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͚LŽƵŝƐ MĂƌŝŶ͗ OŶ ƚŚĞ PŽǁĞƌƐ ŽĨ ‘ĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶ͛͘  

Submission for a special issue of Early Modern French Studies. 

 

Introduction ʹ Alain Cantillon and Nigel Saint 

 

From 1978 onwards, Louis Marin (1931-1992) was a Director of Studies at the École des Hautes Études en 

Sciences Sociales ŝŶ PĂƌŝƐ͕ ǁŚĞƌĞ ŚŝƐ ƐĞŵŝŶĂƌ ǁĂƐ ĞŶƚŝƚůĞĚ ͚“ĠŵĂŶƚŝƋƵĞ ĚĞƐ ƐǇƐƚğŵĞƐ ƌĞƉƌĠƐĞŶƚĂƚŝĨƐ͕͛ ĂŶĚ͕ 

later on, ͚“ǇƐƚğŵĞƐ ĚĞ ƌĞƉƌĠƐĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶ ă ů͛ąŐĞ ŵŽĚĞƌŶĞ͛͘ From the very beginning, Marin worked on the 

structures and historical developments of representation, for instance in his investigations into the theory 

of the sign in the Port-Royal Logic, PĂƐĐĂů͛Ɛ ƉŚŝůŽƐŽƉŚǇ ŽĨ ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ͕ the analogies between language and 

painting (Poussin, Champaigne and Klee), and the narrative strategies of the New Testament gospels and 

TŚŽŵĂƐ MŽƌĞ͛Ɛ Utopia. Over time he focused more on the theoretical complexities and practical 

modalities of the systems of representation found in literature, philosophy, history and the visual arts, 

especially in the early modern period. MĂƌŝŶ͛Ɛ ǁŽƌŬ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ƉĞƌŝŽĚ also extended to Perrault, La Fontaine, 

Retz, Corneille, Pierre Nicole͛Ɛ ĞƐƐĂǇƐ, royal medals, Félibien͛Ɛ ĐŽƵƌƚ ŚŝƐƚŽƌǇ ĂŶĚ the gardens of Versailles. 

Aƚ ƚŚĞ ƐĂŵĞ ƚŝŵĞ͕ MĂƌŝŶ͛Ɛ approach to his chosen texts and images remained a modern one, underlining 

ƚŚĞ ͚ŵƵƚƵĂůůǇ ďĞŶĞĨŝĐŝĂů ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶƐ͛ ŽĨ ŵŽĚĞƌŶ ƚŚĞŽƌǇ ĂŶĚ ĞĂƌůǇ ŵŽĚĞƌŶ ƚĞǆƚƐ͘ FŽƌ MĂƌŝŶ ƚŚĞŽƌǇ ĂŶĚ 

history had to be ͚on speaking terms͛.1 His peripatetic existence as a cultural attaché, scholar and teacher 

in Turkey, London and the US (notably La Jolla, San Diego, in the mid-1970s) opened up the perspectives he 

brought to bear on his objects.2  

We have chosen to devote this special issue to the powers of representation, looking at the nature 

of the relationship between representation and presence, representation and imitation, and 

representation and similarity, dissimilarities or even pure and infinite difference.3 TŚŝƐ ĞǆƉƌĞƐƐŝŽŶ ͚ ƉŽǁĞƌƐ 

of representatioŶ͕͛ ǁŚŝĐŚ ĞĐŚŽĞƐ ĐĞƌƚĂŝŶ ŽĨ MĂƌŝŶ͛Ɛ ďŽŽŬƐ more directly than others, opens a point of 

access to his work in its entirety. This expression belongs in the first place to an ensemble principally 

constituted by two works, Le Portrait du roi (1981) and DĞƐ PŽƵǀŽŝƌƐ ĚĞ ů͛ŝŵĂŐĞ (1993). In 1981, the 
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expression appears in a well-known chiasmus, which consequently has become somewhat overused and 

often misunderstood: the powers of representation and the representations of power.4 What this 

chiasmus signals is the inseparable interlacing of powers and representations or even, since Marin always 

studied empirical singular beings and material a priori together, simply of power and representation.5 

Power does not, and cannot, exist without or detached from representation or from the representations of 

this power or of these powers.  

