
diminish a third party’s resources; minimiza- 
tion of coercive power, particularly but not 
exclusively governmental, and the dispersal of 
whatever power cannot be eliminated; reduc- 
tion and minimization of issues to be settled by 
political rather than economic prooesses. To 
the liberal the market is not the end, or even an 
end, in itself. The market is a means of attain- 
ing greater freedom for the individual in 
society-the ultimate liberal goal-including 
the freedom to make mistakes. Of what signifi- 
cance is it if a man is good if he has not the 
option to be evil? Liberal thought imposes no 
all-embracing system of ethics. But it certainly 
is not inconsistent with the Judaeo-Christian 
ethic or, indeed, with most other religions- 
with the obvious exception of communism. One 
is tempted to recommend a reading of Hayek‘s 
Constitution of Liberty or of his current multi- 
volumed Law, Legislation and Liberty; and to 
remind Lindblom that Adam Smith was the 
author of The Theory of Moral Sentiments (to 
which there is no reference in Politics and 
Markets) as well as The Wealth of Nations. 

Basic differences in fundamental values are 
not only irreconcilable but can be settled, if at 
all, only by conflict. Lindblom is the epitome of 
the modern-day welfare statist or welfare 
socialist. His normative views, he says, were 
given fully in an earlier book, Politics, Eco- 
nomics and Welfare. Doubtless this is so, for 
this book is not an attempt to convince the 
unconvinced of the rightness of his views. 
Rather, it is intended for those already con- 
vinced, for those who are already willing and 
even anxious to subject themselves to the in- 
creasing power of the state. Having found the 
“truth” such persons find that it is further nec- 
essary and desirable to ensure that others will 
be compelled to conform as well. In short, this 
is the truth-the gospel truth-according to 
“Saint” Lindblom, formulated and collected to 
facilitate further successes of the faithful. One 
can hope that it will end up in the Apocrypha 
and not in the Testaments. I believe and hope 
that God is on the liberal side in the long run. If 
this book is an example of the persistence, 
erudition, devotion, and dogmatism of our an- 
tagonists, we shall need all the help He can 

I 

supply. 

Political Religion 

Abraham Lincoln and American Political 
Religion, by Glen E. Thurow, Albany, New 
York: State University of New York Press, 
1976. xiii plus 133 pp.  $10.00. 

AMERICAN POLITICAL RELIGION, as the contradic- 
tory decisions of the Supreme Court, Zorach V .  
Clauson and Abington School District V .  
Schempp, demonstrate, is a cloudy and contro- 
versial matter. It is clear however that Ameri- 
cans in spite of secular liberalism are an incor- 
rigibly religious people. Indeed they are more 
religious in their belief and behavior than any 
other people in the modern world with the 
exception of the people of India. Moreover, 
their religiosity is intimately connected with 
their politics. One need not be reminded that 
the Latin root, religo means to bind back, to 
fasten up, to bind fast. Though the theology of 
the state papers and the American public is 
fuzzy it is amply clear that Americans have 
always believed that only the cement of religion 
could bind the American people into an endur- 
ing union. 

Washington was explicit in affirming in his 
“Farewell Address” that, 

Whatever may be conceded to the influence 
of refined education on minds of peculiar 
structure, reason and experience both for- 
bid us to expect that national morality can 
prevail in exclusion of religious principle. 

Tocqueville was even more emphatic in De- 
mocracy in America, (he is, oddly, never re- 
ferred to on the question of political religion by 
Professor Thurow), where he wrote: 

For my own part, I doubt whether man can 
ever support at the same time complete reli- 
gious independence and entire political 
freedom. And I am inclined to think that if 
faith be wanting in him, he must be subject; 
and if he be free he must believe. 

