onwibeat! sEnoshanhenam eLetis
obbhegiesm anhehom ageoburecogrd rendbisshow hin ouespedt
by following in his footsteps...”*®
Seenashebundabnsofanew sencehecent an pobncew asthgoundnghe
cipilagm akhephys b béabhyssbaian odebokechyat
oureshem gnPasosuisom echanem nFr €dthH om anohydostanSephen
H asbuiv hativ aam pobntv aseslshngbm know nanebm cebcthephysbgial
dioousaw hihooutissndasanatiecbebody andiexendnbaSa@noeoM anlN o

doubt this discipline “remained ideological”** utiesdverbixpan engbhysibgyibe
19th century, but during this time the aims and goals of physiology’s sociopdHliseswy as

aloundegongaediapad ha a sdienvnedathesxendechaionof
i

T hePhysobordbasheM edrdD ebee

T hephysboratimhavy astbssiecha m edatiiooussorhestisiv hakindof

know édgew asgppopeebhestidyobe ngbodyT hswv asdahedaoundhebas

agum ensohem echaritiiidebaew hihem egedhbem @l 17 P centiyG eoges
Canguilhem succinctly summed up its fundamental distinctions in, “to act it is necessary to
ocal ise;**hem earhapuringanebdrem edinew ad ependenbnabcasbnbat

“PH @ 7571766/ dic unnigham QO02p655

D Vicq d’Azyr 1786, Vol. 1 pp34£ unngham QO02p657.

“1C anguiem (1988p54- 55

%2 Canguilhem’s outline of ‘the problem’ in TheN om ahncheP ahabgigh39- 40
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ooutidehesanebarehpachyoficessC a nguhem desdbeshow uriionem poely

gem heorappeaedbel Shoentiseaim od erphysiansthel 7tendl 8heenties
em pbyeddiessontbgiain odetachebagh expbnghenatiecfiknessom he
physbgigbanbiew F-oeabm oderm edt néesdechoonedalviiabgacy

6665 iedkm edingy hihwv ashabcdiedas udhutisedhedynam hdinatie
om anjidgedchioughaneviieneqiim w hose natiegoundedagenedheorohedh

and disease. This dynamism was common to Aristotle’s predecessors, and gave the image of the

bodyoom pos ed of complex of elemental powers being opposed to “another by reason of being

what it is.”**Thebabnaadhebuhum ousw asneqliiim hatoutk s vaibrLp
bapanpsibgaundam eanA nantn edi ceheorbokedow adshem eanadhe
heshativ hesdieasesppeaedasaeadntt hedeqdiim nhesconom yohebody
houghisibribnatien edinesbagiam w aheedhnijuesoEsbinghibabnoses
fiagposbi_kebnguagem edicknowédgew a sanaiebubnew hingpeddy

am ed ain éenatiebresandheebeey ued anundestndng ofnatieM  edial
Epesenibnsotieassv heheasbrpnaubs tnceoheoppo®nobioesquean
aoquantncewih $ natigitew hihnom d@bokedbiegan. Thetin@nabbof
physbgyw asbovetigouncngitinphys ebgyexendediknow édgebeheorof
dieesory  bydanigieitiofenogobben gagngebaram ediaabn.
W hatlihguihedm odenm edinebyheshof bel8hoentsw ashebobm echaris
and uisooutl g D escabsdudm S nce dppoachesshaed he giggkb
overom eheschaitand G aintnabnsem bedde dinm edineshibyB chD escaks
phibsophyandhem echantsofG donbm edh esengbm echarim evenpbib
Newton’s publishing of Pnga(687) “$*5bm echanim asbedm ovem entiem adhne
basoubps/dhem udhasA goG anhd agiidibrabnaonqoty

congileed dm arb bepasieByhe 18 " centiy he C aksin physian Fédéh
H o an(l6604 742poutidesdbeam odernatie dhebodyesam echarim buivinG od
adhesupem em echanthepm em ovemww hoaoooun edbéeqiom M abninbe

BT T e(196%gp23.

SeeH ah1984p1 72egenediibisof m edineE win A ckekned1959) 5K N1 958)
andW B ynum andR oyPok 993pvak
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machine was explained through the fluids of the body, blood, lymph; while ‘animal spirits’ and
the ‘subtle fluids’ were the power by which the sensitive soul impressed itself. Fom tsn odg

hedhigventiientnaw ébdeedm ovem ent snddeshensuesv hencopoean abns

become terminated and Hoffman’s Fundam enttM edina (695)exem disadem m aof

#m echariim byeduangbermnem edagaubs ancehaneboehetv eem abendyd

bbw asam echarem happeaed asacontneda nngm. *° Herman Boerhaave’s (1668-
1738pbm echanim destbed anatieobody f unenshioughheoonogpsofiipes

svesand pesseidbesty avaiing any oecu dnonm ndbody sibnsbeyondhe

pegm atneedsofam edineB y efisng b bedr aw ninb m ebphysalgoeculibn on
pmaycauses  “®é#bm echanisooutiebae)gireexpinans frapegm anesdof

bcang oganctinansabain $obs know édgehey debred any quesbnsof

puposstédiny hosoganim s

A noganisihinkng aoseb pom nence hough Jan B gpiiven H @n onil577-
1644ppposecam echaniieduarhoughanor gan@EM asibedbedom anbichaeus:

bm afengresoulv hohbobexededdynam ¢ conbvehebodyandaooounigbs

‘special character.” As the “governor of generation” this principle of transformation in matter
expinechoughanibchem #hatyoundedo bsewabiphenom enaghoughvitonceps

andw asbngjifieribéephysibgia hought  “*' A dndpespetiiesav G eog
EnsSeh{165941734)spaigm echanim agnad egquatbiaddesngheoganem asa

w hatenddesbedingsachalingbodyasady nam candieadtecom pbxB yalnghe

hat pespeded expin pupove ad, Sshiboooded he vey qudisdaing

\ing bodeswibebm ofN ew briam babok anedenceoboesasnsom ew ay

immanent in matter. Living force had to explain “the conservation of an eminently corruptible

body, the faculty of force with whose aid the body is sheltered from the act of corruption;”438

oncehibav asvindaw pleshensued Uh saoneededanonospbbonsavabrhat

5 An outline of Hoffman views appears in the introduction to Lester S. King’s translation of Fundam entiVl ediina
971)

“%C om m entigorH em arB oehaava K ngl958p59- 121.
“M abaN dPagd 982)
“BG eogE nSHTheoiM! ediaV eiall 738pp200 201cH ayh(1984p27
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a ‘soul’ coutidedhoughheadisohaingb odyandw outiaoexpinedm abns

gverbunconssusandaubm afinandaty esevtienthadiisedaans

Sthixem pdichespiem obgragpedem eg ngalin e herheddin #bndetv een
gphysbgyandaphysswv esbssaal ang m echantatiesgpbnagnadequabhe

task of establishing a physiological synthesis, Stahl’s approach drew on dynamic physiological
m odelnegaiganeniem abgtam odebm ph y=sA nin pobrgidsonbis

$Bgy cam ebm FensGéson (1597- 1677) who defined a ‘life of matter’ though the
popetsiiffienesbopeyo hecondiebeshebodyseh ibse d
through an immanent energetics. The life of this matter was primal force, a ‘biarchia’, or
‘biousia’*® posesig popatshanted he usfipoe rbreqimgéencyn
Einanabadsopecepbnsandieadns pesieendpaendgeneebodm abns

T he conoeptoféf acoouned bra pow ero feponendy o adand et “0 and
ubdiedbheem sobaandpasias gabm sdbandm abnindhatie,
edepbyedbacoodwiihem oeconem poayana omeéagound.  “** Theiedudiiof

matter and its properties lent Glisson to a theory of ‘animal fibres’ that were disposed to micro-
m ovem entasan accountbrhedency evilentn physobgiakesponsestisoout! be
assoaedwibm em oW henP ingoiw agputdhe diiposN ew briarheoisuich
asStlgauggestnobvouspaihah Koetv eenconospahheeriiifenda

unvesghany.

Glisson’s irritability was also skenupbyA beadonH dnTheSendotand bR as

ofhe Body (L749)W hatw as gréanthee w ast hetH @ pedd em phased

deences betv een bcy \db il an d unvesaldbusbk brre b w hth a
hibcabonosptbeviouticbugpe digposnsobonbanandpiediosind

Bahg.H ence hsanabm caland expam enalw ok and/sd he natie ofbese boes
dhoughmeconsmudin édw ay,

T em s1ediGisonT adisienatiosubsnt desnegataseudednatiegsuabur s
bautbusegaeappdam oienatidd ud ondon(1672p192F'SH 4968p11

“OGiorcakciovebm G an , ®6Tem ki(1977p290

“LA cooohghSeohndtie “animalised” scholastic thought. Stobnd@003p110- 112
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“The theory as to why some parts of thebodyaeendow edwibesspopatsand

om eaenckhahom eddbwiibbm per uadedhahesouesoboté
beyondheeachesohekreandbem aosoope, beyondw hihbonothuseb
hezacenyoonpatienchavenades e to each what I am ignorant of myself.”**

His ensuing localisation was to an ‘animal fabric’ that retained certain conceptual and historical

pecdentshoughnan éow aySahgb m ahibcapobbm atoonosptbued

to life, Haller’s expaem enbn m oved bw ads he vl pak of be body hough a

m ehodabgy haiesidhed on be bassofhso bsexvabnsw hatoout! bebcaed by

9/¢m atana/sw hihhenobedexpinadn boughbesavibopek<O nhecher

hand, Stahl’s dynamic vitalism lent itself to a different methodology; heand/ssdphenomena 0

bew hakasheyw eegppehended aoundandeao
grchepobibm thebvetiieconaept

W Hihebm ebcaechepopesohebo
whdm etiedw hatw asdbued o bei
grbaietm erthisw aybedigiacph
hebctibdbnsi hihFenchm eciatie
hesiibm echeS@nceoi arhatuin etk

M onpd ediheancheH ppocaR ewal

h addn b he conem poealy m eda debaes Fr

fiv hettim abued T hs

dyhough  the analytic approach, the latter’s
deaohew habashepobém ohe
yabgyopestdonty cbveb
oheE rhenm entv eam m esed_atr
ouncheavalbnagea.

andw eehe

ench physians ao dew on be

phibsophtaldebats ofhe eandidng hose of M aupetsand CondicThefm ed

M onpé@SchoobM edinew asesidhedinl 220andakedyhadartibudiby

w hiin athechoughheitE rihenm ent pepchdiclugbhysndhadoonbued

© be Encyabpaedh popdas M onpdrm ed ne ganed a epusbn ofding a

H ppoceatewa “BFpm aoonem poesphysbgiaionetis ockgandn echanit
rduenomm edighoughhioughbe strong influence of Stahl’s vitalism. Moving between
“2TheSenditandibiP atdieB odyLondo n.755p2T hom asSH 4968p14.

3D eniD dlentv asbacydlawngorbelesoh m edighgicenhopobgybhiEem eno f

Physibgy( 7731 774) hiexendechoughhec oterie D’Holbach, which played a significant role in the French

concepbnofSaenasoi an.



Stahl’s neoH ppocaidynam $m andhedoaheoBendii YM onpéim edineobed

W ahingdihe physician’s sensitivity as hediqihaypatubihatv aspeaed
rhenew dodhasendiiSecondiiou gheoonasptiaim phasorhum anexpeence
ngenedioubbesxendediposdi ¢anexpandechum anknow édgaly ade
com min enbaw dedphecknow édgepesp &any pedneribnsnobang
aaydahedhagaveheam lbnbioorb ubgbaftiesincew hinednbbe
genedE rhenm erlikngpnesxam pesppess rhepopdheencyabpaedh .
T higaveheoonexbr annbseigaharypespedieonaS@nosoM an bokngbnew
gppoachesbphysabndsoablbsavabnd-or exam pibyacoounbgbhedibubn
ofhum anypeshough am edtaldem oggphtorant hiopabgyhe conbvestpede
pusLiedhoughnepebnsophysebetie suchasgendenondibnandieceyy as
senbm bem edishepedreashe sendii ybdeencePaedoxid uichanew
appoachw agnendedoesbnileaotiniesa $asabatieohem echariilC absn
nabnsdhebodyhioughheconcenwiihef unenaingoganEm Segenediense.
Thedynam @appoadw asopposed b sitidesoftididhatinghetlesof una@m
dibrthew deenvonm entv hihw asonim e sphygdgoundecendheebiesubpat
odipueB ubeneoH ppoaabdynam $m hadan eniem abgabom min enbN ew bn
w hiliiebH d@endSaith eanbnibeor om $0fm odengoundecsEnce
“One sees however mathematicians who use the letters X and Y to designate unknown
quadsndwisom udhgeaesuicoesshat heydioovehysuchm eangihs
inaccessible to other philosophers.”**®
Thiw asanepiem abgraliaiegvenbybeexem phyM onpdiheorianB aisede
Sauvage] 706176 7ganechosniiv habiought tm edtdheoiubothaiabn,
asw edbangaconm edN ew brenw hodiew bg ehepnqobsofs eogeE nSeh
\itoUl" hisbecheuissobnabsadpr ngoEbenunknow nuibiosyv léam ing
tnbm obsevabnsihepuisnbgaabn andohanvalinaym ovemn enthabquied
m odeabgramilienty aywienewbeoet cdbeas
““T exhaoveneVl onpdPhysiang-enc aiD uchesneau(1982pp1414 704, eB< g9 78)
5B cisrleSauvageN osobgim éhodijueiangiy udibsn ahdbsonengéepahsesuian &
98m edeSydenham &ddiedeshosrnied 77 1p495QpeR42d/ aStum (L980pSaEe ao

M o1 995pp51- 52.
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Fdabwingbm bihem ediaasofvi onpe
H ppoaam Hrsom efiw edseohech

drgave vabusbm uibnsofneo-
stgbaschem eencom pasnghe

‘physical’ ‘mental’ and ‘passionate’, for others it could be reducedblpaieibnobe

‘physical’ and the ‘moral.” There was, however, never a simple relation since the emphasis was

onheegodw hihw assquesnobabinge, okoonom yandnom diaboutioom pose

bew derphysobgralsnhesA nd bitibw e dbepom nentaw aenessofim ediines

ayH ow evaiam sikebsechiasa naow deabgigbogam w hatisoc

agpedtofm edine dew bm a patubreadng o fbe Hppoaat bdbn,gave an
undestndngohedhinassandiduaiél bubnedependanbrbesoabedesand

mdLbw hitonem ugbeadesnenvbnm entl hkng. 4

A nifieréM onpaiphysianw asT heoplé deB odeu(L72241776H em adedibct

m pesbnonphibsophtatitsbheexent haheappeasashepnqobchaeden

Denis Diderot’s Le Réve d’Alembert( 7698 odeuhaihaheeqiim ofv an vess)/
popobnaboesendiendm usam ofi vyl ascontiicbyhepopais

obpin ayticiesichashenevoussyEm . “7 | keH diditledpopetsid
snsabns and m abnshiough w hih B odeu an ed t 0 gt beiin § of obsewabk

m ovem ent The iniw as nepeed as daing wh ee m ovem ens poduced bm
unobsevabbsensabnsaebaincedbyinvalingr ym ovem entpoducedbyhephenom ena
fina@nabxpesnom ovem enpgandie EnBahgsandsendiisooutiem an

latent and unexpressed. Through thinking this latency as the ‘federative’ concept of the body,
wihcenesofendiisibodnaectheba mdiduathaseceitsooutbedbued

thefinandhesquiiim betv eerhecent esfendihesdihen habw as

heebyaennsubsum edanddibuediou ghhenevenetv ok “BT hipaveavdw of

be body hathad no absale urisy bang,butw as a decendted,sem aUbNOM ous

“Odim €1994) p841.

“7 Bordeu ‘Researches sur les Maladies Chronique’ (1775), O eumeC om pi818p924:56um (1980p81

“BaM 0ai(978)
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com posobgansbanepechioughecom pqphenom enabgyw hihnow ayoout!

bededucedapnibm know nbw sobim echanta 1 physics. Bordeu’s famous metaphor of
hilynam @n agew adesv am dbees

“A swarm of bees gathered in clusters and suspended from a tree as a vine, each part is,

concurs in the general life of the body.”**
Tensm ing andea ofaH ppoaat unboken ac éinb an adkeim age ofdibued
sndhoughingm aebstivw eda com hinabn oineoH ppocatem [Em
with Stahl’s form of holistic#im T hedbonaspthaingoodyw a sm pulvesnd
dynam cens§T hioughtinnovakieacooun ohennetinanngobebodyhe
poerilv abehpheadiohum ari. Thiw asvadnfierdl
A nohessegy gppeaanbentierdiM onpel éphysin Paulloseph B ahez(L734-
1806) hdhabem enedhiepusbnexl grannouncediam bnbaSenaeof
M an. Nouvaux elements de la Science de L’Homme W asHputdhedin 1773 bu t was
augm enedand epulshedin 1806. 0 B ahezpehapshem osbm ousoheM onpéd r
physangpoducedhem odifiertbnhes ofiihoughtH earedin Paan

1754, moved in D’Alemberts circles and wrote for the EncyapédeThe grance of
Nouvaux Elements de la Science de L’ Homme $1B ahezexphiinganepiem abgtalaie
ascribed through a ‘vital principle’ that was neither a metaphysical or occult force. -

“T never used the term vital principal to explain any otephenom enadkbut
Em pbyedm akeoom pehendobostinew co ndinsegpedhesbs

of these phenomena....”*"

The term was understood as a complete unknown, in the Newtonian sense. With no ‘essential
nature,” it stood for a powenkexpinanand goesenshsabm pib depabm be
obsouyobm sdom nahgpiecedngm egphysa tipuss 2 Thevipgpelv ashe

“necessary abstraction” required to make certain statements about observed phenomena of

expeenc  e. Barthez did not assume a vital principal that “orders or regulates its acts,” rather it

“9 ‘Reserches Anatomique sur la Positive des Glandes et leur action,” B ode(1818p163rSeum (1980p82
ﬁAgoocbcmur‘g'/eW anam o005)
B ahez1806)/ dip20§Vdim {1994pA47,
%2 Comparable to Kant’s Gemiit
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proposed a “faculty attached to the combinations of movements and matter of which the living
body is formed.” In this way, he m akesagréantianbm St ahl’s thinking of the
single principle of ‘soul,” while also distinguishing the vital from simply attributing separate
ingboesbdeenpopasiched alfendsenditv asoongleedm oea

“natural and philosophical” principleaccodngbB ahezbabueheunknow nen yor
bengionpdiabxpessedeban dbentv ayS" hepoposinw adat

“good philosophical method in the science of man requires that one attribute to a single

phgobdinhehum anbodyhaingbr cehabgieneachoganandae

responsible for its function.” 3

Barthez is careful to refer to the ‘vital principal’ as an abstraction employed only to facilitate and

goundasusongooncaingaingadi e3v hosannedynam ¢sw eenatindesbod
yepoducedhedguiebasobsered. Thejpdabnbihsssbgythem ehodo f
induangkenbm B acorenenquinbanatia kEncew hthassum eshaem @M

“could not teach what these causes were in essence,” rather the central aim was to abandon
looking for ‘essences’ and ‘final causes,” and focus on a phenomenology of experience.**But

Barthez also read David Hume’s TieaeonH um an N atie and ageed hatw eim agne

UooesHnbm eancauseanchdiim agnabn w asiiatv ecoutihopebachievanhe

w ayobetiyT hesbm enyidicbnebadt Oesbubdboevedcausesbued

thevagyopngobsboesndbods @iv hthw eeunm pobribeyw ean

banatieunknow abihhisensaN ew orit heeahgaabnN ouvealdEEM entan s

hum anexpeencal heitplisophtab wgan hihhesbuedbH ppocees
“Hippocrates in his genius saw that human nature cannot be fully understood by
anyone who does not possess an entire system of knowledge of the healing arts.”*®

T hedibngienthineoH ppoaatpede withesttisobnew bm oem pEm

bm odenpiadinesom edineB ahezm e dasofnganew saErdinguageB ut

tsdepend  ed onanew physobgrabynhesT henew énguage fiw edbm sknghe

“°B ahe(1806) dpITiValim 1994p4T- 48pesioH ajh(1984p374456um (1980p83- %,

iV dp783vdm £1994p49

“hilv dp28Hvdim 1994p50
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absacabm enbknow édgeasaubdiebibe evilentiibm enh obsevabnan

am irhatsaiputphysinshepecar ougposn. 4%

A the heatofts m ehod w ashe obsavabnap e offinénaagpedcs ok

phenom enaFoheM onpdiphysianohe8 " centiypbserinigm eantiplyiga
sndithedbenceshesdingphen om enaandnegabghairiancesnan

m agedi-om hem edigpespedelim e arheogantbodyckpiyngsym pom s

and qudlshdiate ohe s/m pehesand sne gesobheogatw habThehat

m ehodobgypoceededbyhepogesieanast chain fheobsevabihutinaehe

in fofolbsewabn w as an epiem obgralbagr hatnecessy wihatl phenom end

com piheoganiphenom enacouthdbeedu cecbdeem nabiiw s T hephysiin
hedheebiebaccounbibchnenabndenvi onm enghfiencesonheoganem under

beem fitendii-oB abedin bsbceohibngbalv asendedbgieen

open vaibk by w hihiing phenom enacoutl expe ssgriancewlhoubeang dey
ephenom end bseveddbencaw asepeed aden odiabnundehedgbingdal

w hossansbm abrndex edhevayingaoum sencadheogarem Thegn fancedhe
vipngobw asnsubdibgbidectaus dhnkngw heeimnghesebposik

ribngdesdban hatv adecom ngevilern dingeconom .

A ssoonoepbbbsewabidbencetizios bocbsnexpesonobes hesaw exhe

hidB ahezv asbm oudcafihaussof bém ebodhubepaedoxcahatiew hth
higbngpdoem bodyesdért sbarhopobgtaipeaUinB yopenng

tham pobnceohatigtivesy, as an order of difference that could also imply a ‘natural
order’ asdyname interplay of ‘vital force’ and physical stateshsooutlbeconoared
oa@kpabgy hatexend ed bdessofiece and s 8 M onpdnéim how evey

em ahediebielepdihoughbenip ngoaln [iidom anyadangeousehet

m abdm o openedheam lin branaut onom ousknowédgew hth pom sdo
*®Seamm m entyFoucad 975p55- 56

“STEdwingAbug(L977)

“BSeanvilim 1994p58
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exendow adsaw deSanceoM anhtbw ay M onpéphysansgavehem edidl

conexbenew em M byw hthatiem ehod shoutihypobesewihepom sedof
beskngoubtiogm asysem sohepagho ughhem ehodw asstaiegiandpone
tepod.

R evalbnashiienceonPaéV edine

Fom 1770 onw adsPain physansakadyri sedbhetsk oheebm ofFench

m edinensoed byw deE rhenm enhem esand betleabibnsbm ngm edinen
acoodancewlhageneaSanceoM anT hissc haecesedbyam dnouribe
sEncesundenew condileabnsobehum angpec exiabnonatiehFenods

pogcbokupheebm onabnahdbns bybausingonbehogaband iw s

advancem ens N bem edakiEnce s Renow nedanm abndhum ananabm sendphysian

Felix Vicq d’Azyr hasbe enoededwhihbangbem okabnbehndm edial ebm sand
boaderng be sope of hanvegdjabns b nc Ude envbnm entlBdbs uch as
meteorology, water quality, public sanitation. During 1770’s Vicq D’Azyr gave free lectures at
beC digeR oyatheslv aan edidheoyhat EpeEnEda ‘certain method’ from which a
popepedagogian ehodw outinatigyiw an dw hihw assbarebhepdly

m ndecbhysansiPas

R ebm sm eanbboadepegpedreonhem edid &k w hthan edbacoounbiciease

across the nation. In 1776 Felix Vicq D’Azyr took up a post as the CommissionerG enesbf
E pilem csshenewybm edSodER oyabdeM éd eme eEplemcs |, avaedend

adm nivebodybhentieC abgeR oyaeTh enew Soaiw asom m snecbexpbe

be causesofepilem ¢sand com geam ediabpog gphy ofFence and w asao gien
espondisbidibubnandsabobem ineebndm edinalv atsandhabenang

andsskopaenin edines T hippvibnoi edizerdesohand onohavea
pow efhabngbaihoughihandigok pilem csndassesnghesiisobcal

physiand> asabohadagpusbndunghs in eashehom eofaerdchabbnyin

9B packtidyH anaw ay(197 eetoVdim g 1994pp6773ndA dkekned 196 7pp25- 28
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bem ediaft] and produang Bshbnalbm edin esasnew bm soim edisknowédge.

Bordeu had noted of Paris that “money, rouge, braggadocio, and ladies favours are all that is

required of a physician,”*®andv agpehapsgandisindadoped ochabeuieof

H ppocsesbodbem ehocofdiEm by w hihgbngwithepopespptabnoh

m ehodgpopubendhum oam edinecoutibedeb unkedBut  Felix Vicq d’Azyr was @0 a
fibvw enfC ondicandw o ouvealPandeC ondibnpoudM edineenF1ancsb
besubmiéd b he condibnalassem blin 1790 0 i@eanew atabppoachbat

&5 el the need for a new language to fix fleeting corporeal phenomena and supersede an ‘old
bookish’ approach to medicine. H ow evebyl793hipopav asovetkenbybhe conans
dhieevalin. ot

Thetinngpanbibeebm oim edinenFa ncecam en179¢4hbew akeohe
evabngriantdibnathangessaw o tlegm em edtabsttdhm entsw hthhad

hechogieE cobdeSan@Paiv ont pdendSiesougheP agschool

w hithhasyanedaspusbnidw ngheevalit onasychangesandw hthm akshesit

afm edigbeaev hosabgacyhagem aneche ubpabfiebakA num beobantcan

bem adeticiathoadjheoubom eofw e ocum enecktbm 18 ® centiym ectiel
heor/bdhidbasedm edineahessbf hel%h.  “?Fihepedeofiid

obsavabnm eantuveynghgenum besopain £ edah ‘living encyclopaedia’ het
dew orhew dleachesoin ediabxpeinoedes dedbove.  “®*Secondjgbngwiihe
importance accorded to a “nosological field,” w ateusaofiits N Bhbcasibes
ohdidlugbans 64 T hifj e cam e underan een®nhough vabusnew
echnijuesandéchnobgeshat ced peaeanddignodhiexem didbyR en e

Laennec’s stethoscope, the new surgery of Pierre Desault and Xavier Bichat, and Jean

“OAT uhm edialjeduatE-encaiA m edéePoppet 1753 -1799) worked in Paris and wrote “medicines that
only work for a little time until they become unfashionable” LeM edinP lsopheP ekl 78 4B 0dds &
Joneg1997p643,
“O1G enedbdt annaw ay(1994pnadV ex{1974)
“02T hetv ottt xts here are Foucault’s TheBidfieOhiandE winA dekned i edt nediheP a
H o5 7941848.
“SFouca 975pp69- 72
“hipps9- 60,
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Corvisart’s new method of diagnostics.*® Fiait addinonew echnijuesandm ass

obsawabncam eanem phassonhedidyofeho bgrabnabm yashenew m ehodof
bcangheidy oidisaseshbbw ayhec icsbecam ebnsbm edinb phoesof

$bm hiboadbashahe18hoentiya m dnbaSanceoM andovenew
sndadsiomiat  edbyFendhm edidinkigdungheihab hel9 " oenupuik

w astiphoechyatbosbibasecpiede. o7 p bngwihenhiatihen skedhe

R evalbriy achem enstipposinomn eda pedineshalv asbangansbm ed;

as one commentator notes, “they looked no longer backwards, but forwards,”468 dhough

C oncepindM ehod n aNewSaeEnooM an

The early lectures of Vicq d’Azyr's at the College Royale were attended by a young physician
PéerJeanG eogesC abaniH eexem fidbeee m pihflenceshanealessayof
1788whith  described unsatisfied needs as nature manifesting “her desires in the most positive

. . . . A7
manner,” as suffering transformed through instinct into the cause of autonomous movements *°

habctv asseenas the “secret guide” by which primitive peoples observe the healing force of
natianshare)eshgandeahgbssdun diesyv hihw asaposieendency et
“®BidfeCic discusses these as ‘techniques of the corpse,” Foucault (1975) p127, p163.

“®F oucault emphasizes how Jean Corvisart and Rene Laennec’s championed pathological anatomy as a new
seEnod-oucad 975p135
7 Gelfand (1972), also ‘The Pathological Tradition’ in Bynum and Porter (1993) pp163191.

“3T higom m ertbySieil 971p291cH annaw ay andL_aB ege(1998)6

“®R eciihem oodbm hepespeaeni 836) eaB gaiB odiccbm eidentiFenqo sbseph

V B pusssoechdodin pkm entbro &118 " centimerihenm erposim diemdbyo e;|
or economic forces, but “by individuals of genius, as voices emerging with positivistic clarity from a mass of
qiictandm akr ialists (partisans of the present, partisans of the past and eclectics).” Another commentator,
Louis Peisse reflecting in 1827 commented on the extensively political nature of Paris clinical medicine noting “the
&waobpposrendvaibapevaid ” and took it that “the spirit of the system was really the spirit of the

party.” SeeH annaw ayand_ B ege1998)
4" <Dy Degrés du Certitude de Medicine’ Cabanis (1956) Vol. I p5053AnsirbyRLeR ochessAnE sy
orbeC etid edinesegp2M abon bdianchought abariStum (L980)
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hideshesaanibatichadsievebped. B uhiendencyooutibeanbioechiougha

ties/fEm dabnom em oyenaim edcdm sv outhaidehedsdiabnotirease

$/m pom 43 ynangrusbnsoEEsEgM en snckm peam enfebasohipede

w adbngbiih atigpocesoibnal #cheem [Egbeabes

C abaniwv ashokngbsuppem ennem pigbiec tewhhestiidheoryoM aous

de Condorcet for approximating relationships that hold true by ‘degrees of belief and assurance.’
Theposis n the new medical disciplines were an example of the ‘indefinite perfectibility’
ofman, ** this is Rousseau’s term in his SecondD soouise ( 1754puC ondoohadusedts
asajidingpngobnbepodhum oug/puld shed SkathbraH sbiraPatieobe

ProgessheH um anM hd(L793) “72 C ondoiabokhiashepngbbacoounigb he
win &ks necesied of hibeal pogeson: §,be bnam gon of addre
expeencegndsecondym anangheposd yobverom ngdogm ahoughB uby
begoundngheobsavabnain ehod abarsv as fibw ingC ondishiuedbenewv
dnguagebbebnsiecnthem edcdbm ew or kw hirw asnowbokngobcasalive

pabobgrabhenom ena.

Cabanis’ exemplified the image of the physician in his mission as ‘consoler of the sick’ beyond

w edhandbm eglirenbyasoaonseencsand pabiduybem angoathepuldbm
upediny hthacoodsthss3wih E rghenm enhnkngandundesbodasabskhat

w agpom oedasatieSanceoM anB ubeevo Ubnaytibubnoegavetipiopcn
ndbnahgtinbyquesbrigheokof bett N m ediheandeducabnA ddesing
be ugenineed ohegnoence olhe peopbéd banem phasonneverbnandbe
am lino ebeanatiseqiom equed, paedoxtain pbem enbg adgilve
neverbnagansiiedim soknowdgeT he necesyw asbigoundngknow édgen
heboeoBbnim m anenhesinobny/aganssour ousm edsheaepuexendedoan

L Cabanis refers to “an enlightened friend” almost certainly Condorcet. Stum (1980p106
“42C ondone 976p223
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active regulation of other trades as where the public needed protection from the “swarms of

impostors” and quackery.473

Thew ashebackgoundoheSe@nceoM an asC abansgppoached i boughbhepbnof
éanngdesdbedhC oupdbeubsdvald nsetLIkébim edebm édene(1804) He
dew bgehedbenterddiqihesbr bepuposssoEbaaniaiabvalibn

n he new soaked B ecause m edtalpow er w ashe deasource of §kbr

constituting a basis of good rational philosophy unfolding as “the laws of the living machine,”

the need was for ‘persons conversant with the animal economy’ to implement the taskofa

puiiabn ofgesiiisw hee geainum besof peopkw ee aow ded bgeheB eyond
advananghedhandavaiingdieessheseexend edagphysam osibnanbeo-
paigbosiisesC sbaripitieden ag eophysian angigghgwibedynam e

bies ofhie w ol ofw hih he bass ofttie s &nces ae be ndipensabok bolbr

- . o AT4
‘naturalising’ society.

Such physain oalaibnsgavet o pngok br anchesenviaged behndhesygm a
unbnoknow édgebyw hthananhiopobgtatit ofyooutibebnsbm ednbagened
sencschum amatie,
“from the indications of the numerous points in which they are connected and related to
oneancheea v han aybecaioheSance oM anobeA nhiopabgyohe
Germans.” **
T heobpabfuchananhiopabgram editaleen caw asbdebm nehetibsobiegn en,
asam odiitingb obim axin sofoonduca ndhebgiibinceaang poeybr
oaygenedi eshephysibgtan odebr m echegoundw okabedigqilew hose
know édgeexendedashem ponbendchohatir ahiblyundesbodhoughananm d
econom yundehesoueohsavabnobiehedhy anchecieasedsehesysm . 4h
be wdlestsense bsinegebn doked brphy bgialioos brgenedpsychabgid
“Bkethdieavolibnsin ediaiEncagw s ehhgsebm ensibnoC oupdbel ) p27seedio
C abari{l956)/ gip390393eadnoucal 975p78- 85
47 «Cabanis(L956)/ @77- 79, aoC abari981p25
“Phif7 fesum abjebnghE ndiheN e ueA nhiopobay(L 771 2houghSsum poposes a res
ancheposiiSaum (L980p 162
475C abani 956)/ @h7779.
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phenom enaw hihpooeededaoooingbgongok babboedvalieonsendidiawy nom

a certain application of Condillac’s thought.477

SendiiendbiecbgyiheM edtdPiopdt

The physiological synthesis drew on Condillac’s Logt and hedeagin ashe m oden

prbsophtapeded betikenupdm hephys obgrepespedeC abansundesbod
phisophyandphysbbgybalv ayshavanbm ede achohehioughibm nghesibn

betv eenhephysabndhem oshiabnabnal ysoheanm akoonom yandiogant

fin@nsw outidain henem edisygpacebr degynabghow m osbm pehyw ashe

&inw hihbepow efgnsooutidi stinguish impressions that communicated ‘sensible
being.’

This was a domain of moral hygiene that could inform Cabanis’ mature vision for a Science of

Man which not only reflected man’s mastery of self but its extension and transformation around

soabengandevenhespeaesT ensbm ingphy Sehatisenghenng osthbody
ogangoutiexendhebodsandhesensen hesouipoduceenew bm o an:
“a man susceptible to improvement is two modes, his physical education and regn en,
nbem osenbged senseohesew odlseved devabpheamnsotbent
ogangpusehidlom anbadsndisom em e asuecesnew sendiepow es
A ndw henhesangim enthaveaceduponseved uesiegeneang 0552 3
pabus , men are no longer the same, no longer the same race.”*”®
Theaxenonoh $ m edophisophtabiopaibapdibck bundiv deeadhes
aoundheam linsbinecigmharyevali onaysEncesconvegngnhepiaaeof
teabgy.  *"° B uheobicbiana/ssandposbbsEncew astindam ent§apobbm of
physbgyw hthjom w hihbem edtapegped egaveacm posobpaexpesing
g/m pbm s over a duabn and needed tiber dee nibg N ba tindam endl
7 Coup d’Oeil paC ondicC abani1 806p284
“8C abani 956)/ o 2 p77C abarifl806) p22-23
“MhilV @p77Seum com m entorhaby1800bot hC abaniand_am adw eem em besok eSoasde S

Observateurs de I’homme.Stum (1980p168
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phenom ena. “ To Cabanis mind, since Condillac’s era, practical progress had been made against

that which “presented itself as obscure.” %
“T henew quesbrhgbesentidbknow w h ehdbieasC ondicanche
oheshave esttdhedhatileasand m oeldetr mnabnsaew hagybm ed and
depend uniquely on what they call sensation...and whether, consequently, ideas come to
usbm oursensesand exbrobpasonw heber nenain pesonscorbue
egud © he poduan of m oel deerm nabns a nd dess fbwing ostn

laws...whose constancy is revealed to us by the study of the healthy and the sick, and

whether...observation directed by this new point of view will not allow us to recognise

hesbdheiw of nature and state them with exactitude and clarity.”*®
Anew pespedreoniphenom enaijedro oUibrEecebnsiependedonepingok
of action whose determinations were ‘confounded’ in their effects. Following a localising of
nneim pesons i pesnedbenew brw hihanew m edabn guagebokuphe
am linbenexpandedgeneebanooi an.
Theem Heabgypbduoadn1796byD etitie Tegythenew{bm edCésoM od
and PdbseEncesibguihed beiv eenaphy sbgrabnd asbnablecbgyVW hen
D esibaussedonhesinceoiieedtiew he ayonhepebagobnguage i
C abanibokecthephysobgralynhesgoun dngeknow édgetheahecbeocnd
padn. “8D eitthahdithaphysbgyeque 2)
“vast knowledge, but in the present state of our enlightenment [can only hope] for the
detugnom anyesndhessiidm enb fom epecuduitabedand
fooheen  t truths.”*
By hexe tvin gppoachesa sbnaltlecbgy w ast he povbnaknowédge brdect
application to be extended through an emerging physiological knowledge, as “rational
philosophy and physiology have always advanced together.”*®
ﬁ Cabanis notes the “Scottish philosophers.” Cabanis (1843) Préface p46-48
2R appotiVl em a2AC abanil956)/ @174
8 Destutt’s interest inm entheliew orhepebaigdinguage in povhgpedagogynEem entof
teobgy(8011815)
“® Destutt in ‘Mémoire sur le faculté de penser’ read on 2 Messidor IV Mémoires de ’institut national des sciences
eAiCasslesEnoesn oatgbdiues Bum (980p172.
R appotC abarifl 843 bdu@n
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Rebmof  aheortdnowédgedhesoulibv edihef oatepsofC ondicandD denot

buexendedwinew andgréantbences npogevalbnayFenceA ddesighe
newybundedhdiN abnalC abarsbokedbr w adbheestldhm enbBSeenceof
M anesanaubnom oussaEnaschum anbehavbuon bevegedbm tinobxendnghe
hum arbads necessaybheconsavabndk 0.
“Are we now in a state to make dependant certain properties communicated in all living
bangandonbhetindam entdivw sofen dilerpidgem entnd
the will’s desires, executes its functions, more or less necessary in the conservation of
#f hedivesesiesv hthababneano beasdBentonglesbnobe
physabndhem olleopeabnsohene denceandbewionbundedat
hayoedadthephysatiom aebendof hena tural history of man.”*’
Tadhg $ padabppoachibbm hehibccknowédgeo M anhadadoubbsgyréance;
i, physbgial tieobgues g on be pr gk gien © sendly w hih
philosophically follows the Sensationalist epigram “bm hem om entv ebglv eaeaw aeof
our existence.”*® htirhiequatdpooessesohanday i bhepooessesiiondn
w hihakenaesooutiudn ab/ be considered “branches of a single stem.” H ow evesnoe
sensibility was “the last end of the phenomena we call life,” w halv asgppehended byhetlea-
Prw asanognaibenosgppeangbehindm pesngibm ngaboubenganisoune

that it was “at least relative to ourselves, that is, relative to the general manner of feeling of

human nature,” noting these cannot always be the same. *®°C abanhecbapokhedoahe

ofendiiaanbm ingboh gpedbcgphe nom enaexpeenced dbandhegened
conaeptingnatiehobitdbw edahibcatievebpm erSecondlegapbetv een w hat
$ phyobgid obsaved and § ubsequent phi oophtd ands coutl becom e
pogesvedidhohhesouceoiiessan dobswedéim ovem enyv hthem ege

om hisam esouce, could be maintained according to the method of a ‘true science.’ &6

“8C abari{l956)/ dlp11812(861c5aum pl77

“8"R appotC abari{l 843P éogp46- 48

“BpiV em a3

“piV em 13
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senchaheedechabnad- ow evehaaabna phbsophyihandphysbgyw ases
yet provisional, Cabanis’ task for the future science was to bridge this ggpanduphatl  astvin

posnshesbnabndphysbgcd” odahi C abarsoonosptidrooniedw hathes

observed asdeencesilisbecam ehe oonseguenceoigenesendiiond\il

activity the consequences of life. While this may seem like an intellectual ‘slight of hand,’ it is
w oh em phaging w hatC abars w as aming b m eclt e bav een nendand exend

m pesonsonheonehandsndm odlleasandn ahabnsonbeoheyy adhedved a
m ogposeknow édgechum arl hem b neit  edbem onem dhendiduden

in ageoi angened 490

This future science was the vision behind De Tracy’s address to the Institute in1804bodas

agenediidgm enipassed on be pajidbesofatl sthoaknased dodhesw lehesaw

G em an phibsophy asako sng heatl doah esqicehey dil noppeaehe new
edhnuesoheFenchm odd hishoutibeunde gbodbm esnnoegadnghehum an

m ndasanabsadhngpubkenbranevaliat onhatiihguihedisby pogesye
pedesbbeshedaoundhedbertin e hodsderedbm cabulissndaconpatiel
ogdinguagesnchaieagn. a0

C abariR appotancheFutiES @nce

Theboad pitieotsSanceoM anw aspesen &dbyC abansnhefivalm esof
Rapports du physique et du morale de [’homme in 1796 before the ‘Classe des Sciences Morals
et Politiques.’ It stoodes®orbubnthen deena/sphys candm entixpeence
nisibnbacquedem peam entdhoughc ovengm uchohesam egoundaseair
PhisophesB utC abanshad adeenigibnt oheptibsophtabndm edababns
houghamedmhaseppoadhdawingorh ew aveofaerddevabpm entioundhe
evalbnay pepd PhalLavaiV chM b ghBdhalam ad)M oehan be
Erjhenm erPhizsophes” abarioutbeencoua gedw hettiedigihesoutioba

SanceoM anD egieanaw aenessobheconem p oBsin #nananabm cakeseach

“DpiV em a23,

1D guspndfietlecbguem ovem evithdn pot abbyPeave 891 pBATr
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tboking b deeperaccount ofphysbgralphngd éshe ebm ensnow  bang heosed

m ehoddhoughhephysbgralinknow nofr #m emhedoetinposiiibhe
em eghgeinces 492
C abaniv asnasbnanhatingwinhibm of \lim habxendedasspngobofw
behndbm sohatiem essuieB uhehdaphys obgtelinknow nashenew echnial
approach by which the ‘strange inverted Newtonism’ could distinguish itself from general
hibcabngpbssbuedbanunbbingse quenosophenom enanhebodyA bans
degrdebm inednhetw sobepim ayoom b nabnb ecame the mediate cause of “the
squenosofubsequenphenom engpopebeacha aum snce: higoundedadom anbbe
devebpedaoundw heheSensnadm ehodbo kedbdeertbnbodesngened
Theam lin w asb deertk sigesofogae abn hiough beiin $ofknowédge,
dhoughbesiin § were themselves shifting within the new sciences. Cabanis’ was a question
gbosii
“will the other attractions be explained by sensitivity or will the sensitivity and the
n em edbisbetv eenbetv oem sexpihgeny? bybepesentseofour
knowédgeim posiko bessduia poss Kibritie expam entend
research.”®
hheobsavabnsoH aveyM ghphH #C a bansbokedbranabgy betv eenam a
sndihcsRsOin phabc onsuchasgaviexetdbetv eengbatof
m athhiesodesophenom enayailliw s shesofbm entandaoum sencesunder
w hthheyneboaw eeheposiisoiexp dnabnbaippeaedhough dsoveng
popatsn arkbtieentom nabndN hat em anedbr a tiuepogephybgral

knowledge was to ultimately ‘lift the veil’ covering the mystery of sensitivity.494

O ne m udconglerhe conextbrbe Hppocata yinged m edidwérbm he
pespedrechegréantonaeptisiba booungaoundhem eamngobeem

495

‘animate’ as it occurred in the late 18" centiy. This overlapped with the term ‘organic’ and

*2 Following contemporary scientific debates such as over affinity in the ‘new chemistry’

“BC abarifl843M em ail 2nosegl ensS all981p542
“¥R appotC abanif 956)/ dp2935eum (198 Op178180
%0 ukedhC unnigham Q002p58
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notabdasitthabonbsedwiha nehdiusnsoriim eantv haiv as

evilenbehndhegoabenedadiisnhe ogantedbodySuchogantaaiisw ee
undesbodaoundhecom pixdinanngoban emsibndpoin atgbabw hin

w asboughtonoegptiatizoussonsonhenatieof #indtaed byhedibnsobigans
svngasouhbsoonedieconcenwino gansabnandipopeksubdiedor
diousnsobnoganingstm edd “% The nature of ‘organisation,” w hitw adecertdl
agpedbhephysbgratiebabyy asanexpbnat ongvenhoughaconcepbuedd
genegbopetsdB uhtseepgani cphenom enaw eeabbangbcakednbhe

bodyT hifibw eda distinction between ‘unorganised bodies,” mere ‘aggregates’ of chemical
ebm ensand dead m aerw hthyv liegovened by betw oy ésLavairhad
downyhth  stood in contrast to ‘organised bodies.” The latter weletonoaredasgovenedoy
unknow niw ohew hobw hedainiigingp opetsheboscheunknow nw asa

limit against which Condillac’s Sensationalist methodology was retained. But when Rappos
took these organic properties as “a general fact of living nature” and sensitivity “the ultimate
term one arrives at when studying ‘vital’ phenomena,”*" Cabarkw asbokig beyond

Condillac’s idea of sensitivity to develop the “analysis of intellectual faculties and affections of

the soul.”*® The assbn was hatCondic hed buched on an dea ofindie

deem inabnsw hih coutl now be sysem sed hioug h physbgratbsY ebnem ud

asum ehat abarsv aswv asdhecengbhy boratbuyoblangheobsavabnal

m ehodnhedom hephsophtgoenid M onpdm ecline.

