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Dick Howard

(Editor's Note) We present here a revised version of a talk given by Dick Howard on 22 April
2005,in New York, to a symposumorganised by thejoumal French Culture, Politics and
Sogcety. The subject of the symposumwas Perry Andea son's sweeping re-interpretation of
French history and politics published in The London Review of Books in 2004('DZgringoladé, 2
September; 'Union SuaZe, 23 September). Andeson's essays, with a reply by Pierre Nora, were
published in French in 2005asLa PensZe tisde Un regard critiquesur la culture franeaise,
suivi de La PensZe rZchaufZe, rZpons de Pierre Nora, Le Sauil, Paris.

Dick Howard introducd histalk by recalling thathefirst met Perry Ande sonin Londonin
1969.Both youngleftists, Howard hadjug arrived fromthe Paris of '68 while Anda son, the
editor of New Left Review, was oddly, freshly returned from Enver Hoxha's Albania. Meeting
again, thirty six years later, to debate Anda son's LRB articles, Howard conduded that part of
Andeasonwasgtill evading the nowelty of the democratic revolution that exploded in '68, andits
real meaning for theleft. Andason, hedecided Bin a pod-symposumreflection on the debate -
wasstill, so to speak, 'returning fromAlbania’.

Howard's critiqueoffers an alternative narrative of the Left thatbeginsfrom Paris rathe than
Tirana.'Thecritiqueof totalitarianism andthe politics of humanrights heargues, 'are more
useful thantheteleological history of the Old Left for unde standing the dilemmas of the present
E thepeculiarities of recent French history that Anderson well-undelines can be undestood
within a different story-line that of an history of democracy'.

Introdudion

Thequestion mark at theend of thetitle chosen for our conference N TheEnd of French
History? N makes it appear tha Andeson offers acritiqueof the neo-libea political choices



tha have enervated a once-vigarousculture tha soughtto fulfil the promises of the French
revolution. But another reading would stress tha for the still-Marxist editor of the New L eft
Review, the'end' refers not to the exhaudion of atradition butto atelos an historical trgectory
marching toward agod tha would fulfil its originary thrud. | think that thisis a more accurate
characterisation (of Andason, thoughnot of French history). It can explain nat jug his critique
but aso the subtle optimism with which his essay condudes, to which | will return in duecourse.

Andeason presupposs tha thetelosof French history is the creation of a democratic republic
characterised by arich sodalist culture. Neo-liberdism as a culture, rather than an economic
'declinism," would interrupt tha historical process and impose neo-liberal options deny itstelos
androb it of its meaning. Andeson still wants to find, malgrZ tout, the grains of hopethat
animated the French exception. As aresult, his critical teleology portrays thefall of a political
culture (which hecalls the'dZyringolade) that seems to have log its motor force (by accepting
the compromises he denounes as a'union suarZe). But this descent takes place agang the
ungooken premise of an always-present postive telos which reappearsin his conduson. Citing
RaymondAron, heremindsustha 'le peuple’ has not disappeared into themaw of globd
capitalism.

In short, Andason'saccountreproduces a familiar figure from critical theory: a declinewhich
carries within itself noneghdess the possibility of arenewal. From this standpont, let me first
summarise, very quickly, my undestanding of Anderson'sargument before commenting on
some of its assumptiondN and its omissions

Andeson'sArgument

His story redly beginswith May 1968,which is said to have opened radical possibilities tha
remained present until therupture, before the 1978parliamentary elections of the Common
Program tha had united the sodalist and communist parties.[1] A period of political
decompostionfollowed, during which a new hegemonic intellectud-cum-ideological program
developead. However, thoughtheideology of econonic liberalism domnaed political debate,
every govanment tha tried to impo< it, left and right, was defeated in the next election. The
political class was discredited and the only decent newspgoer had become arag. Undeneath the
new ideology, Marx'srevolutionay 'old Mole' was digging. Le MondeDiplomatique andits
political incarnaion, Attac, would come to represent an anti-globdist counter-force.

