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ulous midnight meeting between the 
pope and Sindona, with the pontiff put- 
ting his name to a financial agreement. 
Zizzola offers a more sober and gradu- 
ated guess about the diversity and inad- 
equacy ofVatican finances in relation to 
the immense involvement of the papacy 
in the development and spread of the 
Church’s message and concern for peo- 
ple everywhere. 

Malachi Martin supplies the English- 
speaking reader with a series of interest- 
ing details on the actual day-to-day 
running of the Vatican and its political 
outreach. But he overplays the secrecy 
syndrome as if he were the first to crack 
the wall of well-guarded Vatican activi- 
ties, and he exaggerates the possibly 

Russian Thinkers 
by Isaiah Berlin 
(Viking: 312 pp.: $14.95) 
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This is the first of four volumes of the 
essays of Sir Isaiah Berlin, edited by 
Henry Hardy and introduced by Aileen 
Kelly. Sir Isaiah has one of those envi- 
able and mysterious reputations; with- 
out any full-length books to his credit, 
he is treated as intellectual royalty by 
his colleagues in Russian history. He 
seems to have led a charmed life; a 
fellow and then president of an Oxford 
college, and now fellow of All Souls, 
president of the British Academy, hon- 
orary fellow of the American Academy 
of Arts and Sciences, and loaded with 
honorary degrecs. This volume comes 
cmblazoned. as with Orders of the Gar- 
tcr. w i t h  recommendations from 
Gcorge Stciner, Richard Pipes. Joseph 
Frank. and Arthur Schlesinger Jr. 

Such a hush of awe is overblown and 
calls for deflation. So when A. Schlesin- 
ger says “possibly the most brilliant and 
engaging intellect of our time,” I add 
“compared with A. Schlesingcr and 
other cold warriors”; for a good deal of 
Berlin’s work has been academic anti- 
communism in effect, and that explains 
some of the gilding on the laurels. 
When R. Pipes says that Pushkin, Her- 
Zen, and Belinsky, were they alive to- 
day, would embrace Berlin as one of 
their own, I think that at l a s t  Bclinsky 

sinister character of cardinalatial in- 
trigue involved in a conclave. 

Both books indicate the current im- 
portance of the papacy as an enigmatic, 
frequently contested, but unavoidable 
factor in the contemporary world. 
Without military divisions-pace Sta- 
l i n - o r  direct political clout, but gradu- 
ally reassuming the specifically spiritual 
and charismatic nature presupposed in 
the tradition connecting the papal office 
with the Matthean pericope-“On this 
Rock  [ p e l r a ]  I will  bu i ld  my 
Church”-this bimillennial institution 
is very much alert as it experiences a 
change of guard at  the top and, one 
hopes, a new impetus in its politico-spir- 
itual destiny. 

would probably refuse to shake hands 
with so befurred and bemedalled a pun- 
dit. Modern England’s equivalent to 
Belinsky was F.R. Leavis, and he was 
not one to hobnob with Sir Isaiah. 

Berlin does of course know the histo- 
ry of Russian thought in the nineteenth 
century. and the twentieth-century 
scholarship about it, in several lan- 
guages. He is, moreover, a humanist in 
the old-fashioned Oxford style, who 
treats the men of whom he writes like 
people he knows and cares about. There 
is none of that antiseptic would-be 
objectivity that makes so much academ- 
ic writing so dreary. He  writes elo- 
quently and with conviction, and is 
nearly always enthusiastically for the 
person he is discussing. And he has 
convictions, he has a point of view. He is 
a pluralist who distrusts the “great des- 
potic visions” of monism, whether the 
monist be Hegel or Dostoevski. At the 
same time, he appreciates the greatness 
of such visions, for his pluralism is, as 
Aileen Kelly says, more than modera- 
tion. Berlin sees men as inspired by 
several values, ekch of which deserves 
complete and devoted faith, but which 
are tragically incompatible one with an- 
other. 

