
I as against the social whole; it is quite 
another thing to argue that it is only the in- 
dividual that counts. The concern of many 
political theorists has been with the com- 
mon good as determined by the majority 
and this has been a fruitful and important 
part of classical democratic theory. Machan 
does not accept this view, however. He is 
(excessively) concerned that some people 
(the majority) will “foist their wishes on 
those who are either alone or enjoy smaller 
numbers.” In order to see the need for cau- 
tion at this point, one need only recall that 
Robert Paul Wolff employs the rejectinn Q! 

majority rule as a basic ploy in his “de- 
fense” of anarchism. Machan asks: “why 
is [the argument from the will of the ma- 
jority] any justification at all” for the im- 
position of one will upon another? The an- 
swer, of course, lies in a careful examina- 
tion of the social contract theory according 
to which each of us freely consents to ma- 
jority rule. Philosophers like Joseph Tuss- 

cial contract theory is not only relevant to 
current political discussions, but funda- 
mental to such distinctions as, say, the one 
between power and authority. 

A preoccupation with human rights can 
and does lead to an ignoring of human re- 
sponsibility. One can be suspicious of the 
Skinnerian reduction of “the common 
good” to mere survival of the culture, as 
well as the demands made upon the indi- 
vidual in the name of “the public interest” 
or “national security,” without insisting 
that such demands are never legitimate and 
the notion of the common good a bogus 
concept. It strikes me that this is a serious 
shortcoming of Machan’s libertarian view. 

On balance, however, Machan’s thesis 
and critique are quite compelling. This is 
an important book that should receive the 
careful and respectful attention of all seri- 
ous students of the contemporary scene, es- 
pecially since ours is an age whose vision 
is blurred-conditioned as it has been by 
Skinnerian “science” and scientolism gen- 
erally. 

Reviewed by HUGH MERCER CURTLER 
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, man have persuasively argued that the so- 

The Unholy Ikons 

War on Light: The Destruction of the 
Image of God in Man Through 
Modern Art, by Margaret Elizabeth 
Stucki, Orlando, Florida: Freedom Uni- 
versity Press, 1975. 42 pp.  

A DISSERTATION is not necessarily a mere 
exercise in scholarship; it might also con- 
tain an important message. This is the case 
with the paper submitted by Mrs. Margaret 
Elizabeth Stucki for her degree of Doctor 
of Philosophy in Christian Education at 
Freedom University in Orlando. The sub- 
title reveals her theme: The Destruction of 
the Image of God in Man Through Modern 
Art. The author, a well-known and success- 
ful painter, has cleverly illustrated her vol- 
ume (the dimensions of which are three 
times the area of a normal format) with a 
number of sketches proving her point. Her 
thesis, needless to say, rests heavily on the 
Scriptures; but though her fundamental in- 
spiration is religious, one also discerns a 
very strong political significance. Indeed, 
there can be little doubt that much of mod- 
e m  art is inspired by the political Left, 
above all by the Extreme Left and the New 
Left, with roots going back to the earliest 
years of this century. 

Mrs. Stucki’s thesis is very well docu- 
mented. She insists that man has been 
created in the image of God, which means 
not only that God in a certain sense is 
anthropomorphic, but also-which is equal- 
ly important-that man is theomorphic. 
Thus whoever assails the image of man in 
an all-out radical way, whoever is anti- 
Humanist (taking the term in its classical 
connotation), whoever distorts, denigrates, 
perverts, disfigures, and vilifies the human 
body also attacks God indirectly and sides 
with the forces of darkness, with Satan 
himself. 