Andesonisnot VivianneForrestier, nor even Pierre Bourdieu, whose popular booksdenouned
themoral evils of theglobdised econony. For Anderson, France incarnates a pditical culture
tha is more open to theworld of literature and cinemathan any other. And thus while the neo-
liberal offengve has weakened thefounddionsof the old revolutionay culture, the'releve' is
geminaing. Wha RaymondAron called the still dangaous'peuple, appaemment tranquille' is
not, in Andason'sschema, a savageforce of recalcitrance (as Aronfeared); rather, it has
inheited tha highe cultural god traditiondly identified with France's democaratic republic.



Critique

| likethis story; it'sfamiliar and comforting, giving hopeat atime tha needsit. But Andeason
criticises his enemies withoutchdlenging the assumptionsof hisfriends His radicalism becomes
unintentiondly congervative because his syncretism permits him to avoid self-doubt

To begin at the beginning, Andason'sdescription of theintellectud world before May '68,
marked by names like Foucault, Barthes, and Lacan, doesn't mention thefact tha ther creativity
owed little to Marxism. Why did French intellectuals make no contributonsto Marxist theory?
French Marxism was dull and repdtitive, orthodoxand unimaginative. Therecondruction offered
by Sartre's Critiquedelaraison dialectique (1960 fell on deaf ears. What passed for creativity
called itself 'science,’ with Althusser's wielding of the epistemological coupuee to show tha the
youngMarx's theories of alienaion had to give way to thenew 'continent' discovered by the
mature Marx. The party had noreason to complain. But why was Marxism at once omnipresent
in French political culture while remaining theoretically so undedeveloped?[2]

It is nosurprise tha the 22 mars movement, the catalyst of May '68, was influenced by the
critical work of the Sodaisme ou Barbarie group[3] There was little sympahy for either the
PCF (recal Cohn-Bendit'swiddy repeated denunaation of its leader, Georges Marchas, as un
tas defumier ambulant), and only disdan for the emerging sodalist party led by Franeois
Mitterrand (widdy boodl asitsleaders stoodvainly andin vain onther bacony, watching the
massive demondration of May 13, thefrontrank of which had reached Denfert before thelast
demondrators had left the RZpublique. The Maoist followers of Althusser had aready
denouned the peit-bourgeois students during the night of the barricades (May 11), and set off
for thebanlieuesin search of truerevolutionaies. But, to befair, even the PSU of Michd
Rocard, which did exercise some influence on themovement, was itself still clingingto
revolutionay dreams. Itsfind demondration, at the Charlety Stadium, hopel to ingall Pierre
Mendes-France as emergency Prime MinisterN a sort of Kerensky who would rule during the
time needed by thevanguad to awaken the masses. [4]

Theperiod after May did see theregrouping of an organised left tha Andason portrays. But
many who joined the PCF, or variousTrotskyist or Maoist organisations did so faute de mieux,
or withoutreally thinking, since these were not theonly choices. For others, May 68 proved not
tha revolution remained possible butrather tha it was impossible, a metaphyscal dream rather
than areal political option. Drawing the consequences, they moved toward a radical reformism
that came to beidentified with the PSU and wha Miche Rocard called the 'secondleft'N which
would belater denouned as 'lagauche amzricaine.' |deas from AndrZ Gorz, Serge Mallet, Henri
Lefebvre or Alain Touraine could be mobilised to try to think throughthenew situaion. In
practice, the CFDT tradeunion, led by EdmondMaire, became a catalytic force. Noneof this fits
into Andason'sstory. These forces were trying to create a new narative, notreplay theold
script, and so are omitted.

Andesonis correct to assert that, for amoment, it looked asif theleft could come to power
throughtheelectoral process. Therights narrow electoral victory in 1974left thedooropen; the
Common Program of the Left promised resultsin the 1978parliamentary contests that would be



followed in 1981by new presidentia elections Anderson blames thefailure of this'Common
Program'N whose content he never really andysesN on an ideological manoeuvre attributed to
the so-called New Philosophes, and to the Solzhenitsyn-effect. This manoauvre seems to have
been able, all by itsalf, to discredit |eftist political choices. This exaggeates therole of theNew
PhilosophesN whose 'philosophy. such asit was, borrowed withoutattribution from Castoriadis
and Lefort, and showed no potential for autononmousdevelopment. As for Solzhenitsyn'sthree-
volume indictment of the Soviet camp system, The Gulag Archipdago, it is hard to imaginetha
those who boughtit actudly read much of it. Itsinfluence was due rather, to the number and
vehemence of theattacks onits author, and even more, to thar weakness, which discredited far
more serioudy thefaith of the orthodox.

