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justscatio; of anti-Semitic :leanings. A. 
Kuenzli’s recent psycho-biography (which, 
unfortunately, has not as yet been trans- 
lated from  German to English)  tries to 
prove that Jewish self-hatred was one 
of the  roots of social thought. 
There has also been a spate of articles, 
particularly during the and 
which try to  prove that M a n  hated 
everything , Jewish. Recently, Dagobert 
Runes published a version of  Marx’s 

under  the title, 
in  an effort to bolster this line 

of argument. And of course  attempts 
have been made to  refute  the-claim  that 
Marx was anti-Semitic. Some scholars- 
most notabIy A. Massiczek, Das 

Karl 
(1968)”have even argued 

that Marx’s humanism is attributable to 
rabbinic ancestry and  the Jewish 

tradition. 
McLelIan doubts that Jewish 

ancestry crucial to  the development 
of his ideas. He points out that  the 
Jewish prophetic  tradition was scarcely 
confined to  Marx during the 19th cen- 
tury, or  to  the Jews, for  that matter. 
had long been a part of the intellectual 
heritage of the West. 

McLellan also doubts that  Marx was 
anti-Semite. He concedes that  the 

young Marx assailed the in 
But he notes that  the 

had a secondary deiinition 
in  19th-century German-it  was a syno- 
nym  for commerce. McLellan believes 
that  Marx used in  that very 
sense, and his intent was to deprecate 
commerce  and capitalism. There is some 
truth  to the argument. However, ‘while 
some parts of particu- 
larly the second half, which is a para- 
phrase of an  unpublished‘ article by 
Moses Hess, could well be considered an 
attack on commerce generally, a close 
examination of the pamphlet as a whole 
does not  support McLellan’s view. 

is a multifaceted  attack  upon 
rehgion, with special emphasis on  Juda- 
ism, as well as a polemic against the 
commercial system. Marx used 

in both senses, as, for example, 
when he wrote: “Judaism maintained 
itself alongside Christianity, not only 
because it constituted the religious criti- 
cism of Christianity and embodied the 
religious origins of Christianity but 
equally because the practical Jewish 
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Karl “the best. hated and most 
calumniated man of his time,” has 
emerged, ninety-one years after his 
death, as the most influential thinker of 
our time. The ideas that Marx ex- 
pounded during the middle and later 
19th century have been transformed  into 
the myths around which, during our own 
century, revolutions have been plotted 
and new social and political systems 
have been constructed. Marx was 
“before all else a revolutionist,” whose 
ideas could, by his own definition? hardly 
have become driving force  before 
their time had come. Admittedly, he had 
a considerable following by the time of 
his death; huge political parties  in  Ger- 
many and France  and growing labor 
movements had  during the  19th century 
adopted his slogans, if not his philoso- 
phy, as their Even Samuel Gom- 
pers, that very model of a model business 
‘unionist, had, as Stuart Bruce Kaufman 
points out  in his excellent new study 
of the  founder of the American Federa- 
tion of Labor 

of 
1848-1 896. Greenwood Press, 

1974), proclaimed himself a Marxist 
during  the 1870s and 1880s. But was 
not  until the present  century that Marx’s 
theories had their greatest influence, for 
it was only in the present  century  that 
they have been institutionalized into 

dogma defined and  en- 
forced by existing parties govern- 
ments. 

Because - has become signili- 
in our time, Marx-the man and 

his  ideas-has become obscure. As Marx- 
ism has become more operative, Marx 
has become less understood. He was at 
bottom a philosopher who dabbled in 
economics and politics; his primary in- 
terest was analytical, not prescriptive. 

on the contrary: has been from 

polilical 
at of at 

is 
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the  start purely economic and political. 
It purports to  be rooted in Marx’s an- 
alysis and methodology, but by the 
nature of its interests it is virtually pre- 
cluded from having an  integral relation- 
ship with the ideas of its  patron  saint: 
politics and economics are institutionally 
pragmatic; philosophy necessariIy directs 
itself to broader considerations. Thus all 
that is left of the philosophy of Man,  
in this era of Marxism, is myth. 

