
The Heresy of Equality: 
Bradford Replies to J a f a  

I 

BI. E. B R A D F O R D  

LET US HAVE no foolishness, indeed.* Equal- 
ity as a moral or political imperative, pur- 
sued as an end in itself-Equality, with the 
capital “E”-is the antonym of every legiti- 
mate conservative principle. Contrary to 
most Liberals, new and old, it is nothing 
less than sophistry to distinguish between 
equality of opportunity (equal starts in the 
“race of life”) and equality of condition 
(equal results). For only those who are 
equal can take equal advantage of a given 
circumstance. And there is no man equal 
to any other, except perhaps in the special, 
and politically untranslatable, understand- 
ing of the Deity. Not intellectually or physi- 
cally or economically or even morally. Not 
equal! Such is, of course, the genuinely 
self-evident pr0position.l Its truth finds a 
verification in our bones and is demon- 
strated in the unselfconscious acts of our 
everyday lives: vital proof, regardless of 
our private political persuasion. Incidental 
equality, engendered by the pursuit of oth- 
er objectives, is, to be sure, another matter. 
Inside of the general history of the West 
(and especially within the American ex- 
perience) it can be credited with a nurn- 
ber of healthy consequences: strength in 
the bonds of community, assent to the au- 

*This essay is a direct response to Harry Jaf- 
fa’s “Equality as a Conservative Principle,” Lop 
ola of Los Angeles Law Review, VI11 (June, 
1975), pp. 471-505, which is itself a critique of 
The Basic Symbols of the American Political 
Tradition by Willmoore Kendall and George W. 
Carey. Lincoln’s reading of the Declaration of 
Independence is the central subject of this en- 
tire exchange. Jaffa’s piece invites direct com- 
parison with mine. 

thority of honorable regimes, faith in the 
justice of the gods. 

But the equality of Professor Jaffa’s es- 
say, even in the ordinary sense of “equal 
rights,” can be expected to work the other 
way around. For this equality belongs to 
the post-Renaissance world of ideology-of 
political magic and the alchemical 

science” of politics. Envy is the basis of 
its broad appeal. And rampant envy, the 
besetting virus of modern society, is the 
most predictable result of insistence upon 
its realization.* Furthermore, hue and cry 
over equality of opportunity and equal 
rights leads, a fortiori, to a final demand 
for equality of condition. Under its pres- 
sure self-respect gives way in the large 
majority of mcn who have not reached the 
level of their expectation, who have no sup- 
port from an inclusive identity, and who 
hunger for “revenge” on those who occupy 
a higher station and will (they expect) 
continue to enjoy that advantage. The end 
result is visible in the spiritual proletarians 
of the “lonely crowd.” Bertrand de Jouven- 
el has described the process which produces 
such non-persons in his memorable study, 
On Power.3 They are the natural pawns of 
an impersonal and omnicompetent Levi- 
athan. And to insure their docility such a 
state is certain to recruit a large “new 
class” of men, persons superior in “abjlitv” 
and authority, both to their ostensible 
<< masters” among the people and to such 
anachronisms as stand in their progressive 
way. 

Such is the evidence of the recent past- 
and particularly of American history. Ar- 
rant individualism, fracturing and then 
destroying the hope of amity and confeder- 
ation, the communal bond and the ancient 

<< 
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vision of the good society as an extrapola- 
tion from family, is one villain in this tale. 
Another is rationalized cowardice, shame, 
and ingratitude hidden behind the disguise 
of self-sufficiency or the mask of injured 
merit. Interdependence, which secures dig- 
nity and makes of equality a mere irrele- 
vance, is the principal victim. Where fra- 
ternity exists to support the official 
structure of a government, it can command 
assent with no fear of being called despotic 
or prejudiced in behalf of one component 
of the society it represents. But behind the 
cult of equality (the chief if not only tenet 
in Professor Jaffa’s theology, and his link 
to the pseudo-religious politics of ideology) 
is an even more sinister power, the uni- 
formitarian hatred of providential distinc- 
tions which will stop at nothing less than 
what Eric Voegelin calls “a reconstitution 
of being”: a nihilistic impulse which is at 
bottom both frightened and vain in its re- 
jection of a given contingency and in its ar- 
rogation of a godlike authority to annul 
that dependen~y.~ As Robert Penn Warren 
has recently reminded us, distinctions 
drawn from an encounter with an external 
reality have been the basis for the intel- 
lectual life as we have known it: prudent 
and tentative distinctions, but seriously in- 
tended.5 With the reign of equality all of 
that achievement is set at peril. I 

I1 

So MUCH in prologue. Concerning equality 
Professor Jaffa and I disagree profoundly; 
disagree even though we both denominate 
ourselves conservative. Yet this distinction 
does not finally exhaust or explain our dif- 
ferences. For Jaffa’s opening remarks indi- 
cate that his conservatism is of a relatively 
recent variety and is, in substance, the Old 
Liberalism hidden under a Union battle 
flag. To the contrary I maintain that if con- 
servatism has any identity whatsoever be- 
yond mere recalcitrance and rationalized 
self-interest, that identity must incorporate 
the “funded wisdom of the ages” as that 
deposition comes down through a particu- 

lar national experience. Despite modifica- 
tions within the prescription of a con- 
tinuum of political life, only a relativist or 
historicist could argue that American con- 
servatism should be an utterly unique 
phenomenon, without antecedents which 
predate 1776 and unconnected with the 
mainstream of English and European 
thought and practice known to our fore- 
fathers in colonial times. Jaffa of course 
nods toward one face of Locke and, by im- 
plication, the chiliastic politics of Crom- 
well’s New England heirs? And I have no 
doubt that he can add to this hagiography 
a selective (and generally misleading) list 
of earlier patrons of his view. I cannot in 
this space encounter the full spectrum of 
Straussian rationalism. To specify what I 
believe to be lacking in Jaffa’s conserva- 
tive model (and wrong with the intellectual 
history he uses in its validation), it will 
serve better for me to concentrate first on 
how I read the Declaration of Inde- 
pendence and then append, in abbreviated 
form, my estimation of Lincoln’s lasting 
and terrible impact on the nation’s destiny 
through his distortions upon that text. This 
of course involves me incidentally in Jaffa’s 
quarrel with Kendall/Carey and The Basic 
Symbols of the American Political Tradi- 
tion. But it must be understood that my ob- 
ject is not to defend these worthy gentle- 
men. To the contrary, my primary interest 
is in a more largely conservative view of 
the questions over which they and Profes; 
sor Jaffa disagree. And therefore, inci- 
dentally with the operation and quality of 
my adversary’s mind which lead him to 
conclusions so very different from mine. 
With those concerns I propose to organize 
and conclude my remarks. 

I11 

PROFESSOR JAFFA begs a great many ques- 
tions in his comment on the Declaration. 
But his greatest mistake is an open error, 
and supported by considerable precedent 
in both academic and political circles. In 
truth, his approach is an orthodox one, at 
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least in our radical times. I refer to his 
treatment of the second sentence of that 
document in abstraction from its whole: in- 
deed, of the first part of that sentence in ab- 
straction from its remainder, to say nothing 
of the larger text. Jaffa filters the rest of the 
Declaration (and later expressions of the 
American political faith) back and forth 
through the measure of that sentence until 
he has (or so he imagines) achieved its 
baptism in the pure waters of the higher 
law. He quotes Lincoln approvingly that 
“the doctrine of human equality was ‘the 
father of all moral principle [amongst 
us].’ ”‘ Jaffa sets up a false dilemma: we 
must be, as a people, “committed” to 
Equality or we are “open to the relativism 
and historicism that is the theoretical 
ground of modem totalitarian regimes.” 
The Declaration is, of course, the origin of 
that commitment to “permanent stan- 
dards.” And particularly the second sen- 
tence. The trouble here comes from an im- 
perfect grasp of the Burkean calculus. And 
from the habit of reading legal, poetic, and 
rhetorical documents as if they were bits 
of revealed truth or statements of sys- 
tematic thought. My objections derive pri- 
marily from those antirationalist realms of 
discourse. For I assume, with Swift, that 
man is a creature capable of reason, capax 
rationis, but not a rational animal. There- 
fore the head and heart must be engaged 
together where instruction is attempted. 
The burden of poetry and rhetoric is in. 
herent in the form through which that idea 
is embodied: its meaning is its way of 
meaning, not a discursive paraphrase. And 
it achieves that meaning as it unfolds. Ac- 
cording to this procedure we are taught 
from of old that the soul may be composed, 
the sensibility reordered. Reason enters into 
this process with modesty and draws its 
sanction for whatever new truth it may ad- 
vance from cooperation with sources and 
authorities that need produce no credentials 
nor prove up any title with the audience 
assumed. For in poetry as in law and 
rhetoric all matters are not in question. 
There is a prescription, or something 

