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It is unfortunately necessary in these times for a lecturer on any
controversial topic to tell you before he starts his gemeral bias on the
things he is talking about. The tendency to gang thinking has been strong
in this country for years, espeecially in the so-called intellectnal world, end
has of course been much inbensified lately by the spread of various religious
ecreeds, especially Commmism, which profess to embrace all truth. If & man
is a Commnist you can tell inadﬁmaabwtuhathe is going to say on any
subjeet; if he says something else, it only proves that he is a bad Commmist.

I am not a commmicant of any church, theistie or secular; but since
I am to diseuss liberalism, and since liberalism is in pretty wide disrepute
at present, it seems no more than fair to say that I am e conservative by
temperament and a radical by opinion; so it is guite possible that I may be
unfair to liberalism from either angle. With that out of the way, we ean go
ahead to discuss the peculiar shifts in the content of the word, and the ides,
of liberalism in recent times.

A liberal, according to Webster's dictionary, is one who is

"not bound by authority, orthodox temets, or established

forme; inclined to welcome new ideas; friendly to suggestions
or experiments of reform in the ~onstitution or administration

of goverrment™.
But this general definition needs (and in the dictionary immediately reeceives)
some gqualification. A liberal is also an adherent of ecertain Buropean parties
of that name, and the content of those party doctrinss has affected the

general idea of the meaning of the word. Liberalism on the continent of
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Europe originally implied almost any opposition, mild or extrems, to the
despotic repressions of the Restoration periocd. Accordingly its emphasis wes
on democracy; on sivic liberties, freedom of speech and the press and asseme
blages and above all on nationalisme-what has since come to be mown as self-
determination. It was simply the reverse of the dynastic and despotie policies
of HMetternich and the Emperor Alexanders |

In England, on the other hand, owing to the peculiarities of English
e-eonmic and ideologieal development, and especially in the latter part of the
nineteenth century to the personality of Gladstone, ILiberalism was, if not
anti-nationalist, at any rate anti-imperialist, in politics and economies. It
also happened to represent the interests of bourgeois manufacturers against the
landholding aristocracy--a tendency which was latent in Continental liberalism
too, but never came openly to the front exeept in the case of the National
Liberals of Prussia. So it is apparent that the word alrsady had verious and
eometimes contradictory mesnings, before it ever beeame curremt in the United
States.

I suppose the chief reason we have never had a major Liberal party, so-
called, in this country was that American party lines were drawm befors the word
liberal came into common use as a term in polities, and that names are even more
powerful with the Ameriean publie than with those of other natioms. But the
party founded by Thomas Jefferson was in fact a liberal party, and has on the
whole remained so over since. One great differsnce betwsen American and
Europesn liberalism must be noted, howevers in Europe, where the aristocrasy
was everywhere agrarian, liberalism naturally came to represent the bourgeois
manufacturing interest. In most of the United States the landholding eristoeracy
was weak; accordingly liberalism was agrarian-<it represented the small farmer.
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Even in the South, which we in our time think of a&s traditionally Democratie,
the greet planters were mostly Federalists, and afterward Whigs.

Liberalism was agrarian in this country and conservetism came to
represent the industrial and finaneial intersste-dus partly to our peculiar
esonomic situation at the end of the eighteenth eentury and partly to the
personality of Alexander Hamiltonw-a self-made man, an advenburer if you liks,
who had no hereditery position %o serve as his springboard to powsr and conse-
guently had to build his own party. Ml'ben.m an imperielist for persomal
reasons, but most of the Hamiltonians were content, like Fafner, to lie guiet
and hold on to whet they had. The expansionist drive in this counbry was carried
on by the liberals--by the Jeffersonians, the small farmers who wanted to amex
more free land.

