Liberalism and Australian Democracy

Australia, it has been said, was born the unwanted child of revolution.

Her origins have much to do with the industrial revolution in England, the American war of independence (also called the American revolution) and also the French revolution – the latter playing a major role in Australia’s social development from a prison camp to a free society.

In all these three upheavals we might trace a common thread of what has been, and remains, the major intellectual and political influence on Australian society and the democracy that derived from it: liberalism.

The social values that inspired and shaped Australia’s development in the early days were of predominantly British origin, and these reflected a characteristically liberal ethos, the working faith of the 19th century.

We can easily locate the uncertain  beginnings of what was to become Australia within the period of the rise of European liberalism and the struggle by emergent working classes to advance that liberalism in a democratic direction.

Liberalism found very little feudal inheritance in Australia to resist it.

From the 1840s, urban capitalists and petty bourgeois in NSW (and what was soon to become Victoria) mobilized politically against the large landowners by propounding liberal theories of land reform and parliamentary representation, as we have seen in an earlier lecture. Capitalism was taken as a given.
These liberal reformers stood precariously poised between the conservative interests which they did not wish to alienate entirely (as they had much in common) and the more radical democratic elements – and to keep the latter onside they had to make concessions to an organised working class. These concessions took the form of palliative social legislation, such as regulation of working hours and safety standards, as well ass further extension of the voting franchise.
This proved to be not only good safe politics, but an investment in the future because what it did was create a distinctive colonial liberalism that proved to be sufficiently porous to encourage the organised working class to accept its rules of political struggle.

It remains a fact – unpalatable to some historians – that the early organisation of the working-class in the formation of the trade union movement – was essentially liberal in both temperament and outlook

Skilled workers were assertive, even militant, when demanding that their rights be recognised by employers, but they also accepted that labour and capital had mutual interests.

The support for the policy of tariff protection epitomised the idea that master and man shared a common interest in the preservation of local industry against foreign competition. (Bongiorno)

In the first decade of federation, this collaborative structure brought about what became known as the New Protection – a deal in which the state undertook to protect the incomes of workers and manufacturers and to recognise the trade unions as the legitimate partner of the rising Labor Party in representing and articulating working-class interests.

So, not only the unions but also the Labor Party were drawn into the liberal framework. Rather than being opposed to it, they became part of it. (And this is why we have today a liberal party called the ALP and a conservative party called the Liberal Party). It is, if you like a liberal consensus.
Liberalism, with some local modification, very early on established itself as the dominant discourse by which the issues and problems in Australian society have been discussed by intellectuals and decision-makers.

However, national governments in Australia have not always pursued policies that recognise liberal values. For over half of our history, indigenous people were excluded from the political institutions that govern the national community, and eligibility for immigration was often determined on racial grounds. 

Australians have been subject to compulsory military training and conscription, the proscription of economic and political organisations, compulsory attendance at polling booths, and proposals to centralise government.

In Australia, the successful expansion of the sphere of government activity, when it has not been in response to direct threat, has often appealed, not to a collective public good, but to the shared interests of a community of individuals. For example, the public provision of health and education is justified not in terms of imposing a single condition upon society, but as providing every individual with an opportunity for self-development.

Liberal values occupy a central place in Australian politics, although the precise policies entailed by these values remain under contest. In so far as these values prevail, Australia merits description as a community of self-confident individuals who are tolerant of differences in others.

No ideas have been more important to Australia’s political development, both in the colonial era and in the period since federation on 1 January 1901, than Liberalism and liberal values. 
· They were the motivating force in the campaigns in the various colonies for self-government during the nineteenth century. 
· They provided the philosophical foundations for the federation itself and, more especially, the Constitution upon which it is based. 
· Liberal ideas, though they have been challenged, have been predominant in the public policies of the federation throughout its first century. 
· At the beginning of the second century of the Australian federation, liberal ideas in their classical sense are again to the fore, some of them on a bipartisan basis.

But what is this liberalism? 

It is, to be sure, a vague and sometimes confusing term to apply universally, if only for the simple fact that its nature changed as the century advanced and its articulation varied according to the social and historical setting.

The effect of this chameleon-like quality meant that liberalism in one country became conservatism in another, and in yet another country it was the standard of social and political revolution.
Basically, the term liberalism implies freedom. And it has its roots deep in the Christian tradition of the nature of man as a creature of God.

