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difficulties of synthesis that arise once he ventures into the arena of human
destiny and spiritual development. When he does make this venture, he is,
of course, immediately committed to abandoning a pluralistic conception of
history. A comparison of histories of civilization for the purpose of bringing
evidence to bear on particular questions or problems gives way to a depiction
of the History of Religion, a universal process. His quest for meaning and
unity in history as a whole has come to overshadow his effort to use empir-
ical-historical evidence in a solution of problems formulated in a theoretical
context. He is, consequently, compelied to resort to the familiar devices of
traditional historians whenever they have engaged in broad historical syn-
thesis. He is forced to “tell a story”, and for this purpose he must “read the
face of history”. In short, he must become a prophet.

Toynbee’s accomplishment in writing universal history has a grand char-
acter, for he has managed to achieve some measure of reconciliation of the
three principal Western ideas of history: the idea of cycles, the idea of
Providence, and the idea of progress. Civilizations — their temporal institu-
tions — are represented as rising and falling, if not inevitably, at least actually.
Religion, on the other hand, is pictured as progressing to “higher” levels —
and progressing by the very mechanism of suffering experienced in the rise
and fall of civilization. And the entire drama is seen as a relationship between

" man and the One True God whose Providence is now viewed as genuinely
ecumenical.

It would be ungenerous — and pointless — to deny Toynbee his right to
engage in this rather original attempt at universal history, a time-honored
endeavor. At the same time, it is worth noting that this is only one aspect
of his work. For those who aspire only to the less noble but more manageable
comparison of histories in an attack upon specific problems, the service that
Toynbee has done should not be obscured by passionate rejection of him as
a prophet.

University of California, Berkeley KeNNeTH E. Bock

MaRx’s CONCEPT OF MaN. By Erich Fromm. New York: Frederick Ungar,
1961. Pp. xii, 260. PriLOosOPHY AND MyTH IN KaRL MARX. By Robert
Tucker. Cambridge and New York: Cambridge University Press, 1961. Pp. 263.

In his Philosophy and Myth in Karl Marx Robert Tucker writes (12-13) that
the twentieth century has discovered a new Marx — Marx the moralist. In
my opinion, one should rather say that through the rediscovery, during the
last two decades, of his humanism and his own concept of man we have
obtained a new vantage point from which to view both Marx and Marxism.
But, despite Tucker’s belief, this new insight into Marx’s philosophy of man
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does not imply the rejection of Marxism as a scientific theory and the adop-
tion of a “moralistic” approach; on the contrary, it opens up a new perspec-
tive for the interpretation of the system which we call scientific socialism.
The new context not only enhances our knowledge of Marxism, but also
poses an interesting methodological question: why does each age read its own
meaning into great theoretical systems?

This question touches on another, similar problem: what makes people
living in different periods rewrite history over and over again? Marx once
made an interesting remark on the subject. In his observations on the question
of method, contained in the Preface to A Contribution to the Critique of
Political Economy (1859), he made the famous statement that the anatomy
of man provides the key to the anatomy of the ape. His point is that the
higher, more developed forms enable us to understand the lower forms from
which they are derived. For it is only in the higher forms that what, in the
lower forms, was merely a nucleus which could not be seen and appreciated
comes into its own and becomes fully understood. If we extend this line of
thinking to the entire sphere of methodology of history and use another
metaphor, we can say that the higher the mountain we are climbing the
wider our horizon becomes, not only in the sense of grasping new, previously
unknown elements, but also, and above all, because we begin to discover
certain new links existing between the already familiar facts, which now bind
them into a whole; thus, we perceive certain new structures. In all historical
inquiry, including the history of human thought, time not only enables us to
discover new, previously unknown facts, but also to view the already known
facts in the light of their effects and so to assess their proper significance.
Thus, the very course of historical processes helps us to sort out what is
important and what is unimportant in history, and adds the necessary cor-
rectives, both positive and negative, to the previously valid appraisals. On
the other hand, sociology of knowledge tells us that cach historical period,
with its specific social needs and interests, tends to vicw the social reality,
both past and contemporary, from its own angle. This is a relatively simple
explanation of the complicated fact that we see our seemingly identical past
in an ever new and different light. The specific combination of objective and
subjective factors accounts not only for the fact that history is constantly
rewritten in new and different terms, but also for our unending reinterpreta-
tions of the meaning of the great philosophical systems, particularly those
which actually play a role in social and intellectual life.

