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Nkolo Foé and Structuralism:
Genealogy, Concepts and Categories of a Critique

By — Adoulou N. Bitang'

oFuldigen lernen, — Auch das Huidigen milssen

Abstract

In his battle against postimodernism, French
structuralism appears as one of Nkolo Faé's
mein philosophical oppe-nents. Jt is in this
resbect that this school of chought i discussed
i his baok, Le Postmodernisme et Le
Mouvel Esprit du Capitalisme. 1 propose
woanabyzs the genealom, the concepts, as
well as the categavies of such 2 cntigue, in
ander to expose (¢ in extension and in inten-
o

Keywords: Structuralism, Pesemodernism,
Irvationalism.

die Menschen lemen wie das Verachren.”
Frizdrich Nietzsche

Résumé —

Dans su lutte contre le postmodernisme, i@
stricturalisme fangais apparait comme un
des principass adversaires philosophigues de
Niolo Foé, Clest d ce Litre gue ce courant de
bensée est concogué dans son lvre, Le post
modernisme o o wowvel esprit du capita
lisme, O s¢ pravose 4'analyses lo gindalogie,
law concepts, winsi gue les catégories d'une
tefle exitique, afin de Vexboser en exlension
ef en intension,

Mots-clefs : steucturalisme, postmioclernis

e, rmadonalisme.
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|ﬁ Toc and Structoalesm

In Le Postmndernisme er Le Nowvel Fsprie du Caprralisme,” Professor
Nkolo Foé devotes an enrire chaprer to the systematic refusanion of structura-
lism apely titled “The Question of History”. In ir, the author denounces, the
sinister compromise by which structuralism undermines :he very possibilicy
of the human through the rejecrion of historical chronology. The author then
draws the conclusion that srructuralism is closcly related to postmuodernism
whose practical and social reign it announces in theory. Ar first glance, this
eriticism may appear massive and of inrransigent severity, as it attacks structu-
ralism on almost every point, from the concepr of history to the notion of
utopia by which the chapter ends. In this universe, whose feigned opacity is
actually the symptom of a poweriul spell that combines undeniable scientific
competence with cleverly calculated mass deception, it emerges from Nkolo
Foé's incursion that it is possible to establish a chought train with Michel Fou-
cault (among others) as the guiding thread which reveals what is thought
under the mode of conscious abtuscarion of thought, resulting in the accusa-
tion of ideology.

It iv of such incursion that I seck to reconsrruct the architectonics, the
structure, This article therefore offers an extensive and intensive reading of
Nkolo Foé's critique. I penetrates the twists and turns of the maze-like path
it offers us insofar as the aurhor claims o follow & & lerrre die spirit of strue-
turalism, relared to postmodernism, the global philosophy of Empire. What
follows is an attempt 1o expose the genealogy. concepts and categories of Nkalo
Foé's eririque of structuralism.

L. — Genealogy

According to Nkolo Foé, Fricdrich Nierzsche is guilty of having plunged
European thought into a situacion from which it is difficulr to escape, namdy
nihilism, which must be dgorvusly understood as the radical eritique of the
values of civilization. His philosophy rthus leads to a radical ansihumanism
which primarily inspires postmodera discourse, It is in this capacity that the
author of The Birth of Tragedy is summoned in Nkolo Foé’s work, as the main
inspirer and spirituzal father of postmodernism. The criticism of this doctrine
ar the genealogical level therefore begins with Niewzsche.

? As the book has been published in French and bas not been translaied inne any other
language to my knowledge, 1am thercfore responsible for all rranslared excerprs provided.
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Anamarphasis and Topography:
Nkolo Foé and the Portrair of Nictzsche

Three books by Nietzsche carch Nkolo Fod's arention and the reader
discovers them when she looks at the chaprer of his essay that reveals the
References of his analysis. These are; Thus spoke Zavarhusira, The Gay Seience
and Twilight of #he Tdols. The choice of these books is not trivial, since it speaks
of the philosophical comtitment to deduce, then to grasp the essence of
Nietzsche's thought, which is reduced according to Nkolo Foé's presentation,
to a sharp cridcism of rationality, a defense of instinet, an excessive praise of
the present and a blind apology of force, which philosophically legitimizes
“wild competition and predation” (Nkolo Foé, 98). It is therefore understan-
dable why the author writes thar "Nietzschie. .. inspires postmadernity” (Nkolo
Foé, 196). The main reason for such an observanion is thar “Nietzsche’s era. ..
coincides with the rejection of Reason, science, history, and the great founding
systems of the modern world” (Nkelo Foé, 196). More prcci&l:h' — that 1s,
more directly related to our subject, namely structuralism —, Nkolo Foé writes
that “Nictsscheanisin and structuralisin represent the two complementary
'Ldenlngiml 'PIEHTE.': of CONTEMPOrary I:"Ri'lih]lf.ﬁm, idealized under the post-
metaphysical paradigm” (Nkolo Foé, 98). Nierzsche's great crime in relation
to this situation is that of having inaugurated “this epoch which demands the
liberation of instincts.” (Nkolo Foé, 98) a remark from which the author'
analysis can shift to Spengler,

But it is first and foremost in connection with “The question of history”
twhich is cur main focus here) that the reference ro Nicrzsche receives its most
interesting content, and it is also on this occasion that the reader finds the
longest disserration that Nkolo Foé devores to Nictzsche in his book. The
culmination of this commentary is the idea of erernal retrirn that the native of
Obak deduces from a history that goes back further than Nietzsche, ta his
Pr‘t's{r:f'f:;_mr:r (MNkolo Foé, 94), namely Balzac and Flaubert. Nietzsche is said to
have inherited from these two his tasce for the social starus quo, a raste of
which the concepe of erernal reeurn is, according ro the commentator, a
stylized theorizarion as the sancrification of the present and its inequalities.
Now, the sancrificarion of the present is repudiarion of histery (Nkolo Fod, 94),
which is itself solidary with the repudiation of progress. ..‘\.l:::nrding to Mkolo
Foé, Nietzsche’s skepticism abour the moral progress of humaniry is intelligibly
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understood anly in 1clation ro this conservatism by which rhe human is forced
to submit to the ryranny of what is, for the reason that, wltimately, nothing

changes, cverything is always the same.
T'his conclusion of Nkolo Foé’s commentary stems from the examina-

Adoulou M. Bitang

tion of the thirny-seventh aphorism of the “Skirmishes of an Untimely Man®
in the Tiviliht of the Idols. which gives itself the title of a question which, from
Nietzsche's point of view, is asked in a highly provocarive way, in particular in
connection with his essay Beyond Good and Evit: “Whether we have hecome
more moral.”

And Nietzsche's answer can be summarized by saying that nothing is
less certain. The reason? A stange definition (Nkolo Foe, Le Postmodernisme. ..
95) of progress and virtue whose essence is a physivlogical approach to
morality, where the weakening of life — decadence — goes hand in hand,
according to the Puritans of the modern era. with moral appreciation, and
vice versa. From the criticism of equaléty that follows (Nicrzsche already writes
the term in quotation marks), the philesopher of the Ecole Normale draws
the conclusion that the author “superbly [exalts| social incqualiries, differences
in status, hicrarchy among humans.” (Nkolo Foé, 93)

Nietzsche thus appears as a theoretician of inequality (Nkolo Foé, 96).
And it would be through this way that this philosopher with a hammer
“rediscovered the ancient myth of Eternal Return” (Nkolo Foé, 906), us a
tactical and devious response ‘to the iiresistible risc of social and demeocranc
movements” (Nkolo Foé, 96). Bur, in the process of unveiling this internal
ruarion in which Nictzschean discourse inevitably leads, Twilight of the ldols
is inoperative, this role incumbent, according to Nkolo Foé, on Thus Spoke -
Zaraghustrad Tt is through this last work, indeed, thar Nierzsche sadsfics,
according to Nkolo Fo¢, Lis sinister “need ta create anti-historical myths®
(Nkolo Foé, 96) and thus obscure the legibility of the bourgeois world, in irs
decadence, as well as in its desire to maintain itself as the center of values, e,
the center of life, even though bourgeois life no longer lives, These YOS, |

$See Fricdrich Nietzsche, The Anti-Chrirt, Ecce Home, Tivilight of the Idols, and Otber Wri=
tings, ed. Aaron Ridley and Jadith Nosman, trans. Judith Norman, Cambridge Texts in the
History of Philosophy {Cambridge: (zrmbridge Universicy Press, 2005), 211 £ ]

“ Wkaolo bioé refers to the 2° paragraph of "On the Visian and the Riddle,” in the 3" part
of the boak Ser Friedrich Nicrzsche, Theu Spoke Zanibuistra, ed. Adrian Diel Caro wud Rober
Fippin, trans. Adrian Del Caro, Camhridie Texts in the Liistory of Philesophy (Cambridge
Cambridge University Preas, 2006), 115 E :

Cameroonian Studics in Philosagly, Te anmes, "3
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which Nkolo Foé also labels aristocratic reveries ([Nkolo Foé, 97), “are patt of]
a vast schismaric project aimed at isolating che rich from the poor” (Nkolo
Fod, 97). In other words, Nietzsche is a thinker of brutality and irs enlightened
continuation, hence his uscfulness for fascism, a usefulness that is nonetheless
not that of a leading thinker, but of a “reserve ideological officer, always ready
to serve’ (INkole Foé, 100}, And it is in this configuration that the philolagist
of Basel lets himself be seen in a profound +way, by his apclogy of the pathasaf
distances, as Michel Foucault’s master of thought and oracle of all the strue-
wralist logomachy that the philosopher of the Ecole Normale holds in horror
and proposcs to dismantle,

There therefore seems to be a contradiction that Nkolo Foé points out,
even if he does not insist on it. For on the one hand Niewzsche is a fierce
defender of the moment, (Nkolo Foé, 96-97) and on the other, he criticizes
po less fiercely the preseot that he proposes to analyze, on the pretexe that this
present is a symbol as much as a symprom of decadence. At the hear: of
Nietzsche's philosophy. the progressive thinker is therefore faced with a dead
end: there is no way forward excepr by retreating, and the retreat is not so
much a return o the past as it is an acceprance of the proscnt a5 such, on the
grounds thar the present is always as it is, always identical to itself, cternal.
Burt by erasing the opposition between these extremes — the present and the
past — to the point of analogy, Nicrzsche produces a discourse of ideological
cecultation that rakes the path of the past, of the archaie, for which Nkolo
Foé has a very interesting coneept, namely the medieval presemt (Nkola Foé,
101) which one would fail to analyze correctly if it were interpreted licerally,
as a chronological reference to the past to which it refers.