equivalent to what Burke calls by that 
name. And usually a theology to channel 
and gloss the prescript. Tropes and figures, 
terms weighted more or less by usage, 
norms of value configured and dramatic se- 
quences of associated actions discovered 
through an unbroken stream of place and 
blood and history operate in this mode of 
communication as something logically prior 
to the matter under examination. And like- 
wise the law, especially where the rule is 
stare decisis. Where myth or precedent or 
some other part of the “wise prejudice” of 
a people is presupposed and identity there- 
fore converted into a facet of ontology, a 
providential thing (“inalienable” in that 
word’s oldest sense, not to be voted, given, 
or reasoned away), there is nothing for 
mere philosophy to say. And that philo- 
sophe abstraction, political Man, who once 
theoretically existed outside a social bond, 
nowhere to be seen. As a wise man wrote, 
“Where the great interests of mankind are 
concerned through a long succession of gen- 
erations, that succession ought to be ad- 
mitted into some share in the councils 
which are so deeply to affect them.”* For 
the “moral essences” that shape a common- 
wealth are “not often constructed after any 
theory : theories are rather drawn from 
them”-the natural law, made partially 
visible only in the prescription, but made 
visible n~netheless.~ 

IV 

To ANYONE familiar with English letters 
and the English mind in the seventeenth 
and eighteenth centuries, the Declaration 
of Independence is clearly a document 
produced out of the mores mjorum-legal, 
rhetorical, poetic-and not a piece of rea- 
soning or systematic truth. No sentence of 
its whole means anything out of context. It 
unfolds seriatim and makes sense only 
when read through. Furthermore, what it 
does mean is intelligible only in a matrix 
of circumstances-political, literary, lin- 
guistic, and mundane. Nevertheless, no one 
trained to move in the rhetorical world of 
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Augustan humanism would take it for a 
relativistic statement any more than they 
would describe Dryden’s Religio Laici, Ad- 
dison’s Cato, Johnson’s Rasselas, or Burke’s 
Reflections on the Revolution in  Frame in 
that fashion?O Jaffa revives the error of his 
master, Leo Strauss, in speaking of the bug- 
bear historicism and of “mere prescriptive 
rights.”ll For it is in our day the alterna- 
tives which carry with them a serious dan- 
ger of the high sounding despot. Radicals 
(to use his term, meaning the Liberals who 
see in politics a new “Queen of the Sci- 
ences” and employ a sequence of private 
revelations to exalt her condition) believe 
in a “higher law”-have done so at least 
since the politics of secularized Puritanism 
first appeared in European society.12 Even 
Marxists finally worship the demiurge of 
history-and rest the remainder of their 
argument upon that authority. And the 
goddess Reason is still with us, available to 
sanction whatever her hand finds to do in 
erasing all that survives from what Peter 
Gay rightly labels the mythopoeic vision.l* 
I agree with Professor Jaffa concerning 
the danger of relativism. A Christian must. 
And also about behavioristic political sci- 
ence. Such study is description only, or else 
mere manipulation. But, hunger for the 
normative aside, we must resist the tenden- 
cy to thrust familiar contemporary pseudo- 
religious notions back into texts where they 
are unlikely to appear. Any Englishman 
of 1776 (colonial or not) should not be ex- 
pected to construe natural rights so rigor- 
ously as Justice Black-except perhaps for 
hyperbole and in argument. In between our 
day and that first July 4 stand a number 
of revolutions, especially the French. And 
also two hundred years of liberal and radi- 
cal thought. We are bemused by the spectre 
of Locke (an authority to some of the rev- 
olutionary generation, but read loosely and 
in the light of Sir Edward Coke and Wil- 
liam Petyt, and the 1628 Petition of Right, 
and the 1689 Declaration of Rights) .I4 The 
legacy of English common law is lost upon 
us. And in the process we have forgotten, 
among other things, that Edmund Burke 

is our best guide to the main-line of Whig 
thought: not Locke or Paine, or even Har- 
rington, but Burke. It is, of course, a truism 
that all colonial Americans did their politi- 
cal thinking inside the post-1688 Whig 
legal traditi011.l~ Some years ago Professor 
Jaffa attempted to counter this line of ob- 
jection to his Lincolnian construction of the 
Declaration by setting Paine and Lock0 
(plus an irrelevant bit of Blackstone) upon 
Daniel J. Boorstin’s excellent The Ameri- 
can: The Colonial Experience. But in so do- 
ing he only evaded his antagonist and ob- 
fuscated the question of what is typically 
Whig and behind our “revolution.”1s For 
Locke is not so consistent a source of equal 
rights as Jaffa would lead us to believe. In- 
deed, that worthy theorist of liberty was an 
eager part to the creation of a slaveocracy 
in South Carolina?’ And on occasion he 
justified the peculiar institution with noth- 
ing more sophisticated than an appeal to 
race or right of conquest.l* Blackstone, for 
his part, was a high Tory and a poor spon- 
sor for equality of any sort. And Paine re- 
lates to very little that became American in 
our Constitution of 1787. Recent scholar- 
ship on early American history has, by and 
large, exhibited an anachronistic tendency 
to ignore all patriot utterances that do not 
sound like Locke in his highest flights of 
freedom or Paine before the Mountain: like 
the Whig “Left,” in other words.le They 
have ignored the problems in logic set up 
by “all men are created equal” when under- 
stood as one of Lincoln’s beloved Euclidian 
propositions and the larger problems for 
libertarians determined not to call for 
equality of condition when they start from 
such a postulate.20 Along with the political 
philosophers they have approached the task 
of explication as if the Declaration existed 
sui generis, in a Platonic empyrean.21 A 
gloss upon what transpired in a real (Le., 
intellectually “messy”) convention in a real 
Philadelphia seems not to interest these 
sages: what with reason could be expected 
to occur.22 With a non-Lockean Whig ma- 
chinery (and as a practicing rhetorician) 
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I will attempt to draw the inquiry down 
toward such probabilities. 

v 
CONTRARY TO Professor Jaffa, it is my view 
that the Declaration of Independence is not 
very revolutionary at all. Nor the Revolu- 
tion itself. Nor the Constitution. Only Mr. 
Lincoln and those who gave him support, 
both in his day and in the following cen- 
tury. And the moralistic, verbally disguised 
instrument which Lincoln invented may in- 
deed be the most revolutionary force in the 
modern world: a pure gnostic The 
Declaration confirms an existing state of 
affairs, even in its announcement of a break 
with George 111. For the colonies existed 
as distinctive commonwealths with (and 
out of) English law. Yet they were English 
with a difference. It required only a frac- 
turing of spiritual bonds that it be made of- 
ficial. In the spring and summer of 1776 
things came to a head. As Jefferson wrote, 
a British army was descending upon Long 
Island: an army bent on putting an end to 
petitions, inquiries, declarations, and all 
such irritants. The King had declared the 
members of the Continental Congress re- 
bels, without the law. And likewise those 
who thought themselves represented by that 
body. No security from deportation for 
trial, summary execution and confiscation 
were the alternatives to unconditional sub- 
mission and allegiance outside the law. 

