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grace, but Christ’s really having performed that work; 
and the fountain of his assurance was not the pilgrim- 
age he lived, but the Gospel promises by light of 
which he lived it. Good orthodox divine that he was, 
Edwards condemned the kind of evangelical pietism 
Simonson attributes to him as “dependence upon ex- 
periences.” And he quite correctly saw that the “mys- 
tery” of such experiences was likely to be a eulogistic 
name for their unintelligibility. 

His claims to the contrary notwithstanding, Simon- 
son, like Miller, gives us an Edwards removed from 
his Scriptural foundation and set upon the foundation 
of “experience.” In place of Miller’s “naturalistic 
experience” Simonson gives us “religious experi- 
ence.” And for Simonson religious experience is al- 
ways a mystery so recondite that neither Scripture nor 
the nature of things can take its measure or be its rule. 
Simonson correctly presents it as “Edwards’ dictum” 
that “man believes [the Christian revelation] that he 
might truly imagine.” But for the Edwards Simonson 
describes the Scripture revelation, far from being the 
fountain and foundation of the believer’s life, would 
have to be finally irrelevant to it. In Simonson’s ac- 
count what redeems is not the work of Christ depicted 
in Scripture, but the self-authenticating experience. 
The only connection between this experience and 
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Scripture that Simonson offers is the assertion that this 
experience is the same experience that made believers 
of Abraham and the prophets and of Christ himself. 

In Simonson’s account the self-authenticating ex- 
perience is understood to be the fountain and founda- 
tion of Scripture-a complete reversal of the position 
Edwards held. And once this reversal is asserted to be 
that position, Edwards’s conviction that a spiritually 
destitute (that is, Christian) man “in effect knows 
nothing” cannot with reason be accounted anything 
more than a hyperbolic figure at best and an unintelli- 
gible foolishness at worst. But it is just this Christ- 
centeredness which Simonson understands to be so 
important to Edwards’s position. Given Simonson’s 
way of describing the “mystery” of belief such that 
neither Scripture nor the nature of things (metaphysics) 
can be its foundation, i t  would be far more reasonable 
to conclude that it is the believers (including Christ 
and the prophets) who “in effect know .nothing.” Ed- 
wards took both Scripture and the nature of things as 
the ground of belief. Taking both these out from under 
Edwards’s feet, Simonson renders himself incapable of 
giving an accurate account of Edwards’s truly majestic 
religious position. Miller’s account, at least, settled 
Edwards recognizably upon the earth; Simonson’s re- 
sembles nothing so much as a castle in the air. 

Political possibilities and limits, 
everywhere, are influenced by the 
Russian specter. The Russian Revo- 
lution, which established the first 
Communist society-a caricature of 
Marx’s utopian vision - provided 
enormous agitation but also ended, 
at least for the time being, every 
chance for a real egalitarian society. 
We still try to create a better social 
order and envision all kinds of hu- 
manistic utopias, but the Russian 
failure and its subversion of Commu- 
nist ideals pushed real communism 
to the realm of fantasy-or at least 
to China. 

Most commentaries deal with the 
subversion of Marx’s socialist ideals, 
with theoretical and social issues, 
and with their political implications. 
In America, of course, the discus- 

sions are peripheral: communism 
peaked in the 1930’s and was fairly 
wiped out even before McCarthyism 
briefly revived it as an issue in the 
1950’s. If we think of it at all now 
it is to protect ourselves against 
Russia or against a minute “lunatic 
fringe.” But in some countries, 
France for instance, communism is 
a vital part of both the political and 
the intellectual scenes. 

