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“It is well that there hos been in the world some
good snd some bad; without that, one would be
driven to leave this life.”

The bulk of the book examines The Spirit of
the Lows. Books XIV-XXXI are discussed fst
in order to proceed from nonpolitical to politival.
Since Merry contends that Montesquicu beheves
the latter does and must veflect the forwer, he
treats the subpolitical first in order thal poilics
may be beiler understood. He argues that Auon-
tesquieu sccks to establish the mdependence of
economics, feligion, and c¢ivil law from politirs and
political law in order to unlease the activity stia-
ulated by greed and checked by fear of God, and
to replace natural by civil law as the standard of
political law,

Read in the light of Monlesguieu's treaiment of
ponpolitical - things, books 1I-X, which bave ira-

“ditionally been regarded ss a discussion of forms

of goverzment, are interpreted to be an examina-
tion of the capabilities, roles, and relations of the

. three main social elasses, Their purpose is to show

the need for and foundation of o mixed govern-
ment that reflects social forces and does not re-
quire austere virtues.

The final three chepters, which discuss the boaks
on ‘liberty (XI-XIIL), seek to show that both
civil and political liberties are primarily nurtured
and secured by the proper distribution of political
authority among the three social classes rather

“than by legal separation of powers. Professor

Merry finds that the famous discussion of the En-
glish Conatitution is not central to The Spirit of
the Laws, but deals with only one kind of political
liberty and thzt not the most important, Furthes-
more, Mobntesquien’s natural government cannot

" be understood, and is distorted, by looking at its

end of liberty. A spirit of moderation is more to

~ be sought by mixed governsment than even liberty.

Professor Merry’s book is best when it is closest
ta Montesquieun. He reminds us of the breadth
and subtlety of Montesquieu, and gives us the
fruits of reficctive hours spent in the baron's com-
pany in many provoeative interpretations. He has
an essy time in rescuing Montesquieu from legal-
istic Americans, though one might wonder whather
there was not some truth in the old prejudice. For
if the ends of government are given, is there a
more jmportant question than how these ends are
achieved? It is true that Mlontesquien -writes
about the spirit, but it is the spirit of the laws,

Merry would have Montesquicu read in our
times by showing that ke spesks like our times.
The use of social seienca. terminology confuses the
interpretation and makes Merry say less than he
knows, For example, to say that moderdtion is

" higher than liberty in Montesquieu’s value hier-

archy is (o neglect the fact that neither moderation
nor liberty is a value for Montesquieu, but one a
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spirit and the other an end of the laws, This con-
{fusion prevents Merry from elearly raising and ad-
equately answering the question whose gencral
form smight be, “Why docs Montesquiet write
about the spirit of the laws rather than the end of
iaw?’ To say that Montesquicu values the spirit
more than the end is no answer.

Cne is templed to suggest that Monlesquieu
shenild be roud in the lght of what preceded him
rather thon in that which followed, The character
of ti mbxed government admired by Montes-
quicy is never elarified by Merry as i could have
hean had he compared it to the mixed regime of
Aristotle. The opentog discussion of the nature of
man would have been fess o mere collection of
opinions had he sharpencd the issues by, say, re-
flecting on the previously quoted femark in. the
light cast by the Politics. Furthermore, the war-
rant for such comparisons weuld be Montesquieu's
gwn, a5 it is he who uses the {raditioral terminol-
ogy to change ik,

Yinally Merry's procedure hides from us the
most important lessons of Montesquisu. Montes-
quicu procecds from the old classifieation of gov-
ernments to the new. In discussing Montesquieu,
Merry procgeds from the new sociolegy and finds
the old classification irrelevant. Accepting Merry's
interpretation of the charaeter of the new political
seience, one might wonder whether Montesquieu's
order does not indicate that pelitical philosopby
leads to sociology, where Meiry's order seeks but
to revesl Monfesquieu s a political sociologist. In
parteaying - Montesquieu as a sociologist, Merry
nearly forgets that he was o philosopher. By ne-
glecting tho possibility that Montesquicu does not
merely present a svstem, but that he gives the rea-
sons for doing what we now do out of habit,
Merry downplays precisely that element of Mon-
tesquieu from which our iimes might learn the
most—CLey THUROW, State University of New
York at Buffalo. .

Robert’'s Rules of Order. (New Revised), By
Hexry M. Rosgrr, Saran Corsrxn ROBERE, WITH
THE ASsISTANCE oF Hexry M. Rosert III, JamMEes
W. CrLeary, AND WitniaM J, Evans, Glenview,
{llinois. Seoth Foresman aund Ceo. Pp. 550, 1970,
If it is natural for Americans, at least middle

and upper class ones, to join voluntary organiza~

tions; it is almost as natural for those organiza-
tions to run, at least in principle, in accerd with

rariiamentary procedure. While hundreda of man- |

uals of parliamentary procedure have been pub-

lished over the yvears, of which well over o dozen-

are currenitly in print; there remains only one Rob-
ert’s Rules of Order. ¥or almost a century, ever