In the political rhetoric of no other president 
is the connection between religion and politics 
so clear as it is in the speeches of Abraham 
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Lincoln. Professor Thurow has set himself the 
task of explicating these speeches and of dem- 
onstrating that Lincoln had a coherent political 
theology. Indeed, Thurow goes farther and 
shows that Lincoln’s political theology not only 
prescribed political action but also established 
necessary limits; limits beyond which the polit- 
ical community in its actions must not go. It is 
interesting to note that one of the most impor- 
tant functions of the sacred is to set limits, to 
define boundries, to recognize those things 
which lie beyond the reach of human compe- 
tence. As Thurow points out this is precisely 
what Lincoln sets out to do in his brief but great 
Second Inaugural. 

Last year Daniel Bell in his Hobhouse 
Memorial Lecture delivered at the University 
of London noted: 

We stand, I believe, with a clearing ahead 
of us. The exhaustion of Modernism, the 
aridity of Communist life, the tedium of the 
unrestrained self and the meaninglessness 
of the monolithic political chants, all indi- 
cate that a long era is coming to a close. The 
theme of Modernism was the word beyond: 
beyond nature, beyond culture, beyond 
tragedy-that was where the selfinfinitizing 
spirit was driving the radical self. We are 
now groping for a vocabulary whose 
keyword seems to be limits. . . . 
Because Lincoln’s political rhetoric was 

rooted in the theology of the Bible he was 
acutely aware of the importance of limits to 
political action. In arguing in such a fashion he 
was perennially relevant. 

This book has both the merits and the de- 
fects of its method. Mr. Thurow reads his texts 
in the fashion of the followers of Leo Strauss. 
Because he reads closely and attentively and 
because he believes that there must be an 
intellectual structure in the body of the texts 
which will explain apparent contradiction he 
has much to teach us. However, it must be said 
that no prophet, no poet, no statesman ever 
wrote a body of doctrine, poetry or state papers 
in which all the nuances are subsumed into one 
grand pattern and all the shades and hues are 
chromatically scaled into one great pointillist 
masterpiece. There are always, in the messy 

business of life, some loose ends and to have 
them all fitted like joints in a Chinese cabinet 
leads to skepticism and amusement. 

Nevertheless, this is a fine book and the 
argument is vigorous, coherent and important. 
It is however, too ramified to be reproduced 
here. At an important point, it must be said, 
Thurow goes off the rails in his interpretation of 
Lincoln’s Second Inaugural. 

Thurow makes Lincoln’s quotation from 
Matthew 18:7 a pivotal point in his larger ar- 
gument. St. Matthew is quoting Jesus: “Woe 
unto the world because of offences! for it must 
needs be that offences come; but woe to that 
man by whom the offence cometh!” Thurow 
asks, “HOW can men be justly given woe for 
offences which ‘must needs’ come?” The im- 
plication is that the offense is a part of God’s 
plan. The important point to be made here is 
that God does not will the offense. God recog- 
nizes that man in his free but fallen state will 
sin. Offenses must “needs come” because of 
man’s universal condition. The offense is not a 
part of God’s providential order as Thurow 
seems to indicate. To be sure men are equal in 
.I-.:-. r-ii-- -.-.-. ---A:&:-- -..L:-L re-* 

Troeltsch described as a kind of “negative 
equality.” This condition of “negative equal- 
ity” provides the basis for the restoration of 
unity and reconciliation which Lincoln seeks to 
bring about at the end of the Civil War. 

While it is important to recognize that God 
does not will the offense it is even more impor- 
tant that God’s providence transmutes the evil 
into good. That is the essence of the incama- 
tion and redemption. And this precisely is what 
Lincoln is arguing. “Man proposes and God 
disposes”; “Der Mensch denkt und Gott lenkt.” 
Now, what man proposes even when he wills 
the good is vainglory and a reflection of his 
creaturelyness. It is God’s transforming prov- 
idence which redeems the action and orders 
history. Lincoln understood this better than 
Mr. Thurow. 