Anti-Totalitarian Politics or Getting Furet Wrong

TheFrench critiqueof totalitarianism (which was not due as Ande'son suggests, to theabsence
of goodsovietology) broughtwith it are-evaluation of thepolitics of human rights - againg the
backdrop of theHelsinki Accords and thefirst awakeningsof wha became an autononouscivil
sodety. Thiscritiquereached its political high-point with thecampagnsin favour of the
Vietnamese 'Boa People,' and therecognition of the mad totalitarian logic of Pol Pot. Its
symbolic climax came with thereunion of les petits camarades, Jean-Paul Sartre and Raymond
Aron, who, together with New Philosophe AndrZ Glucksmann, took up the cause of humen
rights. But Andeason evades theradical implicationsof anti-totalitarian politics by invoking the
critiqueof multi-culturalist rights-based politics as an ersatz-politics.

Andeason'sstory then moves fromthe political sphere to theideological, where Franeois Furet is
denouned as the puppé-master. It istruetha Furet's role as intellectud, administrator of the
Ecole des Hautes Etudes, journdist a Le nouve observateur, and later founde and director of
the Fonddion Saint-Simon was significant. But Furet'swork does notrepresent an ideological
couner-offendve agang aleft ontheverge of power. Rather, it was part of the process by
which French political culture was attempting to draw lessonsfrom thefailure of May 68 (and of
the Common Program) and from thecritiqueof totalitarianism which had putdemocracy at the
heart of theleft's political agenda

Andeson mentionsonly briefly Furet's Penser larAvolution francaise, whose publicationin 1978
coindded with theupsurgein anti-totalitarian rethinking. Its first chapter casts doubtonthe
mythical revolutionay origin of French political culture, andtheideatha 1789culminatesin the
radicalism of 1793 which wasfindly realised in 1917 (an idea which suggests tha Marxist-
communism is somehow inhaent in French political culture).

Andeson claims tha this new ideological climate, created in pat by Furet, explainsthe puldic
acceptance of Mitterrand's1983decision to abandon theradical platform which won him
electionin 1981in favour of devaluation and acceptance of the dictates of the market. But this
clam dependson a series of false assumptionsaboutwhat Furet was arguing in the provocative
series of booksthat helN aformer communistN began to publish in 1978with Penger la
rAvolution franeaise. Andason readstha bookas a denial of theradical vision revealed in 1789.



He reads Furet's later history of a century of French politics, in LarAvolution, 17701880,asa
demondration of thethesistha the hopeof revolution has ended. And hereadsDictionnare
Critiquedela RA/olution franeaise, co-edited by Furet in 1989 as asugtained critiqueof the
inna contradictionsof therevolutionay project pe se.

But Andason'sreading can be chalenged. Penser larZvolution fransaise openswith along
critical explanation of why 'LarAvolution franeaise est terminZe.' Thebookbeginswith a
withering critiqueof the'revolutionay catechism', and it aims to destroy the'edifying discourse’
by which the past isused for (wha is taken to be) the goodof the present. The chapters on
Tocqueville and Cochin tha follow make up aunity: thefirst shows the need to undestand the
'longrevolution'tha, for Tocqueville, had reached fruitionin 1787;while the second makes the
point that withou the development of an adequae modeof action (andysed by Cochin), that
historical possibility would notbe actudised. Furet had read notjus Marx but Machiavelli (no
doubtvia ClaudeLefort [5]). Furet's work was a creative engagement with thefailure of May 68
(and of the Common Program), arefusa to evadetotalitarianism, and an indstence that
democaracy form the heart of thepolitical agenda