Rhetorical criticism begins with a care- 
ful description of circumstances antedating 
compos i t i~n .~~  For without that information 
well established, the meaning of language 
is uncertain; and a piece of literature may 
be treated as if it had been prepared only 
for the gods. Connection of a document 
with a set of writings made and/or ex- 
changed before or after its appearance is 
certainly such necessary information. There 
is no Declaration apart from it. Effacing 
himself, Thomas Jefferson wrote what com- 
pleted a conversation concerning the law 
which had gone back and forth across the 
AtIantic for many years before exhausting 

its purpose. Everything in this sequence ap- 
peals to the consensus gentium of sensible 
men (common reasonableness, but not 
philosophy) and to English law. James I1 
had set himself outside that rule, using the 
dispensary powers to invent a new equality 
of rights. This usurpation resulted in a roy. 
a1 “abdication” and a new king who prom- 
ised to uphold the charters and ancient laws 
and thus to preserve to Englishmen and 
their posterity the rights they had inherited 
through a providentially blessed history. 
This was the common understanding of that 
period. It is implicit in the dialogue be- 
tween Philadelphia and Whitehall and in 
the antecedent quarrel between the Crown 
and various colonial assemblies after the 
Stamp and Declaratory Acts and the Al- 
bany Congress. The American “parlia- 
ment” first convened in September of 1774 
and soon issued its “Declaration and Re- 
solves of the First Continental Congress, 
October 14, 1774.” Even there it is unmis- 
takably clear that a composite identity is 
addressing a related composite identity, 
that the mode of address is forensic (deter- 
mining praise or blame between respective 
parties in dispute over the meaning of a 
“-iven” b phenomenon), and that the point 
of reference is not divine revelation or a 
body of doctrine maintained according to 
the precepts of philosophy, but rather a 
wisdom inherited as prescription, to be ap- 
plied reasonably, but not in Reason’s 
name. This particular declaration makes 
it plain that Englishmen are in dispute with 
Englishmen, groups with groups, and on 
English grounds. The colonial charters set 
up this situation. At law they connect the 
colonies to a paternal source, even while 
they set them apart. They create an am- 
biguity in relations with the English parlia- 
ment and the independent reality of other 
governments, And they leave law and king 
and common enemies to hold the mix to- 
gether.z5 

In their first declaration we learn that 
the remonstrants are entitled to “life, liber- 
ty and property”; that these basic rights 
come from their ancestors (God perhaps 

66 Winter 1976 

LICENSED TO UNZ.ORG
ELECTRONIC REPRODUCTION PROHIBITED



acting through them) ; that removal over 
the sea can involve no alienation of such in- 
herited rights; that such alienation is now 
proposed by way of taxation and by  the 
machinery for enforcing that tax; and, fi- 
nally, that kindred offences against “im- 
munities and privileges granted and con- 
firmed” by royal charters and “secured by 
their several codes of provincial law” are 
in prospect. Here and in the later (and 
similarly argued) “Declaration of the 
Causes and Necessities of Taking up Arms, 
July 6, 1775,” we can recognize the linea- 
ments of a position finally developed in 
July of 1776. And also a line of thought 
coming down directly from the Great Char- 
ter of 1689-r even more remotely from 
Bracton and Fortescue. The king is the 
king, the subject the subject, only within 
the law. The American colonies are by 
blood and law part of the English res pub- 
lica, set apart from the old Island Kingdom 
by England’s destruction of that organic 
relationship. To repeat, it is well to remem- 
ber that the king declared them “rebels” 
(Prohibitory Acts, August 1775) well be- 
fore they accepted that title for themselves. 
As they insist, it is for no “light or tran- 
sient causes” that they make his appellation 
official. Their charters have become mere 
paper. By virtue of relocation across the 
.seas they have been defined as alienated 
Englishmen, without security even in such 
fundamental matters as life, liberty, and the 
fruits of their labors. And all men recog- 
nize these rights as being the precondition 
of submission to any government. Their 
fathers had, of course, grown violent over 
much smaller affronts. But the “authors” 
of the Declaration are determined to keep 
within the law and to appear as unusually 
conservative men. Only when the king 
denies them all representation, asserts his 
right to bind them collectively, to seize 
their goods collectively, to quarter an angry 
army upon them, and to punish their en- 
treaties that he restrain his servants to ob- 
serve the Bill of Right-nly then will they 
close with a last “appeal from reason to 
arms.” 

VI 

WE ARE NOW prepared to ask what Mr. Jef- 
ferson and his sensible friends meant by 
“all men” and “created equal.” Meant to- 
gether-us a group. In rhetoric, it is a rule 
to ask how the beginning leads through the 
middle to the end. If end and beginning 
consort well with one another, if they point 
in one direction, that agreement defines 
what may be discovered in between.28 The 
last three-fourths of the Declaration (minus 
the conclusion, its original draft) is a bill 
of partic~lars.~’ The king (their only 
acknowledged link with England) has de- 
capitated the body politic and hence is no 
longer king on these shores. The law/pre- 
scription cannot otherwise be preserved. 
And these men intend such a preservation. 
Something in existence declares itself in 
possession of “honor” and “sensible of the 
regard of decent men,” prepared to draw 
a new charter out of those it possesses, to 
act as an entity in forming a confederal 
government. But first these commonwealths 
must file an official bill of divorcement, de- 
signed to the pattern of a countersuit in an 
action already initiated on the other side. 
The generation of a new head for this body 
is not yet, but will, we can assume, present 
no problem when a necessity for its crea- 
tion is made explicit.28 

The exordium of the Declaration begins 
this appeal with an argument from history 
and with a definition of the voice address- 
ing the “powers of the earth!” It is a “peo- 
ple,” a “we” that are estranged from anoth- 
er “we.” The peroration reads the same: 
“we,” the “free and independent states,” 
are united in our will to separation-and 
prepared to answer to high and low for that 
temerity. They act in the name (and with 
the sanction) of the good people whose sev- 
eral assemblies had authorized their con- 
gregation. This much formally. No con- 
temporary liberal, new or old, can make 
use of that framework or take the CUS- 

tomary liberties with what is contained by 
the construction. Nor coming to it by the 
path I have marked, may they, in honesty, 
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see in “created equal” what they devoutly 
wish to find. “We,” in that second sen- 
tence, signifies the colonials as the citizenry 
of the distinct colonitis, not as individuals, 
but rather in their corporate capacity. 
Therefore, the following “all men”- 
created equal in their right to expect from 
any government to which they might sub- 
mit freedom from corporate bondage, 
genocide, and massive confiscation-are 
persons prudent together, respectful of the 
law which makes them one, even though 
forced to stand henceforth apart: equal as 
one free state is as free as another. 

Nothing is maintained concerning the 
abilities or situations of individual persons 
living within the abandoned context of the 
British Empire or the societies to be formed 
by its disruption. No new contract is 
drawn. Rather, one that exists is preserved 
by amputation. All that is said is that no 
component of a society can be expected to 
agree, even though it is part of that society 
by inheritance, that it is to be bereft of 
those securities that make life tolerable sim- 
ply by geographical remoteness. And, if 
even the Turk and infidel would not as a 
people submit to a government such as 
George I11 proposes to impose through 
Lord Howe’s army, how can Englishmen 
be expected to agree to that arrangement? 
So much is “obvious” to everyone, in other 
words, “self-evident.” Thus even if the law 
of nature and of nations is drawn into our 
construction of “endowed by their Crea- 
tor,” what is left to be called “inalienable” 
with respect to American colonials and 
demonstrative of a certain minimal equality 
of rights in their collectivities is not so 
much. What happens in the remainder of 
the Declaration, following sentence two, is 
even more depressing to the contemporary 
Jacobin who would see in the new be- 
ginning a departure from the previous 
political history of Western man. Note par- 
ticularly the remarks concerning the part 
played by the king’s servants in encourag- 
ing a “servile insurrection,” the xenophobic 
objections to the use of foreign mercenar- 
ies, and the allusion of the employment of 

savages as instruments of royal policy. Note 
also Jefferson’s ironic reference to “Chris- 
tian Kings” and anger at offences to the 
“common blood.” These passages draw 
upon a received identity and are not “rea- 
sonable” in character. Certainly they do not 
suggest the equality of individual men. But 
(and I am sure Professor Jaffa will agree 
with me on this), even though racist, 
xenophobic, and religious assumptions have 
no place in the expression of philosophic 
truth, they can readily operate in an appeal 
to prescriptive law. And therefore, I say, 
in our Declaration of Independence. 

