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stincts." When he jotted down in a notebook "the
ant sets an example to us all; but not a good
one," he meant what he had written. This may
possibly be taken as the sure instinct of genius
on a small, perfect scale knowing its own limits.
So superb a cartoonist, parodist, and prose stylist
may wisely have been prudent in nursing his limited
reserves. But regret cannot be stifled at the
thought of how much more Max might have done
in pictures and print-had he chosen to stay
"with it"- to illuminate the murky social, artistic,
and political scene between the two wars.
What was lost can be seen from the intermittent
flashes that come as reminders of the biting edge
of his wit He had once referred in the context
of the later Henry James to "all these crawling
broken-backed inarticulate sentences that have
to be helped along by the reader!" He could be
stem, saying of Wells "he was at once a man of
real genius and a mean bounder. It is a rare
combination." And of Housman ''he was like an
absconding cashier. We certainly wished he
would abscond-sitting silent and then saying on·
ly 'there is a bit of a nip in the air, don't you

think?'"
As David Cecil shows, these were only minor
expressions of Max's wit. It is a wit which, at
the tum of the century, plays on the surface of
British social and literary life with a brilliance
unexcelled by Wilde or Shaw. The record of it
has been assembled by David Cecil with a fidelity
which the perfect ease of his own style may obscure. The author, exhibiting the small delightful
talent of his subject, has written a large delight·
ful book.

Reviewed by

GABRIEL GERSH

Ethics and Economics
The U. S. Econom y, by John Davenport.
Chicago: Henry Regnery Company, 1964.
203 pp. $5.00.
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The Foundations of Morality, by Henry
Hazlitt. Princeton: D. Van Nostrand Company, i nc., 1964. 398 pp. $9.95.
ODD AS IT may seem from a cursory gl:ance at the
titles, these two books-one devoted to economic
matters, the other essaying to provide a coherent,
unified, and synthesized theory of law, morals,
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and manners-have much in common. Both authors have been for many years journalists of national and international repute. Both are also capable economists, and this combination of knowl·
edge and literary talent has in each case made
for a highly readable, lucid, and articulate volume that no serious student of public affairs
ought to miss.
To those who are generally acquainted with
the work of the Messrs. Davenport and Hazlitt it
will be no great surprise to find in each of these
books a logical, well-reasoned, and persuasive appeal for the recognition and realization of the
principles of a free society. Where Mr. Davenport concentrates his attention on current economic and political issues, Mr. Hazlitt ranges
over centuries of philosophic debate in the "battle for men's minds." Both authors may be described ·as "liberals" of the classical tradition;
both mistrust concentrations of power wherever
situated; both appeal strongly to reason and tolerance; both avoid an appeal to authority; and
both prefer the forces of spontaneity and the ad·
mittedly imperfect competitive market system to
any form of directed human organization.
The U. S. Economy is a series of essays, each
of which could stand by itself but which together
form an integrated work. There is an element of
patriotism in the titles of the first and last chapters, (respectively, "Of the American Accomplishment" and "Of the American Mission"), as well
as in the book's title. Indeed, these chapters are
by far the best and full of quotable wisdom. For
example:
Economic life can be organized as in the
Soviet Union through specific government dictate. Or it can be organized through a system
giving scope to free collaboration and individual
choice. At issue when all the arguments are in
and when the experts have had their say is a
moral question-namely, the value we place on
liberty itself, and on the ultimate nature and
purpose of human life. . . . What is needed at
the highest intellectual level, no doubt, is not
just more physics but a modem metaphysics
which would find a place for teleological purpose in our affairs, and whlch could reconcile
and relate the fragmented disciplines which
multiply day by day in our universities.
To supply the metaphysics is precisely the task
Hazlitt has undertaken to perform. Nor should
this be surprising. Economists, in their normative
as opposed to positive scientific investigations,
have long been concerned with morality. During
the early development of economic science, pro-

