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ABSTHALCT The May 1968 events in France, as well as
a numbser of world events in the late 1960k and early 1970s,
produced a profound ¢rse de conseience in French Marx-
19l thought. The Mewvelle Philodopiie emerged as a by-
product of such crisiz. The sell-syled mew philosophers
framtically denounced all forms of Marxism as a "philoso-
phy of domination.” The “shocking™ movelty of their "new”
philozophy was believed w mark the "end” of Marzism in
France. Bul whal was "mew” in the Nowwvelle FhilosophieT
Why did it fail 1o emerge a< a distinctive school of thought?
If Marx estmort, as the rew philesophers and the media
fanfares ansounced in the mid- 1970s, why couldn’tthe new
philozophy escape the fave of an ephemeral phenomenon
Were the mew plifosophers misundersiood, incormectly in-
terpreted, or hadly read T Or they simply failed w peovide a
mew concepiual framework for the understanding of human
society at this firde sidele? The cument article allampis to
angwer some of these questions,

France is a couniry where Marxism, in one
form or another! has provided o dominant frome
of reference for work in philosophy, sociology,
and the “human sciences” ever since the end of
World War Two.* During the first two decides
after the war the grip of Marxism on the minds
of French intellectuals was virtually complete.
Marxism became, in Jean-Paul Sartre’s words,
the "unsurpassable horizon” of the age and. in-
deed. remained so even as it was reinterpreted
in light of existentinlism, surrealism, Saussuri-
an structural linguistics, and even Freudian psy-
chology. This explains why even a celehrity
like Ravmond Aron, or other anti-communist
thinkers like Furet, Dumont, and Castoriadis
were almost entirely without influence among
their fellow French intellectuals in the postwar
decades, as was explicitly signified in the say-
ing" Better wrong with Sartre than right with
Aron."*

It was not until the mid sixties — a period of
affluence, mobility, and individualism pro-
duced by economic growth, decline of the work-
ing class activism, and sclerosis of the PCF
{Parti Communiste Frangais) = that the intellec-
tual reign of Markism in France became vulner-
able to profoundly ideological and political at-
tacks, Marxism lostits terrain to structuralism,
and o what is called posistructuralism in the
Aunglo-Saxon world. It seemed that capitalist
society was no longer the same that Marx had
once described, and the alternative of a revolu-
tionary transformation of such socicty was nei-
ther the order of the day nor even desirable any-
mare, Structuralist movements at this time not
only called into question every aspect of mod-
ern liberal life, they also seemed to wipe out all
hope of escaping the tentacles of “power”™
through politncal action. Instead, they seemed
to offer "new possibilities” for resistance. The
shift was of such a scope that, as Lilla(1994: 13)
points oul, “rather than resisting in action the
dehumanization of man on the basis of a ratio-
nal analysis of history, one resisted in theory the
iden of 2 'man,” ‘reason,’ and ‘history’ as the op-
pressive products of ideology.”

After the rizse of the New Left and the evenis of

May 68, all this became clear. An idies yncratic his-

torseal work like Michel Foscaults Discipline ard

Furish succeeded in casting a far darker shadow of

suspacion vver liberal society than Lowis Althasser™s

laboriows analyses of Marg's Capitalin the mid six-
lies [-..] Politically, May "68 marked ihe beginning

of the emd of Marzizm, with Maoism and the “houw-

IHjue” movensenls of the sarly seventies (feminism,

ectlogism, “Third Worldism™) lefi glowing like

embers of adyimg fire (Lilla, 1%%4: 13-14).