In recent years scholars of various 
inclinations have tried  to  portray  Marx 
in his proper element, as a philosopher. 
Over the past two decades there  has 
been a concerted effort on  the  part of 
a number of his followers to present 
him as a humanistic thinker searching 
for  the causes of the  human condition. 
These scholarly attempts  have 
success-they have unveiled much of 
Marx’s thought that hitherto been 
hidden. Their authors’ researches have 
pointed to the significance of the early 
Marx’s interest in man’s estrangement 
from himseIf, and tried to show that 
his interest did not wane  later on. In 
sum, they have shown that Marx a a s  
far less concerned with creating a cir- 
cumscribed economic and political utopia 
than with elevating man  to  the  bvel 
where could recognize his own sig- 
nificance, They have thus  turned  Marx 
from a prosaic polemicist into  the philo- 
sophical giant he really 

One, of the  major new Marxian 
scholars, David McLellan of Kent  Uni- 
versity, England, has  attempted to syn- 
thesize all of the new and much of the 
old material  about Marx into a new 
intellectua1 biography. In so doing  he 
has succeeded in picturing Marx as a 
complex human being with the strength 
and weakness that flesh is heir to. No- 
where  is the complexity of Marx,  the 
man and  the thinker, more than 
in his view of the Jewish problem. M a n  
was descended from a long  line of dis- 
tinguished rabbis. His mother,  born in 
Holland of Hungarian-Jewish parents, 
spoke Yiddish-she barely knew Ger- 
man. father, who was born in Ger- 
many, an  attorney  who became a 
Protestant  before Karl’s birth. M a n  
himself  was baptized as a child and 
raised as a Protestant and a German 
in milieu of the post-Napoleonic 
lightenment. 

Mam has been accused with 



spirit . . . has perpetuated itself in Chris- 
tian society. . . There  are  other ihdi- 
cations of MarxW .anti-Semitism which 
McLellan largdy ignores: fiis letters cas- 
tigating his Socialist contemporary, Las- 
salle, as ai’‘nigger Jew”; and his insist- 
ence in his letters to Engels upon calling 
Lassalle “Itsig”-”a ‘derogatory name  for 
all Jews used by upper and middle-class 
Germans of the 19th century. But despite 
these unpleasani manners it is inaccurate 
to speak of Marx as an anti-Semite. His 
distaste for’ Judaism was part of his over- 
all distaste for religion, which he be- 
lieved to be an alienating force in 
society. His anti-Jewish slurs against 
Lassalle merely reflected the  state ‘of the 
German mind at  that period. And the 
letters were private, addressed 
good friend  and  ‘supporter, Engels, with 
w p m  he  felt he could be candidly vulgar. 

*; ‘any case, Marx the  man is much 
less significant than  Marx the philoso- 

~ pher, and anti-Semitism is not reflecteg 
his philosophy. The basic Marxian 

ideal is a Utopia which is no 
longer alienated himself. Under 
the present system, and all past systems, 
man is alienated either because of a 
god-a fictional stranger whom man 
worships and credits with doing the 
things he has himself  accomplished-or 
by an economic order which makes of 
him a mere COmMOdity. This alienation 
has been, aggravated in the capitalist 
system the ,division of labor, which 
robs man of the joy of knowing the 

I product of his own work. In a society 
without ‘alienation, Marx expected that 
Jews would be  freed  from  the bondage 
of their religion and of the commercial 
system in which their religion thrived. 

. Instead of being slaves to religion and 
commerce, they would be free citizens 

a socialist; Utopia. 

McLellad’s book is probably the 
best extant biography ,of Marx. It ayoids 
the hagiography of Mehring’s classic, 
and eschews the animosity of Schwartz- 
child’s book published during the cold 
war. It is a balanced exploration of 
Marx  the man, and a knowledgeable 