evoke the color and atmosphere of the social and
literary scene of which Max Beerbohm was so
much a part. To move with assurance in the Edwardian period is necessary for rendering a vivid
portrait of Max himself, who was pre-eminently
an Edwardian figure. David Cecil's reconstruction of this age is an important reason why the
reader is not likely to find this long book-fivehundred pages-ill-proportioned to its theme.
Unlike any other biographer of Max Beerbohm,
David Cecil was fortunate to be given access to
all Max's private papers. But if he started with
an advantage, he was also confronted with many
difficulties, for Max Beerbohm's life presents a
biographer with almost insuperable problems.
Hardly anything ever happened to Max Beerbohm, and from 1910, when he retreated to Rapallo, until his death in 1956 it is fair to say
that nothing happened to him at ·all_
What, then, is a biographer to do with such
fascinating but inert material? David Cecil is
conscious of the difficulty, and tells us in his
preface that:
Max's life was so uneventful that it is almost
impossible to make a ·story of it. I have, therefore, concentrated less on the story than on the
man; and sought, making use as far as possible
or Max's own words and of those who knew him
well, to compose, as it were, a succession of
detailed portraits of him and his mind during
the successive phases of his life.
We can only glance at a few of the "succession of portraits" that make up Max's life. Oxford was his greatest formative influence, and
here, as might be expected, David Cecil is at his
best. We feel that if we have understood the undergraduate Max we have grasped his character for
good, for it changed little in essentials. Like
Brummell, he carefully fashioned the exterior he
conveyed to the world, at once an adornment and
a rampart. The image of the dandy was formed
and the clothes carefully devised.
It was at Oxford that he assumed the mask of.
cynicism and inscrutability that concealed a nature at once kindly and ethically conventional.
There was no need to fashion that prose style
which Wilde likened to "a silver dagger," for it
was already there, fastidious and exquisite, when
he was a boy of 20- His ear was already perfect.
We can see his love of Oxford in every page of
Zuleika Dobson, but it was an Oxford untouched
by change, the Oxford of Wilde and Pater.
There he met his life-time friencls--Reggie
Turner, one of the faithful few who was to sit

beside the deathbed of Wilde, and Will Rothenstein. He met Oscar himself, and here we begin
to realize how shrewd Max was, for although he
admired Wilde, he did so with cold detachment
and acute observation.
Max's precocity was extraordinary, but his life
had already begun to be divorced from reality
and to contain a strong element of fantasy and
self-dramatization. Already he shunned its sterner
aspects and responsibilities, and his mask and the
armor with which he surrounded himself were a
protection against them.
He was at heart a conventional moralist, and
a man of strong family loyalties, but we have a
feeling that he did not want these bourgeois virtues to be recognized, and so the mask covered
them, too. The letters to his family, quoted in this
book, often enable David Cecil to remove the
mask, and let us see what lay beneath, but if
Max was ·a moralist he was not a Puritan. He
was fully aware of the homosexuality of Reggie
Turner and the Wilde group, but not repelled by
it. He was repelled rather by ugliness and violent change, by the encroachments of science on
nature and the disruption of the world he had
loved in childhood. Therefore, he hated the didactic nagging in Shaw's plays, the vulgar side of
Kipling, and the socialism of Wells. He would
have hated the Oxford of today.
Max's conquest of London is well described too.
A few delicate broadsides .and its walls fell. We
are astonished that such an enduring reputation
could have been built on such a slender basis.
We read how he became a contributor to the
Yellow Book, and an admirer of Beardesley, how
his cartoons became famous, and how later he
succeeded Shaw as drama critic of the Saturday

Review.
As David Cecil shows, the turning point in
Max's life was his rejection of London, the scene
of his many triumphs, at the age of 38, and his
retirement to Rapallo, a small town in Italy.
Why did he do this? Perhaps one reason is that
Max was an esthete. He spoke the truth when he
said: "I belong to the Beardesley period_" Victoria was then the queen; English society and politics were still aristocratic and serene; London
was still half eighteenth century in its architecture. The growing democracy, vulgarity, noise,
and vandalism of the twentieth century disgusted
and appalled him.
Perhaps another reason for his self-imposed
exile was that he knew that the experience of
regular work would, in David Cecil's words,
"mean the :frustration of his deepest creative in-

