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The late George Lichtheim ob- 
served, studied, criticized, hoped 
and anguished over tlic past and 
future of the West. His work spnn- 
ned the fields of history, politics, 
philosophy, sociology, religion, liter- 
ature and 1)iography. Above all he 
was a scholarly and independent in- 
terpreter of Marx and hlarxism and 
a sharp observer of contemporary 
trends and interpretations of Mnrx’s 
thoiight. 

Although ColIectcd E.s,suys iindcr- 
standably litcks the thematic coher- 
ence of Lichtheim’s other books, it 
contains a rich potpoiirri of these 
concerns. Divided into seven sec- 
tions-“Thcre’ll Always I3c an Eng- 
I:ind”; “A1neric:i Seen From :I 

Distiincc”; “I’ilrki:i11 Impressions”; 
“Europe in Decline”; “From Lenin 
to Mao Tsc-twig”; “Xlarx ancl Bc- 
yond”; and “Thoughts Among the 
nuins”-ttic book includes forty-four 
essays. Twenty-six are concerned 
with the four culturcs-English 
Americiln, French and Gerrnan- 
that Lichthcim’s mind and soul tra- 
versed. Thirteen deal with Marx, 
Marxism, Leninism and h,laoism. 
Tlic last six review essays are less 
easily categori7xd; ;I pcrceptivc dis- 
cussion of “Soci:ilism arid the Jews.” 
an analysis of the works of Simone 
Weil, two reviews of novels by Gra- 
ham Gwenc and discussions of 
Thomas hlann and Iris hlurdoch’s 
criticism of Sartrc. T:Ikc.n togcther, 
the Collected Esssayss arc rich fiire, 
a magnificent tour through the mind 
of one of this century’s most per- 
ceptive students of politics and 
culture. 

The recurring themes are clear 
enough-the conflicts and contradic- 
tions in socialism, nationalism and 
humanism; the debate about wheth- 
er social science is compatible with 
history; the preeminent issue pre- 
sented in Western Civilization by 

what used to be called the “Jewish 
problem”; the philosophical prob- 
lems of culture, arts and letters- 
but a reviewer must pick and choose. 
Because Lichtheim’s observations on 
European society are better known, 
while his views on American social 
science are lcss familiar, and bc- 
cause his critical appraisal of Miirx- 
ist thought is so valuablc, I have 
chosen to concentrate on these two 
topics. 

The six CsSilys on Amcrica focus 
on socialism and sociology in this 
country. The old political idcology 
and the morc recent academic dis- 
cipline werc at one time more close- 
ly related thm they are today. 
Albion W. Small and George E. Vin- 
cent, two of the founding membcrs 
of the sociologicJ disciplinc in 
America, wrote (in An Introduction 
tu thc Science of Society, published 
in 1894) : “Socialism assumes that 
which sociology investigates. Social- 
ism may havc reached, hy shrewd 
perception, much social interpreta- 
tion that sociology will verify; but 
at present Socialism is rclnted to 
Socioloby much as Astrology was to 
the e:irIy history of Astronomy, or 
Alchcmy to tlic bcginnings of 
Chemistry.” 

Lichtheim believes sociology is 
still in R prescientific stage of devel- 
opment. “After all,” he writes, 
“every new branch of lesming has 
hac1 to go through a phase of wild 
growth. Mcclicine sproutcd from 
primitive witch-doctoring; chemistry 
is supposed to have had its roots 
in alchemy. There must at one time 
h v c  becn numbers of otherwisc 
sim: arid respectable people-doc- 
tors, pharmacists, and thc like-who 
in their spare time dabbled in magic. 
How long WBS it before they reluc- 
tantly ahandoned their search for 
the philosopher’s stone, or gave up 
trying to make gold in their back 

kitchens?” Thus his essays constitute 
in part the critique by a socialist 
intellectual of the primitive devel- 
opments of a fledgling science. The 
astrologer, so to speak, becomes the 
critic of the alchemist. 

