
vice-president felt justified in taking a 
short vacation with his family in the Adi- 
rondacks. On September 14 Roosevelt 
was seated atop Mt. Marcy when he ob- 
served a ranger with a telegram climbing 
toward him. “Instinctively,” writes Mor- 
ris, “he knew what message the man was 
bringing.” 

Theodore Roosevelt was  born into a 
society in search of a style, and into a 
class in search of a function. His culture 
allowed him to mature only half formed, 
with too little of that collective wisdom we 
call tradition to discipline his abundant 
intellectual and physical energies. His 
schooling was, in some respects, fright- 
fully superficial, and his religious training 
negligible. Morris is quite correct in call- 
ing his morality “neo-Christian.” Given 
this lack of direction, Roosevelt inevita- 
bly spent much of his youth in what Doro- 
thy Sayers has called “mere whiffling ac- 
tivity of the body,” and much of his 
maturity in a politics that was, by its very 
nakire, bcadcning :a micd and spirit. 

A figure out of our “immoderate past,” 
he was a subtle, complex man who at- 
tempted, rather more successfully than 
most, to assume a gentleman’s role of 
leadership in public affairs at a time when 
gentlemen were widely regarded as inef- 
fectual. By reinvigorating the concept 
Roosevelt gave it a few more years of life 
but he could not save it. His public career 
prior to September, 1901, can thus be un- 
derstood in part as  an attempt to rescue 
certain antique notions of personal and 
class behavior from oblivion. He failed, of 
course, but he failed heroically. 

Roosevelt was caught on the horns of 
an intellectual and moral dilemma faced 
by many turn-of-the-century men of de- 
cent, conservative inclinations. He re- 
spected, even loved, the American land- 
scape with its magnificent flora and 
fauna, and he revered the American past. 
The former, however, was being altered 
beyond recognition by industrialization 
and cultivation while the latter was being 
dismissed as irrelevant. Yet TR was also 

a realist. He had no wish to close the fac- 
tories or shoot the millionaires: but how 
were the latter to be checked? Because 
he and his class lacked a coherent conser- 
vatism, a conservatism that might have 
restrained and guided, most were forced 
into fatuous and conspicuous consump- 
tion, service under the industrial barons, 
or a sometimes mindless do-goodism de- 
signed to meliorate the excesses of capi- 
talism. It is a tribute to TRs ingenuity 
that he found a mode for expressing his 
own instinctive conservatism in defend- 
ing the American landscape and in his 
books. 

Morris’ research in writing this biog- 
raphy was prodigious. If fault is found it 
must be with his understandable reluc- 
tance to give us an adequate idea of what 
intellectual currents and cross currents 
affected Roosevelt’s thinking. Granted 
that he was an omnivorous reader, upon 
what authors or books did he dote? What 
ideas attracted or repelled him? We have 
m l y  hints frcm the B?l?h”r’S narrative; 
and in order to understand this exceed- 
ingly complex man we need a bit more. 
Still and all, students and scholars alike 
are much indebted to Morris for this 
splendid study. 

Reviewed by J. W. COOKE 

Senior Citizen 

Herbert Hoover: A Public Life, by 
David Burner, New York: Alfred A .  
Knopf, 1979. xii + 433 pp. $15.95. 

THE INDICATIVE THING about Herbert 
Hoover was his Quakerism. This is the 
admiring burden of this formidably re- 
searched and searching study. Hoover 
would have had an instant and devastat- 
ing response to Krushchev’s taunt that 
his cosmonauts on their exodus to the 
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moon had encountered no angels. To this 
positivist of positivists such testimony 
sufficed, at a stroke, to dismiss the imme- 
morial faith which his master doubtless 
had in mind when he defined religion as 
the opiate of the people. But Hoover, 
physicist, and engineer, and believer, 
would have rallied the skeptic politician 
for an almost idiot failure to recognize the 
palpable evidence which the moon excur- 
sion did vouchsafe: that long before their 
departure the cosmonauts were studying 
with grateful awe and devout humility the 
implacable laws of inter-planetary traffic: 
because they knew that a variance of a 
fractional millimetre would trigger a 
denouement fully as conclusive as, and a 
good deal lonelier than, anything appre- 
hended in the Book of Exodus, 2O:l-17. 