.UT

fessors of what would now be called "economics"
were called professors of "moral philosophy."
This is true of Adam Smith, for example, and it
may serve to recall that his first, if less famous,
book was called The Theory of Moral Sentiments
in 1759. Since that time many economists, 'alld
particularly is this true of classical liberal economists, have expressed the view that the goal of
freedom is not, in itself, an all-embracing objective constituting the whole of life. Frank H.
Knight's, The Ethics of Competition, Mises'
Human Action, Hayek's Constitution of Liberty, J.
M. Oark's The Ethical Basis of Economic Freedom. Ropke's The Humane Economy come easily
to mind from contemporary literature.
To these great books Hazlitt's The Foundations
of Morality must certainly be added. It is a serious, erudite, scholarly, well-documented, and
well-indexed volume ranging over philosophical,
moral, and legal literature in a way suited to
use as reference work-or as the hackneyed phrase
goes, it is a real contribution to the literature
on. the subject. But, more than this, it is also a
thing "of grace and beauty" from which one can
gain continuing, repeated, and enduring pleasure,
intellectual stimulation, and wisdom. A few quotations may illustrate:
There is no irreconcilable conflict between
the interests of the individual and those of
society. If there were, society could not exist.
Society is the great means through which individuals pursue and fulfill their ends. For
society is but another name for the combination of individuals for cooperation. It is the
means through which each of us furthers the
purposes of others as an indirect means of furthering his own. . . .
For one best promotes one's own interest
in the long run precisely by abiding by the
rules that best promote the interest of everyone, and by cooperating with others to hold
everyone else to those rules. If it is to everyone's long-run interest to adhere to and uphold
the moral rules, it must therefore be to mine. ...
The wealth of the rich makes the poor less
poor, not more. The rich are those who have
something to offer in return for the services
of the poor. And only the rich can provide the
poor with the capital, with the tools of production, to increase the output and hence the
marginal value of the labor of the poor. When
the rich grow richer, the poor grow, not poorer,
but richer. This, in fact, is the history of economic progress. . . .
. . . In a free economy every one is free to
practice generosity toward others to any extent
he sees fit- and better able to.. ..

Modern Age

Hazlitt examines so many topics (ranging from
traffic rules, intuition, commonsense, asceticism,
self-sacrifice, egoism, altruism to international ethics and religion) that it is difficult to pick a few
"best" sections. This reviewer was particularly
and favorably impressed with "Long Run vs.
Short Run" (Chap. 7), "The Need for General
Rules" (Chap. 8), and ''The Ethics of Capitalism" (Chap. 30). On the other hand, I found
those on "The Ethics of Socialism" (Chap. 31)
and "Morality and Religion" (Chap. 32) unsatisfying and in many ways superficial. These are
small Aaws, but perhaps such topics could be better handled by those who have a more passionate
belief in socialism or religion, or in both. Hazlitt
clearly thinks that religion is neither a sufficient
nor a necessary adjunct of morality, although it
may contribute to it on some occasions and detract on others.
Has the author succeeded in providing the "metaphysics," the "teleological purpose" sought by
John Davenport? The answer, as Hazlitt would
be among the first to -agree, is clearly no, but he
has tried. It behooves the rest of us to contribute
our five cents worth. And, as in any informed voluntary exchange in a free society, both parties
will gain.

Reviewed by

ARTHUR KEMP

The Vicious Circle
The Bureaucratic Phenomenon--an
Examination of Bureaucracy in
Modern Organizations and Its Cultural Setting in France, by Michel
Crozier. Translated by the author from
the French. Chicago: University of Chi-

