
law promulgated with technical legality. 
But has the American judiciary, one 
wonders, faced with conclusions drawn 
from similar, merely positive, presupposi- 
tions done ad much? By raising such ques- 
tions the book serves an especially impor- 
tant function. It is a cool and placid ac- 
count of the worst face of the twentieth 
century, a world in which troublesome 
principle was managed with the tool Mar- 
cuse called “technological reason.” The 
complaints of Christians were often dealt 
with ‘legally,’ but laws, protocols, decrees 
were given a life of their own which reason 
could not touch. The minds in charge were 
dominated by the spurious objectivity of 
the bureaucratic will which, when linked 
to the violence of which those same minds 
were capable, produced an irrational 
climate in  which protest seemed 
simultaneously impossible and inap- 
propriate. 

The book also conveys a fine sense of the 
distinctive character of German Christen- 
dcm. The state iz %hi& the encnunter bet- 
ween Hitler and the churches took place 
was a Germany not yet secularized in a 
modem sense, a state in which, even forty 
years after Hitler, the population pays 
church tax with only polite grumbling and 
in which the typical citizen still cannot 
easily imagine an utterly pluralistic and 
secular state. And each of the great 
religions seems to persist in its own proper, 
German character. German Protestantism 
is still somehow the religion of Luther, and 
German Catholicism is still marked by 
Wilhelm von Ketteler’s concern for society. 
Hans Kung’s anti-papal theoiogy, Helm- 
reich notes, is a German phenomenon, 
standing one might add, in succession to 
Dollinger as well as Luther. This is not 
remarkable, but it is often forgotten, and 
the forgetting of it is propaedeutic to 
forgetting why the German churches 
emerge as unambiguous champions of the 
light only in their own historicizing of their 
past, and then only when that history was 
told by pious partisans. That the hierar- 
chies of both churches, and an un- 
numbered multitude of Christians, 
substantially avoided overt apostasy amid 

circumstances in which the regime com- 
manded every human motive, is sufficient 
testimony that by engaging the churches in 
a battle for the German soul, Hitler had 
unwittingly attacked a power he could not 
reasonably have hoped to defeat. 

Reviewed by JAMES PATRICK 

Understanding Russian Culture 

A History of Russian Thought From the 
Enlightenment to Marxism, by An- 
drzej Walicki; translated from the 
Polish by Hilda Andrews-Rusiecka, 
Stanford, California: Stanford Universi- 
ty Press, 1979. xu1 + 456 pp .  $25.00. 

EVALUATION OF ANDRZEJ WALICKI’S book 
requires rather more attention to the 
author’s personal circumstances than 
would ordinarily be the case. He is listed on 
the dust jacket as professor in the Institute 
of Philosophy and Sociology of the Polish 
Academy of Sciences in Warsaw; he has 
visited Britain and the United States 
several times and at length; he wrote the 
book in Poland, in Polish; he quotes Leszek 
Kolakowski, the distinguished Polish ex- 
Communist scholar now resident in 
England, and is thanked in the introduc- 
tion to Kolakowski’s Main Currents of 
Marxism. These and other details testify to 
Walicki’s success in mastering the idiom of 
both sides of the Iron Curtain and in seek- 
ing to meet the requirements of being both 
a Polish citizen and a scholar conforming 
to recognized international standards 
(rather than being treated as an honorary 
scholar by Westerners who despise, pity, 
and overlook the politically necessary rub- 
bish in such a person’s work). 

The scope of the book is indicated in the 
title; the purpose of the author stems from 
awareness “that a sympathetic understand- 
ing of Russian culture is of vital impor- 
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tance for the Poles.” As these lines are writ- 
ten, everyone knows how fragile hopes bas- 
ed on such awareness may be. Walicki 
mentions several examples of Poles during 
the period when the nation was partitioned 
(1772-1918) who showed interest and sym- 
pathy for Russia, or aspects of Russian life. 
He has not a few precursors, but he is still 
the first to attempt a study of this breadth 
and extent. In case after case he is able to 
relate his Russians to Poles who had similar 
views or antecedents, and the perspective is 
valuable indeed. It must be added here 
that the translator has done an admirable 
job of carrying a Polish text dealing with 
Russia and often using Russian terms and 
proper nouns into English with few errors 
or infelicities. The English flows so 
smoothly one would not guess it to be a 
translation. 