This theory rests upon a very rigorous definition of what is called power, a term which distinguishes 

it as much from potency as from strength. Strength, power and potency make up a triad that is in effect 

the social and political foundation of his semiology: on the basis of the introductions to Le Portrait du roi 

and DĞƐ PŽƵǀŽŝƌƐ ĚĞ ů͛ŝŵĂŐĞ͕ we can say that ŝŶ MĂƌŝŶ͛Ɛ ǀŝĞǁ to have power is to have a reserve of strength 

which has the potential to be used, and that power is an institution of potency, of the possibilities, of the 

capacities of a strength which is not used and which does not exert itself, but which threatens to be used in 

the exercise of legitimate, authorised strength.6   

MĂƌŝŶ͛Ɛ ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ ƐŚŽǁ͕ ƚŚŽƌŽƵŐŚůǇ ĂŶĚ ƉƌĞĐŝƐĞůǇ͕ ŚŽǁ ƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶƐ ĂĐĐumulate reserves of 

strength. These studies are all part of a theoretical reflection on the nature of the sign (in the West) as 

representative sign. It is in this way that the introduction to Le Portrait du roi presents this work as the 

continuation of the previous one (La Critique du discours), as the extension of the theoretical reflection on 

the sign which began in this text. What Marin found and revealed in the links between the Port-Royal 

Logique and the Pensées-de-Pascal is a critical elaboration of a theory of the sign (as representative sign) at 

a certain moment in time and in a certain region of the world.7 Therefore, Marin focuses carefully on 

understanding how, in each discourse and image (including paintings, tapestries and medals), signs are 

organised in relation to one other, how they produce meaning and how they function.  

The theological controversies between Calvinists and Catholics concerning what is commonly 

referred to ʹ in the Catholic Church ʹ ĂƐ ͚ ƌĞĂů ƉƌĞƐĞŶĐĞ͛ rest upon a theory of the representative sign and 

of the relationship between presence and representation, particularly as far as the phrase ͚ƚŚŝƐ ŝƐ ŵǇ ďŽĚǇ͛ 

is concerned. More broadly, the narratives of Christianity were studied very thoroughly by Marin as, 
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according to the expression of Claude Lévi-Strauss often cited by Marin, ͚des modèles faits à la maison͖͛ it 

is in this way, for example, that the Tuscan Annunciations of the Quattrocento appear in the book 

L͛OƉĂĐŝƚĠ ĚĞ ůĂ ƉĞŝŶƚƵƌĞ (1989), as diverse practical and theoretical propositions ŽŶ ͚la venue de 

ů͛ŝŶĨŝŐƵƌĂďůĞ ĚĂŶƐ ůĂ ĨŝŐƵƌĞ Ğƚ ĚĞ ů͛ŝŶĐŝƌĐŽŶƐĐƌŝƉƚŝďůĞ ĚĂŶƐ ůĞ ůŝĞƵ͛.8 The formal system of pictorial enunciation 

which is then invented (the representation of space and depth in perspective) ĂůůŽǁƐ ͚ la figurabilité du 

ƐĞĐƌĞƚ ĚĞ ů͛AŶŶŽŶĐŝĂtion par le chiffre du dispositif perspectif͛.9  

It must be emphasised that such a study of home-made models is only possible (and the reference 

to Claude Lévi-Strauss, will, in itself, be enough to convey this) thanks to an extremely rigorous deployment 

of the knowledge base and savoir-faire of structuralism, initially in the form of a structuralist semiology 

with a philosophical outlook: a philosopher who would take an interest in human affairs (necessarily in 

certain human affairs only, due to time constraints) such as they are recorded by history in the shape of 

signs as artefacts. This method presents itself in the very first writings of Marin as an attempt to elaborate 