The changes in the French intellectual life
were further influenced by a number of world
events in the lnte sixties and early seventies, such
as the 1968 Soviet suppression of the "Prague
Spring" and the invasion of Czechoslovakia, the
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butcheries in Cambodia, and most importantly,
the publication of Alexander Solzhenitsvn’s
Arkhipelag GULag in 1973 and its translation
in 1Y74. These events set off a profound crise
de comserence among the French intelleciuals.
The publication of Solzhenitsyn” s work i par-
teular hod such o shocking impact among the
French intellectoals that, as Lévy puls i, it was
"enough o immedimely shoke ourmentd land-
scape and overturm our ideological guideposis”
(Léwvy, 1977: 178). In the span of few years, in-
tellectuals whoonce subscribed o Sartre"s view
on Marism s the “unsurpassable horizon™ of
our time began to confess that Communist (o-
talitarianism might fall within that horizon and
il he o historical secident, which can be ex-
plained simply 0z a conseguence of the bolshe-
viks' mistakes and the Stalinist deviations. Such
aview is mosteloyuently expressed by Foucaolt
in his review of Glucksmann's Les Mafires
pensenrs, which was for Foocault himself a fi-
nal settling of accounts with Marxisin:
The whaode of a cerfain lefi has aitempaed o explain
the Gulag [-.] in terms of the theary of history. or an
least the higtory of iheary. T es, yes, there were mas-
sqcres! but that was aterrible error. Jus reread Marx
of Lenin, conpare them with Sualin and you will see
where the latter went wromg. 10 is obvious that all
thoze deaths could only result from a misreading. It
wis predictable: Stalinisn-emor was one of the prin.
cipal agents behind the remrn o Margism-truth, to
Mars ism-test, which we saw in the 1960, If you
want to be against Saaling dos 't lsten o the viclims:
they will only recount their foore s, Reread the the-
areticians: they willtell you the truth about the frue
(Foucauly, 1977: K4-85),
Such was, briefly, the context in which the
Nonvelles Philosophy (the "New Philosophy™)
emerged in the mid 197()s.

n

The expression "nouveaux philosophes”
inew philosophers) derived from the title of a
dossier edited by Bernard-Henrn Lévy in the
literary weekly Les Nowvelles Littéraires in
June of 1976, in which the collective noun re-
fermed toa number of voung — and for the most
part unknown — intellectuals including Lévy
himself, Jean-Marie Benoist, Michel Guérin,
Christian Jambet, and Guy Lardreau. The dos-
sier consisted of articles presenting the views of
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such young authors, interspersed with inter-
vigws or exchanges of letters with well-known
figures such as Lévi-Strauss and Roland Bar-
ties. In this way the impression was created that
the imprimatir of the philosophico-literary ¢s-
Lublishment has been granted o the "new move-
ment,” which the dossier purported o herald,
Lévy"s mtroduction of the dosgier aimed at pro-
ducing maximum impact, giving the reader the
sense that something original and exciting was
happening in French Thought, and a number of
thearetical points of reference were displayed:
Foucault, Lacan, Haidegger, Mietzsche,

A month later, Le Nowvel (thservatenr,
Frances leading left-wing weekly, published a
lengthy article by Petitjean (1976), in which a
number of other young writers were launched
s new philosophers, including Jean-Paul Dollé,
André Glucksmann, Jean Bavdrillard, Guy
Hocquenhem, and Nikos Poulantzas. Although
oo reference was made in this anticle w Mau-
rice Clavel, Gilles Susong, and Philippe Nemo,
the lavter were regarded no less as adherents o
the New Philosophy than the other ones. Léwvy
emerged as the founder, the figurchead, and de
Jacio spokesman of this shifting constellation,
nol least hecawse most of the new philosophers
were published in the ‘Figures' and "Théoriciens'
series which he edited for Grasset

Although "new philosopher” was inevitably
a somewhat foid term, the authors who were
self-styled the "nouveans philosophes” moved
rapidly to the center of attention, dominating
public perception of the day and making head-
limes not only i France, out alse in Germany,
England, Tualy, the United States, etc. For the
rest of 1976 and the next year or so the New
Fhilosophy truly became media property. Ap-
pearances on lelevision and public debates were
accompanied by a food of press interviews,
iy inmagazines not normall y neded for their
interest in philosophical issues, such as Lui,
FParis-Mach, etc, It seemed impossible o read
o Parision newspaper or to turn on the radio
without finding some mention of the Newvelle
Fhilosophie (Macey, 1995: 382), Media expo-
sure of the New Philosoplty was so great as to
leqd o anew coinage: “pub philosophie™ {from
"publicité philosophie”), which might be trans-
lated as "ad-philosonhy.” In the summer of
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1976, Pans was once again showing o be the
city where fashion in the realm of ideas moves
faster than anywhere clse, as was earlier the
case with the Nowvean Reman, the Newvean
Cindnid, e,

Besides their young nge, there were, basical-
1y, two things which the new plifesophers had
in comumaon: first, they emerged from the sume
socio-political context; second, they shared
certain polincal beliefs and philosophical as-
sumptions. More specifically, the new pliilos-
opfiers shared o common past of Maoist gansh-
ixme, and their actual nasty andi-Muargiim. As
Macey (1995 382) rightly points out, to the
extent that any unity can be found o the work
of the somewhat disparate group of the new
philagophers, itis "o negative unity centered
upon i viodent rejection of Marxism in all its
Forms. " O cynical view, such as that of Gilles
Dielewze, the "varietes" of the Nouvells Philos-
apdie — Christian, leftist, liberal, Nigtzschean
— were simply "dilTerent ways of dressing up
the same reactionary message soas o appeal to
as many tastes as possible” (Delenze, 1977).

