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:L rcflectioii o f  tlic *piItlios o f  OIIC’S 

public impotence,” iilid licrc iigiiri 
hlr. Edwiirds seems more dctcrmincd 
to siibst:intiatc ii thesis tliali to ex- 
plore Lowell’s art, 
Om: wants to priiise Edwiirds for 

often using pc” tliat havc Lccii 
less in fashion, less cxliaustcd by 
criticism, and this is especially triic 
of the poets he treats with most 
command: Spenser, hlarvcll, Drydi:n 
and Pope. However, beginning with 
the Romantics, the poems discussed e 

sccm more siiited to tlic theme of 
thc politicnl irleffcctllidity of thc 
modern poet tliaii to the broad 
scope of tlie relationship of poetry 
to politics. Still, if he is more suc- 
cessful with poets through the eigh- 
tcenth century, at least that miich 
has bcen mastered for us. 

A s  Yeats once ;idmonished Poiind, 
ports iirc :IS iincasy with political life 
:is “the first composers of Sea-chaii- 
ties iii an age of Steam.” Those who 
reinvent the acts of mythicd liertns 
c;in hardly be expected to ofkr more 
tll i lr i  t i n  wrcaths to modcrii puiiincss. 

volvemcrit with thc stciiil fa1)ric. At 
this junchire hlr. Edwards’s the- 
sis takes ari interesting turn. He :ir- 
gues that thc Homiiritics tc~ided to 
;inesthetize their c‘onceriis for social 
change, finding tlic symbolic formu- 
latioils, ;is in Bitikc’s Prglwtic Ilooks, 
more congenial to the poetic tem- 
pcr;m”it than the more direct con- 
frontation of satire. To aiicsth:tize 
mass suffering and political injustice 
is, Edwards charges, to anesthetize 
the immediate powers of the artist. 
After a brilliant reading of Blake’s 
1 he Hiimari Abstr:ict,” whcrc WO 

are reminded that naturc offers no 
bettcr model for successfill tyranny 
than the humnii lxain’s incliriatioii to 
reductive, mechanical reason, Ed- 
wards presses the aesthcticist argu- 
merit by pointing out how thc idio- 
syncratic exclusiveness of Blake’s 
later work iiss\lrcs its uiiavailabilit). 
to the ordiiiiiry intelligence. Edwilrds 
warns of a qunlity of sclf-dramatiza- 
tion that 1i;impcrs Ulakc’s genius ( h t  
isn’t this obscssivc seiisc of sclf, as in 
Whitman, thc politically igniting val- 
ue of the Romantics?), of ;I hermetic 
langiiagc of private symbol that con- 
tradicts Make’s carly impulse to con- 
vert the world to simple truths. 

nlnkc, of course, has been more 
important for our time than for his, 
and populist expectations of his 
poctry are barrcri. Edwards, while 
extremely sensitive to Blake’s words 
and skillful in his poetic i idysis,  
seems fiindamcritally wrong in a 
failiire of sympathy with the in- 
tentions of poetry aftcr 1798. While 
hc reveals the artistic weakness of 
Shelley’s “The %l;isk of Anarchy,” 
he avoids Byron and Whitman and 
seems inconclirsivc with Wordsworth. 
He argues that the Victorians further 
the Romantic withdraw:il into aes- 
thctic pattern, h i t  does riot consider 
thc implications of dogmatic state- 
ment in as politicd a poem as Ten- 
nyson’s “Lockslcy Ilall.” The prob- 
lem of statement, as in Pope’s “Essay 
on M:m,” is the precarious cdgc: di- 
viding poctry and politics; ,modem 
poetry has rclicd on indirection and 
thc objcctivc image in order to tran- 
scend statement, and Edwards in- 
terprets this as neutral uncertainty. 