The cardinal value of liberalism is freedom of the individual. The primary responsibility of government is understood as the promotion of conditions in which individuals can enjoy freedom. To this end liberals support:

· the recognition of freedom of association and expression 

· the importance of the ownership of private property in securing individual freedom and curtailing government power 

· a democratic polity as a recognition that individuals are served by government and not vice versa 

· the rule of law, and 

· a system of constitutional checks and balances on government power. 

Sceptics and Progressives 

Modern liberals such as T. H. Green, L. T. Hobhouse and John Rawls have viewed government as a potentially 'progressive' agency. Progressives argue that government ought to provide services to those in need. Government is seen as properly providing resources with which the disadvantaged might fully develop their lives.

Sceptics distrust government as a collective and coercive institution. Progressives counter that sceptics do not acknowledge that liberty is infringed as much through poverty and social constraints (such as the opinions of large majorities), as those imposed by government.

However, liberals differ on the proper scope of government. Classical liberals such as John Locke, Adam Smith, Herbert Spencer and Robert Nozick have taken a sceptical view of government, arguing that it should not involve itself in any activities beyond:

· the maintenance of national security against external threats 

· the maintenance of domestic order, and 

· the provision of public goods that private enterprise and cooperation are unable to generate. 

Liberalism postulated certain conclusions of Christian doctrine. For example:

· The dignity of the human person

· The freedom of the individual, and

· The rights of man.

But by the time Australia was founded in the late 18th century, liberalism was already drifting away from such lofty philosophical ideals. What it stood for was a form of unfettered individualism in political, economic and social life.

Christian in origin it might have been, but by the latter 19th century it was criticised if not condemned by the Pope himself. It was seen as having led to the secularization of life and, as the Catholic Church liked to term it, to the destruction of objective standards of truth and morality. 
Liberalism is a Sin 

ENGLISHED AND ADAPTED 

FROM 

THE SPANISH OF DR. DON FELIX SARDA Y SALVANY (1899)

"Liberalism is the dogmatic affirmation of the absolute independence of the individual and of the social reason. Catholicity is the dogma of the absolute subjection of the individual and of the social order to the revealed law of God. One doctrine is the exact antithesis of the other. They are opposites in direct conflict." (Ch. 6). 

"Protestantism is now a dead dog; Liberalism a living lion going about seeking whom he may devour. Its dreadful doctrine is permeating society to the core; it has become the modern political creed and threatens us with a second revolution, to turn the world over once again to paganism. " (Page 74). 

 (The Pontiff, I should add, also roundly criticised democracy at the same time for much the same set of reasons.)

· In politics, liberalism became identified with responsible institutions and parliamentary democracy.

· In economics, it stood for uncontrolled capitalism (although as the 19th century wore on, advanced social reformers claimed the word for their own).

· Culturally, liberalism was synonymous in turn with rationalism, subjectivism, positivism and pragmatism – values that have come to be associated with the Enlightenment.

Liberalism and democracy

Can we distinguish between political and economic liberalism? I think we can, particularly in light of the Australian experience, and the modifications that took place under the early social liberalism of Deakin. (But, of course, the liberal purists argue that this was not liberalism but a perversion of liberalism).

The arch-priest of free-market liberalism, F. A. Hayek, (a name you should become familiar with), dismissed this distinction on the grounds that economic and political liberalism were inseparable as concepts.

For the British tradition the two are inseparable because the basic principle of the limitation of the coercive powers of government to the enforcement of general rules of just conduct deprives government of the power of directing or controlling the economic activities of the individuals, while the conferment of such powers givers government essentially arbitrary and discretionary power which cannot but restrict even the freedom of choice of individual aims which all liberals want to secure. Freedom under the law implies economic freedom, while economic control, as the control of the means for all purposes, makes a restriction of all freedom possible. (F. A. Hayek, Liberalism, 1973) 
Hayek, it is worth noting here, acknowledged the conflicts between liberalism and democracy: liberalism required that all power, even that of the majority, be limited; democracy came to regard majority opinion as the only criterion of the legitimacy of the powers of government. He argued that the difference between the two principles stands out most clearly if we consider their opposites:

With DEMOCRACY it is authoritarian government

With LIBERALISM it is totalitarianism.

Liberalism, says Hayek, is thus incompatible with unlimited democracy, just as it is incompatible with other forms of unlimited government. 