In our new approach to Marxism both types of factors are at work. The
objective factor has been provided by the comparatively recent publication
of Marx’s early writings, specifically, of his Economic and Philosophic
Manuscripts of 1844; these were for the first time published in full only in
1932 — an event which cast a new light both on the origins of Marxism and
on the full meaning of its mature shape. The subjective factor is the demand

!
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of our own time for a developed philosophy of man. It is a time of storms
and stresses, when not only the economic and political foundations of social
life but also the systems of values which reflect them and by which human
relations are regulated are being tested in the fire of the social and political
transformations taking place all over the world.

In the history of philosophy, the Socratic trend — of which Cicero once
said that it had brought down philosophy from heaven to earth, introduced
it into people’s homes and made human life the chief topic of philosophical
interest — is an old trend with an honorable tradition. It has constantly
recurred in the history of human thought, and problcms of human life have
never ceased to stimulate inquiry and research — and indeed never will as
long as men are afflicted by the death of those they love and by the fear of
their own death, as long as they suffer because they have to part with some
and because they are disappointed by others, have to face moral dilemmas,
and so forth. But the preoccupation with these problems varies in scope and
degree; in certain pcriods their range and influence grow to such an extent
that they become social phenomena of vital importance. This happens when,
as a result of the incipient disintegration of the foundations of society and
of the systems of values adopted by a given society, man is faced with the
problem of his relations with other men and with society as a whole —
relations which he has never noticed before because of their psychological
obviousness in a stabilized social system. Like health, social relations usually
become the object of individual reflection only in a state of disturbance.

Our epoch is one of disturbed relations between the individual and society.
This may be due to symptoms of the decline of the traditional pattern of
social relations, or perhaps to the novelty and instability of the newly
emerging relationships. However this may be, the tremendous growth of
interest throughout the world in the philosophy of man and the immense
success of what is called the “existentialist” type of problems — which are
now tackled under different guises and from various philosophical viewpoints
— are by no means just a matter of fashion and snobbery, although both these
factors undoubtedly have their share in these developments. Above all they
reflect the actual social processes and the actual disturbances of their tra-
ditional course. They are a symptomatic feature of the period of world-wide
change, the period of storms and stresses. And this is precisely the subjective
element in the explanation of the new approach to Marx and Marxism and
of the new wave of interest in Marxian thought. In response to the general
demand for a philosophy of man, and in view of the inadequacy of exis-
tentialist subjectivism, which is obvious to many thinkers, it is in Marx that
a new concept of man and new answers to old and vital questions are sought.

In this context both books under review acquire a great significance.
In spite of all differences — and these, in my opinion, are considerable —
they have one thing in common: the humanist approach to Marxism,
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stemming from the search for a new concept and a new philosophy of man.

The recent flood of books on Marxism is nothing new. Like all truly great
schools of thought, Marxism has always had enthusiastic supporters and
fierce opponents. The latter have specialized in annihilating Marxism, and
in this respect most of the current literature in the West is neither new nor
original. But it seems rather paradoxical that the very amount of this liter-
ature, whose aim is to demonstrate that Marxism represents nothing at all
and is just a philosophical nonentity, should prove that the opposite is true;
nonentities are never fought so fiercely and with such powerful equipment.
What is, however, interesting in all this current literature from the point of
view of the sociology of knowledge is surely its preoccupation with Marxian
humanism, which until recently was either unnoticed or simply denied. One
could quote dozens of books and articles by non-Marxist students of Marx
(although the same is true of some Marxists) in France, Germany, the United
States, and other countries, which determinedly turn towards Marxian hu-
manism as the central idea of the system. The two books with which we are
now dealing belong to this trend; this only enhances their importance and
makes them more interesting as symptomatic of a large-scale social develop-
ment.