VI1 

THOUGH I agree with KendWCarey that 
there is a distance between the Declaration 
and the Constitution of 1787, and that si- 
lence on equality in the latter reflects a con- 
scious choice, I agree also with Professor 
Jaffa that the two are not in conflict. The 
Constitution, like the Articles of Confedera- 
tion before it, built a structure of common 
government (to handle all difficulties made 
by being one and thirteen) upon a common 
legal inheritance, common origins, and an 
established unity of purpose. It is a limited 
contract, resting on an external and prior 
bond of free and independent states, per- 
fecting or improving their union.28 It does 
not abrogate what it rests upon. The 
Declaration was a necessary prologue to its 
adoption. But, in logic, the Declaration is 
not implicit in the Constitution except as 
it made possible free ratification by the in- 
dependent states. ,In truth, many rights are 
secured under the Constitution that are not 
present in the Declaration, however it be 
construed. Yet not equal voting rights in 
state or federal elections. Or economic 
rights in taxation. Or rights for women. Or 
even equal footing for various religions- 
or species of irreIigion. To say nothing of 
slaves. All of this is well known. But, if we 
reasoned as do some gifted scholars, it 
might be maintained that the Constitution 
takes us even further away from equality 
for slaves than does the Dec la ra t i~n .~~  For 
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in Article I, Section 9, provision is made 
that no law shall be passed by Congress to 
restrict the slave trade prior to 1808. Slav- 
ery exists by acknowledgment of the same 
document. Yet it encourages that there be 
more slaves in the Republic than are pres- 
ent in 1787. More in a proportion that 
twenty-one years can be expected to pro- 
vide. Hence this provision can be described 
in logic as presenting Negro slavery as a 
positive good. For reasons of history I do 
not insist upon this commentary. The evi- 
dence of what lies behind the text suggests 
another view.s1 And for the same reasons 
I cannot follow the practical advice of the 
late Everett McKinley Dirksen and “get 
right with Lincoln.’y82 

VI11 

IT WOULD BE unreasonable for me to at- 
tempt to develop in this essay all that I wish 
to say in objection to the politics of Abra- 
ham Lincoln. For it is a great deal and will 
perhaps involve some years. Therefore I 
must, in returning the courtesy of this re- 
view, raise only my primary objections, 
most of them proceeding from Lincoln’s 
misunderstanding of the Declaration as a 
“deferred promise” of equality. I am of 
course close to the late Professor Kendall 
in these matters and have learned much 
from him and from Professor Carey.ss For 
one thing, I agree with those gentlemen 
that Lincoln’s “second founding” is fraught 
with peril and carries with it the prospect 
of an endless series of turmoils and rev- 
olutions, all dedicated to freshly discovered 
meanings of equality as a “proposition.” 
I do not, however, look so much as they do 
to New England. It is not my preference for 
a colonial precedent to the national identi- 

The millenarian infection spread and 
almost institutionalized by Lincoln (and by 
the manner of his death) has its impetus 
from that “other Israel” surrounding Bos- 

And its full potential for mischief is 
yet to be determined. What Alexander 
Stephens called Lincoln’s “religious mysti- 
cism” of Union, when combined in “cold, 

calculating reason” to the goal of ‘‘equal 
rights” and an authoritarian (that is, ir- 
rational) biblical rhetoric, constitutes a 
juggernaut powerful enough to a m  and 
enthrone any self-made Caesar we might 
imagine: even an unprepossessing country 
lawyer from Illinois. For by means of that 
mixture and solution a transfer of authori- 
ty and energy is effected, from the Puritan 
dream of a New Jerusalem governed by an 
elect to the manifest destiny of American 
democracy led by keepers of the popular 
faith. Both are authorized from on High to 
reform the world into an imitation of 
themselves-and to lecture and dragoon all 
who might object. Both receive regular in- 
timations of the Divine Will through 
prophets who arise from time to time to re- 
call them to their holy mission. And both 
operate from that base to paint all prospec- 
tive opposition in the darkest of colors, the 
rhetoric of polarity being a fundamental 
correlative of all genuinely Puritan activi- 
ty, with no room for shadings in between 
and no mercy for the wicked. 

This is, of course, not to minimize the 
role played in Lincoln’s rise to power by 
the tireless “engine” of his ambition. Nor 
his political gifts-for which I have an 
ever-growing admiration. As is announced 
obliquely in the “Address Before the 
Springfield Young Men’s Lyceum, 1838,” 
Lincoln was, very early, touched by a Bona- 
partist sense of destiny. His papers (all 
ten volumes, plus a recent supplement) re- 
flect a steady purpose, an inexorable will 
to rise, to put his stamp upon the 
Yet there was always another side to his na- 
ture-glum, ironic, pessimistic, self-de- 
precatory: in a word, inscrutable. It has de- 
ceived and puzzled many. Yet, as is ordi- 
nary in a Puritan, this meandering re- 
flected private doubt of the wisdom behind 
personal choices and (perhaps) the status 
of motives which directed him toward their 
enactment: self-doubt, but not doubt of 
ideals. And he knew how to cure the ail- 
ment-by “striving to finish the work.” He 
had his ends in mind, his religion of Union 
in Equality, but he left it to the “provi- 
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dential” flow of !&tory to carry them to 
realization. However, after 1854 he con- 
descended to give that flow a little help. 
The Kansas-Nebraska Act made the politi- 
cal career of Abraham Lincoln, opened the 
door for the “Reign of Reason,” made it 
possible to put behind the “living history” 
of the revolutionary generation (“oaks,” 
an organic image), and provided for an op- 
portunity to roll out the big guns of priest- 
ly  language to give what he meant by “free- 
dom” that “new birth” he came to speak 
of at Gettysburg. He played with consum- 
mate skill the circumstances of free-soil re- 
action in ’54 and then the tumult surround- 
ing the campaigns of ‘58 and ‘60. Nor are 
there many scholars who do not find some 
mystery or subtle craft in his first months 
as President, to say nothing of his subse- 
quent conduct. But that story, as I read it, 
is a large book-larger than Professor Jaf- 
fa’s. Suffice it to say that Lincoln was in- 
deed a man whose “policy was to have no 
policy.”s7 He loved to quote from Hamlet 
that “there is a divinity that shapes our 
ends,/Rough-hew them how we will.”38 And 
from the total pattern of his conduct we can 
extract the following formula: Wait, set up 
or encourage pressure, then jump, and call 
it God. The original behind this procedure 
could be any one of a dozen historic ty- 
rants, all of whom announced a noble pur- 
pose for their acts. But when the pattern is 
encapsulated by the high idiom of Holy 
Scripture (the authority of which no man 
can examine), the Anglo-Saxon prototype 
emerges as Oliver Cromwell, the Lord Pro- 
tector. And in searching for what is signifi- 
cant in that analogy, the logical point of de- 
parture is the House-Divided speech to the 
Illinois Repuhlican convention of June, 
1858. 

IX 

cludes on a Puritan note: Let us refound the 
Union, and “the gates of hell shall not p r e  
vail against it.” The new founder, having 
propped up the temple of Liberty/Equality 
on the solid pillars of “calculating reason,” 
will therefore be, in relation to the powers 
of evil ( ix . ,  those who do not care for the 
arrangement) as was the faith of Peter to 
the Christian church after its foundation. 
And God is thus, by implication, the securi- 
ty for the quasi-religion of Equality. In a 
similar fashion Lincoln finds God as a veri- 
fication for his rectitude as President in his 
address to Northern moderates, men who 
loved the old “divided” house, which we 
find in his Second Inaugural. Here is the 
heresy of a “political religion” at  the be- 
ginning of Lincoln’s political career, and 
also at  its end. But one prudent shift is ob- 
servable. Except for an occasional mention 
of “propositions” or their equivalent, the 
debt to European rationalism (the source 
of Lincoln’s puzzling theological hetero- 
doxy), fades into the background once 
Honest Abe appears on the center of the na- 
tional stage in Peoria, Illinois (October, 
1854). And in the opposite direction the 
biblical element grows to be more and more 
dominant after 1858. But we should not in- 
fer from this that LincoIn’s design changed 
after he got the Republican nomination 
against Douglas. Only his perception 
(drawing from the abolitionists) of the 
proper instrument for its execution. 