So you will observe that even in the nimeteenth century the meaning of
‘the word Liberal was somewhat confused. Nelther the Gladstonians in England nor
the Jeffersonisns in the United States were bound by authority or established
formss neither had to fight, et least in theory, for the civic liberties for
which Continemtal Liberals strugszled. But English Iiberalism wes industrial and
antieimpeorialist; Ameriean ILiberalism was agrarian and imperislist in polities,
even though in economics it held to free trade like the English liberals. In
each case this economis slant was & matber of interest; free trads was good
business for American farmers and for English manmafacturerse

The Civil War completely distorted American politieal thinking and
politieal issues for a generation; there was nol mmch real liberalism in this
country bebween 1865 and the early years of this century. On the whole the
Democratse-chiefly beeause they were usually out of office—=inclined rather
to the liberal sidesy but their one outstanding figure in those days wes the
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greet conservative Grover Cleveland. The first appearance of the word
Liberal in American political terminclogy, so far as I lnow--perhaps some
of you who are mre learned in American history may correet me on this--was
in the presidential campaign of 1872, with the Liberal Republicans. But their
Liberalism consisted of not much more tham & feeling that the South should neo
longer be trested as a conguered province, and that Congressmen and Cabinet
officers siould not steales HNeither of these doctrines proved popular, in 18723
so Liberal Republicanism disappeared underground, to reappear a dogen ysars
later as the mugwump movement. The neme of Liberalism vanished, and has never
reappeared to this day exeept as the title of some fugitive independent ticket,
in loeal sleetions. . |

Yet if you had asked the average American at the end of the nineteenth
century what he thought about Liberalism, he would have said that he was for it.
What did he msan? He probably could not have told you, execept wagucly; Liberale
ism connoted to him opposition to & hereditery aristocracy and & state chureh,
a zeal for civic liberties; it certainly did not comnote, in most cases, a .
devotion to the interests of rich manufacturers. Ask him to nsme an oubstanding
Liberal and he would instently have mentioned Gladstome; but his idea of Liberal-
ism was apt %o be much more of the Continemtel tham of the English typs. Vhen
the manifest-destiny drive, guiescent ever since the fifties, got started
again at the time of the Spanish War, it was led, to be sure, by conservatives;
but the liberal Roosevelt was ons of its most enthusiastic advocates, and its
most stubborn opponent was the conservative Clevelande

Thinking about liberalism, you will note, was still confused. As
somebody=--I forget whether it was Frank Kent, Gerald Johnson, or James Truslow
Adems--remarked a few years ago, through all that period the typical American
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was Hemiltonian in practise but Jeffersomian in theory. He would stubbornly
mmthatanmmoqmlmnu&ahemdoingmwtobepmm
having any chence to be so. And yet the admirstion for liberalism which he would
express in speech, if not in beshavior, was not wholly meaningless. Graduslly
liberalism had come to commote a middle course bebtween conservetism and radicalisme
As Mr. Simeon Strumsky, himself a liberal of long stending, has lately put it

in the New York Times, Liberalism meant and still ought %o mean "progress with
order”. As opposed te the radical who felt that progress was so urgently needed
that order could be overlockeds and to the conserwative who insisted on order

even if there was no progress.

Yet so stromg is the power of words, of tréditiamlly honored names,
that this country has never had a meajor party which called itself either Con-
servative, Liberal, or Radicsl. Those names had & European, sn un-imericen
fiavor; when en agrarian raedicalism reappeared toward the end of the nineteenth
century it called itself Populism, snd later Progressivism.

In the triangulsr presidential cempeign of 1912, accordingly, we had
e conservative, a liberal, and a radieal party; but none of them were called by
those nemese I plck out that year, partly besause it is as good & starting-point
uw‘cﬂmtammmwtbmemymmsuﬂ& partly because
it was about that time thet I myself came to the surface and buscsme sctively
eware of what was going on. The slectiom of 1912 ended with e victory for
liberalismethat is, for Woodrow Wilson with a progrem of moderate reform, of
progress with order.