C ondiciinatievebhiasgphysborad ngokendhesensabrhaibm edE sy

onbeO pnsoH um anK nowédgedependedona principle of relation between ‘language of
action’ and nédatlees: “all that pertains to the human understanding is reduced to a
single principle.”***T hiphqpesedorbeagum erbheoiy nendoogessiinguage
asapoeessb expin he ochedibn de vebped ovelin eby aepdin ofhe

formation of habits. This philosophical problem Condillac had found in Locke’s essay as the
pobkm ofeahgdeasaspieceding dibnsb w odsw henfibwing aiC aesn

“hit56:t0D uochesneal(1982)

“'R appotC abarifl956)/ dp1985eum (198 op177
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m ehodhebenw enbnbim pjhatv odsbokan avenlnbm ngrlees 0B ecaue

LodkdteD escabshatiundestndngashepr vakendow m enbbeexpessednw ods
w helC ondianendedw asbseeundesindngan cknow édgeasm oesoajoonained,
wiem dbnand pasnasnecessaly esilLisboce soesbauchoom m uniabn. O Thee
wee irreducible ‘accessory ideas’ evident in voice, facial expressions, gestures, andw eehe
natisignshat inform the core problem for Condillac’s thought. He addressed these in
consecuredtandaum sudhepobim adibw S

“my entire system comes down to this matter; social intercourse gives occasion (1) to

hethee s poh he natidland he atir y) & be Epngoks of

development and progress of the development of the mind”**
Heagynanendedbexpinnverbnandend om abnobsecondnatigy héavaning
expbnabnsofim entd asgpecubn aboutw h agoesoninhem ind ofhesobed
individual. As has been shown above, the heart of Condillac’s work lies in the Essaypeoedng
TreateonSensabnendLogyy hinfibw ssna e assmabndhenesienesed
wirendasaea b desoaiieget ongentheconoeptigbeatesbudb
hum a.
ForC abanshe physbgaexensn oftsar gum entunbtled hiough an unknow n
patutyasdbedbaconaeptiingene & hioonoephet asgrianbeagped
m adeavilent  ashephysan odlkbsompdiB uheam biuyohefiie

nbm edhiam lbnHeSaEnooM an:

“Physical sensibility is the last term at which we arrive in the study of the phenomena of

fandnbem ehodelv okohetedin i $atohebdea brseen
berd T hebctbodcheouh S

%0 Lode treats ideas in Book 2 as ‘words and language in general’ in Book 3 “dienam ehateem speseve
those essences, and give them lasting duration” Locke (1975) 3.5.10.
LA atffiousediow hihacheerpevbugin fdhePoR oyl Logt (1662). See Aasleff’s intro to
C ondic2001p
%%2C ondiach asiiC ondi200 1
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bubephysiaiongleedbm anchepaitl/ @ T hipopoiindem andstbe

developed.”™®
C abarnipopodnw ashasphysbgrabonoep tiphatiheposibedeem nabnsobn
econom ydfiebodhybuity hosew dlepespecren asstoepsychophysalesd! 16
w asanem bpuihabokedbaegodghbeatv e enann aendivlenbgansabm
banshaandhesbareaisothem | dyasin pahesbanobavjedhe
popeaksoim aeww hinbseefiw edp osliihabppeasdm oeddewh
new anabm cabbsevabns >0
hR apporhecatgotechiesodesophenom e nd heendencesoffijeccodngd
open and vasbb&w s ofhe \iises gv en hough hebcaleem ensand he
aum sstnaeaw hthbeynebosgndiaew uplipopakhaesbm new and
deentom bnabndH ence the perspective taken from Condillac’s Essy as the ‘language of
action” saw henabnofendiipananenvebpngoo nogpippeangasanexendedoder
C abanidain &échiurédm ordidom annw hthpm oolsim entoiplyedevilent
ebatindesbochioughecapagibensbm anT hespecubtephysobgyobedts
asadom anoborpatisknow édgeobhebodyac cooingbhieeodesofenddl
ednaense, i Jacopoeakenseand i henenakenseT hese odlescondiehe
m atephygaobpashe sendie bodesand m endlin agesw hose genedldom an
destheshabnguagecbandieeamnsan dhebenaesnecessaiheoded
soonceriaexpindie;
“..activities of the memory or the imagination, whose original impressions belong to
oneoganyv heeasdeem nabnsappeabieact ahpasighodebdedt
themselves entirely towards another organ.”*®
Fom ognain pesongehephysain pess onsv hosssendiibnsbm echiough
betleagynhedynam am ageom enioou tlbem gppedaganshgeneatendii
T heoonoeptihebodyhesbeoontnechedi Beriibnsesoenesobai hose
poerdlv asoboorinabrhoughhe ‘centre of reaction.” From this Cabanis can write, -
5°3Rappos:daa1(1843M em cel3
“which follow Harvey, Malpighi, Haller, and some others” biM em cE1(23
5pi em aiEl IFEUdM erbneC abanitic ONBO0ESA0LIP003p158
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“whether these impressions have been received by the external or internal sentient

exeméon hehebarausshasaddwin beoeebain asheyalv ayendh
be cene ofiesn haigbcshem néende nasm ovem ensand fin@nsn
egadbhepasbw hth each ohesegenedt onsaeasined T hsadnand
eadncanobrbkepboanvhoutdial ual having any consciousness of it.”*®
T hibstenenaoandcaeham pobnoadhe m agedhebodysheham ndgened
ok $ m ediigaabnenceasnacootingbam ean. C abanus=physobgraendi
ikehednguageofaabnb expinheanuh onofanoderoin pesongvinber
posiEsynhesandensbm abmtheog aredoonospobodyP ehapsC abarisaw
this objectivity as aiming at ‘an exhaustive totality,” but the theory of sensitivity necessy
asum edgpodiestm erbknow édgeandh em ehodofna/ssndolr ededhnjues
Capabkobnsbm abnnbaposreconogpt 7D eqiitis ‘rarification’ of the sign that
caediem pabgodwy dbeyondC ond illac’s principle of the ideagyryfiwing
be physbgaldighe C abars phoed he con oeptofhe body bebe any diy
asoaedwihaC ogbhbsw ayphysbgral deabgyw aspaiedbetv eenahibeal
oonaegpbn anahasbnanm andhenew abm entheoom podibbeanabm
deemired.  **
TheN ewAnsbmy
Theanabm cddebm inedbodyw asecogrneedes exendngm edidnow édgebpesenh
bcabepedreonbephysibgiabonaegpbb odyT hw asw hatC abarsundesbodof

physical anatomical description giving “the basis and groundw ok brdphysbgra

illustrations, the necessary branch of the science of animal economy.”509 hbeconiexbbe

ftiesEncegheend ohe18hcentiyanat om yw asddbheexpandng peaal

oot evebpedaheaedici debing hebodvand

informing physiology’s discussions on life. A complete physiology bw ed a com pkx
“OhiM em ael1

%07 A aoodihgbFoucatiibntisechecausil aabrioppodrthem ahem atdnow édge.
Foucad975p103116

BFoucautoehow C abaricaisvesoet hum anibabenew posieguie-oucaul 975)
pl18121

“C abaril 806p290
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Endrigebrieibnd popaw H hoaud desibrhe

body. The ‘exhaustive totality’ of function still deferred, for historical reasons, to the

physobgeibexpiinboh the ‘sub-visible’ constitution of organic matterandhem eansby

w hihhesoutaedouiedndoughbe bodyasaw hatB uigréantievebpm ens

in the ‘art’ of anatomy during this era meant that physicians were looking to “new light thrown
uponheann aeconom v: %10 anabm yw ashe ante diite Brappehendig henew

m abknow édgedhebody.

Thisexem didoyWdim H awveyandhidioo veyobeaubnohebbodWV I

im pobnin ptabnsbiaw den oeplbsophi coenecphysbgieheosty s

D ng experimental evidence that indicated to Harvey that all knowledge originated as ‘events of
the senses.”” Toexam hem eant “you must bring them to the senses and confirm them by
judgment of the senses.”*Hiw ayH aveydilguihesm oderpede houghheevent

ofhe expam entendinegabninb aphys bgtakchem aofexpbnabn and ssia
pecedenbiheanabm coenedw okhef abw edAbedvonH abrexam pk,

w hoseD ssssbnonheSendobandbelibl eP aoheAnm a1 755)peoededis

Eém entoP hysobgy(1 7571 766pegoundeda nexpam engbeaepbbuntting

hiphysobgy T hsw asnconesb G eogEnd SthioifieribibeM onpdr

physicians, for whom the ‘good physiologist’ meant understanding the limits of relation between
heenabm abeateanchean shephywl ogialfiie. o3

During the 1780’s, anatomical practices was extending itself through new techniques of

agey. > Thee em aned,how evera didbn betv een poduc ing anabm ¢aldah and
unbting be physbgranepiesbn ofhef unansofhe soubsw asnotyetan

5105*)152

SUA ndieas/ esiiD eH um artC opoii=abical bi V {1543 akechebeghndpukVlim H avey

exem plideconflencananabm cabxpem ert ogamgnew em paiasdhebodyC unningh am @002)

*2 Harvey (1653) p178, experientia in Latin gives experience and experiment as two aspects of an “event of the
senses” cf Cunningham (2002)p62

*3H gy pecheSttindia t they “always have an aversion to anatomy” Haller (1755) p693, cf Cunningham
002p67.

G aaniv outbeheaxam piofnabm abxpem enthaiibduceckbatiow haphybgi Sdd
nevoudioanm aiiecoourbm usou am ovem e diarD evbubdubi M ot

M usaubum C om m enfiiigL 791)
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expam ent physobgy n any conem poely sene. Since he pngok obpatofbs

physbgyw asse/Em abvew ovehedeent finansihebodyw hihcoubbecatd
‘natural,” which for Cabanis meant the one “best adapted to the association of our ideas,” b
fiw edbeobsevabnam ehod poaeedng by deg reesbm beknow noheunknow n.

Cabanis’ Science of Man was grounded in aconogpiohehum ancondibnow htha

rational physiology elaborated the relation of our “ideas, our passions, our virtues and our

vices.”®Sudw adooncephandeddow rhoughheotier univesisbasedphysibgyes
hetinohel9 ® centihiphysbopabvenéw dind onconbnidnew pedes
nhe hogdbheat ersw hee sugeonsdisaag bodesboughtanabm € adahbgeher
deduangtinanbyapocessobbgibeaso nngpgrenew pegpediesonhenatial

acoounbim anO énhesew eencordivina coounseabngy assocaed wihhe

uniedy based physbgralknowédgeA nenaun g cononbn appeaed aound w hat
reasoning could be attributed to the ‘natural,” which hadbeenptibsophigékenupundebe
hoheskT e asundesbodevenbyhem oea nabm cayoenedphysobgisohe

eaudesX aeBohat

X aveB thatredaP a1 7940 ow aooursedhehoaeH 6ED éul. M Thee
PéelsephD esaubnesugidiiiam eda poduagpedngaLgeonsoym m esn

n aicabbsevabn and hough day exposue 0 ugtabchnijuesT hspeae had
devebpedhoughbe18 M centiyandw ascaidovenbidunchangedi nhenew pogt
evalbnayeeoheE cobdeSané. %18 estibdunexpecelinl 795butvimaiw

yeasBthahm sdv ashatingoousesnanabm y ugeyyand physbgyexpandnghs

ow n deas beyond hose of D esaulBthatw as do afbw ofhe So@e M édick

Em ubbn and w astibwing Indthem esb Cab ansand gppeasb have haed be

am linsbeSanceoM anhanedioulle HhiphysnbgyD sooussa dudede

physbgiue (1799) he describes both a historical and a practical approach; since the “ancients
knew only how to observe,” he upheld the Hippocratic 1egacyobnobsavabngphysbgy

s DT SO0
*''PépbepD esal 744 -1795
SI5T hihertin ofbhrEL ech(.984p54.
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w hiéfibwingm odenm ehodsofam asingdainee dedbesidhbenew anguageof

physbgy.  >*° hhisespedBchat asifiencedbohbyhe phbsophiaippoachobie
M onpérphysiansandgneo- Hippocratic tradition, but also by Haller’s approach of
devabpng an ebare anabm calpeae b gre be pedapegpede hataneent

m edingicked. %

Bichat’s physiology aimed at a synthesis directed at overcoming a specific problem. In Bichat’s

opinion, Haller’s experimentation had certain advantages for the study of particular functions of

hebodeichessesriespibrzecen sketipecabnsutbe phall =

Thesepecaubnsibw edbm w hebeM onpé idoahebokashain $ofv habn

anabm c3nbm edphyobgycoutiobbas endobooaheohebodiytv asdin |

based on the idea that experimentation on live animals could never give a ‘natural’ impression

anoehduoad Earand Sessw hih dibed ob swved esband endengnvals

evaliabnbegenegbhybgyBdhataw hi shaneprediujessoaEdwh

the ‘natural’ state. t necessbdehtipespedreasatbdain i netiknow édgeandts

w ahepbsavabndheoieasedsi- ow evey hisbigynbducedstihepolabm br

be am N ofam oden m edineasanantm edt ne bm ubed$genedipahabgy

houghhehum ostodhegbskiem anedbim odenm edinebdevabp $ anabmad

sidyobieasestiecvantgeT heebehe hopespedem earBchatiobokuiphe

bkoBepaahgoupnaan pkanabm cbag $iem odenana) ¢ haibm edevdlent
522

limits of ‘organic disturbance,” from the complex historical admixture of ‘general fevers.’

X aveBthabndeR abndPhysbay

Theanabm cdbasnbm edanogantgounddain Rgoom pastedidiesandsening
beam l@nof Bichat’s method to extend observationgbaaesbphenom enachehgher

*19B éhab soouseadidedephybgiue] 79 9R ebencetheD sousaaithaepn ihe

A ppendioWdim R andd\bus(L97 7p97

2B éheb soousanoes Harvey’s discovery of the circulation as the exemplary modern medical event. CAbuy
(977p97- 9B

g7 98
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andm oecom pixévebbeanm asoonom yThec om pixévebw eeeseved bibe

physbbgiatigiilen $ okophysabgem epphysianandhefibw edhesbnal
deoousoneendiisiexensoniked thatlecbgrabopd

“...I showed the foundations on which physiology must be based and from which the

hibw ofhe phenom enaorobsawvabnalphyb gy,m udbe daw n. Buthe

phenom enam usbecoodnaechabiim ugt besoughbul” hem indofn an,

naturally curious seeks, causes thus rational physiology soon came into being.”**
B eyondhepedtah $obbsevabnB dhat detreoohephysobgrabskaonneced
with metaphysics; in his notes he wrote “speak here of Cabanis.” The practical limit related to
m ehodatfidsoBppenendngobsavabt netian pesongyv hhephysobgral
demhew asooncenedwihepolbm ohar vaelboom posinw hthBahattned.
hhephysbgratensshenecesyobpes peareonbephysizbndhem oeboui
Him agbnabhysabgtalynhesiw hihoout! sncksnatieo an. 524
Thiw adhesgipogam dheD sooursayy hih saw Bahgbom oheboadvalieshe
physobgyofidaynam g/enaw aeneshd Uppkm entegeneebanceoM andhe
avangadeofv habouticondieam odenknow | edgeT hehibieknow édgew asbang
enaoached upon bah by m oden physoehem cdsd ences and natial hibiy; Behat
undesbodteagyoundednbeN ew bnanevali ony hohad added the “crowning touch”
Ow hatv asconglesd seouesenceT hesidt akwad  “examine the degree to which
besssEnceanadvanceheS @nosoM an,” han eanbhgngetm entbgehenthe
new conoepivithebarhatoutiexend §deSaEnceoi an. o
G pundnghedodheotendiv astkenup nhiegiw okongnovan em bianes
B chatlain &édandbcaledanabm cebetiies houghobseunghanbim m abnaftls
conaned winh be synovm em benesThsw asd evebped as\iok evlence bran
em entiyheoyhaboutidem onsseanatiel urjopatubisesihemn sles 5%
*Bhi100
100
®hijp102
S eeR eyl 991 fiPialiesbechenssoc #nopahabgigbhenom enaobsavabim em b Bnes
hiN osogaphiphbsophijuel 794ndB ihabl ow echibed.
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Them ehod desibedn Tigédesm em bianes(1800) gaveacsiably schem abihe

obsawabnaband/sashem odenechnijue supe sedngésssophitabd echnijuesof
fueand/gnam & physiaim ehodssuch asho iigalig desicabn ecBéhat
devebpechem ehodbyw hthebm enooubbecom e vibthoughobsevabnobnatiel
nm m abnadpeadihoughbeisies bebeadvanangbababgandhenbhe
whabe  ‘natural’ method of division of organism into its parts, uncovered ‘hidden’ operations
byw hir$atisooutisubseguenibaevestd.
Ths oganbbvehbm edbm TigédesM em bianes( 1800w asaheortabaseter
expandedobenfiersixid nabmegénéak (801) t bokhergbnan ehodashe
aom a bsam len ofhe s\t gppoa chb ogantéw sasadvanang onbe
hibidh $ophysbgy. >21T hephibsophiain ehodobna/shadsaert coederib
& demonstrated in Lavoisier’s chemistry andbyfiwin g Condillac’s anadthedleagn
gavescensioncenthe ‘natural’ necessity byw hihheobsevedoganipopes n he
.y i bidcidn éckpece bgoundighephysiboizrhed e
cihsvilsom ecaubmabgan;

“..essential differences between the physics and physiological laws....physics is

—— — eqchgm ed N

kindbak aicabutibn and w outl .eque as m any bm ube as casessw hih

ocnithephenom enanctigcenbebeseen bettlocatued gidge

ony olhem byhdanabgesandheseaenh e vadpopobn ofnsnces

extremely uncertain.”*®
Theginbeebetinadnedobdain #nodeed space only to the extent that it ‘spoke’ the
new oganinguageT heabnabmhesv ase éaedasaphyspbgratisoousew hih
gppeasi helisamn ofkR esache physobg quesrhveehm o 801)Bdhat
spastdoutenhieachiabveiobom p éxogarbraounddegeesobetity,
be dem acabn hatm Ds he |ibn betveen t he nvesjahg anebm gand be
g/mnhesing physobgeahe confience oftv 0 headhcaldqahesT h $ nessdn
0i vephysbgratioouse $ oganitidesonglesdibain phog anitin@ns

%27 This has a relation to those of Lavoisier’s chemistry described in Tiséém entidechingll 78%nchasa

common epistemology with Condillac’s Logt.

2 Ibid Section 3 “characteristic marks of vital properties compared with those of the physical properties.”
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w heonanchekveivw edbescom pos nbaam edaBbnanghpheianm a
tinans

TheD ganiandheCdd heH om oeom epudat s and Bichat’s Tissue theory

The organic ground of Bichat’s tissues was in principle similar to Aristotle’s ‘homoeomerous’
parts, standing as constituent units of the body. Aristotle's common substratum was a ‘matter’
transformed under the ‘power of heating.”***Thipow epouthducem asibodistesc t
through their inherent qualities to form a third substance, “flesh, bone and the like.”*® The
com poew asheebe hatlbgeherunderaphys abgrajonqok hataooounid bra

poeessobe  coming a ‘mean.’ This principle grounded the unity of the homoeomerous parts,
and n tin,com bned b gre be ogans fonhom oe om eous) pak and hd he
ogansabndham onyrhebodydiphyedte hyhephenom enadé

Bichat’s tissue theory was therefore, not the neutral anatomical description, but a ‘taxonomy of
vital properties,” where distinct properties functioned with an ontological sense of genesis behind
besucuisibnsohijhephenom ena %L In this respect, Bichat’s ‘tissue’ drew upon the
Latin word ‘tela’ (a web) referring to areolar or connective tissue running between many organs

of the body. This already carried the historically value appearing to Galen as “fibre branches

finer than spiders webs,”*? and to Vesalius’s D ehum anopoifbia as its woven “fabrica.”
When Francis Glisson was scraping tissue away from the liver in 1664 he described a ‘feltwork’
dbeheodiis lecacosdidiel m abibyw hithew halbodygppeaecbbe

oonnead. > hheoialE noyipedk (L751)he nabn of betbcobhebodyw as
*Sthibbbgialy ok ok ansgansh onesiecvew w hitbkesibacoounbrjem at efgpedt
hedtiooussorm ehoobndcausedeshbr D ePabusAnn alim dil639%a

SO 0D e enerabnesC ompt 0ne334b2326d ec(1969p171p1 74

1 Open to a ‘qualitative mathesis’ see Foucault (1970) p74

*2Shgel956p63

53T hiaooourbdsorbm D eH apai(664)e MV gV $on1944prl68- 173.
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understood as ‘tissu cellulaire,” the system of fibres that implied a ‘structure,”>* abag

condlentom ponentéhum arbodly. 5%

The significance for Bichat’s physiology camebm hepaabhecdsdesibed by

R obetH ookanM @ogiapha@ 665 hssbidm nuetiaiesopbngiebundby
M acbM giphbbeunvesdpesenhbo nyw heeheodrédatindam endl
urehapsom m orbann aandpbns >%Them em benebm ediindam enim enof
‘animal fabric’ running throughout the whole, were paralleled with this unity prior to
deeribrbogand3 iy adhepece netischeodids icbecam ehesubpe t
ofconbvesy Tow adshe endsofhe 18 " gentiry,Théopé B odeuhe M onpir
physician, looked to tissue as the “first materials” of the embryo which gave the substratum from
w hthabberm atsbaederedB upiB or deuiv asbssebm entisuehatv as
important, but rather that this contained the particular internal ‘environment’ as the continuity in
bem dsbiv hihdeogansw eam m esedO r gansw eeeviieninaubedbm each
other, giving the autonomy “thus ensuring an existence peculiar to itself.”>* Bthatiew heayy
ontsessertbubnom yohepaihAnabme G enéabanddesdbedbousnatieof
ol ees
“placed around the organs, the different parts of this system which act at the samein e
asabondbconneggndasaninem ediebodyt osgpasthemn C aidinbhe

interior of these same organs, they essentially contribute to their structure”®

Here was the interface between environment and the ‘existence peculiar to itself,” agxénded

houghbheogansTsauesw eetindam entbir ngdideandhadbegréancebr
Erghenm entphysobgy as he bass brogant | aw shese w ee findam enélin an
onbbgraense
*¥Sedror( 994ppad4458.
5 noyabpedid 75v@807dbhnvl For es(1994ppa44458,
orH dpybem @18 b century, could observe of tissue that “cellular structure made up of an infinite number
gardhehum arbodymaudam anneesot onjsusibutabwbem abeandam pk m abrdbe
same time.” Eém entphysibgasooipoiihium arbetorH af 7765bdudritabd 757a
B engiForst1 994p453
*¥'B odeLR echechesulism uouex(L 7673 W $0n(1944p170.

%8B tha\nabm éG enéaifV $on(1944p170
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“...the mechanisms by which the parenchyma ofudinappopeebhem ses

nutritive substances is not an insulated phenomena...but a consequence of general laws

of the organic.”*®
T hipmiteundbenteom abEd evespatoom m onendeurbm bassde
‘matter’ susceptiobdbnsbm ave devebpm entofageneste syEm O pen gpacesof
cellular tissue, grounded ‘simple functional folds’ by which organs appear to extend into the

hieecin endnakictiesthebody. >0

deoous=T hesbnaing deoous2ofAnabme G éneabbokisesasanineboeand
equdbecom ndesiues
“There are thus fluids corresponding to the composition, and others being used for the
decom posnI hesaisaeheem sohab W hihcom ebm heousiiesnd
the starting point of the seconds who go back there...All the phenom enacheiing
econom yshow usheffiilsh anan ogpasiesh ehegiisonbecongy,
alv aygom gfacvehbdhesalisecaie bheexdibnandw hthieadtinder
heem sfiexdibre veyw hedpafiil sone xciting them.”™"
B ecausids iesaeheseabnasnandeadt orheyhavescapagiobeadreanchil
n &ibn b hefilsw hih ae esseriy pa sVeSuc adeeribnéavestils
oondihganundeeredubsncewhhe $suantbceepesehganew brir
betv een heiin§ ofa bobgralvim and ap o¥e physpehem calsEence The
Erghenm erpegpedraundesbodundeentt ecbosastndngbeyondoganeedn i

“Chaos,” as Bichat w oihAnabmegénéak
“was only matter without properties; to create the universe, God endowed [all

matter]...with gravity, elasticity and affinity...and to part he gave sensibility and

contractility.”>*
Popetsv eeanadedberibritisy eepasvebubeyw eenabdfieyw ee
necessaybpooesesiiandadiohe $uesdoahhenuteanchecaisof
hij170.
*0 Foucault noted the simple folds extending along a ‘third dimension,” (1977) p128, p136-137
B tha 801p3132,
*hifSeestoT SH 4950p5- 27
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begnand ham tiubsincesB chaim gppedbs briémbaixonom yokv enyyone

pm aydsuesbrAnabme généabashe ogan ¢ suatiabaseh tin hese coutl

oM din espppesesiizasencastinechepot erbpehobgrabupbn.

ViirooeenchebleaSaniR eseched hysob goues

T hedesgpbnobgantt iatiebasestined ftinanalalieasaxpinabiypow ebr

bem edigbeabesppoacngunknow akpopet esohebodye-abw ingheH ppocet

notion of balance, or Aristotle’s concept of the ‘mean’, the living economy needed to explain a
phenom enalorbujundepabuboonans Here Bichat’s vitalism retained its continuity
wihbheH ppocatm edtabgacygoundng onb botdm m anenipopetsoiing

bodessichasasm edialihe composite or ‘blend’ bat A rsb@nphysbgyoavess
adocheohem eamhexpligheconaepof nom dinan. >3 E xendedthebodyas
henabnobnessencepusiiiebods hathibtdigacyesn asesbgyb r
expngphysbgrdinanl” heexhausied ecom posndheendiadische

W haw as Speddy nended b be expined as v #m ovem entdeed dung he

devabpm entof m edcahoughtFor exam p,w hen i nendk moom ovem ens w ee
aukdbam oeiindam engbopethepow e Budhesas edialheibsbodes

an nepeke bolbra dynam ¢ expinadn ofa fin@nng w hak.B ufduing he

R enasanodnabnwv adbeavaiiedassgen eabxpinabndhebodybieanFend

anuih atunknow nw asbbediphoedbyabcal know édgedhebodybhepuposesof
estdhnghepedtindnobhepak > T hibgacy w assken uphibm echant

m edlinebydipbanghenabnofouibebn sendenposiresaruin atunknow rend

3G arbokhespopatssrinatsf tadshatmliibnaxendecad unansi

busTSH gaitousian heeG abreses hedresdependinguporbothenbndofiud esondiig
$81ehom oeom epupatandatoconfjusbn sifiesds lesgingogansgnhom oeom eous paee
;?;gﬁel wrote that this unknown was “exceedingly invokedandobscueniw habvenabovbus; natdl
es§oontiedfigiebm ensibra ncoum incdicentioughhefinansndw okbebings

s e artdzovetiiiden causesv haevenam elyhosadhasbcs habe
conspicuous and that present themselves to sensation” TheN atiP atc edinell 5421 SH d p10

164



bebbm dipbosd bm heandéssisan d subdied Brbeded and expate

EpdiLism echanim obsawvablik: >0 nhechehandEendGisonbausdonbe
‘matter of life,” where irritability was the property visibly localised in fibres of the body and
m gdanm m anenpopegéenbheogant m g uchapopel/outiexpin
m aom abnsw hth aio hetllheenegat eseve auedbheevilenteencesn
bodeshatjavehem apediposnsbichange. A nonbbgtaypm am abm antned
bebindam entitidhetv eengphyesandgphys obgyw hesadreandeadiepopeats
shoutl accountbradency oftinan n he &aul ¢s (oush orbaicha)tsaved
segido expinbediposninbetc sbiabsobingm com ovem enfiban
econom Yydhebodyedfiorendii w hithenexpessedeviientibencesinder
ageneatoncenli
TheSenssbnaibegyoeduanghew obt osem engbopeksaw C abaristits
popey  as internally ‘confounded at the source.” But Bichat grounded the ‘properties of living
matter’ nhiisueheoyw hbeinga power to explain life’s phenomenal capacity, now
grenasamdexdienbioghbasbn aanR echachephyobgnues bvest
&m othem ecsedk 0
“The measure of life in general is the difference which exists between the effort of
exabpow eanchabbxbesnceT h eexcessohebm earndiabn
of its weakness; the predominance of the later an index of its force.”™
A oonoep t ofing boe subodnee b extor esince oom esin he w ake ofhe
epistemological success of Newton’s Pmngoaandw haiwv asognainendedo dipl ae
onbbgtabuesbnsbm hapooubjudls oam oesErdonehhioonextv hat
presented itself as the ‘sum of forces’ of the body, was a ‘strategy’ for accounting for existing
boesuniesobsavabbndodepw hi chanatiebnd dibadinguagecoutibe
devebpedbyhem odenphysbgyT heebehe d eaginw asnow singhepogesie
w hthplegaiin éddafibw ed anecessay's ynhessdvenbyhepedaieasob
5 A strategy which follows Canguilhem’s maxim, “to act it is necessary to localise.” This gave his distinctions
bew eereronbbgiandynamm ediCa nollem (989p3%- 43
Wm ageobrem henjoon pbebodyseeH apn(1984p100
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m edneT hesbnabw as N gung he povidnalgoundw ok hadil notexc

pom geofttieexpiabn asbng asooutir elnnecessaynendNShw hav as
npbmened.  >®
Thizoom pehengiesynhesbabngbhysbbg ypoposediheD soourseseppecshe
EpabR esachesphysbgiuesuhvee &M 0rl800H eeBthatlesbediv 0
dihakesothe body boughtbgeherbm a boad doahe ofisue popaksasa
bcaabn of vélpopets eended bm anat om cauaues hough he abnd
physbgysyrihesy/ ghopetgiehepot edbr  aesdrohephysalv othe
hibtaém sofendiiandoongiin ave anm pobncavintioiioling
bresenbrexqabbesbnabooount obphenom endunbtingovein e
T hephysobgrabonoepiohum anibdibued hsasapesencebetv eenogantand
“habitual succession of assimilation and excretion. .\6esvivggndm $0
$popesbsnaehepaiobhebodes andawv adisgpahem w herbey
have become heterogeneous to its nature”>*
T higaveagoundw okbheocom pixipheann a (123500 anexptnabnobe
w hotatertvekidenceO rehi ghebvdbeaim g
‘fes eends an nhadnt of the world...feels, perceives, reflects on its
$nsangn ovessoooohgbhanfiencsnd Equenpenabbdboom m untee
by its voice, desires and its fears, it’s pleasures and pains.”*
H encegpim aydudm betv eenogantandanm & expinedhanenaonbuous
goundobagassD@eots0@epnESs esobodytinenshcom pogngdidie.
b eoganctin@nnbhedynam chondsbelv eent hevebgangoaningsandheat

8 Bichat wrote “let us pay homage to Newton [...] he was the first to disovehessoehenestiia
simplicity of cause reconciled with a multiplicity of effects.”Behall827ht-oucad 970p70
*Bihel8270bp 13
®hip 13
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these constitute “the three centres, in which are terminated all the secondary phenomena of the

two lives.” *! Thedynam éw habexpeseshedibnites sertbnd necessay il

findrbam edibgoonbdhgpalio &m andoganies

Fom bedynam cvew fibw she chstaldiic ®n betv een aik olhe oulend a

vegetable life, a high and low in the physiological structure. But the body’s dedgibnban
exenaphyzalv ofl (ndusem peedbyad oubkdynam ¢w hoseendnsbelv een

‘natural’ relation to a ‘mean.” Theanenatlynam ow oksagansinn m e beaxend
miuhaxposesheoganim asaw habbhe condnsobéence. %2 Bhabxpiis
physobgrel/aetii y through an increased habituation of certain ‘organic’ functions against

the relaxing of ‘animal’ functions, or vice versa, accounting for differences in individuated

bodeshohbm eachohepndbichangeso vein epvdlenbacapadom el
“there is a superabundance of life in the child; in the child the reaction of the system is
upepibheadnyy hihsm adeuponbm whouhbeadubanand
easnadnbanodhetigesonosds gondheotim arhaeaandhe
v adpinglibssenecheaabnbm wiho uem amngunabedhenhat
iinguihesindnsendjedvancesw ads Siatim v hihensuesv herd
ppopobnoees es.”
T he expinably bendh hisen®n betv eenbe W 09/8m ssb diphoeaC aesn
m indbodyduam biacom pogobadeandiea areboestibuedbetv eenhalles
winhebodyR ahethan annenakxenadl vinim eansBdhatibguiheshe
body’ sadjorn anyan pm oram v lesnngt hedstah agedhesoenedie
Ungsban and heawin be physobgraine o now edtay sspased bm an
exejopulphysatondins
T heern viganbenow bessenbebtorbe oganivel 0 aoondvaieaheses
ofhe popakshbuton be ann albvel i eqis the “triple focus” which historical
Slhip 176
“a nice symmetrical construction” Starobinski (2003) p130
SBhal827bp11
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confusbnssbuedbaingm eanhRech echephymbgiue h edtan eenw asa

beoty/behindw hakobsevednbesym m eyob gansobnn dpasobbespr
organs divided along a meridian, by which Bichat “supposes a perfect balance of forces and
action,” between their similarpasasvusbgpecbhehphetiesbderf abw edbyhe
body:

“_.harmony is the character of the animal, discordance that of the organic functions.””
H ow evesibgantinanatom akedhesbs olsiin Ibetv eeninganddeadm aix
Y ebganitineniem aneddibuedhioughou bebodyadhegoundw hthaoutinever
baneupedexpiinav hatnn @ inder ceebabEcbieguiihghesconom yof
force, had to bring under a ‘mean’ by its disciplinary effortsohadianThepooessof
reduangpbesuisopanovain e agilcht hephysbgtatioanew hitw agim pove
digedjidgem ent > Fpom hipespedreaseoond dynam ¢appeast om anier

organic perspective, “the seat of the inward tract,” where elementary natures of the tissues and
m ucousm em bienesaehe ssabfniiill he organic perspective reacts to “bodies

foreign to our nature,” as stimulations to an oganti poducesebdsneadng b be

suboohaed orasinded byheanin & % H ow evetheinw ad it or ‘passionate’
oganicanaanevenediaw ayanbgons dnbheanm dlifsibodinabnb

bebanT hiopposnggaveapitieohea nm &oom pabgwihanoganiébr

m aseydhidhbhem oatlom an.

Fndsudheconceptihiebodyaccom m odaks bedisonobm aesudesxpesie

bydesdongem peam enthaldiabnsesid nsobamim usisendsenseS hesbt

obhewlieedsb pedeicapagbm odi €abnobebody andiposdiisof

spedan om povem enn finanT his bevidcapadyhabetn ed bybe
neces§bbabnasbm heboadepespede w hihC abarischem asbsobedasavilence

of imbalances, not entirely “natural” in the secondary effects of socialised habits. Modern society

“calls forth” certain new functions as a result of the “state of civilisation;” these are actualised

125

555

®hil  p53. followed by one of his more politically evocative passages:“The state of society is nothing but a more
iegubdevebpm ebpexededhedbe riinans¥ibonedyesest ChacHits
consists in the capability of being unfolded.” p55
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houghhatiiabnsohebodyhow eveanyexaes Sediodancanbasioganitinans

would appear as fluctuations of vital power in the whole. ‘Excitations’ run through the body both
asenghsorv esknesshenceaconsancyw htha nm d&dipbyanbeboeophysa

powers which “preside over exterior bodies” gives he concept of human life “allied at one time

with the brute, at another time with spiritual nature.” Here was Bichat’s concept of the body as

hem odenoondinsiiedheronsanitig gbemean. >’

Condisn

T hichapidiisbchabgacybeFendSan ool anwlibeem eghgm edtances
and explained how Condillac’s Logrdaehedhedsmhay peaehatout] tihehe
am linsofaabnaphysobgy T hspede e xended b anem egng SeenceoM an
¢echgupthesvalbnagpebdA heend dhel8 " centigk aeBéhataveanew
abnaphysbgybeibnbetv eeningbod yandpow eshapesieovel henew
abnabhysbbgysevedboondiesFenchS @nosoM anenddiphosotiedodhedoy
dbungnhevalieshahasposieandv il hipedeB chaexendedhioughbe

m ediaijrheobsevabnotieasambr m héindfv hatoutbeconglesdhatid
physbbgzknow édgeT hishain bt ongbhysbbgyw hihihesuibpaobe

next chapter which looks at Bichat’s importance for French Positivism in the early 19" centily.