what Emile Benveniste callĞĚ ͚ Ă ƐĞĐŽŶĚ-ŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ ƐĞŵŝŽůŽŐǇ͕͛ ĂŶ ĞǆƉƌĞƐƐŝŽŶ ŽĨƚĞŶ Đŝted by Marin.10 In this 

type of semiology, it is enunciation, or more exactly, as Marin puts it, the enunciations, which ought to be 

studied. This is why it is of little importance whether signs can or cannot be considered abstractly as a 

language separate from these enunciations. And it is thus that an image, or an ensemble, even a series, of 

images can be very relevantly studied as semiotic ensembles without needing first to build a repertoire of 

forms or even a grammar of graphic and pictorial representation.  

What the writings of Marin do, and it is for this reason that they are important, is to analyze very 

closely each time the composition, the play of the colours, the relationship between the figures, the way in 

which certain figures establish a link between a representation and the world of the spectator, the 

methods of framing, the relationship between text and image, the thickness of the surface of 

representation, or the relationship (in frescos, for example, as we will see) between the architecture 

represented and the architectonics of the place of representation. The discourses and images very often 

produce the formal apparatus of their enunciation, to which Marin showed himself particularly attentive, 

and the whole of his work can be regarded as a methodology for learning how to see, to discover, to make 
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visible, and to understand the enunciation of utterances. It would have indeed been somewhat 

unconvincing and to no avail to have evoked the strength, the potency, the powers of representative signs  

without finding a way to render them visible. This second-generation semiology does so because by 

studying enunciation it does not remain at the level of the utterance, of what the discourses and images 

say and show, but instead, reaching the level of enunciation, it touches upon what these discourses and 

these images can do (their potency, their powers).  

As mentioned at the beginning, MĂƌŝŶ͛Ɛ ŵĞƚŚŽĚŽůŽŐǇ takes the form of a multiplication of singular, 

individual studies, which cover a vast expanse of semiotic objects: autobiographical stories, paintings, 

medals and many writings by canonical authors of French literature from the 16th to the 20th centuries, all 

studied from different angles. Thus, for example, the book La Parole mangée (Food for Thought in English) 

is concerned with ͚ů͛ĠƚƌĂŶŐĞ ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶ ƋƵŝ ƐĞ ŶŽƵĞ ĞŶƚƌĞ ƵŶĞ ĨŽŶĐƚŝŽŶ ĚƵ ĐŽƌƉƐ͕ ĚŝƚĞ ͨ oralité » et ses organes 

et la fonction du langage sous ses deux dimensions, verbale (orale?) et écrite,͛ studied in relation to the 

reflections on the Eucharist in the Port-Royal Logic, but also Gargantua, certain tales by Perrault, and the 

medical diary of Louis XIV.11  

Before turning more explicitly to the contributions that make up this special issue, let us consider 

an example of the powers of representation, and of an attempt to grasp them directly, in the description 

and analysis of a fresco and of the relationships between the ƉĂŝŶƚŝŶŐ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ƐƉĞĐƚĂƚŽƌ͛Ɛ ŐĂǌĞ, which 

expounds the painting from the point of view which it (the painting) has assigned to it (the gaze): the study 

of the fresco said to be by Filippo Lippi in the cathedral of Prato.12 It is a very big fresco and Marin wonders 

about the effects that it may ƉƌŽĚƵĐĞ ŽŶ ŝƚƐ ͚ ƐƉĞĐƚĂƚŽƌ-ƌĞĂĚĞƌ͛͘ HĞ ĨŽĐƵƐĞƐ ƉƌŝŶĐŝƉĂůůǇ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ƐƚƌŝŬŝŶŐ 

relationship between the real architecture and the represented architecture, on the syncopation of the 

separation of the body and the head of John the Baptist ;͚étrange découpe du « sujet ͩ ͕ ĐĞůƵŝ ĚĞ ů͛ŚŝƐƚŽŝƌĞ 

peinte͛Ϳ͕ as well as on another figure of rupture and of syncope, that of the time of the narrative.  