Evading Anti-Totalitarianism

Andasontoo-easily assimilates anti-totalitarianism to pog-1989savage and globd capitalism.
He suggests that 'enthusasts [of human rights politics] would do well to re-read wha Marx had
said onthesubject." Andasonisno doubtreferringto Marx's 1843essay 'On the Jewish
Question, which criticises the suppo®d formalism of these merely bourgenis rights while
demanding ther realisation throughthe material completion of wha had been undetaken in
1789.Tha was aso theyear in which Marx discovered the proletariat, a produd of previous
history that, by becoming constiousof its exploitation, could make therevolution. Tha radical
congiousess, Marx wrote, would be awakened by 'thelightning of thought' Andeson,
however, |ets the matter drop.

Thedifference between Andeson'shistory and theonetha | want to propos can beseen in his
discussion of thegreat strikes of 1995which paraysed France for more than a month, and which
Andeson compaesto May '68 (pehgpsbecause of its size and duration, since the similarities
endthere). Thebatleis said to have oppo®d theradical economic liberalism of Prime Minister
JuppZand the striking unionssuppoted by theradical intellectuds, led by Pierre Bourdieu.
Curioudy, the anti-totalitarian left is assimilated to the side of JuppZ Thisis notjus factudly
false butlogically and historically incongstent. On theonehand, Andesonignaesthe
‘corporatist’ aspect of thestrikes, limited as they were to the protected public sector and labdled,
by those who couldn'tdeny tha fact, 'greves par procuration’ - the part acting in the name of the
whole. On theothe hand, he neglects (as aways) therole of thereformist CFDT trade union.

Andeson might have applied to the strikes the postive argument suggested by Furet's Penser,
who integration of Tocqueville'slongterm developmental accountwith Cochin'sandysis of a
new modeof pditica actionrecalls thetwo polestha were to beunited in Marx's vision of
proletarian revolution. Indeed, that structure seems applicable as well to the emergence of



Andeason'soriginay moment, that of May '68, which occurred when thetrandormationsof pog-
war French capitalism came together with a new sense of political action. But such a perspective
would changethe fundamental outline of Ande'son'sstoryN it would make democracy, rather
than revolution, into both thecritical normative standpoint and thetelosof (pog-1789)French
history. Indead, Andason embarks on a different, and rather unexpected path.

Andeson'sHope

In asense, despite hisimplicit faith in wha Marx called the dways-digging 'old Mole' of
revolution Andason'spicture of thefatal advance of finanda capitalism alongwith the
corruption of an inbred political class confirms my suggestion. He describes the anti-globdist
counter-polemics, typified by Bourdieu'sLa mis re du monde but herecognises thelimits of
blundebuss criticism which articulates frugration but not politics. He rightly chdlenges this
simplistic French 'habit of mind' conaerning politics. Andasonis nothingif notwell-read. He
notes tha Rousseau had seen tha something like a'civil religion'was needed to hdd togeher a
sodety of individudists; and he points outtha thisingghtrecursin the 19th century foundes of
sodology, Comte, Coumot and Durkhem, and then in the 20th, with thetransgressive theories of
Roge Caillois, Georges Bataille and the College de Sodologie tha have influenced
contemporary pog-moden thinkersin thewake of Lacan and Derrida Ever alert to new
publications Anderson sees the patern return in former leftist RZgis Debray's, Dieu, unitinZaire
(2001) aswell asinthework of 'France's mog indsive jurist, Alain Supiot.' But hegoesno
further; herecognises atrend but only fits it to a patern rather than andyse it. His essay becomes
abookreview, curioudy omitting once agan anti-totalitarian leftist notionssuch as Castoriadis's
conaept of the'imaginare,’ or Lefort's nation of 'the political.' Indead, he emits a surprising
obetadictum. 'If singular agents will not assodate freely to shgpeor ater their condition, what
isthe pneumatha can unexpectedly trandorm them, from oneday to the next, into a collective
force capable of shaking sodety to itsroots? Thereader of Marx cannothdp noting here that
this'pneuma - aterm often used to refer to the Holy Spirit - recalls the'lightning of thought tha
Marx invoked in 1843 after hehad discovered therevolutionay proletariat.’ I's the French
tradition more materialist than Andason?Or has Marx been, agan, misundestood by his
redudionist disciples?