True, Hoover would have objected to 
Marx’s derisive term “opiate.” But out of 
a lifetime of personal experience and a 
knowledge of humankind in all its forms 
and reaches broader perhaps than that of 
any of his contemporaries, Hoover might 
have stricken “opiate,” inserted “solace” 
or “comfort” and conceded freely the one 
point in the entire Marxoid literature in 
which he concurred. Hoover, in brief, ob- 
served a watch, and with Bishop Paley, 
inferred a watchmaker. As mining geol- 
ogist, as relief administrator in Belgium, 
as American Secretary of Commerce, as, 
true, only a one-term President, and 
finally as elder statesman-perhaps he 
could be called the original, the magiste- 
rially prototypical senior citizen, Hoover 
saw reality as a logically apprehensible 
whole, as an organic complex, as, indeed, 
an a-chaos, a cosmos, infinitely various, 
but intricately inter-related. It was true 
that the inter-relationships, in the demo- 
graphic areas especially, seemed from 
time to time to waver, snarl, or blur under 
the impact of human need and impulse; 
but it was man’s obligation as an intefi- 
gent being to sort out, to push for, to cut 
through to the ultimate intelligibility in 
which efficiency, hence plenty, hence 
comity resided-to shift, adjust, compose 

the vagrant data into the unyieldingly 
beneficent Datum. This sense of obliga- 
tion explains the voluntarism which 
premised all the Hoover projects. For 
early instance, in an 1898 letter home 
from a mining venture in West Australia, 
he wrote: 

I had to discharge an old accountant, a 
man 72 years old, and entirely incap- 
able of doing this work. . . . But when 
I told him we would need a younger, 
more energetic man, he broke down 
and cried, and told me of his wife to 
whom he sent his entire salary. . . . 
We have made a purse of $300 for him 
and we think we can get him another 
place in Perth. . . . If this were my 
own business, I would be too tender- 
hearted to let him go, but I have to get 
things into shape for the company. . . . 

Thirty years later President Hoover was 
contemplating a widely divergent pro- 
gram of public welfare enterprises in 
behalf of the elderly, their unemployed 
children, their unattended grand- and 
great-grandchildren in what Professor 
David Burner describes as a 

now well developed and recognized 
brand of social activism, with its bal- 
ance of government initiatives and 
federal restraint, its preference for 
voluntarism stimulated by publicity 
from Washington and organized on a 
vast scale. . . . 
This states with exactitude the Hoover 

stance and method-and rather more 
clearly than another passage of a still 
notable book. The author explains the 
“indecisive” Hoover of the Depression 
Presidency as one who “per[con?]ceived 
an economy that was not the market 
mechanism of the laissez-faire theorists, 
but the product of the will to order. . . . 
[His] writing put expertise and coopera- 
tion in the central place that classical 
economists had assigned to competition 
and prices.” But surely this is to misun- 
derstand the Hooverian transformation of 
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the Commerce Department into a multi- 
faceted statistical and information 
agency, as admirably narrated elsewhere 
in the book. “The will to order” sounds 
vaguely fascist but of course Burner has 
taught us that it was a will voluntarily 
coordinated on the basis of the clear in- 
sight into the movements of price and the 
pressures of competition with which the 
Commerce statisticians had equipped the 
free Hooverian entrepreneurs. To con- 
fuse the more enlightened rudder men 
with the natural market forces they were 
more enlightenedly to govern and sur- 
mount is surely a lapse in a usually im- 
pressive study. 

After all, it was the Hoover’ passion for 
statistics, for information and its broad 
dispersal that precipitated the range of 
commissions and investigative bureaus 
that marked Hoover’s presidency and 
frightened the reactionaries of his own 
Republican party. They voiced fears that 
constitutional barriers were being 
breached and that experts and techni- 
cians were imperilling old humane free- 
doms. It was part of the generalized 
askanceness with which the GOP regu- 
lars viewed this upstart Westerner that 
they had failed to sense his instinctive 
constitutionalism, failed even after his 
denunciation in the 1932 campaign of his 
adversary’s insistence that it was for the 
Supreme Court of the United States to do 
what the regnant administration wanted it 
to do and tried to make it do in the famous 
court-pack message to the Congress of 
February 5, 1937. Hoover shared fully in 
the view common among commentators 
on the American government that the SU- 
preme Court epitomizes the moral es- 
sence of the people, hence that the Presi- 
dent’s nomination of Supreme Court 
Justices is an overt index to his own q u d -  
ity. An American Bar Association study 
cited by Burner “judged the Hoover 
nominations to be of a, generally higher 
quality than those of Harding, Coolidge 
and FDR.” The explanation in the New 
Deal years may appear in a lively passage 

from former Justice William Orville 
Douglas’ memoir, Go East Young Man. 
The friendship of FDR and Justice Felix 
Frankfurter was well known in Washing- 
ton. Burner recalls how FDR, hearing of 
General MacArthur’s unauthorized rout 
of the so-called Bonus army of indigent 
World War I veterans in 1932, “turned 
t o .  . . Frankfurter and grinned, ‘Well, 
Felix, this will elect me.’ ” Of course FDR 
was elected in 1932 for the first of four 
terms. However, Douglas recalls that the 
FDR-Frankfurter intimacy was somewhat 
unstable: 

