
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 



throughout his life. Although Seigel’s 
constant eRort is to connect disparate 
tendencies, such psychological specula- 
tions do not detract from the value of 
the book. There can  be no serious objec- 
tion, even among those who have reser- 
vations about the use of psychoanalytic 
theories on historical subjects when the 
only available evidence is material writ- 
ten for purposes other than such analy- 
sis. 

Reading Seigel, one might almost be 
persuaded that the single most signifi- 
cant passage in the Marxist corpus is 
the oft-quoted Eleventh Thesis on 
Feuerbach: “The philosophers have 
only interpiered the world, in various 
ways; the point, however, is to change 
it.” The epigram resolves, at least tem- 
porarily, many of the conflicts Marx 
faced throughout his life. He possessed 
both a keen intellectual interest and a 
dominating moral purpose; a poetic 
tcmperament and an aptitude for schol- 
arly drudgery. He pursued the formula- 
tion of abstract first principles and yet 
hcld to the conviction that theory must 
be based on solid empirical fact. He was 
determined to complete an analysis of 
capitalism that would supercede the 
works of Adam Smith, Thomas Mal- 
thus, and David Ricardo, and yet he 
recognized the need to respond to the 
human degradation. and suffering as 
continental Europe followed the British 
lead in  converting from small-scale, 
craft-based artisan manufacture to full- 
scale industrialization. 

Scigel believes one can read the histo- 
ry of the times in  the tone of Marx’s 
works: at their most optimistic during 
periods of crisis when radical change 
seemed imminent; drab and pessimistic 
during times of reaction and stability. 
Seigcl draws a comparison-which 
should not be stretched-between the 
conservative. placid, “gray-on-gray” 
1850’s aftcr the revolutionary ferment 
of 1848 with the contcmporary lull after 
the storm of the late 1960’s. Writing to 
Engels in  February, 1863. after the 
Polish uprising gave evidence of a re- 
newcd revolutionary era, Marx said: 
“The pleasant delusions and the almost 
childish enthusiasm with which we 
greeted the revolution before February, 
1848, are for the devil. . . . [We] now 
know what a role stupidity plays in revo- 
lutions, and how they are exploited by 
scoundrels.” 

I f  the relationship between social evo- 
lution and revolutionary movements 

was one conscious major theme of 
Marx’s writings, another was the devel- 
opment of a critique of classical English 
economics. While this concern was evi- 
dent in the Paris Manuscripts of 1844, 
Marx’s major expositions were the 
Grundrisse of 1857-58 and the more 
carefully arranged and consistently 
worked out Capifal. Obsessed with the 
lack of a clear distinction between price 
and value on the part of his predeces- 
sors, Marx’s major contributions here 
were the theory of surplus value and an 
attempt to prove the inevitable decline 
in rates of profit as industrial capitalism 
fully developed. Seigel notes a constant 
doubt expressed in Marx’s manuscripts 
that he had adequately proven his case. 
The greater certainty expressed in the 
published version of Capital was due to 
Engels’s editorial revisions. 

Particularly valuable to the student of 
Marxist thought is the first chapter, 
perhaps the most lucid twenty-five-page 
introduction to Hegelian philosophy 
available. Equally well done are brief 
discussions of social displacements in 
Western Europe during the first half of 
the nineteenth century. There are excel- 
lent summaries of the thought of Lud- 
wig Feuerbach, Bruno Bauer, Arnold 
Ruge, David Friedrich Strauss, and the 

anarchist Pierre-Joseph Proudhon; and 
of the Bakuninist-Marxist controversy 
that, far more than the reaction to the 
Paris Commune of 1871. led to the 
dissolution of the First International. 

I t  is an unfortunate human tendency 
to encrust original thought with ideol- 
ogy, accept falsification and simplifica- 
tion at face value, and tear key words 
and concepts from their contexts. For 
over a century Marxist thought in par- 
ticular has been subjected to this unfor- 
tunate treatment. Various schools, 
movements, and individual leaders have 
emphasized certain aspects of Marxist 
thought to suit national, personal, or 
tactical needs while neglecting the total- 
ity of Marx. Marxism has been seen as 
both the salvation and the damnation of 
contemporary civilization. With this in 
mind, Seigel writes: “What any person 
learns from Marx’s life will depend on 
what he or she brings to it. But in some 
way we are all his heirs. Revolution still 
promises to transform our lives, yet 
threatens to leave them unredeemed. 
The social oppression and personal neu- 
rosis of modern life still confront us. As 
long as we live in such a present Marx 
will belong to our most usable past.” 

Seigel has written a most valuable 
guide to rediscovering this usable past. 

Terrorism and the Liberal State 
by Paul Wilkinson 
(John Wiley; 257 pp.; $14.95) 

Thomas N. Thompson 

As late as 1969 the New York Times 
Index did not include an entry for “terror- 
ism.” Times have changed. Virtually ev- 
erybody now recognizes the grotesque lita- 
ny of massacres: Lod-Munich-Khartoum- 
Rome-Athens-Vienna. Hijackings, kid- 
napping, spectacular stunts and retalia- 
tory raids. assassination squads and urban 
guerrillas have all been the subject of a 
flood of books and articles in recent years. 
Yet few are as carefully written and as 
illuminating as Mr. Wilkinson’s investiga- 
tion of terrorism from a liberal democratic 
perspective. Wilkinson is senior lecturer in 
politics at University College, Cardiff, in 
the United Kingdom 

Wilkinson is primarily concerned with 
politically motivated terrorism, which he 

understands to be “the systematic use of 
murder and destruction, and the threat of 
murder and destruction in order to terror- 
ize individuals. groups, communities or 
governments into conceding to the terror- 
ists’ political demands.” “Kill one, frighten 
ten thousand,” in the words of an ancient 
Chinese proverb. 

While political terrorism is not a new 
phenomenon, its frequency and impact are 
increasing. Between 1968 and 1975 a p  
proximately 800 people were killed and 
over 1,700 injured as the result of acts of 
international terrorism. Wilkinson notes 
that “the incident rate climbed from below 
53 per year in the period 1965-68 to 100 
per year in 1969-70 and to 200 per year in 
1973.” By 1975 the rate had dropped 


