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aux Folies-Bergére] 1881-2, Foucault refines and extends
his reasoning: the mirror’s reflection is unfaithful; there
is distortion between what is represented in the mirror
and what should be shown there. The painter is at once
here and there, his point of view is at once descending
and ascending; as for us, we can neither place ourselves
nor determine where the painter is placed. With A Bar at
the Folies-Bergere, the viewer has no assigned position -
nowhere in reality could a gaze perceive this disposition
of figures and their reflection, convincing though it is at
first glance, which depicts a waitress at a bar in front of
her customer. With Manet, painting brutally ceases to be
a normative space which assigns to the author and viewer
their respective places in the service of a general idea
and freezes their status, and becomes a space in relation
to which the viewer must place himself, reminded of his
mobility and his ontological disinclination before a flat
object, deprived of depth, which the light strikes in full
shot - especially that which illuminates Olympia 1863.
Thus, what vouches for Manet's painting is the definite
birth of an individual exited from his certainties regarding
his place in the world, and plunged violently into a universe
where the mirror, the pictorial surface and physical
reality see themselves from now on divided to form three
distinct realities. Manet thus invents the ‘picture-object’,
the picture as pure materiality, a simple coloured surface
which comes to clarify a light whose unreality is such
that the viewer is commanded to position himself as an
autonomous subject, lacking the possible means by which
to identify himself or to project himself into the artwork he


































f would like to begin right away by excusing myself because
| am a little tired. It seems that what | have done, during
the two years that | have been here, is to spread myself so
thinly that | no longer have a spare minute when | am back
in Tunis; the day is spent in conversations, discussions,
questions, objections, answers and such like, and so I've
arrived here late in the day almost exhausted.” Anyhow, |
would ask you to forgive my lapses, my mistakes, perhaps
even the limpness of my exposition.

I would also like to excuse myself for talking about Manet
because, of course, | am not a Manet specialist; noram | a
painting specialist, so it is as a layman that | would speak
to you about Manet. What | would like to convey to you
broadly is this: | have no intention whatsoever of speaking
to you in general about Manet; | will be presenting to you,
| believe, no more than about ten or twelve canvases by
this painter which | would like, if not to analyse, at least to
explicate in certain areas. | will not be speaking in general
about Manet, not even about the aspects which are most
important or least known in Manet's painting.

*Foucautt gave these lectures on Tuesday evenings.
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Michel Foucault

this part, this quarter [the top left], this sixth perhaps,
of the canvas, you see that you have a game of almost
exclusively horizontals and verticals, which are cut like
right angles, and those among you who are in the spirit
of Mondrian's picture of a tree, or rather the series of
variations that Mondrian made on trees, you know, during
the years 1910-14, there you see the very birth of abstract
painting. Mondrian treated his tree, his famous tree out
of which, at the same time as Kandinsky, he discovered
abstract painting, a little like Manet treated the boats in Port
of Bordeaux. From his tree, he finally extracted a certain
play of lines which match up to the right angtes and which
form a sort of framework, a draughtboard, a framework of
straight horizontal and vertical lines. And so, in the same
way, in this tangle of boats, in all the activity of this port,
Manet has come to extract this, this game of verticals and
horizontals which are the geometrical representation of
the very geometry of the canvas in which it has material.
This game of the weave of the canvas you will see again
shortly in a manner at once amusing and for this period
absolutely scandalous, in the next picture which is called
Argenteuil.

Argenteuil {1874]

Would you like to move to the next canvas? You see the
vertical axis of the mast, which repeats the edge of the
picture, this horizontal here which repeats this other one;
and the two large axes which are therefore represented
inside the canvas, but you see what it is that is represented,
it is precisely the weave, the weave which comes from
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the vertical and horizontal lines; and the character, at
once popular, unpolished, and the figures, and what is
represented in this canvas, no more than a game for
Manet, a game which consists of representing in a canvas
the very properties of a weave and the interlacing and the
matching up of the vertical and the horizontal.