Andeason of course avoidssimplifications criticising this'pneuma for beingtoo vagueor
idealistic; hewants a sodety in which peoplerationdly chose thar forms of assodation. He
therefore moves on, denounang the'nervousundecurrent' hidden within the optimism of the
more centrist journd Le Mondebeore taking usto visit itsradical cousn, Le Monde
diplomatique andthen ATTAC, Porto Alegre, JosZ BovZbefore returning, agan, to Pierre
Bourdieu. But thisis misleading; Andasonis nomore an econoric determinist than are the
center-right'declinists hedenouned at the outset. The France onwhich hepinshis hopesfindly
isaland of culture, open to world literature and to the cinema. Somehow, withoutfurther
elaboration, Ande'son suggests tha this cultural heritage could providethe spring that setsin
motion tha formerly 'tranqui’ people that so worried Aron.



Perhgps But in tha case, howdoes this dightly optimistic conduson differ, findly, fromthe
‘pneuma that hedenouned earlier? In thelast resort, he seemsto offer only his own version of
Marx's'lightning of thought'

Republican Democracy

| asked at the outset why the French have made no contributionsto Marxist theory. At theend of
thisrethinking, hdped by Andason'sremarkable if idiosynaratic synthesis, we see tha Marxism,
like Anderson'sessay, developed the originary logic of French politics: therepublican
breakthroughof 1789was to befollowed by asort of sodial-demoaratisationin 1793E or 1848,
or 1871,0r 1917E. Tha was the basis of Marx's critiqueof human rightsin 'On the Jewish
Question. Thedifficulty, as Furet saw in Penser larAvolution franeaise, is tha historical origins
are not fixed causes (e.g., 'class struggle’ or the economic 'determinationin thelast indance) that
remain unchanged over time.

France has changead. Not smply at wha Andesonrightly criticises asthemerely 'supeficia
level' of theeconomny butalso in its political culture. Thevoluntarism of atelosseeking a
demoaratic republic has been replaced by the search for wha | have called elsewhere a
republican democracy. A ‘democratic republic' seeksto bring sodal content to therepublican
form, eliminaing the difference between sodety and the state, between man and thecitizen,
between private and public life. The'republican democracy’ undestandstha the political-
ingitutiond structure of therepublic guaantees the freedoms of theindividud tha impart to
sodal relationsthar dynamic potential. [6] Tha iswhy the critiqueof totalitarianism and the
politics of human rights are more useful than theteleological history of the Old Left for
undestanding the dilemmas of the present.

Theangle-point fromwhich to begin to develop this alternative accountis suggested by
Andeson'sironic oppostion of a French democratic republican vision of a'rZpubliqueuneet
unie' and the American quest, written on every vulgar dollar butincapable of realisation by the
economy aone e pluribusunam (outof many, ond. MagrZ Andeson, butalso grie
Andeason, it ishard notto condudeby thinking that the 'pneauma, or spirit, which historically
seemed so fundamental to the French republic, canin fact be actudised by the American-style
republican democracy tha recognises - even thoudh it doesn't always practice theidea - tha true
unity is possible only onthebasis of divison: theoneexists only because the many are actively
present. The pditical implication of this variant of e pluribusunam istha radical politics seeks
to preserve plurality and diversity rather than devote its efforts to what Anderson (and the so-
called 'left of theleft' in France) desire: an egditarian sodety in which all forms of divison are
eliminaed in aunity that leaves no space for difference.

Blindness and Indght reflectionson theintellectual who doesn't think



(Note by Dick Howard) | foundthe subsequent symposum discussion of Perry Andason's
theses disappointing. He defended himself well, but I'm not sure tha the entire purpose of
intellectud debae isto defend established theses. As aresult, early in the morning of April 23,1
tried to undestand wha had taken place, placing my remarks unde the heading: Blindness and
Ingght | sent them to anumber of the participantsin the conference, and present them here, with
some minor elaborations as they were written. They are also available, dongwith my origind
text and those of the other participants, ontheweb-site of thejoumd French Culture, Politics
and Sodety, which had to abandonplansto pubiish the proceedingswhen Ande'son decided that
hewould not offer awritten version of hisremarks.

