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Iiirimtioii. As hiis bccomc increasing- 
ly cviclcnt, there arc good reasons to 
IJC skcpticiil about tlie alleged pro- 
gressivity and irreversibility of SCCU- 

1iiriz;ition ewn in Western societies. 
SkcpLicisin is not quite thc right 
\ w r d  wit11 rcgard to Third World 
countrics. Many of them are in the 
grip of :I niassivc Muslim rcsur- 
gencc. Hinduism iind Buddhism 
continuc to bc vital iind politically 
potcnt forccs in otlicr countries. 
Ilcvoliitionary ;incl mi1lenari:io movc- 
iriciits of mainly Christian inspira- 
tion continuc to sweep across Africa 
i i ~ i t l  Liltill AI11criCil. Tliere is 110 

1ikclili.ood that this importance of 
religion in  the most rapidly chang- 
iiig arcas ill the world is about to 
clccrcasc. 

I ~ w y  cnrefrilly rcfrains from mak- 
ing value judgments of his own. For 
example, an cixtendecl discussion of 
the Cirtliolic Lcft and its “theology of 
revolution” in Latin Amcricn puts 
rigorous brackets around the ques- 

tion of how all of this is to be judged 
on moral or political grounds. Lewy 
ncither praises nor condemns. He 
slips towhrd thc very cncl, though. 
It is worth quoting from his last 
paragraph: 

Whether this new positive rela- 
tionship of religion and revolution 
will indced promotc liuman liber- 
ty and happiness is, of course, 
a question nobody can as  yct an- 
swcr, and the currently fashion- 
able romanticizing of rcvoliition 
is iindoubtcclly premature , . . . 
Whcreas somc revolutions in his- 
tory have led their people to a 
bcttcr life, otlicrs have mcrely 
substituted a new despotism for 
old opprcssions. The new is not 
ncccssarily prefcrable to the old 
just bccausc it is differcnt. Thc 
ultiinnte test, surely, .is not pro- 
phctic indigniltion at injustice or 
good intentions but pcrformance 
i d  results. 

The Indispensable Enemies: 
The Politics of Misrule in America 
by Walter Karp 
(S:iturclny Review Prcss; 308 pp.; $8.95) 

Henry Plotkin 

All tliilt is incant by Wiitcrgatc pro- 
vidcs those witli a penchant for con- 
spir;icy theorics of history with a 
field clny. It coiifirms thc worst fears 
of tlic Arncrican Left (and night) 
alwiit tlic cabal of conspirators con- 
trolliiig tlic reins of powcr, and. in 
:idclition, supplics actuill faccs iind 
names to the faccless and namclcss 
uiisecn enemy. An Ehrlicliman 
sIiildi11g iit the licnevolcnt Sam 
Ervin, a Holdciaan, cool and crew- 
cotted, giving robotlikc answers, a 
H i l n t ,  child of the cloak-and-dagger 
culture of tlie cold war plotting po- 
liticd espionage, a Mitchell, pom- 
pous arid i\rrogi\lit, caught in half- 
troths-all servc to rcify the Ameri- 

can powcr structure i n  :I way that 
evcn thc most paranoid must fccl 
both rational and gratifying. In onc 
scnse Watergate represcnts thc logi- 
cal conclusion of an cm--:iii cr:i 
which sought to allcviatc its own 
miscry and uncertainty by helieving 
in. somc cxteriial cncniy that can be 
Mamed. 

If 1V:ltergiite ieprcserits a logical 
cud, Waltcr Karp’s Indis-pcnsabh 
Enemies can be seen as part of i n  
earlier era. Karp wants to explain 
why political misrule has historically 
predominated in the American poli- 
ty. Whilc Watergate may give flesh 
to theories of conspiracy, it docs riot 
provide a gcncral framework extcnd- 

ing beyond thc Nixon Administra- 
tion. In this scnse Watcrgatc is thc 
exception; Walter Karp’s attempt is 
to provide us with the rille. 

In tlic academic community the 
effort to uncovcr the wielders of 
powcr in American society has be- 
come a small industry. Traditionally, 
this debate has bcen between two 
points of view. One secs powcr as 
widcly clispcrscd among many 
groups and nttributcs this to the 
“geniiis” of the hladisonian systcm; 
tlie other, from ;i European perspcc- 
tivc, sces power ;IS ccntralizcd. The 
latter group, the Elite theorists, di- 
vide ns to whether oligarchic power 
is liistorically incvitable or nrerely 
contingent. 