Tho chapter on modcm poctry is 

a.. . 

tlie most flawed part of Edwards’s 
book. HC begiris with i1 good essay 
011 Ycats’s “Easter 1916” thilt S ~ O W S  

how the poet’s characteristic argii- 
ment with himself capturcd the com- 
plexity o f  response that the Easter 
I~elicllioii deserved. Edwards docs 
not see, howevcr, that the cruciiil 
third stanza-whcrc the rcvolution- 
ists’ implacability is metaphorically 
represented a s  a stone to trouble the 
living stream-is what hc has termed, 
in conncction with the Romantics, 
“ncsthcticizing.” Yet Yeats’s complex- 
ity of  rcsponso occurs prcciscly Lc-  
C ~ U S C  of the anim;lting imagination 
of this stanza. In thc rcniairider of 
tlie chapter Edwards avoids Poiiiid 
(siircly the most political poet of 
our time, arid the one who paid most 
dearly for his views) arid decides iri-  
steiid to deal with Eliot’s “Coriolan” 
iiiid Audcii’s “Septcmhc!r 1, 1939.” 
€IC reveals some of his own bias by 
admitting he selccted A~ideii’s poem 
to illustrate tlie difficiilty the modern 
mind has with political snhjects. Thc! 
choicc of Lowcll’s “The March” is 

Reinhold Niebuhr: Prophet to Politicians 
by Koriald €1. Stone 
(Abingdon; 272 pp.; $8.00) 

Fr a xi k li 11 She r in a n 

William V. Shaiinon of the New 
York Tirncs has recently suggested 
that George h1cGovern’s challcngc 
to Richard Nixoil‘s foreign policy 
may be viewcd as n revival of thc 
idealism of thc Social Gospel, as 
distinct from the Nicbiihrian realism 
that has govcrriod U.S. foreign policy 
during thc past twenty-five years. 
The sriggestiori has a prima facie at- 
tractiveness. In dealing with China 
and thc USSR Nixon arid Kissinger 
havc: indeed shown themselves mas- 
ters of the balarrce-of-power game, 
and in the cautiousness of their 
plan for withdrawal from Vietnam 
have revealed their conviction that, 
howevcr loud may be the domestic 
protest, intcrriatiorial affairs cannot 

be maclc subject to moral considcra- 
tions in any direct or simple sense. 
SicCovcrn and his followcrs, by way 
of contrast, arc Bxcd with moral in- 
dignation. America must ccasc the 
killing, must stop collaborating with 
tyr;innical rcgimes. “McGovem,” . 
writes Sh;iiinon, “would bring to 
national leadership the energy, coli- 

fidence, and moral determination of 
;in earlier, less doubt-riddcri, inore 
innoccn t America.” 

The suggestion begins to break 
down, however, when one reciills 
that many of the Niebuhrian realists 
-such as John Ihinet t  among the 
tlicologiaiis and Hans Morgenthau 
among the political scicntists-werc: 
among the carlicst arid scvcrcst crit- 
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ics of US. policy in Soiitlioast Asia, 
mid that I~ciiiliold Nicbuhr himself 
rlcnrly pcrccivcd tlic folly of o i i r  in- 
volvcmeiit in w1i:it he called the 
“qua gin i re” of Vict t i i;im. ‘J’riic, N ic- 
1)ulir was iio isolationist, and iii thc 
\.’cars following World War I1 l i c  

iirgcd America to exercise \vorld r e  
sponsil)ility commensurate wit11 its 
p o w c r .  lhit at thc? s:imc: tirnc! Iirt 

warned ;igninst tlic impcrial incii- 
1:iIity. A statement Iic mndc i i i  an 
css;iy of 1952 W:IS to prow: pro- 
plivtic: “Notliing is morc daiigcroiis 
10 :I ~ ~ o w ~ ~ r f i ~ I  iiatioii t h i  t l ie tenip- 
t:itioii to obsciire tl ie limits of its 
 ON" It  will be oiir uiidoiiig if we 
ini;igirict orirsclves the i1i;istel-s of‘ 
contoml)or;iry history.” Niolmlir w:is 
ivcll n w i r c  of tlic poiiit at \vhich 
rnor:il :iiicl 1)riidenti:il coiisic1er:itioiis 
coiiicidtr; nnd i t  is this point t1i:it 
~ICCOVCIO I I Z ~  lociitcd ; I I I ~  :it which 
Iic is prossiiig his ;itlack. I I c r e  tlie 
triicst idenlism : i i id  tlie triictst rcn1isn.i 
(I( )I1 vcrgo. 