I t  is refreshing to encounter in our time 
a thinking person who is convinced of the 
reality of Satan, who considers him a real 

126 Winter 1976 

LICENSED TO UNZ.ORG
ELECTRONIC REPRODUCTION PROHIBITED



being and not just a symbol of everything 
evil. That there is a demoralizing, dehu- 
manizing, and “agonizing” aspect to a very 
large segment of modern art, especially in 
the fine arts, no one can doubt. Further, as 
Mrs. Stucki points out, a great deal of 
merely decorative art today parades as h e  
art. If, for example, I had a very large 
room with a big white wall, I might, to re- 
lieve the monotony of the white expanse 
and to put a bit of life into it, hang on it a 
non-objective painting consisting of, say, 
two strong black strokes and one red disc- 
but this would have nothing to do with fine 
art. Nevertheless, the mbss media and con- 
temporary educational curricula do give 
an undue emphasis to the decorative arts; 
they also foster and abet the work of sa- 
tanists and the frequently insane psycholo- 
gism of the abstractionists. (Mrs. Stucki’s 
book has interesting passages on the d e s  
of the mask and of darkness.) It is obvious 
that the pornographic element in modern 
art with its demonic undertones tries to 
strike at the very roots of life, degrading 
sexuality and with it Eros. In certain 
schools the satanic rebellion assumes the 
forms of the age-old Manichaean protest 
against the Creation-and therefore the 
Creator. 

Mrs. Stucki shows us that modem art 
presents a challenge that we are not per- 
mitted to ignore. In all fairness, however, 
I must say that some of her conclusions 
I am unable to accept. I am satis- 
fied, for instance, that Georges Rouault, so 
far from having been a fellow-traveler, was 
a profoundly Christian artist; after all he 
had been deeply influenced by his friend- 
ships with LCon Bloy and Jacques Mari- 
tain. Rouault had a deep sense of holiness 
and a horror of the baser aspects of human 
nature. As for Salvador Dali, he was doubt- 
less something of a satanist in his earlier 
years, but I think he was always conscious 
of it and that this helped him to climb out 
of his negative faith. Anyway, the fact that 
this staunch supporter of the Franco regime 
is still a clown, is no proof that he is an evil 
man. 

Another point on which I must disagree 
with Mrs. Stucki is her simplistic equation 
of Leftism with (Russian Bolshevik) Com- 
munism. Leftism assumes various forms 
and the National Socialists were as much 
opposed to modern art as are the orthodox 
International Socialists (Le. the Marxian 
Communists) . Picasso-a diabolist, no 
doubt-was a confirmed Communist, but 
the Soviets have always frowned on his art. 
Political Leftism, we must bear in mind, 
has a two-phase character. First there is the 
stage of subversion and destruction in or- 
der to eliminate the existing establishments. 
This creates the illusion of an “ultra-liber- 
al” and permissive attitude. But then comes 
the frozen stage of a new conformism, very 
“bourgeois” in the most pejorative sense 
of that term and profoundly hostile to 
imagination, the wellspring of all great art. 
(Remember “Socialist Realism”! ) Both 
Hider and Marx were frustrated artists: 
Hilter as an aquarellist, Marx as a poet 
with pre-Nietzschean undertones. Neither 
was a really bad artist, but both were medi- 
ocre. They failed and then took their mon- 
strous and murderous revenges. 

Practically, this means that today Mos- 
cow favors much of modem art in the 
Western World-and there only because 
it breaks the ground for Soviet aims. Only 
in this sense may we call a sector of modem 
art “communistic”; in the U.S.S.R. itself 
artistic modernity is in the nature of a pro- 
test against the Red tyranny-even abstract 
painting is a protest there. (The immense 
political, economic, and philosophic ignor- 
ance of so many of our “progressive” ar- 
tists and their patrons is another matter. 
They are “useful idiots” in the sense that 
Lenin used this term.) 

But these strictures do not invalidate 
Mrs. Stucki’s inspiring and forcefully writ- 
ten essay. Whoever is looking for some of 
the deeper implications of certain contem- 
porary schools of art should profit from her 
insights, valuable information and analysis. 

Reviewed by ERIK VON KUEHNELT-LEDDIHN 
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