As far as I know, little, if any, attention has been given to the analogies
between the social factors which, both in the time of Marx’s youth and in
our own age, have made the problem of the individual and his relationship
to society the central issue of philosophical inquiry. And yet, despite all the
differences of time and conditions, there is a striking analogy, and it casts
additional light on the fact that it is preciscly in Marx that a new concept
of man and new stimuli for the construction of a philosophy of man are
sought today.

In an interesting historical argument, Robert Tucker shows how the idea
of man’s alienation, particularly in the religious sphere, traveled from Hegel,
via Feuerbach and the Young Hegelians, to Marx. The central issue here is
always man, the human individual and his relations with other men, with
society. To the modern reader the problem may sometimes seem a little
unusual, but under the outer layer of strange words and notions we discover
without much difficulty the core of questions which are highly interesting
and topical from the modern point of view as well. This is precisely the
reason for the present dazzling career of the vague and ambiguous notion of
alienation which, because of its semantic implications, was once repudiated
by Marx himself.

The problem of the human individual and his relations with society was
at the time of Marx’s youth the central issue not only for him but for the
whole contemporary intellectual milieu. For it was a period of such social
storms and stresses and such deep-reaching changes that, as has been noted
before, the individual could not help reflecting upon his own status. And
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here lies the analogy with our own period; this is why, in spite of their old-
fashioned form, the thoughts and polemics of the young Marx appeal to us
so much.

A thinker tackles a problem because it interests him. But why it interests
him, why he is interested exactly in this problem, or why it is this problem
which finds response in society and becomes a fashion, the thinker does not
and cannot know. To understand this on the noological plane it is necessary
to view it from outside this plane, to adopt a specific social metaposition.
For all these matters have their specific social determinants. This was the
discovery of Marxism, taken over and developed, not always in the right
direction, by modern sociology of knowledge which has led it to the extreme
of relativism.

The profound meaning of the preoccupation of those days with the problem
of alienation lies not in the fact that what was called alienation and was often
fraudulently represented as alienation in social relations was raised to the
rank of the central philosophical issue, but in the realization of this fact by
large sections of society, not just by individual thinkers. And such a large-
scale realization is only possible when people begin to realize the immorality
of social relations and when the disintegration of these relations penetrates
into human consciousness and thus disrupts the systems of values which made
the existing situation accepted as normal and, because of this, hardly noticed
at all. This is what usually happens at the meeting point of great social
systems, at a time when one system is drawing to an end and another is
emerging — and neither is stable ~ at a time of great conflicts and intense
struggle.

A situation like this existed during the difficult period of transition from
feudalism to capitalism, particularly in Germany, where the social problem
was closely intertwined with the national issue, and an underdeveloped eco-
nomy coexisted with a highly developed philosophy. This was an additional
source of conflict and struggle particularly for intellectuals. No wonder that
today — when once again we are at the meeting point of social systems and
are witnessing the birth pains of a new period which, however it eventually
turns out, will certainly be something new and different — we discover, under
what may seem a strange guise, so many affinities with the thinking of those
men and so much food for thought.

in explaining Marx’s topicality and that feverish impatience with which the .

ever wider research into Marxian humanism is being conducted today.
Carried out with different intentions and by different researchers, it can still
be traced back to the same source: the interest of our age in the philosophy
of man; and regardless of the subjective purpose of the researcher, it must
consolidate the influence of Marxian thought on the contemporary world.
The student of sociology of knowledge could also foretell the fiasco of alt
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those efforts which aim at preventing the influence of Marxism by simply
decreeing its bankrupty. Such a prophecy — and a scientific one at that —
is, in my opinion, contained in the main line of Erich Fromm’s argument.

Replying to those who underestimate, or simply ignore, the humanistic mean-
ing of Marxism, Erich Fromm writes:

How can it be then that Marx’s philosophy is so completely misunderstood and
distorted into its opposite? There are several reasons. The first and most obvious
is ignorance (55).