I n  this volume his philosophical views 

do not find any systematic exposition. 
These are essays on Tolstoi, Turgenev, 
Bakunin, Herzen, and other members of 
the nineteenth-century intelligentsia. 
However, they are not systematically 
about those subjects either; Berlin is 
really commenting on those men, for 
some point of view of his own, and he 
expounds his idea of each one. We don’t 
come into naked contact with, say, 
Belinsky’s words or the facts of his 
career; rather, we hear that his essays 
were “an u’nbroken, agonizing, un- 
swerving attempt to find the truth about 
the ends of life”-and Berlin’s sen- 
tences are built up to considerable 
length by many such phrases. 

At times he slips into inaccuracies. as 
is natural when one is always using the 
facts of a career to illustrate one’s feel- 
ings about it. Thus he tells us that in 
1860 Tolstoi was thinking about educa- 
tion, while recently married and behav- 
ing temporarily like a model husband. 
In fact Tolstoi was a bachelor, in despair 
of getting married, and that had some- 
thing to do with his educational experi- 
ments. When he did marry, his school 
was soon closed. Several things Berlin 
says about Tolstoi “building schools.” 
and about his faith in “the free self- 
development of all human faculties,” as 
a faith which in some sense survived his 
conversion-all this is misleading; it 
may be factually wrong, but the rhetoric 
is too abstract for me to say that; it is at  
least confusing. In other words, the 
essays seem to fall between two stools; 
they are not systematically devoted to 
Berlin’s own ideas, but neither are they 
completely devoted to the Russian 
thinkers to whom he applies those 
ideas. 

Probably the essay for which Berlin is 
best known is “The Hedgehog and the 
Fox,” about Tolstoi. (A fox sees many 
truths about him, a hedgehog sees only 
one large one.) Berlin says of Tolstoi 
that his was “a passionate desire for a 
monistic vision of life on the part of a 
fox bitterly intent upon seeing in the 
manner of a hedgehog.” After reading 
the other essays and seeing how impor- 
tant the pluralist-monist antithesis is to 
Berlin, 1 understand much better why 
he applies it to Tolstoi. But I still find it 
on the whole misleading. 

The truth is that Berlin means two 
things by “monist vision”; one is the 
sywptic and systematic philosophy of a 
Hegel, a Comte. a Marx. a Spengler, or 
a Toynbee; these are men “who find 



vast imaginary symmetries in the irreg- 
ular stream of human history.” The 
other is the ethical narrowness and 
intensity, the  black-and-white Judg- 
ment-Day apocalypticism of a Pascal, a 
Kierkegaard, or a Dostoevski. Tolstoi 
was indeed drawn, despite himself, to- 
ward the second, but he was not at all 
interested in the first. 

Why does Berlin blend the two. or 
slip from one to the other without 
announcing any transition? No doubt 
because he has  been an intellectual 
historian all his life and has come insen- 
sibly to believe that epistemological dif- 
ferences lie at the root of every other 
difference. But Tolstoi was at root ethi- 
cal and imaginative, not philosophical; 
as were Pascal, Kierkegaard. and Dos- 
toevski. The categories that fit Hegel 
and Marx don’t fit them. I t  is the same 
cause that makes Berlin insist that Tol- 
stoi was an Enlightenment thinker, in  
that he tested everything against empir- 
ical reality. He forgets the difference 
between Tolstoi’s empirical reality and 
Voltaire’s-because it is an ethical and 
imaginative difference. Tolstoi judged 
thoughts by their thinker; and he 
judged the thinker by his emotional- 
sexual vitality; as for instance Levin’s 
philosopher-brother in Anna Karenina 
is judged. Is it not in ethical and imagi- 
native type, rather than in philosophical 
principle, that Tolstoi has the affinity 
with de Maistre that Berlin points to? 

“a pluralist who distrusts the 
‘great despotic visions’ of . 

monism. . .99 

There is no denying that Tolstoi does 
have something in common with de 
Maistre, and that this was an insight 
that at least English students of Tolstoi 
needed. A couple of French scholars 
had made the connection early in the 
century, but in England (and America) 
Tolstoi’s self-portraits as Levin and 
Pierre, all enthusiastic naivete, seemed 
to put him in a different world, entirely 
unrelatable to an embittered Roman 
Catholic reactionary like de Maistre. To 
make us see Tolstoi and others from an 
unexpected angle is the sort of thing 
Berlin has done for us. We must be 
grateful for that. But we need not fall at 
his feet to display our gratitude. 