Perry Andeson'sin many ways remarkable synthesis of haf a century of French intellectud and
political life calsto mindthetitle of Paul deMan'svastly influential volume of essays,
Blindness and Indght Theprice of great ingght, de Man suggests, is blindness to other aspects
of thesurroundng world. Anderson'sability to propos a comprehensve framework tha, as
Aristotle would have it, has abeginning, a middle, and an end, dependsnotjug on hisblindness
to this or that detailN for example aboutthe naure of the French intellectud's relation to political
life typified by his archetype, and archenemy, Franeois FuretN but dependsmore importantly on
his blindness to the all-shgping force on his own thinking of his own guiding teleology.

Andason'ssynthesis calls to mind Harold Rosenbag'sremark that the political militantis'an
intellectud who doesn't think." Rosenbeg was referring to the Marxist intellectud, for whom
historyN or better: HistoryN was ateleological process toward which all events, postive or
negdive, were tending. This secular theodicy was of course another variant of that blindness that
genegatesingght Think aboutRosenberg'saphoiism. The militant can be seen as an intellectud
in thesense tha themindis putinto play; buta mind tha adjudstheingredients of apuzlein
order to reproduce theorder tha has been presuppo®d. Thereisthe paty ling thedirection of
historical progress or even the mora imperative; and there are thefacts, which have to be
interpreted in order to fit tha initial order. Or, as the scientist would have it, there are the
universal laws to which the paticular ingance mug be shown to conform. This kind of
judgement congsts smply in the subsumption of the particular unde theuniversal. Such
subsumptive judgement is not genuindy reflective. The need to think that there is something new
unde the sundhine of radiant tomorrows is notfelt.

Introduang my remarks on Andason'ssweeping synthesis, | recalled my only persond
encounter with him, which took place in Juneof 1968.1 had come to Londonfresh fromthe May
1968'events (astheFrench, inthegoodMarxist tradition, are want to call experiencestha don't
fit thegiven historical paradigm). Andason had just returned from tha workers paradise, Enver
Hoxhds Albania. He had been oneof thefirst westernersto gan admissionto Albania, theonly
aly of Chindsill-named 'Cultural Revolution', about which New Left Review was wildly
enthusastic. The details of our encounter are notimportant (I don'tremember them, nor, |
imaging does he). Wha countsis the symbolism: two paradigms, onetrying to undestand the
new, in this case, a mutation of a democratic republic to wha | would later cometo call a
republican democracy, the other seeking to restructure an old paradigm, the dream of a sodalist
sodety in which unity would replace division, theindividud finding the meaning of lifeina
sodal calling.



Still returning from Albania

Andeson had received (mog of) the pgoers discussing his work well in advance of the
colloquium. His prepared remarks took up this-and-tha chdlenge sometimes better, at other
times, worse. No particular criticism could breach thewalls of a veritable synthetic fortress.
Andeson could be generousto his critics, showing how their comments could beintegrated into
his edifice; or he could return to thefortress to fend off the dingsand arrows of minor critics.
This historian could be hgppy, tha militant rgjoice, in arenewed certainty tha all will bewell in
the hgppy tomorrows yet to come.

In Andason'sreplies, my own comments came in for only occasiond mention. | wastold, for
example, tha Jean-Franeois Lyotard was far more interesting tha ClaudelL efort, whom|'d
mentional. Perhgps at least to someoneof Andeason'staste. To my suggestiontha it was
curioustha Marxism was so culturally dominant in France for so long butyet the French
contributed nothing to Marxist theory, Andeson replied with alist of names. Perhgps A
colloquium should be concerned with theargument for a general thesis.