This, as well as many other statements in Fromm’s comprehensive and
interesting book, has my wholehearted support. Both he and Tucker regard
humanism as the central idea of Marxism, although the difference in ap-
proach leads them to different conclusions. And they both regard humanism
as the guiding idea which binds into one whole the early and the mature
work of Marx. This opposition to the theory of “two Marxisms” — current
as it is in various, sometimes ideologically opposed, circles — is highly im-
portant from the theoretical point of view. This correct thesis provides a
link between Fromm and Tucker, and in the case of the latter constitutes
the essential and, theoretically, most convincing part of his book, whose
central thesis, however, is, in my opinion, untenable.

The humanist meaning of Marxism and the central place of the philosophy
of man in the whole Marxist system only become understandable against the
background of its origin — a problem which has been raised above.

Marx, as Tucker convincingly demonstrates, was under the tremendous
pressure of the idea of alienation; it was on the basis of this idea that he was
constructing his system and got as far as socialism. Fromm, quite correctly,
propounds the same thesis. This pressure was only natural in the light of what
we know about the time and milieu in which Marx lived and developed. Like
his predecessors and contemporaries, he was pushed towards the problems
of man and the idea of alienation by the social realities and conflicts and the
resultant intellectual atmosphere. In this respect he was not at all original;
on the contrary, he was quite typical. What is original about him is his
consistency in tackling this generally fascinating issue and his ability to find
the way from a philosophical abstraction to something socially concrete,
thanks to which the abstract Man with a capital M becomes a flesh-and-
blood social product.

Naturally, in this too he was not alone. He was helped by the very same
philosophy which he bitterly combatted, indeed so bitterly that he announced
its decline and fall “in the accepted sense of the word”, as was later cautiously
added by Frederic Engels. Feuerbach “put philosophy back on its feet” by
reversing the direction of alienation: it is religion that alienates everyday life,
and not vice versa, as Hegel thought. Feuerbach’s anthropology and his
materialism were enthusiastically accepted by Marx, although he had his

reservations as to the inconsistency of these ideas. But Marx took a further
step: alienation does not end with religion; it embraces all human life, the
state, and, above all, human labor and its division. From German idealism
he took the idea of deed (die Tat), of which Goethe’s Mephistopheles said
that it was the origin of all things. But he proceeds consistently and trans-
forms the “deed” of idealistic philosophy into materialist practice. And
from Hess, and also from the French socialists, he took the idea of com-
munism which he blended into an organic whole with his struggle against
alienation. Many more examples could be quoted. No, he certainly was
neither alone nor eccentric. On the contrary, his was the broad track of the
thought and problems of his age. But in his march along this road he was
like all men of genius: walking with others and at their side, but seeing
farther and deeper than others. For he is a man of genius who with the
power of his mind can penetrate into what is barely looming in “the atmos-
phere of the age” and who can raise pure guesses and scraps of cognition
to the rank of close-knit theory.

Like others, Marx took the problem of man as his starting point; his
central issue was the freedom of the individual which ensures the full devel-
opment of his personality. This is the real meaning of the theory of alienation
and of the struggle against the domination of man’s products over him. They
were originally meant to be only a means to an end; yet, in certain social
conditions, they become independent of man and begin to reign over him.

That is why in tackling the problem of the individual and his development,
Marx who, like other Young Hegelians, began with religious alienation and
the struggle against religion, gradually extended the sphere of his inquiry to
the whole field of social life seen in the light of practice. This led him to
two important discoveries: to a new interpretation of the human individual,
and to socialism as the only practical way of overcoming alienation and
guaranteeing to the individual real freedom and a full development of his
personality. In my opinion, Tucker has grasped neither one nor the other
question; this has a very bad effect on his generalizations and, consequently,
on the value of his book as a whole.

The concept of the human individual is the central issue of every phi-
losophy of man; this is where, in spite of all that is sometimes suggested, the
line of division runs between the idealist and the materialist approach to
this philosophy, between the great contemporary theories of the problem ~
existentialism and personalism on one hand, and Marxism on the other. The
association of personalism and existentialism may seem somewhat strange,
since the latter has also an atheistic variety. But this is a point of secondary
importance. The chief point is whether the human individual is viewed as
autonomous with regard to society, and it is immaterial whether one in-
troduces a heteronomous factor in the shape of the Creator (God) or re-
cognizes the spiritual autonomy of the individual because of the philosophical
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approach one has adopted (existentialism’s “lonely” individual, who is
“doomed to freedom”); or whether one views the human individual as a
product and part of society.