The House-Divided speech was, beyond 
any question, a Puritan declaration of war. 
And therefore also Lincoln’s election on the 
basis of its contents as transcribed in the 
Republican platform of 1860. A Lincoln ad- 
mirer, Don E. Fehrenbacher, in his Prelude 
to Greatness: Lincoln i n  the 18SO‘s, calls 
it “ G a r r i ~ ~ n i a n . ” ~ ~  The South saw it that 
way, as did much of the North. And neither 
forgot those words: 

LINCOLN’S political gnosticism does not A House Divided against itself cannot 
come to a head in the House-Divided stand. I believe this government cannot 
speech, and does not begin there. For endure, perpetually half slave and half 
even in the Springfield Lyceum address free. I do not expect the Union to be dis- 
(made when he was twenty-nine), he con- s o l v e d 4  do not expect the house to full 
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-but I do expect it will cease to be di- 
vided. It will become all one thing, or 
aU another. 

Yet we should not abstract the speech from 
the intellectual milieu to which it belongs. 
By means of his political manipulation, Lin- 
coln, in the words of his one-time friend, 
Alexander Stephens, “put the institution of 
nearly one-half the states under the ban of 
public opinion and national condemnation.” 
And, continued Stephens, “this, upon gen- 
eral principle, is quite enough of itself to 
arouse a spirit not only of general indigna- 
tion, but of revolt on the part of the pro- 
s~ribed.~’‘~ Other people in these days made 
noises like Lincoln. After 1854 they got a 
good hearing. One of them, old John 
Brown, received beatification from the 
Northern newspapers which supported Mr. 
Lincoln in 1860. What this juxtaposition 
signified, despite certain cluckings of dis- 
approval among Republican stalwarts, no 
one could mistake. 

Of course the central motif of the House- 
Divided speech, as quoted above, echoes the 
Bible (Mark 3:25) : Christ speaking of the 
undivided hosts of Satan.“ Lincoln’s au- 
thority is thus, by association, elevated to 
the level of the hieratic. But he adds some- 
thing to the mixture. The myth that slavery 
wil1 be either set on its way to extinction 
by an official gesture on the part of the 
federal government or else all states will 
eventually become slave-states establkhes a 
false dilemma, describes a set of conditions 
which, once fixed in the minds of his free- 
soil audience, was certain to create in them 
a sense of alarm. Thus he participates in 
what Richard Hofstadter calls the “para- 
noid style” in Fear of the slave 
power (Southern political and economic 
domination) and racist hostility to the idea 
of massive Negro influx, free or slave, into 
the North made predictable that one of 
these alternatives would be perceived as in- 
tolerable-and we can guess which one. 
Thus the size of the Republican Party 
might be augmented from the ranks of per- 
sons who despised Abolition and all its 
works. 

For Lincoln to say after 1858 that the 
Constitution and the laws were sacred to 
him, that he would “preserve” the “old 
Union of the Fathers,” is mere window 
dressing. For to argue that your enemy is 
evil incarnate (the burden of his rhetoric), 
in league with Satan, and then add that you 
respect him and his legal rights is to in- 
dulge in pietistic arrogance-as Alexander 
Stephens specified in the passage I quoted 
just above. Jaffa confuses matters no end 
in maintaining that Lincoln addressed a 
real danger in  his imaginary “division.” 
As the South perceived the question, the 
real issue in Kansas and Nebraska was 
whether or not there could be a federal 
policy on the “morality” of its conduct in 
any connection not covered by the original 
federal covenant: whether they could stay 
under the gun. 

For houses are always divided, in some 
fashion or another. And, no doubt, should 
slavery be gone, some new infamy was 
bound to be discovered by the stern ex- 
aminers whose power depends upon a regu- 
larity in such “crusades.yy A law prohibit- 
ing slavery in the territories, in that it af- 
fected the ability of a new state to grow to 
maturity as a child of the total Union, 
would define the South as outside of that 
communion. Furthermore, it would set in 
motion a chain of circumstances that could 
be used against the region in any connec. 
tion where antinom:an morality could be 
read into law-could touch slavery or any 
other “peculiarity,” unless a Constitutional 
amendment (requiring a three-fourths vote 
of the states) existed to protect it. A Union 
of this sort was not the old Union. Nor was 
its issue, a Union by force-in 1865 or 
now. Whatever the intent of armies in blue, 
it could not be the same-not the contract 
ratified by all the states who were party to 
it. Rather, it involved Lincoln’s worship of 
the law as the Constitution with the Decla- 
ration drafted into (and over) it-Lin- 
coln’s Declaration : and therefore (vide 
supra), no worship of the law whatsoever, 
but instead devotion to perpetually exciting 
goals, always just beyond our reach. Thus, 

Modem Age 71 

LICENSED TO UNZ.ORG
ELECTRONIC REPRODUCTION PROHIBITED



under the aegis of a plurality president, the 
principle of assent is put aside for the sake 
of an idea (read ideology) which only a 
small minority of Americans could be ex- 
pected to approve, either in 1860 or today. 
And the entire project accomplished by 
rhetoric-Kendall’s “magic.” On the record 
of American history since 1858, Lincoln 
stands convicted as an enemy of the 

Which is to say, as our new 
Father-even though many of us still refuse 
to live in the cold uniformitarian temple he 
designed. 

Of course, military resistance to radical 
Union (Le., statism covered by a patina of 
law) ended in 1865. Lincoln saluted these 
developments at the beginning of his sec- 
ond term. And I must conclude my remarks 
on Lincoln’s politics with some observations 
on that address. His conduct in using the 
presidential powers has been treated to my 
satisfaction by Gottfried Dietze.’l What 
that conduct amounts to is the creation of 
an Eastern priestJking-an epideictic per- 
sonage such as we hear in the voice at Get- 
tysburg. Speech and deeds together did 
change the country-and in respects more 
important than the abolition of Negro slav- 
ery: together opened the door to porten- 
tous changes that finally touch even liber- 
ty.45 The argument of this essay is, in sum, 
that what Lincoln did to preserve the Union 
by expanding and enshrining equality left 
the prescription of the revolution of law in 
our national beginning and the “unwritten 
constitution” of our positive pluralism very 
much in doubt. Such was his purpose. But 
(and I again repeat) this plan is something 
which he concealed until he prepared the 
Second Inaugural-where in victory he be- 
came a scripture in himself. 

X 

THERE IS of course a clear conflict between 
the Cooper Union speech, the First In- 
augural, Lincoln‘s letters of the time, and 
the posture Lincoln assumed a few weeks 
before Lee’s surrender. If we would dis- 
cover in  Father Abraham the “crafty 

Machievel,” the conflict between his assent 
to a constitutional amendment making Slav- 
ery “perpetual” where established and the 
House-Divided speech is our point of de- 
parture. But the Lincoln who kept Ken- 
tucky and Missouri from secession is hard 
to penetrate. It is wise to assume that he 
followed the times. For it cannot be demon- 
strated that he ever really attempted to 
pacify Southern anxieties without recon- 
stituting the Republic. Certainly he wanted 
no peace on any grounds but unconditional 
surrender. And in 1865, he looked back on 
his five years as national leader, “scanned 
the providences,” and “found himself ap- 
proved.” 

When seen in the context of his career 
after 1858 and within the pattern of a life- 
time of deliberate utterances, Lincoln’s Sec- 
ond Inaugural turns out to be something 
very different from what most Americans 
have believed it to be: a completion of a 
pattern announced in the House-Divided 
speech, unfolded in its fullness at Gettys- 
burg, and glossed in a letter to Thurlow 
Weed written just before his death. His- 
torically, the misconception of this perfor- 
mance may be attributed to a disproportion- 
ate emphasis upon the ‘final paragraph of 
the Second Inaugural treated (once again) 
as if it had an independent existence out- 
side the total document. Furthermore, what 
Lincoln means by “malice toward none” 
and “bind up the nation’s wounds” is, even 
within this single paragraph, modified 
beyond recognition by “as God gives us to 
see the right.” For he means here revela- 
tion, not conscience. Americans are so ac- 
customed, since Lincoln’s time, to a quasi- 
religious rhetoric in their public men that 
the combination has passed without notice 
for a century and more. But to discover its 
full meaning we must look up into the body 
of the speech. There it becomes clear what 
Lincoln is about behind his mild forensic 
tone. 