Virtwally all the new philosophers (excepl
foor Benoist) od o leftist past. They were vet-
erans of the May "68 and former lefist mili-
tants, descending from ditferent Maoist groups,
which had formed after the May "68 events with
the impetus of the mere elements from the sa-
cred Allhussenan ranks (Descombes, 1993
134), Their hiography of political militintism
became an almost indispensable trade mark for
the aew philesopiers, for it provided not only
the suthencity of disillusionment i their denun-
cigtions of Marxism, but also served ns nsonrce
of moral authority for their later pronounce-
ments and provided their work with a vagoe
aura of lefism (Dews, 1979 1300, For the me-
dia, the new philosophers belonged o a "lost
generation,” disillusioned by the fading of the
dreams and expectations of the May "68, ye
continuing o bear witness (o the "inner truth”
of that movement.

The extreme gonchisme of the aew philosoe-
prRers, which was tempered on the road from
Althusser through a French-style Maoism was
converted im 1974, under the impact of the So-
viet and East European dissidents, intoa frenet-
ic anti-Marxizsm, For them, Marx and his holy

seriplures idone were to be held responsible for
the Soviet Libor camps and all the crimes com-
mitted by state socialism. This conviction be-
came the central thesis of Gluocksmman™s La
cutsiniére ei le mangenrd hommes(1975), and
was further expanded in his Lexs Mairres
prengenrs (19770, For Glucksmann (19752 411,
there would have been “no Bussian ciumps with-
ot Markism, " Communasm, according o him,
cyuals Mazism, for "o camp is a camp, be it
Russian or Nazi® (Glucksmann, 1975; 37).
Léwy, on his part, simply complied with Glucks-
mnn’s view when in his La Burbarie & visage
humetin — a patchwork of ideas borrowed from
the writings of his associates which immediate-
ly became a best-seller — he wrine: "The So-
viel camps, are Marxist, as Marxist as Aus-
chwite wis Mazi®™ (Lévy, 1977, 181-182). All
this, according w Lévy, became evident with
Solzhenitsyn, whom Lévy called “the Shakes-
peare of our dme,"” and "the Doante of our time."

W needed a Povime Cormsedy to represent Hell, the

mrcern Hell of the Gulag, whise horre ndous topaeg-

raphy he [Sclzhenitsyn] has cutlined in hook after

hook, Hence thers was a chain reaction, first of all

within referemce 1o Marxism. It was ensugh that

Solzhemits yn spede for s toowake up from a dogmat-

ic slee P All he had to do was fo aprear, and an all

now long history finally came 10 an emd: the histery

of thoze Marzisis who, for thiny years, had been

retracing the path of decadesce in search of their

by pany. moving sorrowfully from the “burea-

cratie phensmenon” 1o the “Sialinks deviaion.”

Troen Sealins “erimees” to Lenin®s “mistakes,” final-

1% frosma Leminism to the hlunders of the earliest apos-

thes, going through the layers of the Marxian sail one

hy ome, sacrificing a scapegoat at each step, buat al-

ways preserving above suspicien the one he dares

v denounce forthe first time —the founding father

im person, Karl Kapilal and his holy scriptures (Lévy,

(RE N T

Like Glucksmann, Lévy found that Fouo-
cault’s description of the great confinement in
his Histoire de Ta folie was applicable 1o the
Soviet Union and, therefore, he called for "a
Foucaldian analysis” of Soviet society. Hisan-
imosity fowards Marxism went so far as o even
try (o deny Mars™s doctrine. "Marxism,” Lévy
(1970h: 66) wrote, "is but an idea of the Stalin-
ists, Ttwas Stalin bimself who invented "marx-
ismi-leninism” as such.”