I I i c  I I C W  Iiook o i l  TVic1)iilir hy 
1 h ; i l d  11. Stone, ilssociiitc Professor 
of  ~ ~ i r i S t i ; i i i  ~ t l i i c s  ;it ~ i t t s ~ ) i i r g ~ i  
~ ~ l i ~ ~ ~ i l o g i ~ ! ~ i l  Scniiiiiiry, givcs spctcial 
;ittciitic;ii to t~iis issuc: of itIc;iIisrn vs. 
r c d i s m  ill Nicbuhr’s tliought, ;L prolj-  
Icri i  wliicli Stoil(: sccs rootcd i i i  “tlio 
tcnsioii i n  liis 0:vii p w ” i  lictwecii 
C1iristi;iii pcrfoclioiiisin :irid political 
t.byiiicism.” Kcitlitrr of tliosc ever 
rc:igiicd iiiicli:iIl(riig(!d, 1 ) i i t  tlicBir w- 
I~i~ioiisliip ch:iiigc?d in diffcrcrit pcri- 
o d s  of Nicbohr’s c:ircer. Wlicn li(! 

cnic.rrp~c1 from Yale IIiviiiity School 
i i i  101 5, ~ t c i i i ~ i o ~ c ~  ~ i c ~ i u ~ i r  WIS :i 

typ icx l  prodiict of thc progrcssivist 
1’rottrst;intisrn o f  the p r c w i r  period. 
h t l y  out of rciictioii to his own 
G c r  in : in  -Am cr icai I 11:ickgroi I I id, lie 
w i s  ;i strong :idvocntc of \.Vilsoriia~i 
it1o;ilisrn :incl of Amctric;i’s oiitry into 
t l i c  w a r .  nut i i i  tlic 1920’s, disillu- 
sioiictl l)y the rcverigcfiil spirit of 
\ ‘ ~ t r ~ i ~ i l l ~ ~  illid iristnrcterl by his 
cq)(irictricc: with thc: 1al)or-mariqp 
inctiit strugglc iii Ilctroit, lic movccl 
towartl t ~ i i ’  realism cx~~rcssec~ in Iiis 
first widcly rc:id l)ook, Lc(iccs From 
fiic h’otchook of a Tunwd Cynic, :uid 
;i few years later, in Morul Alan and 
Irnrnord Society. On qucstioiis of  
iiitoriiational affairs hc declared him- 
self :i pacifist, a position Iic give up 

. 1  

wheii 3liissolini iiivaclcd Ethiopiii in  
1.935. Nic?buhr was frilly aware of 
the t l i rca t  of Hitlcrism, and Stone 
cites ii  rcmarka1)lc article pii1)lished 
alrcady in 1.924, “The Gerlniili Kl:in,” 
i i i  which Niebuhr wanicd of tlic 
N:izi mcriace. 

I h r i i i g  the 1930’s Niebuhr’s views 
both on world cvciits and 011 Amer- 
ica’s doinc?stic: problems war(: deeply 
inlliiciiccd by his iippropriatioii of 
Marxist c:itegories, ctsp(~cial1y thc no- 
t i o i i  of tlic c:l:iss striigglc :ind tlie I)(!- 
l i d  t1i:it progrcss could conic oiily 
t11~011gli c i i t~ i~ t r~~>l i~ ! .  H11t lie \viis 
I I O V C T  uncritical citlicr to\\Viud h1iil.x- 
ist tlicory or towarcl tlie reality of 
Soviet coiiirniiiiism, iis Stcmc demon- 

adc thc linctamcnts of his postwar 
I ~ t f t - o f - c ~ c i i t c ~ r - b i i t - ~ i ~ i t i - ~ ~ o ~ n ~ i i i ~ ~ i i s t  po- 
sition h:icl a1)l)criircd. Lliiring this 
same period, as lie prep;ircd tlw Cif- 
ford I,ectrirc!s (The Naturc mid Dcs- 
tiriy 01 Afm), he was also workiiig 
his \v;iy ever mor(: dccply iiito Chris- 
tian tlieology, iiiid Stone sccs thcse 
t\vo tlevclopmcnts ;is intcrrc:lated. 
For ?iicl)uhr, 1 1 ~  suggcsts, “5f:irxist 
rc;iIism M cxposcc~ iIic illiisioiis of 
lil)cralism, :ind Augi1stini;in rcalism 
cxps(:d Xiarxist illusioris.” 