Marx’s Fate: The Shape of a Life 
by Jerrold Seigel 
(Princeton University Press; 45 I -I- x pp.; $16.50) 

Anthony W. Novitsky 

In a seemingly endless Row of studies 
on Marxism it is a pleasant surprise to 
come across a work as well written, 
original in  conception, and balanced in 
breadth and depth as Jerrold Seigel’s 
Marx’s Fate. The book contains excel- 
lent expositions of the political, social, 
economic, and intellectual milieu in 
which Marx found himself and lucid 
summaries of all the major (and several 
lesser-known) writings of Marx and 
Friedrich Engels. Seigel thus provides 
an admirable introduction to the Marx- 
ist intellectual tradition. 

There is also much to intrigue the 
specialist. Ranging from the abstruse 
philosophical formulations of Hegel to 
the psycho-historical techniques of Erik 
Erikson, Seigel employs psychoanalytic 
theory to emphasize the diversity and 
continuity of Marx’s thought. Despite 
changes in emphasis, technique, and 
basic outlook, despite even conscious or 
unconscious repudiation of earlier in- 
sights, statements, and theories, Seigel 
finds an inner thread that links Marx’s * 

writings throughout his life. The thread 
extends from his earliest gymnasium 
essays on theology and the choice of a 
vocation through the major exposition 
of his theory of political economy, Capi- 
tal. 

Although sympathetic to his subject, 
Seigel readily concedes Marx’s incon- 
sistencies, errors, and failures. Seigel’s 
Marx was sincerely dedicated to social 
change and had a deeply penetrating 
mind that made him a voracious student 
of whatever subject caught his fancy, 
but he was also not above petty vindic- 
tiveness. He used friends (most notably 
Engels) to supplement his journalistic 
and inherited income, leaving himself to 
pursue his more philosophical interests. 
Although capable of great insight. the 
Marx who emerges from these pages is 
not omniscient, and a common sense 
understanding of the process of intellec- 
tual maturing suffices to make the 
“Young Marx-Old Marx” debate total- 
ly meaningless. Finally, there is no 
room for a “mythological Marx” taken 
out of historical context. Marx had a 

youthful fascination with the Hegelian 
intellectual movement and wrote an ori- 
ginal dissertation on ancient Greek phi- 
losophy; Seigel points out the impor- 
tance of both these “abstract” preoccu- 
pations-for Marx’s development of his 
own identity. Marx’s later writings and 
life were clearly determined by contem- 
porary developments, trends, concerns, 
and issues. As Seigel discusses Marx’s 
politics. his point is valid for all aspects 
of the subject: “The line from authori- 
tarian control to withdrawal traced one 
of the coordinates of Marx’s political 
activity. The line from political organi- 
zation and social reformism to revolu- 
tionary spontaneity marked the other. 
Ideally, Marx’s political position existed 
at the intersection of these two coordi- 
nates. . . . [ I f ]  events proved recalci- 
trant, Marx could be pushed out to 
occupy the extreme points on the lines 
instead of the center where they inter- 
sected. . . . That his interpreters have 
claimed his support for both  social- 
democratic and Leninist visions of poli- 
tics is a sign that the alternatives Marx 
sought to avoid and encompass have 
remained the poles of political orienta- 
tion for his followers, but that like him, 
they have not succeeded in transcending 
them.” 

There are elements in Seigel’s study 
that lend themselves to “pop” psycholo- 
gy. While Marx’s mother was extremely 
domineering and overly concerned with 
his health and lack of interest in the 
practical problems of life, his father 
emerges as a figure to be respected and 
transcended. A benevolent bourgeois in- 
tellectual with the good sense to submit 
to baptism to preserve his family’s live- 
lihood, Henrich Marx favored Kant 
over Hegel and urged the young Karl to 
complement his powerful mind with a 
moral heart. Thus, Karl’s attraction to 
Hegel may be seen as adolescent rebel- 
lion, and his later repudiation of that 
inspiration as a more mature reconcilia- 
tion. The childhood years, and especial- 
ly the early resolution of aggression, 
may also explain the personal vendettas 
to which Marx seemed inclined 