The advocacy of the new philosophers for
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the Soviet dissidents and for Solzhenitsyn's The
Gulag Archipelago was so zealous that
Detlewze, ina vimlent pamphlet. expressed his
disdain in the words that follow: "What disgust
me is very simple: the new philosophers are
creating amartyrology ... ] feeding on corpses,
blaming the inhabitanis of the Gulag for not
having “understood™ earlier [...] If [ belonged w
an association, I would lay complaints against
the new philosophers, who show rather too
much scom for the imhabitants of the Gulag
(Deleuze, 1977). Other authors also cnicized
the sew philesophers on simalar grounds, point-
ing out that with their writings they only con-
tributed to make the reality of Gulag a myth
(Debray, 1977: 61).

Il

Critics usually agree that the "shocking®
novelty of the new philosophers consisted of the
fact that they were a group of young intellectu-
als who were no longer prepared to dialogue
with, or work within, the framework of Marx-
ism but openly and frantically denounced it as
a philosophy of domination (Dews, 1980: 2).
For the new philosophers Marxism had proved
incapable o explain the struggles and the suf-
ferings of men at present days. [ts theoretical
tools could no longer work. Therefore, as Lévy
(1977 111D formulated it it was "urgent to re-
think the spectrum of our society, according to
new guides. new systems of power. new orders
of comeepts,”

The question for the aew philosopliers was
not the critics of Marxism as philosophy and
ideology and its rectification in the light of the
new social realities. Their aim was rather the
ventable iguidation of Marxizsin, Simce 1971,
Bienoist had announced the “end” of Marxism
in his book Marx est morl. After decades in
which the vast majority of French intellectuals
had almost unanimously adhered to Marxism,
the atiwde of the new philosophers seemed
now to mark an important departure (Hir-
schhom, 1978:; 305). While the Paris events of
May "68 bad led to the “stagnation” of French
Marxism, the advent first of the "philosophies
of desire™ (1970-5), and now of the Nouvelle
Fhilosophie (1976-8) marked the "disappear-
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ance” of Marxism, at least temporarily, from
the field of discussion in France (Descombes,
1993: 1249).

Be that as it may, the new philosophers, how-
ever, cannot be credited for originality with
regard to their denunciation of Mars and Marx-
ism. Anti-Marxism in French modern thought
did not arise in 1977, Three decades before the
rew philosophers voiced their anger and repug-
nance against Marx, Marxism and the Soviet
bureaucratic system, to which it was applied,
wiere stromgly denounced by Claude Lefort in
his Les Tempes modernes (1948), which, as is
known, was written under the direct mfluence
of Victor Kravehenko's book [ Chose Freedom.
Other important examples of earlier denuncia-
tion of Marxism in French modern thought in-
clude Raymond Aron’s L'Opim des intillectu-
els, and Mereau-Ponty's Les Aventures de la di-
aleciigue.

As for the zealous ambition of the new phi-
tosaphers w search formore adequate tools than
those provided by Marxism with regard 1o a
better understimding of the new social world, it
proved quite unable o produce any coherent
sysiem of concepts and propositions. There was
in the New Philosophy neither anything compa-
rable to other philosophical schools {§.¢. the
Frankfur school, Existentialism, or Phenome-
nology), nor were the aew philosophers allicd
o ome anoiher through some kind of a common
doctrine. One could argue, as Hirschhorn
(1978 302) does, for instance, that the New Phj-
tosoplty was still, in 1976-77, "a school in the
making.” Even if we agree for 1 moment with
such a claim, therg is no doubt that the New
Philosaphy failed to emerge as a distinctive
school of thought, regardless of the publicity
and some praise it received at the outset. For,
not only s there no commaon problematigue in
those few works — but numerous newspaper
articles and interviews — produced by the new
philesophers besides their vicious rejection of
Marxizm. but the content of their works is also
as poor as it is eclectic. Garrigues (1977 27)
refers to Glucksmann's works as an example of
philosophical eclectism where Nietzsche, Wag-
ner, Clawsewitz, and Mao-Tse-Toung are all
mixed up together. Dews (1980: 23, on his part,
points out that the work of the new philosophers
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is in fact an "ill-considered mélange of theones,
attitudes, and responses, in which positions in-
herited from the post-'68 far-left mingle with
themes which, under their vencer of novelty,
can be seen to belong to the raditional reper-
toire of the Right.” Old remimscences of Alth-
usserian Marxism and Maoism — although
Marx, Althusser, and Moo were now rejecied en
Blor — were mixed up with a set of notions
borrowed by Lacan, Kojéve, Foucault, and
Solzhenitsyn, who became their new “theorst-
ical patrons.” This resulted in an amalgam of
beliefs, ranging from Lévy's nilnlist spiritual-
ism — at first of a moralistic form in his La
Barbarie d visage hmain and then with plain
religious tones and references o the biblical
heritage in bis Le Testament de [Net — toa sort
of Lacanian christianism in the work of Phil-
ippe Nemo, and, furthermore, to gnosticism to
be found in L'agne by Guy Ladreaw and Chris-
tian Jambet (See Hirschhorn, 1978: 308;
Descombes, 1993: 1345, Deleuze, who criti-
cized their work probably more severely than
any other French scholar, defumed the new pii-
losophers scorning them as "sophists™ and "TV
buttoons" who should be credited for nothing
(Delewze, 1977)