When it came to thefind roundup, after Andeson'sinitial reply, | returned to my thesis. But |
made atactical mistake. | referred in passing to a particular case, onementional in an obata
dictum by Andeson, that of Max Weber. Rather than take on my thesisN which he had aready
avoided in his replies to the conference participantsN Andeson jumped on my example,
invoking with asarcastic ddight thereceived vision of thethinker helabdled as smply a
German naiond-imperiaist who jus hgppened aso to foundmodean sodology. Of course, he
had thelast word; and there would have been no more sense in replying with citationsfrom
Mommsen'sgreat political-biographical study of Weber than there would have been in
discussing therelative 'interest' of Lefort or Lyotard. Theissuelies elsewhere.

My thesis, as| suggested in that find round-up, istha nearly all of the peculiarities of recent
French history that Anderson well-undelines can be undestoodwithin adifferent story-line tha
of an history of democracy. My paint is nottha democracy is akind of inevitable (or even
morally desirable, or normatively imperative) god toward which civilised history mug or ought
to bedirected. Democracy is adangeaousgame. Its Athenian progenitors are famousfor having
voted death to Socrates (after having decided thar own political fate by invading Syracuse). It's
because democracy is a dangeousgame tha politics is necessary, even while politics can prove
fatalN at least in theshort run. Why not, then, interpret recent French history within this
uncertain framework?

Whereas Andeason tums to history to teach uslessonsN and to show the supeiority of his own
sciencelN it seems to me that another approach is possible, and desirable, and even ussful. Its
master was not Marx but Machiavelli, whose Discourses on Livy don'tteach lessonsbut show us
howto read, and to question, the history of uniqueevents. But there aren't any of thesein
Andason, who has no place for singularity, noroom for novdty, and a surprising lack of
curiosty. [7] Perry Andeason'scontempt, reflected in hisrefusal to engage and his preference (as



1C

awell-bred academic) to accord recognition only by facile nit-picking, makes dialogue
impossible. Tha'stoo bad. It poses the question fromwhich | began: istheprice of indght a self-
willed blindness? Andisthat price too high?

The'end' of French history is nota 1793tha would realiseN and put an endtoN the conflicts
unleashed in 1789;it is, rather, therealisation of the republican democracy putonthepolitical
horizonin 1789 Perry Andesonis still returning from Albania. I'm still wondeing wha
horizonswere opened by 1968

Dick Howard is Distinguished Professor of Philosophy at the State University of New York at
Stony Brook. His many booksindude Selected Political Writingsof Rosa Luxemburg (1971
From Marx to Kant (1985), The Birth of American Political Thought(1989, and The Specter of
Democracy (2002) He writes frequently in French publications andis a member of the editorial
boad of Esprit. His two mogt recent bookswere written in French, Aux origines dela pensZe
politiqueamZricaine (2004, and LadZmocratie ~ I'Zpreuve. Chroniques amZricaines (2006)

[1] The Common Programme of the Union of theL eft was signed in July 1972by Francois
Mitterand of the Sodalist Party (PS), Georges Marchas of the Communist Party (PCF) and
Robet Fabre for theLeft Radicals. The PCF broke the Unionin September 1977.

[2] | try to suggest an answer to this questionin Chapter 2 of The Specter of Democracy
(Columbia University Press, 2002)

[3] For adiscussion of this groupof thinkers, see Chapter 5 of The Specter of Democracy; and
for adiscussion of its two mog important leaders, ClaudeLefort and Corndius Castoriadis, see
Chgpters6 and 7.

[4] | am relying for the mog pat onmy own memories fromthis period. The Kerensky story
was told to me by Serge Mallet, then a member of the leadership of the PSU.

[5] Lefort's massive Letravail del'oeuvre. Machiavel was published in 1971.An English
trandation will be published by Northwestern University Press in the nat too distant future.
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[6] | have developdal thisdistinction in The Specter of Democracy, especially in Chgpter 10.

[7] I've tried to show what that chdlengemightentail in La dZmocratie ™ I'Zpreuve. Chroniques
amZricaines (Paris; Buchet-Chastel, 2006) That book condgsts of 50 ‘chronicles written weekly
dunngtheyear that followed there-election of GeorgeW. Bush in 2004.Each essay treats some
aspect of thelife of ademocracyN a'dangeousgame' that re-elected Bush, and that has now
placed him at thelowest ebb of polling history.
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