French communism, unlike Ameri- 
can communism, is red. The French 
have a large contingent of Marxist 
thinkers. Thus the debates among 
the Temps M o h n e s  group around 
Sartre, the famous exchange between 
Camus and Koestler as expressed in 
The Rebel and in Darkness at Noon, 
and even the Marxist breast-beating 
by some of the structuralists like 

Uvi-Strauss, Goldmann, and Al- 
thusser, and the writing by various 
“defectors,” such as Lefebvre and 
Aron, indicate the relevance of 
hlm‘st  thought to most of the coun- 
try’s inteuectuals. Yet all of their 
debates, as Lichtheim remarked, 
were (and are) hardly those of the 
Communist Party. The Party-under- 
standably allergic to thinking-exists 
alongside the thinkers, whose aware- 
ness of communism is probably 
heightened precisely because the 
Partie Commm’ste Francais (PCF) 
has political power and is also, after 
Italy, the largest Communist party 
in a non-communist society. 

Tiersky, a political scientist, set 
out to study this party . . . without 
its trimmings. He purposely stays 
away from the philosophical issues 
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like human rights, political choice, 
or personal freedom and, instead, 
looks at the PCF in terms of its 
power and its position within the 
country. He intentionally treats it 
like a specimen in a lab. By explicit- 
ly ignoring the polemic he manages 
to concentrate on PCF praxis be- 
hveen 1920 and 1972, on its actions, 
policies, official statements, and 
rhetoric. Because he is a political 
scientist he fits everything into a 
four-faceted social science model- 
his “four faces of communism”-and 
therefore “systematizes” PCF history, 
expedience, and aims. His narrow 
focus is typical of this sort of func- 
tional analysis; a useful tool for many 
who have, long ago, declared the 
“end of ideology.” 

The author, of course, does not 
discuss ideology-at least not direct- 
ly-but zeroes in on PCF strategy. 
The book is permeated by an aura 
of objectivity, but that does not hide 
its anti-Communist bias, which, at 
times, activates the reader’s anti- 
communism. Nevertheless, we are 
reminded of what we tend to forget: 
that Communist “locals” anywhere 
may be guided by Moscow’s short- 
ranie or long-range goals, and that 
these goals may directly influence 
our own lives. 

The book explicitly focuses on the 
“dominant political roles developed 
by the PCF in its search for power.” 
It analyzes “the structural equivocal 
nature of hlarxist-Leninist dochine,” 
which acts simultaneously “within 
and without” the legitimate power 
and actively works for reform while 
at the same time creating a potential- 
ly revolutionary situation. The sys- 
tematic examination of the Party’s 
past is used to provide a framework 
for what the author hopes will serve 
as a scientific model of “counter- 
community” for “non-ruling” Com- 
munist parties everywhere. He wants 
all Kremlin gazers of the future to 
use his model. 

Tiersky roots the Party’s six major 
policy reversals since 1920 in the 
“dual core” origins of French com- 
munism: the belief by the first Com- 
munist leader, JaurGs, that “universal 
suffrage can play n revolutionary 
role” and the later disillusionment 

with both jauressian and anarcho- 
syndicalist strategies, which prompt- 
ed Lenin to suggest that the French 
create a “real” party. The Party’s 
original ties to Comintern policies, 
states Tiersky, institutionalized the 
“dual strategy” for both reform and 
revolution and caused its chronic 
schizophrenia. Tiersky ties the schizo- 
phrenia to the schisms and strug- 
gles of the new Bolshevik regime in 
Russia, to Lenin’s belief that he and 
his party were the only legal and 
legitimate force representing the 
proletariat of the world, and to the 
weakness of the PCF itself. These 
factors, he says, conspired around 
1934 to turn the PCF into a Stalinist 
enclave subject to Soviet discipline. 