As was previously suggested, besides their
admiration for Solzhenitsyn, the new philoso-
phers were preatly influenced in their work by
Lacan and Foucault. Lacan’s work had been
mmportant for several generations of French in-
tellectuals, including Merleau-Ponty, Jean
Hyppolite, and Louis Althusser, Especially af-
ter the publication of his Eoritsin the late 196(s,
Lacan became a truly central figure. The aew
philosophers made extensive use of Lacans
perception of science as an "idenlogy of the
suppression of the subject,” inflating it into an
attack on the "awthoritarianism" implicit in the
rigor of scientific method. For Lévy (1977:
1777, the wotaliarian siale means ~scieniists in
power.” “Total power,"” according 1o him, is
synonymous with "total knowledge.” The threat
of totalitarianism is even greater when a soci-
ety imposes the duty of “telling all.” This is, in
Lévy's view, the case with state socialism and
its Marxist ideology, for by sanctifying "the
Hegelian dream of the truth becoming the world
and the world becoming the trath, [it] ends up

with an ideal which is [...] ong of the definitions
of modem tyranny” (Lévy, 1977: 141-142).

The theme of "power/knowledge” became
central also in Glucksmann's Les Mairres
penseurs, in which he extended his criticism o
what he called "the Revolution-State,” arguing
that all philosophers, without exception, dis-
play a will to domination, which explains their
complicity with tyrants. In Glucksmann’s
(1977 149) terms. "o dominate is (o know; o
know is (o dominate.” This is a vicious circle.
And the circle of circles: "The master fabricates
all the truth™ (Cilucksmann, 1977: 271). Glucks-
mann accused modern philosophy since Hegel
of intellectual complicity in the violence of a
history dominated by principles of the revolu-
tionary state. Demonstrating such an under-
standing of the relation pouvoir-gavoir, the new
philosophers searched for the seeds of "totali-
tarianism” in the 1844 Manuscripts of the
Young Marx and in Hegel's Logic. As Foucault
(1977}, who welcomed the publication of Les
Maitres pensenrs puts it, Glucksmann's basic
guestion is: "By what trick was German Philos-
ophy able to tum Revolution into the promise
of a true, a good state, and the State into the
serene and complete form of Revolution?” Fou-
cault himself, i his review of Les Mairres
pensenrs endorsed Glucksmann's blanket con-
demmnation of the hyphenated monster " State-
Revolution," portrayed as inevitably devouring
its own children (Foucaolt, 1977},

Gilucksmann’s and Lévy's views on the com-
plicity knowledge/power, philosopher/tyrant,
show how much the New Philosophy was influ-
enced by Kojéve's teachings, for it was Kojéve
{1954: 252), who wrote that there is no essen-
tind difference between the philosopher and the
tyrant. The tyrant, according o Kojive, is never
anything bul a statesman attempting to realize
a philosophical idea in the world. Since the wuth
of a philosophical notion is judged by its real-
ization in history, the philosopher, Kojéve ar-
gues, cannot reproach the tyrant for tyrannizing
in the name of an idea, as is always the case with
modern tyrannies, where those in power consis-
tently claim to represent an ideology.

More directly, yet, the subject of knowledge-
power relationship as it was thematised in the
works of the new philosophers and their belief
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in the inherent oppressiveness of reason seem
tr have been imspired by Foucault’ s early work
Miidness gnd Civilization, and even more im-
portantly by his DNscipline and Punish, For
Foucault,

Power and knowledge duectly imply one another

|ooo] there 1% no power rel<lion withowt the comrela-

e constitution of a field of knowledge, nor any

knowledge that does nol presuppose and constiute

al the samve Lime power relations { 1979; 27).