cago Press, 1964. x+320 pp. $7.50.
THE DYNAMICS behind the development of the rigidity of behavior and maladapted responses, which
are unfortunately so characteristic of bureaucratic
organizations, have often been the focus of some of
the most rewarding efforts of students of bureauc·
racy. Generally, this problem has been confronted
solely at the level of internal structural arrangements of bureaucratic organizations-the intent be-
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ing to show how these arrangements interact with
the human personality and human groups to produce the much-remarked-upon "dysfunctions" of
bureaucratic structure. With the development of the
field of comparative administration, however, a
strong trend has arisen in the direction of broadening the perspective for the study of bureaucracy to
include the cultural context in which bureaucratic
organizations are set.
The Bureaucratic Phenomenon is an excellent
example of a study of another kind. The chief purpose of this book is to explain, in terms of internal
structural and cultural factors, the development of
the dysfunctional, self-reinforcing patterns of action that one finds in bureaucracy-what the author of the book calls the "bureaucratic vicious
circle."
Crozier begins his argument with the presentation
of extensive case studies of two highly "bureaucratic" (in the popular pejorative sense of the
term) public organizations in France, one a large
unidentified "clerical agency" in Paris, and the other an extensive legal monopoly of the French state
which produces a "very simple commodity." Both
of these cases are interesting, but the study of the
monopoly is especially intriguing in that it provides
an example of a bureaucratic unit operating almost
entirely apart from environmental pressures, so that
its internal structural dynamics can be studied in a
"pure" form, without having to take into account
the impact that environmental constraints can have
on organizational structure and action. An analysis
of these cases from a perspective which poses the
struggle for power among internal groups as the
central problem for organization theory leads Crozier to the development of a distinctive model of the
component elements of a bureaucratic vicious circle. The factors necessary to produce a maladaptive
feedback loop of this type, Crozier posits, are four:
the extent of the development of impersonal rules,
the centralization of decisions, "strata isolation"
and concomitant group pressure on the individual,
and the development of "parallel power relationships around remaining areas of uncertainty."
These elements, as I read his argument and grossly
simplify it here, are articulated into a vicious cir·
cle (or, more exactly, a number of vicious circles)
in the following manner: the proliferation of im·
personal rules objectify and depersonalize authority
so that members of the organization are afforded a
degree of independence and protection from any
kind of personal interference. This leads in turn
to centralization, inadequate information for decisions at top levels, isolation of organizational strata
with a consequent extraordinary peer-group pres-
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sure on members of the same stratum
in
ritualism, esprit de corps, and goal displacement),
and the development of power centers outside the
hierarchy around the inevitable areas of uncertainty in the structure of rules (resulting in dysfunctional decentralization of power). These patterns result in "difficulties," "poor work," 'a nd "frustrations" which then reinforce the pressures for impersonality and centralization, and the circle is thus
completed.
There are themes in this model taken from the
work done earlier by Robert Merton, Alvin Gouldner, and Philip Selznick on this same problem.
What Crozier has added is an elaboration, extension, and synthesis of the..<e themes under a unifying perspective which sees these patterns as the result, not of passive reaction, but of active participation for the purpose of avoiding interpersonal dependencies in the play of power relations within organizations.
The fact that Crozier's theoretic scheme is so
closely related to the work of these American scholars makes the fact that he is able to work through
data from his case studies of French organizations
all the more striking. In spite of this, however, I
had a growing feeling in following the description
and analysis of the case data through the construction of the model that these patterns would not
be so likely to occur in American society-especially in regard to the emphasis on the depersonalization of intra-organizational relationships. This feeling is reinforced if not confirmed in the concluding
section of the book, where Crozier, although stating
that he has attempted to work out a "general and
abstract scheme" in his model, shows the correspondence between "a number of traits typical of
French society" and the elements in his model. He
proceeds to do so by focusing on several key problems in the French bureaucratic system of organization and presenting evidence indicating that these
same problems are manifest in French culture generally. His argument is further bolstered by a subsequent discussion showing that the same bureaucratic patterns are reflected in the French educational, industrial relations, political, and colonial systems. Next, Crozier presents an analysis of the relation of the bourgeois entrepreneur in France to the
French bureaucracy, with special emphasis on the
problem of achieving change and innovation. The
book is then concluded w'ith a penetrating discussion of the phenomenon of "bureaucracy" in general,
and the French form of it in patticular, as they
are set in the pattern of development of industrial
society. The general argument here is that flexibility
and bureaucratic rationalization are possible with-
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stincts." When he JOtted do" n in a notebook ''the
ant sets an example to Uo all ; but not a good
one," he meant what he had written. This may
possibly be taken as the sure instinct of genius
on a small, perfect scale knowing its own limits.
So superb a cartoonist, parodist, and prose stylist
may wisely have been prudent in nursing his limited
reserves. But regret cannot be stifled at the
thought of how much more Max might have done
in pictures and print-had he chosen to stay
"with it"-to illuminate the murky social, artistic,
and political scene between the two wars.
What was Ia. , ean btl ll&:il from the llltermlttent
flashes that come as reminders of the biting edge
of his wit. He had once referred in the context
of the later Henry James to "all these crawling
broken-backed inarticulate sentences that have
to be helped along by the reader!" He could be
stern, saying of Wells ··he was at o11ce a man of
real genius and a mean hounder. It is a rare
combination." And of Housman "he was like an
absconding cashier. We certainly wished he
would abscond-sitting silent and then saying on·
ly 'there is a bit of a nip in the air, don' t you
think?'"
As David Cecil shows, these were only minor
expressions of Max's wif. It is a wit which, at
the tum of the century, plays on the surface of
British social and literary life with a brilliance
unexcelled by Wilde or Shaw. The record of it
has been assembled by David Cecil with a fidelity
which the perfect ease of his own style may obscure. The author, exhibiting the small delightful
talent of his subject, has written a large delight·
ful book.
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Reviewed by