Figure 1 ;͚FŝŐ͘ ϭϭ͛ ĨƌŽŵ MĂƌŝŶ͛Ɛ Opacité de la peinture, reproduced here) shows the represented 

space, and the real space and the location of the severance. In figure 2 ;͚FŝŐ͘ ϭϮ͛Ϳ the narrative syncopation 

appears (scene no. 1 should be in position A, scene no. 2 in position B); figure 2 also shows the enigma of 
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the narrative surplus at 4/D.13 The study carried out by Marin emphasises the fact that Salome, as she 

offers the severed head to Herodias does not look at her but looks instead in the direction of the point of 

view which is assigned to the spectator-reader of the fresco, a look which is doubled by the sidelong glance 

of the servant, who is on the far right, and who may also be another occurrence of Salome. Thus the 

spectator-ƌĞĂĚĞƌ͕ ͚en état de choc͛ ;Ɖ͘ ϮϭϬͿ͕ caused by the multiple syncopations, to whom the severed 

ŚĞĂĚ ŝƐ ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞĚ ďǇ “ĂůŽŵĞ͛Ɛ ŐĂǌĞ͕ ĂŶĚ ǁŚŽ ŝƐ ŵŽƌĞŽǀĞƌ ƐŽůŝĐŝƚĞĚ ďǇ ƚŚĞ ƐĞƌǀĂŶƚ͛Ɛ ƐŝĚĞůŽŶŐ ŐůĂŶĐĞ͕ ŝƐ ĂůƐŽ 

ƐƵŵŵŽŶĞĚ ͚figurativement dans la scène,͛ thĞ ůŽĐƵƐ ŽĨ Ă ͚ objet virtuel (ou de désir)͛ (p. 219). MĂƌŝŶ͛Ɛ 

minute and powerful analysis allows us to gain a good understanding of what he is saying when he states, 

on several occasions, that the representations (and perhaps therein lies their principal power) produce 

effects of subject(ion): the constitution of a subject who is both looking and reading, which is at the same 

time the subjection of the spectator-reader to what she or he reads and sees. This situation even applies to 

Louis XIV, when he sees himself in the portrait painted by Le Brun and reads about himself in the 

description of this portrait provided by Félibien (as discussed in Le Portrait du roi).14  

 

* 

 

We have so far underlined that Marin analysed the ways in which readers and spectators are 

implicated in representations. In the readings of his work that follow we see examples of the sharing of this 

ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ ĂƐ ŽƵƌ ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚŽƌƐ ĂƌĞ ůĞĚ ďǇ MĂƌŝŶ͛Ɛ ŵĞƚŚŽĚŽůŽŐǇ to investigate his interpretations and to 

consider their own relation to them. A key phrase that recurs in his work concerns the self-reflexive nature 

ŽĨ ƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶ͗ ͚TŽƵƚĞ représentation se présente représentant quelque chose͛.15 MarŝŶ͛Ɛ ǁŽƌŬ ĂƉƉĞĂůƐ 

to readers, as we have been arguing, because of the consistent approach he takes to opening up the 

system of representation at work in any object to examine how the act of representation works: who is 

being represented, how the representation presents itself, or in other words how an awareness of the 

transparency and opacity of representation increases our understanding of the material and physical 

dimensions of a work of art, as well as of the historical ideas and objects being represented. The four main 
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ĂƌĞĂƐ ŽĨ MĂƌŝŶ͛Ɛ ǁŽƌŬ ĐŚŽƐĞŶ ďǇ ŽƵƌ ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚŽƌƐ ĂƌĞ ƵƚŽƉŝĂ͕ representation, literature and painting, with 

MĂƌŝŶ͛Ɛ finesse as a thinker seen as a common feature across the special issue.  