Like the works of erstwhile astrol- 
ogers, “The Politics of 1970,” writ- 
ten in 1958, predicts the future. 
Reviewing the essay in 1973, I be- 
lieve his prognostications largely 
corrcct. Not only did Lichtheim 
point out the marginal utility of the 
balance of terror as a basic feature 
of the cold war, but he also ob- 
served the varieties of nationalism 
that would arise to plague the two 
postnational ideological superpow- 
ers. That a Communist variant of 
nationalism woiild appeal to signifi- 
cant numbers of peoples in the 
newly emerging and postcolonial 
states seemed not unlikely to Licht- 
heim. And, he pointed out, although 
the price would be high, many 
would choose a national commo- 
nism over democracy. He concluded 
then thi~t the “United States is :I 
conservative power at  grips with 
revolutionary rivals” and thilt even 
“Dcmocmtic socialists cannot offcr 
swecping solutions or drastic rear- 
rmgemcnts that take no account of 
civil Iifmties.” In the final months 
of the Indochinil debacle Lichtheim’s 
I958 warning is revealed ;IS a voice 
in the wildernncss that should havc 
bcen hccded. 

The cold war had a remarkable 
efkct on American sociology. I t  re- 
invigornted the invcstigation of 
sociid cliiss in American society at  
the same time that it produced :I 

chorus proclaiming the end of ideol- 
ogy and the establishment of the 
socidist promise within the frame- 
work of socially conscious bourgeois 
socicty. Lichthcim’s common sensc 
punctures both this argument and 
its mcthodology. AI1 of the sociolo- 
gists examined by Lichtheim are, he 
: ISSU~~S,  “hiiiinted by the ghost of 
Marx.” They hope to exorcise the 
apparition by invoking the names 
of Talcott Parsons, Max Weber 
“and other authoritics of unimpeach- 
able respectability.” However, Licht- 
heim argues, the issues originally 
posecl by Marx will not go away. 
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Thus, with irony tinged by cynicism, 
Lichtheim notes that Leonard Reiss- 
man, whose analysis of social class 
in America comes dangerously close 
to revealing a naked reliance on 
ideas best developed by Man, may 
eam himself “a reputation for being 
dangerously inclined to question 
some of the established idols of the 
marketplace.” 

Lichtheim’s attack on American 
political sociology is part of a larger 
debate on the connection between 
history and social science and the 
quantitative methodology it so often 
employs. In “The Triumph of the 
Fact,’’ an acidic indictment of 
David Riesman, Lichtheim confesses 
to being unable to find a theme 
other than that “human nature is 
pretty constant.” Having pointed 
out that “Sociology, one foot firmly 
planted on the grave of metaphysics, 
the other tentatively poised on the 
elevator leading to the summit of 
political power, is the master disci- 
pline of our time,” he is understand- 
ably conccmed about its intellectual 
foundations, its interpretations of 
history and its sociological perspec- 
tives. 

Clearly the sociology of the late 
1950’s exaggerated the legitimacy 
of America’s middle classes and ig- 
norcd the plight of a vast and restive 
underclass that would rebel in the 
1960’s. Moreover, as Lichtheim’s 
analysis only partly shows, this 
brand of sociology employed its 
functionalist organic model of pre- 
sumed societal interdependence to 
escape the events of history. Licht- 
heim scores his best points against 
Seymour Martin Lipset. Inveighing 
against Lipset’s generalization, “Likc 
Poujadism, McCarthyism and nine- 
teenth century liberalism are primar- 
ily the reactions of small business- 
men,” Lichtheim asserts that “this 
statement . . . is sufficient to demon- 
strate that Mr. Lipset has no real 
hold upon the historical categories 
he employs. . . .” H e  continua: “It 
depends entirely on the situation 
what sort of movement-democratic 
or antidemocraticthey attach them- 
selves to, and the ‘situation’ is in- 
variably a historical one; that is to 
say, it is determined by an irrevers- 

. 

ible constellation of unique circum- 
stances. . . . In short, what counts 
is the exact moment on the time 
curve, and the historical situation 
of which such moments are part.” 