557*]‘*)34’ 40
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Cheptd : RadidPosm s

hobduan

A SanceoM ancéhe FrenchE riihenm enbokedbasbnabhysobgy bacoourbr
life’s capacity for organizationanchebthapeshow edhow X aeBthatave gpaedym
braibgusng \#l beings from ‘mere’ objects. Theum ofhe tinan ofiestnce

dihguihed ém poslobgrabangsbutsa $oHR esachesphysobgiue wing

cengbobbm obsildhnghenatieendin i of $§ \ilinenendddiniichenpher

m ariesgbnof $ cgpagbogarabrB chastnedaik thabgacyof Condillac’s
deain N deemMng  natural relations between an economy of life and the ‘hidden operations
ohatie. T hichapeboksehow new bobgratonoens dickpboehiphysnbgral

Im{

T hebthapeaiondiabdhapahabgyw as usedbinbeannem edbysiEbetv een

fienddechw hihsewvecbdebm nehedynam i an agedheonoepiftioonext

balea-  sign was not an analogue of life’s forces, buheobsavabnam easuehater eshe
nepebnobehibtaieadiiv & an index to “the sum of functions by which
Jechiesed. ” wiieshow rhagnseedB chavin heuib/alieso edine,
|brophysobgy . Bichat’s method was heebepediaedondainighd ibeal dea
dhedthehanquesbnngepesentbn avaiessK antfil.

hheam lbnbebnaiephysabgypahobg cnebmyde  ini  edhehibtaboncept
dbuesanidexbfindnA hesat obe19 " centiyanem eghgPosdim

anedbeam nbraSenceoM anw hthw i beaahoughbew oksofSant

Sm onH$1813extM em aesura sencedel ’hom m eexya seeshshiough an

understanding of Vicq D’Azyr, Cabanis, Bichat and Condorcet. But i nabngegoundedna

onoept - oféasheenocievalbns w hhbdsstisheed/19 " centiyThe
dhapehow sheebehow SanBm onbokedow tlesouoesbm edeeamdiconcens
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andhahsPosEm e thed cetih valieshdtl ofasoapdibs ooue . Buwha

becom escashat Saint Simon’s primary concern a&1814now becom eségin a&d

boughhe  turn to ‘industrial values’. Hesam ak  edd#w aybm goundngaSaenosof

M anhioughphysbgyw hahow becom esexpessed & man’s inner drivesphum anwii
ancdheguggibelv eenm odesobanghasiow beco m ea csstigg hysiology’s loss of
aibassndagtéhepaediym ob obgidinanihesal19 " centigsaw
SailSm ontinba * conogpolboour > bgound anexaesvem abebiresom ehing

psychihahiow necessiedapadaknow édge ouphativalieshatv estlerddwi

beotieS@nooM an.

Thew asadem m anhebgacytby Bichat’s physiology oreay19 " centiydebaks
upundngheposiioES@nooM aBi chatoutbediecbyM ahedeBianes
nbduanghepsychophysgbaalim hats um ednatidinenagposieknow édge

om arB uhePosiam oA uguseC om Esaw an epiem abgigbiopan ovngex(all
agangprivsophiatiebndesof andeaom anT hechapeexpinaw haensea ‘truly
philosophical’ revolution w asasiechBthaC ourseptibsophgpod veoonendedhies

constraining biological objects to regions ‘proper to living bodies.” But Comte rejected Bichat’s

concept of life as the ‘sum of functions that resist death,” andaoogpt edaconem poesiiesof

bbbgiabdncepem gedonatinanohe gabnC oushashesbeapaedoxta

|NOB dhahesexem phyinm ehodbut noom pieasaPosEm W hetishow s

that while Comte’s Posm wod agad a egesve m ebphysis i ubdied

conem poeytibbgpabonoeptbepeserhed Eertbdehapavehephibsophtal

posdis dainéd by a modern knowledge. Comte ‘mapped’ \blcoonogps w hih
demonstrates the extent to which structural thinking overtook his Positivism. Comte’s
abodn edheboad  er hibtaphysobgy 0 anabm cadidesofrsen andbenew
bobgy T hsawed a dalepiem abgy butab andon ed he pahobgralpepeden

dingheam linsbesompdP o ipopdiiphc ed an18 " centiydebae

ovdhe Sce nooM  anw hilibenghegbbrtea
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LiendD egtiheN ew Physbbay

Abaindhel9 b century, Xavier Bichat’s developmental histories between the two lives, an

organic ground and the assemblage of ‘animal’ functionspbedabagbexpandnghenew
SanceoM amnFencel Eseenasadoubber eppemgaheachtalibnbelv een

dioorland odep poducendiduabnohe bodyT higpesenedbensnibm

deem inabk physochem cabw sbheem poel SHifinbe \éigphe e jonvessy
higher functions truly begin when the senses are exercised. Although Bichat’s physiology
retained something of the Hippocratic image of life’s power, 1 now epesenedhepow eb

esthe dioderofphysioehem cabioeshie akemg b ovewv han T heeaehiee
oonsequencesis

Firstly, from the early 1800’s, Georg Stahl offered a perspective on death appearing as the

evesbnbephysoehem caiphesandulbpa thw obdnaym et/ #bhenom ena
deertbdhem sa/esbm hesshw sandappea edexazbnathehanatih enof
the potential of nature. Bichat’s concept of life distinguished this as an ‘island of vitality;’ the

“life consists of the sum of functions by which death is resisted.”* tv asadibanbat

retained something evident in life’s capacity for organization, now pictured ashesum of

fin@nsb bem antined on brain &din e ashe estnce aganddipesdnw as

uin ag/ ony &M poery.Th $ aum oftstinen ofiesiince dibguihed t em pod
biological beings from ‘mere’ objects, but left Resachephysibgiiuewh $ cengbolbbm
obstidhnghenatieanain obevid unanclain édadhehphemn aresibnof

hecapagboganisbn, 9

T heseoond hebiR esachesphysibgijuessurh \eeh M oisssoubesidhbe
beshatisanainéhioonogptbebody; nurtsesdedheem poaboncepthe
ogarsabnatapaghaheaw akennganm d unebnm ustanbooodneeT hiv asa

5B thefl 82 7bnsibndhel 822eabrnof Resachephysibgiues ivédim oivi nokshy

FenaokM agendip10
D hooh(993p83- 2
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\itoncepthesensehdbiedpoerdl 0 a coedbanodpogeshyexendnghe

oganiéhoughbedeeribnofina nschaeceed by natiekapadisobe
bodyandbbem aninedbm axm um pebdurk deshiI’ henadheanm dinabnsbde,
m agnabn and m em oty dm sand ik eka $back © he ogant goundw hth
conbueshiin ebebesioevahgthd aw sbdhaym akx %0
Seoondiy asom obsewabnsobe ‘natural’ lifeheBdhabavehssbnabhysbgy

against these progressive ‘double’ deaths’ of organic and animalUih ahesedanhe

dynamic relations between organs, and a natural economy of life that stood as ‘hidden operations

of nature.” In ResachesphysobgrueB thebaussedonbene m echysehely ecr
anddeshasopernganew bribivedit onofiin éw hosshieshaiiw ache
m m anentinophysoehem caw ST hesaw er ehanerm edayphenom enahabout]
enuaeppearheguischepehabgraind heebeovebowheoonoenbinatiel
deshhiedinbbeegechbm m eedti ageem aneddisvepsH aoom m ened,
“yery many people were carried off before this time by disease.”**'Behafijhechexdn
beconogpbfiscesasaibrhepheno m enaofiyng;
“very seldom can we depart from the known phenomena of the living animal, when we
undestiebinquenbhosew hithiexi ik nédyngm om entiv outibe
necessary to know the intermediary state between health and disease....but where shall
w dhchephysanw hondisssbm haact uatiaeohiseundesnds
such an intermediary state, the profoundly hidden operations of nature?”**
A salbobsawvabn obenern ey et hezoneoideeribn betv eerband
desh Bahatdibguihed anew caegowy ofpeho bgraphenom enaD&idbm be
hibipahabgyhiw ashcom m ensugewh hegenesbadeohephyobgia
beaxpandnganabm égbeaesn pbm enedeeh Eoughvediabnsdhesttis
obehabgiakibnswiaphysibgieto m aSihceanebm ynow undepinedbe
physibgiaigidyepahobgialéen dem andecksysm abcasbnotisesed
beexdidedbm he ‘natil  *bodyA m odenpahobgrababnaloam edt odberte
0B thafl 827bp16816%eop1 75
'H aF gt nesP hydbgyd 9661 oL 78624 7cA bug(1977)
®2Bthel 827bp174
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$bm hehibeatonoepisudedum oel fm sndsouebpoduangexpinans

otieasav adhedisednobopseB chay how asyoundediiseheoyandsuigeal
Enngptoboktiadhebagom w hihb expandenew pahabgyadhepegpedrebr
advanangnotinem edlalyzoneH encephenom enaw hthwe e anadm xtiediand
Oestfibw ed the extension that Greek medicine always “identified with their semiotics.”™
A hetinohecentilyBahatv asw okingbs abeanew phenom enadssobgant
Oeasegrabgocdydibguiheddm h istorical ‘diseases in general.” O gancphenom ena
ooutibcaeexenas/m pbm sand bederdd whinenabonsasevestdhough
posn oem exam nabndB chahokdhebebe hel8 "oently  medicine “very seldom had
rooussthepo d-mortem examination;” by contrast he identified postim obm adem oden
peaehatouticilguihcatgoesobiyng andbyexensnbestedbnatian odes
&  * Bichat’s pathological anatomy distinguished three temporal forms of deattjsudden
deshesphyxisyncopeparmgetesuib) R esachesphybgiuieshibm
acute disease (pestilential, fever) covered by historical pathologies, and iii) a ‘third kind of death’
eslgbm dhoncogancoiesseiv ashe dew hth hedlerdd win poeced
deshav hihappearedesavengheodenhat uaiiesheslesbecbw addeenddhe
EpabR echedhesphysbgiueC honods easeadvancesbm dicodinheogant
oderast he seat of morbid affections appearing as “tetters, syphilitic eruptions, and
inflammatory pustules.”**Fom hevetheasedimpessdd tipw adssgande
ogargabnam odesdihevinkbm ob nundeeriedexenabieeH encehe
am linoigoundnganew sysem atpahobgyd dw edbm bebm oftiesince
w hoseexensntrisbhestidyobnm & findnaAnabm G éneaiH eeBahat
hecdbuedopnasphenom enaotiieaces@ xom aibenew physbgyrheam kibn
o igoverom ehebgacydhepas

“We have I think reached an epoch where morbid anatomy is about to receive a new an

unexpedkd in pulieY b be excenbn of ceti N ypes ofbverand nevous
3T higyoechyC abaril 806{C oupabg317
®Bhel8272) ‘Preliminary Discourse R epiediC apbn(1981p167f
Bthal 8278 apn(1981p171
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@k andingyriantdo w eihd he opibnsofp hysibnsand m anytv o hh

endow m entandgeaipuiy herw eexam nehbem n athebookshuithedead

body.”*®
Thsshow show henew cakgolyw asnendedio suppl em enenatlepahobgraheoy.
Bichat’s study appeared posthumously as Cousdedinabm gababgnuel 825gndsv a S
com pid b éatie noes v ing be m odelof Anabme G énéabBy m bhgé
m ehocshgbm heseatobiteaseandm ovi ngbw adsheenm gbahabgyhiough
aphenom enabgy ofdieasehiexiappeast ou ke he conbvestpiaae ofhe
anabm oditabpence. 7T hiiheconisdiw hih Bichehacheenseentfibw he
peaesoiepochinam ngo conbuebt henew posreoderoicsdabn by
dainiighehibevaguenabnaling banggbngwinohessidhesleanC orgat
andR end_&ennec.
T hoifgeposny hirsom d cedbyheoongiesbndhevaliedaty e
auedohipahabgralew hhisense Bdhashedsom engobeH ppocat
image of life’s power, as power to resist physico€hem caboeshiesenngbovexv han §
anchatingeconom ybokeobanm gbhenom en acibgu N odesobaenodB ut
oni:vel i w asaooounedbibyobsevedbondsexdighbetv e enbaningsandhest
andhsphysobgiabonospbokhesedynam r aiibnsasheem nusohesecondary
phenomena of the two lives resolving into the historical triple focus which “physiologists have at
all times been acquainted with.”**®Fom hipespedray heBihdtibide thedw a1
conogpbhom alvasbnnoe ssentially different from an Aristotelian idea of pecotng (or the
m ean] hiw achestEbelv eenexem esandseen achain §bslibnsaoundapant
Them eansnotked buindtaeshe nom adegr eesofvasbnsby w hth dibued
Ensibilities can be maintained in a dynamical equilibrium. For Aristotle, the “genuine physicist”
deem neshesain $by conglengbohbhepsy chtand physabspecsolensabnor
emabn. > While the term pecotne  doesiaiuggessin pim ehem atabbsan, dloes
0B thaf\nabm €G éneatsedh3aR /529, %A ppendk.

*7 Depending on one’s view, this was either the basis of a modern medicine (Ackerknect) or an intrusive clinicians
gazouca)
BB hefl827bp176
*¥SeaT Bry(1969p200
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ndizehedynam ceqiiim obpposngphy goaboipow esw hthanbm edor

activated by a soul. From an objective perspective, the pecdtng is maintained by a virtual

onoepedgbianoganeedbodybiser ves to constitute the dynamic of ‘health’ in the

anin & ohephysbgyendepsychabgyeed biciynam éaspedhoughbeaxpinabn

Opatuban woviingeneabonains ob@naC onvesgpahobgralasbn

pantbexcessodaiiencybeyondtsoonoept obem eamaahgahieshatiain

beyondw hiredibbnpoducesachanganna tieoadbencankndhanabsole

snsheeaeexdiveBthasbadonag enegbahobgyin Hsealy D soouiseas
“...impossible to relate them [general diseases] to known laws of sensibility....they are
dberindoadi versely modified in diverse parts and in diverse affections.”"

B utan arbn b be dynam chieshatl w outl if édatindam entigibn betv een

phystaland physbgralphenom enaa deence betv een a consancy and anom d

vabrhabschoedhnAnabm éG énéak 3
“physics is constant, vital properties are at every instant undergoing some change in
degeeandnknd{ gidgehem onjby beenabgesandheseaanhe
vaghopobrafisinoesedem eunceti NeG

A bsalebroesonatiehaveaibnoheor gantoderconoaved ofeshioughbe

dynam caibnbheanm aboeyv hoseconae pthevtigbum obieT hbuial

aum gvesuiih byoppodnoaphys cabonagpbhatieA ndticihans

m adeavilentcberiihop bl gonsnabm hephysochem cliw s

Thenew pahabgy sisaheoganpbvet akeshegin oideenceaandiahg a

physabonsancyw hosenatisibnabext epibiresA heshabisobservednbe

trisendsalisechepiadah §bbswva orfnisaeundesbodbbem oephysg

m ok pasye han he salisw hth aem oe adle and dynam cin baresbince T he

iy bran obsawvabnaim ehod w ashepec teofnatisoom pasonw hth Behat

™ While the ‘mean’ is strictly mathematical in Plato's Tin aeus32B43D putiocaraichesnystth e een

the two extremes notably discussed in Aristotle’s N¢hom acheanehishook2chapeB.

"B iheD ouissoh bus(L977p99

2B thef 812C hapeB
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pusLiedhycongienghiepepedesiv a sheobsevabnabuedbvibopeats

(Goncepofendiiscond)pehobgiabbs evabnfoncepohepehaobgyvew gnd
thirdly the observation of dynamical ‘bonds’ or sympathies between organs of the body (the
physobgrabonaspbohebodyhete v hosain $B dhatieern nedbyann d
expam entorheiinanalv hatihesecondp abR esachephysbgnuesibvest
Mot 57
Ahough Anabm e P ahabgrjuegoundediehtt he gréance ofababnsofbody
ttisandbenim m abnalsuesv hakss ogrianthaB thatigescaubnin
nepahg he siis of guch ababns because ofhe divds assoced wih he
obsavabnofieentn odesdET heseaet heghtevaiedhatm akbehibts)
dihddemhesobheanabm siand hephys abgiesasspasbn ofolbsevabn and
NEpEtr;
“..The manner to proceed in autopsic examinations, must differ according to the
deentiinds of dicase w e have estldhed;com m onyposscuedin an
genedtitcasaigeatiedbattt ow heodenfinangtsn anner

we arrive at a knowledge of those which are injured.”™

Hence ‘precise ideas’ required of an empirical sense of measure arenhcom m ensugbbwih

N phobsevabn. >™T herasorw hyBéhakindesbochabhaveus edem eosoopeibr

bean pbbdhatbiv asabchnijueundesbo dashavngnheenpedgpobbm sbr

nepetbn A pahobgtam ehod ako hetl di tudsbroom paste and/sw hen

looking for evidence of life’s capacity for organization & heéveofbe body. > The
nepebnoblynam caibnanobsavabka nabm cabem enobnoganthodyw as

w heehetleasgnconbned a deencankndandw heeheem pssoip hem ud
poaesdwincaubrow adsphysbgralew .

*3B theb soouissch bur(1977p97

*"Bhafl 827aLC haped.: ‘Considerations of the post mortem examination’

*"°H ah1.984p97

576ti*)97
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hTheBhoheCitM ¢he-oucaulv és ohow em ovedbm heneboeohe
$uesendngem poelongleabn ofpehol ogaphenom enahough gpacebecom es

evemn osom iakd. > This difficulty was attributed to the interpretation of Condillac’s Logt
ashe anabgcaim odelam [ding he éém entldo abe ofgnsin conbnbg ceebd
a@bngonvuibnsndm endin abdest Thesaw esdieasesassoaEdwhtinan.

Theem pibnoBpehabgtabnebm yobigant &m ensw asbiepoceqinbe

3um ofinansw hthiestleshbudhidy nam avelym pbm sw eeditnosdbm

nem edity sses betv een hedh and dieeseThe
nheid an odna/aiebhegndébm heetm en

@ shaAnabme Pahabgiue
dsuepopetdN henbs

nbm edAnabm &G énéathesew eedbuedd acopseehehanbcangsym pbm
winiiB ym akinghipahabgiaiestiin dam enthcindexendnghibyetence

tanm aindrhenew pahobgysevedak edaniieactonsineibnghebody,

w hitbecam ebobebchniaindn aghaym asy dheconceptiiebody. 578

H ow eveianaobeshow nhatv haBhahe ndedohiphysbgydbedhougha

bag physibgtal conoeptofiing finen bat he @ued b he hjher g of
ogariabnatapad/ T hetleagin ssved b di siguihhehieedbenppoachesb
obsevabnain essLpaiiedlsotbm s ophysdenabgousbioceshifi

ofen ogancsyeEm gvenin gibno evdlent phystaloonsenaesobserved asnatid
ribnsandiinebnakaiisspesen ibg conceptidy m ean hybm sabued©
nabngphysbbgicbondsuichasheabestn diesnbnsA hephysobgtabvehe
gnuphettihieshatiofieencehabout! dem ongseam eanconcepbndipends
sunsvinappaenpaam ebsobnecessayc onogpbhephysobgrebodyT hetlea-
gnswvedheam ldnohe rationalising discipline looking to describes life’s functional
cgpaditv asundesbodhaheSensabnan e bodobednheenipovibnaolibns

thilea,

*Foucad 975p12812%134- 140

*®Foucad 975prC ondi ac’s Logt  p116 11 %rhediphoem entibcaedvaliesbo dihabnep130,
orheam lbnofiechniadinguagep144.
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O bsawvabndheN om anchePshobaial

hobsexingvibhenom enanbew hathegn
beebe tvwing be concens ofhe M onpdr
deencemadynam cequiim w agibm edb
wihsugraiererbninthdingbodyw as
¢adngbegudibeababrhatios

beM onpdrdodhe m akshe pedahdee
uphatl.tdibguihes hs gopioach bm - hatof
gppoachtinthgphybgrabopats i

an w addhingm oeatahow patubrél
ik ewlencehasaved he puposeofs/em i
Bhatindesbodhin sshsdangsom ehingclih
uphatinghevlim nhesenseham adeS#h
Bdhatihguihedam ehodbm bobhesspede
ana/seibopet®Anabm @G éndathe

divendhechatisotieenoeBchab
physans brw hom sendly ©
yharaubnovexigeamnA concen
haociucesspehoboteypestiabn
hefinanatzpadjoiebodyT hisgpeadf
mnEm w hth Béhawibe show no
H axw ho piied be anebm éal
otgjgienessendienchiH s
popatsadtigfappeaecihhebodyas
Figapogesie geneephybgy.
dbm H abubordiinoteehin
soinflertbiM onpdkphysians
cessov hom hehoughhadnapopeyy
ndtaehedangeb;

“...apply the science of natural philosophy to physiology would be to explain the

phenom ena ofiing bodés by he &w s ofiretbod

phqolshizespeam yw okdbdgs

andevenbm hoseoheastbeed H & hew
nautsed henetin abbadvantgeolying il
ovexv han hesincehaheypupobsuppot
anajsechevipopetsencheebey as

esHeebensatle
genednobm hossophysbgy,
oksofSghhavepow efy
edheseadisbigy hth
T hsem nenphysianhadnot
nedequesbexpiibephenom ena
$bcbyhanhesaw odisil,

vital action, vital influx, etc when their sense is not adequately defined.” 580

Ths pobkm chevihecesitde
eededgposiesppoad B dhakaw hedia
gnesdevebnganew anguagenm ovngely ee

the conceptual point of view of Stahl. Observation of “the sum of the fun@nsw hihess

phenbbsevabrendgpeddbailea
nheanabm calppoachoH aend

°® Bichat (1824) I xxxix cf Albury (1977) p68. This is central to Albury’s analysis of the relation between

M onpdencH a
B the 82438

ller’s methods, see p72
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xplaining phenomena in their ‘real aspect,” whthm eant



death” was a point of view that delimited physical differences at the level of animal function.

Rechechesphysbgiuenegeedipesped ehtheabnabhybgybyoonidrihg

bendeerm natann abonagphiougheya nexpem entin ehodasecounidnhe
seooncpatiiebook.

B ecause obsewabn w asan andgddsgahe w i h§ow n nom sofpedesBaha

understood himself as doing something distinct from the “animated anatomy” of Haller. Ths
deguhary peaebok he pegpedreofem [ calendl ashain bfenabm ¢l

neverdn n § usll @ibn © a gened ph yabgy. The mehod fbws
CondidVl onpinty obinggipbr dhganatiem ehodofignm eanng

restricting itself to visible alterations as contained in comparable regions. Bichat’s perspective of
pehabgrabbsavabrbodinifuesith e okabinguagan adbanegednba
genegbhysbgytiaw aenessv adhahatiel com paonw aheoridcontnedony

win astbb /M ofohsewabnsSecondt he exensdn oftspeaehough a

pehabgrain ehodnbducededlibausivi hnepiem abgrabobem oblosawabn.

Because obsawvabna and/s caes wim ih e diphay edhnjues of natiel

com podniidkd on he coreddibubn ofphenom ena pbrb an nepetbn.
Theebehepobm w asb ddheaegbnabw ar enessppibhatv hthcout conan

phenom enaésbndalv eegréant >t

hhebgiol 1aidesM em bianehifivw ed oganiuriv hihnatigiobedses

nbm ing agound orm ak binepihg obser vahik eibnsb he ogansAnabme

G énaathemnepetttagandebvebf bebodyadhem akbdevebpngaiie

sENceEl hecendhinkingofl idBdesM em bian esendAnabmeG énéabw adnbm a

certain legacy of Bichat’s thinking which gives the sense of positivistic optimiSm exendecthe

e m edtalseEnces . Anabme G énéak caied b overnb he povs onalam sof
Bichat’s Couschnabmepabobgijue; this text promises the synthetic ‘détournement’ of
hum ogimim ovhgbw adsnexhausienonoept dhebody; %82

1B thefl 824220 $0C anguilem (1994p212

¥R ey(1991)
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“All is thus indicated...that diseases relate to us in the solids and fluids; to claim the

oppo®w outhabngeadmiieconsensusIng congardom naw hitbindde

w habm adhneandinsbgehediiebioesof bhébroonoedesinosd

death™™®
T hseenseopuposehasapobm cal/alieconst entvihatePossm buttew hee
Bthamakes a m oecaubus@m soheexenbw hth his uem ehodabgy houtl
antiditbepenegbehabgyendioons equertgriancebphysabgy.

It has been suggested that focussing on this legacy neglects the perspective on Bichat’s method

w hihexenddom R esaicheP hysobgiueexpem e nbgorbew hatp Cours d’Anatomie
Pahabgiue bbsvan of be inj % Buth &g gppoach was asedy
programmatically outlined in Bichat’s early D $oursshoughbediqahaym ehodoyw hth
obsevabnaphysbbgy shoutl pooeed Behatw as sendiebaipahobgrabbsevabn

pesenedinceeang didsbibeandt m ehodingam lénib diphoehum od

m edineT higbcsonhew deram linsbr m pkm erbghesynhesobhesbna

physbbgy:T he hibtabadkgoundbbepatol ogyeddiaeshow Béham ayhave
ebacdonheussdheobsevabnain ehodby uggeshichahedigheshoutiesan

f#hem oeheuiivaliesobm edine.

T extidC ongilesbnsof nabm é ahabaijue

Bichat’s pathological anatomy course started nSepem berl801andcom peedoBOEssons

gvenoverakm onhpepdT hepedbdim m edse Ypecednghssaw hin pepaehe

AnabmeG énéabexiv hihw aspoducedonheba solannensebuth ofv ok of

ahtabbsewabnifiw inghsappanim enont he26hJanualy1801eheG endH ogte
d’Humanité. According to Bichat’s accomplice Matthieu Francois Régis Buisson, this involved
ove00aubpEsoveheiww m onhdhahew or kbpokbpoduce T heerhusiv ok
obeAnabmeG énéabpepdithance ooonavinexdohosaw hopieceded

*Bthath/ orid 964p28.

N oebjflesth(l984)

55 Monteil (1964) p12. This text appears in 1964 after Foucault’s BhdieOhiol 93.
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hin et *hichangedeshehadm orin ebebrhe in abnsohifidhgs

dunghepebd ohe pahabgy couseForhe new pahabgabnabm yoouseBahat
adopecedeentppoach.

T heeabnoC oursieA nabm gpahobgiuepuldl shedn18250yFenqai abdB aiseall
w asodiedbm am anusgpedidbyPereA ug uB édE venahdin ehbv asa

conesddoaum enb y other followers of Bichat, notably Jean Cruveilhier, another of Bichat’s

students, who thought that text did not accurately reflect Bichat’s disciplinary intentions; this

w asoiievebpngasym pbm &bbgy. **" hhiponignebnatepespediesppesr eda
m anuspbinoesbihecoureiecoveed byhe G enobEM ediadSchoah 1902T he

m ediahiben Jean M ondiviig in 1964,5a w fes gréanthatbe Anabme

pahobgue  notes come after Bichat’s major achievements and couldheebebesenasa
ecapisbnofsoeuvelesaihebdhat bépoduanw ascom pessednboniiv o

yeaeM oam pobnkpehapdieG enobenoes com pem enbhendidiuabooountof

Bichat’s pathological anatomy course, includnghoseofleanC uvdianissbans on
beshem abm andin $desdongheanabm cpopchbsespedlanM ond

oongledheG enobidpabuihitiy htom edhediddhaietboedbm

Anebmégénéeb. >

A sBahasutredhsdaibm heovedbon censobdiladisbagonbehasy

syntheses which appeared “from the amphitheatre,” a different emphasis appears as to the status
opehabgabnabm yPim gitibm eda sam edigheaeshehanagounded

sEnoshem phasinghenecesyobangapr ovibneknow édgdnooncusviv hat

Cruveilhier, who attended the pathological anatomy course, understood as Bichat’s intention. In
benoeom hel 9028/ onkdiuokes

“It is here, especially, where one has seen the weakness of medicine and the need for

fibvvingvirhebchdhepahobgiaina om yhebdw hihonednesvin
bhaifobsevabnsw hih pecedesand w hth guile ST husopen copsessehe
¥ ond964p25,
M ong964)
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patrthaoom sofiesitssndam phi heseheeaehebookswv hihyou

m ustonshieaubosaocodngbw hom youm us atyseanchedicases)
halinghedevasinsabdeshbaty ew i beabbbknow bem bpevent
them and cure them, fortunately.”*®
Them ehodheebieem phasesonihabyseang andexpeenangoieasegingbodes
cansym pbm sherbed b apahabgrapegped veT hanepeteheshat! ofing
expeencasbaacongencyhatbw s hat onem aytlerkes Bichat’s vitalismFom
heeatD soouishepehobgraém phases heconsantontisoncém poddepasbns
betv een phenom ena and s/m pbom sinheery daupt ve of any uréd pantofvew .
Aw aenessohesy/m pbm sanndexbdeence nkndhedom anw hihhephysan
gopoaches  a the level of the ‘torch which one shines, hepahabgralew T hionextoutl
bessenasBiham anngaiigioheds quharyechnjuesdahedbyhatinghe
deagyrheguiiethehgesthephy bgeatonoentihaing.
Thepolbbm obedeaginw as N dahng aregbn binepetbn baiexdided d
nstncessssundesbodheuncom m onphenom end keltobadbhagycondisnsben
anabgtam ehodBthaeem sbacoehiche pahobgralv agtlfanunknow nwiout
denyngoeduangheseagohenom ena:

“It is necessary to banish this disease of the nosological frame, not because it doesn’t

interest, but because it is unknown for us.”*®

T hindiatshow hepahobgial@winendect oobsstinanabvaliabnbm edine

0 betken upn atsk agand a ‘therapeutic anarchy.”** A swi C abarihesudy of
physbgyepesenedaftiectiEncehuBe hegaveheaw aenessobhieshatlat

w hith he pesenisience overeachesieH ee heetn  ed hsphysan valieshough
nepagyym pom ssooochgpertiesd

*Bihativ orll964p26

b2
F1SedVl 0N 964p3133.
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TheT heshatiiPhysobaraC oncepbf &

T hanepesbnobanem edbysEbetv ee nhedhanddizasagaveagpedpobim
w hthA nabm gabobgijuesppeascbequiocee iopesburédnowédge:
“if, for each sympahyiv eenecessalim agneanexpinabr housandsw outl
hadybeenoughl heeioneoheiw sohew hatyv hthoneshoutinoesko
eeThexespas 2
B uhetekohenqungphysobgity asape Epeceonhefinanohaingbody.
N oty be s200nd patofR echaichesphysbgrue sw Bdhatin hsserdnobs
physbgratin@nandiin §H eappoache dbehoughvoknbeserbnnbbe
conoeptiabond betv een heatingsand ben asa bm ofexpam entand/sonhe
finanabonospbhebodyhadbeennokdt halv outim edrequesannvesbnof
onceptighisbm obsevedsendis nhew habobseungtinanakibns
gbatboperhebead b haitbeoom es undesbockexpain engbhysbbay. %
Thiw asamnvesdriow eveaB chateem ed alicrbm akel heeasonm aybegien
ashepespedrebm w hthhengidonesann gavitconcepohew hakT he
ubodnabnopasm anthedaaibnbhe obsavabnobioonospohen habm ay
behe core value in Bichat’s vitalism. This should perhaps not to be understood in the sense of
antleahdtiapibbinbm nghsobsevabns buthenaconosptishw aenesshat
dnedwihedigmhart inanoéknow éd gabbeobiined!” hepngoboknowédge
and $ eges expessed behnd Bichat’s three levels of observation; a sensibility, a
pehabgcahew andh e concept of ‘bonds’ or sympathies that the body expresses as a
tindnngdhen hattavedebstonaes snadngoveheooum ulbnoflabensung
bepoduareessonngaheconem pigphys abgibtom pognghenew knowédgeT he
m ayanexpinBaha ’s "icinosbabandonadodheoendiiis nosEn edbs

awareness of the physiologist’s egob.

zsmam ong964p39
Lesh(1984p73.
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Bchappeasbm anthacom min enbsuchwd
U rite sugeonssuch asPee D esalv ho had an
physbgyBehabokdsiheoressernges
physbgratigieyoundngfindem endl
hegtoeservedoom miin entbhehibeabhys

nhsam bnsbiaw deSanceoM anFa

know édgeesarnecigiiialsysem operbp

D exindC abarsbrv hom behiblyobem ea

negabn ofnew knowédge w hih hey w as m ehodi

psychabgiabw aenessobe gnhsense
aibnobeknow édgeom annbefinana
EpesnibnalaliediechbyR oussealoK a

W haw aspusued underaposie physbgy w a
physabndhem oahsboad senseC om m enty

epaaesobphysbgynhiday.
egabe opibn ofbe diie of

aguaaneshesadtbav der

kndpwinoheseEnoey dbeyonds
winghetleabguesoonagabnohum an
o¥eaxen®NT hav adheensauisecby
nsoknowngpadibdbes/em a
c¥ eted b he adlis of
physbgy sthedpm ay obpare
Ensehebhanasdypoduanghe
nt

s heebebetinanaoonoepiohe

“hangs as a wraithlike intellect over institutions and attitudinal changes of his day”594dan

m eantn |ibn 6 Subsequentm edahibly B u
am linhabxendshoughacetitiesbia
uriybediqahalym odesundebheam ldnor

man’s W ot Paedoxcad bis chaecesed by podu

tBw asadgacy ao ofhe edia

SanooM amam gbhosew hosob

devebng anew énguageadequaed
aganew seddiouss,

potie)/disocedibm anatiknowédgeH ow ev enl8 " centihiim iEpesenied
hsasaegod/betv eentv om odesoknowédg anbew akechervaibnands
dipevesn@bdiieshecam eorih obskdhallban ak onFendl9 " centiy
Podm .

TheSancoM arC s

hheeaydecadesohel9 " centigheew assbssobahiaaSa@nce oM anooutl
daleheuréd am nsofatiiesence H ow evetheim padof $ &gy , asan

| exh(1984p79



untibbd ol ald-oexam pk, Bchatiom pessedasanosbnconveying
the need to take up a ‘special reasoning’ as is evident amongst hstidentPlileR oux
om m ened;

“Bichat has metamorphose my youth through inspiring me with the taste of science and

the love of work”™™®

Ths $ pehapsoneexam peofv hyhetleaobSanceo M aneachedw ebeyondhe
m edigbogem The 9 granceasoonveyedbyC abartandBdchainot abjibyH enr
deSanm onw hoexpiessednisenin entin1813 nahandoopedM em aesubSaence
sur [’homme. H enadooncsdundesbochiassbddibwy i NG

“the next most important spw hihw outiiw ondegbom hosstke noyw g

d’Azyr, Cabanis, Bichat and Condorcet, was to deal with the whole of this science in

one single work by completing the material of these four great men.”>®
B y1813Sansim onhadabadyesitdhecheah exaw eem ehodsoPodEm in eant
com pon ofoobgym edineand hiblyw Fé heshap) abckedhosew hokdb
ubodnek a Sance ofM an ® m ahem asca g bem be bubes and “...sorry
cautbsw ho hile behnd their ramparts of X and Z.”* Broadly speaking, Condorcet’s
st eeseenachebchntabobyw hth om yblhepow esohehum anmind,
dipphangupedinandengem ocdngan dbeahgbuin pobnkby1813Sant
Sin orabedysaw hin sdssisnoedbm m anyes pecoP Hhsophehought B\ hatoutl
appeabC ondocebsepochsofiblydestbed aghcem entypogesyey asdestbed
by Sansm onin hibduan auxivauxserk Quesdexxea(18078)psanave
suggkbelv eenboespgantandadv ht hw eeexpessednheovebppngs/em s
dknow édgesadhgiow ingoutiieconidibn shheoher
henanonshecesibcheovetinngot heotlodeschahe ‘new’ could be brought
nbbangl” heaw assnundecurenbhibcal biochatbm edSat Simon’s concept of
pogeshesaw bioeshahesdednegalihgas ulh ayheydom naehiblyT hew as
w hatin odenknow édgeulh aihagt o contend with; to ‘become positive’ in knowledge
B ong44
SEfin onl966X Lp27- 28 ‘Memoire sur la science d I’homme’
hin39405a1Sin orendT ayb 975p111

M anuel956p117
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w asabskundetkennbeboeotidynam ¢c sothangesgandv hthknowédge

oouthevebegbsolisbubiv aygpoviond he friesincaw asiphoedbyknowédge,
now tinanaand e¥e ony b a phase ofhit o.T he hibcalm eantw hatw as
findam enfundesbodobgenesbgantm ovem erpndhisaw SanSim onieéag
onhesephysbgraifiencesassom ehingoon anedbym odesob/nbaioenatd

know édgeH sbeabsibnsbetv eengnbet candandtam odesw eedesibedas

“systole and diastole,” appearing as the a priori/a posteriori dichotomy, a “breathing in and out,”

whose origins were in the “very fibres of the nervous system.” > hhionegenatieof

sEnodalv as1ow desbecbgpepedd
“our eyes grow tired when we look at things for a long time from the same point of
vew .\ W e hen sp diooveng am ong hem new et ondpsW e even p
pecaingebat y those relationships we had once seen.” o0
$ao notbkhaSansim on ’s concept of knowédgew asanadediggbnw hih
D ek achels/nhesieohem odene oM poshgm patubcEooveesof
G d@0C opentussndK epibubetem ode oknow édgew adhibtaetvats
epod R etiw asSansim on ’s strong idea. Approaching historical movement required an
activity of ‘seeing,” benew epochaidahel9 " centiT him aybeseenedhhebobm
beSeanaoM amowihenescbesynhat knowédgedhen ofl.
Sasin onf hePhysoPdH ask
hasbeendim edhaSanSm onw achelt m odenhnkebseeadynam eooncepb
w hih hibly w as hat change $sw esping hum a n @Y abng. % tm ay seem
anachonibb poposehefiw edam ldnsna nErghenm enSaeenceoM anbuby
inverting its ‘tendencies’ and seeing #sdiiegenboeponebdibbrieds hguihed
hmsd  from Condorcet’ sebngbdidbabryin agundehep osijof ‘scientific’
contthconesSanSim onsbad a hibceboshat acted from ‘without,” imposing

* “Introduction aux travaux scientifiques de xix siecle’ Saint Simon (1859) I p73, ‘Memoire sur la science d
I’homme’ pp145-146 and ‘Travail sur le gravitation universelle’ pp228229SaBin onl966X Ldv anud
(1956143145
0S5 on(l85P164eeM anudom m entfl9 56p143
8L heghin oE méD ukheminSogdm andSait Smon.
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changeuponm anenchdiesaw esconabngoh $b5A iedrain odenegponsabokupa

tkobonbribgandabsobngichangeshm a nanngam eanbypubgnbebctn
aubnom ousn oderknowédge.

Salmon ’s early development gives some indication as what he took a Science of Man to be.

Pobl8135atim ornw asengagedhesdt yechahbopdivw inghew akeof

the scattering of the ‘troops of the Enlightenment.” After the dissolution of the Classe des
SaenceM osksP duan1803ndhedeny sbndindbaiaizb=oyN gpakon

Bonaparte, Saint Simon’s reflected on Ideologue ideas during the Consulate period. He
poceeded b devebp anam lin branew encyabp edhpopadungbeeal Em e,

daw hgorhew tleeachesobssbusstidlyof SEnosskenupinl 798. %25 gm onw as
anangediesiunghitn debe E aatPojechnpueancherhiesyeasest

heE cokdeM  edineyv heehebecam ebmiinvi hhew oksoiX aveB chebndPee-

JeanG eogesC abaniandpesondacquanedwi henum beohephysinsiot)deen

B udivw how enbnbexesgedifienceonhi m &8 Memoire sur La Science de L’ homme
bm ubbchestieassbagbSant Simon’s ‘physico-political career.”®*

Fom C abanibgacySansim ongppeasbhavesh becheposiioitiesEnces

haiv edllahnghén §ndoiv hth aonem poaSeencsoM anw aslawingon

ndam natjtiberdt edlid from the ‘mechanical’ distributions the 17" centiyand
looked forward to more ‘organic’ concept of human knowledge. ‘Organic’ appears to have been
undesbocbySanBim onessbaghehat dnkngoheH ppocam edialvies
andhanegebnoBboadvlim nbaSc énceoM an.  *®H ow evahhenew esa

as filw ed he Bgm entbn of s kno wéalge, SEnces gppear ed b pope

w otl.

