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Anyone who speaks of liberalism confronts a knotty
problem of definition., In the United States the word has
recently signif ied the popular and "left" side in controversies
over domestie economic end political issues, end it is in this
sense that I use the term here, In practical polities the
American libersl tradition vhich begins as s national movement
with Jeffersonian and Jacksonian democracy, cont inues in the
post-Civil War agrarian reform movements that culminated in
the Popullst revolt, in the Progressivism of the early twentleth
century, and in the New Deal, Its outstanding political leaders
have been Jefferson, Jackson, Bryan, the elder LaFolletts,
Wilson, and the two Roosevelts.

From the beiinning, Americen liberels have had a set
of humenistic goals and a series of substantive programs, Thelr
humanism, which has formed a relatively stable core from
Jeffersonian democracy to the New Deal, lies in a moral tone and
in generel articles of faith: belief 1In the rights and poten-
tialities of the common man and in the diffusion of political
power, subordination of vested interests to the common welfare,
hostility to big capital and entrenched property rights, respect
for civil liberties and dissenting opinion. On the whole,
these articles of faith have not been matters of dispute among
liberals; they have been common ground for liberel thought and

act lon.

Between successive substantive prograns, however,




change has been so far-reaching over a century and a half as

to emount almm ¢t to a turnabout, Liberalism, of course, has

not been a self-contalned and self-propelling movement with

an internal dielectic all 1ts own., It has been a series of
responses by different people to different problems, and these
responses do have sufflcient cumulative effect to make 1%
possible to speak of an Americen liberal traedition. Within this
tradlition, the New Deal has besn notable for novelty and acceler=-
ated change., Thus while the rhetoric of New Deal liberals has
much in common with th'e rhetoric of Jeffersonian liberals, in
the &etual implerentation of goals the two movements are poles
epart. The distance between them is the measure of an immense

transformation of soeciety.
I1

At the outset Americen liberals were chiefly agrarians,
professionals, and smll entrepreneurs. It has often been
remarked that American farming has not been a settled way of
life but an aggressively competitive, often highly speculative
business, During the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.
it was generally possible for agrarian and urban small enter-
prisers to combine on many issues and ldeas -~ as they did in
Jacksonian democracy, the Greenback movement, and in Progressivism,
The rémers, professionals, and small business men who provided
the backbone of llberal movements centered their demends about

such issues as monetary panaceas, the easing of credit, and the




maintainance or restoration of competitive conditions. Their
objectives were phrased in terms of personal and individual
success through fair competition under conditions of open
opportunity provided in a market which was to be regulated and
moralized by democratic government, What differentiated one
group of liberals from another was chiefly the small variations
and reforms they wanted to make in a market economy which,
funderentally, almost all of them accepted.

The centrael facts for the liberalism of the past
twenty years have been the deecline of the market economy and
the accelerated growth of the national state, These trends have
not only been accepted but fostered by the liberals of the New
Deal era, With the approval of most of them, the national
government has taken the ma jor economic decisions from the hands
of privute business amd has displaced the state governments in
bearing the brunt of political intervention in economic life,
Its total functions and the extent to which 1t impinges upon the
life of the ordinary cit izen have grown at a geometrical ratio,
& trend which can be roughly measured by the growth of the federsl
budget « In pre-Civil Wer days, under President RBuchanan, the
average annual federal expenditure per caplita was a little over
two dollars, By the time of Theodore Roosevelt it had risen %o
about seven dollars, During the twentieth ecentury -« and particu-
larly after the first World Var -- it had risen steadily, so
that present "peacetime" budgets approach three hunired dollars

per capita, and the fiscal operations of the national government




have become the pivot of the ent ire economy.

The resulting situation is antithe tical to that
faced by liberals at the beginning of the nation's history. The
conception of the national state originally developed by Jeffer-
sonian agrarian liberals was determined by their opposition to
Hamilton's use of the federal government as an instrument of the
cormercial , manufacturing, and speculating classes. They argued
that the national state must cease to be an instrument of privilege
and must be reduced to severely limited functions, neutral between
the soclal classes, The Jeffersonians generally a:sumed that if
government did not throw its weight upon the side of the rich
and powerful the beneficent mechanisms of the market would be
suffielent to provide opportunities for the common man,

In the main, these assumptions were accepted by
Jacksonlien demoerats. But the Jacksonians went further in that
they proposed not ouly to divorce politics from privilege but
also to eliminate privilegs from the sphere of politles itself
and tc open polities as a career for the common man, While in
the economic order the Jacksonians accepted laissez faire for the
federel government, they often could not do so 1n the states,

There was such intense campetition for regional and local markets

f(i, T ‘4‘.)‘ ;
that much state sponsorship and control of crucial eoonomicA won ,

broad popular approvel.