Ewald suggests a reapproaciiment between
Foucault's and Glucksmann®s ideas. Just as
Foucault demonstrated that, in general, power
produces knowledge, and knowledge inits um
reinforces power, s0 Glucksmann revealed
Marxizm to be "an extraordinary instrument of
power, unbelievable principle of production,
production of concentration camps, and produc-
tion of camps as oo apparitus of production,
formidable principle of blindness, obliteration,
prohibitation, exclusion, and death”™ (Ewald,
1975 1232).

Similar prguments were used by the new
philosopfers wo "explan” the complicity of Lan-
guage and power domination. For Lévy (1977,
M), languwage is power. Moreover, language is
the essence of power, and " gramaar 15 the sci-
ence of power.” He writes:

There is an obvious relationship between the form

of power and the shape of language, betaeen the

orders of a Frince and the images of & seateace [...]

There i an idiematic science of power. an algebra

ol dominaion, and there is no palitics that s pol firs

of all s linguistics [..] Speech is notas Aristotle pro-

posed, o pacified space in which conflict cam be ex-

presgced: neather i it, as the Marxisis nssen., & polit-
ieal instrume sl which oppressors and oppressed in
rn make use of; nor is iLeven, as Foucault’s fol-
lowers say, a critical riake in the struggle for power.

Language is simply power. the very fomm of power.

entirely shaped Iy ponver even in its mast mosdest

rhetorical expression (Léwvy, 1977 4R-50).

Although this is not a place 1o debate about
Léwvy” ideas on limguage/power relations, a
number of guestions come into mind instantly:
Dires the oppression of man by man and politi-
cal domination coincide in time with the birth
of human imguage? Has langunge ever contrib-
uted to the progress of society? How come that
some societies have a more repressive state
machinery than others even though they might
use the same language? Can there ever be a so-
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ciety free of exploitation and class domination
while people will stll speak the same lanpuage
that they use today? With regard 1o these ques-
tions it s appropriate o remind the new philos-
aophers the sarcostic words which Marx and En-
pels omce attributed to the Young Hegelians:

They Torget, however, that 1o these phrases they

lhemiselves are only opposing oiher phrases, and that

they are in o way combaling the real existing workd
when they are merely combating the phrases of this

wiorld (Marx and Engels, 1989 41).

The rejection of the “white terror of theory”
led the new philosophers to paradoxal attacks
o seience, particularly on human science, not
hecause of the falsity of its discourse, but pre-
cisely because of its "truth®. "We have lost all
the respect for science,” declared Lardrean
(1974: 82). In Lévy's attack on Marxism, for
insiance — and this applies o the Nowvelle
Philosopiiie as o whole — his ultimate argu-
ment is not that Marxism is a false theory of
society and of political action, but rather that it
is an all-too-accurate account of the coming
fate of the West. In a bizamme sense, as can be
Tound in the case of L Agne by Lardres and
Jambet, Marxism is oppressive because it is
"true,” or 4t least represenis the "untransvens-
able philosophy of our time." In Lévy"s (1977
218) terms, "we are today enclosed within
Marxism as Plolemaic cosmologists were en-
closed within their cosmology," so that to reply
to Marxist theory with a counter-theory would
only resultin a lapsing back into the "discourse
of the Master.” According o Lévy, the protest
against Marxism can only take a moral form;
amd in this, Solzhenitsyn has shown the way.
Lévy writes:

the ideaof an anti-Marxizt polites is absurd, unten-

able, and a contradiction interm. Anti-Marxizm iz

and ¢an be nothing but the contemporar y Torm of the
fight against politics ... ] Fora long tinse o cone, we

are condemned 1o the language of Capisad az long

s we pesign oueselves 1o play the game of polites

[.] W no lomger have a politics, a language, or

recourss, There remain only ethics and moral dity.

There femainzonly the duty o protest against Mars-
iam, since we canmol Torgetit (Lévy, 19T 217-218)

v

The new philogophers became very soon an
object for both polemic and mockery. One year
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after Lévy had announced the aurors of tie New
Philosophy, Le Nowvel (gervateur published
a "jeu-test,"” which proposed a series of multi-
ple-choice guestions (o allow readers (o con-
clude if they were "new philosophers.” Anyone
who could honestly claim to have rejected Al-
thusser in the last year scored o maximum of
three points: rejection of Foucaull scored no
points. The ideal “new philosopher” was some-
one who had at various tiimes been an onhodox
communist, a Maoist, and a militant catholic.