Of vital importance for Marx’s concept of man was his realization that
the “essence of man”, of which Feuerbach spoke, is no abstraction, but “in
its reality it is the ensemble of the social relations” (Theses on Feuerbach).
The realization of the simple truth that the human individual is not just a
specimen of the species, but a social product, which can be understood only
within the framework of social relations, led straight to the conclusion that
to change man one must change social relations. Marx’s concept of man was
based on materialism and on the specific interpretation of the philosophy of
action; but it opened the way to a consistent interpretation of man and
society in the spirit of materialism, to the interpretation of socialism as a way
to the real liberation of man from his various forms of alienation. In my
view, those who fail to see the importance of this element for the develop-
ment of Marx’s philosophy of man are unable to understand this develop-
ment. It is significant that Erich Fromm expressly quotes and discusses the
pertinent passage and fully appreciates the role which this discovery played
in the development of Marx’s theory, while Robert Tucker, whose book is
much more comprehensive and deals in detail with the various stages in the
development of Marx’s views, seems to be completcly unaware of the prob-
lem. He only mentions it on one occasion (176), but is barely interested in it.

Tucker’s omission is not accidental; it is closely connected with his con-
ception of Marx, which weighs heavily on the whole book. Tucker wants to
present Marx as a mystic, a founder of a religion. Consequently, he must
prove that Marx was a speculative philosopher who had nothing to do with
practice and whose system did not arise from any empirical study (218); he
did not represent the interests of the workers, whom he did not know at all,
but was guided by a mythic mode of thought (219); he never had anything
to do with social sciences, and was only a myth-maker (227); and of course,
there can be no question of any scientific socialism (12ff. et passim). All this
is enough to make one giddy, even in the light of the non-Marxist writings
on the subject. But such “originality” of approach must be dearly paid for.
Thus Tucker’s book is essentially devoted to the problem of the origin of
Marxism and is consistently restricted to the sphere of movement of
philosophical ideas. He leaves out society, the practical activity of Marx,
and, what is more, even a number of important facts from the history of
Marx’s ideas. And this is something worse than a mistake; at a time when
we have at our disposal such standard works on the young Marx as that of

Auguste Cornu, certain kinds of forgetfulness become scientifically unpardon-

able if, of course, one recognizes the necessity of a minimum of objectivism.
Thus, for example, Tucker seems to know nothing about Marx’s con-
tributions to the Rheinische Zeitung, which marked the beginning of his

saweleot A Chulicalaedy dubwr Wb sl - [T ., s . s

direct cause of their meeting, on Marx’s further economic studics; or about
the “discovery” of the proletariat, not only in speculation, but through
detailed and penetrating study undertaken by the two friends’ joint decision.
As a result of these studies, Engels wrote his Condition of the Working Class
in England (1845) — incidentally, one of the first works written anywhere in
the field of empirical sociology. A continuation of these interests was the
periodical publication Gesellschaftsspiegel, started by Engels and Hess in
1845 with the purpose of conducting topical research into the working class.
All this is ignored by Tucker in his book. Naturally, when one fails to notice
such things one can easily speculate on Marx the “myth-maker” and overlook
the new concept of man, which was a turning point in the approach to the
problem. The question arises whether such conduct does not fall within the
scope of Erich Fromm’s sharp remarks about those who would like to settle
the problem by the kind of treatment of Marx which is based on ignorance
of his doctrine.

