
Hutt’s book exactly as it had appeared back 
in 1939. The only difference between the 
first (1939) and second (1977) editions of 
the book are the appendices to each of the 
original chapters and an addendum on the 
concept of idle money. Undoubtedly, Hutt 
could have rewritten the book and im- 
proved its analysis. His own understanding 
of economics as well as the general stock 
of economic knowledge have surely in- 
creased since 1939. 

Yet the decision to forego potential 
improvements in analysis and to republish 
the original text was, in my opinion, the 
best choice that Hutt and the Liberty Press 
could have made. The true value of this 
book lies not in the analytical precision 
with which Hutt presents his argument. It 
lies rather in the fact that Hutt’s original 
and pioneering criticism of the concept of 
unemployment of labor in Keynes’ Gen- 
eral Thfeory is as valid today as it was 
thirty-eight years ago. Four decades of 
economic research have fully vindicated 
Hutt’s original and perceptive analysis of 
unemployment. in  other words, the passage 
of time has validated Hutt’s early criticism 
of the General Theory. Therein lies the true 
worth of this book. 

Yet The Theory of Idle Resources is 
more than a powerful criticism of Keynes’ 
General Theory. Hutt also shows how the 
right of ownership and contractual freedom 

ency and individual liberty. Hutt traces 
unemployment to laws and administrative 
interferences that restrict contractual free- 
dom (competition). This is why, he said, 

tem is capable of eliminating unemploy- 
ment via changes in the aggregate demand. 
Hutt sees solutions to unemployment in the 
development of what he calls a consistent 
philosophy of the function of the state and 
the convincing exposition of that philosophy. 

It is on this point, however, that Hutt 
may have over-emphasized the power of 
“persuasion.” He said : 

Sophisticated humanitarians could well 

I combine to generate both economio effici- 

, it is naive to think that the monetary sys- 

call upon governments not only to re- 
quire organized labor to abandon feath. 
er-bedding and other so-called “make- 
work‘‘ devices, but to plead with indus- 
trialists to resort to . . . automation, 
while at the same time removing obsta- 
cles . . . which restrain workers released 
by the economies achieved from actually 
making additional contributions to the 
source of demands. (p. 279) 

It seems to me that elected as well as 
appointed government officials do not cap- 
ture rewards by listening to good argu- 
ments. Their usual response to a good 
argument is to establish a commission to 
look into it. In a free society government 
officials find it in their self-interest to re- 
spond to preferences of the median voter 
(those who do not are replaced by those 
who do). It follows that the implementa- 
tion of good policies does not depend on 
educating government officials. It depends 
on educating the people. For a change in 
the median voter’s preferences is more 
likely tn affert gnvem-mentr pnllcks in B free 
society than all the pleadings of sophisti- 
cated humanitarians. 

Reviewed by SVETOZAR PEJOVICH 

An Unpragmatic Theorist 

Political Theory and Practice, by 

Bernard Crick, New York: Basic Books, 

Inc., 1973. xii 4- 224 pp. $10.00. 

THE WORK OF Bernard Crick is well known 
to American political theorists, chiefly 
as the result of two earlier books, The 
American Science of Politics (1959) and 
In Defense of Politics (1962). In  the 
former he demonstrated the uniquely 
American characteristics of American 
political science; in the latter he analyzes 
a type of political rkgime, culturally 
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peculiar to the West, designed to serve as 
mediary or broker between conflicting 
social interests where the absence of such 
a system might result in some authoritarian 
or totalitarian alternative. He continues to 
develop these two basic themes in the 
present work, which is a colleotion of essays 
published between 1963 and 1971. Only 
one of the essays, however, deals in a 
systematic way with the two subjects 
mentioned in the title of the book, or with 
the general problem of theory and action. 
Yet there is abundant evidence in the book 
that the problem is still very much on 
Crick‘s mind. 

In the essay called “A Failure of Lib- 
eral Perception” (1964) he notes that in 
the period from 1929-33 British intellec- 
tuals were unable to recognize the nature 
of Nazism as a totalitarian ideology, and 
traces this failure “ultimately to a weakness 
in English political education and specula- 
tion.” The concepts and theoretical indices 
for an analysis of German National 
Socialism were simply not present in the 
British intellectual culture of the time. 

In “The Elementary Types of Govern- 
ment” (1968) Crick tells us there are 
basically only three governmental forms, 
viz., autocratic, republican (or political), 
and totalitarian. The simplicity of his 
argument is both startling and informative. 
Can it be that only three basic types of 
regimes can be differentiated among all the 
diverse and disparate political phenomena 
evident in the long course of human his- 
tory? Crick of course is following 
Machiavelli-the reader perhaps will re- 
call his excellent introduction to The Dis- 
courses. Machiavelli indeed had reduced 
the possible types of government to two, 
principalities and republics, and in doing 
so had chosen the modem as opposed 
to the classical-Christian tradition. 