Hobody can say how well those domestic reforms would have worked, if
the war had not come alonge Wilsonianm liberalism wes designed to meet a situation
which within a year or two had profoundly chenged. In foreign policy, it wes the
liberalism of Gladstone, rather than that of Jefferson; it proposed, sincerely :
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enough, to reverss the imperislistic nationaliesm of the past fifteen years.
Yet before Wilson went out of office he hsd conguersd two neighboring repube
liecs and twice inwaded a third, besides beeoming involved in the European
war. His intentions wers excellent; his theories, granted the contimuation
of the conditions they wers designed to £it, seem reasonsble enough. But he
could not sdjust hinself repidly esough to changing realities, and his failure
to do so has perhaps more then anything else besn responsible for the dis-
credit into which Iiberalisn has fallen in this counbrye

Again the wer distorted politieal issues and political thinkings
from 1918 to 1929 Americs was dominantly conservative with e stubborn undere
current of radicelismg liberaligm wes not much in evidence. True, Mr. John
W. Davis, appearing befors the Democratic matiomsl convemtion of 1924 to
accept its nomination for ths presidency, blew the trumpet for & great campaign
of liberalism. Neither then mnor later did anybody find out just what his idea
of liberalism wes, sxcept that Cabinet officers should not steals This turned
out %o be no more popular a motiom In 1924 then it had been in 1872; aganinst
the threat of Iafolletie radicalism the larger mumber of voters stood by con=
servatisn, and conservatiss accordingly ruled us $ill it blew up from spon-
tansous combustion & few years laters

I
But T am talking sbout the history of a word. In 1913, when I left
college and began to look eround, there was a grest desl of talk about libersl-
ism. Reascnably enough, you mizht think, when a party liberal in fect if not
in neme hed just swept the eounmtry; but it was not politieal liberaliem that
people mesnt. Progressivism wes then the sacred word, even though the Pro-
gressive party had been beaten; if a men called himself a liberal in polities
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a faint suspicion attached to him, it was generally felt that in fact he was
probably something much worses ' /

ILiberalism, twerty-odd yesrs ago, hed more of & social and morel
implicetion. A liberal wes & man who believed that women ought to be allowed
to smoke, end to volte. He probably felt, also, that the sheath skirt and what
were then ealled the neow dances d1d not portend the immediate collapse of tra-
ditionsl sexusl morality. (In that, as it turmed out, he was wrong.) 211
this was suspeet, but not so mch so as political liberaliam. To call yourself
& Progressive, whether you were a Republicen or a Democrat, was .mspec'hblo;
but about Iiberalism there lmmg a faintly raffish awras it wes felt %o be one
-of those things that sre all well enocuzgh when ycou're in Europe but would never
do at homes A men who professed himself a Liberal lay under suspiciom of nect
getting his hair ocut often emough, perhaps sven of mot trushing the dandyuff
off his coat collar; a female Iiberal might be capable of the most horrendous
affronts against public decemcy, such as wearing her hair short, or going
without stoekings in hot weather. (T doubt, however, if even the most radical
and abandoned woman of those days could have been persuaded To wear shords in
publice)

¥r. Strunsky, sbove mentioned, has lately complained that after the
war the good old pre-war title of Liberal was tekem over by what hs ealls ™a
much tougher crew--Rasdicals, Reds, and so on". I hesitate to take issue with
Mr. Strunskys his memory is longer than mine, and he is and was & practising
Iiberal, which T nover have been. A%t the same {ime, I think this confusion
was evident enough before the war. There was for instence, when I came to towmm
in 19213, an orgenization in Greemwich Village lkmowm asg the Liberal Club. Its
membership ineludsd some who would nowadays be elassed as liberals; some mﬁie&ls.
&ansorto—-nildradieala, Socialists, Syndicalists and even Commumists; end
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a great many young people who hed no particular opinions at all--young people
who had come to Greemrich Village to get sway from home. About the only issue
on which virtually the whole membership could have been united was Feminism.
The liberslism of the Liberal Club meant votes for women, smokes for women,
jobs for women. But in pelities it meant enything fren anarchist terrorism to
& devotion to the initiative, referendum, and recall. In economiecs, anything
from pure Communism to things as they were, only menaged & little more honestly.
In morals, anything from promiscuity (then known as free love) to a rigidly
chaste monogemy--a state, to be sure, in which only the bolder members dared
admit that they were living.