Actually, Marx’s preoccupation with the problem of the individual was
not purely philosophical, let alone purely theoretical. When, at a critical
point of his inquiry, he saw that the problem of the individual is a social
problem par excellence and that man’s liberation from alienation depends
on a radical transformation of society in the spirit of communism, he had
been long engaged in practical politics. This may not fit in with some artificial
conceptions, but it is true. And it does not in the least impair the validity of
the thesis that Marx arrived at his historiosophical conception and commu-
nism via the problem of the individual. Not only the thought of the young
Marx but the entire concept of Marx’s socialism has its source in humanism.
And this is what provides the bridge between the views of the young and the
mature Marx.

As has been pointed out, the fact that the two writers under consideration
have clearly and unambiguously propounded the thesis on the continuity of
Marx’s thought and have come out against the erroneous theory of an early
and a mature Marxism as two opposed phenomena is an indisputable achieve-
ment in the field of theory. The two works supplement cach other in this
respect; Tucker gives a comprehensive and detailed analysis of the general
theses which are propounded by Fromm in a shorter and clearer form.

Fromm is right in stressing (70-1) the peculiar alliance between dogmatism
and anticommunism (I would also include the contemporary revisionism) in
combatting the thesis of the continuity of Marx’s thought and homogeneity
of his system. The points of departure differ, and so do the intentions of
the upholders of these positions, but the point of arrival is always the same:
history is falsified, and the interpretation of Marxism distorted.

From the point of view of method, attempts at a “fragmentation” of any
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developing system into incoherent and sharply divided parts are completely
unwarranted. For even in the case of a violent turn in the development of
a system — when, for example, a philosopher decides for some reasons to
give up idealism and embrace materialism, or vice versa — these two periods
cannot be viewed in isolation. It is impossible if only for psychological
reasons; we still have to do with one man working on his system, and the
transitions from one stage to another are determined by something and must
in some way be interrelated within a certain whole. This, however, is an
extreme and rather exceptional case. Usually, the position is different and
the various development stages can be arranged into a coherent and not
only psychological but also logical whole. This is certainly true of Marxism,
and important evidence would have to be produced to prove that the con-
trary is the case. But there is no such evidence. There is only the fear felt
by the dogmatic commentators on Marxism when confronted with the set of
notions used by the philosophy of man and humanism, which sounds so
strange to their ears; only the anti-Marxists’ reluctance to recognize the
humanistic, and therefore attractive, content of the doctrine which they
combat; and only the unwillingness on the part of the so-called revisionists
to see the continuity of Marx’s thought, since this would shatter some of their
theoretical schematic patterns, so useful in politics. But all this only accounts
for certain emotional attitudes, and can hardly be called evidence.

On the other hand, the contrary thesis, that of continuity, is supported by
valid evidence. We find it in Erich Fromm’s book and, in a wider form, in
the work of Robert Tucker. It is significant that each of them is motivated
by a different intention. Fromm wants to show that the humanistic version
of Marxism is the only true one — a view with which I fully agree. But
according to Fromm, this does not contradict the thesis that Marxism is a
theory from the realm of social sciences, and thercfore a scientific system.
In effect, from the establishment of the humanist nature of a theory no direct
conclusions can be drawn as to its scientific or unscientific character. Tucker’s
argument in this respect, although valuable because of its wealth of ideas,
rests on another intention: to demonstrate that the continuity of Marxist
thought is a continuity of myth-making and so to confound the claim that
the system has a scientific character. ‘This is a clearly political intention, one
of those familiar “defense-reactions” which have little, if anything, in com-
mon with science. The fact remains, however, that regardless of the author’s
intentions his argument and historical analysis can be interesting and correct.
But this means that his work should be assessed on a wider plane. That is
the duty of a reviewer who has been asked to discuss these books.

An appreciation of another man’s work is always a delicate matter; it is
particularly delicate when one’s own approach is opposed to that of the
writer whose book is being reviewed and when the problems involved con-

cern matters which are so controversial and so closely connected with the
political struggle that none of the opponents is able to give up his position.
This reservation must be made at the outset out of sheer scientific honesty;
an element of subjectivism seems inevitable in this kind of argument. But
for the same reason one should make every effort to give an objective ap-
praisal sine ira et studio. To this purpose it is necessary to keep to scientific
matters and to leave out all political asides. Let us perform the phenomeno-
logical operation of “putting things into brackets”; in other words, let us
agree that we shall not discuss these matters — which, of course, does not
mean that we agree on them.