When the disciple of Marcien Towa writes that “Scructuralism has
nostalgia for ancient social erders” (Nkolo Foé, 151), it is indeed a subtle way
of highlighting its filiaton wich the Niewschean thoughe thar exalts the
primitive in the name of the moment, and glorifies the moment as the ever-
living, real and rerrifying presence of the past and the rerror it spreads around
itself a5 aronement and revenge in retaliation of its past dismissal. It is therefore
not surprising that Nietzsche's philosophy leads, as established by Nkolo Foés
demonstration, to The hewristic of frar (Nkolo Toé, 100), these threats of ihe
ﬁgm;rr (Nkolo Faé, 100), which are acoually mythical threats, the will to power
of what was once. Thus emerges the gloomy horizon thar leads humanity, like
a flock, to the end of uropia’. Niewzsche is the high priest of this Dionysian

'h Gamerannian Stadics i Philoschby, e annie, «°3
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orgy, whose BrEAsmic apotheosis it the sacrifice; on rhe altar of the petulance
of instincts, of Reason and its corollaries, namely morality, progeess, utopia,
order, history, ..., whose flesh the nihilise and his followers devour

An Astempt at a Self-Portrait in the
Style of a Measured Praise of Barbarism

Nkolo Tod writes that “the convecation of Nietzsche by scructuralism,
less than a decade after the historical defeat of fascism, bias often astonished.
The astonishment was justified as long as it waz admitted thar fascism was a
purc accident of history” (Nkolo Foé, Le Fostmodernisme..., 98). Niemsche can
be presented in a slightly less cruel way, without this presentation necessarily
inducing more charity either for the person or for the subject. It is indeed in
no way reprehensible — it is the very spirit of a trial that is intended to be fair
— to give the flovr 1o the main accused when it comes to appreciating, from
his own point of view, this crown (of thorns more than laurels) that is
commonly attribured to him. Nierzschean intervention can be limited o the
only congruent portion of the relationship to history thar also implies
«uhmission to the moment, i.e.. the fallacious maintenance of the archaic and
non-freedom on the grounds of the promerion of force.

Nlkolo Fod is not mistaken when he chooses the thirty-seventh aphorism
of the “Skirmishes of an Untimely Man® of the Tiwilight of the Idols as his
decisive anchar, This is first due to the nature of this writing, on¢ of the last,
in which the author, whe has not yet lost his mind, summarizes his entire
philosoply. It is then due to the tone of the aphorism, namely its sarcastic
charscter. Finally, it is due to the mature of the reflection thar Nietzsche offers

# 11 this poruait of Nicezsche and more broadly, in this wpography of postmode-nity that
untalds Mkelo Foé, Habermas® influsnce is ro he noted, as it crosses 15 entire srrcruse of -
the book of the philosnpher of the Feole Normale, from the posicion of the problem o his -
“heart,” (Nkalo Fod, 198) revealed in the conelusion of the redlection. It is roticeable chat
kolo Foé makes himselfa disciple of the Habermassian reception of Niewsche, in particular
of the analyses exposed in Jirgen Habermas, The Philssophical Discourse of Modernity: Tivelve
ectures. trans. Fredernick Lawrence (Cambridgs: Policy Press, 1987). [fwe necd to "Resist o
the Hahermassian reading of Adosno” as advocated by Jean-Mare Durand-Gasselin (LEeals
de Framscfors, Tel (Pacis: Gal'imard, 2012, 254 fF), why should we not resist — or ar least be
suspiciuus of — those wh have, at least oncs, if not deceived us, at |least made the path more
torninus than it had w be?

Pamerooninn Stadics i Phelosophy. Te awnds, #°5
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to the reader. The question thar serves as the title of this aphorism is indeed
strange (Nkolo Foé, 94) as noted by the disciple of Marcien Towa, In fact, it

is immediately situated on the gronnd of histary rather than on the ground
ol irony (which is revealed only later). This is surprising, since the author is

supposed if nor to ignore, at least despise the idea of a rational and
chronological succession of events in time. For Nicmzsche asks “Whether we
have became more moral” (my emphasiz), in a way quite analogous to Kand’s
approach o the question or the Aufkldraoy in 1784. The question, asked i
relasion to the presens, implies de facio a decermined relationship with the pas,
in order to establish or not a cerrain continuity that could then be called
progress, assuming of course that the TEAOC of such a movement is conceived
as an improvement of the original situation [mamrit}r as progress in relation
to the minority in Kant; morality as progress in relation to barbarism in
Nictzsche]. In this, Nietzsche’s question inunediarely takes on an undeniable
historical inrerest, Espt‘ciaﬂy since, as the first sentence of the aphorism
underlines it, there would be a moral stupidity that stands “for morality itself
in Germany” hecause, if one believes the aurhor, of a historical consciousness
characterized by its lack of depth, its emptiness, |'his is whar Nietzsche first
reproaches philosophers of at the opening of his remarks on “Reason’ in Philo-
sophy,” namely their "lack of historical sense for one thing. rheir hatred of the
very idea of becoming, their Egypricity. "

And Nietzsche clarifies his thought: “They think that they are showing
respect for something when they dehistonicize i, sub specie aeternt, — when
they turn it into a mummy” (Nictzsche, 167). With these words, the philoso-
pher with a hammer mocks the attitude that Nkolo Foé alse castigares, and
positions himsell very firmly as a philosopher of history, aware of the hisio-
nical sense of evenrs and the idea of becoming. Nietzsche's main grievance ar
this level is to accuse philosophers of working on mummzes, that is to say not
only ¢deas, but also proposals that no longer have life, no longer exist, and
which therefore remain in philosophical discourse only as traces of what they
were, n this, the mummified philosophical language has something mythical,
deceptive; its formalism is farmalin, ir spreads the mummification on whar it
wuches, as the sentence under which succumb all the subjects on which it
projects its fetishized categorics. Such a discourse, Nkolo Foé would agree,

* Wiewzsche, The Anti-Christ, Fcor Homo, liwilizbr of the Idols, and Other Weitings, 166-
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cannot tell the truth, 1.e., things in their movement, nor analyze them in the
dvnamism of their future and their being-for-reflection, except to adopt 2
Platonic point of view that equates the movement with corruprion. Nictzsche
argues that frum such hands nothing comes our alive: philasophy is necrology,
the philosopher a necrologist; wisdom a necrophilia, even though human
heings are living beings. This is Sucrares’ crime according to Nietzsche, thar
of having awacked life and insisted thar philosophy be the cult of death. Plato,
who assimilates this reaching to perfection and actively contributes to repro-
ducing it effectively, states what can be considered its most aggressive and
representative formulation at the same time: “What is, does not become; what
becomes, s not” (Nietzsche, 167. Original emphasis]. Morality is the theoriza-
tion of this deception, its sin transformed into an object of joyful worship, its
lie erecred asa principle of truth, while Twilight of the Idols — that is, in fact
Nietzsche's enrire philosophy, of which it is the inrensive summary — is then
thought of as the resolved endeavor to put an end ro this thought of death in
favor of a thought of life, and of philosophy as an emphasis on the life of
thought. This is how one should be able to read this book.

Now, the proof of life is, as far as nacure is concerned, the extravagant
freedom of natural phenomena in their lush petulance, and, as far as sociery
is concerned, history, taken in the most trivial meaning of morc or less chrono-
logical and objective succession of events. One can of course reproach this
story for not being t=leological, for nor following a meaning determined in
advance, and for not rushing more conscientiously toward the realization of
an ideal, But such a criticism i less 2 reproach than a racher vivid manifestation
of the first of the “Four Great Errors” of thoughe idenrified by Nietzsche,
namely “The error of confusing cause and effect,” (Nietzsche, 176) which The
Crucified also calls “rhe genuine destruction of reason” (Niewsche, 176). For
one would judge the vitality of lifc by its death (the place where it becomes
an objective and stble thing), instead of judging it by its life irself (its cause,
the exuherance or the will to power). And sincc Nietzsche does not ask the
question of the moral furure of humanity from the poine of view of the end
that is morality, understood as a damaging petrification — because commans
ded from the point of view of non-freedom — of the exuberance of lite, there
is little doubre thar his philosophy then leads o a sanctificarion of what
to the detriment of what #. But wha is is the moment, conceived asa n
philic abstraction thar clumsily bur nor withour skill separates evenrs from

| Gamessominn Studics im Philssophy. T¢ amnie. w'S
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vital conanuem in which they are necessarily intertwined, and which conse-
crates by this decepdon the fragment as an expression of life”. This is the
deceprive content of regsen according to Nietzsche, its ghoulish raste for whar
is sick, weakened, senile or dead. The discipline it imposes on the undead to
whom it applies fiercely; has something of the disgust aroused in the delicare
persan by the bad joke. However, the defivacy of which Nietzsche's era prides
itself does not have in his eyes the value of real progress; it presents itself more
as the price paid by the weak to be able o keep, despite the “physiological
aging process™ thar characrerizes and defines them, even the appearance of
life. In this perspective, one could legitimarely consider Nietzsche as a critic
of what Nkolo Foé rightly calls the ersate of movement, (Nkolo Faé, Le Post-
modernisme..., 89) and which could be called in Nicrzschean language, the
simulacrum of life: the myth, in what it conrins of idolatry, znd which
therefore prevents it from the fetishizarion of which it 1s commonly vicim in
falsely dialectical language. This is why Nietzsche does not crideize reason,
but its myth.