82 Introduction aux Travaux Scientifique du XIX Siecle’ (1807) cf Manuel (1956) p80, p8488.

05T hel 841edbnod euveshasabdnoH it aidlam aVéedichyB enpm fOIdeR odiues
s ghsin onl841peanScPikenc(l 993p61. SeeanG ugiofl 960p308ndPiavel 891k 454
M anued 956p131.
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Thew eboknow édgedahed differing intellectual regions, perhaps in the manner of Bichat’s

$ueshew asoonvesantviiisueheortiou ghhiéndD 1B udnbm heD ey

pepchecadheM em aeSaim onhad absorbed an idea that “all sciences began by
being conjectural, their destiny is to become positive’.*® hiiexdD 1B uch ouled a
physbgialinbheSa@nosol arbang asatonpatidbubm bodyinghepom e

bem egeagpodieduinghel9 " centigVV henSaBim onw ésain pontiues onsof

physiology dealt with by Vicq d’Azyr, Cabanis, Bichat and Condorcet, there are certain
reservations developed in the image of the human mind inherited from Condorcet’s Equise
Pehgpsasaconsequencechetcinbe posevalibnalypebdSanBim onnow
deréstiicabndbeneabéneneel knowédge

“There are two kinds of scientific study: hessachbbdandhesasoningbasedon

those facts, that is the improvement of general theory...LodkeandN ew bnassum eda

new appoadheybundnew bdiisbundanceO ne buncheboofanibrie
chehebaohehum anm ndspebdiil heschoobecam eheN ew onin-
L odkeart-oein osicentighasiichea ppoachbequeshedbhem byhese
two men. It has been preoccupied by facts and has neglected theory.”®®
The negbaed heoly w as Sant Simon’s core problem.Thsm eanthe syhat finan
undesbod b bebddiig bm sEncesofhe 18 P centiy These m ade ding analg
pogessyetidin baicenebdk ofens bminghew ofl ofm anhhew akeof
D escaespogeptivsophy benchedinb phys sobhenogantandbephyssohe
oganiyv hifigondauriingiw . %% Saiisin onnow Ekcthem oodofiow n
epoch. B ynvokingarstinbhegdD escaedhem eanbdngas bbobdibuie
“The idea of God lacks unity...the idea of God being debialiausediiiea
adhussquadebphyssm hasonedh edavw backfiesmiL heunvese
sainésspeodiowihm am abn. m akexdinty obm saland
tiiphenom enacakd physabiecatd phenom e naofdm aePhenom ena

that are mental are the phenomena of fluids.”*°

8534 1in on96640pp25- 31, ‘Memoire sur la science d I’homme’
"M anued 956p158

BSaisin orendT ayb(L975p86

M55 on(l859121n1]51Pikeng(l9 93p72

10hipp199- 201
189



This ‘solid and fluid’ dualism is identified with another transformationhehibcan ovem ent
ofleasbm pajheim houghdeim which “lasted from Socrates to Paul,” to a modern
‘physicism’ which maps a dispersion given to an abstract “sole cause of all physical and moral
phenomena.”®! The gyréance § hatby 1813 SatSinon was m ovig beyond a
physbgratiebatandw asnow bokngonega Ihgw dlesounebm edieandbat
ooncenssneaS@ncoM an.

Onepuawas  De L’'Origine de Tous Cultes ((798)vinbyC habD upusv hihhadbeen

popubem onglieabadedhioughidebunki ngofC ahalim D upuihabhatence
shoutl dipphoeripnw hihw asabobiepes onandhabecom m onpeopkshout]
abandonbreasonT ham pessed Sansim on, doughhebokheoppogvew H e

thought religion should adapt itself to the new sciences becoming “a set of goptabnsof

general science by means of which enlightened man could govern the ignorant.”waﬁbd!

anexendnobleabguehoughbusioader encenostquatddipnwihbanga

pabaiBin onw asiegaigilessd | nbm heC ouneR evalibnais *Band
dipyed  anadm Bbnbbew ayhalC habaubendhadpot ByedC ahalsm rhem dok
ageaLeG enedeC hiarem e(l802)C hataulbr andpatubyem phasiedheaethat

natieom edbvaliipn i $ebdinpdndsoaliniench soechainatieof
hesoapdiiom ahidized agyriant 4 ““Hopayebahened

w hirhewiigol ouileB onatiesonabowin SanSm orD eB onatlhm edanachyn

Fench soay on aehabndiduadm ofbe En dhenm entm aking§ ebdon be
destiabrofsoaboler oI5

CSansin orendT aybr (L 975p36

S ain on(l 9660169 Pikeng1993p73

S13N syl ouileB onali]l 7541840)bsephdeM i H17531821fFencaik enadeC hataubind(L 768-
1848pncheF @R obetid_am ennaifl 782- 1854)

! Pikeng(1993p73n

%5 |ouileB onathbm edcheoorehiiediel 8 ? cenphissophiaénepieD eB onalil847)

‘Discourse préliminaire’ cf Koyré (1956) p58
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Heobayt_anquaoe atie

L ouiD eB onabhamérbecnasoddviher eabregaheigacyofnls " centiyy
concept of ‘nature.’ In this context i m eanthe pnqok haintido he popuh r
ovegnthiough for example Rousseau’s social contractB ubquahehaiPhiisophes

ben enibrexam penbetgacy oiC ondic w hoaooouned branintbatickie

nbduced asafeconcgpbim an. %1% Both Rousseau’s natural man and Condillac’s statue
w eeatisoyhum annatiehadbued o yobangam eeconverdnD eB onall
boughhetedipbc ed anohepngobw hthundesbodhesoabont eaem b
aipusphqoband anytleaokediaheve rbnonypevenedsoasybm natigy
condihdsbncadevngenat et V.

D eB onathoughhasoonogpbfoaexed undeheunbnolv cespediepddl

anchesipuHw hohalioasw asapi nqokofm edibnT heassoaiepngpk

foregrounds the ‘just order,” is ‘necessary’ only to the extent that history hasem ongaeohd
ooubinabeohew €T hetlibbnohatiet om posnobsoaydem ongsehesor
nbhePhisophesdodheonhum annatieheyg avebeR epulitandeacim anasan
absaabebtiabonat in. ST hephgbbw hihD eB onatizbuedbhibr yibw s
bebnguageagum enbsC ondichadeait_ang uagesseenadheexem phym edum of
soabohenbuadom anobiousstndie iekbynom eeconverbndBy as

w heb eB onatieem shaveundesbodC ondidt cbgpopodngR aheheem phagion
benabnbahahguiEgNim pésanapr oioaed houghtsoaonverbn

necessypesLpposed peacth T hbw asanecessar yaibnbetv eengnsandgpeachbat
gaveanatiebxpesinokxdangeolaiesr om hipepedeheticagnw asan
aliyoonguamaobnessencesbutk ohum annatieE ssencegounddhepem &

for the argument that intervention, in the manner aspired to by Condillac’s ‘new language,’ puts
‘ends before the means.”*®Exam mghiasaouesnopifevedtt habecanbeno
udtngasa ‘new language’ since truth always appears excluded at the level of the individual.
*1°K oyém akestipait

°'D eB onal{].843peboaK oy&1956p61

ng akeheoom m erbidl a rx reads Condillac’s confusion of usevalienvbexchangevaliD efla
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Individual ‘truth’ would heebebediounedasam odin posdiis noehem oetan

ony be expessed aheévelothe soahoug h acdbare consEnce o9 C dte
know édgesundesbod ashecapadhedd fibiyhanded dow ninheboeche
dangesofobusdiduam A gands hiby  an inherent lack in any ‘new language’
semboded  byhecengpolbtm ofbyw hihbem odenw otldangeoug/exends
destikeilim atibchnobgidigbene ethevegbesthesaibody. 620
W henSanSim onaguesbheoganturioh em ddtagedhedaw sonD eB onatlat

U uhedbsevesnganyuriet buedthem ddbagesbegoundngahie

com ingseErdevalbnG dd3 acor) exa BN ew b, ockeandheE noyabpaedis
dorbuedbadisbvetinngolucha m edevaoasywihhenew knowédge

idhg hedynam ¢m odenw ot based onhene w physsm stsw otl baihs
sirdhegabmenddenvebpesSe@ noeoM an.

Fom Memoire sur La Science De L’ ’hommeba\ ew A nhopobgy

h 1813 SantSin onw astuling such anint egebnin slibn © he dixiihe of

physobgyT” hedicussorw inphysianeanB ud mM em aesut_aSance De L ’homme
expbehalechatgenedknow édgebecam d essonpaiavinexpeenceasnogat

devebpm enn ovngom heam pithecom pex. A sincadfieasievabpedom diie

SENG

“Psychology is beginning to be based on physabgyandbiiebbepajidbes

on which it was founded...Physiology does not yet deserve to be classed among the

posesinceshudinjhasibkeonem oe shodenom pidioiebove

heoorpatiainces 622
htsepeghhysbgyw asseenadhepin ay dom anoknow édgehaheaducatdm an
shoutlexpbesdiv asundesbod © em bodyhegenedtieabyw hthandicoutigu oe
o@EySudan informed Science of Man differentiated between modes of being “by the
C19SeeR obei $hefl 944pp315- 331
29D B onattK oy¥(1956p69
el orendT ayb{l975p99
2hip112113
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combined intellectual power of the physiologist and the philosopher...” whthin plaeshe

pogam m a &k brhe physbgibhbsopher Memoire sur la science de [’homme
approached this as the “series of progress of the human mind,” a future sciencehagppeas
onequeniifpasndSansim ongavehs ashibcahooounbém egngm odesof

knowédgebm hsabged dicusonwin Jeen B ur dnW haheexpoundssaheory of

know édgebyw hihhenew soascanm edis ow ninsbm abryhedberibn
ofoatbsiteanogantbodyw heantl encaw astkenagpopobnaibhedegee

ofievebpm entvilerithgbhenom enaixdenc e

Thibadb anam linhaheabgybescondibdasas erioopaphathoughbe

strength of a specialised knowledge and its mediators, “as long as the principles that it knows are
unknown to the common people.”®* SirianySansin onobicbC ondoretiph ating

Rousseau’s conjectural idea of the ‘noble Savage.” By eguabgeunvesdiibwinehum an
oy Memoire sur la science de [’hommeaodew onhenew anhopobgyexpeence

Senasibm ngheshgesof a devebpm enbim anl hebagbhiv ahdhe bougHbat
ecerinhiopobgiabvilencenbpbesuda shm exC 00K, ouEA ntinedeB ougand

and JeenFenqoil_ePenusehad posie/ipesed edspeciehibiim . %25 B ecauisi
could now be demonstrated that “a non interrupted series of observed facts” followed from
pimiiem anbE uopeanoaasSaisim onex endedhephysbgalieaom aninb
heftiobulisbnhiopabgy. %28 H $eLpeenim gaveapogesievinhat o)
Winagoecstom soasafibciehe indiduahoughaodbdrebnguageand

hebdbaE UnpeansoaY eESEaNBSEN &edvancd.

H ow eveianobby dakenddn appeasinbeex Tavaiurd gasiibn uniese,

wimhesam eyesbuivihaugencyoh pogam bokoongianT v agiow

a eponsabheasobeN apakontw asw hih #Sanim onseangasoasyboed

with forces that could “plunge the human species back into the state of nature which is

3Pkengp82n.
2411 460A N 970pgp18- 25.
5 FengoitePepusaw asC om m andedhieFiendhex pedbrbexpbeheP adil 785

2°Safiin onl966) Lpl15Pikeng(l 993p84
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continuous war.”®" Ths dem ongsed hs convibn hat pogess w as ony peid;

endnaindevencabd/am ¢ iavalibg _RBbnuniessidestbesanapoca/t
vibnohegeduatiescanobegbbeasm anknditbadw adshoughassesof
sgesigesngnthebueviianm ag nateapndhebdn anhavngdunihe

hatiopofv aebebestagonhepahol ogtdm ohbiiedsbnom ankndhay

diappeaingbm hebosohessh. %28 A\ bain Eheotiphysibgiatiebatits 1|
canbdissedloypaiigbhenew anhiopol ogyhatv asem eghgdungheeal/19 b
centiyA eadyw hen Le Societe des Observateurs de [’homme W asbundednl799%debae

w aauntitinghatakd for “profound metaphysicians and practicing physicians, the historian
and the voyager” to join in with the comparative study of man.® Thosew hosbodbiw ad
ndidedbbbgisC uvédusuG eokySat Hiil_am adphysiansC abarsand

Pnathem s=oucoyexpbiesB ougandiand Fengod_eV dnbndLingusD ettt

deTiecyand R ochA m boke Stadbsw asaning ciqaiasy goupw hom ebrivoe

w egldiatiesonbenatighiblyom anB ut anobbbevenbaouiedn1800w herv o
dpsLe G éoggpheand Le N aidkeem baked on an expedn © m gp he aoadiof

Australia. One of the tasks taken up by the Société had been to prepare instructions for ‘studying

savages’ for the accompanying nine zoologists and botaris 60

The ‘observateurs’ that rose to this occasion to “perfect anthroplogy” were Joseph Marie

D egéandoand G eogeC uvewihm akeddbences nbagppoach. D egéandobought
wihhim hebabnobeCassadesSanceM o BesP dueandhetlecbguem ehod
ofom pasteand/sam ngabSanceoM an. H epoposedbanngbcainguagesss

crucial to becoming like their ‘fellow citizen” and open an exploration through Ideologists
psychology. Savage articulation was ‘“no doubtoom posed of sym bab as atly and
conventional as our own” yet they equally could present the insight into a “beginning from the

language of action.” Degérando was therefore seeking a bridge from body to mind on the basis

ofensabnaheoyO bsawvabnsoBoah eaabnnbm edbem pobnpobem sof
27X | p254dPikeng(l993p36,

B | p294296dv anuel 9561 6laosen ppendi x.

*Sbdig1964p135

80U ndeheC om m andeN @obsT hom adB audi(L 75418 03 he apaboniw aseventidothdbese
venties
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quesbns olibely and he sitis ofogarsd e gn. = The image of the ‘voyageur-

philosophe’ travelling into the past, accords with Saint Simon earlier ambition of resolving the

questdesanaensam odenehoughapoges vepdB yooned uvespesened

be em egng# sEnces podn devebped under he com paate anabm y,be new

&xonom &H s appoach diphoed hednguage deba € and em phassed bodesand bar

structure. Cuvier’s interests suggested that the voyagers should make sure to visit the places
w heehe dead w ee bued b obtn dabnsand m aked be gréantdeencen

appoachem phesihghespochattiicheppene ddungheseyees * hheevery as
FengasPeonw hognedheexpednH enoed how eacbeencesnbecom hined

geabgrabnd zoobgratiaanaiet ed hall aam anband A ugahadgiileogephia y
bebeheybecam epopubedT hexd 0 aadtahepesbnhoughbeview baiec €s

were ‘aboriginally’ distinct thereby foregrounding the racial difference that marked the end of

the myth of the noble savage as the seat of a ‘mysterious history.”®® Theadvenbianew

anhopobgy and can beassoaed wihheeaa nagansheegdienopin $M ohe

R evalbn.

Thsgavehenew anhiopobgiabassgounded n bheoesoilanm gandnbm edby
visions of degradation or ‘aboriginal difference,” andw eenew heortathabehatppeasd
oheeay19 " centiy edirsusthed by he teobguesappioa chThe posifihat
uggeseddhoughbenew anhiopobgyw ag olgerim andeheoyahnatdeence
babolkéevilencebm hedidyokkebbbs ticdiesequahg\eusbarbtiences

wih m entideences openng a cenelpolbm f oranhopabgy uriedeced under
Dawinbeoy.  **H ow eveC abaniphy®ips/chabgiabppoachw as pin Faculel
concenandhscianw aspec/w hyD egé endow asconenbéavequesbnsof
polygenism (‘lumpers’ and ‘splitters’) unanswered. Such motivations were evident ofbe
cbnoESanooM arw hihouligin hopabgyetnedf inanessebm es
senoesgadenulidigacychepadt %5W  hebenew anhopobgyexpiidhebss

! Sodag964p139

2hip143.

*hipp145

4 Until 1859, anthropology in France had become above all ‘craniologySodaig1964p146.
6% Stocking asserts Degérando’s deference, Ibid p146
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ofw aydikingy hitw heBatsin onon Predwienepocapbbreet
hebokupPodimirem odkchm .

T axonom @abgyendV #Physbgy

A aném orabnatiibw ednquesbns obbbgtabigansabnw henconbribg

behebgeoM aupeti3 ubnandLinnaeush debaesonnatighiblyeheM usaum

d’Histoire Naturelle in Paris from around 1795, EénneG eobySHaiH enD uaotyde

BéndiendG eogesC uvenonvincedibw netl eitbbkehem odebbganiabrn-

fehadiidbm hespedoonfjuabn saingbodishbehecenehabnof a
z00bgilExonom . 83 h he 1793,C uvér boughthi conceptof ogani sbnoa
chsiabnin netishidry by em phaging how et confiuiabn ofing b odis
obeyed pngobsevilentasnecessaly com binabns ofogansN ecesynow gppeasasa

sictih @vdleniim posedexendandw asadagansimengbupoveneshe
genesbgcoheogarim sadyw asheeb ensbedonm atebm Folhe
nesenbobgraieencediessogantbm swv e eesdade ‘vocations of living beings’ in
anodechatihennaanbgabnofina onnbbbbgiattictieshahdizeda

coordination or subordination of life’s activityThikdem and  ednatidavectieconosps
@&

A ednohatighibyhiough anim ageoBnabm caltidiegavehenew bobgi cd
doman § classification in terms of ‘assemblages of functions’ tbanegeedntheconaept
obeogarem R ehehannepahghew hok asgxpposnobgandeoganted
w habpaiediinenoveanychedede dnsofausbnabm caltidiedV hat
C uveptiednhena/softidienow ubsedbhedipihehagdona
vibiesem bince n hepadiebacbmvesorhabot sedbinebnatieences
“differences between organs of the same kind aepecaiheobpabbom paste
exam ndagpatui r means by which are effected in different animals.”®
BN otchyG Wi002p134
857C Ui 802).34350A bur/(L977p89
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H ow evehichsiiabnacoodngbtinana tieencaw amnotinuebC Uiy as
anem egngpaiedym dhedaybbdB chatl sabatiedonhow oneoganabnedoesot
carouttinarenchatinanwv adees uthebbouoteveabgans

“In the animal economy there are a great number of organs which appertain to several

apparatuses.”®®

B chatondabdhatpuigiopogephiah nabm yw agom aybheussofigeons

and aiin plihg hatadvanced physibgy ofh gheranin alfinan biegounded a

‘composite function.” This distinction paralleled the Museum debate which found its ascendancy
pm betinohe19 " centiyw heecom pogfinansevedooonbn heheorid
polbm sssoaedwihedodheoibop ebFoganim akx

Com pogtinanw ashenew heortapaadym putisem boded fiherconaeptial

choesw diged bm - he pepedecth em usum debaeJeanB gaieLam ak

gned M ustum nabnakdH sbe natik asapr obssorofzoabgyin 1793V iign

H ydiogéobge( 802heusechetm bobgyth wingheGeek  fioc eengbam odeof

gl pndndtabdasitisof haihghoughiaabnsorocabnB uhe

#bm begndkocom m onbm anandanm a S woynalisedbyw haH om et

hepestkedih hatiggs %9 Thiterem énaéhnessofim eanng beyond ay
ndidugbesenceB utvinbeem egenceoin oe potieG ecksEncesnesdnggestr

pedbnabB C 550hey gave the term {®n to distinguish life asoul hbwv asam eants
evilence ofadiy hariiguihedibm be opposiiann aepassf. 0 t wasa
dihanhahebed expinbedynam adleacf betnsbm abnoim atnbew ol

bm anadisndngbehndappeaancedt=oA sithem oeposiepaadym w ad

seheanm aesam adnepossesing asoubnd, daewingon hsm edaknowédgeas

om ehngpossesnoviim eanng “a thing can nourish itself and grow and decay.”®Hhe

83 Bichat (1834) 1: xi,xix cf Albury (1977)p89 “Citizen Cuvier and Dumeril have also chosen the functiorethe
chaectbyw hitbésibeogansifiesn m ghdibwhesam epooedulie onjonew hih
can be adopted in our present state of knowledge.” (Ibid xv)
89 As understood as ‘the course of life” Aristotle, (N Ethics), or Hesiod, ‘to live by a thing’ (Herodotus). see entry in
LaldtSoot
0TS 4963p343- 344
1D gAnin adt anguilem (19946 180.
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m odeneshibgyhatin edaexpandngisi erébnguagebeyondbetgecyohe

G eskstinedthepolbm hiough amengcidyohatigiiblbw addes ndof
hel8 "centiy.  *Thepobim othsiabnw assoonceptigho bm aounchediy
otbubgtinanoheadisdk. T hephysbgrabiquheabadyconbnid

bébm bem @18 P century as Georg Stahl, looking to ground physiology’s elemental notions,
poposedaconceptisppeangasapow eb uspencideshyobouiiihis

way Stahl’s vitalism proposed seeing organs as being tools with specific ends but nw hth
ogantbinanw asheunknow nm edhariam baet anedhezeends 8 A nileaotinan
abadybokeobeyondhesn propposnope senceandabsenosof woyn; M oderviim
bokedoindextinanshaeied adis dehedhioughaconogpbihatisbang.

W hen Kantdew onbshesaw he oganged body as bah m achne and ogarnem but
dibguthedanogantm adnebibehioughi necdbpossesssbm aveenegyonbe
gounddhatnoganiechodyw esatsoars echusbganing. o

In the Muséum d’Histoire Naturelle, the nascent biology looked to matrix of the body b

conoepbhatillam adoukediexem p &yidyobm NP libsopheZ oabgue

(1809)asdared o be dingdn orcoaguid n assoaed wi adibdsueh an

aooum ubnandasam dnnhistictiebss gdl.am adksaw heeheognsobgant
gudehaexended asb adiouseonm anw h o=bneEndeninatieexpined w hy
dominant races spreads out “into all the habitable places suitable for them.”®® Fom b6
anhopobgidbed hbsophizoabgiue m agnechenatielihe/oyagem owngno

bepahatv eenbenatisbndbedith ndbeyondheegbnsobnguageona

conptisbess o

Lam adkw asansw enghequesbnoheobservabk odeohatiebm hepantv hee

netiesefinm abnandhowdogantd ym ediedl am adkdoesnobppeaunatar

about the limits of such a conjectural method; “if science neglects philosophy, its progress will

2| anham (1968p136

8 Bchinge971)

4K anfl9788650p20- 2

5L am addP bsophiZ oobgijueV dinGeesto Canguilem (1994p70.
hiiC hiptp2
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not be real.” The zoological object remains provisionally situatdbelv eenapodudesouce

andheknowédgew hthm edieshiH econorns hsasagpedpolbbm evilenha
priésbnsofecondaty chaedeitsn ann ahoughadecom poénoheann a

segw hthhebok<biv copposbabsy okngbgehebpoducdheanm ébm s

B ubnem usindestind Lamarck’s problem asnoexphing a In pkgponbngyobnn d
ogaim. * W haiw asbbeabuedbheobsvabbdie neehaidex  ed unknown
‘circumstances’ between milieu and organism? hi Lamarck’s thought retained hepoerél
brngifin be eqiom ofing bm s w hih phibsophiay w asapobbm  of
EpesEhg anm adevebpm entin |ibn © he conoeptofw ofl. The necesdies a
deertbonogpbropenvasbbshebhan aphgaehahbm shean pbebnal
odenfpodudieésem bince 648

Theatheeba ‘hybrid concept’ that informs P hbsophezoobgiue. S Thim aybeseen
as tbwing bm be &k ofbm ulibg a new &n guage bm a pegpede of an
anhopocentbibbgy w hosevalie pecedesheob swanobm . 0 B Lite C abars;
Lam adaibkedhaiadonsbm echioughea anssn oaaleshoughhebkesan

nvekcBppoad $ vaaebrophysdm s

“at their source, the physical and the moral are no doubt the same thing. By studying

heoganitidiesthedbenbdesk now nenn abv ecanpovilehem og

impressive evidence for this truth...The influence of the physical on the moral has

abady beenecogrizedB ussem sbm ehaiv e havenotegien auint

arbrthem oabn the physical itself.”®"
Thequebnbal_am ak appeas to be explaining is how physical actions, “habitual and
energetic,” can coordinate a power to transform- to “stand in opposition to herself.” In this
snsv outl bebiebduedbLam ac k’s biology an explanation of transmission of
acqued chaedesishsw asanew bobgral pobkm hatappeasbrD awvin wi

4B ahabm yM adu{1982p5354.
588 ahabm yM adui{1982p55- 63.
649

0 am adq1907)B ahebm yM adau{1982p74
! Lamarck indicates Cabanis’ Rappos  (in the notes) ‘Preliminary discourse’ to ZoabgiP isophy
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bibgbeheedy. %52 B yoontdt am adkéensiv enghequiednot Bnam sonoks

w hthiem angidbam oatjuesrendneveb ecom esydiooedbm hequesnof

history. Lamarck’s Transformism confronts hehbigbolsbm obnachepaD onebi n,
asw edhanhadexpeencesols ieadink ngehehanbhet iesserdpolbm

devedbm D avinarheedhy.

Lam adkhesbe haeswihbewiigsofC ondi dcaenseofsEnceconbriighe

w eghtohepadl hsm eansbohadiueand eendnolC aesnednadm w hose

am lnsbeendaquebdesananseties m odenehioughheediam nposie

know édge-om b perspective Lamarck’s adaptation is preceded by an evidence of a ‘need,’
andcanncbeesiedow hativ ew outinow cond deshibgrabphysbgrabono=pt

Réaber 1 sdbanileaobibskopiopdhatht eaw desoatiesagandv hth

m odensEnoehadbm akeistndT henasoenb obgyw adlihaedtedhoughan

idea of nature associated with the debate of Adam Smith’s thinkingofupplenddem andhe

w akeothe R evalibn and bebendusim o k ooion adge cathe ybm  of

w okesandhelinanom oneyw agiFeno recdechbyaniiesobnatisbdanhe

paiindeconom éphedivv a s uphatbyhePhysasiindesdodhehd and. 3
Adam Smhadbeenknow ninFencegnoe1777and burengbnsofTheW edhof

N abnshadheerpuldhecheiv eenl 779nd1802S udtesav edihegoeadFencdy

JeenB gaeSayhough Traité d’économique Politique 0fl803andhthaedheclidl

background in which Lamarck’s biology w assdevebpngosooussT hicooussoonbnt ed
bepolbEm com pagednbadebatoveny habongt ied ‘nad ’bangA sheSanoeof

M anw asabedy fgm erbgibhenew posi esdung hefiquatronbe 19 h
centimheentordihegound ngof  a wdesoapddknow édgeandts

gopeapadt © w hatv askenupbySaim oreél 814.

2/ cooohghC amiid in ogeshediactidno pobkm ofdaptbrilam add_im 0ge1970p 21
3B ahabm yM adau{1982p97
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Safin orSocm and\ ouveauC hiinim e

Theoonei 814w adhaBanim onm e\ ugud nT hesyandbeganw okngbgeheon

bandusbb/sem T hepolabm w ashow baub m epdb/EM banaubnom ous

know édgew hthooutladhdependenyohabnd govenm entSaniSim onnow cam eb
Sehesoonom yesdynam cdiensbm ingsoa esandabgahggovenm entbsecondaly

m pobnceaedidheassocedwinbedyn am ém oem egngndugyaubnom ouy/

esiidhngnew digbnshoppodnbatieu dattiaesT hephgoiiesbehndts

w ashahum anpodudiiikehew othiough 3POW enfponBneouDgaNEadN. ®h
bew akeobeN gpoboniaiyviapdH necesginheboeobom ingcabsbphe,

Sansin onnabngebolibeyesanndidual quAssew adhebosbyw hirbe
goupooutliepesenhem sehequdhat epesadbe ‘assemblage of forces’ in the
aabareyoupO ribviiequedno e dabnbecam eanm pobntn oatjuesbnof

EpesEntbN.

Sansin onsam oabubnebm edbyhed aihhum anknowédgeM ogbabns
aesnGhatisoobdbgpedhibeal diadndV hiheew asnochssbsssoay

OSat  Simon, nor strictly any ‘natural’ modes of division in relations between individual,
oasyandenvbnm erfieew adhem oan anl obantinewlihebioesohibrnot

m eg/agpecubbiotieashuishesom eonew h oacsswvihhecoremhessobhibid
oonsouesieannboganttinanwii nhesoabodySoakbsesw eenot

sthutibvw edboyasaiedohae pochandpassedbm bhhoughbdesh

undeedom nanthssh dom nantbssspesent bem odeobengbhew habofoasy

houghhaiieasand desesapessedhiough bapow esobganiadnT lem aksa
beskwintleobguehinking asSansim onbausesonhesiggbofiea snowbemme a
Gsstiggiadihanbasbch ow dynam ém odesofm odenndusiioasy

becom e pped of sk edy Or Sant Sm on.The m oden ndidudappeas
disolenhebw ofriblyH sPodm f ndsbsk ofieding an assem bbgeof

know édgedhew ot hihcanm easuieupthe HoesohibghheniisoaySant

*Sasin orhadart government sentiments verging on the “anarchic” claims Durkheim(959p194
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Sim onsaw dissm em bextp asdiren by avaly/ o

@um stncesierecbm itheédw edhogou
valieobshaiphbsophyectagaihed

funnatigandom and exbneous
ousdhght) ndehessoondindge

FenohibySoayunhoughwin

diverging, yet ‘natural’ forces, are something to which all are exposed.®

O rhibasmdusaiesv eecham pbnedes be expression of man’s inner drives seeking
anouhoughanexpbabnohew otlandt hetnsbm abnnbnonhum anobpss
ubpad © an m posn ofhe hum an wih 18 19,SantSm on w as w okng on

L’ OganaeunvihA ugussC om eediseoetiyT h esiggibetv eenm odesobangw as

be cssguggk and aconaepiofboumow gppe asas  an exaessoim abbiess

om ehngpsychizgandv hihbetibssem sde shedbeniehbm enbnddesh. T his
nahow evebbetkennanynaow snednce L ’Organisateur a@odioveshahese

ndusti valies exend b be poes m ugans an d panes Such aehet oks ae

om pEm entisevennecessaesRIppbm ebs ardnowédgew hihhassdangeous
endencybpatubesT heattiphatisanee sheipow ewv hihSaiim onundesbodss

acapag/dihdbm heanaltgbow eofn a bem atssndhephyseabencePehaps

bhisbcitiseem ingdigppanin enseent skdofnestom m enedomM em ae

sur la science de [’homme andTavaihgadbnuniessE quay ageneabnof

om anipoetnchiidbanencoacngas oM odenin esgubedhecapadghat

was crucially sensitive to man’s moral health and the looming dangers of history. Saint-Simon’s
esponsath $ quesbhepobim aknow édgebconbri em oderdiiabikam uch

ofl9 ® centiyFenchhoughty ashessachbim ecki onbetv eengnhatandanalé

m odesohibySanBim onepesenthiach eesiuaskundesbgacyobeSaence

ol an. &7

Saint Simon’s earlier secretary and collaborator, Auguste Comte later emphasised his own

vesbnoPosEm dadin édohebnHm at

m oeaubnom ousknow édgeT hsw asabierdivege

S\ anuel 956p243f

&0 1" OrganisateurseePikenfl 993p164168Y1 anud 956p243,

%D ukhan (1959p143

onofn egphysshioughhepom sech
ncebm henbeshbendust

p253)258
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/€M Sansm onhow everdoesnotin ala ppeabbgthubaihabashsan

achdiphapbotirny. %8\ haSanSin ontinedandugyopoviiebec am epw ad
the end of his life, achieved only through an imaginative ‘quasi’ mythical form of a new religion.
A nem pspecedentanbetierddheeht hew akeoheevabnSanGm onhad
serheprisbnol/abusdpusot ndesdm anytedesofuchevalbnayob

w esknow nbhim pesondi enadobsaveckt handhow synbaiipnssv eqaithe

vailébyhe C ahachuchFom bsobsawva ®nan anhopabgrapngobw hih

needed som eing m oe Sk han he haphazad i dessothe ata SeenceofM an

roogried he povidbnaiand tinanabdk eaunvessigaw ofiepesenbg be
Suibips/chobgrait i iebhum anoonsau s

hrehal/easN ouveauC hiinem e(1825po kupaconospbhegesest invessy

“which man have ever put into practice.” Following a dialogue between a conservative and a
ebm et w as undesbod as som eng ofw hih he18 " centuries had an “exalted
conception,” something demanded of the human race which “is not confined to imitation.”®®
T hesogphysnbgyof Memoire sur la science de L’ hommeaddessedaurjasasent

popdhu t abandonedhihierasanivountm osxieehdpngot, t
w asstiiabokehecessfoedhniuese xendecesspdibaindhiounddie

continuity in Saint Simon’s thinking.

TheTwoCuieS heCr tique of Bichat’s Physiology

A tibesbeyondhephysbgrababn cam ebm FengosPeeM anedeBin :
how evehelioussedbeposdiiobSa enceoM annow seenas an expeenceof

wii  *©AhoughM ahedeBindidn1824mbgacy w asstohesouneotippuewh

particular significance for Comte’s Positivism during the period of the July Monarchy (1830-
1848B yexpeencsoivin earbepoduano vtlenbansandeadnsexpessdss

&w sohebodyhesaw esbbepesenedasap s/chabgyw hthsom eundesbodbbea

SBhiip245

#9551in onl96623pI61925aHin onl964) psl- 83

0M anedeBEN(19490p220
203



science of the soul. De Biran had earlier concluded that an “immense gap that subsists always

between two sciences,” namely those concerning the physical and those of the moral.®! Asn
egilecbguenenadexdhangediiesaviihem e cdaisbquenicbyC aban) et
deT ecyandB dchatheyeasaound1800end n1803andw asevenaw adedgpeedyhe

‘Classe des Sciences Morals et Politiques’ for hdxt L ’influence de [ ‘habitude sur le faculté
depensr ** But by the 1820°s De Biran rejected heoonem poeym edbabioousessenas

dominated by “certain physiologists” who derived a method of division from Bichat’s

Gedabng i adbecausesudm ehod S W eesserbeboanenabdofinans

absathaedx

M anedeBinheebgpaisdaubnom oush esobxpeencanaibnbw hehegetl

asunjuesoucscknow édgeS udnesouca il 81264 ssaubd-ondem enteh

Pgchabge , appeared influenced by Hume’s problem of causation, yet De Biran was also
fbwng  a\ibobnaEVl onpdm edine. %3 From the latter’s legacy, he halas
physobgralinknow resanebm enbiv hthexph nabnalv aysshogv hthgounded

hs em pial paiis by be- grounding a ‘fait primitive.” This reflects be e
epiem cbgyhatlesbesphysatausabr) uouNdesbodesarmienabxpeenceet

bebvebbebodyW haD eBinagppoachedas aSanceoM anw asheebea ‘new
language’ grenbelibnsobxem pessndiner naéxpeenceandw hihw assabut

asadm oblecbgy. H am ovesvinnaboadeem Eababnwiva Uesbued

to the ‘fait primitive’ at the origins of intellectual operationsgonsequenthatishepatubr
sisnsibnohequesbnobem oebnd bephysa De Biran implies that the ‘fait
primitive’ can be the real basis for scepticism in relation to knowledge of physical organisation
obeam aendiesavilerioeyondh epatubl e aggienbD exabsssa

status of a ‘fait primitif’ in human knowledge was the object of anundesndngbhiSance

%IV aedeBirtiv dis Nouvelle considérations sur les rapport du physique et moral de L’ homme
(822snd  Nouveux essais d’anthropologie (1823)
%2H ayh1984p106

%3\ anedeBin (1949b) p15,29 reflecting Hume’s ‘empire of the will” from Hume’s Tiesle  p632.
204



ofM an degi ulh a/ em angnaccesbb ©

abma edknowédge ** The ‘fu

primitive’ was heebaidinbducednegatgbydem ons BhgagansC abarkain i
theaxpeenosohephysdhioughnidict uakibnsbphenom ensandbiding

Bdhatas confiang he em sofsenddi and nEiiin \iNSo a Lubpde

fin@nngoinegoT hdiuebausedonbe quesbnofv hasdbuedbphysa
popatshhaeguvabnoeb psychabgiaph enomenaHene, De Biran takes Bichat’s
Giabnsaspue) nom ingem pheding he oonfisn aound beuseolhe gn n
Cegnabgubopets .

Them aksadiban betv eenadn phabat onyv e assoaed wih heggacy of

Condillac’s statue, and the perception asgpow ebaarD eBansaw hiessquesd nover
the use of Condillac’s signandagenesbontingpedayassoaedw i hhebgacyof
Bichat’s classifications of habituated functions.Rethethegphysbgiuesuhveehm ot

destbecheaw akernganm an antinechioughd egeeofendobdbencederedbm
acorhuousoganibaseasty odbentEEsD fendii %6 D eBinboksbexphits

w halan ego peraresasa dihaexpeencesof W 0 odesoipeceabnyalinay and

nvolinggy.

Bdhatpem sed expeence asognahg dhem oigant ndiiasan exeorboe
abnprvinhepostiiofjidgem entle vedbm winhananm atendiir s

w asom pisechow evebyhedsiiabnw hi diibedidestiv oeacrendesof

oigantooniagiandanm aboniagihe dbsterddwivalinglym usour

m ovem erghougrtbsgenaiem nended texphrheseabfensolm obeares

undesbod b be produced underceebaifiences %7 De Biran’s point is that Bichat’s
chaiabngiianys/#m atunjbehnda gkpngobobabnam onghevabus
finanatieencessppabnedthepatof bebodybyhianabm y . By contrast, the ‘fait
primitive’ represents a power that candandoonbueaubnom ousm ovem entsnd behnd
hassabnhebegoundshebepobrdl of hearipabnsoheconsiusessohe

%M anedeBiN(1949dp195197%208.

2&48 aeleBEn(19490p39- 40
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m indw hihsnecesssabuedbboadetc soheogarem ngeneeD eBens

uggetlg  that Bichat’s general method of division subordinates perceptions in behum an

onsU eSO ienabgrabphysa popatshem atdbodyFom tihe

assthdbephysobgrain ehodin édh dbrbgenedbm sohum arknowédge.