After the Civil VWar, as @ national economy replaced
regional and local markets, as glgantie corporations replaced
small enterprise and as state regulation like that attempted by

the Grangers failed, liberals inereasingly recognized thst early




nineteenth-century federal laigsez faire was inconsistent with
their ideals of democracy and competition. In the 1870's they
began to demand federal intervention, and from the late 1880's

to 1914 a gradual shift of the regulatory function from the
states to the federel government did teke plasee, The wost impore
tant difference of opinion among liberels -- which beceme an open
issue Dbetween Wilsonians and followers of T,R., -- was whether

the goal of regulation should be to restore.competition or to
control monopoly. One side insisted thst monopoly had not been
and would not be regulated; the ir opponents answered that the
ideal of competitive small enterprise was retrogressive (* a form
of sincere rural toryism," as T. R. put it), amd thet it was
impossible to reverse the course of social evolution. Both were
largely right, and in the long run ‘thei:r problern was not solved

but transformed.
III

W¥hat made the problem obsolete was the Great Depression.
It is important to remember that the liberals of the Progressive
era, who were the immediate precursors of the New Deal liberals,
had developed their programs and argued thelr problems in a time
of sustained prosperity. Acknowledging the brief "bankers' panic"
of 1907 and the recessive tendency of 1913-l4, whlich in a time
of peace might have developed into a major depression, it is still
possible to say that the period of 1897-1913 was a rare age of
good times, The problem of the liberal intellectual was not




economic collapse but economic concentration; his quest was not
for recovery, but for democracy. T. R. and Wilson shared the
fortunes of Jefferson and Jackson in sterting liberal regimss
under conditions of prosperity. Franklin D, Roosevelt stands
alone mmong the leaders of the liberal tradition in having taken
over a sick economy,

The depression accelersted several trends thst had
existed alwost without noti;e before, With the breakdéwn of the
market economy, large seotions of big business and organized
commereial agricmulture appealed to the federal povernment to bail
them out of their difficulties. The growing force of labor also
made political claims that had to be met. The early New Deal
progrem in attempting to meet theose demands end cope with the
problem of recovery, unwittingly changed the soecisl basis of
American liberalism. Unwittingly it helped to cell into being a
labor movement that dwarfed all previous labor orgenizat ions;
rapidly it bullt up a hure federal bureasucracy of a kind quite
unfamiliar to American experience. TFor liberals this created new
problems of orientation toward the bursaucracy and bigz labor,

It also made new types of liberals, the labor liberal and the
bureaucratic liberal, whose style of thought deviated from the
main liberal tradition, Neither the liberal trade unionist nor
the liberal administrator is occupationally situated so that the
traditions of individual actlon in the market economy can be
meaningful to him. Both are dedicated to interfering with market

processes through group action. Instead of thrift, profits, and




business opportﬁnity, they think in terms of publlie envestment,
employment, conumption, stablility, end security., I do not mean,
of course, to slur over their points of confliet, but simply to
suggest that their ways of thought and action are Jjointly at ecross
purposes with those that have hitherto been dominant in the
liberal tradition. With their arrival as major participants in
liberalism, the moralized merket has lost 1ts central place among
liberal assumptions and must compete with vaerious versions of

the new ideal of planning.

Before the New Deal, organized labor had played a minor
role in the practical polities of liberelism. It had been an
occasional ally, an obJject of sympathy and assistance, a useful
threat which iiberals could use to persuade conservatives of the
need of roralizing cepitalism., During the New Deal, however,
labor became a increasingly necessary pclit ical base for the
administration's liberal measures., Time has siiown -~ and the
point was underlined by the 1948 elections =« that the labor vote
s a more stable source of New Deal support than either the farm
vote or the middle class vote, Lsbor is the sole forece in the
economy that is capable of a sustained, simulteneous, political
and economic wunterpoise to the power of big business. To this
extent American liberalism has become essentielly labor liberalism,
as opposed to the older tradition of entrepreneurial and profession-
al liberalism,

Before the era of the New Deal, lebor was regarded by

most liberals as another speclial interest with a very limited




claim upon their support, In much liberal thought of the
Progressive period there was a strong undercurrent of féar of
the potential strength of orzanized labor, In the framework
of the now liberalism, labor's general interest appears to be
far more consonant with and indispensable to the public interest.
Lsbor and the general interest are linkad,'in the new liberel
ideology, through some formr of underconsumptionist economics,
in recent years particularly by Keynési<nism. This by no meens
gives labor a categorical endorsemenx‘ror every demand but it
does underwrite in a gensral wsy labor's e¢laim to a larger part
of the soelal product.