Australian liberalism

Liberalism in Australia has been notably lacking in a coherent philosophical underpinning: it is strongly pragmatic, rather than ideological, defined chiefly in antithesis to Labor – but this is liberalism in its conservative guise. 

The Labor Party, which the self-designated liberals oppose at election times, is itself also a liberal party: its ethos deriving more from 19th century social liberalism than any radical source such as Marxism. 

Yet it has been the conservative side of liberalism that has dominated Australia politically.

Insofar as there is a unifying thread running through conservative Australian liberalism, it has been based on:

· Support for private enterprise. Previous Liberal party governments, especially under pressure from the Country Party in safeguarding its agricultural base, have been interventionist to varying degrees; but the current climate is very much in favour of deregulation and supply-side economics. 

· Opposition to major changes to the Australian Constitution. Once again, this varies: the Democrats, and quite a few Liberal Party members, support a republic. The Liberals and Democrats have shown much more affection for the Senate than has Labor. 

· In foreign affairs, loyalty to Australia's major allied partner (the United Kingdom before World War II, the United States afterward), sometimes to the detriment of multilateralism. "Small-l" liberals often tend to repudiate this aspect: the Democrats were strongly critical of both Iraq Wars and Fraser, despite supporting it while in office, has called for an end to the ANZUS alliance.

· Attitudes ranging from mild to extreme antipathy towards the trade union movement. 

Again, all these currents are only apparent inasmuch as they are a point of difference with Labor: advancing these ideas to deride Labor as socialist, unpatriotic, or under the thrall of powerful unions.

Liberal values do not necessarily correspond with the policies of parties that have identified themselves as 'Liberal' Parties and individuals from across the political spectrum have often expressed liberal principles in contesting the claims of their opponents.

Liberalism’s significance in Australia’s development as a nation derives from the force of the ideas it embraces and its long periods in office throughout the first century of the federation; indeed, the Liberal Party and its forerunners have been in office, in toto, for two-thirds of the period. 

In Australia, Liberalism has virtually never been defined in ideological or even doctrinal terms. Liberalism in Australia has always been  decidedly non-doctrinaire. Even though it derived from Britain it put its own stamp on it: it was eclectic, utilitarian and empirical.

It has always embraced a range of values central to the political, social and economic life of the nation. Prominent among these values are 
· constitutionalism, 
· representative and responsible government, 
· bicameralism and federalism – (this latter value is perhaps the most distinctive value in Australian Liberalism for it expresses, in a practical way, an opposition to concentration of power and a desire for its dispersal to other  democratically based governments.)
Liberalism, fundamentally, is about the rule of law and the protection of property. Liberalism and the private ownership of the means of production are inseparable. It is the rights of the property owning minority (against the supposed claims of the propertyless majority) that sit at the core of liberalism and its concern with the individual. 

It was, thus, consistent with the historical heritage of liberalism that Robert (later Sir Robert) Menzies, founding Leader of the Liberal Party and Liberal Prime Minister from 1949 to 1966, laid much emphasis on freedom, on what he called the "real freedoms":

To worship, to think, to speak, to choose, to be ambitious, to be independent, to be industrious, to acquire skill, to seek reward. These are the real freedoms, for these are of the essence and the nature of man.

Towards the end of his political career Menzies returned to these themes of freedom and individual activity and growth:

We have been human, with a sense of human destiny and human responsibility . . . we have stood for freedom. We have realised that men and women are not just cyphers in a calculation, but are individual human beings whose individual welfare and development must be the main concern of government.

We have no doctrinaire political philosophy. Where government action or control has seemed to us to be the best answer to a practical problem, we have adopted that answer at the risk of being called socialists. But our first impulse is always to seek the private enterprise answer, to help the individual to help himself, to create a climate, economic, social, industrial, favourable to his activity and growth.

In economic matters the nature of liberalism is less clear than in the political domain. Liberalism has frequently been associated with laissez-faire policies. In Britain, for example, although it was a Conservative Prime Minister, Sir Robert Peel, who repealed the corn laws and so reduced the price of bread, it was the Liberal Party which was the great advocate of free trade and remained so even after support for tariffs had won increasingly large political support: it will be remembered, indeed, that the young Winston Churchill left the Tory Party precisely because it was wavering on the free trade issue.