Yet, to be able to defend life in a consistent way against iss ersacz chat is
moral stupidity called progress according to Nictzsche, we must return o the
most intimate manifestations ol life, pamely the seuses and instincs.
Mietzsche, who beasts of writing books thar are only accessible to a tew, can
afford to mock the common sense’ thar believes ir can reduce the meanings of

L Il'l IJ"I?F{'J .S:ﬁ'ﬁi‘fzﬂmﬁ'?uﬂ"?‘ﬂ. NJ'.I:EM_'!'.IL' wrjl.ti:,&i: qu :u"lJL'l. E‘Glic"-"fd more iﬂ [:.FE'. :f"D'Ll. Wﬂuld
urd vourself e o the momen™ (Miesche, Thaw Spoke Zararbueri, 32). Irweuld therefore
be difficult m imagine Mieteche a5 2 phalosopher promoring the memenr, including from
the paint of vicw of the second paragraph of “Ohn che Vision and the Riddle,” becavse it seems
there chat the moment is not the resolurion of the ndele af the existence, bur che riddlé fself,
the error hire being o consider the positien of the problem as in solution, The key to scading
is precisely the "historical sense” of the Tiwiight of vhe fdol, withour which the mement ap-
pears as 2 being of reason, as valid in-and-for-isell, detached from the eternity of the pase
and the erernity of the future, which are nothing bue chie eternity af dhe will-zo-lhve as e is ex-
Pr(,'_gxd im cime. Tooseize the moment 16 to grasp tirme in ity dyna_'n'lsn:l. the moment when the
persona. will meees the Schopenhauerian will, wichour abandoning oneself to ir One muse
not stop ar the enwrance af the gareway bur o tough i for berrer or for worse. The one
who sacralizes the moment is a weak, for the moment is anly kpiai;, As a moment, it docs
wior and cannor beéar the ERTIFery af the acrion. {In I}r rhe deoad (ano the dead can be alive) are
priseners of its present, To this effect, it can be emlightening o keep in mind the faer cha
Zarachser is addressing a dwark, It is by oo s inpossible w thiok thar a such a predicate
does not only focus on the physical charscrerization of his intetlocutor, which 11 poetically
imanscends as a metaphor

& Nicesche, The Anti-Chrirt, Erce Homo. Turizght of the Tdole, and Other Wsrings, 211.
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these lase two terms to their non-technical everyday meanings and oppose it
more or less victoriously with the argument of the abyss of vital nothingness,
the thoughr of the rational tomb as the highlighting of the thinking teapped
in the vacuity of what is. And Socrates, the herald of this way of doing things,

wants to make of the human being a machine, this non-free organism (i.e.,
not rurned toward self-preservarion) and nor turned outward (i.e., devoid of
meaning), all things thar are given 1o the human being by the fact thar the
person is certainly spirit, bur first of all body. Their contact with the world
and with life is thus fundamentally a physical cantact about which one is
seriously mistaken according o Nictzsche when one hopes to be able to reduce
the human heing, with sume success, to an ineeriority withour exteriority.
From this perspective, the faculty of feeling is not a sin as an important part
of ancient philosophy thought; racher, it is the sine gua non condition of a
conscious presence in the world by which thinking truly occurs, not as an
abstraction of objective conditions, but as an internalization and labor of the
lateer, from the stimuli which they carry. To cut man off from this contace
with lifc is, in Niewzsche's eves, the task of all bigher schooling.'

It can be summad up in learning to die... even though philesophical
wisdom claims at the same dme to tezch us w live, As for instuncr, it hardly
means, as barbarism believes, that subordinate function of the bady wherehy
the animate organism is inclined to produce and reproduce only determined
responses (0 determined stimuli, which responses are inscribed in advance in
its heing, and dictared also in advance and from all eternity by nature. Rather,
instinct, at the peak of this concept, is a meraphor that conveys the physical
and metaphysical inclination ra achieve what one desires, or rather, to be free.
It takes on irs trivial meaning enly when it contravenes this definition and
therefore refers to some specific situation, Tt is in this sccond way thar
Nietzsche uses this term in the paragraph following the one of interest to
Nkolo Fot in Tvilight of Idols. In the Nietzschean perspective where instinet
is not reduced to a definire meaning, the purest and most basic instinct of any
arganism is freedom, and the latrer is not a view of reason, it has no abstract
content, bur is intimately linked ta the senses, to sensibility. For this, it requires

[
3

* O this concept and haw it relates 1 philosoply, see: Gearg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel,
T'he Phenomenology of Spirt, ed. and orans, Terry Pinkard, Cambridge Hegel Translations
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2018), 42 ff.

W N apmrebe, The Anti-Chvist, Evee Hama, Twtlight af the Tdoli. and Other Writings, 206,

Paamersonian Studics in Philsaophy, Te ansie, °5




sl Fod awd Stwectucrntion
the existence of the obstacle from which it is possible to judge and gauge ir,
hence the praise of the strong (and strength is nat anly mastery of the other;
it is also and just as legitimarely, self-control, triumph over determined ins-
tincts opposed to the great fundamenral meeaphysical instince a3 they fcad 1o

suffering) (Sce Nietzsche, 38-39). In relation to this situation, Nietzsche's
equality is very far from whar he himself calls a fabie.

Nietzsche therefare speaks of the human being, in a vein that scrupu-
lously strives to follow Spinaza’s precious advice, namely, to trear human beings
as they are rather than as one would like them to be. This is the sin of the phi-
losophers from which he intends wo protect himself, by applying ir to all the
objects on which his intelligence leans, all the objects, incl uding the conceprual
mummies established by the thinking that precedes him, And the mainrenance
of the senses and instincr plays in this perspective the same role as & serum of
lcidity that prevents the thinker from falling into the abyss of the fible. One
can hardly reproach Nietzsche for developing such a humanism by which he
focuses on deserzbing human beings racher rhan inventing their ideal portrait,
For we have rarcly seen (except of course to suffer from a rather acuce form of
schizophreniaj human beings who arc anly spirite — like those of whom
Descartes drearned by defining himself as a subszance whose essence is to think.
On the other hand, it is given to us almost on a daily basis, to se¢ human
beings who are only bodies, i.e., who are not or no longer really human beings,
in the sense that we usually understand chis concepr, when we consider the
human being, with some reason, as a unified psychosomatic organic com-
pound: such are the corpses. When a more or less transcendent Duppeteer ani-
mates them, they are zombies, i.e., ersatz human beings. And in any case, a
lifeless body does not announce or present anything other than death, which
must be understood in a rather banal ph ysiological sense as the end of the
human,

It is thercfore surprising tlat = philosophy such as that of Nietzsche,
which defends itself from being a meditation on death, but claims to be a
reflection on lile (and cherefore on human life), be described as antihumanism,
as if the aim of such a philosophy was not always the human being, conceived
in a non-idealized, non-fetishized and non-degenerating manner. Indeed, the

goal of the philosopher with & hammer is to resurreer the spirit that dies in
the body of the modern human being hecause of the discipline of negation.
In such a perspective, Nierzsche's self-portrait offers us the figure of a doctor
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whose specialty is physiotherapy, whese thought a [itness session, the patient
the modern human heing, their pathology decadence, their trearment, the
maxim: “Have the courage to remember that you are (also) a body!

IL. — Concepts

“lwe concepts structure Nkolo Foé's critique of postmodernism in his
book, the first being only implied, while the sccond is explained. Indeed, the
greatest reproach that the native of Obalk addresses t pestmodernism is the
fact of being an ideology of irrationality, a posicion by which it ultimarely
presents itself as a doctrine, in the most perverse sensc of this term. In this
section, the aim is to see what such an argumentation involves, and how it

unfolds in the exn

FPostmodernism as a “"Doctrine”

There does nor seem to be a technical use of the term doctrine in Nkolo
Fod's book and the auther uses this word either literally or critically, ro inva-
riably designare a corpus of idcas chained more or less rigorously to each orher
and more or less explicirly aiming at a given argumentative perspective. It is
in this sense that Nkolo Foé speaks of doctrines of postmedernity (Nkolo Foe,
Le Bastmodernisme. .., 33) of postmodernism as a doctrine (Nkolo Foé, 36)
with reference to Francis Jameson, of the pragmarist dectrine (Nkolo Foé, 44)
of the doctrine of postcolony (Nkolo Foé, 46) in Achille Mbewbe, or of the
doctrines of past-histary (Nkolo Foé, 93) and of post-metaphysical doctrines
{Nkolo Fod, 98], ete. At first glance, thercfore, the term doerrine is nora
concept in the language of Nkolo Foé, except that it is only a first sight. On_
claser inspection, the somewhar ateentive reader cannot miss the idea that
postmodernism is a spsfem, a Vast cnterprise of prestidigitation that mixes
science and ideology, philosophy and economics, politics and aesthetics in 3
deadly interweaving that signals the end of rationality; az lzast as we know it
historically, and as the author recognizes it expressed for centuries by human
thought. The subritle of the book, a category on which we dwell only o
rarely in the ordinary (Njoh-Mouelle has always been right to com plain about
it as far as he is concerned), provides here an important key to penetrating the
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rationality of the rext and determining thar the criticism thar Nkolo Foé
addresses to postmodernism is a crivicism that conceives this movement jn a
doctrinal way.