$a  ini  babm asbndhephybgrabiBoous=s an pyunabbbgpani ®pe
Benddhessa distinct domain, an ‘empire of the soul’ transcendng Bichat’s classifications
opopetsR echeichephyabgguew htm p Yheps/chophyscabadim betv een

W cessrgjcbetaties

D eBinpansouhN ouvaksoongiieabnsaur esappotduphysueetium oiable

Flom m esnessaybm aound192(hatheser 19 " centiyphysibgis esbuilg

to muscular organs properties understood as ‘special modes’ of sensibility and taken as evidence
ofunvessibasofnatigkPhysbgiLis ed hese Basb expin bnam son and

conbuabnam pesonsandoBechem asont cbgrahabngunbtl edbm acono=pof

be oganti ofsenson.T he ‘fait primitive’ upheld a limit agandsuch anabn of
snsanbuM anedeBien ’ ségacyw asbopenadom anw hthooutisindasa m oden
dochedhesd 669

R adidPosEm A ugussCom &

Maine de Biran’s critique was heebessenboperhedom anbr a psychology of the human
gi ’ Thiwasundesbod as a patubinabnoleedom dkenupagangphyd abota
resogl hephisophrdigacyw askenupadu ndhepepddhelyM onachy830-

1848by  Auguste Comte’s notable adversaryy @iC oudw hoassocaedbswhatie
SaenooM an;
“any sound philosophy is the study of human nature....the Science of Man,

psychology, is certainly not all there is to philosophy but it is the foundation.”®"

Shipas- 48
60/ @ ous(1840P bV M Sin on(1965) pAT.
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A sC ousundesbodiisv asaSaenceoM an bhahadbeenobsouedbyhesiooesseof

bephygaEncesachessrignad ovessthedauhoyB ubyexam ing

ebnsphenom enabm hepepedrath ehum aom nd ousbm ehepiaasof
‘psychology’ as the preliminary study mental processes in the discipline of observationThs
em phased he dihan betv een souland body. T hee w ashow everao a alid
gréance dung be pebd ofhe Wy M onachy asC oud w asabealdebnderof

congibnam onachyw hthheagppoachednbe gbbom pom gebetv eenabalim

anddem ocacyC oudnbecam essym bobheeducat onaksiidhm enbw hohhebokup

the task of the “rescuing of the youth” of France from precisely from the excesses of abstract

SirdeaOmg 671

A ugusC om egpedayook upanantgont abnouchps/chobgiptbsopher
debndesoBSaenceoM anH shasbhby asnepiem abgabiedsbw hind

ndidudbely sppeaed assom emngolam ig ehbsegpedC om eaofiw eda

C atsn sbgypnew hth undesbod sEnceas aunvesahgbm ofpexém ovng

beyond what he saw as an outmoded practice of contemplation. Comte’s primary struggle can be
chaactiedadh $ ensHm abnofipereiedpesirdy ay, © whihhiPodie

philosophy meant taking a historical relation to social thinking; “we always labour for our

. 72
descendants,” says Comte, “but under the impetus of our ancestors.”®? Comte’s problem was

pm &y hibcaend he was suspicious of Cousin’s psychology as subduing heiedid
m pabnom oders@dmowédgeorbe basofpubusonbbgtatin s
C om &w agatuoonenbusovesin sm ade bobsawvabnakxpeenceanchevalie
auedbapeaecibbsvanhbie FoedC oudn eserved ostn piigesbr

tisophing: ifcheicy ok : Sheoeibppoacth
physahw sw hih shout! be undesbodin 5 nb be vaiesoulied by D escabs

Medibns °®?*BuComesaw  this as ‘symptomatic’ of a deeper commitment to a privileged

W M Sin orhdsieguitsich Cours d’histoire de la philosophim oderdaiilecora

phbsophidek anf nobenoshinfiencaw oul cbeH egalv hom hem il 81 7accodingbPinkad ©000)
p381

572C om 1851) alp34cBchafl 995p10

673C oud(1826)icB chafl 995p24.
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m ebphysahabnom anA gandiheadt abgpeabm odenhoughtv asundesbod

assim ehodhebobpurLnganchet adoameg  h aagewD exabsv hoe
pexésecksdin nabn olesiuabnd oun oded m ebphyesD ecabanvessd ddl
pow eshestndadsoipaxéandpm s pepede, Comte found Cousin’s psychology

to be a regressive ‘manoecuvre’ deliberately opposed to the tools of sciencew hihhehought
were employed against the “groundwork of gross and mischievous quackery.” The true

in piabnsv esfacidPodEm . 674

Theedtaldm engdn w asan epiem abgialee gy batam ed bram oeaubnom ous
‘organic approach’.®™ A &1822Sain onandA uguseC om esaidw okingbgeheon

D us#m endusibindw eebaussedonbecont em poaynatiebabsohedaySant

Simon’s approach to De Bonald, the Counter Revolutionaries and a laissez faire criticism
iniignievenbndhestthadbeendiouss eceboveB yw ayobone om v othat

“there is no liberty of conscience in astronomy, physics, chemistry and physiology.. T Heavas

oty familiar with Saint Simon’s earlier M em asesssyend Burdin’s theory of the sciences

ganghiughaonpdigbhase; Comte’s perspective in D us/gem endusilv asbgound
posaiicasw haibecam ebm oushd aw dhesshges
“Because of the nature of the human mind, each branch of hum anknowédges
necess¥ oliiedngadvancem enb passaicc esve/ hough hiee dbent
beoriabgecheheabgisbhefie sgehem epphysisbheshad
stage, and finally the scientific or the positive stage.”®”
t dehwv dhehieesigesv hirsend edasdynam @especreorheiihabgdns
oknowédgew hitihem slessanonjbedes bedbm asipanbéw . %8 Comte’s

dynamism therefore maps a history through the “famous theologicadndm etphyaiogm aof

optimism” which had earlier offered “very useful ways of reasoning.” Without explicitly

derfhcpralie o ‘use,” Comte’s defined hebatgoundbbiPodieeasomg. 67
S chafl995p2 KV M Sin on(L965p48T heua ckeyoom m eniC ousend! abeaLCom e

(L893) @136.

675C om &D uSyEEm ehdusdl Vol 4 ‘Appendice’ p47,48 cf Pickering (1993)p195

7 hip53Pikeng(1993p196

7 hif77) 01cPikenc(l 993p199- 201

%% This defines Comte’s approach for Lévy B ur903p69

D uSy#Em endus¥/ ob ‘Appendice’ p116 cf Pickering (1993) p207
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C om &w asam oeecoom phedieedenfeenceha nSanim onandaiow aesedihe

M onpdiedbnoi edineV hatondied anoganizppoaddidechem dunghe
wiligoD us/@®m endusissC om eavoued sesEdgoundsboveom ing
diresenibatialand decbgtalpabliess onng.h b iespedhs epiem obgial
appoachcanbeseenasan edaganshdidugbo @ anoeuvingbutvinapeda
apediasnecbnehialaiesbuech angw hatSudhdahtahecesieppeasd

require a certain resistance to effect a full development towards a ‘natural outcome,” whith

meant Comte’s concept of a mean seen as a ‘regularisation of spontaneous evolution’ in the

ssbsobslbnsaoundam dickibe. %80 i &y om ew asseddhigoonem poey

beoksbm hebsEncesandm edahgde entm odesbranappoachhain eda
dainiigem yiiiofinknow nvalobsw ht heppeasdeglibsophigbobém s

A saphibsophtaisegybsum supanam ki onbubdeasErdeibnbr a
m epphysiaibnlkeSanBim onC om &ato undesbodplisophyasagynheshat
pesiecdoveehum anpaibiiaw andhies pedhesndyibw debgacyobnl8 b
centiypopdbeSaEncoM aB ut Comte’sbataepm gidiaw nbm henewié

senceswihbean ofpoduang aphisophy of Supeabraoncepiagangphibsophies

aubgeedym adeconogpsb annnaesouce nhehum anmndB ut i spedd
tkenupagandheconem poatyphibsophiesot onspusessC oumpndC om efibw s
bbvihapatuiheopos absnepit em obgyastbertheobsofincess

m poénappoachnoedhm NdB ohgppoach esaeheebaboldeyondpuesEnces

baioEmon- historical, logical or strictly universal principles. Comte’s distinction notably
bausesonhenew bbm edta@Encegierdd asediadydibddom anspogesye

ovetiring any 3§ m ehem atalphysis %81 O n b basshasbeen suggesd hat

Comte’s differential theory inaugurates an epistemological tradition in French thoughtandcan
beseenasepbangassachbionbbgtaboun dwlihpobbm ssbuedohepooesses

hahbm conagpbm abn. %2 C om ekdbdahetiboh hibeayand r egbnd
®hil  p97 98Pikengp209- 210n

%14 dhon(l990pp158

o8 Canguilhem’s suggestion. See Foucault (1991) p8889
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houghtkngseencesasigedm odeopio duanoknow édgebahbdevebpm ent

C oussncheP opdbeP osiePHbsophy

Comte’s Cousdephiisophe posiespem sedonbea didm ofD escaksbecause
hibcdhem aksanepiem abgrel v aybm anenhought towards the ‘real.’
C om &atofibw hehibem off ondooah b6 claim that “the human minds progress is
the progress of the individual mind...a direct evidence of that of a general mind.”%® A bst
eniem obgyuréd asacdbarem ndpom & sabnsHm ndbaidkagandan

“intellectual anarchy” of his time.®® Thé radical shift marks a difference “between us and them”

(meaning ancients and moderns) where “new analytical views” resulted in the symbolic practice

o odersEncav hihm akdeensbm abrof Epesentbrenchesn. o8

C ourtkedipm agcihabnbm hem oder noonoepbboesbsacedom artdea

of motion itself, which is its effect. The modern concept gives the understanding of “compound

movements,” distinguished from the ancient dlea ofsupenatilagency:m oden sence

undesbocviialebdshiougham abem ata $ynhayoundsadientosm cbgidl

\éw B ubem odenpobm $ com pbyehdin bfv ham edhanisoouties thihas
absadwv drepobbm om odenm echanisv as beebebdoknowédgaV heCom &

w asbdhiigheebiew assnesdbepeaknow | edgebdiphodibdav hihanatiatlea

attributed an ‘actual’ inertia. Modern mechanics lacked thoughs#ilet dahe cher
“inherent forces” evident in he spontaneous activities of “aangeofubsincesipthosshe

highest organisation.”®® Suchhhkhgdibguihedhebathabese w outibedijohoed
houghheftieseEncesand C ouseinedbs betieshephgobdingioendl

polbkm a\W hinabm odendynam eshadbe m piecogrénbahepnqobof

%3¢ om 1893y dp3
hip11
hips2- 83
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inertia marked the shift to the ‘new language’ of motion,®’ bubiiiin agiédhwha

phqoboBhiicles pite being is expressed in Newton’s Pnqubesw . 688

Theoosm abgrateencedesibecbyG dlancor poseheohevevinibe ‘essentially’
m ahem atappoachi-oam peobsavabnge #ppeaibadiabonasephenom eng,

yeiesahw , i presents its profound philosophical problems. While Newton’s third law of
dynam cdestbesain édiegpodyobservalk asequabanandeadnheiiw

feiheconceptisbalv hoseabsaan sgieniisym batagpedt 9K anbok
bipngoibgoundanyobsevabnabem en busM earbappoachedem [,
$houtbepkenesspsychabgiabashet hanephyssabnespuiglndudrepngpe

w hosevaliew ashabbrnepeh tion. This was what Galileo interpreted of ‘the great book

which lies before our eyes,” which was written in mathematics.*® In Comte’s era, inertia was
undesbodadhe relativity that needed a ‘special epistemology.” Todghe  annetbm epr

m eoksbencegidonapepedEied sdnsom ew aypnbeaggegatobodes

Pm w hthbderesposnokS hisleal gaveheeaom cknow édgahadibrd

besem .  Comte’s epistemology aspired to extend a m ogphysbgrabnqobessbm of

pes

Fom behalFem ebR ahkngeSees

C ousaddessed bsasapobbm  ofogant phenom enabaifiw ed bm hehibea
dipuebetv eenm ephysisandphyssA hesa bhe19 " centiyheseentedanew
pose phasebsm eanbecom ngieedbm hel reibnbbem ediabshougha
delimited concept of life freed from “metaphysical abstractions.”*" Fabwinghesuooessof
m odendynam chenew hieshatiw asbelv eennor gantbgantphenom enaB ubBi as
m e/seenasaegbnatibenosiependentbn dom anachanogantsEncesy eskss
nedependaniin peogancpopetsofsu esw eeseenascom pbdinkedoher

687

8881 soyafieconoeptiieliVy Hbw (1950 P96

hijpo23

0 The famous quote from Galileo’s polemical TheAssayeaggibe]l623pac?4.

®lComel893p 2%
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mduT handtaesaibnhat varies as one ascends “the ranks of the organic bodies,”

m eangnpopobnbhediveyobhaiin @n<R egoocatindiabchepow er

dheogarimirm odiingim ediim w hireto 0SFPOPODN. 692

C oursbokheaonogpbiegpody as axiomatic for a “truly philosophical” revolution. He
oecidB chatvindahnghow he physiological object can be constrained to regions “proper
to living bodies” as made evident through organic functions. However Comte saw Bichat’s
cono=piok- the ‘sum of functions that resist death’ -asconosptidypolbm atand

poeriisbna %R aheheanoepichibbgtabéencaw agem $ edonanigebn,
ehehaneestnosancthiend noted that Bichat’s definitiornsuppessecoeingtm ens
“necessary to the general idea of life.” H eshegenedilesbyw hthC ouisdem onge sa
aubusabnNoB chehew asseenasexem pir ynheitioin ehodbutiesibedhs

defbndBsrhoom phiposim . o4

T hicuousibcaressessm entieda gréarheC om &eediedopeces

am oecom phedddnpne derived from Saint Simon’s friend, the zoologist and naturalist
H enM aeD ucotydeBandC om ehadatn dedhioousancom paetephyabgy

Pm 18291830  ** and was influenced by de Blainville’s description of life as a ‘double interior

movement, general and continuous, of composition and decomposition.’e%hhi;l8229<De

diganiabn desanm auxou P ngoesdinabm e oom paeeD eBénddesibed Hb
vew sonhephqoboondientobsinceof ogarsedbodesbbestidedm hetvin
pespedesohesitand dynam ¢TrsC om & inepistd asabiobgy haioom bined
anabm yandphysbgy by dibguihingoganibm om chenogant obpabesit
obsevesm abrnoom bnabngitic tieandbeexénbm ashecbaxb

m aiw e he dynam cooksd desbe pocess esofcom posn and accum uibns
decom posnssnddeguian. %7 De Blainville’s biology was heebedesiingaoonospbf
%5C om ¢1893p298299ekahedicens ea

Mhip2og- 299

%N oeobyC anguiem (1994p237

% De Blainville (1822) Prologomena’ §4 p15-16

97C om €1893p302
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bodesdahgnnatiew hosedeencesndua onesédbm acom posnoBem ent
w hihooutiestiecom posn.

This followed an original idea of the animal series derived the anatomy of Vicq d’Azyr, antlea

bhabokoganiedhodesesiphyingpiopeks dinaressoabnav hthepesenedhal
eseriibencesbm noganthodsW hae m egedin be seesw ashediphy of
ham onynheconbuydiedéenod-om ce Utisuen odkdabaspoduan
obgansadhedidiesadagnhem sales besaw eehecom posnsdbuedoa
nom diN atblD eBandiw asananabm i sondbxonom sendatofivw edC uver
nseangextbbm sasdihicendvibbey denaeotlynam cesfobresohatie.

The combinatory state was a possible state, structurally visible even after the organism’s
dech. **

Blainville’s resulting synthesis of ideas strongly influenced Comte. The apibiconospf

ham ony betv een ogarem and m edim  indlet ed he conans ofexience haim eant
corbuwin anenvbonm ersndundesbodessposibbstiam o nosEEs

“necessary harmony...whose unity of subject is one of the chief philosophical beauties

of biology.” *®
Thiw asneeshatvaliehabbedagebgt valiedevedbm heconem poesnatial
hibyesexendedbanoganthizachyC om & undesbochegynindexsom eundahed
principle of unity behind the “combinations within the great diversity of actual modifications.”"®
hC ouheogantsseveds value to the biological concept, “very like mathematical
anazh e indefinite series.” Biological concepts find their isomorphism with developmental
ofom pbdpepesent $ dedhesbst o
A ssphibsophiabodnC om etckipr nqpiéibepnqpboknow edget $
am lbnw asbdahehdin $oiv hebum ankno w édgenoutisimecosm abgraense
w hthw adhiensoendentdgped H esquabdhivinedoubiinebesesn or ngv o
8D eB (1 822pioi
%9C om €1893p302
b p308
312
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phqotbenchesohatigphibsophy-asbnom yandbibgy-becaussheseepesened

W aypesom abny hthdain échevbid apabeswviinknow édgeagandv hiha

ceste mind coutl expedtd devebp§ pas& T he phisophialjdabn bris

\ibhe oatdiC om euphditsasa rudimentary ‘method’ yet hefiwed i asa
podudiesibnncongieng i as “positive force’ “at the source of knowledge.”’™ t was
posesounadingm odenknow édgew hthgan edpow ehoughm ogposieconceps
exendecosidaidhal s

Comte’s real theoretical problem is the mediation of different epistemological strategies dealing

winhediujohelnbgrablopd e gxem pdidnhasibnbhelpbgyof

Lam adkendiogantssedhakbc esm ovem entbelv eentlerfanddeence_am ak

fibvwv ecbsgyoboom posof e ikngessesifiesshenonbuousn age ¢ §
bnsbm abn, a segyhatlew onegenestoncepbhatie, w hiw agm egphysidput
understood as a necessary ‘fabulation’ for extending conceptual unity to an evident whole.
Coméentunsaw he ssegyydd dhough oum oded asam egphygsofnatie.

Lamarck’s metaphysics was no longer relevant for the start of the 19" oentiy ashe

m ebphysalgiggbs winh derbiobgy and a g enedlheoly ofcsiabnsw hih

Possm adops was the “last battleground” between the old philosophiesandhenewB ube
ogancsaesw asheconagpbyw hthLam acksucc eedednhebem sofidayiv asa
zoneokbulibnand conceptiab/nheshalP o s w outlsulbpababnseendend

m edibn.

Likew $5_ om egioecogrisedegoem atieanydef esbm agenedinabm ygien

hougham odenéxonom yH eehew asatofiw ngheM useum debaesw hthw ashe

rasonw hynC oursaixonom @anbgyw asseena SsasouceotieasoiibnNgoalv een

ogansandfind ions. But Comte saw this under a tendency “to fall into a state of antiscientific
adm Bbrw herbeyhohahecondinsanck hetl 1 ment coincide.” v ahedhpse

nb audeem @M Epen® baen andiebna leadbnavtlence ofablehecbgral

2319322

"Bhij327
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nfiencesw hith he Positpopam oved agai ndH ow everhe evaiabn ofatie
snhesobiobgraboncepthanesinggpodu aresoucauphdtia necessity of “scientific
fictions” for imagining organisms and hedessofor ganisation which were “incontestably

superior.” This latter aspect reflects the prerequisite of Comte’s transformism as a legacy of the
sEncesfieavalbnasern, s

Thebgacyw asopodudrescom bnabnandshe sobnsoendentitiessT hevalie

C om easbedbhipogem ehodndiakbs why Bichat’s triumph was Seenashigened
anatomy, the exemplary success identified as “rationally reconnecting the normal condition with
a notion derived from the pathological.” "®Bghatiain édorevilenccheisiesndel nked
bem thedivdinansheogansihe bodyC om eboksLIccessadhepoduan

of a dynamic concept which can penetrate “the essential web of every organism.”’® Bichat’s
iEgbnaippoadbphenom enaw asanexem phyana ysohdidhess “the sole basis of

vegetable and perhaps lower animal organisation.” Thedecom posnnbdihandsspaee
uk Comte calls a ‘biotaxy’ whihpeoedes  a genedooodnabn ofhe ssesand$

eenodndw adsnhesnggbgii heebesbocesa suitable method of ‘natural’
digbnbiP odieptibsophy. 7 Comte’s identified this as an exemplary method but had a
BotaPsophyA nebm ¢ ventandBobae aloms
Theogantpaedym w asdered bm an olpdre gppiabn ofhoughtfivwing he
§rcecsorom P I riheerticiin dcoibibaisk

Wwasa  conceptual source of the ‘figures’ of action, $ pliophtaalieexendecheyondany
Y serdknowédge ncehedrw as kb pepetiaim odiabn B ut
ooncepuialdabn brhe bobgralanabgu ew asdedtn aanérway o a
physbgrahom T hswv aav hyC om e adokng bebusomynotnom w hitg
gumzs

bip332
;ng reppoachesoaEdviD eBiindip3 37

bip341
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“perfectly analogous to the development of the individual, at least in its ascending

period,”"™®

Thihe e asonw hypom paedbLam adkC om edsoussedhow C uvecoutiuphatihe
idea of an organic hierarchy only in an “imperfect way.” SncebrLam adkhepm ay
problem was the representation of the whole, envisaging the ‘idea of the series’ preceding the

‘idea of species.” Although both were dependant on observations of identity and difference, the

unvesateesbi_am akw aspem sedonacont nuyoinennhehoughohe

whoe  — he sessid an m age ofascendancy.C om &m agned abng debm i nee
u0esoN of ogant ks as be i) poduc Ve agpecthat s aini e
nsoendentihoughbegeneatioouse. Asvisible ground of “real natural law,” v as

w haE om e adokigheguibm goatuh phbsophigbespedte .

W henComte claimed that Lamarck showed “by far the profounder conception of the organic
hierarchy,” and that Cuvier misconceived it,7loiaa)m m enhab instructive of Comte’s
am bl hiquiindependenthesped opNDNIDNPEM anenceoraibnaing

species which divide Lamarck and Cuvier. Comte’s argument was that reading the series in
ribnbagenesknow édgeghebaripa tutyasasencesuppobdabm of
knowédgebw hih C om ehasaphisophtabom m i m entH ow evathew assidy

dismissive of Lamarck’s transformism, objecting to the division by anatomical elements rather
bengpaiubrtinensand equad the “immeasurable” time aspired to by biologtd
ensbm gm w asgpobem orhegounddiatven andipaivv outbecoeddhya

“laws of the fundamental equilibrium.” Although Comte grounded himself through De
Blainville’ organic stability, " sixddiv asC uviw hohesaw fibwing bem ehod
premised on the equivalence between species in the abstract, namely the ‘biotaxic unit’w hth
w as an dea bat conformed to Comte’s idea of be hobgiadanabgue w hose absa

chaacetsem bodedhedof a m odens@EncaH ow evel Lamarck’s method
bataeshepeautvetieachaieandw hi chénds $ phibsophcabom mim enbr

®pip342- 343
"pi$343C anguiem desthesC om éeem anck hel8 " centiyw hohappenectbabel 9 " certy.
Canguiem (1988p4
10C om 1893p343
711h-*)344
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Comébat 1 necessitates governing “the passage from the abstract to the concrete.” H egia

pedabepedtin pem enighegyriancet haegbocgjaoutim anerheseifof

m odendicousanheboeobiegesvem ebph y&B chLam ackandC om eshaedhe
6o hihaeegiafonbgrabonaepta ppotboadebeT hiatnexpinay hy
sheasoendngdeertbdesobigantand anm ainanshagrebem odgs
phbsophigboerilv hihC om & anecbexen dbsonoeptiabosiii 2

M odesA ari/ EbenasendBabordH %

Comte’s philosophyfivw edtsbopeuam as andeagnwihadsbaahiby T he

analt and synhat boed outes a Luggk bet ween\lim and m echarim gave hs
prisophy$ seegy oinegag posdil sofm gppng he véisten geneet
followed an analytic, “from the impulse given by Descartes,” to school of Boerhave, against a
snhatadyevilenhheschoobiSahy w hthC om econgleedhem o

bm ulbn of a m egphysd dm enon © a genea | physobgy. The em egng dea

apprehended in the transformation from Van Helmont’s ‘archeus’, to Stahl’s ‘soul’, to Barthez
‘vital principle,” represents “sound philosophising;” it lacked only “for want of the requisite
practice” which what Bichat’s substitution opopatsbboesbduced! hiheev ent

whee aphysiological heritage intersects with modern anatomical studies, opening the ‘mapping’

dheviiheP osiitnepie. =

Comé was filwing he am ln of enbming a oubus psychabgy hiough a

confrontation that focused on a positive “theory of sensations” traced back to the brainT hv as
a domain as yet in the grip of the ‘metaphysicians.” T cexendposielgpodisconaepbf

vital ‘modes of action’ meant, for Comteagibnbetv eenanm dinantnbat and
moral phenomena, the higher functions of the ‘human.’ In this context, ‘human’ distinguished
$bm heanm abdeyv hth constituted Comte’s strategy of convergence with the older
hij347

713} 9

714ti*)372
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Sa@nceof  Man which he dubbed ‘the noblest scientific notion.” This was a phibsophta

d@nm envieinompdEm s nem lirbeba;

“...a transformation which can safely be considered as possible only by transferring to

bew hotspecesatasoahepm i veendw him ostasesobnm &

is limited to the individual or at the utmost the family.”"
T hstleaigpesenta capady/petv een anngd Quablesnd evdlentanm dw hth
Posim dokedobinegeeam egphyssoim or aA ecuenhem eblCom ew asa
pespedreonhum ariessdom anbilence w hihgppeasiemiénievilentgand
fan aiposnT hebehadgpontneous m pulreandenegaquaidhahecded
deagishesbnainm dhanensbd veam alv hosgposieaspeathiadgpow eb
snbeshphetinensbm a&ededTh edigharyk w asobnsoendnghe
budhim eanbebnsbm abnobeego. Comte’s straggybedetscapag/oout]

What is clear is that Comte’s biological capacity always retained aceth cogm cbgel

pespedraionospbrBobgrdbangw as bahoosm anduiin m esedihiby,

em eged betv een he phgok oinehand auny el w hih am ed o diphoe

anm & overabibgiahoronA shense ndenshaizon ofan ego, i hadmod
attributes that radically departed from the ‘innate’ Scholastiazabgoesbuecbbodsof

m em oxm agnabn and bainom sofidgem enC om ew asboking briinanshat

appear only as degrees of the wider notion of organic phenomenon. These were “necessarily

variable,” and a “proportionate activity” that Comte was following in the search for a modern

epiem ewiepabubhibiatiepatieb m C aesrhought e

T hiibyhasnedancbnoiieend m odaepaabrvw hihcanbeseenadered

Hm cetilexenHNot 0 ndillac’s sign.”’O rheonehandheginw ahebdbm w hih

©bm deabnsbm abnoheegoandif vaipnhechejv asbinbducesa

ediakogpam  w hthshe ehthatensbr m shem oglagpecsofPosEm The

715}

"Foucadiesbetisbbgyhahotiegos \icoetiiabepenty hitavests COUBEDNM an

“as a truth both reduced and promised.” Foucault (1970) p320
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Positivism, following Comte’s ambition,em bodesa ‘paradox’ derived from Descartes; of

science formalised against the ‘old philosophy’ in which Comte invested certain values derived

bm hain édphysobgrdknow édgecfiea w hihw asheenibdthebgacyoh
Sa@neoM anW hen C om ebokheseup assient tvaiesaganshosew hon he
opnbiendedbm anthentledodheas gpabusbm ofm esphyahepodie

gim eantabng phbsophtaldigge bm Pa © onw adgn hsow nin elsw as
identifies against the latest manifestations of ‘interior observation.”™® A gandhitikiga
cetnoepEM opeskdbebdhesepad npbbaensbm abnopennganew and

m opodiediom an.

C om eauedb Bahahe posiisofaic hadom anbm besenceohebody
ubdihgbram ebphyssm anBhabbed an exem phyensbm anhough he
‘special reasoning,” an epiem abgialdipodie) unbting he og antouceW hen
C om &bokedbsuch ‘ JpeckEasnng v asbensoend anneménbidoonbuous
chaecananm &8 hebodydiphyedadi ¢ adanbepdiuhativ hihcanbe
“sufficiently prolonged at suitable inevah " Thineménthaedconesedwibe
corhuousnatie obhe ogant phenom enaB utni m dw asao Seen aspogesve)
absohingooonbuousensangebdieno nbuousoganitinensiingoangand
hsgaveanm age ofhaliieed iepdin baigr ounded an ogantbaseC om ebokhe
ooncgpbbiganiensbm abnofralinblyacs inthvalinendencesssaning dhelb

brought into the “remarkable regularity” of the inorganic world. The body becomedehem,
‘periodical’ from the cosmological perspective - “the theory of habit is a sort of appendix to the

that of intermittence, and like it, due to Bichat.” This comment indicates the relevance of

Bichat’s anatomy for Comte as goom $som appnchen dedom anofigbhen om ena’®
78 Ty outisbethesirbgaohePh tpeiesoH ppoceEhP haediu2 708 - D

™C om €1893p376

hij  p337
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Positivism’s New Axiom

TheSancsoM artiebgacyhe om v ad ookngbauibdievin a DEbhyEor
oabgy-T he epiem abgialm odelw asbasedin D escabs butC om ésaw hatasan

noom piesysem ofposiephiesophy. 21 1t no longer followed a Codillac’s Logphbe
|ion of synthetic character of a ‘special reasoning,” and downplayed Bichat’s radical

opposition, ‘the sum of forces that oppose death,” in favour of de Blainville’s bobga

eqitm a ‘double continuous movement’ of composition and decomposition. Comte needed
am odebiconbuypfexdendngaham onbusw h abandbhegend hibcakurey of
sEnaanC oursoutifibederJosephV @ 0B pussaeenasINcovengasEt
m edine

“The luminous maxim of M Broussais which lies at the foundation of medical

présophy  —hehepchobgiatitim egjhepobnga énobephenom ena

obenom aieheyondheodhasiin $of vaibn  —hasnevebeendu)

gppid b indaticdland m olphenom enaryel $im posbb b undestnd

anyhing ofhe deentkinds of m adnessibey ae notexamined on b

principle.”"?
H ow evehipobngabnw asabadysom ehngof aoom pom $£6C om €T hepatubr
aum shnees oftis com m entshoutl be am ed by hi san ofm edibg betv een he
‘metaphysicians’ (i.e the psychologists) and Franz Joseph Gall, (the “illustrious Gall”). It is
Préarbdizednappeas) C auw addeenddhessanonpbgrac ence,
andm m edepoIC om anbduceshediouss onoBoakENce pussEEppea

the text as introducing a degree of theoretical purposiveness to Comte’s thinking.

By the 1820’°s Broussawv asm aknganm pacihesbm e edt newkhanew dodhe

that presented a ‘physiological medicine.” Commentators have noted how this made a &buh
1asa0fv hgpeoededhim butom eboldidod neacheftieofEnoeendC om ew as

am onghem . "% B oussw aspopodiganew physibgybested bm asubsexénced
'hij378

722 .

2 “the new messiah had appeared” Ackerknecht (1967p62C anguilemn aionoesheB pussaio aew ade

m ediabquiabnbd 789C anguiiem (1994p134

220



\dbenabm \hegpedam w asavaihe pehobgrgbanbiev fvouedhbyB chat
andhenecesyohdidluabepesbrB o ussadevebpeda ‘systematic physiology’ to
dow nphyaspecofdinbvountnew t heortabassO FBrew dodheheooutl

declare, “the moment has come where we must tear away the veil. ..” T hivendecbeepase
physbgybm he

claimed ‘painted’ abstractions of the human intellect. Broussais also claimed that “such a method

“abstraction of words” around vital properties, the \ém edtaiyv hihhe

of philosophising may succeed in politics or diplomacy, is not always applicable to medicine.”

H$ task was therefore to “protect medicine from the dangers that threaten her by means of the

philosophical sect.”"? hbiw ayB pussaisaw hin ssbidigor

fuetephivsophybm C ondic_ abariD et

‘reveries of the ontologist’ who,-

“proclaim that the Science of Man, such as they conceive it to be, alone has any

ulv hom hecongleedbebngedwinhe

peenonshoeyviouhaungpassedeve nenyeasohdingidyng
m anasaphysiangiknowinghim congileecn hsogandinganddeachey
hnkhabheexenabbsevansobegow nm ansauienbexpinde
phenom enacheem biyohenBnendbedieese dhedebm edandhedead,
ubméécbenabm canal/ sis.”™®
T ohsendB pussasdain édhenew physbgi catlom anbyam ehodw heeniigins
w eenepietd asexdibnsandibnsnd eng exenaomenalin ubuchan
exd@biydom annobngeregadeddicaseasaf osjnebm erfly asaddbesty/ant
onbbgtaheoy now ging gréance d chang esin tinabn,asédk orexcessH
suaceededin dipbang aconoepibiteese asan ndependenergging physobgeal
ediochangantinanvw hitwv asecogni sdasg)riantventheappedn
offiseseanchenew bagbm w hirbebut ehgposdipbundngm oderserd
m edne T hsw asnadb)/ ecogried by be Bm ed Fiench neubgitand possorof
anabm égbahabgyleenM aiC hacot et
2B pussO nifbrandV adnesPeboRC a phn(1981p358.
hi356
014,350
2 eenM aliC haoofl 825189310edhA ckek nedl967)  p68-69
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Broussais has also been described as holding this doctrine as an “instrument of warfare.”®h

this respect, the similarity of Broussais to Comte is instructive; Broussais’s polemic was aimed at

bheonbbgiohem edralv oflasC om ew af ghhgheontbgsoheplisophtal
w oI hesppeasbhaves gdC om & asB pussas/m aphysbgyw asbduoatn
oppo®nd aphysbgy olbbsevanFom hi sftibwv ed cetih consequenceshosl)/
hossouliechyG eogesC anguiem . 729B iy agndbem ediaionseouenceoB pusa $
heoghaeem edbhavetidC om ebukisou ndposam ehodhgboducechem oddl
hew abokngpexend;
“The only eminent example known to me of sound hypohesn bbbgysM .
B oussainpopodighem uoousn em bieneohea in entycanacheseathe
cadeseribvedV hehehew asm sbken omobnobequednH$
hypahesingbangopenbunguesbnaliboonin a dnosUbvesrijaveageat
m pusthestidyopehabgyinepodiem an nesnddbndrhehibrof
be hum an mind,ashetexam pk ofa gpontneo usihbduan ofa sound
hypohetan ehodntheposiestidlya ngbangsm ehodderedbm be
regions of astronomy.”"®
T heoosm abgrabspedibv sanaxom hatan beboedbw haB pusssdkednbae
conogpbnsofhieshatis oftiobgials/em sH e oonoaved asdey corllgn a
conbuousdom anoexddndhetv nnfienc esoervbnm enndbanT heensung
duy was n dihguihng qudite ebdt s bm quadte deences The
oonsequencew adhatecibguihediebm heegthegpelim edineshakid
oninepabnshipugh dodhesofpkesiean dpanC anguilem hasdesbedbsas
embedded in Broussais’ doctrinaire motivation against Bichat. It can primarily traced to the
reogabn Of R esaches physobgpues surd e & &M ottw hth dihguihes gibns
betv een physis and physbgy as conbuous and di sonuousphenomena. " Bulss

Canguilhem points out, this was succeeded by Bichat’s AnabmeG éndabw hthhesaw as
setting ‘a trap’ it offering the systematic possibility of exendngqudiievasbnaisie
adjpom hezendegesahengow ads aw haboganem T aseeB thabsanabm ot

Bhip7s- 76
29C anguilem (1989p447
0C om 1893p319320
"B the 8271781
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bcoochaephysibgyassphysisn oreechy ddiniigpehabgialaibrites

iggeshalechahhygabsbrehou theponsileechhenom enandyréant s
The weight of his doctrine gave Comte’s later perspective inSysem oP oseP dswv hee a
discourse on man has been withdrawn from the ‘metaphysicians’ of inner sensation, "*Theese

tv 0 cubuspanshalC om & caied bv adinb socbnkng@hathe shout

bm aeesysem abm hedodheoB pussa 8V hogpedddeerted ipade
aphysobgraienanw sensei\ ndsscondit, habestindeconcepbimdubkenes

space for differentiating structure and composition, whose parallels is with Lamarck’s image of
natiedegeC om eabadytleriinghiasm e fphysaB utvihouhesetv oagpeds

Comte’s Positivism andposiiofpogesyvaansbm a ony outhdbeposit
pantthebdielC om ehadiecogniednby yaspesenngsom ehngoem etphystal
gibvebhenogantseEncesochatach ¥ihgbangalv aysem anaesbm ancher

\ingbang. 4T hisuppessed pespediem akesaaw hyCom & sem sbhavebeenno
diunsknggleastbuedboonash obgraitictietnbm a duduabam
ofasoaiand paibbak. t w asan eaofienseendenthinking w hthédked por
sepasbmoonduagelom ansknow édge

Comte’s historical perspective followed his strategic aims of mediating a future between crude
m echanem ssndesiErdpeaeA gandn etp hyssahabndneexendedanabnobe

‘conditions of existence’ from biological beingandhehphesexpesonobidudm

oended — T ba rofiboiznd

an phskansophenom enanam nagegang absenaeV hagrariow eves

that Comte had rejected Bichat’s theory of deathbifw edD eBémdinbnknghat

deshdihateem theanecesibexpiinng besiaiespoducedbyingerdd e

w roanheSyeem oP oseP dbs that a theory of death “although founded on a theory of

2 Bichat’s AnabméG énéaticorp626T heN om ahnd bheP ahaboial as relating to Broussais’ model
offsashabanaledexa ctly with the model of health “from which they differed only in intensity.” Canguilhem
(98949
8C om g1893p375
L éw- Bruhl notes Comte is “feeling the strength and import of Lamarck’s labours™ LévyB uhl903p181
™ Canguilhem writes, “the mattdiiudm w adheposiiquiiabniiie m ephysaiudm as
extension and thought” Canguilhem (1994) p243
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life is entirely distinct from it,” demonstrating the extent to which a suctdinkngpeneses

Comte’s ideas.”® Comte’s transcendentalism broaches a totali ofexpeince hough a

hibtaim ind popag conadinsoiexpeence ovethibtain eH $soabgyetins

besegrd 0 explain why ‘becoming conscious’ of intellectual properties gave him a

history of the ‘human’ as a ‘rarefication’.””

T hibokepespedrebm heobiopaéS @nooM anw hinC om @m pem enedwi

aedid shonsuy/ daw nbm benew bi abgrasencesT he paedox hats

embodeda  shift from ‘absolute knowledge’ to agh¥eone, asC ouhadhdtabobndm eant

batis nsoendentlknow édge w as b be diphc ed pogesve) ashe égecy ofa

m ebphyesB uC om eadidexendsapaiuh im odebhidiiiChaecegedby

the ‘Broussais effect,”) in which scienoew asenasa practice and knowledge “still in its
nbncy. > "Shadgpobm calin ensbrhatbod astiepom saw hitm egléd anhner
bicii egiighnobgioy bet9 " centry

Condsn

T hchapeshow edhe limits of Bichat’s ambition for a rational physiology. W llini
Bdhasthedheusivalieso edialié m adhepadaippisbncbetieagn.

Physbgyw asnobngpoditsencebubked bapedabdobxendnghetiesof

fiesgpiatabonoept Bichat’s vitalism equivocated the status of physiology as an extended
doaheonhenatieo anandbbdevaliedS @nooM andesibedheshoughSant

Simon’s pragmatic response; his Positivism was a synhessuppabghesompdibts

enaungnhew akeofEm pEB yoonesA ugue Com epusiedanam linbexend

biboicti N y b abnobem ebofvasof

nae.

Comte’s ethicom ogbopdhachebnsoendentbm linbr adom ancoexenyewlhan
deaohatieB uhechapihow edbeuniesol edm etphystscadovenbheesly

35C om 1851ydp584d évyB uH 903)

*7C om €{.893p3548, évyB LHLI0BA7

38|_évyB ultom m entonC om ehoughtief e sEnced évyB thl903p355
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19" centiy fiheed he gibhedlea asa pti oophiaconceptoibh aw ay

findam entydibdbm K antsexendedbd boraiEncesoveradioouseonm an.

Comte’s was the reforming project driven by science that eclipsed the practices of Bichat’s
genesbnT hschapishow edhow hediphe ohetleagynsevediin eguvocal

s betv een he \fland he posie A ér bemd19 " centiyhe expein ertl

m edineoCaudeB enaddahedamdependent! om anbphysobgrateencesspastd

Pm aphisophabonoeptl he last chapter will look at how Bernard’s epistemology
e obntedhepespedreonahibiaS@nce oM anhFenceahetinohe20 b
centy.
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C hapthT heC onceptiheP oD paniand Ce

hoduan

T heegilecadesofl Shcentiysaw adisolibn cheurédpopdeS@EnosoM an

oheevalbnayeeB thagpesent ed hain bilecbgraliseophysbgy n bs
popd usB1 870FendhphibsophyobeT hoR epuldecogrsdCaud e Bernard’s
expem entdm agnbduanganew paedym bp hysbgy , aeabciguEnngbet een

deem nabiksiErdknow édgeand w haoond edam edigpeade. t epeenthe

beek N apprehending ‘true function’ in the study of the ¥ngB uheetaioapasdoxa

ik betv een bsnew expem entim and Bichat’s observational practice. Thbdhaper
exam neshow FengoiM agendegppoachechedd atnatisobxpem eniboceduies by
condihganew phenom enabgy ofing finan Subsequery Bernard’s experimental
m edinegavehiadhepaedym benaubnom ou physobgysepasedbm phisophial

Oess#

T hahk§paedoxtebecause physiology’saubnom ousdom ansJppes edleshabnsof

nom akend pehobgiaktes e oknbighesebm win, t dibguihed onjosti
tinansanam e/hoseupheati underconb &d ‘conditions of existence.” Labogby

m edinew achepdiaiEncehatiihguih edtinansobaingbm hibtalless

of life, such as an ambiguous legacy in Bichat’s vim B uhsadiabepasbnw aso

undesbod  asfibwingbeobm EEm bm A ik a phenom enabgybatlesd esa
dynam ¢ caegota shem a & a oonogptof natie ks \ns a ik n Bichat’s
expeam entim Fom hipegpedehehecha pechow show H enB egoncouticim
bahegrianceoB enadw as 0 negekvaiesha oinatie as anadjobe
nebghiedn abnaibenthdt) nabnchanibdiabessayhedes ed
Benad ’s ‘anticipative idea’ as he experimentalist’s disposition w hih wasa necesay
counepaba ‘suppression’ of vitalism. Both Bergson and Bernard looked to follow pede
m ehodsT hchapeshow how Bergson’s delimitsanew \lim nadianbetv esna

‘norm’ and a ‘real’ houghaem posbder . B ubBw agoeasboonbnbonem poely
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Poss N hew deconexof anevalbnaypaedi gmw heehepobbm ohom abnd

pahobgralbok on he pepede oftie orfl < diregence.B egon caied degper

m pabnsobephysabndbem oegbehndt hs exendeddueoP oshibea

bm abnav hitpanechadeoipuesviing SencoM an.