since it replaced Cushing’s Manual of Parliamen-
tary Practize (1849) as the basic parliamentary
referénce work, to virtually a1l Americaus Roberl’s |
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Rules 13 parliamentary procedure and using any
other manual would he sacrilege. Indeed, it has
been seriously suggested that only the Bible hss
had a greater influence on the organigationsal be-
kavior of Americans. Almost three miilion copies
-of Robert’s various editions have been sold singe
1876, which has mede it one of the all-time nonfic-
tion best-sellers, ' :
Although CGeneral Henry M. Robert has beon

dead for nearly half-a-century, Robert's Rules of

Order lives on; and within its pages the ideas of
the long-dead genera! are perpetuated. The pres-
ent edition, edited by the Qeneral's daughter-in-
law with the assistance of sevodral others inciuding
‘the General's grandson, is the first complete revi-
sion since 1915 and the first new edifjon in nearly
twenty years; but there is nothing in it that would
be new to General Robext, It supersedes previous
editions, but has been written to be “in complete
harmony” with them, Nonetheless, in the words of
ite inside. front cover dustjacket, this edition is
“more modern, more complete, more comprehen-
sive; bettet orgenized, more’ clearly presented,

more efficlent, and rar BASIER To Use than Ny ears

lier edition,” a deseription with which I am in
“complete accord. . ‘ ‘

Robert’s Newly Revised is several hundred
pages thicker than the 75th Anniversary Edition
which it replaces. It incorporates material from
General Robert’s earlier works, Parliamentary
Practice and Pariliamentary Law, so as to provide
for the first time answers to various esoteric ques-
tions of procedure in one definitive reference work.
Barlier editions of Robert’s Rules had charts
which were impossible to use, with stars, asteriske,
feotnotes, gnd fine print enough to confuse even

an experienced parfiamentarian, This new edition .

bas & forty-cight page center section of charts and
tables, readily sot off by a diferent color and
heavier stock paper, which is an sbsolute delight
fo use for the student secking quick reference as
to form, precedence, and epplicability of motions.
This new edition also has the pleasant distinction
of being reasonably well written and exceptionally
well organized. Logical arrangement of material
has replaced the old paragraph format and the or-
der of presentation has been designed to be in ac-
cord ‘with the natural flow of business at meetings.
The mmbiguous classification of certain motions
has been remcdied and the basic clasaification
scheme clearly explained, For each. motion, & sec-
- tion in outline form clearly and sucecinetly sets
forth the motion’s basic operational charncteristies
and its uges. All in all, the new edition ig fur supe-
rior ta any of its predecessors. :
Rabert’s Rules has on importance to the social
gcientist which goes well beyond its possible im-
mediate relevance to him ag a concerned partici-
pant in various group decision progesses. Parlis-

mentary procedure, especially that distillation of
it which has entered into parliameniary Inw-~
those eommon principles of procedure. which ave

beld by the courts to be the applicabie to overy

organization as being essential to legal nection or
for the protection of members in their individual

rights—has been important in shaping and refining '
baiic American notions of due process and major-

ity and minority rights as applied to group activ-

ity. Tndeed, Robert’s Rules has been ciled as au- -

thoritative in & number of court cases. More gener-
ally, however, Robort’s Rules may be regarded as
an implicit theory of democracy. For many Anier-
icans its procedures are synonymous with practical
democracy. In fact, the inside jacket cover calls
Robert’s the “book you will want . | . tie boolk
you will need, to help get things done in accord
with the American spirit (emphasis mine).” Con-

irasting the procedures in Robert’s with those |

practiced by Quakers and with the Quaker in-
spired “participatory democracy” procedures of
the New Left reveals quite different priorities as-
signed by each to values such as speedd of delibera-
tion, unanimity, intensity of preference v. ma-
jority rule, mass participation, etc—raising ques-
tions which should be of great interest o any stu-
dent of democratic theory. Robert’s Rules is also
important te the student of publie poliey - con-
cerned with the impact of rules on outcomes, and
is, of course, particularly relevant to the student
of legislative behavior. Finally, for the mathemuti
cally oriented political scientist, Robert’s Rules of-

fers for study a remarkable and frscivating system -

of queue_ing rules. :
In en era where faculty meetings, studeni-fac-

ulty meetings, and mass meetings abourd, we do )

not wish to neglect consideration of Robert’s as &
guide to the parliamentarily perplexed. 1t is possjs
ble for somecone to learn parliamentnry procedure
by reading Robert’s Rules of Order from cover to
cover, but we would certainly pot recommend §t*
Despite the stated intentions of the edilors of this
edition to combine in it a definitive reference
work and & teaching manual, it is eniy the former

which has been achisved; slthough this ediiion is’

%o learn the basics of parliamentary progedure we
would recammend Alice F. Sturgis, Learning Parliomentory
Procedure, McGraw-Hill, 1953, Iler Stendard Code of Par-
liamentary Procedure is also excellent.