The book is indeed subtitled “On a Global Philosophy of Empire” and
the immediate relationship with the title of the author’s enterprise reveals from
the outser what might appear only as a detail, bur which, nevertheless, from
my paint of view, is indicative of Nkolo Foé's gesture. In their specific relation-
ships, the title and subtitle do not play the roles to which they are traditionally
attached, since it is customary for the ritle to express a genera! idea, while the
subritle specilies this general idea, often limiting it to a specific aspeer or indi-
cating the tendency of the enterprise, the direction roward which the tide
draws and in respect to which it should therefore be read. Even when it valun-
rarily adopts a general wording, the subtitle does so very generally in order to
clarify the intention of the title. For this book hy Nkalo Foé, the data seems
to be reversed, and while the title limies e analysis to the determined relation-
ship between postmodernism and new spiric of capitalism, suggesting that the
analysis would be reduced to the socioeconomic dimension of postmoder-
nism alone, the subtitle considerably expands ies scope and the clarifications
it provides go much further than the ttle, for it is a question of derermini ng
a philosophy with a global scope, and which would be promoted by an Empire
in an imperialist aim. Thus, the subtitle broadens the specrrum of the tide
instead of cireumscribing it, which says a lot about the difficulty to reduce
the intention of the text, to synthesize its enterprise, including for the author
himself, whose emburrassment [ share,

If this mini hermeneutic found some grace and inspircd some favorable
judgment, then one should be prepared 1o hear that the author's enterprise is
much larger than what the title of the book savs and tlat in #he end, it is less
2 question of reflecting on the New Spivit af Capisalinm than of estsblishing
the racionality of a doctrine thar serves as the foundarion of the capiralism of
our time, with this term of capitalism raken in 4 general sense thar males it
appcar both us an cconomic regime, buc also as a social system dictating &
certain relationship between individuals, but especially between nations. Tt is
this social system that capiralism promotes thar is assimilated to a Phiipsaphy
of Empire insofar as it rests on the structural principles of imperialism char it
secretes ar the same time. Its scope is universal, hence the idea of philosophy
and the adjccrive global associated wich ir.
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It therefore scems appropriate th me o argue L Nkolo Foé's objecrive
in this book is to present postmodernism as a doctrine, in the newtral sense
where tha rerm doctrine presupposes a corpus of ideas and beliefs that form a
unity; and in the negative sense where the purpose of such a system of ideas is
the subjugation of the one to whoem it is addressed, their alienation in the
5 {aerer, in the sense that we speak preciscly of indocurination. In support of this
interpretation, we can refer to the Foreword to the book.

The suthor presents himself as a fighter for rruth, a liberated soul, remi-
niscent of Plato’s cave, crusading against shadows falsely considered as truth.
As such, he fights for a noble ideal of liberation whose obligatary step is the
demystificarion ol postmodern ideology, the highlizhting of its secrer ends
(Nkolo Foé, 3). Nkolo Foé therein defines postmodernism as the ideslogy of
globalizatien (Nkolo Foé, 3). What isat stake in the book is therefore to reveal
the intelligibility of this ideology. The analysis aims to make it appear as a
deceptive doctrine thar promores totalitarianism “while pretending o criticize
the idea of rotaliy” (Nkolo Foé, 3) because of the polarization af the world
(Nkolo Foé, 3) that it carties within it and which it cannot get rid of. It is
with these indications from the author himself in mind that we are then
allowed to walk through the imposing labyrinth that is the work in which the
native of Obak meticulously and fastidiously strives to Hlush our the postmo-
dern hydra in cach of its reinventions thar make it grow a new head.

Postmodernism and frrationalism

The reproach of irrationalism is arguably the most fundamenral crid- 3
cism thar Nkolo Foé addresses to postmodernism, in the sense that ie is from
it that it is possible to reconstruct the system of its criticism which rests on
the idea thar the system of postmedernism unfolds from irrationalism. But as
said before, the term frrationalism has under Nkolo Foé's pen a very precise.
meaning that brings it closer e the postulates of ancient (Greek philosophy,
in particular the trio Socrates-Plato-Aristotle. For the tetn regson denotes in
Nkolo Toé a pledge of rectitude and truth with the idea thar recritude is subject
o truth, eirher as a condition or as an expression of it. The accusation of irra=
tiomalism is therefore not related to the idea that pestmodern formulations
and attitudes are devoid of intelligibility (logical rectitude), bur rather, and
more subtly, that such posrmodern rectitude is not situated in a relatio nship
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of determined dependence wward the rruth, In other words, in such a situa-
tion, what one seeks is nor the truth, bur o be right: the fagic underlying this
artitude is not roated in this imperative for truth, but chained to the will o
persuade,”! hence the original relationship that the author eseablishes between
postmodernism and sophistry in general, (Nkolo Foé, fe Poctmodernisme. . &
70 £f] or his analysis of the figure of the fyman (Nkolo Fod, 118 ). The
principle of irrationaliam at work in sophistry as well as in the feyman is
trickery, and the author vstentatiously abhors the latter term asitisa praise of
deception, of the evil intelligence that aims ta seduce rather than to found, o
manipulate rather than to elevate. Simply put, trickery is the opportunism
that feeds on bad faith {from the deceiver’s point of view) and naiverd (from
the victim’s point of view).

At the beginning of the book, the author clearly displays his Platonism
by defining irrationalism in the manner of The Republic. To do so, he relics
on an anthropology that borrows from that of his illustrious predecessor its
terms, its spirit, and its formulation. There would be, in the human being, a
soul and a body, as well as activities related to the irrational functioning of rhe
soul. Thus, cht author can cite instinct, intuition, and vital unpulse among
the irrational phenomena of the soul (Nkolo Foé, 45) as all three are oppased
o lagical thinking (Nkolo Fod, 31).

Later in the text, it is such a sense of irrationalism thar seems to be ar
work in the criticism thar Nkelo Foé addresses to Eboussi Boulaga, on the
grounds thar sentience'” is at the heart of his philosophy (Nkolo Fod, Le Posi-

modernisme. .., 155), Now, the author, in a Plawaic ¥CIN, equates sentience

with instiner, passions, the unleashing of petulance chat churacrerizes the heing
thar is not provided with reason, thar is to say, ar first sight, temperance (this
is what Plato speaks abour in the lirst place), and then rigor and discipline.
And in such a space enclosed in oneself in the natural appearance of one’s
immediate being, there is obviously no place for trurh, for the work on oneself,

"' See on page 133, the distinction thar the auchor draws all i power and in & flash, be-
tween (o convimee and to perruade, by analyzing the figure of the wonist whom he COrmpares
ta the elassizal philpsapher.

" This is how I propose 1o rander Eboussi Boulagas sensir in Englisk. Tn doing so, [ depart
ftom the existing English translatior. of Fabien Eboussi Boulags La stive dy Muney (see Fabien
Eboussi Boulaga, Munss in Cricie: Affican Antheriziny and Philasophy (Trenvon, NJ: Africs
World Press, 2014}, 211 & ), in which are chasen the terms feelsng and senriments. | explain

Jin detail the reasons for my disagresment elsewhere,
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on emotions and other affections of the soul, hence a particular way of
apprehiending truth (in the meraphysical sense as well as in the social and
political sense) char insists on "the diverse, the circumstantal, the contingent,
the fleering and the elementa rv* (Nkolo Foé, 155). I in the first case the irra-

tional pointed to a tendency of reflection, in this second case, this term refers
to a cleatly identifiable objective content so thar the irrational is not only a
disposition, but a set of properties thar generally opposc the ideal of claricy
and understanding, 1t being understood thar such an ideal is that of rcason,
while the opposite characters belong to the irrational part of the soul, or —
the quesrion remaining unanswered in the book — 1o the body, considered
the site (Nkolo Foe, 31) of these characteristics and the phenomena related 1o

it,

By intersecting these two meanings of the term drratfonaiism in Nkolo
Foé, one obtains, in the affirmed continuity of Placo, the general definition
according to which the irrational is cither a stare or a functioning thar comes
from the face that there is no absoluté, that the reality of the world is the realiry
of perpetual deceptive adjustment, thar changes according to situations and
intereses, that the essential is the inessential and that as such it is to be rclared
to whar is inferior in the human being, whether it is the soul or the body (since
the text docs not sertle this question). A phenomenon is irrational when it
falls within the scope of this definition; a practice is irrational when its fune-
tioning obeys it; and finally, a reflection is irrational when rhese postulates
serve as its premiscs and methodological compasses, This is the basis of Nkola
Foé’s critique of American pragmatism'? on the one hand, and French structu-
ralisin and, more precisely, of the idea of deconstruction on the other. Thesa
malicious opponents are clearly identified in the conclusion of the "Position
of the problem™ that epens and situates the book’s problematics,

In making the accusation of irratdonalism, the author nscillares in an
adjusted way berween the meaning of this rerm which highlights the charac-
reristics identified above (amang many others thar relate 1o it) and the ocher
meaning that rather aims at the functioning of a philosophy, 4 thought. ar a
doctrine, And postmodernism is not irrational by its characteristics but more

4 For a domiled critique of pragmatism, see: Nkolo Foé, "Pragmarism asa Vision of the
World and 2s 2 Method: A Phicsophical Examination of the Challenges Presented ro Cons
temporary Social Research by Subjective Idealism,” in Readings in Methodology: Afvican Per-.
_':Fffﬂlw_ﬁ. ed, Carlos Cardose and J— E. Du.er:r:mgp (Dalear CODESETA, 2011, 3-16.
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by its functioning, by the philosophy (in the general sense) thur animares it
and that unfolds chrough particular thaughts and doctrines.