Plato in the Republic, for example, had 
distinguished one rCgime from another 
by analysis of the forces dominant in the 
soul and argued there were as many types 
of rkgimes as there were identifiable types 
of soul; but more importantly Plato’s 

philosophic anthropology led the political 
theorist to distinguish between higher and 
lower, good and bad types of regimes by 
reference to the superior order of the soul 
of the just man. This provided political 
analysts with criteria that enabled them to 
differentiate among forms of government 
on rational and scientific grounds. Aristotle 
in the Politics (1286138-24) answered 
the practical objections to Plato’s analys2 
by viewing the types of regimes from the 
perspectives of a philosophy of history. 
Kingship, said Aristotle, had occured in 
the distant past when men of outstanding 
virtue were few and the common sort were 
inclined to accept the rule of exemplary 
men. By Aristotle’s time, however, only 
democracy was acceptable because the state 
had become larger under oligarchs and 
tyrants whose misuse of power created 
a multitude of disaffected citizens and these 
had managed to seize the power themselves. 
The democratic dispensation, however, 
was not necessarily the best of all possible 
rCgimes, but was merely the outcome of 
simultaneous social growth and decline. 

For his part Bernard Crick champions 
the republican regime over all others, 
though not indeed from the perspective of 
philosophical anthropology or from a 
philosophy of history. One is impressed 
nevertheless by the intensity of his commit- 
ment to his choice. In a radio address 
delivered over the BBC in 1969 Crick 
declared himself in favor of tyrannicide. 
Tyranny, he asserted, should be closely 
defined and rulers whose behavior con- 
forms to the definition should be killed. 
This dictum at the time of its formulation 
might have been perceived as merely a 
more or less legitimate effort by a profes- 
sional academician to gain the attention of 
an increasingly rebellious and radical 
youth. Today, in the light of the tranquil- 
lity or indifference that has settled over 
most college campuses, Crick’s advocacy of 
political murder may strike us as having 
a sort of pornographic quality. Also we are 
better able now to perceive the danger of 
recommending violence to students as an 
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acceptable and even meritorious course 
of action. Indeed, a student obsessed, as 
many are, with the problem of getting 
higher grades for inferior work, might well 
decide that Professor Crick himself fits 
the closely defined status of “tyrant.” 

Thus the broadcasting and now the 
republication of his approval of political 
murder seems clearly irresponsible. What 
is even worse in an academician, Crick is 
inconsistent. If only three types of pobkal  
dgimes are possible, (autocratic, republi- 
can, totalitarian), what then is tyranny? 
Crick‘s doctrine on tyrannicide is borrowed 
from St. Thomas Aquinas, who held that 
it is justified only where four precondi- 
tions obtain: viz., (1) that the tyrant 
has gained power by violent usurpation; 
(2) that he has broken the law, both natural 
and divine; (3)  that no other remedy for 
existing evils in the state is possible; (4) 
that his removal by death cannot but lead 
to a better condition of affairs. So far, so 
good; but Crick evidently wishes to extract 
from this teaching something more than 
*La -: -_..- ,.,.. -.--.. -.-Am- - -1-2-1- *l-- 1-:11- 
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of a tyrant might be justified for a Chris- 
tian. He seems to read into it a commitment 
to a republican type of rkgime. One gains 
the impression that Professor Crick is pre- 
pared to “render unto Caesar” only where 
Caesar has been duly elected by a majority 
vote! 

But whether fallacious or valid, all his 
dicta are worth the consideration of the 
intelligent reader. This is by no means a 
difficult book to study; among other virtues 
its author is a superb craftsman of English 
prose, perhaps the best writer on political 
theory now alive. He has an unerring eye 
for relevant characterization, such as the 
anarchism of Michael Oakeshott (a topic 
the editors of National Review might have 
done well to consider), the proper r6le of 
students in universities (he favors com- 
munication with students but not their 
participation in university government), 
and the lack of patriotism in Enoch 
Powell. 

Reviewed by RICHARD J. BISHIRJIAN 

A 

Si Monumenta Requiris-? 

Monograph of d e  Works of Mc- 
Kim, Mead $r White, 11879-1915, 
New York: A r m  Press, 1977: large folio 
text 51 pp., plus 399 p h e s  of photo- 
g raph  and sketches, f d l y  annotated; 
index & bibliography. $50.00. 

In Washington, District of Columbia, 
the “Fall” sun shone, and all that was 
not evergreen or stone in Rock Creek 
Cemetery was glowing. Before the St. 
Gaudens statue Soames Forsyte sat on 
his overcoat, with the marble screen to 
his back, enjoying the seclusion and a 
streak of sunlight passaging between 
the cypresses. 

SO BEGINS the interlude entitled “Passers- 
by,” at the end of John Galsworthy’s 
The Silver Spoon, being the fifth of the 
nine volumes of The Forsyte Chronicles, for 
which Mr. Galsworthy was awarded the 
Nobel Prize for Literature in the year 1932. 
Galsworthy had never visited the Adams 
Memorial, but he was able to imagine 
that old connoisseur, Soames Forsyte, 
finding it “undoubtedly a work of art . . . 
the best thing he had come across in 
America, the one that gave him the most 
pleasure. . . .” 

Commissioned by Henry Adams in 
memory of his wife, the Memorial, a bronze 
statue of a hooded and draped female 
figure, seated, leaning heavily against an 
upright slab of pink marble, evoking a 
paralyzed emotion as in Shakespeare’s 
“dateless night,” stands witness to the art 
of Amierica’s great architectural partner- 
ship-McKim, Mead & White-as Gals- 
word~y’s use of the Memorial bears wit- 
ness to their transatlantic, indeed world- 
wide, reputation and influence. Augustus 
St. Gaudens did the bronze, but MM&W 
chose the site, plaoed the statue, designed 
the slab, laid out the hexagonal terrace, 
designed the tripartite marble seat facing 
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