Thequen  of whether Bernard’sphysibgialiom ahcoutisewvea ‘new way to a Science of
Man’ ao gppeasbehnd he sbnang m odelof Emile Durkheim’s sociology. Haung
dem ongsed a paedoxcaik betv een B ichat’s experimentalism and Bernard’s interior
méduhedhapiboksahow D ukhem bokewi hhibtalleasoin anbysubdihg

‘conditions of existence’ ofn oderorbeavlen cedbosengoiiim esphysche

pad’ hincicet eshegtfwinnsoabgiB uto@bm a ondibedshow edan
evilenbckobbpaydhoughsuppabgac abareorleohng<C onvess/soa

bgleman  ed open to the intervention by a ‘special reasoning,” goosiii Y ofubdibrhat
pesupposesgpoertbaubnom YT heyounds D ukhan ’s acoounbbcgpadionvest
winposiglgoundednom 4 esquadpesuppo $s an individual’s capacity for fluid forms
ahiiiidechioughdesguibnor anomé@d  Durkheim’s neoposEm fibw

Bernard’s break with vitalism?

Thanbm sareedngofiv haD ukham et esbaab/eEm ofgnsEaepods

show sD ukham assoaedbswihepopcbr SenceoM anabesibhe1%h

centy.l  § amldnwaso e evaiak a apdHdom an acoodng b a s ped
physbgyofensabnB ut Durkheim’s estém m acanbetierdd n twinghssa

vital problem of ‘norms’ in modern societies. W hatonogpiusthdhesoapdilv obin

the absence of any knowledge of the normal type? Durkheim’s perspective onanErghenm ent

Scéncechl arbibw m tirpéppehend v v hitpope 1
“can tell us the secret of the future.” t dem onssehat n heeaiyeashe?0 " centighe
poseancheiém anecoperdtisoftid yoperbaaetabn.
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Positivism’s New Models of Thought

Dungheld " centiyPodim dieidhoughvabusm o detohidiihbe
pecadnggeneabgyhesysm aibgacyoB pus SV asonem odehat agllerddas
bedodheobedaphysbgiahbubiasash ow nbhavepatubconsequencesbhe

Posim ofC om & pim abgiatidesofs eo eC angurem andM cheFoucaukawv

B ousssepesent anhvesnoheobsevanagpaaesoim edia tleabguesand $
dea s gnByaubodnahgem pabhqoithea xom abcasbrbeaunbiied

aposiiom anohegnFoucauhasdesy Ibedbhem edtabonsequencesofauch a
peade  ascdniigephybgyafiess byaum navgahchem ehockalim w hih
Bahatengaged wih aound nom aand pehobgial anabm yhseduced hebodyb a
corbuousdom annw hth “disease exists in space before it exists for sight.” Thewder

Préancew as for the “structure of experience whichdom naedhel9 P centiyandoa
certain extent the twentieth...”™ By systematising a ‘way to see’ apbiuchPosim gave

aSanaceoM ariv ashioughdiphangheuse oflea  sign in the sense used in Bichat’s
genedbn. "G eogesC anguiem goeihebdestings abhgpetirbenatier

philosophy, “almost as old as life itself,” where a transcendental ideal of the Positivist

eschatology was extended through Comte’s Sociology.741

SeoondjaquideenPosim gppeasdwi hSanSim onA ugusC om ecadhm a

“depraved juggler.” " Sghgbm hepedesasoadwibd EsEncedibm of

Possm ebad $ depaticbm bebleabgrabopainder anaw aenesohedilg

pocess of epesentbn dung be epoch. The div egence wih s knowédge ,
patuiyhebsiEncesdunghieam ea naSenceoM ancoutinobngegound
schearheebeadopedam odkdbr m opiedenecessalyom antnw hatv as
undesbodashenentaledV- heEméD ukham cediSansim onwiihepus 6f

Tt o

"1C anguiem (1994p247248,

™2 “the morbid liason of my early youth with the depraved juggler.” Comte (1851) II preface xv, xvi,d ukhan
95914 4
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a/nhaiknow édgarheboeoinuniesisbl es@ripopdt "t eantaudibesk

WHE noyabpaedwv éshel8 P centigeaw ds Cabanis’ generation of Ideologuesw ho
usnedbapopcbyheposdisobn ew N halSanbm onededw asa

SenceoM anhaddigoabdasapopatindeh ediegngnatieoposiesEnasbut

hikfnequirocabn atheavangadiecknow édge. "“Fom hepespetieniS @nosof

M anheeadtisabom ng asT hssw hee D ukham hdsSant Simon’s strongest
nvocabnofv hahebskandvibnibePos Wephisophginabngdin édbhe

9/ adabnobdhgEncesdhuby asede aedhbdevebpngesynbeiknow édgeb

bem pbm enedbm apedabespedeV heea sC om epiedbeoySaisin on

subdied he fin@naloncepibrabeodta ISenceofM anFunanaeendedd
condhgaBoousevVem osiipusndoo dbabf coooinghD ukhem kv as

be aim to “liberate the bodydlieasonw hihhesoc iduieshoutie g ” nam efbestd

om hain $ofeence. "™Hesaw  Saint Simon’s form of Positivism agyoundngialts
pedaheces§pobunbting a synhaknow édgedh $ ini

T holfbw inghedipesbnobeurgédph yabgisbagbheSa@nceoM ana

new posdiem egeshough be conem poay e xpeencesofhet siencesH enr

B egondesbedttas a ‘certain idea of nature’ andgave $ nepeteopeabnashe

cengpobibm biniC ieaieE valibnB ut i ocenedonadiousbnom odensart
ndiiendhediedoonem poeayPod ¥m bhavnglidotlappehends

‘scientific object.””*® Bergson’s text aimed b m akeailent  asanesseriidjofinaehe

condenssnbm aheoydiibaheoryof knowédge " A Ew yessB egon

could express this in a more compact way in an essay called ‘The philosophy of Claude
Bernard.” Here he related that “nothing is more false than the conception of how synthesis
works.”"® Synthesis was always “something problematic,” yet Claude Bernard was credited with

retaining this problem through his stand against vitalism. Bergson’s own focus on the life

3T hibehesiob ukhem RSodiim busl DA Nl 97009
™D ukhen (1959130132134
745&*)134
"B egeon002p205,
g egDNLA4YEXY,
8B egoorQ002p205
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sEncesv asearhough the productive aspect of a ‘certain idea of order’ attained between two
deadpebgmim anancebgmohatie H em adeaw eghycim oB enachnjivoan

the history of modern science has “the spirit of invention retired winbbanal/ssd

and thus to determine the general conditions of scientific discovery.”"* A coodigbB egson,

bessoonaingonducetv odihdbm aabn ShesbspaenoaoD escabsnd

ssoondiheadventém ehodassocied N expan entin edinehbobcaseheay e

confienceoiv codesopobem s hthhe characterises an intersection of ‘a certain idea.’
H alerdd Bernard’s form of Positivism wipecusoEenqaiVl agendey’ €8 eg0 n’s
(igeppeasboom ebm acom pioppo pespedanam goneheassocEdwi

gpatubtiecofim W hatondiehe poseancheviibenew cone®T o

obxpam endin edinehaboousheyead etv eenX aveBdhaind-enqaiM agende.
Physboyefaictiichangedung heseyeamdhenechnijuesnomél

oonoeptl heew adhow eveam akeddiibe appoachbpobim sobbsawvabnand
bainepetbns w hth w as 3ubsum ed underbe cendpolbbm  dhaedeged ashe

pahabgid pegpede of Bihat Pevbus dhape 5 desbed b6 as cenHlb he

n Bichat’s selfaw aenessnbausigonooocinagobserabns andinepebnsw hth

w aseenesentitem ehodabgyderedbm h $lesofiim A subsequertidich

be dibabn betv eenm ediapaae and se@nt &knowédge butby bausang ontis

m ehodobgyhe chaperdem ongeeshe paedoxe aoonbuy winh he stisofé

dGoue. ™

teabayy #im andrunamBdhandM agen de

Fdabwing be yeas of X awer Bthat ’s frenetic work, Francois Magendie’s physiology
epesenthohabeskandadbafihese paet ed physbgybm beErghenm ent

understanding of the discipline. Yet Magendie’s physiology em egepessom hexks

749 hi 10'201
"R ebAbug(1977p47
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w hth BehabughtH ebeganaingin 1799ns ugeyunderA &sB oyepdidentf

PeeD esautndhibm ain ediatidesv ee com pbedn1801aheE cobdeM édemne

dePal e earhaM agendaw asonechef Benesbnbem egebm heebm ed

ndibnanhew akeokvalbnandgsao nsequenashehadbohaitabndpieda

experience. Magendie’s attention during this time w asbaussedongnéooncensbegr
physobgrabiopaiH segbsedm ao und1809 asQ uduaiéesgenaataubs

phénom enespaluéisaLixcopswiansexpressed beopnbnhaphysobgy dilnolyet
desawebbedssedwhbeposiesEncesT hefivv snhebngheophysobgis

tbokng bra pngok w hith coutl oganie m ovem e nsby w hih bodesdecom poseand
iroom posspexpinhaadnsandiesans Sudchapngoinendedobaccounbhe

m eansbyw hihiing pakcoodnaed tinanh ough hedipasephenom enaohé

bodes

Fabwingbm Bichat’s tissue theory, Magendie was looking to the nutritive exchanges that
coutl gound such viiphenom enagied achived aam cboubréve ~l Cud,
M agende w as unm pessed by he ebboabn ofis ue popeispatuil brhar

implications at the animal level; “it is a great mistake to admit vital properties which are

particular to certain parts of organised bodies.” He identified that this relied overly on diba |

dodhendw asahatidbaseconobservabn andobedhinew Luggesn;
“Suppressing the two vital properties known as animal sensibility and animal
consiiendoongiiebem finabngnseed, w outlbeam osedvanggeous
ebm © acoom gghin physabgyhen beew oul d beaggk m annerof
expinng he phenom ena ot and be qudy ofs ance woull be m uch
easier.”"™
Thin Baovelps wh hederebans ofBthatw ho w as ao congleng he
didsobbseringfinebnakibnsah nm dveD bseringexpesnsofiboe
nheoganied body depended onappenendngsom e bhgdedT otsendM agende
baussed on an assem hige ofogant paib bed din &d ashe appaetisofpaiubr
fin@nFoexam peensabnw ashebinadno heveassem bigenjenbees bf

M agendiQ uduaiéesA bugp109111
"2hip114
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dedeogans” hiheundesbodbbefiwin ghenew w ayotdsiabnhaing

m achhe. " Hpekaed hispin ayconcenbihedic fileobbsavabniV agend

wrote that, “it would perhaps be advantageous to begin the study of physiology at the instant
when the phenomena of living things become appreciable to our senses.” B ubbiegpedie

was also following Bichat’s ambition to foreground an ‘event of the senses,’ in line with Harvey,

dow nhoughH @ hepm aydeencew asb m bain édanabm catlathaB chat

w assnajangandhisppioacnepahged ynam caichem abbanegietcessabnal

syrhese gy hak. s

h1816M agenday peskxbookP 1I6s¥m enti iedephysobganw hihhehtiouhe

pngoesbhenew physobgratiqahel h gead#eav dbddenpahoposit

bnkngphysbgyha d to dispense with its metaphysical tendencies with which it had “a long
and tiresome romance” and like chemistry and physics, needed to be “reduced entirely to
experiment.” T him ayhavebeenaediabam onghossop OSiitiposNN1316,

but 1 w asattiayoahedv hdBn ear© om thadhoyen eBatm orgnche

clinics only just starting to reverberate under Broussais’ polemics. At this time, the notable rival
to Bichat’s physiology was Anthelme Richerand whose Eém ensdeP hysbgaipulihed

in 1801, explicitly followed along the lines of Haller’s physiological model, rather than his
anabmy. t ;dudehat Richerand’s textbook appeaed N Sucoesvepuliabnabhe

1820’s thecom anfierd for Comte despite Comte’s ambition for the metaphysical aspects of

sEnostbexpdd. e

Magendie also retained an idea of the physiological model set forth by “modern

m ephygans  ” Tham eanbetieshigphenom enacondibgah um annicv eeony/
m odiabnsdheboulopernepbrend man’s instincts could be related to his condition of

™8 Magendie’s notes warns the reader that ‘life’ for the physiologists of the day meant either “an imaginary being,
besolphgpiolief inanav hitin chodesxHigevichedh ea ns the “assemblage of these
functions”, the sense in which Bichat uses it.” Bichat means to say, writes Magendie, “Life is the assemblage of
functions that resists death,” although the difference in emphasis should be noted. He then proceeds to question the
aubbgihephiesB thall 827jp10
M agendiQ uduaiéesppendioAbug/(L977p 114
™M agendi{l 844Pebce
A ckebmedl967p71
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ednoPm gtsn eartnenm dinan, butecondiiv asato a function of a “state
of civil society.” Magendie’s early interest washeebebddinhegnobheseem
endenceS hav ae,

“desire to have a very vivid consciousness of our existence; a feeling which the more it is

ndubednbem oeciilbsAfbec aussousensabngecom ew eskenedby

habit.....shall we say with Bichat that the passions reside in the organic life.” wr
Magendie’s Pésheebeechoeshe patubrcom min ens w hih he s be
dicusngofendin em ogidgm eritl agen dgooceeds

“however thsm ay behe stidy ofundesbnding doesnotat peseniconde an

esseripabbhysbgyT hesenceespedd ydevoedotcadtieobgy.

0B aoon,-odke” ondic abarindegped heexodniv oksoM D esitle

Tracy, entitled ‘Elements of Ideology.” We shall at present confine ourselves to some of

befindam engbngobsfiaencel hahn um esbiphenom enghatondkhe

hum anmiéaison)m odiabnsoheboul yobeospbrendlieyee

abrieyexam nectitbwiecagiack now édgedy hitifyrsebhiy

modern metaphysicians.”"®

ThepatathoughM agendiexpessesioub ovehedoaheniihopabdenad

not yet drawn fully apart from the physiology committed to a ‘scientific’ concept of ideology.

W hecondem nngphienabgyasapseudosinceM a gendew asypeddrbaugngona

ribnbetv eensensabnsandm abng’ hasit on preceded the distinction between the “cry
or native voice” and “the acquired voice, or voice properly called so.” The acquired voice,
com m entiVl agendagbanedhallv hosshiher devebpm enpesipposesssiEofod

edncET hem akededeaorbujvinbe ubpabedocbdhesv hihexpbied
bephysbgyohebngue, a gidyderedbm heongangneegihesh ondetv een

be physdand he m odTo bsend,M agende w as ao congleng m ovem ens of

expressive gestures (‘gestes’) as an intimate connection to the corporeal organisation ohad
Habit was “to motions, what cry is to the voice;” and seen to appear either as acquired habits or

aso@eties Magendie was still following Cabanis’ anthropological thinking, even to the

M agendi{l 844p155156.
"Bhip14 /&0l em K(l946p321.
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extent of limiting Bichat’s notion of passion to internal sensationsw hihhepoposedw assestd

exdiserheogani. 0

Theew agpehgpshem ehobgrabgacy o f Condillac’s ideagn, ananataban
nheenyopposedds/sem athinking buiv hith beD edeyeastnsandesh

sbnabnatknow édgeO necansayhalVl agen destnedisasadibnb anopen
ecbnandhiP 16 seemingly had no need to define a definite seat to expressive ‘gestes,’
gnogphenom enaahenaensabnooutlbest bueddnebhecom bnedaabnsobe

nexvoussyEm obhebinbyheanabgyobn acouiedvoie, "0 suchasskw outicom e
wiheltiesence.

A#i81Ghen akedheEm pavienau ngoahaoss/EM dhglneppess

bhavetvoued acet ain aspect of Bichat’s legacy. This aspect lent itself to a systematic

gopoach eherban he povibnd gopoach bat

depended on expam engbn. Fom

Magendie’s copious notes to the edition of Rechadthesphysbgiuehaheedidpnem ug

oondidehaBhappeasdbhin

am ed aem ang ¥ wh be andt edi
com min enb hedigphe undeheobsavabna
gynbesB unosbjbiw asdepabgbm he
ftiegeneaizencssurédieasonbw hiht
hisenseM agendaw assonfiencedbyhegen
saw suchanam lbnaskdagnoediVvV he
evalbnay ssnceshow eveiopened apeh t
posiEm .

Fabwing1830andhel R evaldn oussac
SanooM arlyl agendisppeasasathaika

7§Albu5(1977p87
"M agendil 844p157P dh23FeeHn

as a systematiser. Magendie’s Positivism, by contrast,

onjnended b m antn a patubr
Bppoachandém ehod br
teabguebgacyw hihgavehebm of a
hepovibnaknow édgew assuborinath
eabnw hdleSanBim omaeaang)/
nhesabandonedhipedagecbhe
oanew andinéd bm ofm edid

‘natural’

am ebepeserhenew m edabanbf
fbtan em ogf-om hepepediech
ndbeakwihehoughtievedbm bhe

Temk(946p323- 324
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physobgraiopaw hthinbm ed hsyouh Thi spapahasbeen dhaadesed by an

andtm ehodw hthpiied a ‘certain idea.” B ubasaobeenshow nbderrebm a
patubinepisbnolim Nkt onbhephysbgrabbpdV €M agende
popayepesntadiexpinadnom i dm opopaksbw adsbiosotinan,
finadnm eantnexpaibndbepow epbom bn edogantasisam ébw haBdhat
egiebubch a esbnaB yanabgylMl agendaw asbolingbacc ounbgpow er n
anoganim s
“If it were possible at this time to prove that all phenomena of living bodies can be
rbdbnuinoearhiesephenom enacan beegadedagpoducedoyhe
same force.”™
B yaconiuiinhetieaobioeM agendecoul dm oveaw aybm besttisw hthvil
popekshatibhel 8hoentiyandheageof beM onpéil hihadsevedam edid
doahenfendiendsenssbram ngbace ourbgudivedeenceshen hobA
sy oftinedn pied dihdanabm cald vabnsasequivaince oftinan w hih
ehechdihatlen ongsbadisyden bbsewabiaibnsobodhetv eenend
pafl” higavehebasorw hithenew physl ogyw asangeconfjued.

Thedo  represents a ‘paradoxical link” between Magendie and Cuvier’s comparative anatomy

which belies Cuvier’s opposition to vivisection.”®? B ohshaed angppoacht iian

basedontin@ninendedbdiboeanatieana ogrhnkngbyw hihbeatlanabm y
equincaed be \ibk evilence wh a vililea of popeis 83 | ke Cuvérand hi
om paeteanabm Yaealesl 809M agendew as bokngbr a ‘true function.’ -
“If, for preceding reasons, we do not classify animal sensibility among the vital
popatdow hav econglePA stiefin @nA finaribecom m on
end of the action of a certain number of organs.””
Thequedbrsy hehetby aspriankd eenbm Baohathiin ehassesof
nbieribaiesofl 80141802hedo informed his listeners that “one organ alone does not
IM agendiQ ududiéesppendioAbu(1977) plil
T2 b 97 789.
"SFouca 970p263- 280
"M agendiQ ududiéesppendioAbur/(1977) pli4
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carry out a function; a function is the result of the labour of several 0rgans.”765Bdh&em S

w asanooncenechownhepagiesppieana om ysawedassbpogephybusebyboh
ugeonsandaiH eadknow édged aspogesy ehedidyoheassem bbgeotaved

organs that contributed to function; he noted that “Citizens Cuvier and Dumeril” were now
asding aocooding b tinabn, % and even announced that “I shall follow by the same
procedure, it is the only one which can be adopted in our present state of knowledge.”767Thi5
swved asan advance on heortapolbm snher &d bm he M onpdrdoahe as

transmitted perhaps via the anatomist Felix Vicq d’Azyr or from physician Theophile Bordeu.
Thebtbexam piem phasiechaiubnom ous ebm entiypaihaingoodyw e,

“...kind of separate machine, which contributes in its fashion to the general life of the body.”768

Bichat’s analytic physiology took organs as composites of tissues n w hthcethpopets

gavespeatab/m oblespieanabm Wt hedm pédabasom w hinbedidyof
physbbgdinanooutipoceed.

The hibcdam byuy $ w heherbs w as ofr ng an aom a trm ehodabgrd

BOOM posNopopekHM edsbodasp BgM aguilebm osgenediepisibn
ofinanhhbespesbnecantikdnat w henBhatv oehasiecom possv ee

“the first steps in the study of the functions,” i w asundesbodasaoonbubnbw adssnew
genesphysibgy. "W Ihousbandonighiam tiry! agendem ovecb eyonchedodhe
ofendfiandbokbsashesagpant bienand/s h debngpopeksbhe

m oeabsachabnohukeadihesubs um edhenabnofinan b aconceph
id 770

A geneagtonaspbbinanvw asdependent wa on the ‘conditions of existence’ andofboed
sndiom hephysobgrdbase (i ogenedinum stncesy hatpiooubiout

betinannb plyA m oegeneatiesheef oepecadesadespbnobgansand

" ckeknechL 96 7oA bug(L977p12 3n

;§3M834)ﬁbuw977b89

%8B oreLR esacheA nabm duech bug(1977p90

7B el 8349 bug(L977p90

"M agendil844p16- 17
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ubdiesbesensabnaitiobansand eadns B yam oesbsaababnofinan,

the ‘conditions of existence’ énbem saesb bedainéd brexpam entibn w hthg
Epesened byhe 19h centiym oveaw aybm be hogaendinbhedboeby T he

expam ensbppoachschaeckied by esitdh ngfina@nhoughdainiigcondins

andw hthnobngesidonbeobservabbpoper ¢devedbm beviliiechatiof

begenegpopey db-unansabued baetedit] obbsewabnbecam e

spasbdbm anabm calleduansbuech hibtdgirenphysobgtain odebV In

bepm acyotinannM agendeandC uvéhe physbgia odebfenssbryv hith

w asaiohesouceobbsevabngbobbm § was displaced. Magendie’s particular credit was
© have opened up new posiiisbraiinéd e Xpem entift] as consequences of
windaw nghephysobgyafensabrw hihw asa $oavom abheoonem poaySaeence

oM an.

Expem enbPhysobordh edine

Francois Magendie has a curious relation to Bichat. He both praises him as an ‘experimental

genius’ while working to overcome a doctrinal acceptance of his ideas.””* Forexam piy hen

M agendiedichet ? edbroR esacheP hyboiues sl m obl.82zheedded
ambduanw hihw anedagansnundal gppoadbBdhdieacoom panyngnoks

criticized Bichat directly from the basis of his own work. From the early 1820’s Magendie’s
pulitabnanceaangym akeatahabedidy ofonsmusessanddeabgyw asbbe

sepastdbm hiphysobgynfvouioheob) ededidyohenexoussysem hiough

anabm egpahobgrabnd expam entim ehods hhenoksb R esache P hysbgiue,

M agendeobedacom m enfiybased hsexpam ena v okw hihhecongleedbbehe

m oeconem poayphysbgyE xem phyokv hahe nends  are the comments on Bichat’s
expbabnobedibnbetv eenhebianand| ungdV henBdhatsbubepem shah
reacbnohebanzhem adeupokensad noheyaaniiencedbyem abrpasodn

ancsbariyl agendinievenedihenoevi Hriow nehapdihadry,

LA bug(L977p47
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“These words pasinem abnebanethaveknow ed deencesnhe

énguageon ebphysinshuesagenestbdt ohesensabnsw hihbey

expessalv aydhesam eonoganiigndhi eneatbdv hatoncens

m e,and he ssconday phenom ena ae ofnoim pobnc eluebhexe wods

indifferently for one another.”’
Thsdian betv een genedloonogpsand evtle ntpm ay phenom ena conaleswi
Magendie’s 1822 publishing of his experiments to support the conclusion that dorsal roots of
ganahevesae pim & assoased wi sensat onand be ventloosassoced wi
eacdnB un1823hsw okw asliivwing am ehodoexpam entbbsevabnhat
usedpahobgigbhenom enatlerdidnbegana todpobdainiigistibnbhe
ban  n Magendie’s memoires from 1825, he notes that heobsawabnobeebogmnald
betv eenheganabodandsupundngm em bieneg bepam atencheaachnatpoutbe
anndexbnew dsoveepvenanew aom a, Dhsawvedninom atEl w oyeas
later, in 1827, Magendie edited Bichat’s TigkdesM em bianesandhetirsow nhdngsb
oonedihossoB dhaiv hohadkierdohea echnatiadheszousm em bienedheban
andganaborlB utleits Magendie’s methods of delimiting relations through clinical
panE venby1838yv henetinngolisam epr olbkm otibehbv okonbenevous
9/¥€m M agendeatinedbaaitspahabgral m ehodhaam edatia@niignom &
vasbnbyusgapahabgram odebsuppot deasobxcessanddeiencyT hem odd
w asfiem ehodinended © i) dain [qu arive vaibn hiough pahabgtal
ababns asgulebnatiisiabngnceobserabn gbehobgydiightiodbs
whase 77
A m akeddiim ehodoom esw henM agendeetin ean183%epesheognal 822
dosabobxpem enfl” hesaes fadanosbe endipuedand Jponetinngbeexam ne
bepolém henbducedadeenpespede n bhsobsavabnabooeduaV  hahad
beerhiow nbdipuew ahevaliedevedoh sagerbidM agendesbngwin
hsassbnhyoung CéudeB enadpehinkt hevaieaiexpam entblaahoughbe

2 Magendie’s notes on Bichat. Bichat (1827) p299n
"L exh(1984p190



diuy ofiepeghghdow nexpein ens " Thsm akshem om enhaboedhin ©

enkhedaatnatisobxpem entbocedu esndm ovedexpam entbrbw addang
anunam buousouscbdM agendiheehyef M edenew pocedudivw ingecaetil

expam entloonblofphysalconansi bel neibn © com pix and unpiedibk
oganiphenom ena

Anew egidexpam endim abandonechepeh abgralévy bain édphenom enabgy
exdivey gren b obsesinging tinan. The e expem enlm edne bok

a abnoBfinanabuedobeling adnew poyandhiciboedagened

deco f &Thbepesens a evessbpioyhabd CéudeB enadbdef neainéd
dom abephybgy in which to practice ‘experimental determinism.’

CaudeB enadD aincheN ewD om an

Thenew dom andihaCéudeB enadsided w achahneenvbnm enpow dihct

Pm acoan cenvbnm enbhisdihian o fneorméuédb anew m odelof
ndibhdbsincesandsepased i bm hepahabgtadew dyrant

ba Bernard’s ArhibduanbExpem entM edindpud shed1865p0pos edtbe
boh fiwing n he edbn ofbe ancbm & w ke havng fy abandonng ber
pesuppodngiam elhaboncepiiiows ubdiechyeconcepingfinar;

“after dissecting cadavers, we must necessarily dissect living beings, to uncover the inner
or hidden parts of the organism at work....and without this physiology and indeed a true

scientific medicine will remain limited.”

T hegyréancegppeasw hebedihguihech $v okbm thsespedB enadnam es
G anasheognabofisemnbuiesaves bM agendehenkom akngam oden
physibgyposbiasm ehocoftidyH em akes nom erbrok aBéhat e

™ The problem of “recurrent sensitivity” Ibid p191-192
B enad1957p99
oA bug(L977pA7.
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B enadinendedodibguihbem odenbm in oppo®nbphibsophtabhysbgyon

be basshahedtrooutl ony epeseniiea sofsEncebutiv asnobity et

practice. Representation could not produce ‘real’ knowledge of nature. Bernard’s diban
opposedplisophcalysem angbyaeduan andn #dnofv haboutibecongieed

aubnom ousseEnt peaea dihan m ade betv een heiin ofa conaeptand he

i bpede. T hetepidechepedzbvesbm d conoeptidh i
Sudhpadabofnendeddain nagdals onakbahabecam esyem aechiough

beem prabiodhelibw echseudos® ripeaedV/ Hiopennghedom abr

peaeB enadhadbguadagandeem ia taispns=xendedm ehodidandts

wagdone by establishing what scientific facts could be taken as ‘real.” A deem inabbdom an

w asheebe dahed asheiin &d gpace ofpodu @n win w hth conogpscout b e
condleedsirt "

A aooringbhehibduanhenvesbnopa aahoyhad cetin consequencebr
dangesErdpoduadriSeence could be seen as ‘successive’ without being progressive
in the way which Auguste Comte’s Posm agaedbbeExpam entpedeguar Oed
agandadvere ebas ofhatiiabd conoeps ubo dnaed by a sysem a hinking,and

B enad conosy dibguihed b from Comte’s philosophy. A phbsophias/em
poduces bm aiing hatl b have an osding e Bdon any expam endpede.

Consequently Bernard’s science was deliberately antisygm atandw okedagandv habe

describes as an ‘encysting’ of knowledge.779 Bernard’s heebecanbessenasabm of

Posiam w hosecentbskw asbbieskwinap hbsophyofieasv hthhesaw exended

through Comte’s system. Comte introduced formal conceptual elements (for example prioritising
a concept of ‘integration’ rather than ‘resistance’) w hthhadanegaresbaonhegpaoeof

sErdpoduarB enadoondem nedudbm a dbm entesidionailv otacingd

dlecbgray encoachm enbubetjiv asan im posnonheaubnom yolserd

bought

"B enadl1957p25
"Bhij24
hijp223
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Alhoughw agofudbm aibm ensC absn gment N Bernard’s thought is aoevlent

n $ antiogm asenin enbatlagangobm ok m s T hifibw saspabnof

the older physiological legacy, to which the new determinism stood for overcoming the ‘querelle
desnen s et des moderns’ andsym baed i bem ovebmibey © dboebstervede

dibebnom batv hthC om ew adliEga ibgbm hibtaknow édgebuiv hih

B enanundesbodesohehansEnosC om &of eecshibydhebnsoendenain ndout

fido dihguih betv eenbehiblyoim anan datiedom anofs@dpoduan.

C onvesghesepasbn ato iecogrisesadesl m pesonabspecolEdpade-

gn#bbearbum arbnoehalC om eappe asbiibw —but Bernard’s epistemology
now gresiasaconbrsbnwihebm a@ ingobshathahehibobehum an

m ndhebboebly stands for the tribunal of the ‘real,” B enachow deerdt edibma
conbuous Ebyoknow édgew hitsakent &\ hebyoknow édge $ undesbodss

Hm dectom m oneensaw hihB enackaw ashit ogobpbN. 780

hihsegpedB enadpubiv adhs experimental method as the “negation of all systems.”
N egahghdidluabpnbnam eanssuibdibghe m wihm pesonaindgenedheoesand

pomes an escape from ‘a way of thinking.” The ‘w aydfinking ‘pant  ecloeEdM 5
“We never act on an essence of natural phenomena but only on the acting

cause...this differs from the fatalism on which we cannot act...fatalism assumes

hathe m arisibn ofany phenom enasnecessar y and ndependentofs
manifestation is free.” "
h beopposnobieem mem o&EM gppeas Bernard’s ambitions for anew s&t
dnguagedhough one pusuiedinbegin i edw ayheew asadineibnd
Condillac’s ambitions for a new language, then Bernard’s scientificdeem mim e
phenom endibadom ancontibd bydboeblyc onabnsO tisdom anB enadcan
write “there are only words beyond.”782Thte€Em nalbdom anw assepasedbm azone of
S earfirusDA nneP¢987)
81 enac1957p219
"®hijp219
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undeenbdopnbngehapaibanw ht hnow pom sedonjain édseEnadoubne
haunedcbw adsinvesy.

W hdsn ehodepeedngiornd Comte’s Positivism was § nerbrbetnem lins
bra unvesahg popatsuch as a Sance ofM an.Benad dipensesswh auch a
phbsophigbopdbbesakenfiannganau bnom ousaedede

“Positivism, like all philosophical systems which it rejects in the name of

science...has the fault of being a system. Now to find a truth...men of science

needs ony 6 sond foe b e wh natie and tbwihg expe enti
m edine,quedn herwi be heb ofmoe and mo e pebdm eans of
nvegiabrthicesehnikhehebes fesophtatysem soonginot
having any.”"®
Phisophtaysepasted from the wider ambitions for a Science of Man, Bernard’s autonomy
now bokasgpnagpbofeedinecesy, standing face to face with ‘nature.” H edesbed
bes  “the sacred fire” of the unknownw hthacoounedbephgobobubnom yuphetl &
bedvebehndexpam entpedetis dreham ov esknowédgebw adsanew

vdie nhe diversity of nature’s phenomena.”®

SepadhgE xpen entPedeT hougheD Ben &R ean

Faoed wi he diresy ofnatieiphenom eng, an aubnom ousseErdve poducesa
dynam dknowédgew hthB enaddahesaoundhie ebihepanam engbiposin,
Jheeoogrbnokestbenceandie sepasbninbaknow édgeacoodngban

) A hough bé diposn,B enad acoou nsbrabm ofpole m eauei
dbenies m entldides aocodng b caggo €s ofhnkng; Bbnalem [
expam endl(haedeiedbyPEDA ik, M agendephoughbisppeasnotirite
Comte’s law of the three stages (the theological, metaphysical and the scientific), Bernard does
nopeserbesem odekagpogesveT heyaer abedeenim odesoknow édgehts
Shijp221222

Moo
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beyasbonghibtappeanghepan sohum arhoughism odesdiinkngw hth
éndbem saresbconitialv aysobang. t shedeencebhaB enaddbuedba
necessaCingm obbhiby. %

Tham odality reinforced Bernard’s notion that a hibtabppoachbphibsophingw ashe

way of the ‘litterateur.” Consequently, he proposed apobm capepede n gppoading
bagrawingbgehersbm entbm akehibih egphgboadbhettiesEnceT he

em phasson sshae hibly W asan ady dit nabm sienceevw hth tinaned

agand an aooum uite knowédge. S elective history took scientific ‘material’ for a
conabringponabnngw asbaccodwha “hidden phenomenal form,” whose real value
wah § &kobpposig anunbtiecbgiooedonjimdidiuatenin ent andopon.
Scientific ‘material” gives history which negates any individual state ofnndT obeexéi
deertidicbohbm Edhgandieason, w hthw eebohnegalreabm entbm he
pespedrenfiEncsS @nomheenbgm etyand $§ &8¢  contrasted with Comte’s
popobihe siEnce poosedng b y annegabn ofknow édge and sexing b gound a
SencoM an.

JI henegateaspectyeshediegentn odel oknow édgehapoducesdeenced

shesoim ndB uthceagenesknow édgecann obngetbem antined underauryof

pibged easonB enad saw hspogeam lb nsbiheetedbm ofknowédge

etained according to the movement of an “anticipative idea.”"® Theariparedleaw as
undesbod asgiing he a poidide brew pede  t washdhersoonng/nor
nnaenesshuieheraccounid biheadie po duabn ofconoeptin he olsewabn of

objective phenomena. Bernard pictured this activity as ‘injecting’ ananipaietieanbhe

B enadkgonibuvetieduoousiem édinedt Pdi(1987p211
B enad1957p28
787tl'*)33
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Thedill $ besttiof Bernard’s ‘ anipatdiiea >, it is not ‘purely imaginary’ but rather

adiposngvenbposiem essuichioughnec essayaibns n gphenom enabdihetl
oheconoepbhatieH eussbchaecss egpabubiendin édbm ofm pEm
houghhediposrhapieced esaoonogptidbm dabritiepetiee xpem endl

m ehod w asundesbod b exedand ensbm apa tubneason gien onyhiough an

d@ide ofm ind w hih coeq daheshe paam e &s of a ‘reality’ prior to a scientific
expeenceT heconogpiopennbetoeohe expam entbvenpndfinansbibe

expem eneesalipendnoplisophiaidge m enfiancondihe ‘ed ’oonabns
byposie/goundihgposiisbianew det emiabboonoept "% B uhedem habk
onogpiem ansattebheanenakibns oknow édgepsathedaam eadueagand

bew dleposiizhanw ndeem nabn. T hhesensaw hirheexpam enty

‘real” was held to exist as “unconscious and relative.” By suspending philosophical judgement
and being open to a ‘special’ empiricism, Bernard aim sdipbochesbnam haexends

nb ecubire unvesab@uch asessenceofim at erand gpreveningl) Bernard’s
Joedm @M gavem eanngbw hat hedesbed  as the ‘sacred fire of research’ which can
beeadaspow ediipodn and attributed to the ‘anipate idea’.™®

M W hehetbrdesdbed adsouse o nebned by annenaked eaconnghe

bm eadiv agpodudectnew dbm ding uagew hosssttisen ‘objective synthesis.’
Butihas alinéd pegpede hat necesy d shguihes i bm  exended

deem nabnsuchashibabnd phibsophia pobém dehecorgencyohewli

B enadasodihesawihepobbm ats hephiophyof_ebri) " Expam erdl
detm e cibguihed an ‘objective synthesis’ ashaiv hth coutl nopoducenegaie

s he esied dom an'Thew asseen by Benad &s the positive ‘triumph of the
oosby, ° adhapdibanobdom anbebm heunm an ageabbbobgraltem ens

ordsusns ofeewliV Inn be phyobga l[dom an,asboebly pede 9n pl/

dipensed wih any wder agum entd gre iepeatbl e e3b undeninéd conan.

"hip53

001

"HI979p34C abu( 99598,
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C onvess/ioout] ako be congleed posein $eboofsspaahg w hatoondied

Ensoendengiidgem entbm conagptem egngn beiinangbosy.
T hePodieandV #iE xpam entik easondl henendm §
Expam entin edinehesbeedibguined annenaeddom anbm w haSensabnak

or observational medicine represented through a ‘pure’ Hippocratic medicine. Ahoughhe

;S acts “essentially blind,” he undesbod i 0 display ‘certain tendencies’ towards

epanentim.  ““Expdn entbeaean ed at Eepadigouhepodudieapechia
physobgea knowédge whose dom ah em an ed open b enqui/, lilen and
m ockabn:

“True science suppresses nothing, but goes on searching and is undisturbed in

bokng ssphiabingshaidoesnotundest andhm yoponbetie

serdgdhay hosehphagasbnse dbem anddaw bem onn

sachothsw hthaelieyondhem butv hthm ushobesuppessed,

becausehey havebeen abdked by adongerand m oeddaephibsophial

m indd- adiegaebndhehum angdny enciiliin ©T het

canncknow bum eanin eassatlabovan enofd encascandonobethanb

push steadily forward....”"

M edtas@Ence, h eebe,  suppressed a ‘pure’ medicine whose necessity was for giving

expbnabng hesdofiEncan asa ‘push’ to extract from empiricism the elements that could
sndapobvebam £ xam pesofudhveb anc ould be ‘vital force’ or explanans
given to ‘life’ itselfyv hthsbodasobshaksompohdnsb doubt Sardknowédge
ucesvepenetbhenatiedhdingm a chneendseEncaw asdhow m eantds

dynamén .

T hisuppessnhassspedtgaphihed byhem oveagandenabnsohenom d
andpahabgraitedV edinestins anem piandencybioioouseookdnéahy S
obom passonandm ogenadm xtiehabnt fchahthevim eccaéohebody

1B enad1957p197

Ryt
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and exended b "lpus senin ens Benad desr bes he diouse on nom dand

pahabgraliesasavegngendenaeshaie tiphenenatlynam csbrexpem endl
m edmew hthm akedadepatiebm apugyem p «bm H etlerddH ppoasts
wh initiating the scientific approach through the disposition that stands for an ‘original doubt’
andpeosdecham edalindestndng hosneoess yw addom natendoom bahetie.

Conversely, Bernard upheld the example of Paracelsus’ as ymbdhg  medicine’s ambition for

aunvesspanaoeaw hthw aschaecett of an em prakeaabn agandensendendl

dogm asheti ofexpecbentm edine. S T higavety o pespedieshachaedied w hat

expein entin eciinarendecbsib bickpolinw asgpundechybhesiri

oonaepiv hthinenaed bsdeenceA de entbatv een sesofknowédgew as

beebe  a deencanenadedbyam entiidenow a bsaedandiem ovedbbom an

edxndedbm e by the ‘anticipative idea’.

T hehbduanoheStidyoE xpem entM et nedepianteaotim asstndng
for ‘the cheat of words’ w hthB enadw asbokingbovecom etinhen am eobiedtd
sEncepom sngheopendom anohetinand onoept " Buliigbahgw asaoa

concept reduced to the ‘organising idea’ of its own nature. This concept drew on the
experimental disposition to displace ‘words’ through what its ‘anticipative’ idea could uphold.
The ‘anticipative’ deaw asheebea strategy widely recognised as the true ‘leitmotif® for
Bernard’s physiological practice even outside the discipline of physiology. Diverse

onem poees uch as br exampk phibsophepsy chobgit Paul Janet and

phosophefior an Felix Ravaisson, understood the ‘anticipative idea’ in terms of that which

escaped perceptual experience, yet retained what could stand as potentially ‘real’ conditions.®

Sud a ialoonogptw as undesbod b have gren physbgy$new gppoadh,now
Odfre)/oenbngbdbm alN ew brienepiem o bayA new conagpbphysabgyoout!

uln a/ desow nknowédgewin epech anexpam entbutom eandasai

"Bhip207

hip184.