Liberalism, however, also has very strong traditions of intervention in the economy and in industry. This was especially so in Victoria in the pre-federal period. It was Alfred Deakin, Attorney-General 1901–03 and Prime Minister 1903–04, 1905–08 and 1909–10, who told his Morning Post readers in London that:

A Colonial Liberal is one who favours State interference with liberty and industry at the pleasure and in the interest of the majority, while those who stand for the free play of individual choice and energy are classed as Conservatives.

This approach to economic development gained the ascendancy in the first decade of the federation, an ascendancy – indeed, a bipartisan ascendancy – which stood at the core of Australian public policy for more than seven decades, atrophying only as the long post-war boom waned. The purpose of interventionist policy was promotion of growth and with it the material prosperity of Australians. These goals have remained central to Liberal economic policy in Australia – concern about wealth creation has always distinguished Australian Liberals from their political opponents. As Sir Robert Menzies observed in a major speech after he had retired from politics:

[I]t is not sufficient to cut up the existing cake into neat slices; we must make bigger and better cakes as the years go on, and those who will make them will be free men and women, fashioning their own future by their own efforts and in their own way, earning their own rewards, and so helping to build a better and more prosperous community.

Elsewhere, Menzies, who expressly rejected the laissez-faire approach, made clear his view that government action was a pragmatic rather than a doctrinal matter:

[O]ur first question is not whether the Government could do this thing, but whether private citizens could. If the answer is that they could, our answer is that they should. We deal with each case on its merits, without dogma or prejudice.

Interventionism lost its force as it came increasingly to be recognised in the different circumstances of the 1980s that the goals both of wealth creation and its distribution within the community on a fair and equitable basis were better secured by competition and market-based means. Markets, nevertheless, remain a means to an end: it is as foolish to believe that the private market should do everything as that government should do everything.

Although opponents of Australian Liberalism, especially those on the left, have frequently supported interventionism, they have usually done so on a notably more ambitious scale and in a decidedly more direct form. Thus, when a Labor Government in 1911 created a national banking institution, the Commonwealth Bank, it brought it under the direct control of the Treasurer. Liberals, whilst accepting in that era that there was a place for a government instrumentality within the banking system, distanced it from immediate political control by creation of a board of directors. At a later stage in history, another Labor Government, headed by J. B. Chifley, who also held the office of Treasurer, sought to bring the entire banking business of the nation under the wing of government. This particular policy was aggressively and successfully challenged by the Liberals of the day, now organised under the flag of the Liberal Party itself. The grounds for the challenge included several tenets of classical liberalism including support for free enterprise, a general dislike of monopoly, even (perhaps especially) a government-owned monopoly, and a respect for private property. (Eventually it was under Labor governments that banking was deregulated and the Commonwealth Bank privatised.) Similar considerations led the Liberals to oppose the Chifley Government in its bid to have Australia’s civil aviation needs met only by a government-owned airline. (Again, it was under Labor governments that Qantas was privatised.)

Liberals have likewise had a similarly pragmatic (and limited) view of regulation. The current climate has recognised that, while regulation in its historically restrictive sense is often an impediment to growth and performance, there will be occasions (as in telecommunications) where a measure of reregulation is essential in the interests of fostering competition.

Central as economic prosperity (broadly defined to include labour market practices and development of an educated community) has been to Liberalism in Australia, Liberalism has always supported as well an active interest in welfare. It was not a coincidence that the Commonwealth old age pension program was introduced by the Deakin Government in 1908. Menzies, in a 1964 speech already cited, observed that his Government had greatly aided social justice: "We have not just kept the ring and allowed victory to go to the strong . . . [w]e have insisted upon the performance of social and industrial obligations; we have shown that industrial progress is not to be based upon the poverty or despair of those who cannot compete". And, in 1996, the Prime Minister, John Howard, expressly linked Liberal welfare measures to the Australian ethic of the "fair go":

It is our tradition which has had a "fair go" for all as one of its driving forces and which has strengthened the social security safety net through such advancements in social policy as the extension of child endowment, pensioner medical services, health services, pharmaceutical benefits, housing, invalid and other pensions, mental health care, family allowances, and many other initiatives.