We should be able to conclude that Nkolo Fod's criticism is not a facrual
citicism (as naiveré may be led to think by understanding the term srrationa-

fsm in an extremely vulgar sense where the conceprual content thar Nkalo
Foé lodges in it vanishes), but a criticism ar the highest philosophical point.
Irs basic assertion is that postmodernism is a Newspeak of which structuralism
15 a comerstone of the voeabulary,

Structuralism and Postwmodern Doctyine

Postmodernism is a philosophy (defined {ese sensm as a more of lews
consciously articulated thought displaying a certain pretension). Ir is also a
philosophy in the rechnical sense of the term, i.e., a precise implementation
of this general thought according to determined principles. This is how Nkolo
Foé can argue thar the philosophics of postmodernism are on the one hand
pragmatism and on the other hand steucturalism. T Focus here anly on the
second doctrine which fulfills the first insofar as it appears to be more totali-
tarian than the latter in the realizarion of the profound irrationalist purpose
contained in the postmodern ambition to pur an end to the great ideals of
modernity, in particular ro “refute the idea of ‘objective truth™ (Nkolo Foé,
Le Possmodernisme. .., 65), as argued by the author. Pragmatism, as a doctrine
(in the sense determined above), of course displays a totalitarian rendency
when it proposes, for example, to deploy its irrationalism on several fronts,
particularly in the fields of philosophy, cpistemology, and ethics, However,
pragmatism does not artack the notion of history: this is its main limit as an
irrational doctrine, the internal tpping poine char pushes it to cur! up on itself
to leave toom to account for the spirit of postmodernism to a mose aggressive
doctring, i.e., situaced higher on the scale of irrationality from which Nkolo
Fot can judge the potential for philosophical nuisance, namely structuralism,

In themselves, pragmarism and stracruralism are therefose identical in
principle, while they differ for themsclves, the firs. doctrine being mn.ﬁnfd|
at first sight to science, from where it slides surreptitiously toward areas more
directly related to socicty that it can then rule from the instincrive abyssal
background buried in the soul {or body) of each individual. For Nkele Foé,
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it is structuralism that completes the transformation of postmodernism into

a wniversal doctnine,
Marcien Towa's disciple argues that “Ic was in the 1960s-1970s that

structuralism began to prepare the ground for the current postmodern wave”

(Nkolo Foé, 77), hence the rema rk that “A study of postmodernism would
thercfore be incomplets without a serious look at structuralism ieself” (Nkolo
Foé, 77), which the author endeavors to provide. The crime of pragmatism
was the sin of not combining rectitude and desire for rruth. The crime of
seructuralism is to insist on the unconscious nature of consciously studied
objects and phenomena. Buc by recalling its origins, ar mare precisely its social
foundations as a scientific doctrine, Nkolo Foé poins out the fact that such
an approach is ulimately commanded by a cerrain clearly identifiable world
view thar politically and socially sallies che formalism that was o guarantee it
a cerrain epistemological purity. As such, structuraism thus appears as an
ideology at the service of the administered world, hence the idea of “structure,”
which in reality refers to the openative objectives of capiralism thar must be
concealsd. This is how the author discovers a “stabilizing and apologetic
function” (Nkolo Foé, 80) to stacruralism whereby it necessarily appears as
an ideology of the rejection of history, wich this cerm of history defined as the
objective result of the conscious work of autonemens individuals animated
by certain determined goals that guide their actions according to a cerain
rafionality. Overhanging the individual — whom modernity defines as a con-
scious and antoremons subject, i.e., fundamentally as a free and responsible
agent —, the sermeture reduces the later to the position of a stooge, of a puppet
of this impersonal and blind entiry rhart crushes and manipulates them
unconsciously. Accarding to Nkolo Foé, it follows from what precedes chat
from a suucturalist point of view, it is notonly ineffective to rry ro reconstiture
the rationality of events (therefore history), but more profoundly, it is scien-
tifically impossible to do so, the most cffective being tw consider these frag-
ments in their conceprual and phenomenal isalation which narurally refures:
their meaning and therefore the idea of an explenation that czan make them
appear as part of 4 system, in the sense that chis rerm implies 2 continuous,
linear and architectonic understanding of events and phenomena. ln such &
perspective, history can never tell the trath; it results from arrangements of
the one who tells or restores it; these arrangements are necessarily marked by
the seal of partisen subjectiviry that distinguishes events berween those selected

1 A -

Gamerconian Studics in Philosoilly. 7o wuste, n"5




Tty Fad ana Steuctunadism

as endowed with meaning and those who are rejeceed as being deprived; as an
arbitrary rearrangement of fragmented reality, history is irself a betrayal of
whar is. The resulting rotalizy has no tetality bur the rame, hence the cons-
titutive lie of its claim ro rell the truth unequivocally. Strucruralism therefore
institutes a sanctification of the fragment which serves as an archaeological
basis for “1he scructural contestation of history” (Nkolo Foé, 81), for the
liguidation of such a thoughi, following author’ wording (Nkalo Foé, 84),
Structuralism makes a law of this requirement, namely the lato of fragmenta-
tion (Nkolo Foé, 122 ff), that Nkolo Foé presents as anc of the load-bearing
walls of postmodern though.

Therefore, the purpose of structuralism, its main idea, is nat so much
the idea of the existence of a structure thae would overha ng human, free acrion,
but rather the idea of deconstruction. And in the name of the refutarion of
systems, structuralism poses iself as a system of deconstrucrion, with this term
of system referring here to the idea of legirimate propositions by themselves,
based on themselves, justifying each other in a selfreferential way, and
therefore turning in circles (Nkolo Fod, 86-87).

Nkolo Foé criticizes, rightly and with a foree char can hardly be blamed
on him, the semblance of movement thar stems from such a theoretical posi-
tion and its philosaphical realization. The resulting stability has nothing to
do with progress, hux rather commands the servile repetition of the same at the
same time as it prohibits the alteration of this vicious circle on the grounds of
fear of the fusure (Nkolo Foé, 100), an argument by which the author can
finally conclude that strucruralism and its avacars are reactionary: the eternai
presenr (Nkolo Foé, 101) which it justifies and defends, brings back archaically
and in a very subtle way o the medfeal present of which it realizes the sinister
and pernicious acrualization.

[II. — Categories

The concepts presented abave belong in their own right to Nkolo Foé
insofar as they are to be linked to the criticism that the larrer addresses in a
general way to postmodernism and in a particular way to the strruceuralist doc-
frine which presents itself as one of his theoretical outgrowths. These conecepts
are guided by the categories of the discourse of structuralism (and thus of the
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entire postmodern discourse), three of which are of particular inrerest vo the
philosapher of the Ecole Normale, in that they allow him to definc in inten-
sion the postmodern intention: the fragment and deconstruction ar the
methodological level, and the subject ar the sociopolitical level.

The Fragment as a Philosophy of Structuralism:
New Predecessore avid Old Genealogy

Basically, structuralism follows Eleatic philosophy on the question of
movement. Both assert a suspension of ume and its propérties by means of
fragmentation. Nkolo Foé states its principle, namely “to decompose trajecto-
ries and paths into an infinity of distince and discrere units” (Nkolo Foé, 84),
each of these units being whar oughr ro be called a fragment. And che frag-
ments are not related to each other in a necessary way, as shown by the analysis
of Zeno's arguments proposed by Nkolo Foé (the argument of the dichotomy,
the argument of Achilles and the tortoisc, and the argument of the arrow), sa
that the fragmentariaon of rime wltimately leads vo the negation of movemenr,
including the very negation of ies mere possibility. However, as Nkolo Fog
shows by referring te Heraclitug, the movement is history, lite. Thus, o refure
the movement is in a general and abstract way to refute the idea of a conti-
nuous movement that animates the world, an idea that translates socially into
the acceptance of the world order (political insticutions in particular) as made
of data ne werietur, already there and therefore eternal. The stake of the thought
of the movement is therefore more political than strictly philesophical, as
Nkolo Foé rightly argues, since its postulates, allegedly theoredical, uldmarely
lead to the practical reflection on sociery;'* which it is a question of justifying
by philosaphical conservatism and in 4 priors manner, ar the same time the
existence and the functioning,

Nkalo Foé sees in structuralism “the same disdain for movement, the
same rejection of history and progress” (Nkolo Foé, Le Postimoderniseme. .., 86)
thar characterizes the thought of Zeno and Parmenides, with the anly diffe-
rence that structuralism does not only repeat Elearic philosophy in its desire
to liquidate histerical thougke. In fact, it exrends it in a finer way, to the point

* As far a5 the philosophers summened by the suthar are concerned, the sociery targesed :
lers s Cireel.
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of rransforming into a law what was then 1 simple principle for the Ancient
Grecks. And the structuralists are nor content, like their predecessors Zeno
and Parmenides, to apply reflection from the fragment to the abstract encities
that are being and movement; the postmodern toralitarianism thar animates
their thoughr commands thar the domination of the fragment goes heyond
the domain of abstraction to reach its full existence, to flourish in effecriveness,
where it can then test in-and-for-itself] 10 become a wniversal monte (Nkala
Foe, 169). This is what happens, for example, as Nkolo Foé argues, wlhen
structuralism scizes the human being by striving to destroy the category of the
subject that is adirionally (tradition being here modernity) atrached 1o ir.