™ Noted in Paul Janet’s review of of AnhbduandExpem enti edine in ‘Revue des deux mondes’ (April,
1866pncHnFdR avasonLaphbsophidd-r ancXK a1 868B ehabiE valbnrm et phbrém e
(L908NAM 0K aDU(L990pI7
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senceand hsm eantelihg knowédgeb be g oaloened adliy w hose hibeal

diupw aspeddibm utig anadequatxpesHrbedeem iabksence %
W hbe ‘anticipative idea’ internalised atidhivinn a conoeptiachem adblom an
cknow édgdpegyrianosbhephysnbgit w adinlisbaussedorbeknowédge
bebodyshehanalieas” heconogabnot he ‘aripaiaiiea "w acheebenatiuia
cinbesd physsisinsabm ofgppece pbninnecesy ofppduangam oe

ebare sErd peae dhough sepaeed f om an atlerm edtalpeaew hth w as
undesbod O retain a positively ‘anthropological’ nature.A she negate em enfs
dipesreoipatubiieasofoderuphatiasp hysbbgiahom Soutseresahibial

Epadn  asam ehodopoduanoposieconceps 7

The ‘aripabeiiea > heebestihecheneces§hatevesgidg em erthedom anof
knowédge Alhough tsw as implicitly compacted into a ‘vital principle’ n h eedir
physobgratizroused3 enadnena edbiasanepiem abgid inf  byaevesabf
ST hinbduc edhepantv heeghpbiinkngem ansugp egndbm bs

B enaddetndedhephysbgrabubnom yagang anyapbiubodnabnbexendy

conéedileason $ obpditisensaioenBboncenw asund esbodacheddae
natieopoduangheposgieconospB enadw aseenpin F ashendngaheof

binkngw hilikeA sbkn earpigngr abns b hephenom enahgpecklipor
tenydsooue This was Henri Bergson’s undesndngof Bernard’s ‘anipaaiea ’

A coooingbB egorB enachadadhevedesuppe sonalieatibndoetv eencheoyof
know édgeandheheoryohatie. %8 FoB egeonheadopeda perspective on physiology’s

privileged object that could enabled him to act as if a ‘certain idea’ stepped in; “this idea is not a

force, simply a principle of explanation.” When Bergson wrote an essay, ‘The philosophy of

Claude Bernard’ following a conference at the College de France of 1913, he described this

pespedreasexem phiyof how “nothing is more false than the conception of how synthesis

9C anguilem (1989p206
797 bit240
8C anguiem (1994p314- 315
247



works.”™ Theundeiigm essge in Bergson’s reading was that synthesis was “something

pobtma ThepegpedehaB enadadoped n hisndagang@im w asam edat

determining a ‘certain idea of order,” anchanenaeaniidtatcbB egonpe asbe
desafenancheposieanchedis peds  asebm am easuindm ovngoeyond a
an pésspasbndhebginm arencebgio hatie.

H eniB egonT hePobbm oSyrbes

Bergson’s own concerns aeaodichvalestonnecedwinheposea ndhevih san

ongang expbebninb how snhesw oksheb v edbinhesbbn betv eenbe

bheoyoknow édgeandeheordiandsaw b sdeptbsophcgbobem dhaeceit

of ‘certain idea of order’ thatfivw echhiediiv assbaciierdd wihB egonw hen
hew aspoposedbihechanim oden phsophy aheC digedeFancen1899The

pschobgit  Théodule Ribot commented that the question of synthesis “would substitute for the
chsgan ehodohehibyob/em s with a history of problems.”®®Thissem soonfn ed

when looking at Bergson’s course titles from the years leading up to his CieaeEvalbnof

1908; “Sketch for the history of a nabnain engibrbs/e ms’ (1902-1903), ‘Evolution

of the theories of memory’ (1903-1904) ‘Study of the evolution of the problems of
freedom.’(19041905) ' The question of synthesis reflected Bergson’s reading of am odebf

nidiihew asdevebpng abngglehe con &m poeayikEnces t ebdona
hibryofoonaspbw hith B egsonappoachedbm a psychabgisbespedeandagesd

wihieposiam egphysis

T he quesbn ofconogpisposedid aound w halsbadre ensbnsasinée no
posem agriidesTin eand Fieandi AnEssayonhem m edaeD ahofC onsuses
ovedsasasibnbety een annenyesensabn , “M pegnaedwinhetiesohecesy, ”
andexenye h oughndnbduceds/nheshiough anodenfuccesbn asdugbn. %2
M arand M em ory hen baused on he sensoam oor pobkm ofhaldieed adnsas

"B egnR002p205

SORpatD ungP005)

eoJl 10 %005)

8B egeon960p217
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exendedinbiisconceptispobm s 2 hhefthepeoiC eckeE volbn,
alubesoncenspedd asaaibnbelv eereheodiendeheoro knowédge
C uaihibokaphysobgrabxpesnaues tnedh  § exenonbawdesppiabn.
The fiwing exended passagendiaes how B ego n w as condleng be pobem  of
gmheshough em so f aphysbgralilea ofdecom posinboom posn .Buths
em phasw asorheadjofiecom posinasde sbednem shebpenegaiche
day;
“the opposition of two orders of phenomena observed in living tissue, anagenes
andkabgenes  ....the role of anagensis is to raise inferior energies to their own
handhetinanngobad@exosgagpf oouseasindngow hand
iEpodusnjohiekabgenatodepx i noheficheienegy.
onwihessbobikabgendoder haphysochem #dess —hat
fhotvihedesdandndbaing! he chekndobooetiseem
the word...... To sum up, those who are concerned only with the functional activity
be key b bbbgialpooessesT hey have 0 do 0 asatawh
phenom enghaeepesdooniudindi ngoengzsiechem cabot
T hsexpiihghsom em easiehem echanitende nasophysbgyO nhe
conahosew hosealrbnsooncensedon bem nuetiaiecing
$uepnhagenesandevalibnhehiol ogisandem biyogerisonbe
onehandnatieionbechepanbesd nhestichom egé
oonen heyhahebhsbbesedow nbm houghaunouessesof
acthatey condiesa hibiy T husheh ibbgisem biyogenisand
nebiak baive fréss eady han physibg #n he physochem
character of vital actions.”
T hipassageshow show B egsonw assepadhgay eandpasveagecof a deem inak
know édgdlitadibrtssnhat poduanT heidngredv qpepedes
oningtinarestv codesobapneode gvennoonoeptiabm sohesaenocesof
>B egeor(1968p16

B egeon(1944p40- 42
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bedayphysoehem cabnd/sheobesv ht hnecesit  es anadequatknowédgebbe

devebp - edfiesynhesixpiganbgidbm [B g rbusecorheiky

T hegriancebehndbipassagebecom essppae ntv henonersadsB egonaseaaigb

his contemporary, the physiologist Albert Dastre, a well known editor of Claude Bernard’s
Legonauksphenom énesdehvecom m unsauxann auxaBuxvegeBLX . In Dastre’s own
wiligd-aveshm ofepassedonasher m echaniinepebnoB enacD ek

bem any bpsenaesbang dioussed C iesie Evol wn makes no mention of Bernard’s
wok. % In contrast, Bergson’s later essay ‘The philosophy of Claude Bernard’ emphasised that
B enadnbducedam ehodobnd/sv hthunder sbodedbguebetv eenm ndandnatie
hatoutiaioconaeptidehegenesbondin ofEritkovey. 80T hegyriance
canbaundesbodasC ieaieE valbnbengdt caleverbnegangpodatonosbf

natie.h dang bsiboh uphatl and exend ed be deences batv een be wder
physbgisbm lbnsandwinaspedheory hanendedbesiidhnam &/asaus

dom anoénausbeyondedidieem inits @naeB egsonpusLiedhinyaggedigen
unexpbiediegod/belv eenexpam enbgandm e diibgH e aoieddbsvibe

particularity of physiological reasoning given in the “qualities of a disposition of mind” as hey
appearhecihanbety eenbephysbgit anchechem ghysiithepassagetd

aboveD njtedihessthaly a8 enad w hohadoondensedauchedihamobe
conainbhibduanbheStidyoE xpem e ntM edine. t & pecsit heegpod/

between scientific problems and their solutions that Bergson’s later essay characterised as a

uppessechiim . 807

hheessay hedestbeche dssdiposnw hthoinot Spastobsevabndom ha
beortab/nhesbynidaisbongidr h $w asadipodnow adisknow édgebat

fibw edaconhuousnegebnolem egng DN tancehougham ehodoluphatinga

dynam cschem ahe ‘dialogue between mind and nature.” Both he and Bernard were facing
gndem piabobbm shoughndeent onexdB enadan ed atdaniigepece

5D adz0B egon (L 944) pAlseesoC abul 990ps4
5B egnR002p202
O hip204205
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pedebapoliesEnceB egeonbokts dipodn  aspopodiganew présophyof

natie. % Theooncepbhatie $ central to Bergson’s philosophy houghhevaliesaicby
b M EhOOBO iiTiD hetthechoug ik

haB enadpiiednts ‘anipaeiea ’ B egonhow evehoughhtnaoutibe

gven apose and tinanam eanng wioutbel ng deem nitH e chaedeied he

ambition for studying intuition as “the science that claims to dispense with symbols,” dough

b5 $ not scientific in Bernard’s terms.®® Hshtén peceded he ebioiepeie

Opeabnanadvance of annibatiakepasbn andhesbesned $ necessFpe-
SErdsget Bergson could still insist that this was ‘real.” Thesitisols ‘reality’
oonvegedwihe possibilities which, even within Bernard’s param ebsgpopear  aspobbm of
snhesbpaiubaibndiaboutben ngleed  asnatigbpOFEXPESDNS

B egoomoedihiesssyhat Magendie was specified in Bernard’s Legonsubgphenom enes
dere as the one who ‘opened a breach.”®® This ‘breach’ was established by bringing an order
ophysbgyandpahaobgyonbhesam edeem na b akighem coexenael he

pedew hihensuiedgaveanew physibgyB egso nbokhEaseDeejigng an
expam entippoadbhenew podiesince houghheknow édgehailenaiedv hat
beeaéphysobgyhatiasam ediahecesy, bapobtm & edheviEm erh
hidiueops/chophysis n Tin eandFiean egon ’sagum entenedonasibn

betv eeniv cdbenbidlesobdjudiien ndoueartiepnchepocesproedngher

expesnH sshap dihanbetv eenbesepo cesessaw B egonvaliebw halCéude

B enadw asm ehodidyefiang n h$ dipuebev eenviim andposiebindnTh e
conbuywihepassaganC iesieE valbna ndbetbiessayonB enadihabese

esasbokngbexam nehow opposnsbelv ee ndeem nabkphysbgrsphenom ena

and harassoaed phenom endequvabnee bing | nb bausesbe diulpobem of

g/nhedB ngnghesabgeheagposieand bedgpecchepobbm disbw ed

B egsorbibvw hew deam lindioughheb obgyoC iesieE=\volbn.

88G ouhi 980p38.

9B egrR002p162.

£10C 2 (1.990p87
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Thd_esonsD awvim

Bergson’s ambitions bihepolbbm ofsnhestiw hewderpodu @n ofset

know édgen patuidhedevebpm ensofoonem p o&tybobgyin C iesieE valbnh
cheperonehecengpobibm sobibbgrabde taepesened aspolém soibonoepud

deencebw hih Bergson’s argument followed the wide arc introduced by the question of
9nbed hessegmoiabnbelv eenedebm i niim echarem andapoi@m wim

bhe bobgraldom an has a parallel to Bernard’s division made between determinism and
&M B ubessegim pobnosbecom esia nhahathapeohebookw heehe

agum enbpenghew depolm of a know édgangened” hahathapeotC iesie

Ewvalbntibvw saconfjusbnohoughibkenup bm winconem poayevalbnay
debaeaddessplbsophatuesnposedo how condivel/aP osiisence can
besserthesspastdom$A sodnhel agchenchee $ adadadts

i#beavalbnayagum entenesonepe isedapbndigboduciingbm ses

be esponseb conadinsofedenceB ubepr olbbm ofgnbesnow baussesonbe

poduan of unexpeced bm s ofihg bangs ba tem body an gopaentébobgial
mechanism which bring about an “evolution of future species” W hthssem ngyconvegepr

becom ecoexensewlhew deconadnsoex #n0eB uC iesieE valbndoesnot

m dpobm obm in strict terms of a repetition, but of ‘replying.” R egngndiaesa
dibgue. t equaks am biyds ofhe diousn of adle an d pasie adapibn o
hepetbnohatigbhenom enchabooourt oBoonvegencaobm . 810 rhepnehand,

a pasve nepebn w as dued b he D av nen conoeptofchance. B utancher
pespedreseesaneot am addam asibedd an gppaenyadiepow edbuedbing

bag. 2

Theti eund orjhoughepsy T i

m eanthe nepete valie gien b an aubnom ous pngoe behnd evlent natiel

8B egeon(1944p78- 79
812 ghabm yM adui{1982p137- 138
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devebpm enB uB egonaodaw sserbnoh eshobom ingsofLichanadiepnqok

w henasdingd a ‘somatic envelope’ or given 0 ‘germ plasm.” Sudgoow ew assqud
characteristic of a much broader notion which he identified with ‘habit,” andB egsonundesbod
heldso  mething ‘given.” Thegrencoutheebestnd as a ‘natural disposition’ since it was
necesssioonsnedundegphgpboborii y. ¥3Theurjoforiujw asapbr

om atodseenasnatislibnow hatv as gvenB uhbhsenseunyw asail

pngotham eant “finds its aptitude,” w hthcanequabebkenadhepoeridbu & o
gem piem ngeneshtinbscanaobehe tlasheexpbnabnbv hatbm &
expesschoughhegem .

H ee w ashe diuloonceptofsmhes brdes ding em sofnatieldipodnit

fibw edom w heB egonchaecesedadhale ahatheoryoknow édgeanceheoryof

fizansepashll heoonospbhatiabit oraom eantssnecessaAyaibrende

bain &dviim ¢anbeundesbodhioughé gbnobe ‘anticipative idea.” Bergson’s
dleatboused onw habecam eexdidedbm conogps ohiatiabouvabnee bobgtal

m echanim pedeshadnR adiahdm ecp uencapsubedw habondiiedoonaeptial
andbgrahought as a “vague nebulosity.” Theseaenabnshapecsdew habade)
oheoenbnndlesssassoaed houghl ving ebbebiv hth expindd

eendng “‘certain powers” asw hgbecedesanundesbnadng. 8T hiflessaveshebaditr
begenedheorobnhesandw hingodpos \eontdninhiheoydhem ind

beyondeieem iniiagpedt

Bergson’s limited vitalism w asheebeagppoached houghtisieaohec onbienceof
posteknow édgewi aconcepiok T savo tled edbnsabuedio D awvinen
biobgyofpasvetndenaesbm atel/asbn punoidilheuphotianeot.am ad@m
heoyops/chabgiataussbusbibeco NIDUIPOW eDENego. 85W heB egonw as

desiongas the “depth of effort” was not simply given to ‘will,” but was somehngbbe

BB egon(M4pss %
814h-boi

“obipo7
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aooounedbishebvebfinanA sabibbg cdinabrimy asconoeptid edashat
which “progresses and endures”byw hihB egongave i hesensedheul Ui asnot

in édndicluaioanghegponsehust heseerorhegenedivetihieconadinof
undestndngabuedboganeedbodes-und onnvibodesapDPELIPPosES an
ogaring W ok n baiedenceB utbe pesupposn tiw ed be egirexam pk n
C reaieE valbnobkahgendischem abw hih anundestndngnecessafabuecs
evilencadfphepogein@nbehndogars ededénce.

hhepassgdheanagendsthem aeteseney yevedhyoonstiarO rheohenanch
fin@nngobatiibuedbalahg endiodenv hthexHisiidbeis, n
enegyiebm econdiehefin@nau m cbgarizbriiiinjes amnded
know édge ofoganssbnhe edf ofhe ogan $m ngdw asnotgven hough bs

assoakepNpiuly aspem sedorhedks OomreanepiiB egsonbokhies

hi cenbhess “life does not proceed by association and addition of elements, but by
dissociation and division.”®*® H equaidbipeds)bydesding pecepbn aschan
adihatey €s b deem neolapciuponw hihtanadpydir m nanbm hosd
cannobcbn T hsnow skenasavilienceohe cabgoisoblpaw hoseneoesis

indiaed by an a piicisoae base devebpe dbya ‘canalising’ vision of the world.
C abgoesaedbuedbasum of “objects avoided;” w henC ieaieEvalbnputbiv ad

bebm ousexam pidesdinghesyeasoganee aghscanaabn, $ senagn a
evilenceofam ediibnbetv eendebm inabbexer oobpcsandhaeibnexendedo

hjjheranm abinansUih at/w haidahesh epose caBgoEs $ gound edinbe
onoepbbgared

T hecenbigum entC ieaieE volbntbw s hesibnbetv eenanodecknow édge

andaheolydbP osievaliespecedeaney dengynbattinanonbebasobn
egirphysbgraldisoabnjoutB egson had depatd bm an acoouniofassoaie
finabns eglr dbued a sendok soul By exendng hshes hough he m oden

evalbnay paedim and sng he necesy ofssban betv een atieand afe

*ohi5e9%104
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disodbriaended b dem onssthow aneripabem poitén gevesebar

w debnbgrdinar-unanm eantibent i atingoudifesibnsaoundhe ‘fringe’
ohem entbaihoughaerdonow hthB egonhadasadynbducedanabnof

dugbn.

Theawlen e ofhedipesbnaingbm sioughheavali onaspaedym em bodesv hat

shetl ofdusbn. t aooounsbrhe diposnalinan of an anparedeaw hih

C reaieE valbngaveasitdnO nem usssu m ehaly acbphbsophtabasondiat

bepow edbuedohicondirepngpk bokhediousrebm obeshnéD n

onetvehepobbm ofsnhesadbuedo something similar to Bernard’s anticipative
nabnoBnexpam entllesbuexéndedhioug hadiousbnokvalbnagendencyo

dipesdrin eanheshmébxendedw dbeyo ndanydeem nabbbbgratiom anB ut
beabvanossherioesexencb anam lbnbepespedreorheSaenceoM ant hough
fdoussonhephystabindhem odl ohi sndheszpadibetv eenabiobgral
pespedecfatieorbiedriegenceand w hat B egson enbduced asapsychabgial

polkm dhienom andhepahabgral

TheN om andchePehabaral

Bergson’s theoydhenom andhepahabgraippeaeda eadyrhesaleol 896,

M abandM em o hihbaussedonhepsychabgt afibaebnm adebetv eenexem esof

m endibes t dew heavjorhepahabgabs/chabgyoPi erlnetv hoepeseneda
positappoachbhepsy/chobgyassoaed whheFenchSpigeainandbe

legacy of Maine de Biran. Biran’s approach to the ego was as culmination of, rather as
bundabnabeheoobonsusiesB up ositheoofdv asm oedegn

debib T héoduk Ribotw ho hed devebped abeoly o fpatim em oesbm win an

evalbnaybm ew ok 0 dibguiheheachyom entdinéng heh eachysbaca

psycht oderagangw hih adapke esponses coul d be qudike) devebped. 817 et
817See pokg1 9981 75.
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fibw echizppoachbavaiiphysbgiaixph nabnsopsychobgizbhenom enaonbe

bashatphysibgyofn entdppagtishout] berlebrtahend ot Kiesince. 818
W asangppoachboonsmusiespem gdonbe deshainguagesandntlientabn,
nalidngoganthatdndnaidsy eepno fdom ancbnexendedoonsiusess he

psydit dom anindexed asum  ofundeerdied ph yabgrattinans as ynhesof
snsabnnbebodyhatiavesem entom w hth aenseobdv asdaw nC onsmues

w asexense butnoturbm and b epsydhtdom an géaed he m ybe Esof 5
com podnom an peensabnshoughd com pos peospbnsb hjherbves of

consciousness required for intelligent judgement. Janet’s approach to a#tloRuboonsmbus

an adhoughedom anofynbetadly aajndiebodicidened by a
deem niphysbgtebm bupem gedon synthetic activity which “unites more or less
numerously given phenomena into new phenomena differing from the elements.”®® W hat
dibguihed psychabgiabinans n Janet’s theory was an asinébnoism enshat

egueda  certain amount of ‘psychological force’ bianassomesnhesD awngona

m iy ofsensabngssynhesndrae d hghestveboftinanyv eaddk of

psychiboaes bddysinarendm enfl hes

N om dinanbdanetv asoncared ashebabnasahiepenaahgdviesps ot as
hethaneqliim tavatexdem eBy anunexpiinedm entppastiobssoab e

m adeposizbam ovebeyondhepolbm sofin pk assoabnem sochepsych ¢ doman
upposedhan em ow ashefinanofinconsmu oatbodkand/V henM aband

M emoyexanin es Janet’s theoretical apparatus i baussesonhe ssbabn pocesofts

assoabnseenbm bhepegpedreot Bergson’spobem  of synthesis; “we need to discover
how the choice is effected...”® hhbegpedB egoonw asddiniig snhes bm §
eemesdts ; deamingngedaingadips/chosn dan m edbbaahgngsed

ofiepeserhg Gubnom $m ) ! Begon sav hese pin ay Bcsofsynhes ging t he
815 Jonefl 901 p1 54.eB 00k(1998p180.

819 Jnefl 973p4250 Dok 998)183

&0hip164

*'B egeon(1968p155
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undeeniidgoundopagbecepbngw hi chanadredisoabnecessipeceded
anyheoobcogrdn.

M atiandM em onpoposehesnhesopenept onnobeseenhough 9 m phaibn
eém ensadbuedbm em olputirenboughh eebippidbhedisoabnpr
pow ecdertibe “nebulous mass”’gbasxpeence
“If this perception evokes in turn different memories, it is not by a mechanical
adinanom osandm oenum eoussim entw hih v héem amngunm oved,
#csaounduehebyanexpansdno Bnenboonsmusessy hih
spreading out over a larger area, discovers the fuller detail of its wealth.”*?
The ‘goeadngout  ° of anundidledodenps/dibaenguehatsn @bncanpiooceed
bm bepegpedreckv onepeneahgm odes aheexem esoperepticfinana
pm ayassocbnsoiin [ibabvesd Edibnsnd a seoondayassoabnsof
corguy w hth bing he m yed ofcoodnee act onsabng win he D $0a@bn
fin@na sepasishes=poib goundng ad ynam ¢chem aoiposbbsensosm obr
sesw hih gpesenthe tinanaldibubn win be dynam ciin $ ofdegees of
as0aNB egonauessuchadibubn 0 beheolyoim entbipodngpib
diverse ‘tones’ of a mental lifeandiensdnd hindtaesadibubnof s endl
\litbuB egonatoderddtbvihbe poertbiam udhwdedom anoBnga

“whole psychology as yet unmapped,” through anexendedpopesidyohepahabgyof
asoGEd entites 8

hhedynam cw okaohom am em ogyv hihdiew on ahibta | conogpbbem eand
heshatioblyin@nB uihoaw hatondie dnom din@n n hem ndw asbued

to a concept of “attention to life.” The tina@n ofsensoym ocoregiium tw ed
conainsobéenosasm edibcbyhebodyand bhioondieB egon ’sdynam @dibgue
wibew ofl asadaprecapad/obabnangbtieandpacper oepbndhiadapie

#2166

hip170
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eqiiim oftehahdexes a wilesenseoiediexendngbeyondanydeem i nabk
Quesbnso abibeoGlv ofl.

Begon n bEm gopng of ‘ed  ’houghm engbahabgedhesbepoposessom ehng
deerbm PerlndEoB egon, i implicated a function directed towards the ‘real,” was
ndiseckbe “pointed end of mental life.”’T hiphoechecenaifuldhebodyand $
abnbanom winbeingassem bbgeof Fnsnandém ovem entA pose
ceebighahabgyam edoddin schem aboyw hith bianfinanedbbarthedexaessor

deiencyofn em onB Uty asaio a ghem ahatossedwinstbebbeavailedan d
exendedi bobgralicoesshioughexensd nibaheoryoknowédgeohew otl.

H enceheconagpbiv oflgppeasashetinabna ks biesavatledandw hthhe

pow edidisoaesahegoundoBoogri oW henM aBandM em ordevebpedts

as anonbbgrebasbhenatieotiusbreps ychidom ancom piiaedhedibnof

‘norm’ and ‘real.” Fom hepegpedeoheposiesouce , ‘norm’ and ‘real’ comingkor
appesnnexenydB uhessasdberted in the ‘fringe’opahobgyoxdm esv heea
fieobatiaeckesy hoteedineof know édgeiin aindibguihaltom a

dechdhiebodyendv otl.

ThePosieM ebphysis

T heeasonw hyB egsonnbducecheshnil n C iesieE valbncanpehapseseand

v bm w hat was retrospectively implicated by the essay, ‘The philosophy of Claude

Bernard.” This states that Bernard does not exclude the ‘organising idea’ through elaborating an

expam entin ehodand Bergson interpreted this as “restoring under another form avim
that he was combating.”824 A saconceptiabol , Cieaie Evalibn condensed bsw dler
phbsophiabgum enibheéain il hihde mon#t esBegon s dengneadsb
bhose estdhed by he vabusheortam odeb o gven ofconem poay sert

oonceptB enadnoim erbnedin C iesieEvalit onyv asheroeded wih sucoesty

avoiding an opposition between the ‘mechanist illusion’ and the ‘vitalist illusion’ at the level of

#9B egeonR002p95
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m ehod. H eubdedbioobbm badbent distinction between a ‘determinism’ and a

“fatalism” w hihB egondihatipuen abem ehoddem and edofm odersEnodig
headopedam lbrbpusLiespecsithb knowédge.

H ow even goundng hé intile gppoach hioug h a synhess ofm em ory, B egon

abduc edbe ‘fringe’ between suchdeemimm and&dm H ebokbeseasd Bent
m odesoknow édgegiihguinedbetv eenananalt qoatnti and another “more
empirical than ‘thoughtful.”® hhiw ays/rhesappear ed bohoom pabbwiendeven
eseriteseEdoonoeptibe w akeoM abandM em onB egonatubied

higdjueofonem poesiksiEnceshough hsundestndngoD escabsaibnof

D escabnerbnhesatyy as hedegpenngohum anexpeenceehehan

fiwinghedieam olunvesam ahsw hthB ego naubsegquenibokbsuphoughhe

diousbnsolC ieakeE valbrT henew bibat aiEnoes  nbheld "oentgcame  hbe
w akeobakbbosblym edineancham paabf D awviEm .

B egonhesw ashaheew asnoncom pdi y beiv een apobém atgnhesand

Descartes’ method since the problem was merely one of priority in theexeabnom ehod. 826
B ahB egsonandB enadan edaam ehodoped onbydem andngaccindideof

m ind bebe he olpgbutB egson baussed on be adapibn betv een expeence and

ndi-abw inghiem kinbdevebp aw dieheoryobs/chobgiattes as n
hiclayessoaaedvihedbw hirbesp widbabrihen akeoll ahedeBian

pusLied underaquesn obeupedibods obem ndB uih dainiig aposie

m egphyss , Begonw asm ovngbw adsheconveganceoapos wbobnwibe
gilaneaoundarheexendectuesndh ephyganchem od 821

T obsendB egsonw asddbest/dinanghi sheolyobnhesbm apsychabgrd

conoepiothe unconsbusasw dbsaty dee m ihed m atildom an. 828 Raherhan

85 <Le Parrallélisme PsychoPhysijuedv étaphysique Positive’, Bergson (1957)p142-  143(n yensibn)

86 «are they conserving intelligibility in the same manner?” Ibidp142

7B eg=orensw engedim o/ B etitip 141

®Thin142143

8hip142,
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describing an unconscious, Bergson delimited a virtual ‘milieu” hough aninvesnofa

qiiatdudm betv een pesond expeence an d hyherbhought T hs fiw ed hb
phdsophebm lbnbexpthessegrpos disbhought n codbnwihe
uppessedabm enhB enadT hevbiadui n<etichheexem esobxpeence

w hegpin acyw asyvrenthebiosobisoad rikegpow echearipabiaiies-om

Bergson’s perspectivehssevedbepobim ofsnhesw henadvanad ngnbbewder

dom an ofbe phystaland be m odT he ps/hoph yobgralpepede destbed a
necesyofdeem MM bynvoknghepostep osiisolenabgahoughtbihe

w dlernecesiis ofan:buthe viidimdiu uphatishe viitpobem at bran

expandecknow édganhebosohew expeences habeadow nonconsmushessobangs

Tw osspasdiodhe S © besconddandacoodedpopem essueM air andM em orbok
hieshesshgpanbr anacoom m odabnofepenetigpsychabgratt aesw hih
equdy necesied an ndekm inabn pbro an adle condibn of QONIDUES
Bergson’s axiomatic was that both monism and dualism were sterile in themselvesheyory
becom epodudcedhan $v heehesaiv ant dtidndenceduched.

This was Bergson’s pegpedebaposem egphygsnw hihhe saw hepadtbfa

m odenguggebheps/thohibgibokingo dibguihbetv eenconsmusessandk

ogantuppoB eyondps/dhophysspadim pose/debm nabbacikshatiof

aid ‘matter’ brushes against avibaisof b e mndV akandM em oraum sibed
bhewok  ings of a ‘sensory motor schema,” w heehnkngdienceulh a/becom es
ubodnaedohedyobpenspbnH ow eve £ ieaieEvalbnbok a m oegened
vew b oonbni haihe peared N conem poiaty Posisassayéd 910008 o
Desaes  Thiexpingv hyheibw edanexendeddiue oP ositebcdbm abns
aound he popatof m oden sEnce 0 oonbntw hat B egon undesbod as desper
m pisbnsaounchephystainchem odl
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EdnivindH soyesD $06ibn

Bergson’s positive metaphysics ¢ a conbrsbnwviPosEm ’spegpedisorhe
eaghSaenoeoM anC hapebuofC iesieEv albndeeriesm odesobsoate

bnkingom hepepearenéhibrotisn @n  byw hihgposem ebphyssates

a & ofknowédge b be conceptolbm i y hough he éhn \iH § hibly

chaecetes Greek thought as dominated by a “philosophy of ideas,” hem odeohoughbet
oonbunds  “‘essences’ with intentions, butdioeslesibehow ebcsthougiishe keen
‘animal instinct’ moving directly from impressions to ‘mental designs’ through simple
room podnd3 Ube central criticism of this ‘direct mode’ of thinking was hai/ asevilent

“even today” in what Bergson famously described as the “cinematographical instinct.”®*

B egonsheebebm ulihg a @dueobonem poaysiEenceasbangnadequat ewh
Eespediow nposieam fbndH aungven &dam odengynoibrseencastins
beendencyd unbtl apaalim w hthapod vem etphyssnendsb oppoeSud

nadequacy eespehgpsm oedbw haiA ugueC om echaaceedin a m odensinee
houghbedibm obsavabbgeneabdeem i nedphysaiw LaudeB enadnhs

conoeptidin édw aym ovesom ilinan Sphysdw w hihem anedgyriant

1B egonnoshveshepobem ofse nce’s padabayand edivil

neessn gibnohain $oknowédgeB uB enadw asnoim erbnedn C iesie

EvalbnM odensinceepesenton/hebiesk wihaan pA sbdnphyssands

nheentconogps of hph and dw ,destbed n phi bsophtalem s sero Comte’s
Podim. ®° Kant’s Critique represents hesolbnofam odenphbsophy but Bergson’s
am lin exendsbeyond a conabnahieshat] by abgaahg bm €M poahsnshe

posegnean oadicnce.

h hconexB egeon desbeshow v ashem ecboprbsophiapopaoihe 18 b
centiyhataedovenbhiea an “incomplete Spinozism or Leibnizism,” or a “cramped
B egeon(1944p341342,

S5 7f
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Cartesianism.”*" tefsbvabusm arksnsofPod vm andbe | pobkm &

égacy appeang decbgtey Bppedhsm ay be becausehey &b m ovebeyondhe
ambitions of Cabanis’ era on the question of the physical and the moral,-
“What is the physiology and the pathabgyadidesgnectheanantjuesnof be
aibnohephysabndhem osbagi wihousnpbihegpecuibns
w hihdebibépargnchegbaedt hean abnshesavantiinet
£1615)0) urely and simply as fact.”®?
T hinegbaeduesbnorhephysainchem or ahow egppeasaB egonedigd b
swhah e ed ed bshough hshesson dusbnfsem sof be nom adandbe
pehabgral hihassssoaEdwingpoge m ebphygs
D egsihedhudssbudbepngok aitbrendm osex@hedhndl he
wler diouson behnd Ciesie Evalbn fibw s asa strategic ‘science against
sEim.  ’ hidrHB egondingbesentisalon asnegatehesnoder/eca
m odenam ldnbioBngoonoepsausoe ikt oposevaiabnwithanexpanded
gchem aoknow &dgeB uhewdem piabns obesnbababm entiingam oden
poj ed ofhephysaandbem ogbnd expandedhef am ew ok ohenew odethad
patubcidsexendngbasoand uB egsondiinotiegrengagewinbebr
W enfireyeassbC ieaicE \valbils ddbookonTheTw oSouceoi ogiand
Rdpn. 8
H ow evenheypobgyofsychabgtatiesen diheoyofynheshediipopose a
\Bidbuen gibn 6 Ynsh acoounhg brhe sepasbn ofdeentm odesof
knowédgeand goundng he aijue aganda cabubed unbting of a ‘higher reason,’
dusbrgoundecheeitiiegencebety eerh eheoyoknow édgeenceheord 84

Hee Bergson argued that living experience of succession appeared as a “kind of force” of

onsouede a heoyoboscbartlesom abny,

©lhip3g7

828 egon(1 957141150

83 Bergson’s other works can be loosely characterised M hdE negyessayonedlesperonsiusnes) uiat onand
S ubnejedenew phystsandexpeincesof fendTw cSouicesahdin fofabdien nahdidiual
onsnuUIeS

8B egeon(1944p365- 366
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“...the universe unfolds its successive states with a velocity which in regard to my

consciousness, is a veritable absolute...why with this particular velocity rather than

another?” &
Thspegpede gppeasnem sobnnengpepedreonw haiv asoalidedbm he
wdedynam cangam [redhgobhed m soEendiil hew dedisof
Bergson’s intuitional knowledge convergedundeaurdém pogbespedepopos ed by
dusbniw ashs confrontation with the ‘would be successors to Descartes,” whthor
Begonmeat  anailindbaenuryobelescoginB eyondhelescoginsa
posiok ury ofolpare expeence pom ged as e sEnce gavekiespobem as
hobom hgsobnypesentEnceD ssoabna sanaveapDphoim adeioy
gopeses  “a kind force” pushing intellectual unity into a psychic multiplicityanchnecoutisay,
ovesheedhgabeiing h evin ehodahiii asBegon s pegpedieon
bentieS@nosoiM an.
D ukham ThePdktheN om
EméD ukham aobm edhissoabgyaoundbe ‘ancient question of the relation of the
physical and the moral’ assigned to attie ssEnceHssag pantw ashe ‘social
physiology’ daredbm A ugueeC om eandSanGm onbbegr oundedasabm oheo-
Posim B ub ukhem derddSafsin ores bem odenegponsathebgm enbnof
beE rghenm enSaenceoM anandbenfierd ik undebod aspoviingagenedl
synthesis in the face of ‘dispersion.”W henhe wrote about Saint Simon during the 1890’she
desechisbegyedeam lin to “liberate the body of ideas on which the social stuauie
coules  ” Durkheim’s own project took this as a problem of symbolic order.*® t gavea
pespedreonadoulbatuibnhabbnim m anenpingobobonbuibusioone
w hthooutibeconsiedasaso@lv oblA gan dheendencybdiperiesym bat

odeemeged between a ‘way to function’ and a ‘way of being.” Thshaeswviheeglr

social physiology the aim of conceptualising “a certain state of the collective mind,”%" w hih

&ohipp369
89D ukhan (1959p134
%D ukhan (1982}p55,
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now m eanenaccounbhesodlv off asannepeneibnobohaesbnd a ebnd
odeohings t w agn pobrbdiibedesm nabtbesod opdbm abnddo

D uikham bokedbeconfluehem edibno beudindposieagpectobm oden

know édgahen akedhenew m odekaiid i

TheposesensehaSansim ondem andedofg
epiem abgyw hth pom gedib gound an oderoft

necessatlysynheseheavangadeobnypod
# sEncesbran epiem obgy and ao bundi

eneephysbgyw as o greagped
hngsB uh hseatdem andeda
veknowédgeD ukham aodew onbe
paedym athatheew eem yie

simultaneous orders of ‘natural’ knowledge which modern man was faced withandacoounid

biadisalbnof a bngendentliny.
newdom ar

88D ukhan s sociology promised knowledge of a

“Up to the present thinkers were placed before this double alternative; either

expinhesipebendspedbaddoyconn
hibanghersasonbhesensespbem ndo
denynghapedipibatchbem bsom

ethghemn thEbbm of
m ayv hihsequvabnbf
esipaexpertghat

was postulated but whose existence no observation could establish....beyond the
individual as ‘finis naturae’ is the system of active forces, not nominally or
rationally created, a new field opens up.”®®

Looking beyond the ‘finis naturae,” Durkheim avoided a psychology of the soul by emphasising

begyofoabgiom bendiduaio nsusess v outl “...open a new way to
the Science of Man,” through hedm baSoambgy w outl bhg b consbusie sa
conoeptiaiom achum angibndpety eerhe ogio anendebgiohatie. 810

Them andiuyBoedbyD ukham w asbidain igheodecphenom enahaboutl

express such a domain and Bernard’s physibgragoiem abgygavehepaedim obe day.
T hiv adheexpem entin ehodbut Durkheim’s social fieldw ashabpenbexpam engbn
andveiabnnhesam ew ayl_aboebypiedt egaveheortabontb1%heentiy

physbgy w heehe oganiin i deemn ed tinansofhe bodyn gibn®

S5T iy H i 975)

89D ukhain Q001342

801347
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conabnsoling edenceT hsdeem ned & abnsbetv eeninnerand ouemdiuj

gounded an expam endl siEnce by daini ed #boeby condins W hen D ukham
devebpedhioonceptigbedehoughbestm pbdain édom anofodhcy ifwas
deg@bdaganym eansobend/deem inng bain $basoabonosptET he

quesriv hatensecoutiibeseenass et %LkeSasin onD ukhan was

am ingbrsom ehngabsetb ahepevitied ghebhanafydeem nedgppoachof

B enadd ewv asn ovngnanoppodidedrb Benad bygoeaeotianigedom an
tnepetbnehehanedebm nabn.

Durkheim’s Positive Domain

D ukham hadderddinhetecbgi st’sm ehodheam ldnofescapngapue)som-
pdigbobem hiougha higher intellectual synthesis of a ‘way of being.”®?W Héhean
w asabvabhg hum an adisbeyond asbare boughpD ukhem saw hsonupheti
according to “some overriding concept” with no concrete justification.®*® Them ehod dil
deertb/aliesievedodm prdnow édge ancoibeveaiheerpobbm of a
sbndm &dby ananadgfiknow édgeT hi ukham under sbodedheem i
pobkm sv hiw eanheentdainiigesod doman. H eboktiadecengbobim
w hihw asbbegvenanew pegpedieH :rew am tbrvv adtleringdeon 0 beused
odilguihadeem nabkpeaebm antleo bgyT otendhebokedodahew hat
condiesoGiabamegabmba m oderfin@nappoadh;
“Indeed the facts which have provided us with its basis are all ways of functioning;
beyagphysbgtainatIeB Uhesarss oosbarew aysobangnam &
akcobrenabm cadm opho logical nature.” #*
T hephysobgrabaah! N hessbasgriantino=D ukham w asdd misghisodl
domain through relations between a ‘way of being’ and a ‘way of functioning.” Them pobn e
ohedoubbatuibnhepngok h aundepnnedbohhssoabgralencans
Foedibutto openediaibnsbw der conabnsaliin genedl hsgavehe
¥l 975p115
¥2D ukhan (1982p57
Ophipss- 87
¥hilp5657
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m oddihatppeaddihoughty cappoac hesbhnkngsoat idiegpoposedin
TheDindf abour.

h tsedD ukham desbestv 0 m odes ot he m echantaland ogant. Thee
dihguihoeentxpesbnoBm entiysoC aonnedndiesn phabaragibns

ofm echantaidisfancedkeridm u iiofom pboganisaia: s

- A diposnodn phedm dinédbyhesoc #ingobsaooodedbheoveting
aasbareconsmusessT hsgveshe apparent ‘ways of being’ that both orders awoll a
pbbusaoexpe rienced as the ‘fabric’ of a socialised nature. This model of knowledge
gounds a finand erdiabk and conoeptid exendlo deroftings ¥ Thishe
gbnan odalv hihfbw om hechsial s/&m aingm odely heesoaiticties
anchedhofoadibidgverhough opddmM anwv hosvaiehache

aeedhem earnendin écberavesge.