The twin qualities of transparency and opacity, or of the transitive and reflexive, reflect the 

potential power of representation. Alan Montefiore relaƚĞƐ ŚŽǁ ŝŶ MĂƌŝŶ͛Ɛ ǁƌŝƚŝŶŐ ŽŶ Ƶtopia, he was very 

sensitive to the instability of key political terms and very self-aware when constructing arguments; such is 

the impression certainly of the playfully ƌĞĨůĞĐƚŝǀĞ ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶ ĨƌŽŵ MĂƌŝŶ ƚŽ MŽŶƚĞĨŝŽƌĞ͛Ɛ ĞĚŝƚed volume 

Philosophy in France Today.16 MŽŶƚĞĨŝŽƌĞ ƌĞĐŽŵŵĞŶĚƐ ƚŚĂƚ ǁĞ ƉĂǇ ŵŽƌĞ ĂƚƚĞŶƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ƐƚǇůĞ ŽĨ MĂƌŝŶ͛Ɛ 

writing as part of his methodology, which is indeed a dimension that all our contributors touch on more or 

less explicitly.  

In the case of Pierre-Antoine Fabre, who also discusses Marin and utopia, it is the role of quotation 

ŝŶ MĂƌŝŶ͛Ɛ ƚĞǆƚƐ ƚŚĂƚ ůĞĂĚƐ ƚŽ ĨƵƌƚŚĞƌ ĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ ŽĨ ƐƚǇůĞ ĂŶĚ ƌŚĞƚŽƌŝĐ͘ QƵŽƚĂƚŝŽŶ͕ ŝĨ ƚŚĞ ŵĂƚĞƌŝĂů  cited is not 

fetishized, has a utopian function, meaning in particular that it forces an engagement with the present, 

with perspective and with enunciation. Fabre also argues that politics and the present interrupt the spatial 

mysteries of the utopian discourse. Fabre is led to consider the result of the utopian enquiry and asks 

whether it is like a postlapsarian condition; with Fabre as our guide we reach a tantalizing moment where 

Marin faces a choice between a political and a theological approach.  

There is little scope for individual agency in the system of representation evoked in Christian 

Jouhaud͛Ɛ attentive examination of spaces (the town of Richelieu and baroque churches) and decorative 

schemes (the Escalier des Ambassadeurs at Versailles , since destroyed). These domination machines seek 

to subject the inhabitants, worshippers and visitors to the authority of God or the King and his Court. 

Jouhaud ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐĞƐ MĂƌŝŶ͛Ɛ ůŝŶŬ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ ǁŽƌŬ ŽĨ PŝĞƌƌĞ CŚĂƌƉĞŶƚƌĂƚ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ďĂƌŽƋƵĞ ĂŶĚ ŽŶ ƚƌŽŵƉĞ-ů͛ƈŝů 

and argues that these sites of propaganda and control feature the complete instrumentalization of the 

spaces involved. MĂƌŝŶ͛Ɛ ƉŚŝůŽƐŽƉŚŝĐĂů ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ ƚŽ ƐƉace and representation should, according to 

Jouhaud, be an essential part of any historical enquiry. 

AůĂŝŶ CĂŶƚŝůůŽŶ͛Ɛ ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶ of Marin as a reader of Pascal offers a crucial insight into his critique of 

representation. Discussing key passages from La Critique du discours, he demonstrateƐ ŚŽǁ MĂƌŝŶ͛Ɛ 
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analysis of representation escapes being imprisoned within the system that it unpacks and shows why the 

analysis avoids being a failed metalanguage. In the course of his argument, Cantillon introduces an 

instructive comparison between Marin and Foucault on the subject of the break between the classical and 

the modern epistemes.17 We see that Marin does not subscribe to ideological subservience: PĂƐĐĂů͛Ɛ 

fragments act as counter-ŵŽĚĞůƐ ŝŶ MĂƌŝŶ͛Ɛ ƌĞĂĚŝŶŐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ŵĂŝŶ ŵŽĚĞů ŽĨ ƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ PŽƌƚ-Royal 

Logic. Pascalian fragments break down the parameters of judgement, self and reason, but also gesture, in 

CĂŶƚŝůůŽŶ͛Ɛ ǀŝĞǁ͕ to future readers; he suggests that our roles as readers of Pascal may need to be 

reassigned. Attributing such force to the fragments of Pascal anticipates the readings of power that were 

to be developed in Le Portrait du roi.  