GABRIEL GERSH

Ethics and Economics
The V. S. Economy, by John Davenport.
Chicago : Henry Regnery Company, 1964.
203 pp. $5.00.
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The Foundations of Morality, by Henry
Hazlitt. Princeton: D. Van Nostrand Com·
pany, Inc., 1964. 398 pp. $9.95.
Ooo AS IT may seem from a cursory glance at the
titles, these two books-~me devoted to economic
matters, the other essaying to provide a coherent,
unified, and synthesized theory of law, morals,

and manners-have much in common. Both au·
tl10rs have been for many years journalists of national and international repute. Both are also capable econbmists, and this combination of knowledge and literary talent has in each case made
for a highly readable, lucid, and articulate volume that no serious student of public affairs
ought to miss.
To those who are generally acquainted with
the work of the Messrs. Davenport and Hazlitt it
will be no g;reat surprise to find in each of these
books a logical, well-reasoned, and persuasive appeal for the Feee~;rliLio" cinJ rodlilt"tion of thQ
principles of a free society. Where Mr. Davenport concentrates his attention on current eco·
nomic and political issues,' Mr. Hazlitt ranges
over centuries of philosophic debate in the "battle for men's minds." Both authors may be de·
scribed -as "liberals" of the classical tradition ;
both mistrust concentrations of- po~'·er wherever
situated; both appeal strongly to reason and tolerance; both avoid an appeal to authority; and
both prefer the forces of spontaneity and the admittedly imperfect competitive market system to
any form of directed human organization.
The U. S. Economy is a series of essays, each
of which could stand by itself but which togetl1er
form an integrated work. There is an element of
patriotism in the titles of the fi rst and last chapters, (respectively, "Of the American Aecomplish·
ment" and "Of the American Mission"), as well
as in the book's title. Indeed, these chapters are
by far the best and full of quotable wisdom. For
example:
Economic life can be organized as in the
Soviet Union through specific government dictate. Or it can be organized through a system
giving scope to free collaboration and individual
choice. At issue when all the arguments are in
and when the experts have had their say is a
moral question-namely, the value we place on
liberty itself, and on the ultimate nature and
purp.ose of human life. . . . What is needed at
the highest intellectual level, no doubt, is not
just more physics but a modem metaphysics
which would find a place for teleological purpose in our affairs, and which could reconcile
and relate the fragmented disciplines which
multiply day by day in our universities.
To supply the metaphysics is precisely the task
Hazlitt has undertaken to perform. Nor should
this be surprising. Economists, in their normative
as opposed to positive scientific investigations,
have long been concerned with morality. During
the early development of economic science, pro-
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fessors of what would now be called "economics"
were called professors of "moral philosophy."
This is true of Adam Smith, for example, and it
may :;erve to recall that his first, if less famous,
book was called The Theory of Moral Sentiments
in 1759. Since that time many economists, ·a nd
particularly is this true of classical liberal econo·
mists, have expressed the view that the goal of
freedom is not, in itself, an all-embracing objec·
tive constituting the whole of life. Frank H.
Knight's, The Ethics of Competition, Mises'
f.luman Action, Ilnyek's Constitution of Liberty, J .
M. Clark's The Ethical Basis of Economic Freedom. Ropke's The Humane Economy come easily
to mind from contemporary literature.
To these great books Hazlitt's The Foundations
of Morality must certainly be added. It is a se·