I 1ic  result was a mature position 
that Stoiie, c:hoosing his ~ ~ r c l s  (:arc- 
fully, tlcsigiintcs “a 1,r:igm:itic-lil)c:r~il 
synthcsis in Christiiin political pliilo- 
sopliy.” I t  \vas libc?r:il, iii that the 
motifs o f  frctodom, Iii~maii riglits and 
:i modest h i t  sobw hope for social 
;imelior;itioii c:imc to tlic forc: again; 
pr:igm ;i t ic, ii i  t 1 i;i t all idcologic:ill y 
coiisistctnt schemcs for t l ic:  ‘ ‘I c. 4 11c:vc- ‘ 

mcnt of siich goals worc rcjcctccl. 
Evcry political proposal w:is to be 
c ~ i i l i ~ i i t ~ d  qiiitc colicrcBtc?ly, in  tctrrns 
of its likcly rc:sults. 

Siic\li is tlic: g(:li(!riil dcvelopmcnt 
o f  Sicl~iilir’s social :irid politicd 
thought prcscnted iii this w r y  im- 
pressive intcrp;ctatioii. Stone gives 
ciirc?fiil :ittcntion to c1ct;iil nntl c1r;nv.s 
o i i  :i multitiidc of sourccs, both 
familiar aiid obscure, extending 
througlioiit Ni~biihr’s c:irccr. Partic- 
111;irly valuable is Stone’s tr;iciiig of 
what he calls “the rise aiid fall of the 
socialist altcniative,” as ernbodied in 
the Fellowship of Socialist Christians 
and the journal Itudicul Religion, 

striit(>s fillly. By thc C I I ~  of t h ~  ~ C C -  
‘ 

I .  

later Cliristicitiity arid Society. Also 
very illuminating is his analysis of 
thc parallels h twccn  Nicbuhr and 
Wil1i:im James, not only in thcir 
pragmatic views of ethics but also 
in their cpistcmology, their notion 
of verification, and their claim for a 
position midway between optimism 
niid pessimism (described by  James 
:is “meliorism”) . Stono presses a 
good point too far, Iiowcver, when hc 
attcmpts to show that cv(:n Niebuhr 
:iiid 1)cwry werc: really Ixothc?rs 
uridcr the skirl, that thc raging bat- 
tle bctwccn Columbia Teachers Col- 
lege ;iiid Union Scmiiiary in the 
1930’s w;ts nothing more than “an 
~ I I ~ ~ ~ ~ I T I U I - ~  affair.” Surely this would 
be to empty the q~ialifying ndjec- 
tivc i n  the plirase “Christian prag- 
matism,” ;is ;I description of Nic- 
biilir’s position, of :ill meaning. 
WIicii, in ndditioii to their agrcc- 
mciit o i i  particular policy questions, 
tlie tot;11 context of tho two incii’s 
tliouglit is takcn into accoiiiit, thc 
comjxirisori collapsc?~. 

Ston(: disciisscs and, i i i  mmiy 
cases, attacks the intcrpretations of 
o t l i c r  sc1iol;irs who have writtcw oil 

Niehihr. This Eduard Ileirniinii and 
\Vi11 H d x r g  arc adjudged wrong in 
fintliiig ;t conservntivc: striiiri i n  his 
po1itic;il pliilosopliy; Charles Wcst in 
considering him a 13arthi;in; Paul 
L:hmaiiii in  pointing to (;hristology 
;IS fiirid;irnerital to his thought; otc. 
Pro1)al)Iy some of thcse scholars will 
reply, ;I polcmical exchaiigc that 
Kidmlir  woiild ctiijoy. Stoiic: his  the 
:idv:iiitagc of ;icccss to the writings 
o f  Nichihr’s last ycars, including 
corrcispoiidencc lxtween liimsclf iind 
Xidiiilir dating to within a few 
weeks of Nic?birhr’s dcatli in Jirnc, 
1‘371. Hiit the nvailability of this ma- 
terial may havc liceii ;i disadvmtagc, 
too, siricc: i t  wcms to havc tcmptcd 
the aiitlior to try too hard to find dis- 
tinctioiis bctwcrn Nicbiitir’s viows in 
these late writings ancl tliosc in his 
carlicr, classic works. Thus it is true, 
as Stoiic points out, that Nichuhr 
docs not us(: thcological lmguage as 
frcely in  M a d s  h7uture and His  
Coinrnrinitics (19G5) :is in The h7a- 