The Nouvelle Philogsophy was a fashion in
Pariz. Assuch, it vanished guickly with the end
of the season, which lasted for about two years.
There was no longer any publicity for it; no
imponant works written by any of its adherents;
no sertows reference made to them, Soon, the
aew phifogophers were nod even recalled any-
more as if their Nouvelle Philosophie had nev-
erexisted. Indeed, since 1977, when Lévy pub-
lished his La Barbarie 4 visage humain, the
French public was fed up with the "novelties”
of the New Philosophy and the medin finfares,
Commenting on this, Lévy would write with
sadness and narcissism at the same (e:

There is a strange discrepancy beiween the pablic

that has been reached and the one ihai has been ad-

dressed, and some have 1o pay o leavy price for this.

| know these books are read. but [ also know that they

carry mar weights they are foreign bodies for the of-

ficial lefL, transplants that cansol e assimilaed by

its estahlished instmons .. ) don’i think Glucks-

mann has persuaded anyene on the lefi. and not o

simgle Marzizt has been shaken by Mearx exf maer,

This is a common oceurrenes inthe history of ideas:

Many signilicant ibeas were rejecied or ignored in

their age, and always as a direct result of their eriti-

cal and subversive force, The "mouveans philos-

ophes,” since this is what the y are called, have been

misunderstood, incomrectly interpreted, and badly
read. How eould it be athersise with a sommanib-
listic aned comehow supefied left which is still re-
hearsing obzcure debates ot reform and revolu-
tion, and whode theoretical spectrum has nol gl
beyond the sour polemiics of Lenin and Hillerding™
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Marx estmort. Yet, he remains a central fig-
ure in contemporary dispute in the social scienc-
&5, This isn™ U irue Tor the aew philosophers, who,
apart from their zealous ambition and self-ag-
grandizement proved unable o provide a cober-
ent frame of reference for understanding the
complexity of our society. Therefore, in the

history of modem thought the Nonvelle Fhilos-
opdiie occupies no place of honor. [ failed o
pass the west of me, though both the social
ariiliew and the fime inwhich the New Philose-
Py appeared, provided o rare historical chance
for novelty in the realm of ideas.

NOTES

1. Mot imperiantly in the form of Marxist existentialism
aied himamizm as developed in the writings of Jean-Faul
Sartre and Maurice Meceaw Pooty, as well az of a more
orhadox Marsizm champioaed by Louis Althusser in
the early sixties.

2. Arelevent literature on this igsue ineludes: Caute 19642
Lichtheim 1966; Poster 1975; Kelly 1982; Judi 1986,
1o

1, lvwas only on the eve of his death in %83, afver French
istelleciuals had themselves abandomed Marxism. that
Arom was “rediscovered” through the publication of &
series of imerviews and his own memoirs in the early
eighties and his major works in philosphy, history, so-
ciology, amd social commentary began te be read more
widely.

4. Thesigns af crisis in French Marxist thought appeared
earlier. Ome of the evenls which breaded such a crisis
was the Korean conflict in 1930, For Merlzau-Fonty it
proved the imperialist naiare of the Soviet Union, while
for Sare. itmarked “the end of idealism” and the begin-
ning of “realizm”, 1t was in the mid fifties when Merleau-
Ponty, in his Les Averntures de la dialechigue (1955)
announced his resuncintion of Marzism, writing that
"Thete is nod mueh point in irying Bolshevizm all over
again sl the moment when its revalutionary failure be-
comes appareni. Bt neither isthere much =ense in try-
ing Marx all cver again if his philosphy 18 ivelved 16
this failure, or in acing as if this philosph y came ol of
ks affair imact” (Merdeau-Ponty, 1973:91 ). For Sartre,
{1 was o few years labter thatin his La Crinigae de fa rai-
s ddialecrique [ 1960) he "senled the accounts” boih
with lvks own previous thou ght and with thatef the Com-
munists, who, he then belisved, falsified "woe Mars-
b (Sartre, §9T6 145 1500,

5. Lévy himaelf ademiis that he became "a kind of sponsor,
al least throkigh publicity and editorial judgement (Lévy,
1977208,

6. Expression wsed by F. Aubral and X Deboourt in their
vk Coree la movelle philorsphie. Paris : Gallime-
i, 1977, chap. VIL

7. “Bres-vous un 'nouvean philosophe' T Le Monvel Dbser-
varear, 1 August 977, p. db.
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