Liberal approaches to welfare have not differed substantially from those of their adversaries in terms of necessity or desirability. Differences have arisen more over methods of financing (on which Labor’s preference for tax-funding has prevailed), the importance of self-responsibility and of persuading individuals to seek to provide for themselves, the centrality of the family in meeting community welfare needs effectively, and the value of private and voluntary organisations in the provision of services, instead of preferential reliance upon government bureaucracies.

Liberalism in Australia has always attached special importance to federalism. This partly derives from its commitment to constitutional government. It also derives from its belief in strong parliamentary government in which effective bicameralism is a primary feature: in Australia, bicameralism is entrenched through election of the Senate on a State basis. But the importance of federalism runs deeper. With federalism there is division of power, and Liberalism is always suspicious of concentration of power. Federalism also promotes self-government by reserving many crucial decisions in everyday life to legislatures and governments which are more clearly answerable to the communities whom they represent and for whose general affairs they are responsible.

That Australia is a federal and not a unitary nation is a major consequence of Liberal leadership of the federal movement. That it has remained a federal nation is major testimony to underlying public support in Australia for this major Liberal doctrine. A unitary state, favoured by Labor during the making of the Constitution (in spite of its general absence from the conventions), and throughout most of the twentieth century, has made little progress with the Australian community. There has been a profound liberalism in the resistance of Australians to augmentation of the constitutional powers of the Commonwealth and to their augmentation at the expense of the State governments. Australians, instead, have preferred to place their trust in the government of the federation within the established framework of the Constitution, through agreements between the Commonwealth and State governments, and judicial adjudication of disputes by the High Court.

Liberalism has placed its stamp upon Australia’s international relations as well as upon its domestic development. From the nation’s birth in 1901, Liberals have seen it as significant that the Australian voice should be heard internationally. Initially, this goal was accomplished not only by participation in Imperial Conferences but through the unusual vehicle of Alfred Deakin’s anonymous letters to the London Morning Post. The fierce advocacy of Australian interests during the First World War ("the Great War") by the first Nationalist (and former Labor) Prime Minister, W. M. Hughes, is well known; but his wartime and post-war activity in Europe was as equally concerned with finding markets for Australian goods (and shipping to get the goods to market).

The inter-war years saw both the Bruce-Page and Lyons Governments striving to secure markets for Australian production (in a world in which international trade was virtually stagnant). With the coming of war, a new Prime Minister, Robert Menzies, assumed a familiar role of asserting a place for Australia in the counsels of war and maintaining markets for its produce. 
In the period after the Second World War, Coalition governments shaped new relationships for Australia through the ANZUS alliance, the Colombo plan, trade with Asia generally and Japan in particular. The Fraser Government’s interest in international relations not only brought maintenance of the post-war policies of all governments but strong and practical interest in the fighting and ending of apartheid in South Africa and 

Notwithstanding the central significance of Liberalism to Australian federal government and the course of the nation’s development during the twentieth century, it has been a relatively neglected field in Australian political studies. This is true even of the chronicles of journalists who are often, because of their intimate proximity to the political process, of greater significance. Where Liberalism has been the subject of research and study, it has often been in the hands of those influenced by and favourable to its interventionist tendencies. One reason for this disposition has been Alfred Deakin’s place in Australian political development. Deakin was a major and increasingly the central figure in the movement to federation and, after 1 January 1901, its active realisation in executive, parliamentary and, eventually, judicial terms. Deakin’s role was not, however, at an end. Through his Morning Post accounts he placed his stamp on subsequent as well as contemporary interpretations of Australian nation-building. Thereafter, his disciple, Walter Murdoch, and his disciple’s disciple, J. A. La Nauze, both authors of major biographies, perpetuated the Deakinite conception.

It was not only Deakin’s arch opponent, George (later Sir George) Reid, who fell victim to this angle on Australian development; it was also the policy of free trade and minimal interventionism which suffered a bad press. It has been in the past generation, as research on the origins and making of the federation has expanded beyond the readily accessible perspective bequeathed by Deakin and exploited by his admirers, that both a broader but also a deeper view has emerged.

Tensions within liberalism
The tension between sceptical and progressive versions of liberalism was apparent from the first years of Federation. George Reid's Free Traders and the Protectionists, led by Edmund Barton, both identified themselves as liberals, but disagreed over the proper extent of Commonwealth power.