Deconstruction and “Postrmodern 5 ubject”

The strangeness of the Postmadern Subject, the concepr in which Nkolo
Foé's criticism culminates, is, quire surprisingly, the fact thar such a subject
does not exise, for the simple reason that it is only hy abuse (which is said in
chatity for his opponent) that the author allows himself rs speak of a subject
in the context of postmodernity. This coneept is more the mark of 1 desalarion
racher than a eriticism strictly speaking; it grasps in one word (postmodern
peing only associated with it) the philosophical, economic, saciological, and
culrural sicuation in which the modern co neept of the human being is situated
once it passes the threshold of this ideology. This is an essentially negarive
concept, exclusively defined a5 a deprivarion of the modern subject, It is in
the fifth chaprer of his book thar Nkelo Foé draws its most exhaustive portrair,

Broadly speaking, the postsmodern subiect is the Sfragmented subject (Nkolo
Foé, 123), or The buman in pieces (Nkalo Foé, 123) of which Michel Foueault
is philosophically the father, since it is he who revesls it as “dispersed, mabile,
flexible. Displaying no essence” (Nkelo Fué, 123). In a word, such a stbject is
the inevitable consequence of structuralism, which goes so far as to deny it
any qualiry of subject as conceived by modern thought, which endowed ir
notably with the right to histarical initiarive, the lateer implying de facto
treedom un the one hand, and on the other hand responsihility. The author
understands this ‘desubsandation’ of the subject, so 1w speak, a5 a necessity of
giobalization and the mominalism inherent in ir. No longer having socizl and
objective benchmarks, a firm place fromu which to starr, che postmodern subject
is abandoned willy-nilly to mahility, the only way to be-in-the-world that is
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still possible for it. But mebeliy is vue of the imperz-tives of the global marker
ftself (Nkolo Foé, 124). This is a way of saying that it is in fact commanded
by capitalism, whose views it ontologically fulfills by turning human beings
into commodities ac its disposal. And since the very nature of the commodity

is to circulate and vanish in consumption, the pasemodern subject is alsa a
conunodity at the disposal of capital. Nkolo I'oé can theretore aflivm dhat the
imperative of flexibiliy that goes along with and provides a contracrual
framework for mobility, is dicrated through and through by the new spirit of
capitalism that reinforces the alienation of human beings by depriving them
not only of their labor power, but also of their strength as members of a larger
social entity that gives meaning and intelligibilicy to their existence as indi-
viduals, representarives of it. By i1solating the individual from rhese rraditional
structures and insticurions thar provides their sociability and life with a
framework, postmodern thought makes the sufject an empry shell, without a
point of attachment. namely a fragment, to speak the language of the previous
catcgory. This is — the author does not mendon ir, burt it has no incidence
on his argument — a fairly classic predarion technique that consists in isola-
ting the victim from the herd in order w better kill them. Such individuals,
cut off From everything, including themselves, have no choice but to present
themselves raked and withour the possibility of defense before the Meloch.
The joyful aceeptance of their situation from which they can tacorize the
world that terrorizes them is the supreme mark af their alienation, the sign
that the process of waining has been exeellently successful: postmodernism is
a discipling, in the sense that it is 2 question, by constraining processes, of
making disappear a natural behavior to install a rotally conditioned hehavior,
and this withour even needing excitement anymare, According ro this crite-
riclogy by Nkolo Foé, 1984 is a postmodern rather than a modern navel,
especially if we consider what comes out of the mouth of Inspecror O'Brien
who questions Winston Smith and the characrer of this figure whose goal is
explicitly to transform the revolutionary he has in front of him inte a docile
lamb. For it is not only 2 question of overcoming his recklessness bur of
making him internalize his defeat so that he is happy to obey, happy with his
situation of being dominated. In this sense, the last sentences of the novel are
written in the tone of an unbearable hotror when they are related to Winston
Smirh’s initial projecr to which they scrve as a tragic ending: Bur it was all
right, everyrhing was right, the struggle was finished. He had won the vicrary over
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#iniself” He loved Big Rrother, By scrupu lously following Nkolo Foé, ane would
have no difficulty in detecting whar is intrinsically and aurhentically postmo-
dern in these words of Gearge Orwell,

At the time of monarchical Europe, authars (writers, artists, and philo-
sophers) signed Your most humble and obedient servant, while making a moc-
kery of their patrons and protectors whase foundation and authority they
consciously undermined by their words or works. Wich regard to the pastmo-
dern subject, this delicious sneaky artifice loses irs superbness and is only a
shadow of what it used 1o be. When the larter signs their statemenr in this
way, they are always literally true ro this Formula, Morcover, it cannot be other-
wise, since postmodernism signs the end of metaphysics, ie, also the end of
ambiguous statements: everything must be immediately prehensible and
understandable, transparent, withour any opacity and of foolproof clarity.
Authenticity is at this price. One nust comply with it or disappear miserahly.
Lhus, fragmentation is also the possibility of immediate handiness, withour
contours, Such a sicuation confirms the death of criticism and the impossibiliry
even of even consider it. Thercfore, freedom tukes the name of degradation:
ar the level of the individual, it is renunciation o oneselfs at the level of the
state, it is adjustment, submission 1o 7he ideolsgy of guvernmentality (Nkolo
Foé, 143).

Nkolo Foé’s possmodern subjest is therefore situated in the negation, or
to put it correczly, in the deconstruction of the modery subjeet insofar as it
consciously undermines all the achievements of the latter and all the ideals on
which it was founded and from which it drew its justificaczon. But as the
modern wotld was based on the modern subject, the rectification of the larter
necessarily implies the reciification of the former, ies rejection. The world ic
autlines, promotes, and rends o impose, operates on the lmperial model,
hence the idea of a pestmadern Empire (Nkolo Foé, 149), whick commands,
and to which we are summoned to obey, mot ouly mechanically, bur thought-
fully, joyfully. For to hepe for a hypotherical secribution from the postmodern
Master, the essenrial thing is uor o suffer it, bur to sing its praises, ta chane
the hymns of its vicrory; so that everywhere on earth, every knee bows to its
natne, Nkolo Foé, who does hear these catchy songs, is nor resigned to them,
nevertheless; his ambition is to remain standing and to fight against this global
indoctrination that strikes even the most pen etrating minds, In chis, his book

Cameramian Stadica in Dhdissopby, Te amés, u'F

73

SurNyg ‘N nomopy



Adouloua ™. Bitang

74

is on the side of the resistance. Lhe author 15 justitfied in taking Samir Amin

tor a tacher.

Almaost-Digression to Try to Apply What

Precedes lmmediately to the Case of Plato

With the help of Nkalo Foé's theory, or more precisely of his eritique
::,d"l-::n:'n.m.rrh::a.|:|r.:rni.sm1 as this trend of d’mught can be seen via the soructuralist
doctrine of which the philosopher of the Ecole Normale draws the clinieal
porcrait, it seems legitimate to us wo aternpr a singular rapprochement between
a philosopher particularly appreciated by the author and the postmodemn
docrrine. Indeed, by the way in which it is summoned both explicitly and
implicitly, Plato appears as a reference of choice of Nkolo Foé’s discourse as
he would be in many respects a represensative example of whar a philosopher
should be.™ But it seets o me that an inportant part of the work of this
disciple of Socrares can be compared, horh in spirit and in letter, o what
Nkolo Foé and Jacques Derrida mean by deconstruction,

Nkolo Foé defines deconstruction, in a determined way, as destruction
whose sufferers are modernity and its concepts (ideals, freedom, truch, pro-
gress, Rezsan, ...). Relying on Derridas philosophy, Nkolo Foé can write thar
deconstruction “is seized as an attempt to subvert the Western philoso-phical
hrrita.gt or, also, an efort Dfprui_r]t:rnarizatiun, quum[iﬂniﬂg the domi-nation
of the coneepr and of reason itself™ (Nkolo Foé, Le Postmodernizme..., 34).
With these words, the native of Obak cxpands the narrow definition that
Derrida himself gives to the deconstructive enterprise, namely a work on
language and the différance produced by the unsaid thar slips in berween whar
is revealed and what is silenced. Deconstruction, therelore, does rot have only
one moment, and this is why reducing it to destruction is somewhar simplistic,
since it must also be considered that the deconstruction enterprise is a

B 1t % rrae thar Nkelo Fod distances himsel! from Plato on several occasions, nnmh]‘}-
when he castigares the conservatism of his social doctrine (Nkalo Foé, 8i5, 93), as well as i
incgalirarian contenc (Nkolo Foé, 86). Mevertheless, tn general, he is quire complimencary
towand Secrares’ disciple, whesher ir is to present him as 2 victorious hero in the fighe against
sophisey (Mkola Fod, 1820}, or as a master thinker of a utopian model of society (Nkolo Fué,
113}, next o Karl Marx, This, of course, is ot o mention other borrowings and positions
whose paternity 15 not revealed or claimed explicizly.
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reorganizacion of whar is said (and hence of what is) so that the constituive
difference of irs gesturc of being is part of its pracess ofanalysis and reception
as an object of reflection.’® Tn this sense, deconstruction is not against the

truth, but enly against the mythological approach of the latter, where the con.
tradiction is drowned in the immediatc appearance of unity, by the lie of the
univocity of the said.”