Said another way, what I here contend 
is that the attribution of his own opinions 
to an antinomian revelation of divine will 
as regards America’s political destiny is 
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more completely and intensively visible in 
this particular Lincoln document than in 
any other. For what he does in the Second 
Inaugural is to expand the outreach of his 
rhetorical manicheanism beyond the limits 
made familiar to us in a thousand expres- 
sions of piety toward the Union (and most 
particularly at Gettysburg) to include not 
only his obviously beaten enemies in the 
South but also all those who accepted the 
Union as it had existed from the Founding 
until 1860. Indeed, the targets of his 
rhetoric on this occasion are all moderate 
Unionists who did not aforetimes recognize, 
as did their prophet for the day, the neces- 
sity for a greater perfection in their bonds. 
The war was long, says Father Abraham, 
not simply because the rebels were wicked 
but furthermore because many of their ad- 
versaries were reluctant. In  the letter to 
Weed (March 15, 1865) Lincoln observes, 
in speaking of the unpopularity he expects 
to be the fate of the remarks in question, 
that “men are not flattered by being shown 
that there has been a difference of purpose 
between the Almighty and them. To deny 
it, however, in this case, is to deny that 
there is a God governing the Since 
no Southerners were present to be offended 
by the Second Inaugural, and since Lin- 
coln’s teaching in that address refers chief- 
ly to those ,who had been patient with the 
divided house, it is evident that his targets 
in interpreting long war and heavy judg- 
ment are those who did not see before seces- 
sion the necessity of conflict. How this read- 
ing of the American teleology could be ex- 
pected to bind up wounds in any conven- 
tional sense is difficult to determine. But the 
end result is to give Lincoln a rhetorical up- 
per hand he had not sought at any point in 
his presidency and to prepare him to do 
whatever he means by “finish the work.” 
It is to leave him, ,&ally, alone as the agent 
of his master, beyond the most ultra-Re- 

and with an authority few mortal men have 
ever aspired to hold in their hands. Death 
confirmed him (or rather, his design) in 
that condition. Consider for an illustration 

I publicans as an instrument of providenoe 

Edward M. Stanton’s words after reading 
the Gettysburg Address to an 1868 political 
audience in Pennsylvania: “That is the 
voice of God speaking through the lip of 
Abraham Lincoln. . . . You hear the voice 
of Father Abraham here tonight. Did he 
die in vain?”47 Such politics are beyond 
reason, beyond law, though they may em- 
body a rationalist objective. They are also 
Jaffa’s model-from authority and passion. 
And with consequences I shall now con- 
sider. 

XI 

“STYLE,” Sir Herbert Read once observed, 
“is the ultimate morality of mind.” By style 
I would understand him to mean all the ele- 
ments that go into the composition of a 
piece of rhetoric, its structural elements as 
well as its textural; and, in examining the 
“style” of this particular essay, I find an 
extraordinary laxity-which suggests that 
Professor Jaffa is not at his best. Indeed, 
I can hardly recognize here the consum- 
mate and ethical rhetorician of Crisis of the 
House Divided, a work which I obviously 
admir-though from a certain distance. 
The argument of this later essay is loose 
and meandering, like some ancient river 
that is constantly winding back on itself. 
Lincoln as a young legislative candidate 
once advocated (like a good, money- 
minded Whig) the straightening of such 
rivers by cutting off the neck of the loops. 
In closing, I shall attempt to do the same 
for Mr. Jaffa’s argument, if only to indicate 
the tortuous nature of the “moral” impulse 
which lay behind its composition. 

In the first place, as my metaphor sug- 
gests, this is an old river, an ancient argu- 
ment which need not be developed again, 
in detail since everyone is familiar enough. 
with its tenets (i.e,, the equation of the so- 
cial-contract theory with some theory of’ 
equality). What is new in this lengthy 
diatribe is no more than the ostensible 
targets of Professor Jaffa’s attack, Kendall 
and Carey. And indeed they could be a. 
valid point of departure for an egalitarian 
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like Professor Jaffa, since Kendall and 
Carey do define the true American political 
tradition as both conservative and hostile 
to Equality. 

But unfortunately Kendall and Carey do 
not raise their standard on that spot of 
polemical ground where Professor Jaffa 
would like to do battle. They do not become 
overly preoccupied with slavery: and for 
obvious reasons Professor Jaffa would 
rather talk about slavery than the political 
documents which are the announced topic 
of Basic Symbols. And so he does, curving 
around obstacles to reach the sacred sub- 
ject, turning his argument in that direction 
by charging that Kendall and Carey never 
mention the word in their study and that 
such an omission avoids the essential ques- 
tion of the American political experience. 
He repeats this charge several times dur- 
ing the windings of his thesis, despite the 
fact that it is unfounded (pp. 479, 486 and 
491). For an instance, he ignores the fol- 
lowing comment on page 92 of Basic Sym- 
bols, a passage that raises perhaps a most 
difficult question for him to consider: 

However, the assembly that approved 
the Declaration would not subscribe to 
the denunciation of slavery that Jeffer- 
son sought to include, so that we might 
be led to believe that the signers were 
talking of equality of men in a sense far 
short of that which modem egalitarians 
hold. 

Small wonder that Professor Jaffa’s rhetori- 
cal river veers sharply away from this high 
ground. Was it forgotten or ignored in or- 
der to avoid the issue it raises? Whatever 
the reasons, it flows off in that direction, 
attacking Kendall’s review of Crisis of !he 
House Divided, a Kendall essay in which 
the issues are relevant to slavery and fur- 
thermore a matter of historical interpreta- 
tion. Soon we are curling and gliding 
through familiar territory, much of it 
mythic in nature and therefore simpler and 
purer than life. In Jaffa’s imaginary history 
of the United States, Jefferson is the drafter 
of the Declaration, but not the slaveholder 

who wrote in Notes on the State of Virginia 
of his suspicion that blacks “are inferior 
to the whites in the endowments both of 
body and mind” and that this “unfortunate 
difference of colour, and perhaps of faculty, 
is a powerful obstacle to the emancipa- 
tion of these people”; and certainly not the 
Virginian who called “Equality” a “mere 
abstraction” and its devotees a “Holy Alli- 
ance.” There, Locke is the philosopher of 
The Second Treatise, but not the man re- 
sponsible for Fundamenti Constitutions 
/or Carolina. Antebellum slavery is a kind 
of B ~ c h e n w a l d ; ~ ~  and the United States 
Constitution is drafted with a tacit under- 
standing that “all men are [really] created 
equal,” that this is a proposition with “con- 
stitutional status,” in spite of the fact that 
the Constitution itself recognized the es- 
tablished legal institution of slavery and 
discouraged interpolation into its provi- 
sions of what is not clearly there. All of 
these oversimplifications ignore one over- 
riding question, the question that Kendall 
and Carey raise and which Professor Jaffa 
is careful not to consider. Some “truths” 
are more important than the Truth. Even 
the Truth that we have a political tradition 
that is conservative and contrary to Lin- 
coln. Thus, though the river of Professor 
Jaffa’s argument seems erratic, its wander- 
ings (like the wanderings of a real river) 
have a predictable pattern; they follow the 
course of least resistance. And it is in the 
pattern-tortuous and circuitous-that one 
can see the relationship between his “style” 
and his “ultimate morality of mind.” 

Yet we cannot entirely blame Professor 
Jaffa for these aberrations, this great fall- 
ing away from scholarly rectitude and right 
reason. His errors are endemic among his 
kind-such Old Liberals as identify their 
politics with the Lincolnian precedent. As 
I have tried to indicate, such errors con- 
stitute what amounts to a “genetic flaw” 
within that intellectual tradition, a fracture 
impossible to heal. Trying to preserve prop- 
erty, secure tranquillity, and promote equal 
rights, all at  the same time, insures that 
none of these purposes will be accom- 

74 Winter 1976 

LICENSED TO UNZ.ORG
ELECTRONIC REPRODUCTION PROHIBITED



plished. And insures also a terrible, unre- 
mitting tension, both among those in power 
and among those whose hopes are falsely 
raised. Especially with persistence in think- 
ing of men outside of all history that is not 
Lincoln, and apart from the durable com- 
munions of craft and friendship, faith and 
blood. It has been, however, a distinctive 
trait of American political thought to do its 
worst as it touches upon the Negro: to 
break down when unable to make it 
through the aforementioned impasse of ob- 
jectives. Class struggle has been the result, 