Liberalism, in short, meant in those days anything eriticale-mildly
or violently eriticale=of things as they were in any branch of humen life.
But as most minds were still dominated, consciocusly or implieitly, by the evo-
lutionary optimism of the nineteenth century, ’the average man felt that things
as they were either were ell right, or could at any rate be set right without
very much effort. Accordingly, pre-war Liberalism was not quite respectable.
Because it was not respectable it wase popular with thoss who for various
reasons—-chiefly youthe-wanted te thumb their noses at conventiomality. The
young people of that brief Golden Age wanted--as Bermard Shaw gquite accurately
expressed it for them, in e play of the period--they wanted to lose their re- |
spectability, without giving up their selfe-respect. The commoner forms of
pre-war Liberalism gave them that opportumity, and were accordingly embraced
with enthusiesm by & great many young people who were destined to settle down
into pillars of the established order when they were a few years older.

All of which is of course the normasl pattern of human history. It

deserves notice here only because of the peculiar character of pre-war Liberalism.
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It was not guite respectable, it was s defiance of mjority opinion=—-yet
people who in those days had to confess that they had a liberal in the family
did so, indeed, with some erbarrassment: but still with & 1ifted eyebrow, a
snile of amused deprecation, a hint that of course dear laure doesn't mean all
the dreadful things she says. Votes for women, indesdi--and cigaretiss, and
tango teas! She'll talk, and sct, very differently, when she has a home of
her own, and ehildren.

The present situation is gomewhat different.

111

After twenty yesrs, the word "liberal® is again e term of sabuse; butb
much more bitbter sbuse, and abuss from a different direetion. Once again, for
the moment, liberalism is a defisnce of the majority opiniom; yst even now
there ere bold spirits who dare to profess itw-and T am afreid thet we cannot
hope that they will change their minds as soon as they grow up and have families
of their owne For who ere the outspoken liberals of todey==those who proudly
drape themselves with that sbused name, =¢ with s bammer? Herbert Hoover;

Johm We Davisy Georpge Forace lorimers Nicholss ‘urresy Butler. No use waiting
for them to grow up and get over their nonsense.

So unless Webster's dictionary is wrong Dr. Nicholas Murray Butler
is inelined to welcome new ideas; Mr. Herbert Hoover is friendly to suggestions
or experiments of reform, in the constitution or sdministration of govermment.
(We 211 kmow thet he was friendly to ome great experiment, noble in motive and
farereaching in purpose; but that would hardly qualify him as a liberal by any
hitherto known definition of that worde) All this is very strange--as strange

as the feet that twenty-odd years ago & man who held genuinely liberal opinions
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mPolitimh&toeallhimalfangrmiﬁ. unless he wanted to be suspected
of having dandruff on his soat collar. What these gentlemen meen, of courss,
is that they perceive nowe-ex post facbo-~that things were nol quite perfect
in 19293 that something ought to have been doms about the seb-up a2s it was
then—tut not quite so much s has been dame. TP we zive Liberalism the very
general definition offered by Mr. Strumsky-—-progress with order--these gentle-
men might perheps be ecalled Liberals; but so could the Roosevslt administration,
which does not precisely fit any other definition of liberalism, but is atl any
rate midway between radicalism and resctiom. But I em afraid that ¥r. Hoover
end ¥r. Davis and s0 on went a little less progress than ir. Roosevelt has
given us--not that that is axything to hurrah about--and s little more order,
ag order was defined up to 192%

¥hy den't they call themselves conservatives, or even reactioreries?
ﬁmismmmmmﬁsmmlm&ﬁtmrd%sem A
mmhm&ﬂﬁﬁmmm%uisammmtsmhwp
-thingsnﬂwmmnhemhepmtmtmaﬁngammm
betters a reactionary is s men who wants to go back, %o tura back the elocke
but to turn It beck to & time which he thinks is better than this one, and
which he believes can be restored essemtially as it was. No moral obliquity
intha.jb. But resctionsry is o term of sbuse, just as radical used to bey and
conservative, for some reason, is s word that most Americans have always been
afraid of. So it comes dowmm to tiis, thet the only people who are not ashemed
to call themselves liberals in the United Sistes at the present day sre the
conservatives. This is at any rads a straw that shows which way the wind is

blowing, guite as well as s Iiterary Digest poll.