The story begins with the Enlighten- 
ment, the first year of the reign of 
Catherine 11. After a few pages about the 
reign comes a discussion of Yakov 
Kozelsky, Dmitry Anichkov, and Semyon 
Desnitsky. As Walicki acknowledges, they 
“have only [recently] been rediscovered by 
Soviet scholars.” He will persuade few that 
“neglect” of them has been “unjust.” There 
are other problems: Kozelsky is said to have 
been a deist and not to have attempted to 
construct a system of natural theology. But 
deism characteristically was “natural 
theology” and no more. Desnitsky viewed 
“Britain rather than France as the home of 
philosophy”; Walicki implies that this opi- 
nion was an odd one, which came from a 
prolonged stay in Scotland; but Desnitsky 
may have been quite right, because the 
Enlightenment philosophy of the eigh- 
teenth century did originate in Britain and 
what France contributed was its 
polularizers. Finally, Desnitsky’s social 
thought is alleged to have been “bourgeois 
in character.” A few pages later the author 
turns to Nikolai Novikov, a figure of great 
contemporary importance and not requir- 
ing Soviet “rediscovery.” He was interested 
in Freemasonry, which is said to be the 
product of the “disintegration of feudal 
society,” but also “a specific secularized 
form of religious life” (a point then ex- 

plained at some length, and well). By this 
point several strengths and weaknesses of 
the book have appeared and will appear 
again. There are occasional half-baked 
allusions to the alleged relation between 
the mode of production and given thinkers 
or thoughts; but they are not stressed or ex- 
panded upon, might be regarded as 
obligatory, and may be ignored. Much 
more important, the command of Western 
intellectual and other history may not be 
very solid; control of the religious side of 
the Russian tradition is clearly deficient. 
Since the religious tradition was all Russia 
had for most of its history, that is 
troublesome. 

A few examples will be given, in reverse 
chronological order. (1) Alexander 
Herzen’s interest in religion was, the 
author writes, partly the result of cor- 
responding with Natalia Zakharina; no 
doubt, but partly also the result of all Rus- 
sian history and specifically of the religious 
history of the previous reign, admirably 
analyzed by the late Father Georges Florov- 
sky, whom the author in the preface men- 
tions talking with, but never quotes. That 
may, it is true, be more than one can 
reasonably ask of a Warsaw resident. (2) In 
the reign of Nicholas I, the regime “hand- 
ed over the teaching of philosophy to Or- 
thodox theologians”; all of us can disap- 
prove the banning of philosophy under 
that name (though it successfully mas- 
queraded under other, surprising names), 
but the implication is that the assignment 
passed f r o a  competents to incompetents. 
That is quit@ wrong. Orthodox theologians 
were the only ones in Russia who knew any 
philosophy, having usually learned it in 
seminaries; a young man tussling 4 t h  
Kant in the 1830’s found it to be over his 
head and declared he must find a 
seminarian to help him. (3) In the previous 
reign pietism, imported from Western 
Europe, swept much of the educated class 
and captivated Alexander I himself. The 
relation of pietism to “mysticism” (which it 
often emphatically was not), to the Holy 
Alliance the idea for which it spawned, 
and to the “combined ministry” of Educa- 
tion and Religious Affairs which the 
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emperor created to spread it everywhere, is 
nowhere mentioned, and the term itself (in 
the context at issue) is missing. (4) The no- 
tion of Sophia, the Holy Wisdom of God, 
was thought by Vladimir Soloviev to be 
close to the “mystical” (the word is often 
misused, as is common with many Marxists 
and indeed non-religious persons of all 
sorts) traditions of Eastern Christianity 
because “she was portrayed on an old ikon 
in Novgorod Cathedral.” St. Sophia was 
the conception to which the greatest 
cathedral of the Byzantine Empire, in Con- 
stantinople, was dedicated, as was also the 
chief cathedral of Kiev, “Mother of Rus- 
sian Cities,” and many other churches. It is 
inconceivable that Soloviev did not know 
all that, and Walicki would have been wise 
to explain it all to the reader. 

It has to be said that Walicki has made a 
serious effort to include treatment of 
religious thinkers and reactionaries (which 
have in common that they are anathema to 
Marxist-Leninists, though of course 
reptah!e Marxists of zfiy kind wi!! not b- -0 

nore a subject because they disapprove of 
it). The author exaggerates the sharpness 
of the difference between rationalism and 
religiosity among Russian thinkers of the 
early nineteenth century (Chapter 4). But 
he brings t o  Chaadaev and  the 
Slavophiles-on the latter he has written 
skilfully and at length - much knowledge 
and a determination to be fair. The same is 
true of Vladimir Soloviev, often thought to 
be Russia’s best philosopher, indeed by 
some its only philosopher worthy of the 
name. Walicki is clearly not about to ac- 
cept Soloviev as the “greatest,” and implies 
that someone else is instead, and perhaps 
that is- Lenin? At least, if he thinks so, he 
is wise enough not to court the amusement 
such an assertion would bring in the West. 

Sometimes Walicki can be very com- 
pressed: L.M. Lopatin “returned to the 
monadism of Leibniz and attempted to 
combine a dynamically conceived 
spiritualistic pluralism with a ‘rational 
theism’ in which God was interpreted as 
the ‘monad of monads.’ This metaphysical 
idealism, which its author called ‘dynamic 
spiritualism’ or a ‘system of concrete 

dynamism,’ supplied the foundations of an 
ethical personalism emphasizing the activi- 
ty and creative force of the human 
psyche.” Here we find seven isms in two 
sentences, and what Lopatin actually 
thought remains clear as mud. But there is 
nothing objectionable. Take, in contrast, 
Mikhailovsky’s dismissal of liberty: “by ac- 
cepting the priority of social over political 
reform we relinquish the demand for fur- 
ther rights and greater freedom, 
acknowledging these to be instruments for 
the exploitation of the people and a further 
aggravation of our guilt” (italics added). 
This quotation is prefaced by Walicki’s 
terse reference to the “fine article” from 
which it is drawn. He adds that there was a 
growing realization that English-style 
political freedom was bound up with 
capitalism, “which was felt to be a 
retrogressive step- at least in Russia.” It is 
clear that the author is not prepared to 
distance himself from the Marxist charge 
that freedom is a weapon of bourgeois 
dr?minat_inn. 