{18791
Would you like to move on to the next canvas, which is
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called In the Greenhouse and which is all the same one of the
most important of Manet’s canvases for understanding the
manner of his play [it seems that Foucault had a problem
at this point in finding his reproduction - the recording
is broken here, indicating that a few seconds were lost],
... the vertical, the horizontal and this interlacing of the
very lines of the picture. You see how space, the depth of
the picture is restrained. Immediately behind the figures
you have this tapestry of green plants which no gaze could
pierce and which unrolls absolutely like a background
canvas, absolutely tike a wall of paper which could have
been there; no depth, no lighting pierces this space, this
forest of leaves and stems which peoples the greenhouse
where the scene occurs.

The figure of the woman here is entirely projected
forwards, the legs themselves are not seenin the picture,
they extend beyond it; the woman’s knees extend in a way
out of the picture from which she is projected forwards
for there is no depth and the figure behind is toppling
over entirely towards us with this enormous face that
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two which we almost do not see since between them we
see hardly anything but the receding profile and after that
we see nothing except the hat. Rather, whoever they are
looking at, they are themselves looking [back] at them in
exactly the opposite direction. What do they see? Well, we
know nothing about it, we know nothing since the picture
is cut in such a way that the spectacle which is there, and
by which these gazes are attracted, this spectacle is also
hidden from us.

Consider now, if you will, a painting of the classical type - it
doesn’'t matter which. It happens to be very traditional in
painting that a picture represents people in the process of
tooking at something. For example, if you take Masaccio’s
The Tribute Money [c.1425], you see that the figures are in
a circle and are looking at something. That something is
a dialogue or rather an exchange of a coin between Saint
Peter and the ferryman. There is therefore a spectacle, but
this spectacle that the figures in the picture are watching,
we know it, we see it, it is given in the picture.

Here though [in The Waitress], we have two figures who
look but, firstly, these two figures do not look at the same
thing and, secondly, the picture does not tell us what
these figures are looking at. It is a picture where nothing
is represented except two gazes, two gazes in two opposite
directions, two gazes in the two opposite directions of the
picture, recto verso, and neither of the two spectacles
which are actually followed with so much attention by
the two figures, neither of these two spectacles is given
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and the same horizontals that we have found before: these
verticals and these horizontals which define a certain plan
in the picture, in a sense the plan of the canvas, and so you
have two figures as we had a moment ago in The Waitress,
two figures who summon us, head-to-tail, one looking in
our direction, the other looking in the same direction as us.
One turns her face towards us, the other on the contrary
turns her back to us. What the woman is watching - and
you see that she watches it with a great sort of intensity -
is a spectacle that we cannot see since it is in front of the
canvas; and as for what the little girl is looking at, well,
we cannot see it since Manet has deployed here the smoke
of a train which is just passing, in such a way that we, we
have nothing to see. And to have seen what they see, we
would have had either to get over the shoulder of the little
girl or to have walked around the picture in order to see
over the woman’s shoulder.

You see how Manet plays with this material property of
the canvas which means that it is a plane, a plane which
has a recto and a verso; and, up until now, no other painter
amused himself by using the recto and the verso. Here,
he uses it not only in the way that he paints the front and
back of the canvas, but in a sense by forcing the viewer
to have the desire to turn the canvas around, to change
position in order finally to see what one senses must be
seen, but all the same is not given in the picture. And it
is this game of invisibility assured by the surface of the
canvas which Manet sets in play inside the picture in a
manner that, as you see, one could say is all the same
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which is presented in this picture, is this tiny little shadow
here under the hand of the fifer and which indicates that in
effect the lighting comes from absolutely opposite since it
is behind the fifer, in the hotlow of the hand, that the only
shadow of the picture is drawn, with this one [under his
teft foot] which assures stability, as you see, this tiny little
shadow, which is the indication of the rhythm that the fifer
prints on his music in tapping his foot: as you see, he lightly
raises his foot which gives, from this shadow [under the
left foot] to this one [in the right hand], the large diagonal
which is reproduced ctearly here by the fifer's flute case.
So we have an entirely perpendicular lighting, a lighting
which is the real lighting of the canvas if the canvas in its
materiality was to be exposed to an open window, in front
of an open window.