.
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But there are & few gemuine liberals left in this country, even in
publiec 1ife. Ome of them is ex<Senator Jim Reed of Missouri, one of the last
examples of the simonepure Jeffersonian. At the end of the Democratic national
convention in Chicago in 1932 he made & speech, a general disguisition on poli-
ties and economics, which was traditional liberalism of the purest dye. It
would have been full of the most up-to-date and respectable ideas, if it had
been delivered in 1832. Many of us who had been brought up in the spirit of
Jeffersonism wished, aa we listened to Mr. Reeu, that the conditions which
thesc ideas had been devised to meet still prewailed-=but they vauished with
the open frontier.

Well, there are other liberals; the most eonspieuous, probebly, is
Senator Borahe. Like iir. Hoover, Iir. Borah wes d;;votod to the great constitu-
tional experiment of prohibition, something & little hard to reconcile with
the general idea of liberalism; but in all other respects his liberalism is
ebove suspicion, even if at times he seems totally umabls to agree even with
himself. When the American Liberty league was organiged, calling for a return
to old-fashioned liberal prineiples, some of us felt that the sort of liberty
its founders were chiefly concerned sbout was liberty for big money. They
were sincere, beyond any doubt; they gemuinely believed that liberty for big
money meant welfare for the nation; still, your inelination to sympathize with
them would normally be determined by the size of your income tax.

ir. Borah, however, professed to take the American Liberty League at
its fece value, though I fear in a somewhat Socratic mood. He only suggested
that its platform, so zealous for those constitutional guarantees that were
enacted to protect the freed slaves, and have been chiefly used to protect
great corporations—ethat this platform should include something about economie
freedoms Seid lir. Borashs

"fihat is liberty in this twentieth cemtury? The power to fix the
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price of the things that I must have, in order that I

end not die, is my master, and the faect that I may enj

speeeh, and read & free press, does not ameliorate my

The monopoly which erushes my small business, as is now being

takes away all my enthusiasm over the right of trial by jury. The

power to exploit the weaker and the more unfortumate in the economie
world brings more misery to men, women and ¢hildren than the -
denial of the right to peaceably assemble and pass resolutions.

There is no liberty worthy of the name without economic freedom and

social justice."

iir. Borah's sincerity is beyond question. When some gentlemen shed
tears over what the NRA has done to a poor pants presser, you know that what
they are really worrying ebout is what it may do to General lMotors or the
United States Steel Corporation. (I am very much afraid thet their apprehen-
sions are quite unfounded.) But when Iir. Borah attacks the HRA in the interest
of the little fellow, you kmow he means it. I happen to belisve that lMr. Borah
is economically behind the times; that to break up monopolies, in industries
which naturally tend to monopoly, is as foolish as to wreek machines and go
back to hand labor; that the way to secure sconomic freedom in those industries
is to see that the monopolies are managed in the interest of socciety and not of
a small groupe But at any rate Mr. Borah hit the weak spot of this latest
manifestation of the new liberalism. So far as I have seen, the American
Liberty. League has made no reply to hime I do not say thet it has made ne
replys but I read the pepers pretiy carefully, and I have not seen any. I do
not see what reply it eould make, exeart tv disband.