In his critique of William Kom- 
hauser’s Politics of Mass Society and 
Sorokin and Lunden’s Power and 
Morality, Lichtheim comes closest 
to seeing the fundamental flaw in 
functionalist thought, namely, that 
it relies on its logic of balance and 
equilibrium to explain societal order 
and social stability and then intro- 
duces the events of history to ex- 
plain the actual situation of societal 
destruction or social instability. 
Lichtheim fails to note that, stated 
so baldly, the criticism might be 
applied to some of the more sweep- 
ing statements of Man as well. He 
returns to a more modest and hack- 
neyed themcthat modem sociolo- 
gists have made a fetish out of their 
tools of investigation. “The real 
trouble,” Lichtheim writes, 

has to do with the uncritical 
veneration of quantitative meas- 
urement, and the rcsulting super- 
stitious belief that meaningful 
conclusions can be extracted from 
the juxtaposing of heterogeneous 
evidence . . . this belief, alas, is 
not confined to the morc eccentric 
mernbers of thc profession; it  hi^ 
its stalwarts among people who, 
by the usual criteria, must bc 
classed as sane. 

However, the origin of the prob- 
lem which Lichtheim has only 
glimpsed is not to be found in 
“quantophrenia” (Sorokin’s term), 
but goes back to Aristotlc’s conccp- 
tion of Nature. The issues, beyond 
the scope of this review, have been 
discussed in the works of Teggart, 
Hodgcn, Bock and Nisbct. 

What Lichtheim makes of his de- 
bate about history and sociology is 
not so clear. His rcvicw of Cahnman 
and Boskoffs Sociology and History 
is inconclusivc. Two broad possibili- 
ties would seem to follow from his 
arguments: On the one hand, to 
paraphrase Maitland, sociology must 
become history or nothing, or, on 
the other hand, history, as Maurice 
Natanson has observed, becomes a 

finite province of meaning in the 
minds of the people of every society 
and in every epoch. The first ap- 
proach seems closer to that of Licht- 
heim-although at times he appears 
to want history to remain a virginal 
humanity-while .the second leads to 
a wholly new phenomenology of 
history that would abandon both the 
functionalists and the proponents of 
a scientific history. It is a pity that 
Lichtheim ‘offers no further discus- 
sion of these possibilities. An astrol- 
oger who criticizes modem alchemy 
might also have been attracted by 
the golden glitter of the new phe- 
nomenology. 

Lichtheim’s analysis of the pros- 
pects of Marxism and the fate of 
communism testify to the persistent 
superiority of his scholarship over 
any one-sided partisanship. One of 
the more astute students of hliirx’s 
thought, Lichtheim does not shrink 
from strong criticism of what is an 
article of faith to so many others. 
In “What Is Left of Communism,” 
he writes: “Lenin, after all, never 
quite renounced the primary as- 
sumption that socialism (let alone 
communism) presupposes a high de- 
gree of industrial development and 
a concomitant level of civiliza- 
tion. . . . It has been left for Mao 
Tsc-tung to take the final step of 
proclaiming communism the means 
of overcoming’ China’s preindustrial 
backwardness. In doing so he has 
finally stood Marx on his head, 
though he cilh hardly be aware of 
it.” His essay on “Stalinism,” written 
in October, 1950, points out that 
“the history of Stalinism is the his- 
tory of the Russian state party,” and 
he wonders, as Stalin’s death draws 
near, what will happen should Sta- 
lin’s charted course turn out to be 
faulty. 

In his review essay of Dcutscher’s 
The Prghet Unarmed, Lichtheim 
continues this theme of postrevolu- 
tionary disenchantment, writing: 
“. . . there is very little to connect 
the thoughts and anticipations of 
those who started the revolution 
with the new social reality to which 
it gave rise.” Lenin’s “enduring im- 
portance” lies in the fact that he 
“was a man who fused Marxist 
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theory with the practice of an au- 
thentically Russian revolutionary 
movcrnent.” There is a twin theme 
throughout all of this-that national- 
ism and national character transcend 
and incvitiibly modify socialism and 
:dl other revolutionary aims, and 
that ii posture of historically chas- 
tened resignation must never cause 
u s  to lose hope altogether. Thus, in 
“From the Finland Station,” Licht- 
heim combines tho themes in his 
f ind sentences. “Spain ruined itself 
for the sake of the Counter Refor- 
mation, Turkey for Islam, Germany 
for tlic myth of the Nordic Race. 
Russia might just conccivnbly ruin 
itself for the sake of Communism. 
Oric must hope that it will not.” 