Traditionally, it was common in painting to represent in the
picture a window by which a fictive light swept the figures
and gave them their relief. Here, we must admit a canvas,
a rectangle, a surface which is itself placed in front of a
window, a window which illuminates it in absolutely fuil
shot. Manet evidently did not fulfil this radicat technique
of suppression of an interior light and its replacement by
real exterior and frontal light the moment he put it into
play; and in one of his most celebrated pictures, the first
of his great pictures, you are going to see that he used
two lighting techniques concurrently.
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Or here, you see that if Manet's Olympia is visible it is
because a light strikes her. This light is certainly not a
soft and discreet laterat tight, it is a very violent light which
strikes her here, full shot. A light which comes from in
front, a light which comes from the space found in front
of the canvas, which is to say that the light, the {uminous
source indicated, which is assumed by the very lighting
of the woman, this luminous source, where is it, if not
here, precisely where we are? That is to say, there are not
three elements - nudity, lighting and we who surprise the
game of nudity and lighting, there is [rather] nudity and us,
we who are in the very place of lighting; in other words,
it is our gaze which, in opening itself upon the nudity of
Olympia, illuminates her. It is we who render it visible; our
gaze upon the Olympia is a lantern, it is that which carries
the light; we are responsible for the visibility and for the
nudity of Olympia. She is nude only for us since it is we
who render her nude and we do so because, in looking
at her, we illuminate her, since the whole of our gaze and
the lighting add up to one and the same thing. Look at a
picture and the lighting, it is no more than one and the
same thing in a canvas like this one and that is why we
are - every viewer finds this - necessarily implicated in
this nudity and we are to a certain extent responsible. You
see how an aesthetic transformation can, in a case such
as this, provoke a moratl scandal.
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wanted to say to you about this game of

So that is what
lighting in Manet, and now, what | have said about space
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and lighting | would like to synthesise briefly in a picture
which will be the penultimate one that I'm going to speak
about: The Balcony.

Would you like to move on to the next canvas? Here, in this
canvas, | believe we have the combination of everything
| have been saying up until now. Unfortunately, again
here, the reproduction is very poor. You have to imagine
a slightly larger picture; the photographer has, in a very
stupid manner, cropped the picture. There you have the
green shutters, a green much brighter however than we
see here, and the shutters, the persiennes to be precise,
with very numerous horizontal lines which frame the
picture.” You have, therefore, as you see, a picture which
is structured very manifestly by vertical and horizontal
lines. The window itself very precisely doubles the canvas
and reproduces its verticals and horizontals. The balcony
which is in front of the window, or rather the ironwork
which is in front of the window, reproduces once more
the verticals and horizontals, the diagonals serving only
to support and to highlight these large axes. If you add to all
that these shutters that you do not see {in Foucault's poor
reproduction], you see that the whole picture is framed by
these verticals and horizontals. Far from wishing to make
the viewer forget the rectangle on which he paints, he does
nothing but reproduce it, insist on it, double it and multiply
it in the very interior of his picture.

?'Persiennes’ are shutters with moveable slats.
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the mirror. The distance is very compressed because there
is an ascending view and not at all this plunging view which
is indicated here.

You have, therefore, three systems of incompatibility: the
painter must be here and he must be there; he must have
someone here and he must have no-one there; there is a
descending gaze and there is an ascending gaze. This triple
impossibility, whereby we know where we must place
ourselves to see the spectacle as we see it, this exclusion, if
you will, of every stable and defined place where we locate
the viewer, is evidently one of the fundamental properties
of this picture and explains at once the enchantment and
the malaise that one feels in looking at it. While all classical
painting, by its system of lines, of perspective, of vanishing
point, etc., had assigned to the viewer and to the painter
a certain precise place, fixed, constant, from where the
spectacle was seen, so that in looking at a picture one very
clearly saw from where it was seen, if it was from above
or from below, from an angle or from opposite. Here, on
the contrary, in a picture like this one, or in any case in this
one, it is not possibte to know where the painter has placed
himself in order to paint the picture as he has done it, and
where we must place ourselves in order to see a spectacle
such as this. And you see that with this last technique,
Manet plays with the picture’s property of being not in the
least a normative space whereby the representation fixes
us or fixes the viewer to a point, a unique point from which
to look. The picture appears like a space in front of which
and by rapport with which one can move around: the viewer
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