In this, deconstruction is not opposed, as common sense likes o believe,
to reason, but rather to myth, hence the rapprochement with Plato, when we
note that a large pare of his doctrine is a tactical response to the advances of
myth. especially to what he considers eatological, philosaphical and political
errors in those he applies to criticire,

Indeed, the eritique of arr deployed in The Republic is largely critical of
tne mythological content of the work of poets and mimetic works that artach
themselves (myth obliges) o present ervor (a tendentious vision of divinity
among poets and a tendentious vision of reality in the imitive arts) instead
of truth. The vpposition between piiBos and Adyos, which is used by Plato
to criticize poets on the one hand and by the Sophist on the other, fulfills the
tactcal need to oppose whar, from its hiscorical point of view, still has the
value of Adyos, thar is, the discourse carrying and holding the truth. Plato
does not therefore attack myth as such, but what in his gme has the value of
reason, the value of truth. In this perspective, and by rigorously following the
categories of the eriticism that Nkolo Foé addresses o postmodernism, it is
yuite passible to postulare an original ra pprochement whose convietion is to
consider Plato as 4 postmodern philosapher, ie., as 2 thinker who attacks the
rational ideals (of his time), which he violently reduccs to mythology,
including when these ideals are political.

In the same vein, we should be able o sec, in his ctitique of democracy,
the fact that Plato positions himself tiercely against any form of equality
berween human beings, and therefore militares ardently for a fragmented
society in which each individual {only from a general point of view, of course)
is summoned to remain in their place, the latter being determined by narure,

' Abour différance and the work of deconseruction it it entaily, see Jacques Derrida, (f
Cerammatalagy, wans, Gayarri Chakeavocty Spivak, Correcred Edition (Baltimere and London:
The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1997} and Jacques Derrida, Writing and Diffevence,
trans, Alan Bass, 27 ed,, Rowtledge Classics (London and New York: Roudledge, 2002).

7 See Frangois Mary, "La Déconsrruetion et Le Prollime de La Wéricd," Ler Ernaley

Philosaptiguer 105, no. 2 (2013); 221-38,
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and from all erernity, as rigorously drawing a more or less indisputable demar-
cation line between those who are predisposed by narure, cither to govern or
to be governed. Plato therefore leaves, like the Elcatics — ancestors of struetu-
calism and postmadernity in general — intact the question of sacial inequali-

ties by hreaking dovn society into fragments (what he calls the edasses). The
“soble lic” is in The Republic, the most suriking statement of this law of frag-
mentatian that runs through Platos political discourse in the desire wo eseablish
a utopian society in which happiness would be expressed in the pardcipation
ofall in the march of the city, of all, even in inequaliry... With these convic-
tions, one discovers in Plato a theoretician of adjustment, of fragment, as well
as, at the same timz, a severe eritic of the ancient world and its cruth, all
characreristics that bring him closer to postmodernism as defined by Nkolo
Foé by the means of Derrida’s concept of deconstruction.

But to say so is not enough and the rapprochement between Plaro and
postmodernism wotld not he accurare unless Nkolo Foé's theory is ampurated
from its most powerful argument, namely the accusation of irrationalism. For
it is not enough to deconstruct to be posrmodern. This is why, to this idea of
Derndy, the ph'dumphcr of the Ecole Normale therefore adds rhe irrarional
content. From this point of view: the argument that precedes lacks rhe side
by which Plato’s philosophy comes to position itself as irrationalism and as
praise of such a way of being and doing. And as it is customary for the philoso-
phical tradition to regard Plato as a fervent delender of rationality, this failure
seeims to negate the present attempt to broaden Nkolo Foé's point of view to
Gireek antiquity and to this precise author, Forrunately, Plato’s work is noz, as
we shall see shorrly, immune to che criticism of irrationalism. In fact, irratio-
nalism is one of the first shortcomings noticed by the best disciple of Socrates’
pupil, making it, from a historical point of view; one of the first philosophical
criticisms that Plato’s thought had o face.

Indeed, in his criticism of his master in Book Alpha of his Meraphysics,
Aristoile accuses Plaro of obscuring reality more than necessary. According to
Aristotle, even if the theary of Forms represents a significant overcoming of
the conceptions that predate it in Greeee, it suffers from grear difficulty when
it comes to judging irs pracrical usefulness in the restricted and technical
framework of the explanation of the causes of the things in the world. Aristotle
thus argues that the greatest difficulty of Plato’s theory is to explain how “the
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come info being and are destroyed. For they are the cause neither of change
nor of any modificarion for chem.”'*

In shorr, the theory of Forms is unnceessarily abstruse, to the point
where “they do not contribute in any way either to the science of the orhers
[i.c., other things]” (Aristotle, 34). And Aristotle therefore concludes that the
final usefulness of Forms (in relation to the explanation of the reality of things
and therefore of their truth) is quire negligible. As such, “ro say that they are
paradigms and that other things participate in them is to say nothing and ro
give poetic metaphors” (Aristotle, 34), This is how, quite ironically, Placo. who
fiercely fought against the poes, is given this name by his own disciple.

From what precedes and considering the concepr of irrarionaliny at work
in Nkolo Foé's book, it is quite clews that Plato’s theoty of Forms is an irratio-
nalisrm, as is his thenry of the organizarion of socicry according to strata derer-
mined by the meral of which the souls of individuals are made, Indeed, in one
or the other of the cases, Plato arguably produces a discourse that is rational
(from the point of view of its internal logic, ie., its finctioning), hut whose
purposc or concern, is not cthe truth. In the fise case, it is a question of
masking the external reality, of denying it any ontological depth by situating
it, irn a phantasmatic way, in an absolutc intelligible sky which is philosophi-
cally unnecessary. as argued by Aristotle. In the second case, it is a question of
masking the reality of the injustice of the doctrine of natural privileges thar
his theory of society necessarily sqeretes, This is also why, according to Plao,
it is necessary thar the one who is in charge of the education of the members
of the city be a liay, i.e., someonc not tue but pragmatic, to whom the disciple
of Socrates assigns as a mission, in the words of Nkolo Foé, nort to convinee,
but to persuade the people under their responsibility and control.

We arc, with this portrait of Plato, far from the figure of the "clissical
philosopher, serious, rigorous, mastertul, prisoner of the logical argument”
(Nkole ad, Le Postmpdernizme. .., 133) thar Nkolo Foé veneratcs, praises, and
defends. Rather. we discover a Plarn less prompt ro defend the truth and more
inclined toward lies (noble, in his defense) and the ferociously rational theo-

rization of inequality between human beings, all things that lead, if we believe ®

the native of Obak, to bring him fatally (at least to some extent) closer to his
criticism of pestmodernism.

A ctntle, The Metaphysies, trans. Hugh Lawson Tancred, Penguin Classics (London:
Penguin fooks, 1998), 34,
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But since it is not o Plato Ui Nkolo Foé refers when it comes 1o
providing refererices to postmodernism and more precisely to seruceuralism,
it is not necessary to stop here any longer. Ler us turn instead o rhe thinker
who crystallizes the author's attention on this subject, namely Michel Foucault,
trying, as previously, to argue five steps from the precipice thar is barbarism.

The Idea of “Structure”™> Nikolo Foé and the Shadow of Foucauls

According to Nkolo Foé, it is indeed ro Michel Foucaulr thar we owe
(among othets, but the case of Foucault is the mest relling in the book), to
have introduced into philosophy the structuralist gangrene and its dangerous
rhetoric. It is in this capacity that the author repeatedly summons the book
The (vder of Things, ro which he devotes two dissereations. (Nkolo Foé, 78-
79, 102-4). The first of these disserrations undertakes o demonstrate the
irrationalist character of Fouczult’s thought because of the distance it rakes
from the Cartesian cogito. This disrance allows the French philosopher to
maintain that the human being cannot be thought of correctly as being wor- |
ked by self-consciousness, but to the greatest extent worried by the clear aware-
ness of his finitude, Le., their unconascious IJHC[‘..E‘I'UIJLIII thar strucrures the
thought as it is defined — as in the cogito— hy its conscious character. Hence
the preponderant place occupicd by the unthought in modern thought, a
situation that Nkolo Foé, according to the conceprs of his analysis presented
above, cquates to irrationalism. In the second dissertation, Nkolo Foé extends
his first argument by striving this time o unveil “the anti-humanist project ar
the heart of structuralism” (Nkolo Foé, 102), a project by which Foucanlt
proves to be & resolute opponent of “the humanist utopia which assigned to
icself the task of establishing the reign of the human being and achisving their
liberarion” (Nkolo Foé, 102). To this effect, it is necessary to libsrate human
beings from history and place thern within historical singularities that do not
necessarily have a relarionship with each other: this is whar Foucaulr does by
bursts of irrationalism according w Nkolo Foé, Thus, the Professor at the Col-
lége de France destroys, at the same time and by the same move, history, the
human being, and the very possibility of a commitment of the thought.