Meanwhile another newly baptized liberal has offered a different -
viewpoint on economic freedom. When Mr. Hoover published his book, The Challenge
to Ii 2 good many people felt that his idea of economic freedom was too
mach like the old laissez-faire doctrine. The past century has taught us that
however admirable in theory, laissez-faire means in practise liberty for the
strongz man, the rich man, the euming man, to do as he likes and take what he

wants, no matter how mesny other people hs may shove to the walle A liberal of
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longer standing than Mr. Hoover, nemely William Allen White, seems to have
been a little perturbed by omissions or eambiguities in the Hoover book; at
any rate he wrote & letter which evoked from Ifr. Hoover the following explana=
tion:
"I hope that some day our people will lemrn that
rights are not the foundation of humen 1liberty. Thoss founde-
tiong lie in the other rights which free the spirit of mene-
free worship, opinion, thought, ete. « . . The property rights
are & domright guestion of lnman behavior, in support of and
subordinate to the other rights.”
ir. Borah, you will notice, does not think that a man has much [lreedom, when
he cannot get work and his family camnot get food. Iir. Hoover tekes & more
spiritual view., Further lr. Hoover comtinues:

"ffhon govermments take or destroy property rights they not only

extinguish motivations %o initiative and enterprise, but they

invariably use cconomis power to stifle the other rights.®
I do not know where he gets his Mbmo'fer thise I am unsble to reeall any
case in history where a government began by destroying the sccnomic rresdom of
the rich, and went on to sbolish free spesech and all the other civie liberties-
There are govermments which have abolished all kinds of liberties; but they
have either destroyed them 211 together or attacked political and eivic
liberty first. Nr. Hoover is here talking pure Herxieniss yet even the Bussian
Commnists for tactical reasons permitted private property in land for s decade.
Possibly what he means is that property rights are more stubbornly defended than
any others, by people who have enough property to meke it worth while. lost of
the rich do not seem to agree with Mir. Hoover thet property rights are subore
dinate to free thought and free speech; nor, logically, doss he seem to agree
with himself, if he is so sure that the destruction of ownership means the

destruction of free opinion tooe
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As e matter of faet,. plenty of despotic govermments have sbolished
all political and eciviec liberties, and still lef%t property rights untouched,
at least for those who supported the govermment. And in theory, I do not see
why a democratiec govermment supported by a populer majority could not abolish
property rights without ettacking pelitical and eivie liberty at all. That
is the program of the Socialist party in the United States and of the laber
party in Great Britain; and what would make it impossible of execution? Only
the determination of the rich, after they had lost a free and fair election,
to resist expropriation by force. It is the theory of orthodox Marxlans, of
eourse, that the rich always will and indeed always must resist by fores. I
em not so sures A good many people who were rich in the later twenties seemed
to suspect, by the winber of 193233, that there was something basieally wrong
with our gystem. That feeling, I think, will be far stronger and far more
widespread after the next depression--if we ever get far enough out of this
one to have a next one.

At any rete, in justice to Mr. Hoover, it must be noted that he did
eventually recognize that govermment is not the only menace to esconomie security.

"Unrestrained use of property rights by the individuwel (he says)

can also ebuse, dominste, snd extinguish the more precious

liberties and securities. Therefore govermments must emact

lews against abuse and dominations and must uwmpire these matters.”
That, it seems to me, is precisely what the Roosevelt administration is trying
to do; end I am afyaid it is feiling. Ir. Hoover, of course, seems to think
that the adninistration is trying to abolish party; end he is afraid it is
succeedinge Well, I think that private property in production goods will still
be with us when Roosevelt is succeeded by somebody else, whether im 1937 or
later. Its abolition will be the job of whatever govermment has to clean up
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the mext depression; and I only hope thet the men who mske up thet government
will not egree with Mr. Hoover, and the Commmists, thet you cammot sbolish
property without abolishing free thought as well.