I analysis of Marx’s ideas. emerges 
a man dedicated to using  his great 

mental abilities’to revolutionize the world. 
Marx’s - thought covered three distinct 
periods: his  late 20s and early 30s, 
during the and, early Marx 
was seeking an eiusive, all encompassing 
truth which explain completely 
man’s condition’ and light the way to 
man’s emanicipation; during the period 
following publication of the 

until the early 1 8 6 0 ~ ~  
Marx was a revolutionary leader and 
polemicist; for the last two decades of 

life-he died in 1883-Marx was the , 
a 
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elder statesman of the Socialist move- 
ment, analyzing the existing economic 

political system, debating alterna- 
tives and warning against precipitate, 
and thus futile, revolutionary action. 
During the last period M a n  made 
effort to pull together the various strands 
of his thought. never completed the 
task-although Engels attempted to 
so in editing the last two volumes of 
Kapital after death-because it 
was impossible to achieve. The three 
distinct albeit occasionally overlapping 
periods in development reflect 
concerns and directions that are basical- 
ly unrelated. McLellan’s attempt  to dem- 
onstrate  that  they are related is  less than 
convincing. 

book is full of sympathy -for 
Marx, but.  there is little hero-worship 

the  author is a Marxist, but he is not 
a sycophantic adulator.  And McLellan 
is a good writer; style is pleasant to 
read. 

Just McLellan’s offers 
an intriguing examination of Marx, 
does Professor Bevan’s book provide an 
interesting and provocative analysis. For 

Bevan, a professor of political 
science at New  York’s Yeshiva Univer- 
sity, has  found a similarity in the out- 

of Karl and Edmund 
two key antagonists in the struggle of 
ideas. She concedes that  there  are real 

IF 
COULD. By 

& 188 p p .  $7.95. 
CHARLES 

Leonard Michaels’s commitment to truth- 
in-fiction has sharpened his stories to 
make this, his second collection, surpass 
his earlier Places. The Michaels 
of the first collection let philosophy and 
theatrics obscure ‘his fictional impulse. 
The stories moved quickly from  prob- 
lems of the  soul  to sexual adventure, 
mugging and suicide. The troubled but 

attitudinizing never moved far 
from  the quasi-problems quasi-solu- 
tions of fashionable psychotherapies. But 
the new collection, 

1 reveals the confused 
and scarred self behind the mask of 
fashionable attitudes. Persistently reach- 
ing for the feeling life of characters, 
Michaels no longer needs to  rely on the 

a writer 
New 

and major differences between Burke 
and but argues that these should 
not obscure the many “outlooks and 
orientations“ they shared. “Their 
larities have been obscured,” Professbr 
Bevan “. , , . these similarities 
suggest that there is . . . possibil- 
ity of dialogue” between the socialist 
followers of and  the conservative 
followers of Burke. There is consider- 
able merit to the ‘argumeht, as  she 
points both men agreed that 
activity of the world was sequential 
logical and  not chaotic; both believed 
in an independent and  material world, 
and both emphasized. the empirical ap- 
proach. ‘“Man through sense percep- 
tion and  mental reflection can ‘experi- - ence’ and come to know the world about 
him,” they  believed. Thus Burke and 
Marx agreed that  man was “both re- 

‘sponsive to , . , ieality  and responsible 
in understanding of it.“ Moreover 
both saw the  order  and activity of society 
as  the basis for all historical social 
change. Burke and  Marx agreed on the 
need for social change based upon an 
accurate apprehension of social reality. 
Both opposed irrational revolution 
change. Where  they differed  was in their 
vision of the results of such social 
change-a significant point of disagree- 
ment. But, Professor Bevan argues 
effectively, their basic approach is the 
same: D 

bizarre to gain startling effects;  life’s  in- 
tricacies are sufficiently eye-opening. 
What remains of the bizarre is subordi- 
nated to the weightier emotional freight 
of the stories. 1 

first reading, the opening 
story, “Murderers,” could be mistaken 
for a comic routine overwhelmed by 
a pretentious metaphoric death. The 
scene in which four boys look on  from 
a neighboring roof while a young rabbi 
and wife begin to make love the 
strains of Choo-Choo Lopez’s rendition 
of is in the 
spirit of Lenny Bruce, but when Arnold 

in  his excitement slips off the 
roof his death, we  wince at what looks 
like strained symbolism. But there is 
more  to the  story  than that. Danger, fear 
and self-revulsion accompany the boys’ 
discovery of the world, Arnold Bloom 
isn’t a sacrifice the  parental gods; 
he is just one doesn’t survive the 
growing up. Those who do the price 
of scars and involution. The other boys 
are shipped off to a camp where the 




