was popularized in various ways by Herbert Marcuse,
Georg Groddeck, and Wilhelm Reich. What poetic up-
heavals was one not justified in expecting from senti-
ments as universally felt as those of death, age, and illness?
It was on the basis of this still marginal consciousness,
Vaneighem believed, that the gradual revolution of daily
life ought to take place—it was the only poetry made by
everyone collectively, not by a single person.

With Alain, and then in a more pronounced way dur-
ing the course of the twentieth century, one passed from
happiness as a sort of recipe to happiness as a right and
above all as a duty: | am owed happiness, but above all |
owe it to myself, on pain of forfeiting my sense of self-
worth. This is a fine example of a conquest that is con-
verted into a constraint: henceforth it is forbidden not to be
happy, for to be unhappy amounts to transgressing a social
taboo—a curious contradiction of the doctrine of pleasure
in 1ts extreme version, which strips prohibitions of their coer-
cive power and transforms desire into a categorical imper-
ative. Having now become unlawful, and lost the redemp-
tive capacity that once gave it meaning, unhappiness no
longer finds a place in any discourse. It is characteristic of
these three authors that in spite of their differences they
share the same prejudice: suttering does not exist. Either
it is the fruit of our imagination, of our fears (according
to Alain), or it is the result of bourgeois morality and its
taboos (according to Gide and Vaneigem). In this new
configuration, whereby one is condemned to be happy,
neither moral nor physical pain can even be mentioned.
Pain therefore takes on the fantastic aspect of something
that is denied and yet persists—a ghost that terrorizes all
the more completely because one no longer knows what

to call it. Pascal Bruckner
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Hegel in France

In the appendix to The Archaeology of Knowledge, micuEL
roucauLt writes of his own intellectual indebtedness. |t
becomes clear in the course of his effort to acknowledge
the effect that Jean HYPrOLITE had on his own thinking
that Foucault’s relation to GG. W. F. Hegel was vexed at best.
Hyppolite was the author not only of the French transla-
ton of Hegel's Phenomenology of Spirit, a volume that was
published in two volumes between 1939 and 1942, but also
of Geneése et structure de la phénoménologie de l'esprit in 1947
and the director of an ongoing seminar on Hegel which
included Foucault among its intermittent visitors. Foucault
writes of this debt in a strange way, suggesting that to pay
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the debt to Hyppolite and to Hegel would free him of the
grasp of the master, and that something about Foucault’s
own theory of language amounts to a disloyalty, an ir-
reversible separation. He concedes that a large part of his
indebtedness is to Jean Hyppolite at the same time that
he maintains that “our age . . . is trying to flee Hegel.” He
refers to being “disloyal to Hegel” but unable to escape him
tully. Indeed, the effort to refute Hegel may well be but
another Hegelian ruse, since, in being “against” him, onc
is still defined by him. Foucault thus remarks that we have
to figure out “the extent to which our anti-Hegelianism is
possibly one of his tricks directed against us, at the end of
which he stands, motionless, waiting for us.”

Foucault here seems to understand that it is difficule to
negate Hegel, as Hegel is the one who has taught us that
negation is a relation, one that binds the terms that it
attempts to separate. So how would one separate from
such a position without confirming that philosophical the-
ory in the very act? Can one ever be paid off, be through
with the debe? Or is it the case that as soon as one thinks
that one is “done,” there remains a relation to that com-
pleted trajectory, one which remains bound to it precisely
as its aftermatch?

This is, of course, a paradoxical way to characterize
Hegel, as most of the French reception of his work has
been quick to associate him with the notion of totality. But
Foucaulc here suggests that Hegel stands for a certain after-
math, a surviving remnant, a postscript of some kind. Of
course, Foucault is the very sign that Hegel is “over™: he is
the sign that Hegel has been surpassed by what is new or,
at least, newer. But can we understand the meaning of that
very sentence without knowing (a) what it is to surpass
something, and (b) what of that which is surpassed survives
in its aftermath? Hegel becomes, oddly, the name tor what
exceeds totality, and this is perhaps one of his distinctive
contributions to French thinking in the twenticth century.
He ofters a way to think about historical time when the
available totalities no longer work as explanatory models.
In this sense, we might say that, in France, where MARX-
1sm became articulated as a structuralist totality, Flegel
comes “after” Marx.

We can read in various passages written by the early
JACQUES DERRID A and JACQUES LACAN that Hegel is a
philosopher of “totality,” of “systematic closure,” of “con-
ceptual mastery.” In “From Restricted to General Economy:
A Hegelianism without Reserve,” tor instance, Derrida
considers GEORGES BATAILLE's elaborate engagement with
Hegel, reading Bataille as taking Hegel to and beyond his
limit. Ac stake is the place of “negativity” within the Hegel-
ian system, whether this is a place or possibility tor the
negative that exceeds the work of reason. Derrida argues
that the Hegelian notion of Aufhebung works to restrice life


