Wnltcr Karl) tries to movo bcyonrl 
Loth groups to dcvclop a iicw ex- 
planation of thc Amcrican powcr 
structure. The argument is quitc 
stmightfonvard: Collusion betwecn 
tlic two political parties to rctairi 
control is the key to undcrstancling 
tlie powcr structure. The goal of the 
party rcgu1:ir is to hold on to his 
power, not to win an elcction which 
might introcluce rcform elements not 
1oy;il to the party. Karp explicitly 
rcjccts the “rationa~’ explanation of 
px ty  behavior offered hy people 
likc Downs and Rossiter and insists 
that “. . . both national parties :ire 
rulcd by syndicates of statc bosscs.” 
Tliesc state IJOSSCS, rntlicr than serv- 
ing as “tlie hnndmaiclens o€ dcmoc- 
racy” or thc “intcrcst articulators 
and aggregators” of their constitucn- 
cics, have interests and goals of thcir 
own. They are thc primary pcilitical 
force in Amcrican socicty. 

Karp’s theory is a colispirilcy 
theory. HC asserts: “\!’lien it Cii11 bc 
cstnblislwd that a iiumbcr of politi- 
cal acts work in concert to producc 
;i certain result. tlie prcsumption is 
strong that tlic actors were aiming 
for the result in question. When it 
can be shown, in addition, that the 
actors have an interest in producing 
those rcsults, the prcsumption lie- 
comes of fair certainty.” This “com- 
monsense” ilpproadi to the subject 
allows Karp to range back and forth 
throughout the book from specific 
acts to general theory (conspiracy). 
Thcre is no systematic attempt to 
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verify the theory empirically; r:itlicr 
the theory is thc givcii arid historicid 
diltii  sed merely to buttrcss tlic 
argumcnt. Deductivc reasoning h i s  
its place, but not at the espense of 
a systcmiltic ;i~)priii~iil of historicnl 
facts. 

Kiirp cxplains Amcricnn political 
history as tlie resolt of the party 
oligarchs’ dcsirc to rctiiin tlicir pow- 
cr. Thcir primiiry fear is that pcoplr 
will achieve 1~olitici11 liberty nntl 

thcreby desire triic repd)lic:in solf- 
govenimcnt. In seeking to prevciit 
this, thcir o111y constriiint is tlic Con- 
stitiitioii, wliich thcy c:uiiiot rcpc:il 
md tlicrcfore miat circuinvent. His 
:iii:ilyses of the history of the two 
major parties, labor, the 1xire;iircra- 
cy, foreign policy, i i l i d  tlie I~ooscvelt 
i i d  Joh1lsoil :Icliniiiistri~tioiis i1i.c all 
based on thc :issumptioii of part!.- 

The book is filled with stattrincnts 
such iis “Acllai Stevenson of t h  
Cook County M..~icliinc,” NcCovcrii 
iis “. I . ii stiilkiiig I W ~ S C  [ in  1968’1 
for the party oligarchy,” “Tl~c 
bosscs’ reill friendship [in 19721 for 
hIc:Co\~crn. , . .’I Thcre ;ire otlicw, 
I iu t  I think those enough to tlcriioii- 

‘I’lic underlying :issumption is that  
p x t y  bosscs :ire not only nll-po~v~~r- 
fu l  nnd dl-knowing, Iiut tlicy I i i ~ v c .  

such rnarvclous prctlictivc :il)i!ititls. 

Covcr1i rcprcscnts ii victory of tho 
o1ig;irchs is to go bcyoncl :i i iy rc;i- 
soniil)lt: iiSSCSSmCllt of h i s  c;i~iclicl;icy. 
TO nsscrt tlliit tlic I ) ~ S S C S  iillo\~cd 

1)OSS hegcrnony. 

s t ~ ‘ i l  tc: the tenor of KiIrp’s iirgi 1mc11 t. 