h i t  the purpose of thc two works is 
ttlre (incl D ~ t i r ~ y  of Mart ( 1941-43). 



qiiite different, and Sicbiilir 1i;id ;iI- 

ways showii himself able to i ~ :  

either theological or nontheological 
langiiagc ;is tlit: occasioii rcquired; 
compre  his articlcs ancl editorials in 
Cirrlstiunity mid Cri,,.is with thosc in 
Thc Notion or The Ncw Loader.  It 
is truc dso that Xicbiihr, in thc 1965 
volume, is deeply critical of thc 
paroc1ii;ilism of thc religious com- 
rniinitics, especially I’rotcstaiitism; 
but this is nothing iicw in Nicbulir. 
IIis ;ipprcci;itioii of seciilar sources 
of wisdom, emphasized in 19%, was 
:iiiticipated by liis call iii the Cifford 
Lcctrires for a supplcmciit;~tioii aiid 

correction of tlie Rcformatiori by the 
insights of thc lienaissanrc, :is well 
as  by his appropriation of Xfnrxism. 
The evidence, thercforc, does riot 
siipport the tliesis that thcse fca- 
tures of his Iator works iridicate ;i 

inovc 11). Nidiuhr iiwily from the spe- 
cifics of tlic Christiaii faith, a s  Stone 
implics. Early and Iatc:, he sliowed 
iiIi ability to combine the C1iristi;in 
ilnd the mtxlcni, the rcligious aiid 

the seciilar, in a way that b d k s  even 
liis best intcrprcters. 

The author tcriris his work m i  

“intellcctual autoliiograpliy” of Nie- 
buhr, and hc offers sufficieiit dctail 
to enable tlie readcr to place Nic- 
buhr’s developing thonglit qiiiiist 
thc hckgroiirid o f  his life, though 
for vividness of portraiturc it caii 
1i:irdly compnrc with Junc I3iiigliom’s 
Tlw Cotmzgc t o  Cum, which has jiist 
bcctn reissued with ill1 addeiidum 011 

Nicbiifir’s last years. Stone’s work 
is more an essay in conccptii:iI ;in- 

alysis a ~ i d  cliirificiitioii, illid i i ~  stich 
it descrves to bo taken scrioiisly by  
strichits of Nicbdir’s thought. 

I’olitical ITysteria in America: 
The 1) (3 r n  oc ra tic Capacity f o r R e 11 re ss io 11 

by Murray B. Levi.n 
(Basic I3ooks; 312 pp.; $8.50) 

Most of lis would prcfcr to forget 
about Hcd Scares altogether arid if 
w e  are reminded, it is cbmfortablc to 
treat them as ;in iofrcqueiit iibcrra- 
tion from our otherwise dcccrit so- 
cial pattern. Pluralist intelloctuals, 
likc Richard Hofstacltcr, Daniel Bell 
arid Seymour Lipset, 1i;ive an wen 
more comforting cxplanatioii. Recl 
Scares are the p i c e  our systcm pays 
wheii thc masses arc  inspired to deal 
with highly chargcd moral issiics. 111 

the pliiralist view, we could best 
avoid political hysteria by allowing 
responsible leaclers of intercst groups 
to deal in thc practical world of 
bread-and-butter issncs, leaving aside 
thc troublcsomc moriil claims which 
leave no room for compromise and 
tend toward dogmatism arid faniltic 
rcpression. 