-B eyond bspegpedreD ukham doksb ‘ways of functioning’ given in terms of the
nepettan oddbeyondsam pnom alam ode W henD ukham assessesoainan

$hough so@secsw hth coutl nobeexd uvelaocoouned brunderahibcd

grerS  ince functions “cannot tell us what ends are to be pursued,” ainanabedngoout!
bestbdopecaied ‘states of being’ only in a limited way.*H eew ahedijobe

nepetbn w hih necesiied be goundng a & of asenceh agounded and
coexeng/edom anoleEnce, “good and evil do not exist;” hesbehequesbnofinan

m ugseve boh © dipboe ndiduaopnbnsw h & equd goundng an ognabg

em Eam erienewanguagebhesom boitinepet

thedijobe n@nakém enha t was developed through Durkheim’s model of
ogantsaied-om heoganipespene, hesm piatbm ertbeyonddeasibns

©deem nedknow édgeandsoabcsacbeg ounded by so@¥deem nedbm abn

w hth boh m edse ébm entldBencesw e ao n dainiig be zone batexiiba
tin@nadeeribn.Th $ m edibg zone dew bgeherhe wdenngol ed

¥Dukhan(984)  ps4-85
o

¥D ukhan (1982p85
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phenom enanbhedom an ofbcsunderan ovetl Ing phqoET hequesbnshow dil

D ukhan addesstspngot? H eboked b Com & w ho bok an undefing nabn of
‘impulsion’ to improve conditions, W hthD ukham saw asnheenboontingtinan wh
“something ascribed as source or essence,” W hthgppeaediindam entypobkm athoh
phbsophtay and deabgtd A she basbr Comte’s Positivism nandang hum an

bm abnshiough be hibtaim ehod D ukham destbed b6 as maintaining a “truly
metaphysical entity.”®® Hem eantaconcgpiohum arjssenobein pado upassan
anm 3y htheppeatD ukham asaivet  ed ‘psychology’ of the spirit.”**B ydisnang

his own method from Comte’s transcendentalism, Durkheim took as hecengbobem howo

dainf  an expinabn ofbobgtalebm enswih aed #bm ew okTheew eehe

difficult parameters which he summarises only under a ‘persistence of life;” w hirisom ehng
regulated through ‘social living.” hbBw ayaso@dom an can dibguihed bm an
individual ‘will’ andm ekesd  ardib@rbetv eererididiua@nogenedigi c. &

Durkheim’s ambition for sudha positive and determinable domain looked to Bernard’s interior

mduascasinghenew m odebhilii Thequesbnsv heheD ukhem fbw s
bebeakw hihB enadebaedwinim ?A n atieconceptiiooutionjoonoayeot
beaibnbetv eenanoutenvbnm entndheb odyhoughbeiieshatn edsedundea
notion of ‘vitality.” Bernard’s inner milieu instilled a new physiological conagpbyw hthhe
m ostonsaritebenvbnm erbebngecthe hphebm st %1 Bernard’s model took
bannemdiuandihom eoshgiagtiihdie ohjhepgarem sandnoBng a edom
tihoughm oedeerm nedhneenvbnm ents -
“The constancy of an inner environment is the conditions for a free and independent
fitledin echarem fow evexaiche ym aybehaveonjonepupose,
hetofm antinng benegy ofbe condins ot winh benenal
environment.” %
#8119
Ohip121p1269133
S0hipp144noet
8L “The Concept of the Organism in Physiology’ Pearlman (2000) p178
%2 Bernard’s Phenom enadféC om m orbAnin alandPansP ealn anPO00p178
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Bernard’s homeostatic function w assoveringoonogmidaindD ukhe im bokedbr

apaaiboncepthehieshatiofeeandind epender®V Inhigoabhenom ena

w eebahexpesyeotindnandniibka denahs “in the relation it bears with
©0m esoaend. ” Equdbe causy behnd hese o0 utl beeged©
“antecedent social facts” as criterion demonstrable by SocEpdn. 83\W ham adeawilent
byhesesoabm abnsstyndnendi \iluahogenesghsychabgybusom ehing

baD ukham equakswinazoneokeeandndep ender#Suchazonem adeevlent,

bosenngohedim ebphygsandw abaubd iebileabgabm epphysatris
baiushech conceptual ‘way of being.’

Pow esoh soabn

So@bm abnsinende valies dbued © be ndependence ok and D ukham
desthesheseas subsumed under ‘power of association.”®*Thipow eexpichow a od
mdiu sendsunderacondive pngokand de h es$ bstim ghenav okof

om m untabrhaexends through a ‘dynamic density’ with a poer#locom m untateo0ss

aw deharorhgbobundym odishecondi onsheoabard.

B ytivwinghenew m odebhdietiD ukhe m w asddiniighim ophabgyts

own terms. Conscious of avoiding empirical problems (such as Comte’s law of the three stages

which Durkheim thought “cannot but be empirical.”**edem acaedsodiasedom aof

andahaim ed to parallel Bernard’s rejection of vitalism. What Durkheim w asgpahgw as
anyhibcdgrencausahabnssbuiech natisthesbdischyhesoain odd
“if histotabvalbrienviagedasbangm ovedbyav sabgo(iline)
w hthin petbv adgnoeadynam oendencyc anonyhaveasngegod
bee can ony exdtone sbence pantbm w hth 0 caute gor
ham thesfogbhen omena”®®
83D ukhain (1982p134
®hip135
®ohipp139
Sohilp141
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H ow evehavngdiphoedheendencyadbuedt ohanditluabndhegeneahdisan

obshabo hnking asocltlD ukhem acoou nted briseence pantioughbe

aggegee oftinans hatconan ed bhe dom an.To bsend,he uveyshe diese
deoousssastinansatadydlerddwintv o oppodgesbnsoomplesophial

heos:

Fiheahoe given to theories which placed a ‘nature of man’ prior to the socialThs
heassoadwinH obbesandR ousseauw hihsaw b econagpbheso@bsam echantdl

artifice which should be subordinated to the idea of man’s will; “a machine wholly constructed
byhehandso anandw hifiketiepoduct sofikncipnivw hdbecausem an

wills it, and so an act of volition created it another one transforms it.”&7

-Seoondy ae heoes ofnatialbang w hth 90 d agandging pm acy © be wii

D ukhan conglleed hethese gave he tlea asb ed b oGk asm m anentand
spontaneous higher elements of the ‘natural language,” whose concept extended to a Science of
M anhioughinbm nghipdism odtande dpusbangT bw outlbeabsabbe

¢égacyolC ondicandC abars

hsuchheoesw eecondensed henaisendhe albbonogpsobhesodiea

duam andm orem butvilnadom anesied byapingpbobssoabnsLEjenes

Durkheim’s m ehod an ed asubauming boh be im agnayi yhi Cadlea dbued ©

hum aributonabnssbuidbadeem n ngwii e asanarbum anstnoan

be sense hatdlesibed tinanaladisn t he so@idom an by acoodancewh be
physbgtain odebfinanbutv asdain &d houghw hatv estkenasiv dlenesdsof

an adidsoaloganem .Thee w ee dued © ‘real’ relations indexed by&wsof
asoa@nD ukhan debnded atinanabppoac hi soaudehough dubg

besdibnd the ‘persistance of life;’ this stood as henecessayaxom bhsoaisence

yeem ansdependanbnhow i w asasibedbhew haltv asheebiecaught betv eena
phbsophiatoncepbihaticendesido m an.

fichew habooutinevebegreniidD ukham eachechiciLy bynepahg
®hi142
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hscenBpobbm asasoabgrabgarem and following Bernard’s strategyW heehe

physobgrablapaboutibegvenbetv eentv obr m obEENce, anexebrv otlandhe
neDimdiu devebped agansbonainsoiexi snoshesoabgraly hobw hihw as

apaingw hae —w asoonbnedwihepolbim ohavngnoexer orconabnsbr
expam enstonbA ninneméduheebiea $ohadbsendbow noonainsof

ednoeC onsequenyD ukham doked winnbi smiiu brapngpk ofassoabn,

om eindhatoutbisshobgendiandonbbgi cabmn entsooounigbbohoondive

popatsohew hatbutiohabyw hihbe w habw asavlenkiensbm edFubeb

béa pingpkofassoabn w outl acoountbaoh brabsopbn ofdbencesv lédo

expesngw deconadinsobéEnce.

However Durkheim’s social structures, asdesdiedhioughogantom echantataiar ¢S
dilpesupposeadynam $m nsoapobrist ooeagandv hihibm sooublappear
Alhoughexdidedbm hesoatiom anassm ent ghhenom endhigongboonabned
evilentnsbm abnshbehnd a aEbcbyginga relation to ‘nature,” or the ‘real’.
H enceheheory ofassoabn skd uponbspr ngbkasom ehngapogv hthw as
ndherpsychobgy nomphysdt assuchputw as b adegeeexpesve ofboh.Ths

pihqok acoouns br deences 0@ m edie d,w hé ém ensin be nnermdu
roondehdeencehioughw hahdidua $negahoughsoabm abnsw hih
agyverorhebagopastonans

T oacoounbiv hebidynam eexpessed n so@bm abnsw asheeatiybehnd

heasso@repngotD ukham expbedhi nhitedP mieC asiabnand

Eém entiyFom soR @pusLinbhebm of aneoposEpopaDim gppng out
posbiognsobso@dindng heam w asecoourbenodentisiabrby

com pasonofv hgpmiesm odescibguihedf om hem odenaooodingbanabsence.

D ukham bok b absence as hs pepedre on an ‘ obpare snhes > hatgounded

hibcaboler
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SenaeSoaiFunanendhePoieC Ul

H sbtabderv asgpiibecauiseD ukham a buessssoave iIn@nwihepody

ofribaipede. H edlerdd a hibtaledsbn ofged di Benceswihhe

em egenosoposeknow édgesudhagoecom eevi denivih  Aristotle’s science. Tham eans
baposiepadem eanbrD ukham w hade &m nessepast causaiibnswinn

genedlleasasm ade evlentoy pm¥iebm so fknowédgePm & suchdessae

chaedkied by cabgossbnahew otiendiavdlerbehnd gym pehdiadnoooan ¢
nfienceshatoondie apmiie know édgeP imie Caaliabn of1903hecbe

piros aound Aristotle’s categorical knowledge; “Aristotle was the first to proclaim the
existence and reality of specific difference” and he didy ofpmie alies ssveso

dem ongsehow suchbgiababgoes haveexebgiabins 85 tleheshepingpi
obssoabnopeabgundefiisibnsbetv eenhatogeneousditbphenom ena n
ginghehbachtabdeobings ut i gt esndiedybam odebbew obinor

thendiduain ndseher to a “special religious principle.” Durkheim and Maus defined this

hesocitiom a. 859

SocHedt w as s cagotal obpdiabn w hih Pimie Casliabn &d ©

dem onssthadopnadinenaedipod eabm entil v asbkenaam adeavilent
pesbdced anabges gopeang n kindp goup s Snce kndp conés urid
‘intelligibility’ seen as audm entiycandhgobschem anggiar ecfodhesidy

ofn odsdnsandm agegoupsm adeevilent beegocagtidiesohew ofl

bhatered acdbarendiiasdib uedbhough an undestnding ofpeaesand
geneD ukham andM ausdin edhiv asanogin &m obrileaw hihhasasibnb

conem poetydebm nabksidooncepkT hel itidy dberdiessiesoknow édge

bough a ‘history of association” w heehehibigbegpediabokdeyondt yoonined
bgreharonsom odenseEnoO uiiidheseh oons 1 an edbexphn a wdefinan

under which concepts of the world could become organised according to ‘totemic’ centresThs

88D ukhan andVl aL1969)5, p8
Ships4- 85
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w asaw dempegpedieonanem egngtinanha tbecam ehem indm abpolbm an

odengpngpbohew otinow pm gfam o eboebuEobym [isbnasom-

paizboe

h1912 Eém entiyFom soR @pusLigounded a ‘history of association’ houghan
unsted em phasson bsw derdtl. Thsdom an ovalpped win he Bgm ened atler

SenoaoM anandbokahibiabepedaon beam egngepiem abgyhaty adhahk

betv eenEém entay=om ssnd TheR ubdheadvance mentesbe  d of the ‘positive cult.”®®
T heposeatpeddopestioughas ym pehatm agihaboubipoduceow n

‘ways of being.” Durkheim’s claim was that useful effects appeared through ritualistic or social
ceem onesw hthadedadhesquid ent of “experimental justification” through demonstrating

effects of particular practices. The ‘reality’ of such practices was not linked to any concrete

ebcshoehespedipedesoutisn pjb exibdiedwhoubaviganydiectat
onheoutom ebubhevibbdem ongabnaeat edhepedipodnbibatD ukham
desbechinhechanndigoposieape sbnsiotin pranidcigbooeshut
oftvww inggpiediposnbovenom ngnadeq uaaesohum aneasorhioughadiare)/
ehbahgpopodnddiciéluaby eeben opekechecoept
“The moral efficacy of the rite which is real, creates the belief in its physical
efecyv hihsn agnashedfacydhew hatbedshestacyobech
part, taken separately.”®"
D ukhan tiherdin edbabeew asonfad eencen degee betv eenbsand he
expem entipeae ofhe m oden siril_aw s ofsnae becom e endow ed wi he
auhojoheepestbexpan erbuequay W eeenouncedassoonasavilencebhe
heposiesxpesbnabeiv ofausi fpesirim arbsbrm adevilen
anmgm . %2
ggﬁ;gn Q001p243

%2 «philosophers of empiricism have regarded these different conceptions as so many myhtabesbnbut
even assuming that they are merely hallucinations we must still account for their genesis.” Ibidp269
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H eew ashepow eiexpbnabnhatoutiaccoun broosm coresncordivinbe

ndiduahvihipm aydudigaveheconc epbEausy 0 expesdideoetn
bioesasnbpdobabgs hesaw eenecessr Yexenaedanddiisechoughgpacess

‘natural’ powers that opposed those constituted by a subject; in turnhesubpabodaspow er

with potential of a determining force through the subject’s own physical body. In this way, the

pow eochendiduaisgienhepoeribf DUV asnecessgioondiedhoughbhe

m ndin aroppodn.Y etbw asaio dependan ton a.adkare undestindng ofhe

dibubn ofbice hiough the concept. In this way, “man feels that he is a soul and
conseouenyabioebecauseheiasnabang. 83T hegonoepbtausy $ henecessay
ilkm adebetv eenm om entofbioannegalihg beunbtingobverti=xendechough
beposrentiibecom edhesoaionogpt habbsaw depoeriijidgem ent

Pogeknowédgem eansm ediihg ‘naturally.” t m eanshhesenseeviientiodie
expeencendnganundesndngnadvanoeof anypoaipiB Uipngpanot

an plaendencynbendiuabusacatc veyconadinednom Thenom she
oonceptiiem earhatibndsobednsoenden sndexendindiduabpesensbnd

ansindsasaubbw hihbesubpdsubor dnaedD ukham doesnabendbibbe
undesbodasam entbeabninbesenseobn m agnabnpubsheassoarecbd

pose) devebped hiough papably sw hthsw  es agenedm & ofod
edtnotbEpaiubeditad abubom esdhabvebbom m uri

“The framework goes beyond the material and dominates it...it goes beyond the

individual memory; it is above all created to answer the needs of the community.”

864
O nbhepeosptiabvabom m urym ediesbindi \tuabizposnpbubnhecaggotal
évehbgubesan undestndnghoughbec abreadym adehbepesed

commury an ‘order of things” wasopen to intervention by the “will of the gods,” asupenatid
biodhabbedehphepoeribespposedo &peabasoghaly astiihdom be

Bhip272

®hijo74
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individual’s logic.®Suchagediépiem abgy $ w haisthedbr a poseknow édgeof

nabistbeslsacedoyseErdvw andeppea nghbedeem inedom beyond.
Durkheim’s thessonhepes@ed@bm soposieknowédg ethabpesshough
pm aycaegosabnsohesaaedandhepoh nel” hesaoedandpioBnetgound edasa
’iipusphqoEbutian esaqudiiesibndpohew otled exendshoughbe
lnasy ol piedtabsacisiizbly odex Theduam obspm ayydgem enson
bhaiexendshoughouthe socodehiough ho w aphqok ofbice acooded b he
‘sacred.”*®Equd 1 acesedbosbheaxpinandhena tialv otV habeoo me
evlenbm Durkheim’s study of the totemic principle $ harpusognanbm boh
phdsophyandsEnocanhaexpbnabnsobr cedibuedhoughoubew otibiough
physah oaindm abiivis 8T hesrlibubns
“both resides in men and is the vital principle of things...they stimulate and
digiheconsmunesshubeyaiom akegoh nts grow and animals reproduce.”
Thedibubnobicanbm sa matrix from which the “seeds of human civilization were
developed.”®® A niditiuaooodswiisshiiw w asgou ndedin natiesoa
ham onyipem sedorbesqliiim obioeswv h thecoodaviehhem ogbow €F hs
$ expenced  asasoakdm gopeangobpddhioughe abnswihexenabbpas
saoedohasoaH ow eveD ukhan w asgto devebpngheaooountfoaingbge
babpeet s b expinadynam aeconfusbnofoabm at onsorhebasohesoa
tin@ngrerbenew . 869
Soatinenw ascabgordyundesbodoove pkbem pesbnsohesensesw hé
Durkheim’s sociology was also looking for an original ‘new language.” Behind hehibtal
s/m batdnguagesw hih Eém enfiy Fom sgaveape goedeonnew ypesofpode
knowédgeem egeassoaiinanhoughw hatv a oM pacednthatleaahdiduaed
s
%7 Ibid p141, “Mana is the science of its day” p151, This is an observation thab ukham abueC om 152
®Bhin168
Ohip169174p180p181
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bioeFoaw asnaobngeseenasagngubibp dbubshetinanwinhepoeribr

auonom y. ®° D ukhan hetlaubnom yiobeiended orena sdfeam onadthang,
wihso@bm abng houghediissudha chem im alligbeirdexpam ens ,
bepngobobioscoutibanvesdwinben om andpoge/goundedUin aBhs

swvesb eguiihg |libnsbelv eenbendidu abnd cabare survabutssnow
gvenhoughheseshatleoipesentbn w hthisubsum edundeanyabnaabn.

W henevilenhew tinansappeaed, it was through ‘satisfying’ abaghahegaibhe

poBNE 871

hEém entiy-om sheaehatquedrh a illustrates Durkheim’s exendecheortd
agpedbendsocinans hehibcatuibt exbEém entiy-om s asanecesgbr

aEtnsnw hihw asadnow édgedashed tuyof aninvedn ergv hehehiough

mim ellabeseerddem ongsbrendn eetisbapabgdV haiibm edeheorof

knowledge prior to that which both “binds the mind and goes beyond it?” t dued aa
quedn of aeshats w hat coutl entie)/ be e valiaed aoooding © ndidluaed

PEpEtbN. 872

D éeghm entndA nom

Fob ukhamhessoedandhepobnecavall estheposeanchedhioughem s

grenas  annepettecapay. H eundesbod bscapag/ asa ‘natural’ appetite to be
satbdenchsud i abcaedwvini rbendiolusl e tdaheTheRubsw as
tettdom anbw hihhesoabggbout] devedeousreauhai=ém eniy-om s
bokedogpecutieognsoiEpEsENEdNDY abeoryoknow édgehaem phagiednon-

deem nedpow esibnbiegenesknow édge. thibcain agew asanexendedzone

ofbensbm abnofw deise and vague aso @bnsexpeencad underan aethat

0181

¥ hij0 73284

8 2hij2692720201
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quatbw s a dibubnofensabnbw hihsogbm ¢ outihevenewingpow er
(ﬁ)nﬁ)n. 873

W' hatongiiessichapow effdom naidbyt hebioebyw hihm anbinksohin s

m asrofabodyom  he pepedreciasouly h chdidlescausesbm ebasastv 0

m om ens ofbiee. A coodng © D ukham ,hee $ bepobkk m whihsaued b

em @M T hisoubhaixinw hyaripabn sn han om entobosooutbeuphaties

anom wheuhojovehem ndD ukham ’ sconcepbfoar ceengendeshipow eof
assoabnbim peatesohoughbiough ‘ways of thinking and being’ asaconagpbf
and bhe adiae eedym ade undestndng odi ve) as he conagptexénds pow erd

ocom m und t expessesposecatgoesoiobpcsbhew deradisw hthbe

indam usibw andcannotuppess=oD ur kham biw outlbew heam peatesof
boughtendim peetre ohewlionvegen aco nogpiohem eeandbuedom a n’s
W Cﬂ 874

A sacepahsdew onm oebauaitidesof Durkheims’s earlier works. In Suiilea
dipposn associd wih socdisalbnw as evilentasabosenng nom sofm oden

society, encroaching on man’s ‘ways of being,” hougha.  ‘longing for infinity.’-

“It is everlastingly repeated that it is in man’s nature to be eternally dissatisfied,

constrjtecvanoayviroutbetiv a dsrndditgod hebngig

bimjgdahepesentdasam akof oa thibabnyv heeadianory

appearviinunieguibdoonsanoesy hihabvee tauthebdobbm

which they suffer.”®”
T hegyréanceofiideandbd<ob i venbbe  ‘unregulated conscience’ andihe
ndextchangngoonainsiundessodl concephahabngesNsoNSANCy. An
ceshaicapagm eans anndidluatppdiaw akenechoughbsgig necpasinghe
shnflesguibroanome.
s

85 D ukhamn (1970p25$253
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H ow evebssdisgiled pastonsm eanbahbed vegenbendoonvegentbavinbe
w depethatcapad

Fbm hepepedredhem echantas alisggudunieguieddesaw oubippear

as a lack of rule, déréglement,” or the threat of difference to asym bangodeA naty
winheodeoiepesentbnw hthgyrés bhebom ingoonainsbm w hthanom €

ensues

Semond/om hepegpedechepesat covledepiedin Eém endyFom she
odesofifigppeaschoughbem m e cubhebem and stand only for a ‘way of
interpretation.” Since structuresohiiiiaem ediedbybegn, anodeobngs
onjisscondayidiESym baistictiesu ppothesethaicapad/ atheopgnsof
undesbndndput $ operthainiaibndom winnsodbd veoder

Rlttbm sohiiiiinecesithebe m bsindbacondensedodectience
ancubgisbhecibuedodedhew or thdeadihesaaedotlechaaceed

bygpatubepim obgrain odalheheat dheposien hegposiem m eioder
Ein@ndanbiosesso@Ndelv eenhe) nendeberhdalesandiindestndng
butonvessanoondensetepoeri opobnehabeSinceD ukham hatipe-

s bm s ofuch assodbns as open eibnsked b he w obl ony hough

nepstbniv ashenepetbn batw as openb expam entibn and dem ongsbk
deenchesehaibm asosoaecbm gperb abnsHm an.

Thim pihaiuchodes a GEEmM abgisbdeanduin aanot deem ined
butn egldeerm il hesoatonoedhesf oe only ‘gives grounds’ for an understanding.
hhisenshesibnbeiv eendeem nalkan ddeem nedénds $ patubm eamngb
anomie as a ‘way of being’ drawn from agpedooncepthien obl. A C hanheabgyof

nom $ubnehabciabam entllidesw hi hedoagpoBrngobesaced. 870 g,
conexdiiabnom am eanbw ésnessandexe nded asam oeliposninendedd
ndfatoenacnsy hohoonsequerddl owFoexam pitTesoim enperdsw ee

5°M edbvif B ow n1987)
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anom anosheydiindbavem osaw equd BC hitndeanthity adhehw &ss

oneshcehesoutiiehew of5 od. 87T hichow show anom écaisasenseoholi

agangono=pnoi odw hihetabhask uihdngeposiisquvakni nober

pespedregppeahiough the ancient Greek dvouia, meaning ‘lawless’ or ‘impious,” which
opensam oeam bijuousnabnbhesitisohe gnobnom & 878 hhisenge, Vouoch
ihkedo uolpa M aap fatalistic notion held of “that which is right.” $&bnb VOUOG
gopeassietm nedshem oeadhe ‘dispensation’ in the sense that Zeus dispensed land
Oapeopkbbhaisd abhibecam ehedi Frenssdnabw acoodedbhesovesgn.

A gansuchodley a Bm w asasnedbehndhetobgrabng onof vopogw heehe
dipensabnuby agleredbm aghbr epesntdidevaiessncbpesicover

betibubn.

T hedibnbetv eendipensabnobndofw a ndhem odesolEasonw asdiaw nbgeher

undera saced &k,and em bodes hsdea hati smém anagem entooutl be hatl as
sacrilegious. By using anomie in the sense of ‘déreglement,” the opposite of régle, Durkheim
m atned  anopposnhaediendnob teleological thought of ‘ought.” Thewas
goundedbyhettim behndbem oskenseof apespieorgm enbiacdide
genecheshacoorigbaw dleconcepbhat e 8 Theuggednihad ukhan bok

anom easdesdinghedipessbiodbarel Eandsoonogpbhew oA m oden

déegbm entheegin eofijnsandim oaho m sw oubbandiaed by treating society’s
SCetepeEnibnegotneande/esa,

W hinenegbepodihesegindhadidnun debepobandhehecbgradichs

w astkenupasaphisophisbopcendbecam e, byhebeghnngohe19 " centiya
BN eofnsessoaeEdwihepus HESC €&nosoM anl hesaw eeam lindibw ed
byhegpeabhysnbgyofensabnand $ am byoussaliesbuedohebodyV henhe

pobkm oBnom égppeasn T heD ibnof abour i dedsom eobephysobgral

égecyli

po—

| gckSoot

59M ebvig Bow rp 84
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“the study of deviant forms will allow us to determine better the conditions for the

edenosdienom d state...here as elsewhere pathology is the precious ancillary

to physiology.”®®
A ocoodng © The Ruks we learn that “physiologist studies the functions of the average
organism, so does the sociologist,” buturikehe physbgraim odebhe neoposi K X
cabgocalaiananyabsolesenssotdeem nean@such agphysbgy. twas

the central problem for Durkheim’s sociology.881

M odensoasexiiobndeencesobiegee ghebanpahobgratienceoknd
dhgonaihgrunanaiivesgc onshecLindeansppaentiniwv hthTheR uks

called the ‘persistance of life,” $soutiednTheDbnof.aboulhiought nanabnd

m oelvesy ofoabare serin enD ukham ¢ onendedhaim oden dynam ¢soas

becom em opow ebshydegeetoonaiha “centrifugal tendencies.” Durkheim drew be
ompdhbadl] N hesguvabnbf a phibsophyncapalabom ananngheuriii S
BN © m oden siEncesM  odery w ashs dyn am ¢ ofknowédge bang alv aysin

mabn. % Scientific specialisations were occurring at such a speed that “the great syntheses” are
alv aysunin &/ hspobem w asobein posdii ybrahum anngbcb sy

gespanyknow édgehiough $ poeribtydevebpanddaehedgit heb ukhem
equaed wh be popabra Sance ofM an.D ée gbm entw as disalbn b m ee
coedencaundehdaliofieemn nabkenckh fnow édgetadicludhe 883
TheC onceptiiePosie asSanonlC oE Xéene

Suchadynamén 0 knowédgehas  § patubgréancew hthD ukham iegieed aa
deenasbatv eenA uguEC om eendSanSm oW H&C om ehathahebtieunjof
besincesoutbesssum edy asSanim onw hocam ebdouldid surjeppear edas
aniecondbbw hatriipreobnym odenant hopobgyobabdieconsusiess t
#0D ukhein (19842910 982p92

1D ukhan (1982p105n1

82D ukhein (1959)

¥3D ukhan (1984p298
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tD ukham asam ol

He aoundesindddcanndbepehabgrd ridincesppaeny different ‘ways of
being’ are onydipesedbm sabbat could coexist as ‘normal’ phenomena. ‘Ways of

being’ appear asepding as “channels that life has dug for itself...”%*Thespeddiy

was b dihguthbesenom sbm hepoergbm sa w dig 0aEExpesnH e ed
atnodnsshephenom enabvensiv hosgpob ém w asaibnbgenedinanof

oay.  h conbdvibesysm am odebf Comte’sdani ednomde  general ‘fact’or
Dukhan was that “something suspends hostilitiesbraw hé. ” Howeve n hendus

ulh a/gounded by besseofanom €A nom endisesatik em @M w hih
coutiequdeppesesiew conadinsbaence pabfpocessbangedied.

Thedem m abr Durkheim’s ambitions ofSanceoM anw ashaiksd andecbgrd

m ehodiebem phgbescapebm an em pasH ow evelD ukham congileed

deobg ical judgment as ‘pre-functional,” m eanghek deferred its own measure to “some
overriding concept.”**hoonid ukhan w asokigbiv acham et hochatv outlvail
‘backsliding’ into uddeabgyyv hstngam lbrbep ofiegppoad T hen eant

hestind § pm aypobbm obstldhngobpdredn bennepesbnohedh

bm disaseasvaiesibew ofl. 888 Epm anndidughespedte, aNOgATDEW as
udnenedm xtievinacoosoonoep t of its world to view ‘mentally;’ individuals could “no
longer figure out its limits...since it is so to speak unlimited.”*”B ubem odendipesbrw as
bohhepespedeonaasofoaiinan butkoheevtlenceohebnsbm ae

evensv hosabm entbribemn salesthecom g deem habsEnce. 88

Bhip209p302- 303.
a5

®Dukhen (1982)  p90-91
205
bifp85
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D ihguifigdee hnabksnsobenom aind hepababgial acheckm m acke a

poigien b Luch vital ‘norms.” Durkheim’s strategy defred tsquesn boughbe

assemblages of sociological ‘entities,” distinguished from those anomalous to such repetition.*®
A nundaingassum pbnbm hebbbgcgbanb few yv ashahom sw eesbbbbe

genedied houghoubie pesSin peiepdt onw ashephenom enabdexpiined by
causahnking B uhiough sod a bm abnsD ukham piddindidlualpese noeas
epdiuHM FHricetideioe dioes

“how would they have been able to sustain themselves in a variety of circumstanoes

if they did not enable the individual to better resist the causes of destruction.”®®

R epdinw ashenom 3w heelquencyidia esspenfbubEcoLtiexpnony
sieibnsheconadinobénceO n beconBgiheaum stncesobndn

bathaedegem odensogbm deavoling pocessv asusnedwinoubnyshised

andddiegbm obenom gpalV hatiihigu thedhemn odenw oftbD ukhem w as

hahom salv aysaedbhepastndooutino bngesbthenew em egngoonabns

obéenceY/ devilenceohom dandgen ediw acheebedecepbanm odery.

A \ibk pesience ofice ofhatdcoutl no o ngerbe be gn inheenyitked 0

oonem poeyoonadnsobodbaesdnce, andsv adiheddhed bybepobbm s
dibguihing he soabgitbm  he biobgit be soabgiten ansaiabssb know

w heherhe soa@phenom enasnom aance heu m a/ hasno m eansofdetm nng
ebencgpans

h understanding Durkheim’s projectoneshoutinothesyréanceche®od amand
w hahedleredbm handusiim skerupby Safm onl hav as aneoonom dinan,
tkenes  anaubeguibnaibesy hihw asdlibguih edbm soabontin posecby

m estleasbvalieappeacddegiea “tendency to anarchy,” w asapngeSanSm on
ghecbedynam am dH econcavedtin bem anneoh vital principle drawing on “a

dbstance of common life.” Durkheim related this dynamism to be éndency bran
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“enfranchisement” of a ‘way of being’ that offered a means to escape subordination of an

unn gflea &

hisegadD ukhan noeshow SantSm onneve rgooke ofPéb orR ousseeLigher
alubed hsbhinking by eBenced Newon,Ca bagBthatand Adam Smh.The
gréancaw addioutbegoundhese achbenm m anerphqoiobiibubn:
D ukham conbues
“To assume that the particular staboRubpennw hthindudyhadbm ey
beenhativ outinobanageem entvihhenew ¢ onansobabaredd,
doesnain phaeveyoheypeotiependence w outlbedevoilobesont
coutiv dbehehebnsbm abnnecessatydoe snotonghsuppesingor
subodnahg buih changng bm nolh m ang i ndusivaliesakind of
uninéd absale beyond w hth heesnotingb utehersiinigin a
deentm anneendgiianbm epéat fhegenedhw oling
bngshaheedsandappdisaenom abrnjon oonanobangoontd.
U ninédneedconedisid-oneedidef necbybegodin ssnd
unlimited has no goal since there is no limit.”
D ukham y how asaobokngbiasoapdi dhnuebieguiihghecapad/br
devebpm enundesbod hshiough he conaeptg venundera  ‘persistence of life.” The
oouner  example to these techniques appeared in the image of the “hypercivilization” of be
Sutile ee ananom aendencybiedgow ngauitiabonssgquences beEhednexous
s/em gheexcesigdaatanchosabss Capabobchm erboabareobpaes
T hesspoducachecsonidseentdd m $obabarebioesom hendiclual
pespedeD ukham nepetdheseashedis albn obm erodbarepow esT hs
nateEsy cem NS
Fbovehepovibnatoncebbeexp oechoughheanalsofv oanbgorit
Biresonbrbgeadohepodbarebioe hattbkepossesondhendidudie
ohandidudboehaeped 892
®1D ukhan (1959p235.
%2D ukhan (1970p319
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Secondhesiindeam tbnbeseEnce w hossechnijueiappopetbdesbehe

“supraogat ” social life. This ambition would give form to the organic law whose function, if

properly interpreted “can tell us the secret of the future.”®®

Fobhenditluabsychabgyauichabchnuew ou tlopenanegaibn n bebesbfgns

batom hnes  diverse psychological dispositions of egoism, altruism with “a certain anomie” to
obsbneanchel heexcessobneochestm entv oublbebheddan enbbeches
buieouahecasshabnom ofm odege nengincipodinsuichacheaveege

m any outlbecom em oegpil/disalenhebc eohanasaangensbm abnsohe
indusilsoay.Pehaps b shoutl be tken as be diing Bice behnd Durkheim’s
conogabn br a SanceoM  anatiiehedert € dashedisalibn n hebiesof

&M w aigorhem agns

Condsn

T hechapeexam nedhetgacybaS eenceoM anabexpam entin edinesspased

be sEnce ot om he phbsophtaldebee o n m an.Physbgy nended valies

aued 0 be vidand he posre winh a f unanaldom an.T he chaperdesibed

Bergson’s incorporation of this event into a historical continuity as the strategic dualism between
experience and intelligibility. Bergson’s own theory of ps/hophysbgraibbsibdied
the normal/pathological dualism for ‘norm’ and ‘real’ extending a broader question of values

held of vital function. This served Bergson’s critique of a Positivist historical formations. The

chgperdesbed Emé D ukhan neo- positivist model derived of Claude Bernard’s inner
milieu. Durkheim’s social domain internalised tensions attributed to the persistence of life. His
hibcalpespedre on be oderofhingsw aso pen b agpedieasomghe podie
beheabgrdl hew asassoa@edwhanam b onbaSenceoM anandinhe

aém m aaoundhepobim ofleem nabinom O @ ukhen ow Bernard’s break with
vitalism? Durkheim’s was an open ambition for the functional concept that addressed the
disobbndheE rihenm erB@nooM am hiea,

85D ukhan (1959p244
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Conclusion: The Vital and the Positive

Thebesdeved aconem poey conext from Foucault’s ‘crisis of the 1960’ whthwas
oonesedwiibe ‘rarefied form of positivism,” asD ebuzecatdepim abgiabnal/s He
ebencedbeem pisabn and focussed on what Deleuze’ own thought deliberately
ubpgaedundeiav italism. In this thesis, vitalism was explained around the ‘age of Bichat’
w hth D ebuzepoposedasoun nanoheSenst ondm odebhegnB yooneg

Foucaulv asappoachedhoughhsengagem entvin K aril hesew ehetv opepedes

expbedasanE njhenm enpopdhatievebp edanargohemn odebbauecf

eason.

W henFoucadiousseche ‘age of Bichat’ in the BidieCiiiiavespegpedieonan

Erghenm entSaence ofM anw heem edtalPodi sn saw he disalbn ofsnaie

ambition. Gilles Deleuze described this event as the ‘delicate problem’ of constituting a positive
oonaegpbm heboadesompdibespey eanhavaieohegnsE#l e

hedgpadiviih is interpretation of Nietzsche’s genealogy and the signs ‘that have yet to take
hold.” B ubeErihenm enBanosoM anw asundesbod houghbetlesof a snahat
wahe creation of man’s higher faculties, hiv aheam ldnobeabgnew phibsophial

and seErbnguages with a practical application in man’s worldW &  Kant’s rational
m ebphygcidlechiam tnorhebasiof n18 " centiym dbow e heatoboked

for the ‘indispensable service’ extending beyond the condingobedam oddlhs

w ashe @nate fibw edin he O pusPoimum s ym ad syng outheortd
posdisoBppenendngasienceohatiea ssbgrabyem obonoepl hegavehe

pespedebm w hth Kant’ sheAnhiopabgyw asadom anw heehibeak nowédge
com pedwinatieieence, asheonibin oandheortabpecoh bgmom an,

dbgdged byepnquicheL i,
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The ‘age of Bichat’ derived of Montpellier vitdim andfiw edbem ehodiabngagem ent

wiw hatondiecdvibhenom eneBahatv as nberibhiSanosoM anexendng
© he physaland m oalw hose m copdsw ee nbierdibra nasoentPosEm .
Pos#im sw benié ’s capacity for organization, while vitalism meant the ‘hidden

operations of nature.” This thesis found what Bichat understood as heuristic values derived of

m edinebokpoyover the specificity of systematic science; the ‘age of Bichat’ extended
b sbaeadngofSansim onw henin ovedbeyond aphysbgiatiebabboondiea

pegm a knowédge brasom- political domain. Saint Simon’s enterprise cenedonhe
aehainatieckidom anyvinbobgrdh eoesobnm dand ‘aboriginal difference’
gungioenbnbbgtabobm H is ‘industrial values’ gave expression to man’s inner
dvessscisstIggbencheconceptibou wads  Positivism’s perspective on values of

arErghenm erbeenosoM an.

The legacy of Bichat’s physiology also put these values into dispute; Comte’s Positivism saw an

epiem abgratbbgyeshgphibsophtah epansoBSencoM anandBahat

w aan pobrbecauseheconganedknow édgebi $hain abdom andB Uk ‘incomplete
Positivism’ opened to a structural thinking that overtook a broader practice of Science of Man
ahel8 " centiyThenew paedim biknowédgediap peasdwithesxpein entl

m edineolCéudeB enadand dipboedanatlev #tundestndngdéam ing

functions dependent only on ‘conditions of existence.” This gave the ‘paradoxical link’ with
alequesbnof/aiessppehended astieinendungheT hiR epulid-dbwing be
spagbn  f om aphibsophyoheiheastd gopoach was a pogesveadapibn

betv eenexpeenceandhiiiesinoee Mg Bergson’s critique of Positivist historical
bm abnsT hpese)/etin edbapespedreonbenom abndhepahabga W hth

C reaieEvalbrnupheti asaneovim .

TheneoPosiem odaéhE méD ukham ao looked to Bernard’s interior milieu for asod
modebr  a collective ‘order of things.” Thevaieslerddwihposegnsy hthear ¢ r
epochspoecedundeanabnobehecbord ancdietkenupaoundheplsopheal
poptjavehepespenrebeS ancf/ an hbel8 " centigy hesv ahabssihe
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sitioposieknow édgeheD ukham saw ad hanbsm m asobgin agall

‘norms’ in modern society. t w aspeds)becauseheposeandhe it outinobe
ushednaibnbdebm nabbsincesoc asem bbgepddilknow édgeobe

nom apehatubsum echeposieanchevi: Undeasodiboncep sibhe20 h
centighicachipaedoxailoviih €E rihenm erpiopct

W haem anedobipopaiv asbbecondied Pm bes@ncesnbebmn sobeday.

Thavoutle  flect Kant’s ambitions for a future metaphysics, asv ddehibigbhyabgy

w hossoenabe n Erghenm entiim gaveheFendpespedie oreSancoM am
hihesD unghe20 " centiydiueotraliesshum anim heposiv apebdboused
onhecongiab anhafbw ed Erjhenm erhoughhoughbel9 " centiyadd
pabagum ensohe20 " centiyB ubeart humanism and the ‘death of man’ bat
em eged hough new physialand bobgralsiences ,abng wh m pok b Fence of

phenom encbgyem egenceoitididm andiigu sisdeved an adkonbestok
nabnof anesspogiesyeEnid Jopn deabfn an.

ThegenesbgydheSa@nosoM anhadtibw edhecondibnof a hibghatbedyw as

gposC absrsubpd t oondit  edatoundhevaiesopodieanchiiv h oM s
w eehibidyesbnbbengadesm nabk obpcbtidyFom bspespedehe

Sa@naeoM annheE rihenm entv asnotan pl ehum arm hubepopav hiheds

hibly show saino panigaveadtadieaciw het m anw asT hegriantgpedbra

conem poaty houghtw as ofte boadersoaypd caim pm ensbn hatw as akady

dregngbm a hum arem T histidyendedpbbbeF&V odl W dgidwinhe

1960’s dispute over the humanism -fihenessachw outl bausheinsbm abno he
poseandhexthoughhineverngper odbm w hihem egedbiconem poay

boughhoughsudniierdlv ésg=oucaull D ebuze
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