At any rate, a difference between lir. Hoover's views on economie
liberty, and Mr. Borah's, becomes epparent. lir. Borah is thinking about the
liberty of the poor, ir. Hoover sbout the liberty of the richesincerely and
patriotically, beyond any doubt; convinced that this is the way to ensure the
general nalfn:eo It must be remarked that liberals of the Borah brand are
scarce nowadays; they are men who have been liberals all along, and have been
somewhat diseouraged, if not driven to forsake their faith, by the failures of
liberalism and its conseguent disrepute. The only proud and vociferocus
liberals of today ere the new converts—emen who would never be suspected of
dendruff on the coat collar; men who perhaps would be efraid to call themselves
conservatives in these times, but who very possibly are sincerely convinced
that they are not conserwvative but liberal. Only, their idea of liberalimm is
to secure the freedom of the rich; make sure of that, and all things else shall
be added unto you.

Iv

I do not know that it is worth while tc offer any defense of that
sort of liberalism. Nor perhaps is it of any use to defend liberalism of a
more traditional type, the liberalism of Wilson and of Asquithe It had its
day, but met a new day to which it proved imadequate. The attempt to seeurs
progress with order led either (as in Russia) to progress with disorder or
(as in England, the United States, and just the other day in Spein) o &
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reaction which established order by stopping all progress. Anybody can,

and everybody does, jeer at liberalism nowadayss; especially the Communist and
the Fascist, each regaréing himself as the heir of 2ll the ages and the pre-
destined lord of the future. The liberal, says the Commnist writer Ehrembourg
in commenting on the Speniard Unammno, sits in a literary café between the
trenches; and the recent grinding of Spanish liberalism between the upper and
nether millstones gives his remark some pointe

So far as political and economic theory goes, I think there is a
good deal of truth in this. I believe that much more thorough-going reforms
are needed in this country (and in most other countries as well) than ara con=
templated in aeny merely libersl program. And there often merit, too, in the
traditional criticism of liberal tactics-=the relustance to face inconvenient
and disheartening resalities, the temporiging and pellisting and refusal to be
ruthless. By such peaceful tactics, by the endeavor to maintain order while
still getting a little progress, the liberals and Socialists of Germany and
Italy paved the way for their own suppression, the Socialists of Austris
for their own massacre.

Purely as & critieism of procedure, there is point in this. But in
the longer view I em not so sures« The other day I was talking to = liberal,
Mr. Chemery of Collier's, who has been working at it for twenty years and is
not eshamed to admit that he is & liberal still. And when I esked him what
he thought liberalism had to offer the world, he said “tolerance™s The same
vierppoint has been expressed by Hemry Seidsl Canby in his editorials in the
Saturday Review, and by J« Donald Adems in an article published in the same
magagine last spring, which was perhaps the best expression I have seen of
the case for intelleetual and spiritusl liberalisms Adams® articls was
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primerily en atbtack on the Commmemist critics who judge the merit of any
book by its conformity with orthodox Commmist dootrine; but its implications
went much farther. |

Liberals, their syes fized on a desirable end, have often been dis-
lodged from power because they were toc slow to see, or too sgueamish to seise,
the means to that end. But Commmnists snd Faseists, also aiming %t a worthy
end, are apt to use the Mﬁmmtmmmmwshat.
The essential thing in liberalism, it seems to me, is the belisf that nobedy
can be so sure he is right that he is justified in turning loose machive guns
mmm disegrees with him. This often mekes for delay end inef-
ficiency-—stand the opposition up against a wall and shoot it, and you can get
your way without further ergument. But to take the short eut of persuession by
massacre means destroying some of the essential values of that good life, at
which a1l politieal systems profess to aime. It is possible that this last
survival of true liberalisme«the preference for peaceful settlements, for
persuasion by argument rather than by foree, even if it means s slower and
perheps less thorough settlement-~it is possible that even this is out of
date, that the times have moved beyond it. If that is so, the ecivilization
that may be ereated by the eventually successful dictatorships will be no true
eivilization at all; it will be lacking in something that may ;sed eenturies
to restore.