And then there is hiurrily Levin. 
Levin clemonstratcs that thc grcat 

Ihxl Scarcs were iiot odd cxcwptioiis 
to the riilc, iiot the loss of some 
mythic pluralist balancc, h i t  iiii 

iigly symptom of a prcviiilirig, coii- 
tiriuirig sickiicss in oiir  political soiils. 
American pluralism, far from curing 
the disease, is oiic of tho c;iuscs. 

In the Red Scare of 1919, for ex- 
ample, Levin finds that the turmoil 
was iiot created by il mass wliich ran 
amok hiit by :i com1)in:ition of vari- 
ous Clitc poiips Which s;iw thcir di- 
verse interests best served by fostcr- 
ing an dmost totally fantastic bclief 
that Amcrica \VS ttircateried hy  i1 
1~olshevik conspiracy. Hig brisincss, 
conccnied about the growing power 
mid militancy of organizcd 1;ibor iif- 
ter World War 1 ( in  1919 therc were 
3,600 strikes involving foiir million 
workers), was in the forefront. The 
corporations seemed to scrisc, Lcviri 
states, that “orpnized labor was 
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;lot oiily il miljor forcc for chaiigc, 
h i t  ii force that qwstioiis the S;LIIL‘- 

tity of  private owicrship a d  tlie 
process by which wages, hoiirs, ;inti 
profits wcrc to be negotiatecl.” So 
iiiformcd, tlic captains of thc frcc- 
ciitcrprisc systcm, Icd by Jiidgc: Gary 

strike-bilking criisadc. Using the 
backdrop of the Soviet rcvoliition, 
t h y  siicccssfiilly portraycc1 orgiiiizcd 
labor :IS piirt of i11i i1iterriiitiollid ~ 0 1 1 -  

spiracy that wiis set on dcstroyiiig 
cverythiiig sacrcd to America, from 
srxo:il dccciicy to motlicxliocxl. 

Levin rol;itc:s liow thcse rcspoc!t- 
iible businoss leaders iiscd ovgry dc- 
coptivc: tactic tlicy could find to avoid 
negotiating thc! strikers’ dcmaiids for 
tlic right to collectively 1):irgain to 
improw thctir wqys,  hoiirs atid 
working conditions. ‘~ : i \ )or  spies :incl 
dctoctivcs wcrc iisctl to infiltriitc i i i it l  

collcct false evideiicc for deporting 
immigr;int uiiion inoii. LJS. Stccl 
r ~ p ~ ~ l ~ i c e d  tliousands of copies of 
t 1 i c  Cmi in t i n  ist A f (1 ii ifcsl o, i I i t 1 it: 
ii;imo of the strikers, i l l id tli(t1i liiiti 
tlicrn coiifisciitcd i i ~ i d  displaycd to 
tlio Arricricati public as  proof of t h :  
coiispiracy. Aiitl through tlicsc! riioaiis 

striko of tlieir 250,000 workers :incl 
disrriiiiitlcd thoir iiiiion for yeiirs to 

But, ;is Leviii points oiit, busincss 
could not liavc created such a myth 
witliout tl ic hclp of othcr clcmciits 
of thc plnr:iIist coalition. Attorncy 
Gciicral A. hIitchcll Palmcr, along 
with thc yoiiiig. ciicrgctic J. Eclgir 
IIoover, immensely enharic~d their 
carcers by promoting tlic conspiracy 
through deportations, plioiiy raids, 
iIIcgiI dctiiinmcnts illid fiibrici\tcd 
plots. They cxp:indccl tlicir Jiistico 
Dcpartmctiit empiros hy requosting 
:ind rcceivirig congressional funds for 
additioiial pcrsoiiiiel to fight tho 
Heds. I n  ;icldition, Palmer u s o d  tlie 
issue to catapult him to il possiblc 
prcsidcntid riomiiiatioii. 

Yct ailother williiig Ijilrtlier \$’ils 
thc: Americ;in prcss, o w  “bastion of 
frccdom.” With a kccn nose for hot 
views and a sliarp eye for increased 
profits from ctxp;iiided circulatioii, 
almost evory major newspaper 
hoppcd on thc’niiti-Communist bnnd- 

of U.S. Steel, \\rc!iit 011 it nliissivl: 

U.S. St(:eI sticc<!ssftiHjr smiislictl tlic 

L‘OITIC’. 