The self-sufficiency of a system of classification or enquiry, before its fault-lines are exposed, also 

ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶƐ GŝĂĐŽŵŽ FƵŬ ŝŶ ŚŝƐ ĞǆƉůŽƌĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ MĂƌŝŶ͛Ɛ ĞĂƌůǇ semiological work on the language of painting. 

Fuk shows how Marin leaves aside the attempt to treat painting as a linguistic system with the pictorial 

equivalent of morphemes and phonemes ;Ă ƉŽŝŶƚ ĞǀŽŬĞĚ ĂďŽǀĞ ŝŶ ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ ĞŶƵŶĐŝĂƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ͚ƐĞĐŽŶĚ-

ŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ ƐĞŵŝŽůŽŐǇ͛Ϳ, but retains the notion of analogy between language and painting. This enables 

Marin to continue to explore the relations between word and image while also accounting for the 

experience of a painting. Stendhal, admirer of Italian Renaissance artists and Montesquieu, makes one of 

his several appearances in this issue because Fuk sees his diagrams in Vie de Henry Brulard as emblems of 

the dual thinking across the disciplines of philosophy and semiotics.  

Nigel Saint also offers a critique of the view that Marin imposed structuralist methods on art, in this 

ĐĂƐĞ ƚŚĞ ƉĂŝŶƚŝŶŐƐ ŽĨ PŽƵƐƐŝŶ͘ MĂƌŝŶ͛Ɛ ĐĂƌĞĨƵů ƌĞĂĚŝŶŐ ŽĨ ĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶƐ ŽĨ PŽƵƐƐŝŶ͛Ɛ Landscape with a Man 

Killed by a Snake has a very different purpose and opens up the painting to different encounters. In this 

ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ͕ “ĂŝŶƚ ĞǆĂŵŝŶĞƐ T͘ J͘ CůĂƌŬ͛Ɛ ŵŝƐƌĞĂĚŝŶŐ ŽĨ MĂƌŝŶ in The Sight of Death ;ϮϬϬϲͿ͘ EĐŚŽŝŶŐ MŽŶƚĞĨŝŽƌĞ͛Ɛ 

point abŽƵƚ MĂƌŝŶ͛Ɛ ǁƌŝƚŝŶŐ͕ ƚŚĞƌĞ ĂƌĞ ŐƌŽƵŶĚƐ ĨŽƌ ƐĞĞŝŶŐ MĂƌŝŶ͛Ɛ ŵĞƚŚŽĚŽůŽŐǇ ĂƐ Ă ƐƚǇůŝƐƚŝĐ ĞŶƚĞƌƉƌŝƐĞ͕ 

partly facilitated by writing for the journal Corps écrit. His later work on Poussin, launched in his mid-1980s 

Paris seminar, also looked at the potential of pictorial variation, notably in relation to the Four Seasons, 

leading to a novel view of the cycle as a combination of human figures, Biblical stories and the elements. 
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Marin͛Ɛ ůĂƚĞƌ ǁŽƌŬ ĨĞĂƚƵƌĞƐ ƚŚĞ ŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƚĞƌŵƐ ůŝŬĞ ͚ ĨŝŐƵƌĂďŝůŝƚĠ͕͛ ͚ĠŶŽŶĐŝĂďŝůŝ ƚĠ͛ and 

͚ĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝďŝůŝƚĠ͛, exploring visual figures, states of identity and conceptualisations that move between the 

formed and the formless.18 In terms of painting, autobiography and other narratives, Marin pursues his 

studies of the representation of the self in relation to the difficulties of aligning language and experience. 