‘When pressed in debate by the righteous 
minions of Equality, an antebellum Northern 
congressman once called sentence two of the 
Declaration a “self-evident lie.” Consider also 
The Federalist, No. 10. ‘See Helmut Schoek, 
Envy: A Theory of Social Behavior (New York: 
Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1970). ‘On Power: 
I t s  Nature and the History of Its Growth (Bos- 
ton: Beacon Press, 1962). ‘See Eric Voegelin, 
Science, Politics and Gnosticism (Chicago: Hen- 
ry Regnery Co., 1968). pp. 99-100. ‘Robert Penn 
Warren, “Democracy and Poetry,” Southern Re- 
view, XI (January, 19751, p. 28. ‘See my “A 
Writ of Fire and Sword: The Politics of Oliver 
Cromwell,” in No. 3 of The Occasional Review 
(Summer. 1975), pp. 61-80. ‘Doctrine is a loaded 
word. It is here suggestive of theology, revealed 
truth, though Lincoln means by it the kind of 
demonstrable “abstract truth” of the sort Jeffer- 
son “embalmed” into a “merely revolutionary 
document.” See Lincoln’s letter to Messrs. Henry 
L. Pierce & Others, April 6, 1859, on pp. 374-376 
of Vol. 111 of The Collected Works of  Abraham 
Lincoln (New Brunswick, N. J.: Rutgers Uni- 
versity Press, 1953). The usage is thus a device 
for “having it both ways,” as does Jaffa when 
claiming that the commandments of Sinai are 
knowable by unassisted human reason. For the 
commandments are explained only in Christ-a 
scandal to the Greeks. ‘Edmund Burke, Reflec- 
tions on the Revolution in France (Chicago: Hen- 
ry Regnery Co., 1955), p. 240. ‘lbid., p. 244. See 
also on this manner of thinking Louis I. Bred- 
vold’s The Intellectual Milieu of John Dryden 
(Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1934) 
and also The Brave New World of the Enlighten- 
ment (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 
1961) by the same author. Swift is a major il- 
lustration of this intellectual habitus. I identify 
with it. ‘‘1 borrow from the title of Paul Ris- 
sell’s The Rhetorical World of Augustan Human- 
ism (Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1965). In the 
Bame connection see J. T. Bolton’s The Languuge 

to say nothing of race conflict. And that 
failing attaches by definition to the Repub- 
lican identity, flawing it perhaps forever 
as a viable conservative instrument. Said 
another way, the more a people derive 
their political identity from Lincoln’s ver- 
sion of Equality, the more they are going 
to push against the given and providential 
frame of things to prove up the magic 
phrase. And, therefore, the more they will 
(to repeat one of my favorite images) kick 
the “tar baby.”4D And we all know how that 
story ends. 

of Politics in the Age of Wilkes and Burke (To- 
ronto: University of Toronto Press, 1963). 
Jaffa’s Equality & Liberty: Theory and Practice 
in American Politics (New York: Oxford Univer- 
sity Press, 1965). p. 122; and Leo Straws’ Nat- 
ural Right and History (Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press, 1953). pp. 1-9. ”Jaffa accepts the 
Puritan typology for the American venture. There 
are, we should remember, alternative formillations 
( E q d i t y  & Liberty, pp. 116-117)-formiilations 
less infected with secularized eschatology. And if 
Jaffa pursues his analogue, he should rememher 
that there was slavery in Israel and among the 
ancient Jews a racism so virulent that they con- 
sidered some neighhoring peoples too lowly even 
for enslavement and fit only for slaiighter. Or too 
wicked (Indians, the Irish at Drogheda, etc.). 
“Peter Gay, The Enlightenment: An Interpreta- 
tion (New York: Alfred A. Knopf. 19661. pp. 
ix-xiv. “See Maurice Ashley, The Glorious Reoo- 
lution of 1688 (New York: Scrihner’s, 1966), 
pp. 97-106. “And this of course includes certain 
established rights, plus a halance between the 
values of liberty and commiinity. I do not mean 
to minimize the value of these achievements. 
Clearly I identify with them. “Equality & Liberty, 
pp. 114-139. For correction (in some respect*), 
see Leonard Woods Labaree’s Conservatism in 
Early America (Ithaca: Cornell University Press. 
1959), pp. 119-122: and Clinton Rossiter’s The 
Seedtime of the Reprihlic (New York: Harcoiirt, 
Brace & World, 1953). especially p. 345: also 
Ashley, op. cit., pp. 193-198. “David Duncan Wal- 
lace, South Carolina: A Short History, 1520-1948 
(Cnliimhia: university of South Carolina Prms, 
1966), p. 25. “John Lorke, Two Treatises of Gov- 
ernment: A Critical Edition with Introduction and 
Apparatus Criticus, by Peter Laslett f Camhridge, 
England, 1960). p. 159. ’DFor examples consider 
Bernard Bailyn’s The Ideologr*cal On‘nins o/ the 
American Reoolution (Camhridge, Mass. : Hor. 
vard University Press, 1967) : and Gordnn S. 
Wood‘s The Creation of the American Republic, 
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1776-1787 (Chapel Hill, University of North 
Carolina Press, 1964). Somewhat better are H. 
Trevor Colbourn’s The Lamp of Experience: 
Whig History am! the Intellectual Origins of the 
American Revolution (Chapel Hill: University 
of North Carolina Press, 1965) ; and Merrill Jen- 
sen’s The Founding of a Nation: A History of 
the American Revolution, 1763-1776 (New York: 
Oxford University Press, 1968). These last two 
books are especially good on the “reluctant 
rebels,” who were Burkean, not Lockean Whigs, 
postulating law, not a state of nature (i.e., where 
a fullscale, new contract can be drawn). See also 
Wallace (op. cit., p. 273) for an account of a 
prescriptive South Carolina patriot-William 
Henry Drayton. “In strict logic there is a prob- 
lem with quantification if the proposition is sup- 
posed to be universal: a universal proposition 
would read “every man is created equal to every 
other man.” Jefferson’s phrase is merely a loose 
generalization, when seen in this light. For the 
libertarian the trouble goes the other way around: 
if all men are by nature equal (morally, in will, 
intellect, etc.), then only circumstances can ex- 
plain the inequalities which develop. And these 
circumstances are thus offences against nature 
and the Divine Will-offences demanding correc- 
tion. What some libertarians try to get out of 
“created equal” is “created unequal, but given 
an equal start.” Jefferson’s phrase will not submit 
to this. ”An exception is Russell Kirk’s The Roots 
of American Order (La Salle, Ill.: Open Court, 
1974). ”One has the temptation to say, as Socra- 
tes did of the rhapsode in Plato’s Ion, that they 
understand the subject not by art or knowledge 
but by “inspiration.” “I began to  develop this 
view in “Lincoln’s New Frontier: A Rhetoric for 
Continuing Revolution,” Triumph, VI, No. 5 
(May, 19711, pp. 11-13 and 21; VI, No. 6 (June, 
1971), pp. 15-17. I use the term from Eric Voege- 
Pin’s New Science of Politics (Chicago: Univer- 
sity of Chicago Press, 1952). “For a chronicle of 
these events see Jensen (op.  cit.) and Lawrence 
R. Gipson’s The Coming of the Revolution, 1763- 
1775 (New York: Harper & Brothers, 1954). 
“Charter and compact are usually synonyms in 
the language of the Whigs, and usually imply a 
relation of unequals. V h e r e  is no room for “se- 
cret writing” in public declarations. %I cite Vol- 
ume I of Julian P. Boyd’s edition of The Papers 
of Thomas Jefferson (Princeton: Princeton Uni- 
versity Press, 19501, pp. 315-319 and 414-433. Carl 
Becker, in his valuable The Declaration of Inde- 
pendence: A Study in the History of Politics and 
Ideas (New York: Vintage Press, 1958), argues 
unreasonably that this bill of particulars is not 
really important to the meaning of the Declara- 
tion. He  was, however, as we should remember. 
an admirer of the philosuphes-and no rhetori- 
cian. mThe image here is drawn from one of the 
Fathers of English law, from chapter 13 of the 