rious, erudite, scholarly, well-documented, and
well-indexed volume ranging over philosophical,
moral, and legal literature in a way suited to
use as reference work~r as the hackneyed phrase
goes, it is a real contribution to the literature
on the subject. But, more than this, it is also a
thing "of grace and beauty" from which one can
gain continuing, repeated, and enduring pleasure,
intellectual stimulation, and wisdo111. A few quo·
tations may illustrate:
There is no irreconcilable conflict between
the interest;; of the individual and those of
society. If there were, society could not exist.
Society is the great means through which in·
dividuals pursue and fulfill their ends. For
society is but another name for the combina·
tion of indivir!uals for cooperation. It is the
means through which each of us furthers the
purposes of others as an indirect means of fur·
thering his own. . . .
For one best promotes one's own interest
in the long run precisely by abiding by the
rules that best promote the interest of every·
one, and by cooperating with others to hold
everyone else to those rules. I£ it is to every·
one's lon~·run interest to adhere to and uphold
the moral rules, it must therefore be to mine....
The wealth of the rich makes the poor less
poor, not more. The rich are those who have
something to offer in return for the services
of the poor. And only the rich can provide the
poor with the capital, with the tools of pro·
duction, to increase the output and hence the
marginal value of the labor of the poor. When
the rich grow richer, the poor grow, not poorer,
but richer. This, in fact, is the history of eco·
nomic progress. . . .
... In a free economy evl!ry one is frr.e to
practice generosity toward others to an y extent
he sees fit-and better able to . . . .
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Hazlitt examines so many topics (ranging from
traffic rules, intuition, comrnon5cnse, asceticism,
self-sacrifice, egoism, altruism to international eth·
ics and religion) that it is difficult to pick a few
"best" sections. This reviewer was particula rly
and favorably impressed with "Long Run vs.
Short Run" (Chap. 7), "The Need for General
Rules" (Chap. 8), and "The Ethics of Capital·
ism" (Chap. 30). On the other hand, I found
those on "The Ethics of Socialism" (Chap. 31)
and "Morality and Religion" (01ap. 32) unsatis·
fyin~ and in many ways superficial. These are
small flaws, but perhaps such topics could be bet·
ter handled by those who have a more passionate
belief in socialism or religion, or in both. Hazlitt
clearly thinks that religion is neither a sufficient
nor a necessary adjunct of morality, although it
may contribute to it on some occasions and de·
tract on others.
Has the author succeeded in providing the "met·
aphysics," the "teleological purpose" sought by
John Davenport? The answer, as Hazlitt would
be among the first to ·agree, is clearly no, but he
has tried. It behooves the rest of us to contribute
our five cents worth. And, as in any informed vol·
untary exchange in a free society, both parties
will gain.

Reviewed by

ARTHUR KEMP

The Vicious Circle
The Bureaucratic Phenomenon--an
Examination of Bureaucracy in
Modern Organizations and Its Cultural Setting in France, by Michel
Crozier. Translated by the author from
the French. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1964. x+320 pp. $7.50.
THE DYNAMICS behind tl1e development of the ri·
gidity of behavior and maladapted responses, which
are unfortunately so characteristic of bureaucratic
organizations, have often been the focus of some of
the most rewarding efforts of students of bureauc·
racy. Generally, this problem has been confronted
solely at the level of internal structural arrange·
ments of bureaucratic organizations-the intent be·
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