TO iirglit’,  IS Karp CIOCS, th;it ~ I c -  

McCovern to win the noiniii:ition . 
in ordcr to givc tho illosion of ;I 

“party rcvolutiori” is dso to miss thc 
point. Wiatcvcr Inay I)c s:ritl h ~ i t  

hicCoverri, h i s  nominiition w a s  iiot 
wclcomecl hy whiitcver party liicr- 
archy exists. To furtlicr nsscrt t1i:it 
Genc 3,lcC;irthy’s Iioiniiiiition in 
1988 woulcl have bccn “nnti-l)oss” 
sounds morc like wislifiil thinkiiig 

thy’s rccorcl of siipportiiig tlic 
seniority system in Congrcss, wliicli 

tIii111 Iiii~d ii~iiilysi~ (given XfcC:ii~.- 

is OIIC of KiirP’S proofs ~ l :  coiispirii- 
cy). w c  arc told that I~ooscvelt 
delibcratcly set ;hotit to kill tlics 
rcformist thrust of tlic Ncn. Drul 
by diverting public :ittention with tho 
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dilemma by naming n group of “in- 
tlispensal~le enemies.” Their indis- 
pcns:ibility, I fear, is orJy in Knrp’s 
mind. K:irp is partially correct in 
arguing that politics is not epiphc- 
nomennl, but that is a long way 

exists indcpenclently of other social 
from siIyiiig that the 1)iirty structurc 

and economic institutions. TIm In- 
dispensable Enemies ill serves the 
cnusc it claims to promote. Rcpub- 
lican self-govcrnmcnt can only hap- 
pen whcn citizens are given :I triic 
pictiirc of their world. Walter k‘nrp’s 
conspiracy fables are not helpfiil 
toward th a t end. 

The Ordeal of Thoinas Hutchinson 
1 9 7  Bernard Bailyii 
( H:irvard Univcrsity Frcss; 423 pp.; $12.50) 

Robert IC. Landers 

TliomiIs Hutchinson, tlic last civilian 
royal govcrnor of Xinssncliusctts, has 
h e n ,  to the gelierid reach at leiist, 
;I rather, dim ;md neglected figure, 
tlcspitc the fact tlint some of his 
con tempor~ies,  Lord North report- 
cclly nmong tlicm, bclicvcd liis in- 
discrrtioris lint1 Lrouglit on tlie Rcv- 
oliition. [Jntil now there hiis bcen 
only on(! f id l  biogr;ipliy, ;incl that 
writtcn i n  the Inst ccntury. If Nut- 
chinson is known iit all, it is usually 
from tlic! scoriifiil skctcli by Vernon 
Parrington, who found t h t  in this 
~rcnt-grc;it-granrIsorl of the aiitino- 
r i i i i I I i  eritliiisinst Annc Hutchinson 
thew lint1 siirvived only the native 
stul~l~ornness. “which stulbornn:ss: 
t1omin;itiiig ;I character cold, formal, 
:irrog:uit, dogmatic, unimaginative, 
sclf-riglitcoiis, W:IS finally to play 
1i;ivoc with Thomas Ilutchinson’s 
good fortline. . . . [Iln spite of his 
wig and scarlet brondclotli robcs, hc 
iv;is only nn unintelligcnt politician, 
\r.lio served tlic Iianrl that fcd him.” 

‘ I l i ( 8  neglect of this oncc imposing 
hiicricnn conscrvn tive has not Iicen 
rqxiirccl b y  our neoconservi~tives, 
wlio mostly prcfcr to kccp their 
spotlights fixedly trilincd on John 
Adit11is or, ~ I C ~ O S S  tlie ocean, Ed- 
muntl Burke, lest troulilcsomc cloubts 
licwt tlic notion that tlie Ilevolution 
V.YIS r i o  more than n coriserv’ .i t’ ion. 

So it h n s  been left to Bcrnard 
13niIyn, cininent student of the Revo- 
lution’s origins, to givc us,  without 
tlerisioli or embnrrnssment, a sym- 

pathetic rccrention of this perhiips 
most important American Loyalist. 
Through Hnilyn’s mcticulous ;ind 
gr;iccful efforts Hutchinson, who clc- 
partccl his native land for exile in 
England esnctly two hundrcd years 
ago, is retiirnetl to :I scmblniicc of 
life snd, mow, is mxlc to fascinate 
-:I feat which, liowevcr, cmcts its 
price. 