Tiersky documents how the PCF 
maneuvered to hold onto its com- 
mune-based organizational structure 
(contrary to the factory-based Ital- 
ian PCI or to the “doctrinaire” par- 
ty), even though it got rid of 
authority on the lower echelons; how 
it created a “pure” leadership cadre 
that eliminated “deviants” on the 
Right and on the Left; and how 
Thorez, who was already the Party’s 
representative to the Comintern, 
managed to become its sole leader. 
During this first period the Party 
maintained a “united Front” (at the 
top), struggled against “militarism” 
and “colonialism” (in politics and 
the press), and hied to fuse French 
communism to “bourgeois legality” 
(by getting deputies into Parlia- 
ment). At the same time, its umbili- 
cal ties to Russia, along with its 
split personality, had tumed many 
leftists, particularly the Socialists, 
who always believed that a neo- 
Marxist utopia can be achieved 
through reform, into factional an- 
tagonists who “stole” potential Com- 
munist votes. 

This fragmentation of the French 
Left, contends Tiersky, strengthened 
Fascism-the common enemy on the 
Right-and helped unite the “forces 
of progress.” This created the condi- 
tions for the second period, the Pop- 
ular Front, headed by the Socialist 
Leon Blum. This was the grand 
toumment of 1934. The myriad 
divisions within the newly united 
front, plus the consideration of na- 

tional and international nlliances and 
misalliances, the conflicts and para- 
noias, the r e d  crises and the false 
alarms that  influenced PCF politics 
during that period, ccrt;iiiily support 
Tiersky’s “schizophrenic” hypothesis. 

As it tumed out, the Front disin- 
tegrated when the PCF Lccainc the 
only party to reject the htunicli pact 
unanimously becnusr it “sacrificed 
the Soviet Union.” 

The Popular Front ni:iy hnve bccn 
just C; tactic anytviiy, says Tiersky, 
because “the fundamental goals [OF 
revolution] were ncver lost sight of 
. . . , and because it had bccn ex- 
pedient to [temporarily1 support the 
most . favorable non-rcvolution;iry 
situation, the bourgeois rcpublic . . .” 
while pursuing ubiquitous goals tliat 
would tie France to Russia. The 
Nazcgoviet pact supplied the official 
excuse to ban the PCF as le p i r / i  
c‘tratigcr, thereby 1)ringing aboiit 
Tiersky’s third period. 

Though this period lasted only ;I 
short ,time, i t  tested the versatility 
of thy Party’s leaders. At first they 
supported anti-Fascist policies m d  
defeige spending, and even enlisted 
in the army; then, in response to 
government suppression and scape- 
goating, they tumed hound to de- 
nounce France’s decldration of war 
against Russia as illepd, capitalist, 
and imperialist, deserted the army. 
and went underground. Once again 
the Communists would he swed by 
external events-this time by Hitler’s 
attack on Russia. 

Finally, says Tiersky, France and 
Russia’s interests were the same and 
the Communists could wholehearted- 
ly join the Resistance. Sincc they 
were the only previously organized 
anti-Nazi group within this move- 
ment, they not only restored their 
own raisoti d’dtre but became a 
strong power in the formatioii of the 
first poshvnr French govemment. 
The Communist syndicalists man- 
aged to elect more delegates to the 
Constituent Assembly than any 
other group. Yet their ambivalent 
liaison with the Socialists, their 
slully-shallying, and their nefarious 
methods once more brought the cus- 
tomary reaction. Even though, dur- 
ing this foiirtli period, they actively 



cooperated with all the programs for 
reconstruction, including some anti- 
strike actions, they “were pushed 
closer to the wall” and were, by 
1947, again eased out of government. 

The exclusion of the largest politi- 
cal party-Tiersky‘s fijth period-re- 
sulted again in what he calls the 
“Vertical Mirror Effect,” which split 
Communist and Socialist “families” 
all the way “up and down a series 
of primary and secondary political 
organizations, including national po- 
litical parties, syndicates, student 
organizations and most other groups 
. . . related to the functioning of 
the political system.” They were to 
be disenfranchised for a long time. 
The many strikes, at first to protest 
the Marshall Plan and NATO in 
general and, later on, “American 
domination” in particular, establish- 
ed the PCF, says Tiersky, as the 
“permanent opposition.” It also lost 
them momentum and “helped” De 
G a d e  to change electoral laws just 
enough to get himself elected by a 
landslide referendum. 