Both parties rejected the Australian Labor Party's proposal to implement a regime of direct taxation. However, Free Trade and Protectionist liberals disagreed on the levels at which tariffs, the major source of Commonwealth revenue, ought to be set. The Protectionists exemplified progressive liberal principles, in that protection provided:

· the Commonwealth government with funds to carry out its social duties of helping disadvantaged members of the community to improve themselves 

· security for fledgling Australian industries 

· adequate standards of living for Australian employees, and 

· funds to maintain the States as proposed by the Constitution. 

The Free Traders took the view that lower tariffs:

· encouraged economic prosperity for all (including the working classes) through the efficient deployment of resources 

· encouraged individual genius and moral responsibility through competition, and 

· allowed the government to provide services to equip individuals for private enterprise (particularly in education). 

The third point provides clear evidence of progressive strains of liberalism even in the otherwise sceptical Free Trade position.

The Protectionists were the strongest of the non-Labor parties and were closer to Labor on matters of economic policy than were the Free Traders. Even when Reid's Free Trade party briefly formed government in 1904, it required the support of a Protectionist faction. This, together with the location of the first Commonwealth Parliaments in the Protectionist stronghold of Victoria, set the scene for domination of non-Labor politics by progressive liberalism in the first seventy years after 1901. 

Elements of sceptical liberalism emerged with the Country Party at the end of the second decade. The Country Party supported the reduction of tariffs, free international trade and the elimination of price fixing. However, it confined the focus of its policies to agricultural produce and sought government assistance for its rural constituency its so-called 'rural socialism'.

Robert Menzies' 'Forgotten People' broadcasts of 1942 confirmed progressive liberalism as the dominant form of Australian liberalism. Menzies supported a free market and individual freedoms, but also acknowledged the role of government in providing for 'freedom from want' and education.

A more sceptical liberal agenda emerged in the policies of the Labor governments of Bob Hawke and Paul Keating. These included dismantling trade barriers, and distancing government from the provision of services, through privatisation and outsourcing. The pursuit of a free trade agenda has continued under Coalition governments led by John Howard in deregulating labour markets and a commitment to indirect taxation. This said, however, Commonwealth taxation revenue both as a proportion of Gross Domestic Product and in real terms per capita remained at relatively high levels through the 1990s.

The 1980s and 90s have seen two key tendencies within the Liberal Party increase their influence, largely at the expense of the small-l liberals or wets:

· the economic liberals (the drys) - who oppose Keynesianism and favour neo-classical economics. They stand for smaller government, market forces, labour market flexibility, a leaner public service, industry deregulation, lower taxes, and reductions in welfare expenditure. 

· the moral conservatives (the uglies) - who argue for increased state regulation to protect and preserve individuals, families and moral values. The issues of concern for the social conservatives include the church, the monarchy, the flag, illicit drug use, family breakdowns, increasing divorce rates, abortion, and creating and policing victimless crimes such as homosexuality and euthanasia. 
Constitutional Liberalism
The dominance of progressive liberalism in economic matters through most of Australia's history has not translated into an unrestrained trust in government powers. Australian liberalism has consistently defended checks upon the power of the national executive.

Liberal values are evident in:

· the recognition of the administrative responsibilities of the States 

· the maintenance of an effective bicameralism, particularly the equal representation of States in the Senate 

· the existence of mechanisms by which governments are held accountable to the electorate such as an effective opposition and free media, and 

· the distancing of government corporations such as the Australian Broadcasting Corporation from direct government control. 

Non-Labor parliamentarians have generally been more consistent in supporting the principles of federalism than their Labor counterparts. For instance, the Liberal Party of Australia consists of autonomous State and Territory divisions and its constitution asserts a clear distinction between organisational and parliamentary branches of the party. However, the Chifley Government's introduction of proportional representation for Senate elections in 1948, and Labor's defence of the right to associate against the Menzies government's attempt to proscribe the Communist Party of Australia in a 1951 referendum, are also important affirmations of liberal principles.

Challenges to Liberalism
Some of these policies have arisen from illiberal collectivist motives but others have been justified by emergencies such as war or the threat of sedition. It is in keeping with the principles of liberalism for governments to adopt 'extreme' measures for the security of individuals against external and internal threats. However, it is incumbent upon them not to interfere with civil liberties or override checks upon their powers to a greater degree than is necessary. In fact, the tendency not to recognise pressing domestic or international threats, and a reluctance to adopt an emergency footing, is among the weaknesses to which liberalism is prone. 
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