T1iorn;is Hutchinson: \\rciilthy nier- 
chant, evcr acquisitivc; successful 
politiciiII1, C V C ~  ambitious; cold, cal- 
ciilating, cnutious man, cver striving 
mid grqiing. He knew that Eng- 
I:rnd, despite its blunclcrs, did not 
lneiill to oppress the Arncricnns, :irirl 
he knew too, tliiit the colonial rndi- 
cds, dcspitc their protestations to 
tlic contr.iry, clicl mciiii to roiisc the 
deludrd r;ibble to reliellion. Hc 
knew no morc. 

Yet thcre was aiiotlicr, :I srrflsrirrg 
Hutchinson 1)csiclc thc grasping one: 
;i dcccnt :aid clcvotctl inm who tried 
tirelcssly to servc his clicrished col- 
ony by kccping i t  siifcly tied to 
E n g l i d  n ~ i d  ~ 1 1 0 ,  for ill1 his pa- 
triotic efforts, W:IS piirsuccl :is by 
furics. I-Ic W:IS Iiatctl, llnrassrd, dc- 
famcd, destroyed. 

13utchinson’s “ordcnl” wm ;I very 
rc:rl onc; h i t  Rnilyn swclls it beyond 
proportioil. ltcni ; Bailyn dwclls on 
I-lutchinson’s rlistrcss at the gutting 
of his Boston miinsion during the 
Stamp Act rcsistnncc, but  neglects to 
remind tis that I-Iutcliinson pos- 
scssecl scveral (seven seems tlic 

Iiumber) other houses, including one 
in Milton describcd ;IS “a blonticcllo 
in Massachrisctts.” Item: Bailyn no- 
tvhcrc cxplicitly fnccs up to thc fact 
that the radicals wcre partly right in 
their pcrsistcnt charge. Hutchinsnn 
did,  nllxit not dclibcrately, niisrcp- 
resent to English authorities thc truth 
of tlic sitirntion in hlassachusetts. 
Item: Bailyn repcatcclly stresses that 
Hutchinson wiis “driven into cxile” 
by his enemies; in fact Hutchinson 
cliosc to go into exilc, at first “in- 
teriding to return qiiickly; ho did 
not even rule out n resumption of 
Iiis governorship.” 

This tendcncy to esiiggernte thc 
suflcm’ng I-Iutchinson, cxnrnplcs of 
which coiilcl be rnultiplicd, rcsiilts 
from the same forces that make this 
study so vilir:irit, SO fascinating. 
‘I’hcrc is ;i siibversive desire to attain 
ii “tragic” interprctntion of the Revo- 
lution, to ovcrcnme tlie incvitable 
anti-Loyalist bias, to sec with Hut- 
chiiison’s cycs. The viewpoint must 
contcml with thc powerful influence 
cscrtcd b y  the coiirse of American 
politics two ccnturies after I-lutchia- 
son’s triivnil. So the distortion wiis 
11r0lii1bly iriescapnble ( Bailyn in- 
diciltcs, hc suspcctcd some clistor- 
tion woiild lic), given the purpose; 
and it docs not seem too high a 
pricbc, givcn tlic product, \vliicli is, 
in Ixicf, ;I m:isterpiccc. 

“More intelligcnt, tolcr:int, cxpcri- 
cnced, ancl pcrceptive-nnd less 
siinctimoiiious ilnd self-rightcolis 114’ 
far-than riiost of tliosc wlio opposecl 
him,” writcs I h i l y n  of Hutchinson, 
“lic WIS yet ovcrwliclmiiigly tlic 
loser. A mriltitridc of circrimstnncw, 
cverit~, i~nd’licrsolinlitics shnpccl this 
delcat; h i t  ii1tirn;itcly Hiitcliinsoii 
fnilccl, ailcl diccl i n  csilc gricving for 
the world hc lint1 lost beciiiisc, for 
:ill his intclligcncc,. lie did not coin- 
prcliencl t l ir  natiirc of tlic forces 
that confronted him aiicl that at n 
critical point he might 1i:ive coil- 
trolled or if not controllccl then at 

iiiidcrstnnd the moral bnsis of tlic 
protcsts that arose against tlic exist- 
ing order. Committed to small, prw 
d(wtin1 gains through m i  intricotc, 
closely calilxated world of status, 

ic;lst cvnci~ci. r-Te was llcvcr ni)ic to 