The 1958 referendum conferred 
legitimacy on De Gaulle’s Fifth Re- 
public, so that the Communists had 
to use new justifications for their 
*feat at the polls and for the gen- 
eral shift to the Right. They began 
to talk of De Gaulle as the head of 
‘‘an advanced bourgeois regime . . . 
that precedes the transition to social- 
ism,” and‘gradually, by about 1965, 
called it a ”bourgeois dictatorship” 
which could lead to the peaceful 
“transition to socialism” in a “multi- 
ple party situation.” Despite their 
rhetoric, states Tiersky, PCF leaders 
were aware that they needed a uni- 
fied Left in order to “beat” the 
Caullists at election time. 

The book supplies a good sum- 
mary of the complicated maneuvers 
which, finally, in 1968 resulted in 
their joint statement with the Social- 
ists for a common program: This 
ushers in Tiersky‘s sixth period, with 
its “united Left” in opposition. Sub- 
sequent negotiations led, by 1972, 
to a more formal agreement that 
shows detailed plans for every na- 
tional, international, social, and eco- 
nomic contingency that could con- 
ceivably touch French life. T h e  

agreement seems as elaborate as the 
Treaty of Versailles and, like Ver- 
sailles, assures only armed truce. The 
united vision combines all Commu- 
nist and Socialist campaign promises 
and studiously omits all mention of 
revolution. Obviously, the PCF “for- 
got” that it did not support either 
the workers or the students in May, 
1968, that its increasing reformism 
threatens its credibility as a revolu- 
tionary party, and that Marx’s utopia 
was only attainable through revolu- 
tion. Tiersky argues that this con- 
venient amnesia is the result of 
doctrinal contradictions, of the de- 
pendency on Moscow, and of the 
incomplete de-Stalini,mtion. Maybe 
so. I rather think that it is an am- 
nesia of experience which furthers 
the leaders’ personal ambitions, since 
they also know that a Marxist-type 
revolution cannot “happen” in the“ 
foreseeable future. 

Tiersky is eager to prove his six 
stages-and, by implication, the 
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patterns. together with the above 
Party history, could chart what 
might happen to the PCF, he 
searches for recurring pattems and 
order. 

It is a method favored by many 
political scientists, and though it is 
frequently helpful in explaining the 
past, it rarely describes the present 
and never predicts the future. No 
political scientist or sociologist, for 
instance, expected the events of May, 
1968. Their focus on “legitimacy” 
and on “order” had them ignoring 
the masses of “deviants” who no 
longer perceived any of the legiti- 
mate parties-including the PCF-as 
instruments for change. Most of 
.these experts, like Tiersky, are still 
w i n g  to explain what really happen- 
ed. Nor did Tiersky know when the ,  
book went to press that the Socialist-’ 
Communist alliance, which had just 
had its enormous electoral success, 
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would so soon be tom with conflict, 
or that the Socialists would “steal” 
so many Communist votes (the latest 
polls give them 34 per cent against 
the Communists’ 18 per cent), 

Few would disagree with Tier- 
sky’s judgment of the PCF as a re- 
formist and oppositionary force, but 
the notion that the PCF is really a 
“counter-commiinity” whose mem- 
bers join, ,as do the American com- 
munards, in order to resolve personal 
identity crises, or to replace their 
paternal authority, appears farfetch- 
ed. This concept of counter-com- 
munity, however, is one of the cor- 
nerstones of Tiersky’s theory; it is 
one of his “four faces.” Another 
“face” is that of the “tribune.” This 
means the disadvantaged vote for 
the Party because they buy its pro- 
gram or want to protest the estab- 
lishment, or have received favors 
from the local PCF politicians (they 
are said to be less corrupt than most 
and, at times, manage to shift local 
taxes to the local “capitalists”). 