This approach makes it much easier for me to speak about the work of
Erich Fromm, with which I disagree on certain points, notably when he
inserts passages on his political views and tendencies. As for its scientific
value I can only repeat what has been said above: it is an interesting and
profound work, from which everybody can learn a great deal about Marxism.
But is is precisely this positive appraisal that brings to my mind some more
general remarks.

Mannheim, who brought the sociology of knowledge to the extremes of
relativism, was eventually faced with the threat of a scientific disaster; for
whoever adopts the relativistic position denies the possibility of science. To
avert this danger he invented the theory of the intelligentsia as a group of
people exempted from the general law of the “angles of viewing reality”,
capable of “calculating the perspectives” and as a result opening a door of
objectivity to this sad world of relativism. It is a poor theory, since, like
every deus ex machina, it both destroys Mannheim’s basic conception and
is utterly unconvincing. The only thing that can be saved from it is the
conviction that intellectuals, and particularly scientists, are capable of making
highly objective valuations, in any case more objective than the average.
That is undoubtedly true, at least as a possibility if not axiomatically.

Fromm’s book is for me an example of how this possibility becomes a
reality. I also consider it significant that people belonging to different schools
of thought can attain so high a level of scientific objectivism. This always

.implies tolerance and a renunciation of arrogant claims to monopoly in

matters of truth, in order not only to achieve mutual understanding (which
does not exclude a difference of opinions), but also an agreement on certain
points, otherwise controversial and connected with the political struggle.

If 1 say this, it is not to commend an “uncommitted” science and the
separation of science from life; that would be a misunderstanding, since such
a thing is simply impossible. The sociology of knowledge, or rather its
Marxist prototype, is right in this respect. Nobody, not even a scientist, can
“free himself” from the impact of his social determinants, or be completely
uncommitted, even if he thinks he is. But this in turn does not imply that
he is unable to grasp the gist of his opponent’s argument, to see what is
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convincing in what he considers generally wrong, or unable to get rid of the
overwhelming suggestion that everything is either white or black, either true
or false — in a word, he can afford a degree of objectivism which is absolutely
necessary for any exchange of opinions and for the improvement of one’s
own mind. All this is possible even in the social sciences, a domain so closely
connected with politics.

As far as this possibility is concerned, I agree with Erich Fromm - and
disagree with Robert Tucker, whose book could easily be a truly scientific
work. But in its present shape I could not describe it as such. As can be
seen from everything that has been said about this book my attitude to it is
not uniform; there are chapters which I can only recommend, and others
which, from the point of view of scientific objectivity, must be severely
criticized. The book has, as it were, two levels, and its political tendency has
affected it badly.

Thus there is a clear discrepancy between the four main chapters of
Tucker’s book, which discuss the origins of Marxism and the relationship
between the young Marx’s theory and the mature Marxian system, and the
general framework of the Introduction and the Conclusion. In the former,
he is an erudite scholar, with whom one can disagree on many a point, as,
for example, the restriction of his argument to the movement of ideas, with,
in addition, the omission of what does not fit in with his pattern, but from
whom one can — and should — learn a good deal. But in the latter he is an
ideologist who wants to “destroy” Marxism at any cost. This may be due
to an unhealthy desire to be “original” in view of the vast amount of literature
abounding in all sorts of interpretations, or perhaps it is simply a defense-
reaction of a political nature. In any case the thesis, contained in the Intro-
duction and Conclusion, on Marx the mystic and founder of a religion, on
the scientific worthlessness of Marxism, and so forth, for which no evidence
is given and which are disclaimed by the writer’s own historical inquiry, are
completely out of key with the general harmony of the work. This is
something to be regretted because the work — if only because of its excellent
scholarship — deserves a better treatment and because it gives rise to sceptical
forebodings as to the scientists’ ability to achieve the minimum degree of
objectivity which would ensure, even in a divided world, a possibility of
mutual understanding and of an exchange of views in matters of science.

Warsaw ADAM SCHAFF
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