Agnès Guiderdoni discusses MĂƌŝŶ͛Ɛ general ŵĞƚŚŽĚŽůŽŐǇ ĂŶĚ ƐŚŽǁƐ ŚŽǁ ŚĞ ĂƌƌŝǀĞƐ Ăƚ ͚ĨŝŐƵƌĂďŝůŝƚĠ͛ ĂƐ Ă  

result of wanting to think beyond the word-image opposition. The two media push each other to create 

͚ǀŝƐƵĂů͛ ĨŝŐƵƌĞƐ ŝŶ ƚĞǆƚƐ ĂŶĚ ƚĞǆƚƐ ŝŶ visual ŝŵĂŐĞƐ͗ GƵŝĚĞƌĚŽŶŝ ƌĞĨĞƌƐ ŚĞƌĞ ƚŽ MĂƌŝŶ͛Ɛ ǁŽƌŬ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ĨŝŐƵƌĂďŝůŝƚǇ 

ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƐĞůĨ ŝŶ MŽŶƚĂŝŐŶĞ͛Ɛ ͚DĞ ů͛ĂŵŝƚŝĠ͛ ĂŶĚ ͚AƵ ůĞĐƚĞƵƌ͕͛ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĨŝƌƐƚ ĐĂƐĞ͕ ĂŶĚ ƚŽ CŚĂŵƉĂŝŐŶĞ͛Ɛ Ex-Voto in 

the second. In the essay collection referred to by Guiderdoni, L͛ÉĐƌŝƚƵƌĞ ĚĞ ƐŽŝ, Marin argues that 

MŽŶƚĂŝŐŶĞ͛Ɛ inhabitation of the space of the frame around the intended portrait becomes the place where 

the self-portrait could emerge, with Marin using the term figurability to indicate the desire and potential 

for figures of the self at the edge or frontier of self-knowledge and of knowledge of the other.19 

Finally, tĞǆƚ ĂŶĚ ŝŵĂŐĞ ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐ ĂƌĞ Ăƚ ƚŚĞ ĐŽƌĞ ŽĨ DŝŶĂŚ ‘ŝďĂƌĚ͛Ɛ ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶ ŽĨ PŚŝů ippe de 

CŚĂŵƉĂŝŐŶĞ͛Ɛ ƉĂŝŶƚŝŶg Moses Presenting the Tablets of the Law͘ CŽŶƚƌĂƐƚŝŶŐ CŚĂŵƉĂŝŐŶĞ͛Ɛ ŵĞĚŝƚĂƚŝǀĞ 

approach with the less restrained Jesuit-directed version of the same subject by Claude Vignon, Ribard 

notes that contemporary moral and pragmatic concerns about the use of images are highlighted in 

CŚĂŵƉĂŝŐŶĞ͛Ɛ ƉĂŝŶƚŝŶŐ by the use of the French language. Champaigne always seeks to indicate a 

mysterious presence, which urges us to seek the clues within the image and the text. Ribard successfully 

argues ƚŚĂƚ MĂƌŝŶ͛Ɛ objects are scrutinised for what they reveal about their system of representation and 

for their effect on that system and its historical period. Instead of a theoretical or intellectual enquiry, 

Marin suggests that his Champaigne volume sought to participate in a broader programme of reflection: 

͚ŵŝƐĞ ă ů͛ĠƉƌĞƵǀĞ ĚĞ ůĂ ƌĞƉƌĠƐĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶ ƉůƵƚƀƚ͕ ĂǀĞĐ ƚŽƵƚ ĐĞ ƋƵĞ ĐĞƚƚĞ ĞǆƉƌĞƐƐŝŽŶ ƉĞƵƚ ŝŵƉůŝƋƵĞƌ ĚĞ ƚĞŶƐŝŽŶ 

ĠƚŚŝƋƵĞ͕ ĚĞ ƚƌĂǀĂŝů ĚĞ ů͛ĂĨĨĞĐƚ͕ Ě͛ĂƐĐğƐĞ ĚĞ ů͛ŝŵĂŐŝŶĂƚŝŽŶ Ğƚ de la sensibilité͛.20 Ribard quotes this passage 

from near the beginning of the last book Marin saw to completion; a note ƉƌĞĨĂĐŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ͚ƚĂďůĞĂƵ 