The noble themes of resignation 
and hope comhined with the haunt- 
ing dilcmmas and contradictions of 
nationalism and socialism are best 
prcsentcd in Lichtheim’s discussion 
of “Socialism and the Jews,” origi- 
nally piiblish~d in Dissent in sum- 
mer, 1968. In a brilliant analysis 
of the French Lcft, Lichtheim indi- 
cates the convulsions that produced 
anti-Scmitism among the radical 
sects. The very emanicipation of the 
Jews in 1793 imposed a civic dilem- 
m:i on the French nation arid the 
revolutionary parties. Could Jewish 
group life be tolerated within the 
framework of general citizenship? 
And could antireligious radicals 
seeking the overthrow of a bour- 
geois society also justify the pres- 
ervation of ethnic, cultural and 
rcligioiis bodies? A legion of excuses 
and justifications were mounted to 
satisfy the excruciating pressures for 
a single, thcoretically sound answer. 
As Lichtheim forcefully concedes, 
“It was part of the achievement of 
libcrnlism that i t  hiid for so long 
protected an unpopular minority 
from the accumulated rcscntments 
surrounding it.” But even liberalism 
failed in the period of the Holocaust. 

Lichtheim believes that anti- 
Semitism is no longer a major threat 
to democracy and that it has lost 
its earlier appeal to elements in the 
socialist movement. But, he warns, 
“the problems from which it arose 
still await a solution.” One of those 
“problems” developed when, after 

bourgeois society had failed to trans- 
form itself into the next inevitable 
phase dictated by history’s inelucta- 
ble promise, it became populat 
among socialists to blame the Jews. 
However, Lichtheim’s hopes for the 
establishment of a society that will 
achieve socialist humanist aims and 
permit the cultural freedom of Jews 
and other minorities are combined 
with ii certain foreboding. In “A 
French View of Israel,” a sympa- 
thetic review of Ceorgcs Fried- 
maim’s The End of the Jewish 
People?, Lichtheim notes that the 
funtlamental fact about Israel “is the 
radical incompatibility of its daily 
life with the aspirations of the Zion- 
ist movement from which it was 

born.” “Like communism in Russia,’’ 
he continues, “Zionism has become 
:I hollow shell, the idcological rem- 
nant of a buried East European 
post.” But if this is true, what will 
be the future status of those Jews 
still in the diaspora? To this ques- 
tion, which haunts Lichtheim’s cs- 
says on the subject, there is no 
definite iinswer. 

Lichtheim’s contribution is in the 
unflinching scholarship that he in- 
sisted must chasten any Marxist 
approach to history or sociology. His 
lasting legicy is in the questions he 
raised, questions that often go to 
the heart of Western Civilization’s 
dilemmas. 
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Correspondence 

(from p .  2) 

tion of what men in saner climates 
worrlcl term demonic crimes, leaves 
doubt that Americans are human 
enough for politics. 

In referring to us and our comic- 
pathetic tactics against the system, 
Jeb Magruder said, in an astonishing 
paraphrase of the New Left‘slogan: 
“We didn’t believe the system could 
work against them.” Does this mean 
that the Watergatians have come 
round to our way of thinking? Or 
does it mean that we are all playing 
out a meaningless power game upon 
a structure in which no one believes? 

I had a dream the other morning, 
after a night of tube-taped Water- 
gate and wrenching through the con- 
tradictions. In my dream I was back- 
ing away from Pragmatica, a mythi- 
ciil cosmos of which I have dreamed 
before, when I bumped into three 
crecping figures backing round from 
the other sidc. I turned into a mu- 
tual embrace with . . . Sam Ervin, 
Howard Bakcr and Herman Tal- 
madge. 

“What the hell are you doing 
here?’ said I, ;I bit disoriented. 

Ervin replied, not ;I bit disori- 
ented, “A-a-as the Scripture says, 
‘the lion shall lie down with the 
Iamb.’ ” 

George Williamson, ]r. 
Chaplain, Vassar College 
Poughkeepsie, N.Y. 

To the Editors: The spectacle of, 
first, Janies McCord and, then, Jeb 
lllagrirdcr “explaining” their par- 
ticipation in an almost cndless series 
of illegal, immoral and improper 
actions as motivated by the law- 
breaking of the antiwar movement 
has set free a proud and bitter 
memory. On a cold December day 
in 1968 I watched a small group of 
numbed students, a few young pro- 
fessors and a minister laboriously, 
awkwardly, conduct an elaborate, 
symbolic obstruction of employment 