As we [FDR and Douglas, also a close 
friend and himself named to the SU- 
preme Court in 19391 sat together at a 
small table at a buffet supper [FDR] 
asked me if I were not going to ask him 
who was going to be the next Supreme 
Court Justice, taking the place vacated 
by James F. Bymes. . . . 
“NO,” said Douglas, with a twinge of 
scruple, “I will not ask you that ques- 
tion. But I will ask you who is not going 
to be appointed.” 
He threw back his head and laughed in 
his typical robust way. “That’s a good 
question and I’ll answer it. Learned 
Hand is not ‘going to be appointed. 
Learned Hand had had a distinguished 
career both on the District Court and 
on the Court of Appeals. So I replied, 
“You are passing by a fine man, Mr. 
President. ” 
“Perhaps so. But this time Felix over- 
played his hand.” 
The President put down his fork and 
turned to me, saying, “DO you know 
how many people asked me today to 
name Learned Hand?” Pausing only a 
second he added, “Twenty, and every 
one a messenger from Felix Frank- 
furter [himself, of course, a distin- 
guished jurist and judge of jurists]. 
Pausing for another second, he thrust 
out his jaw and added, “And by golly I 
won’t do it.” 

Comment on this incident in a review of 
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a biography of Herbert Hoover may seem 
irrelevant but it highlights the rather dif- 
ferent methods of choice and the notably 
different quality of the chosen. For Chief 
Justice, his first nomination, Hoover re- 
called Charles Evan Hughes, who had 
served notably as associate justice for ten 
earlier years, resigning to run, and fail, 
for the Presidency in 1916 against 
Woodrow Wilson. Hoover’s second nomi- 
nee was Owen J. Roberts, who had dis- 
tinguished himself as federal prosecutor 
in the Teapot Dome scandals. Benjamin 
N. Cardozo was Hoover’s third justice, a 
member of the prestigious New York 
State Court of Appeals and ranked by 
most students of the American Jurispru- 
dence with Hughes, Holmes, Brandeis- 
and Hand. Two years after his confirma- 
tion, Cardozo was to warn his colleagues 
and the public at large against a judicial 
abuse still frequent and a related peril by 
no means abated, as indicated by steadily 
remissive rulings in the criminal law and, 
more spectacularly, by the wholly new 
jurisprudence of voluptuary2 gender- 
contra-conception in bedlock as in wed- 
lock, and that failing, contra-birth with 
like undifferentiation-all grounded 
merely on what Justice Douglas, its pio- 
neer, called “emanations” from the first 
ten and the fourteenth amendments. 

However, a “fertile source of perver- 
sion in constitutional theory is the tyranny 
of labels,” Cardozo had written for the 
Court in a 1934 murder case (Snyder v. 
Massachusetts), in which the defense had 
raised novel pleas under the Fourteenth 
amendment: 

Out of the vague precepts of the Four- 
teenth amendment a court frames a 
rule which is general in form, though it 
has been wrought under the pressure 
of particular situations. Forthwith 
another situation is placed under the 
rule because it is fitted to the words, 
though related faintly if at all to the 
reasons that brought the rule into 
existence. . . . But justice, though due 
to the accused, is due to the accuser 

also. . . . The concept of fairness must 
not be strained till it is narrowed to a 
filament. We are to keep the balance 
true. The criminal law will be brought 
into contempt if gossamer possibilities 
of prejudice to a defendant are to nul- 
lify a sentence pronounced by a court 
of competent jurisdiction . . . and set 
the guilty free. . . . 

There is some sign now of greater caution 
in the Court’s rulings in criminal matters, 
but none as yet (summer 1979) in the gen- 
der cases. 

