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In the text “Des espaces autres”, Foucault wants to stress the change of priority in human perception about time and space. Initially men considers time as a term to comprehend reality; and then human beings focalize their attention on space. Space is a crucial point in Foucault’s studies, because it is a tool used by disciplinary power to control individuals. Foucault defines a short history of space, but in my opinion it presents a poor argumentation. He makes historical leaps from the medieval age to contemporary age. For instance, when he focalizes on Galileo, Foucault never explaining why human perception in practices develops itself. I do not think that Galileo was the one who made the so called “space of localization” opening up, Galileo maybe was the one who gave a physical explanation, during humanism and renaissance there are many attempts to that
  mostly in hermetic movements. Then Foucault affirms that in the nineteenth century unlike time space is not yet entirely desacralized. What does it mean? Is Foucault thinking about Einstein theories? And how can space be desacralized? What does it mean for today, the anxiety to concerned by space in a fundamental way? And what about the anxiety connected to time? Are people no more thinking about the human condition as mortal?
Let us turn to the concept of heterotopia, which is the main theme of this text. I want to focus on the third
 and fifth principles
 of the systematic descriptions of heterotopias. Both third and fifth principles show an important feature of heterotopia, i.e. an absolute different space.
   Let us define the concept of Heterotopia by comparing it with the word Utopia. An utopia is a place without place, that is to say an unreal site. Despite this, it keeps with reality a relationship of direct or inverted analogy, for instance, a perfected society. Yet, an heterotopia is a different -other place; a counter-site. Both utopia and heterotopia grow out of  the relationships between human beings and surroundings. What does it mean? Space is not a neutral or colorless zone; but rather a dimension for men’s experience. Inside this dimension we live, we communicate with each other, we hope, we love, we die, we move, etc. We are like active viewers, because we approach it through an observation of modality. As a matter of fact, we create inside it some bonds that we will ascribe historical, emotional, or individual value to. (“ Nous ne vivons pas à l’intérieur d’un ensemble de relations qui définissent des emplacements irréductibles les uns aux autres et absolument non superposables. op. cit., p. 1574). Moreover it is a site with areas of transit or passage (trains, roads, metros); areas of opening or closing (pubs, beaches, cinema, hotels) and areas of stillness or revelry (homes), etc. 
   Between those quoted sites, there are some that are absolutely different
 -or better still, they oppose themselves against other sites with the aim to neutralize, cancel , compensate or purify them. Those are precisely counter-sites, or heterotopias. Traditional spaces are considered homeostatic, usable and homogeneous. With them we have a relation of  inclusion or exclusion. To give an obvious remark: two bodies cannot be located at the same point, but each of us can leave the area in which we are: this city, this room, etc. In the case of heterotopias, the inclusion or the exclusion become incompatibility and opposition. Why? Heterotopias introduce a discontinuity in the continuum of space, neutralizing it because once we enter it, the difference becomes absolute.
   Why are those places so different? Foucault never explained it, he just underlines their function of neutralization towards ordinary sites. I think that we can answer that question through an analysis one feature linked to the anarchic function
 of those counter-sites. If we focalize our attention on the examples Foucault gives us, we can notice that heterotopias are localized utopias, that is to say, entering in a heterotopia creates a space that releases our individual imaginary; hence it reveals a narrow and surrounding reality. For instance, we can think of a garden and its hidden corners where we can take refuge in, or the bed of parents which becomes, in the children imagination, an ocean because in its blankets you can sail. It creates a juxtaposition of sites that are incompatible but complementary:  the first one is fantastic, and not rational, and it is imagined by children. The second one is real and effective, the parent’s bed. The first one is an absolute difference: if you have a lack of imagination you could not access in. The second one is a case of space in a common sense: each person living in that house can enter or go out of the parent’s room. That is a first case of  absolute difference, and we can call it as such due to exclusion. We can also hypothesize an absolute difference due to inclusion or reclusion: prisons, hospitals, asylum, hospices, etc. These are heterotopias of deviation: sites organized by society at its borders, they are reserved to people whose behaviour is perverted compared to society’s norms and rules. In this example too, there are two spaces set against each other: the normative one, i.e. people in biological or behavioural crisis; and the external place dedicated to disciplined individuals.
   What is interesting about this, is that even if heterotopias could be places of reclusion, they still have a possibility for resistance since they call the anarchic wellbeing of people (that are external to reclusion) into question. As a matter of fact it is enough to ask ourselves: why locking these undisciplined people was to correct their behaviour? 
   That’s one of the reasons why Foucault wants to focus his analysis mainly on external space -not only seen like opposition to an inner interiority ( “[…] la reflexion contemporaine, concernent surtout l’espace du dedans. C’est de l’espace du dehors que je voudrais parler maintenant, op. cit.,  p.1573).  How can heterotopias influence the relations of power of our society, how can they help us to modify those relations? Relations of power are a multiplicity of relationships between forces that are immanent to the field in which they exert themselves. They are omnipresent because they come from everywhere. So how can these heterotopias exist, if the relations of power are always present? And how can they change the strategies of power creating a “site of contestation for reality”? 
  I think there are two modalities of contestation for surrounding reality, the first one is to create an heterotopia very close to illusion, where a person feels protected against the effective and factual reality, or for the second modality, you can aspire to create a real site, perfect and meticulous, just like the groups of English puritans during the XVII century aspired to establish a absolutely perfect society. Heterotopias can make use feeling of anxiety and preoccupation, because they make us notice some inconsistencies of reality -for instance showing us a better model for society, or just as in the case of reclusion, they make us doubting about the correctness of oppression. According to Foucault’s ethics an individual should always feel  anxiety, because that is the first step to decide to analyze strategies of power and choose to change their relations.
The space has an important role in the disciplinary function of forming individuals using their bodies. What does it mean? In “Surveiller et punir” and “ Le pouvoir psychiatrique”  Foucault introduces the panopticon disciplinary system as a model for prisons, hospitals, schools, etc. This social device comes from the architectural idea of the Panopticon of Bentham (1787). This device is a formal scheme for an individualizing power and knowledge that are focused on individuals. The body is a crucial point in this strategy of power, because the control is on a single body; and it can be possible because it is inserted in some spatial coordinations that have normative function. It is a body constantly situated in a visible position, and constantly under a overseer’s glance. That’s why that single body will behave according to the disciplinary norm. Moreover, thanks to the spatial position of the body it would be possible to study each single conduct, and write documents about it. So the space is a strong tool to create subjected individuals.
  The Panopticon of Bentham was a project of utopia at the end of XVIII century, or rather it was a project of heterotopias because it has a real space -and it was indeed used a model for mental houses, prisons, hospitals etc. So how can heterotopias be both a place of resistance and at the same time present spatial coordinations to get the body to be well controlled? To answer this, we should think about the third and fifth principle of heterotopias, again we are in front of the absolute difference due to this counter-sites. Heterotopias have an “espace du dedans” -the reclusion one; and an “espace du dehors”, analyzed above. Can an heterotopia exist inside an “espace du dedans?” Can an heterotopia exist that does not have this gap between inside and outside? And if so what are the relationships between these spaces and the control of the body of people inside of it? Can exist an heterotopia which creates a body free of visual control of society? And if so would it be an utopia or an heterotopias?
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