The Communist and the Fascist would deny this, of course. Making a
major preaise out of an incidental necessity, or supposed necessity, of tacties,
they deny any place to tolerance, persuasion, or recognition that there msy be
more than one side to eny subjeet. Like Sherleck Holmes, they never speak of
the softer emotions save with a gibe or a smeer. They may be right, of courses
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but thair doctrine is open to one serious objection on purely practical
grounds. If you appeal to forece you start & geme at which two can play; you
abandon any reliance onthémerit of your ca;zm when you say that there is no
argument but the mechine gun you expose yourself to cogent refutation, by some-
body who has more machine guns than you have. A case in point is the late Iir.
Engelbert Dollifuss. The conservative press of imerica, England, and Franece
was horrified by his murder. But the govermment of which lr. Dollfuss war the
head had, a few months earlisr, turned six-inch howilzers on inhabited spariment
houses, and nmurdered several hundred other people whose only orime was thabt
they clung to those civie liberties which ¥r. Hoover soc admires, and insisted
on their right to go on being citizens with the same privileges as other citi-
zens. It was remerked long ago that they that take the sword shall perish by
the sword. It does not always happen, but there is always the possibility.
Dollfuss got exactly what he had asked for, and my only regret is that others
whose guilt was even greater than his did not pet it too,

Somotimes, of course, the resort to wviolence works. I think it probable
that the present Russian government has the mppo;t of the majority of whatever
public opinion there is in Russie {or rather private opiniom, since nobody can
say whet might displease the govermment)e. But it atitained this heppy situation
- by killing or driving into exile everybody who seriously disagreed with it.

The Russien populace has been teught that the only sane and modern form of
political expression is the machine gun and the firing squad; and thet is a
lesson which & prudent ruler might prefer not to teach his pecple. Harxian
doctrine attempts to weil the fact that the appeal to force is in some degree an
appeal to chance, by covering everything with the materialistie conception of
historys the victory of the proletariat (or rather of the bourgecis intellectuals,
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who regerd themselves as trustees for the proletariat) is predestined. But
this can be meintained as scientific truth only by reading history with &
highly ssleetive eye. There was a class struggle in the Greek c¢ities of the
third century Be Co-wn genuine class struggle, the proleteriat against the
riche Omly in one state, Sparta, did the proleteriat win a real triumph; and
there & militery dictator was trustee for the proletariail, a distator who
soon beceme involved in forsign advembtures that brought him end his proletariet
to ruin. ZElsewhere the Romens, when they cams in, sided with the richsy the
for the next two thousand years
class struggzle was ended by the legions, and the proletarist/fwent on having
mthingtolasﬁhrbi‘tschins; That is quite = whils to wmit; and I see no
particular reason for concluding, even now, that *tis the final conflict. Ane
other case in point is that of the Spanish Socialist party. Taught by what had
happened to Germen and Austrian Socialists, the Spanish Soecialists decided to
start a fight at the first symptom of Fascism, instesd of waiting $ill reaction
got too strong. But the major premise of starting a fight, when you still have
any cholce as to whether you start it or let things go, is that you think you
can win it. The Spemish Socislists, it turmed out, had misjudged their strengths
maammmammmhmmmmmwﬁmmmua
than is going to happem to them nowe -

This spirit of sccommodation, of tolerasnce, of persuasion that is the
ﬁmer of liberalism; this willingness to admit that perhaps you are wrong, and
that snyway you cannot be sure enough you are right to shoot everybody who dise
agrees wilh you—it may seem & tender plant, wmfit to survive the rough westher
that may be expected in Burope, and possibly in this country too. In theory,
i% can be upheld only by a flat denial of the suthoritarien and totalitarian
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creeds, that are now so attractive to those who are spiritually too weak to
stand on their own feet. Even as a purely tactical consideration, it will
hexrdly appeal %o anybody who thinks he has more machine guns than the other
fellow, or at any rate thet he can stert shooting first. Tet without it no
civilization reslly deserves the names and one may hope that perhaps it is
still strong enough, in some nations, to save the lwmen race from having to

put up, for some cenburies %o come, with inadeguate substitutes for civilization.