These “two faces of communism” 
-the “tribune aspect” and the “coun- 
ter-community“-are on the “soft 
ais .”  The “hard *”-the “revolu- 
tionary vanguard” and the “govem- 
ment party”-is what most of the 
book is about. These “four faces” 
are said to exist simultaneously, al- 
though the predominance of one or 
another depends upon temporal ex- 
pedience. At the same time, the con- 
cept of the “four faces” conveys the 
image of scientific objectivity while 
hiding the author’s anti-communism, 
to which I do not really object, but 
do wish he would not cover with a 
“scientific” facade. 

Undoubtedly, this diagrammatic 
model will appeal not only to anti- 
Communists but to all who like mod- 
el-building. It might even be appli- 
cable, within limits, to oppositionary 
Communist parties outside France. 
To the extent that such parties were 
aligned with Moscow, there might 
also be temporal similarities to the 
PCFs six-stage history. But Tiersky 
too knows that many of these simi- 
larities are superficial, and, put to- 
gether in a “model,” they tell us 
little about the future, 

Tiersky‘s systematic description of 

dogma makes for dull reading on an 
exciting and important subject If 
he is correct about the machinations 
of the PCF, about its underground 
relation with the Soviet Union, about 
its anti-American uses, then he 
should have been able to present a 
more Iively account of French com- 
munism. One does not expect an 
old-fashioned spy story, but neither 
need it sound like a study squeezed 
dry of all human interest. His nar- 
row model, for example, omits all 
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discussion of the CIA or its Russian 
counterpart, the KGB. Even worse, 
Tiersky omits all of the promises of 
human liberation that socialism once 
held out. What has happened to the 
ideals of socialism is reduced to n 
plodding and repetitious analysis of 
the history everybody knows. But 
maybe it is important to realize thnt 
for us too, and not only for Tiersky 
and the systems analysts, the t w i s t s  
and turns of the “party line” have 
become routine. 
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Christian origins, observes W.D. 
Davies (The Gospel and the Land: 
Early Christianity and Jewish Terri- 
torial Doctrine) has usually been ap- 
proached in two ways. One empha- 
sizes the radical newness of the 
Christian gospel in an aging world; 
the other seeks to place Christianity 
within the context of the religious 
history of the Greco-Roman world. 
The latter approach usually moves 
to connect Christianity either to Hel- 
lenistic culture or to Judaism. “But 
even when the attempt has been 
made to understand Christian ori- 
gins in their setting in the Hellen- 
istic and Jewish worlds, it is the 
concerns of Christian scholars that 
have usually determined how that 
setting has been exploited and what 
aspects of it have been considered 
for the illumination of the Christian 
faith. This is especially true of the 
way in which Judaism has been ex- 
amined as a background to Chris- 
tianity.” Christiap scholars have per- 
sisted in viewing Judaism as a back- 
ground to Christianity despite the 

obvious historical fact that Judaism 
continues to exist to this day. Be- 
cause of the dominant role of Chris- 
tianity in Western culture, “the &- 
cussion of the interaction between 
Judaism and the Gospel,” continues 
Davies, ‘%as been governed almost 
entirely by those concerns that 
Christians themselves have deemed 
important. As a result, it is doctrines 
in which Christians have been par- 
ticularly interested, such as those 
about God, Man, Sin, Creation, 
Revelation, Prophecy, Reward and 
Punishment, etc., that is, theological 
and metaphysical abstractions, that 
have been emphasized in attempts 
to understand how the Gospel 
emerged from and impinged upon 
Judaism. The Jewish faith came to 
be understood largely as a body of 
ideas with which Christian doctrines 
could be compared and contrasted; 
it came to be examined in terms of 
Christian categories but seldom in 
t e m  native, or peculiar, to itself.” 
Hence the neglect of the ‘land“ and 
hence the reason for Davies’s book. 