There remains an ambiguity in this reading of Foucault, and it is relative
tor the idea of structure by which Nkolo Foé taught us thar scructuralism
denied history and progress, in the manner of the Eleatics, Le., by the negation
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of the movement, Here, it would rather be the rejection of linear history in
favor of fragmentary history, constantly rurbulent, which would defeat history
in the traditional sense of the word. Thus, we are faced with two contradicrory
interpretations where the [ragment refers on the one hand to the cessation of

the movement and on the other, to the impossibility of stopping the latter in
order o identify an uncquivocal, positive meaning thar brings together, in a
single shor, all the previous represencations rhat it objectively stabilizes in a
reified rendering, what one could allow themselves ro call fenowizdge. But this
instability of Nkola Foé's critique, by which the latrer unfolds in an enigmatic
way, corresponds (this distinction is absent from the argument that it neverthe-
less helps ro enlighten) to the two concepts of history in Foucault: when the
term is used in reference to its functioning within the classical Episteme or
wihen it refers to an approach limited ta the referential framework of the mao-
dern epistesne, In the first case Foucaul speaks of History (with capital H),
while in the second he simply writes history (with a small h), the graphic
difference ranslating the other more important difference by which Histary
presents itself as the objective expression of the convicton that words directly
mean the things they do not only represent, bur also exhanse as they imme-
diarely say the being of the latrer: such a histery writes Foucault, is nammad in
thar it supposes a smooth relationship, i.c., neucralized and faithfial — pure
between words and what they represent.?

Obviously. Foucaulr argues, this is a mistake based on the llusion of a
mature withous depth, immediately incelligible and given as such 1o know it.
This is why nature has not thickened in this movement that passes from the
Renzissance o the sixteenth century: it is history which, with the help of the
principle of representation and under the influence of the latter, has been made
natural, emptied of any interioriry, of all depth, The epistemological naiverd
of such an actitude presupposes and relies on “the apparent simplicity of a des-
eription of the wisible” (Foucaule, 149, Fovcaults emphasis). Such a history
Ioses its superbness when one begins ro suspect again a depth of things, a side
by which they resist representation, i.c., their apprehension directly pbjective,
positive; the side by which they appear as opaque or refractory to the rigorous
classification that says once and for all whar they are; in short, when one
postulates, about them, an invisible part, a hidden mearing, And as in

* Michel Foucaulr, The Order of Things: An Archenlagy of the Fuman Sesssies. Routledge
Classics (Lendon and New Yoel: Routledge, 2002), 143.
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Niewsche, much of the distance betwesn History and history is the awareness
of the historical rense, In this perspective, it is no coincidence thar the privi-
legied object of natural history was precisely subjects incapable of making histo-
ry {in the chronological sense of sequence of events), namely plants and ani-
mals. But such a History is not srue (this is Foucault’s term), since events
twhich arc not strictly speaking events, but which are in reality simple descrip-
rions, produced by a faculty of observarion reduced ro its most elementary
form) are nut approached under the prism of the iruptive vialence of time
{Foucault, 144).

However, we should not believe that history loses rthis character of
History; in fact, part of the life of the larter is preserved in the former in that
a linear arrangement of the events is assumed, a linear characer that is con-
comitant if not implicitly contained in the descriptive activity of History. To
1 certain extent, modern episteme retains this positive pretension of its prede-
cessor that it tries 1 apply to its new object: human beings, which cannot be
more clumsily understood as limited either ro their aspect of reason or (o their
physiological aspect of externalization of a body, even if, in Foucault’s view,
the man as an invention, is indeed an illusion of the madern episteme and
more precisely of the human sciences. This dees not mean thar there are no
human beings ke et nuns, in flesh and blood, or in spirit; racher, it means that
man a5 a positive ohject of science is a being of reason, a conceptual fantasy
that serves to epistemologically justify the risc and foundation af the human
sciences as they are not incerested in man through the prism of one of his
activities (life, labor and language), but as a complex organism defined by his
inability to be defined, that is w say to be citccumscribed ina rigorously scien-
tific way. Man is thus a large thick cloud whose essence must be pierced, the
depth of which must be revealed, which lies precisely in che fact that he is not
(entirely) subject to the intangible but fatal mechanical law that guides the
course of things in the world. The naive assurance of mans maost positive ap-
proaches lics in the will and the pretension to herbalize this new obiect, to
pur an end to the shadow part that constitutes it and by which it has histori-
cally (and not Historically) detached igself from the classical epistemological
domains that are life, labor and language. To reflect on man is thus to reflect
on the rotally abstract caregory that brings unity to these three separate
domains without being united to itself. The end of man is the end of this
naiveté or, if one prefers, of this claim to make man an object, as was once
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the case for natural organisms in the history thar is related to them; it is a
question of returning man to his complexity, that is to say also t the moment
by which he has been bound by orders that overshadow him and which, for
this reason, orient this objectively positive surface of his being that is conside-

red as an cssential charactesistic of his concept. It is therefore the end of several
illusions and the recognition of certain sitnarions that make the diletcante
assurance of man as an object of science waver. Among these illusions is promi-
nently the idea that it is man™ that founds knowledge. Actually, Foucault
believes, he is precisely the praduct of particular circumstances by which he
comes to be thought of as che object of thought, His place is therefore not
first in the history of knowledge. By this position which makes him an acci-
dent (a produce of history...), man is 1o longer thoughr of a5 the center of
the epistemological system, but racher as one of its products. One misses
Foucault’s argument if they imagine, for this reason, that the end of man is
equivalent to the end of human beings, just as his birth would mark the histo-
rical beginning of humanity. Rarher, what is at stake in Foucault is the episte-
mological kingdom of man — considered a5 a concept of knowledge — a5 2
fundamental epistemic category: What Foucaulr's archaeological analysis shows
is that there have already historically been theorics of knowledge and knowled-
ge itself, without having a theory of man or even a concepr of man at the foun-
dation of such theories and knowledge. In this perspective, there is therefore
nothing fundamentally antihumanist on the one hand to recall these epistemic
ages, and on the other hand. to see how such a siruarion is again occurring
under the influence of psychoanalysis and echnology in particular,

One shauld be able to find — as Marcien Towa found for the scientist
in his approach ro the relationship berween religion, science ard philosophy
— a certain newtrality to this discourse of Foucault, an archacologist's neutra-
liry which makes his speech a simple Repore on bnowiledye rather than a milicant
profession of faith. The death of man is not u creed, bur the descriprion of an
observation in the development of the so-called human sciences and
epistcmological presuppositions that serve as their foundations. And since
Foucaul’s analysis consciously invokes the category of history by questioning
the development of knowledge in the Western world up to the time he writes,
it is difficulr to reproach the author for forgerting such a caregory and thus

* Nor the objective psychosomatic compaund, bue the concepe, as it was defined in an
ideal way from the end of the eighreenrh cenury by anowledge,
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promoting ils rejection. In The Archealogy of Knowledge, Foucaulr — as he had
promised three years earlier — explains the methedological perspective of his
archaeological approach, which he actually presents as a description whose
principle departs from the dea that “succession is an absolure: a primary, indis-

sociable sequence to which discourse is subjected by the law of irs finirude, ™

so that one can arguc “that chere is in discourse only ane form and anly cne
level of succession” (Foucault, 16%), As we know, such a way of proceeding
intends to “treat as simultanreous what is given as successive” (Foucaulr, 169),

“to substitute for its flux of events correlations that outline a morionless figure”
(Foucaulr, 169). Archacology thus insists on discontinuity, but the latcer pre-
serves in a dialeetdcal way, with all due respect 1o commen sense, a part of
continuiry without which it would be impossible for it to pose formally* as
discontinuous. Without this more or less openly lincar possibilicy (including
when linearicy is a derivative of negativity), there would be no possibility of
accounting for history in an archaeological way, as Michel Foucaulr does. This
is why the principle of rupture aperating in the sense of the idea of disconti-
nuity is not a positive principle: it does not mark once and for all the way of
being of the analyzed being, namely history. As such, it does not function in
a totalitarian way, like the requirement of linearity or the rule of antecedent
and consequent, a pmcr_ical rranslation of the puail_iw: serentific [.rl'i.lnij:rlti of
causality. [t is in such an architecture that the category of strucrure can rake
shape and should be analyzed in the prospect of identifying its explanatory

potential.

Conclusion -

This bricf foray into the thought of Professor Nkolo Foé allowed us w
sec that seructuralism, mainly represented by Michel Foucault™, is ane of the
designared opponcnts of the philosopher of the Ecole Normale, The reason
for this animosity was shown by following 4 thematic reorganizarion of the

2 Wichel Foucaulr, The Archealory of Knoudedee and The Discorrse on Langwage, trans.
A, M, Sheridan Smith (New Yade: Pantheon Books, 19721, 169,

Z Forr beng the only concrete possibility of sesistance o the toalicy of pasitivity ina
sense that nevertheless deviates from atty philosophy thar naively assumes the distincrion of
form and content.
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rext thar highlighted irs genealogy, concepts and categories. The legitimacy of]
such an approach was also exposed, evaluated and returned to it context of]
cnunciation. We thus hope to have contributed — even modestly — to a

better understanding of the philesophy of this fervent disciple of the Master
of Endama.
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