Mikhailovsky and others are here termed 
“populists,” and there is much discussion 
of what populism was and how Marxists, 
and specifically Lenin, were related to it. 
Danielson, for example, was said to think 
Marxism compatible with populism; the 
probability is that he never thought in 
terms of any two such entities. As Walicki 
presents Lenin, he seems to have been the 
c u l m i n a t i o n  a n d  fu l f i l lment  of 
“populism”; and yet Walicki does not say 
or hint so, and of course no present-day 
Marxist-Leninist could. Walicki is not to 
be blamed for not challenging the usage by 
which Russian socialism is divided into 
heterodox “populism” and orthodox 
“Marxism” by Russians, followed by many 
Westerners. The irony, and the pity, is that 
he is probably better prepared to 
straighten out the confusion - which 
Richard Pipes began to do and became 
diverted to other things- than anyone else. 
The political obstacles to his so doing, 
however, are very great. 

Walicki does not deserve criticism from 
Westerners for attempting to meet all the 
requirements mentioned at the start of the 
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review. I know of no reason to question his 
integrity or sincerity. But a good many 
readers of this book will not be prepared to 
sift the ideological ambiguities that attend- 
ed its conception and execution and cast 
aside the compulsory dogmatics for the in- 
sightful and rewarding observations it con- 
tains. 

Reviewed by DONALD W. TREADGOLD 

History as Poetic Muse 

Selected Poems, by Czeslaw Milosz, New 
York: Ecco Press, 1980. 129 pp.  $8.95. 

IN THE WEST we take it for granted that 
there is a fundamental split between poetry 
and politics. This is not to say that the two 
do no meet on occasion, but when they do, 
as A. Alvarez has observed, it is usually at 
great cost: 

The complexity, tension and precision 
of modern poetry simply don’t go with 
the language of politics, with its vague 
rhetoric and dependence on clichCs.. . .It 
amounts to the belief that political 
poetry, as poetry, must be relatively but 
debilitatingly simple-minded. This 
means that, although it may on occa- 
sion be effective, it can’t finally be 
“good,” since our criteria of excellence 
are defined by qualities more inturned 
and subtly discriminating than politics 
leaves room for.’ 

Alvarez held that this fundamental 
dichotomy did not hold true of the poetry 
of Zbigniew Herbert, one of a number of 
leading contemporary Polish poets whose 
work Czeslaw Milosz has translated and for 
whom he has tirelessly proselytized. Similar 
exception should also be made for the 
poetry of Milosz himself, since political im- 
plications in his work are as inescapable, as 
deeply embedded, as its philosophical and 
ethical emphases. History, as one critic put 

it, has dictated Milosz’ themes:‘ the Blitz- 
krieg in Poland, the savagery of Nazi oc- 
cupation, and the subsequent Stalinist ter- 
ror and repression. Having lived through 
these events, Milosz, a man not given to 
hyperbole, has said that he considers his 
poetry to be a kind of higher politics, an 
unpolitical politics. 

Milosz, who was born in Lithuania in 
1911, received a Catholic education and 
took a law degree at the University in 
Wilno. He began writing poetry during the 
early 1930’s along with a group of young 
poets who were called “catastrophists,” for 
their  Cassandralike prophecies of 
planetary cataclysm. After the Blitzkrieg, 
Milosz went back to Warsaw, where he was 
to spend the war years writing for 
clandestine presses as part of the resistance 
movement. He has written of the profound 
shock and terror brought about by the 
Nazi upheaval in The Captive Mind, which 
appeared in 1951 and brough him im- 
mediate international recognition: 

A man is lying under machine gun fire 
on a street in an embattled city. He 
looks at the pavement and sees a very 
amusing sight: the cobblestones are 
standing upright like the quills of a por- 
cupine. The bullets hitting against their 
edges displace and tilt them. Such 
moments in the consciousness of a man 
judge all poets and philosophers.. . .In 
the intellectuals who lived through the 
atrocities of war in Eastern Europe there 
took place what one might call the 
elimination of emotional luxuries.3 

Milosz’ prose in The Captive Mind and 
in his autobiographical work, Native 
Realm, are distinguished by a pithy 
apothegmatic quality, by their lucidity and 
wit, and his verse no less so. A central sec- 
tion of the Selected Poems, and central 
perhaps also to his work as a whole, is oc- 
cupied by a group of poems written in 
Warsaw during the years 1942- 1945. 
“Dedication,” bearing the dateline War- 
saw, 1945, opens this section: 

You whom I could not save 
Listen to me. 
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