fur superior to its predecessors in its accessibility

to the parliamentarily uninitinted, Despite vast im-
provements in organization and dn prose style,
Robert’s Newly. Revised is, like ils predecessors,
marred by an archaic terminology (e.g., previous
question, lay on the table), some unnecessarily
complex and conlusivg rules {e.g., reconsidor, com-
mittee of the whale v. informal copsideration),
and some rules which could bost be dispensed with
(a.g, move to reconsider and ealer on the min-
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utes, object Lo consideration) which feaity to the

dead General Robert and a degire to maintain ter-
“ minologicel accord with the US. House of Repre-
.gentatives have unfortunately frozen into place.
While this new edition is a vast improvement in
80 many ‘ways, it j8 also a great disappointment to
" those who had looked for s genuine revision and
modernization of American parlismentary prac-
tice. qu example, the discussion of procedures
which’ could be adopted in either very small or
very !arge gathermgs when ordinary parliamentary

© procedure becomes unduly cumbersome (either

because it 48 too formal or beesuse. it becomes
~bogged down in the weight of large numbers of
participants) is woefully inadequaté, despite a
" eonsiderable improvement in the section on mass
.meetings; and in general we found some lack of
sengitivity to the need to vary procedures in. ac-
~cord with the size and nature of the group: Also,
‘the seetion on voling procedures reveals no knowl-
edge of recent work on committee election proce-
dures, such as that of Duncan Black, which is
highly relevant to a consideration of selection of
an approprinte and fair voting procedure, Regard-
lese, however, of its shoricomings, Robert's Rules
" of Order Newly Revised is definitely a book with
which most political scientists should become ae-
-quainted ~Berraro N, GropMan, State University
of New York, Stony Broolk. .

The Origine of Socialism. By Geosgr LicurTHZIM.
(New York: Frederick A. Praeger, 1960. Pp. 302.
$6.85.) )

‘The purpose of Frofessor Lichtheim’s book is
“not merely what it seers to be. The purpose is to

“glarify the origing of socialism, both as a world-

‘view snd as the specific response of workers and

intellectuals to the twofold upheaval of the

: French Revolution and the industrial revolution.”
{p. vii) This is achieved by presenting socialism as
originating in French and English thought but re-
. eeiving its “classical formulation” in. Marx “with
the help of German philosophy.” This theme ex-
"plains the tripartite division of the book, entitled
respectively . “Heirs of the French Revolution,”
"“Crities of the Industrial Revelution,” and “Ger-
man Socialism.” The author himself, however, ren-
ders this explanation questionable. Although “so-
- cinlism’s greatest thinker” did his “renl theoretical

. work as an economist” after 1848, “technical rea-

“gons” foreced concluding the book with that dste.
This strange omission suggests that the “technical
reasons” in question are of more than passicg im-

‘portance,

Bven without this pmbiem, the book's structure

_is “peculiar end somewhat daunting” since “Ger-

mnn Socialism™ is not congruent with the ather
titles. His ekplanation: the book was ariginally in-

tended as “the opening section of a general history
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“why the original plan was not completed, ther

" threshold of our eoncluding chapter” mmi

_done that Marx abandoned philosephy.
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of -socielism and communism.” The author &
not say why ifs structure was not properly
justed, since that would require changing only o
tle. This omission raises the question why
broaches the structure at ali? And why is e
problem relevant to the veviewer? The ansg
have to do with what the reviewer understand?
be a conclusion reached by the author in
course of his “general history.™

sons” forced concluding the book with that &
. Although there are no further statements as

another reference to. “technical points” (p. v
These have “for the most part” (ie. not o
pletely) been relegated to the Notes. The su
gion that the Notes have some unusual relevs
is supported by“the author (p. ix): “The dise;
ing reader who takes the trouble to-consul
Notes. . . . However, the Notes' dimensions b
“heen swelled by the attempt to cité a8
sources as possible.” This reason explaing nei’
their size nor their importance for the “dxscen
reader.”

What does the author mean by such pecul
tiés explained by weak reasons? He disclaims
intention beyond the chvious one of provxdmg
student with a concise analysis of the' subjee
a critical introduction to the literature” (p. %
But “the discerning reader,” not “the.student
told to consult the Notes. The discerning
notices the proportion (1:3) between Notes,
text. The number 3 recalls the “peculiar and sq
what daunting” external arrangement. Part 3
its peculiar attention especially since the a
said (p. 98) Part 3 is “The Marxian Syn
rather than “German Socialism.”

“The Marxian Synthesis” asks whether

with “the summit of our theme?” The an
“depends on what one expects from ah a1
ezl account of socinlist origins” The an
never beeomes explicit. But we ecan glean
swer which explains the “technical reasons”
puzzle this reviewer. ;

The original theme must be quahﬁed Mears
not merely a socialist writer who “combined
man philosophy with British . economics
French socialism.” He wag 'a philosopher
tinlly concerned with “the genesis and functiu,
of modern society.” By 1848 Marx transcendes
cialiam s such. This synthesis may “coniin
be of importance to the historian of phil
iong after soeialism has taken its place, with i
alism and conservatism, a3 one pariicular ren:
to the twofold upheaval of the industrial ret
tion and the French Revolution.” And he

1 suggest the major technical reason for ex
this study with {848 is the author’s conclusion