ĐŚƌŽŶŽůŽŐŝƋƵĞ͛ near the end of the book includes the ŚŽƉĞ ƚŚĂƚ ŝƚ ŵŝŐŚƚ ͚ƐƵƐĐŝƚĞƌ ƋƵĞůƋƵĞƐ ŶŽƵǀĞůůĞƐ 

recherches,͛ as indeed his study has done and as his work in general continues to do.21  
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This special issue hopes to provide an intriguing introduction to Marin's thought to those who may 

not be familiar with it, while at the same time appealing to those who have been engaging with Marin for 

many years. Any attempt at an overall presentation of the writings of Louis Marin benefits greatly from the 

interview (in written form) with Pascale Cassagnau included in De L͛EŶƚƌĞƚŝĞŶ (1997), which aims to capture 

ƚŚĞ ͚ƐƵũĞƚ ͞ĚƵĞů͟ ĂŶƚĠƌŝĞƵƌ ă ƚŽƵƚ ĚŝĂůŽŐƵĞ͕͛ ǁŚŝĐŚ ŝƐ ƉůƵƌĂů ͚ ĚĂŶƐ ƐĂ ĚƵĞů ůŝƚĠ͛͘22 In order to do this, Marin 

presents a fictitious dialogue in which his views are dispersed in a complex game of multiple identity. 

Among the different speakers in the imaginary dialogue, we encounter ͚MŽŝ͛ ;ĚĂƚĞĚ ϭϵϳϳ ĂŶĚ ϭϵϵϮͿ͕ 

͚ů͛ĂŵĂƚĞƵƌ͕͛ ͚ůĞ ƐĠmiologue (quelque peu ƉƌĂŐŵĂƚŝĐŝĞŶͿ͛ Žƌ ͚ůĞ ƐĠŵŝŽůŽŐƵĞ ;ƋƵĞůƋƵĞ ƉĞƵ ƉŚŝůŽůŽŐƵĞͿ͕͛ ͚ůĞ 

ƉƌŽĨĞƐƐĞƵƌ ;ŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĞŶͿ͕͛ ͚ůĞ ƉƌŽĨĞƐƐĞƵƌ ;ƉŚŝůŽƐŽƉŚĞͿ͕͛ ĂŶĚ͕ ĨŝŶĂůůǇ͕  ͚ ůĞ ƉŚŝůŽƐŽƉŚĞ ;ƋƵĞůƋƵĞ ƉĞƵ ƐŽĐŝŽůŽŐƵĞͿ͛.23 

These interlocutors ĂƌĞ ŶŽƚ ƚŚĞ ͚personae Ě͛ƵŶ ĚŝĂůŽŐƵĞ ƋƵi aurait pu avoir lieu, mais de simples traces, pas 

ƚŽƵũŽƵƌƐ ĐŽŚĠƌĞŶƚĞƐ͕ ĚĞ ƐŽƵǀĞŶŝƌƐ͕ ĚĞ ƌĞŶĐŽŶƚƌĞƐ͕ ĚĞ ůĞĐƚƵƌĞƐ͕ Ě͛ŝŵĂŐĞƐ͛͘24 In DĞ L͛EŶƚƌĞƚŝĞŶ we navigate 

ǁŝƚŚ MĂƌŝŶ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ͚ƚŽƵƚ ƵŶ ŚƵŵƵƐ ŝŶĐŚŽĂƚŝĨ ĚĞ ĚĠƐŝƌƐ Ğƚ ĚĞ ƉĞŶƐĠĞƐ͕ Ě͛ĂĨĨĞĐƚƐ Ğƚ ĚĞ ƐĞŶƚŝŵĞŶƚƐ͛ ŝŶ  search 

ŽĨ ͚ůĞ ƐŽů ĨĞƌƚŝůĞ Ě͛ƵŶ ĨŽŶĚĞŵĞŶƚ ĐƌŝƚŝƋƵĞ͛ ;ϭϳͿ͘ With the lightness of touch (eutrapelia) Marin always insist-

ed upon, this game expresses the profound coherence of his work (though genuine coherence makes light 

of coherence, of course).  
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