De Laudibus Legum Angliue (1471) of Si John 
Fortescue (Cambridge, England Cambridge Uni- 
versity Press, 19499), the edition and translation 
by S. B. Chrima. 29Taf7a’s argument that one na- 
tional Union was decided upon in 1774-1776 or be- 
fore is easily refuted by John R. Alden’s The 
First South (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State Uni- 
versity Press, 1961); in Alden’s The South in 
the Revolution, 1763-1789 (Baton Rouge: Louisi- 
ana State University Press, 1957) ; and in Donald 
L. Robinson’s Slavery in the Structure of Amer- 
ican Politics, 1765.1820 (New York: Harcourt 
Brace Jovanovich, 1971). p. 146 et passim. More 
than one Union has always been a possibility to 
be entertained by deliberate men. See Staughton 
Lynd’s “The Abolitionist Critique of the United 
States Constitution,” in The Antislavery Van- 
guard: New Essays on the Abolitionists, ed. Mar- 
tin Duberman (Princeton: Princeton University 
Press, 19651, pp. 210-239. aFor instance, Profes- 
sor Jaffa in forcing the notion of a Union before 
the Constitution into the “We the People” of the 
Preamble. Few scholars deny that the people 
acted through the states to ratify-as they had to 
form a Constitutional Convention. To this day 
they act through the states to amend. They 
existed a t  law through the maintenance of their 
several freedoms in  battle. They formed the Con- 
federation. The Declaration was only a negative 
precondition to a Union and to the firmer connec- 
tion that followed. Underneath all of this may 
stand an unwritten Constitution, joining the part- 
ners of the Declaration in more ways than are 
specified in  1787. And perhaps also committing 
them to other ends: ends which Professor Jaffa 
would not care to consider. That compact was 
the prescription which sanctioned the Continental 
Congress-a creature of the chartered colonies. 
If the Declaration commits to anything, it is to 
that prescription-a compact of “the living, dead, 
and yet unborn.” The continued operation of a 
society united in such a compact constitutes a s  
sent, regardless of official legal relations. New 
members are the only ones who are “sworn in.” 
=For instance, the 32 acts passed by Virginia’s 
colonial House of Burgesses which called for a 
restriction of the trade, all of them negated by 
the Crown at  the behest of Northern traders. Re- 
ports of the Constitutional convention of 1787 
indicate the same sort of pressures, resolved there 
by reasonable men determined to close out a di- 
visive subjeot. =See “Getting Right with Lincoln,” 
pp. 3-18 of David Donald’s Lincoln Reconsidered 
(New York: Vintage Press, 1961). nAnd es- 
pecially from Kendall’s ‘‘Equality: Commitment 
or Ideal?” Phalanx, I (Fall, 19671, pp. 95-103, 
which answers some of Jaffa’s complaints about 
Kendall’s silences. I find it curious that Jaffa 
does not mention this piece. HExcept for reasons 
of strategy (guilt by association), I cannot see 
why Jaffa identifies Basic Symbols of the A m -  
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ican Political Tradition with the South. For Ken- 
dall and Carey begin with Massachusetts and 
Connecticut. =See p. 226 of J&a’s own Crisis of 
the House Divided. ”See Edmund Wilson’s mag- 
isterial Patriotic Gore: Studies in  the Literature 
of the American Civil War (New York: Oxford 
University Press, 19621, pp. 99-130. Surely Wilson 
cannot he mistaken in arguing that Lincoln saw 
himself in his portrait of the “new founder.” For 
Lincoln clearly knows the animal he describes on 
a more intimate basis than mere speculation or 
observation could provide. Wilson compares Lin- 
coln (pp. xvi-xx) to Bismarck and Lenin-the 
other great founders of our age. Another useful 
analogue (a  firm higher-law man, and no legalist 
or historicist) is Adolph Hitler. For he writes in 
Mein Kampf that “human rights break state 
rights,” calls for illegal as well as legal instru- 
ments in  “wars of rebellion against enslavement 
from within and without,” observes that all gov- 
ernments by oppression plead the law, and con- 
cludes, “I believe today that I am acting in the 
sense of the Almighty Creator . . . fighting for 
the Lord’s work.” (I cite the edition of 1938, 
published in New York by Reynal and Hitch- 
cock, pp. 122-123 and 84).  “Donald, op. cit., p. 
131. =Roy P. Basler, The Touchstone for Great- 
ness: Essays, Addresses and Occasional Pieces 
about Abraham Lincoln (Westport, Conn.: Green- 
wood Press, 19731, pp. 206-227. =Jaffa praises 
Fehrenbacher‘s work. “‘A Constitutional View of  
the Late Var  Between the States (Philadelphia: 
National Publishing Co., 1868), Volume 11, 266. 

Lincoln’s use of this passage is curious. For, as 
the context makes clear, Christ’s point i n  setting 
11 

up the dichotomy is that the Devil would not help 
his servants to ruin his own plans. ?See David 
Brion Davis’ The Slave Power and the Paranoid 
Style (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University 
Press, 1969), especially pp. 10-11. “I use quota- 
tion marks because I deny that they were ever 
founded, in that term’s strict sense. “America’s 
Political Dilemma: From Limited to Unlimited 
Democracy (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press, 
1968). pp. 17-62. He i s  supported by papers pub- 
lished in National Review by the late Frank Mey- 
er (Aug. 24, 1965; Jan. 25, 1966). “Liberty is 
clearly the American value of greatest traditional 
authority-meaning “liberty to be ourselves,” a 
nation which assumes an established, inherited 
identity. On the part played by the Gettysburg 
Address in this process, see my Triumph essay 
cited above. “Lincoln, Collected Works, Volume 
VIII, 356. “Donald, op. cit., p. 8. “This analogy 
smacks of Stanley Elkin’s now discredited theory 
in Slavery: A Problem in American Institutional 
Life (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 
1959). For correction see Eugene D. Genovese’s 
Roll, Jordan, Roll: The World the Slaves Made 
(New York: Pantheon Books, 1974). Also con- 
sider the fact that Jews were proscribed under 
Hitler-all Jews, in the same way-while a n t e  
bellum Southern blacks could be slaves or free- 
men or even slaveholders. ““A Fire Bell in the 
Night: The Southern Conservative View,” Modern 
Age, XVII (Winter, 1973), pp. 9-15. In these 
pages I maintain that an expansive view of “nat- 
ural rights” with respect to  Negroes has under- 
mined our inherited constitutional system. 
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American Security: 
A Timely Assessment 

J 

A N T H O N Y  

As THE UNITED STATES marks its bicenten- 
nial, it is of crucial importance that Ameri- 
cans understand their country’s strength as 
well as the threats developing in the world 
arena. Only as they comprehend the new 
dangers, as well as America’s advantages, 
will they be able to discern the foreign and 
military policies necessary to sustain the 
republic in a hostile world environment. 
While Soviet armed might will remain the 
principal threat to the United States, new 
threats are emerging-threats which the 
US. public only dimly perceives. 

A clear understanding of America’s 
strategic requirements must be based on an 
accurate description of international reali- 
ties. Not only is the U. S. faced with the 
need to strengthen its nuclear deterrent and 
to renew its capacity for dealing with com- 
munist subversive warfare, but it will have 
to be prepared to counter additional adver- 
saries that intend to harass America in 
various ways. 

The change in the global balance of pow- 
er came to the attention of Americans, in 
dramatic form, when the oil-producing na- 
tions of the Middle East employed an em- 
bargo-a weapon of economic warfare. In 
the short time since then, the United States 
and other industrialized Western nations, 

H A R R I G A N  

including Japan, have come to appreciate 
the new importance of the oil states. Two 
of those states, Saudi Arabia and Iran, 
have graduated from the ranks of Third 
World nations and set forth on the road to 
industrialization in the Western pattern. At 
the same time, the weakness of some of the 
older states of Europe has been cruelly ex- 
posed. 

Even as the Persian Gulf oil states were 
asserting themselves and gaining a new 
status, the United States was turning away 
from the role of global policeman which it 
adopted in the years after World War 11. 
The United States went through the trau- 
matic experience of withdrawal from 
Southeast Asia. The exact lines of its strate- 
gic frontier in the Western Pacific are yet 
to be determined. 

The American withdrawal from Indo- 
China unquestionably marked a yielding 
to communist ambitions in Asia and a turn- 
ing point in U. S. relations with Asian 
Third World countries. In the Indo-China 
war, as in the Korean war almost a genera- 
tion earlier, the United States failed to 
achieve victory because of restrictions on 
the use of military power at its command. 
The “fight to lose” theorists prevailed. This 
reluctance to employ American military 
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