It is  for this reason that Lincoln’s view of 
history is, as Edmund Wilson pointed out and 
Thurow denies, a view which to Wilson seems 
strangely compatible with Marxist historiog- 
raphy. What is the “cunning of reason” and the 
“invisible hand” if not a secularized version of 
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Divine Providence. The great difference be- 
tween Maix  and Lincoln lies not in the way in 
which the tragedy of history is transformed into 
ultimate good but in the fact that Marx believed 
that he knew the goal of the process and the 
mechanics by which history is ordered. Lin- 
coln was humbly ignorant of the purposes of 
Providence. 

Reviewed by STEPHEN J. TONSOR 

Fictional Romances 

The Romance of American CornmuniBm, 
by Vivian Gornick, New York: Basic Books, 
Inc.,1977. xiii (265 p p  $10.00. 

THE IDEA was good: to interview in depth a 
cross-section of ex-Communists in order to dis- 
cover why they joined the Communist Party, 
why they left it, and what they feel about their 
experience now. Most Americans ask this 
question in anger, disgust, or amusement. Ob- 
serving the devastation that organized com- 
munism has brought to the world, they simply 
ask how any sentient human being, once aware 
of the nature of the Communist Party, could 
remain in its thrall. 

In The Romance of American Communism, 
Vivian Gornick chose forty-seven of the 
“many” ex-Communists she interviewed, gave 
them false names, and in a haze of adulation 
put down such of their thoughts as coincided 
with her own bias. But with one exception, the 
people whose lives are adumbrated are ex- 
Communists only in the literal sense. That is, 
they are no longer members of the Communist 
Party, but they are still lower-case com- 
munists, or very close to it. The one exception, 
who sees communism as an evil force, is drawn 
harshly in acid caricature. The others refer to 
Karl Man  and his writings reverentially or 
ecstatically-as if they were a latter-day Isaiah 
and Holy Writ. 

It i s  Ms. Gornick’s thesis-based on a 
childhood in a fellow-traveling ghetto Jewish 

family, on a period within a watered-down ver- 
sion of the Young Communist League, and on 
the interviews she has published-that mem- 
bership in the Communist Party was the sole 
ennobling and significant experience for those 
who lived between the early thirties and the 
mid-fifties. Only by such membership did one 
become a “whole” individual. 

It was the Party [she writes] whose moral 
authority gave shape and substance to an 
abstraction, making it a powerful human 
experience. It was the Party which brought 
to astonishing life the kind of comradeship 
that makes swell in men and women the 
deepest sense of their own humanness, al- 
lowing them to love themselves through the 
act of loving others. 

This is pretty rhetoric, belied by her off- 
hand and brief expositions of the sustained and 
ordained cruelties of Party members to each 
other, the humiliations imposed on them by the 
Party leadership, of the Party’s total disregard 
of human values. The Party came first, no 
matter what it did to the lives of its members, 
the marriages and friendships it determinedly 
destroyed, its betrayals and smear campaigns 
against those who deviated from the Party line, 
the careers in the arts and letters it thwarted. 
The Party was, as some of the people she inter- 
viewed frankly noted, a “father figure”-but a 
cruel father who unrelentingly drove his chil- 
dren into the travail of a political sweatshop, 
and beat them if they complained. 

Ms. Gornick‘s “ex-Communists’’ broke with 
the Party, when they were not expelled, only 
after Nikita Khrushchev added a few details to 
what the world had long known of the reign of 
terror, the mass murders, the anti-Semitism, 
and the other horrors of Stalin ’s communism. 
They turned on “Stalinism” although it is but 
the logical and inevitable extension of 
Marxism-Leninism, and they continued to 
cleave to the “abstraction” which produced it. 
The millions slaughtered by Mao Tse-tung 
never touched them, perhaps because he never 
delivered a speech about it. 

The “why” of membership in the Party is 
further distorted by Ms. Gornick’s choice of 
interviewees. They were, for the most part, 
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