Burner cites a “liberal scholar’s” view 
that the Cardozo appointment “shone as a 
sublime moment for good government.” 
Certainly the Snyder and other Cardozo 
opinions were compatible with the values 
which a business periodical found in 
Hoover’s public discourse: “reason, 
knowledge, patience, good will, quiet 
negotiation, restraint of passion, modera- 
tion and calm, prudent common counsel, 
what are the facts?’’ Explicitly and 
implicitly the author demonstrates the 
play of these Quakerly words in relief pro- 
grams, political campaigns, domestic 
administration, foreign policy. But, a 
Hoover fan, hence sworn to candor, he, 
cites, also, another sample of Hooverian 
verbiage: sisyphean, vacuous, super- 
vened, attenuated, palpably-all “in flat, 
metallic voice” from the campaign 
speeches of 1932. John Nance Garner, 
FDR’s first Vice President was another 
candid man, describing the Democratic 
campaign publicity of that year as de- 
signed to “whittle Hoover down to our 
size.” Burner’s contrast between the two 
equally authentic Hooverian vocabularies 
goes impressionistically far to explain 
how the Quaker orphan boy raised on the 
frontier in modest poverty by the plain 
and inner-lighted people rose so high, but 
not higher-to only one Presidential term 
not four-how stoutly he resisted the 
Democratic whittling but was to some de- 
gree whittled. 

Reviewed by C. P. IVES 
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‘After all, i t  was Hoover, coming to office in 1929, 
and out of a background of carefully amassed statis- 
tical knowledge who warned that the Americans, 
controlling twenty percent of the world’s oil were 
even then consuming sixty-five percent of it and, 
later, “there is a limit to oil supplies . . . the time 
will come when. . . the Nation will need this oil 
much more than it is needed now. . : .” 

*Voluptus: [L.] Pleasure; specif., sexual pleasure. 
[Webster] i.e. Just for fun. 

Capitalism and Friedman 

Can Capitalism Survive?, by Benjamin 
A. Rogge, Indianapolis, Ind.: Liberty 
Press, 1979. 319 p p .  $9.00 (paper 
$3.95). 

The Machinery of Freedom, by David 
Friedman, New Rochelle, N .  Y.:  Ar- 
iingiun Hause, 1978. xiit k 240 pp.  
$10.00. 

“LIBERTARIAN” ideology has spawned two 
groups of individuals willing, to a greater 
or lesser degree, to accept the word liber- 
tarian as descriptive of the views they 
espouse. One is composed essentially of 
philosophers-ideologues if one pre- 
fers-who, by oral or written efforts, at- 
tempt to persuade others of the rightness 
of those views. The second group con- 
tains those who hold similar views but, 
being of a more active political nature, 
have organized a Libertarian Party with 
all the pertinent trimmings: conventions, 
platforms, and candidates in both na- 
tional and state elections. The authors of 
these books belong in the first group 
rather than the second. 

One expects to find considerable simi- 
larity in the views expressed by Rogge 
and by Friedman and, indeed, is not dis- 
appointed. But the more fascinating 
aspects of these two volumes are less 
their similarities than their differences. 
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“What’s in a name?” asked Shake- 
speare, then demonstrated persuasively 
that some people passionately believe 
considerable importance rests therein. 
Those not intimately familiar with Pro- 
fessor Rogge’s works should be warned 
that this book most emphatically is not 
an organized treatise on comparative 
politico-economic systems despite its 
tide. More accurate!y, b ~ t  less attrac- 
tively, it could have been called Selected 
Essays by Professor B. A .  Rogge, or in t h e  
less dignified lingo of an LP record al- 
bum, The Best of Ben. The book takes its 
title from that of the lead essay, “Can 
Capitalism Survive?’’ and harks back to 
the same question raised, and also tenta- 
tively answered in the negative, by Pro- 
fessor Joseph A. Schumpeter in his Capi- 
talism, Socialism and Democracy (1%2). 
The choice of title was most astute for, 
although the lead essay is probably not 
the best nor most representative, it may 
entice some additional readers to a truly 

Those who have known Rogge inti- 
mately over the years may concur with his 
confession that he is “more of a speech- 
maker than a writer.” Few, however, will 
regard that as a derogatory comment for 
his abilities as a speaker have placed his 
services in covtinual demand. Again and 
again, his speeches combine good humor, 
good taste, and good sense in just the 
right proportions to produce, when 
served up in his characteristic mid- 
America accent, truly delectable intellec- 
tual dishes thoroughly enjoyed by his 
audiences. The selection process (for this 
is a highly limited selection, not his Col- 
lected Works) was certainly inspired. 
Analogically, one might describe these 
nineteen essays as vintage Rogge, prod- 
ucts of the best crops over the years, put 
down to mature and mellow in the wine 
cellar of the book‘s pages. In any event, it 
should serve to widen Professor Rogge’s 
audience, increase his influence, and im- 
prove his readers’ taste. Those already 
receptive to his ideas will find their plea- 

- - -  --->:-I ----..A*-. -- 
I C  W a l  Ulllg G A ~ G l J G 1 1 L G .  

Summer 1980 

LICENSED TO UNZ.ORG
ELECTRONIC REPRODUCTION PROHIBITED