There has been a corresponding change within labor
itself, from relstively apolitical business unionism (whiech took
its tone and ideas from business soclety), concerned with the
wage-hour bargaln in a narrow sense, to & kind of industrial
statecraft, concerned with wages, prices, profits, the gemeral
stendard of living, and the public interest, There 1ls an emerging
sense within the labor movennnt,'beat represented now by Walter
Reuther, that a great union, like & great corporation, is not
simply & bargaining or business unit, but a publie agéney. With
the approval of liberals, unlions have looked to government to
underwrite their bargaininsg power -~ an inconceivable demand in
the nineteenth century. As the pendulum of national labor legis-
lation has swung from the NBA to the Wagner :ct to the Taft-
Haertley Act to the new dispensation under Truman, it has become

cleer that the belance of power between labor and capital has
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become as much political as it is economiec,

v

The liberal bureaucrat, like the lsbor liberal,
makes a strong claim to represent in a speé¢iel way the general
interest, He also argues that this function is indispensable
to the goals of liberalism under the cond it ions of modern l1life,
This is an assertion that vou.ld have b:un‘ unintelligible to
Jeffersonian democrats; and indeed many of the fulminations of
anti-New Dealers against the llucral bureaucracy have drawn
heavily upon ancient Jeffersonian rhetorie. A measure of the
transformation that has been wrought in a century and a half is
provided by Pendleton Herring's observetion in Public Administra-
tion end the Public Interest that, "paradoxical as it may seem
to Jeffersonian Demoerats, the liberal democratic state must be
sustained by u huge bureausracy."

A largs federal bureaueracy ls very new in the United
States, It has grown so suddenly and so recently, and so much of
it has been ildentirfied with New Deal polic ies, that it has become
fue center of an enormous amount of windy and obsurantist denun-
cdation, Intelligent publlic discussion of its problemes has been
all but impossible, But bureaucracy exists, in business or
government , whenever a large number of decisions have to be made
and functions earried on by an orgmnized and stable officialdom,
Since any complex soclety and any large orgasnizetion must have a

bureaueracy, the deeclsion to do wit hout buresucracy no longer




seems possible, although the question is usually posed in such
terms. The real issue raised most urgantl} by the New Deal, is
to what extent the deecisions of society ere to be mede by govern=-
mental, business, or trade unlon burseaueracy; end how bureau-
eracy is to ba recruited, motivated, mede efficient, and cone
trolled,

A liberal bureaucratie =- or perhaps liberal adminis-
trative -- point of view is energing in the United States. The
bureaucrat insists.that his function has a singular kind of use-
fulness, Admittedly he has his own career aspirations and some
taste for power, but feels tmt his ways of thinking and acting
represent %ho general interest more adecuately than those of
the Congressman or the husiness man,

No one expects the business man tc be motivated by
anything brecader than a statesmanlike and intelligent concern for
the profits of his own enterprise; he is exeeptional if he can
grasp the problems of his entire industry; certainly he c¢san not
be expect®d to aect from the standpoint of the economy as a whole,
The Congressional politiclan similarly represcnts - and properly
80 - 2 particular geographical constituency whose interest he
must keep uppermost. But the bureauerat occupies a functional
position from which 1t becomes possible, and indeed necessary,
to understand events and make decisions in terms of the general
interest. To the argument that buresaucracy exarcises a hidden
and unchecked power, the llberal administrator replies with an

impreasive list of checks upon his diseretion, including journal-
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istic examination and public eritieism, constant and far-roaching

official Congressional eriticlism and interference, a kind of un=-

officiel but effectusl Congressionsl lobbying within the bureau-

cracy on bshalf of complaining constituenoies, executive super-

vision from above, end finally, occasional court action.
Whatever,the merits of his argument, the bureaucrat

has ecome to occupy a strategic place in national life, A bureau-

cracy is not marely a center of administration; it is a source

of careers and a site of observation from whieh new perspectives

are possible., Many young men who formerly would have gone into -

business 9r privete law now choose a government career as a way

of 1life, A stream of businessmen has corme into federal administra-

tion, and many former New Dealers, attracted by the higher rate

of private pay, have passed from the federal bureaucracies into

the bureaucracies of business, Under a permanent bureaucracy

it is possible that there will be a continual fluid interpenetra-

tion of government and business personnel, and that in the long

run the points of view of private business and the public business,

at first so much at odds, may tend somewhat to merge.
v

¥hen we turn from institutional changes to the realm
of ideas, it becomes evident that liberals were almost as unpre=
pared as conservitives for the erash of 1929 and the ensuing
depression. The Progressive liberalism of the early 1900's had

been based, as 1 have sald, upon prosperity. The golden glow of




the 1920'g which hardly provided a stimulus for new lilberal
thought, had almost dissipated liberalism. The acute suffering
of the early thirties, although it revived the morale and
purpose of liberals, suggested no solutions, Mlost liberals --
and many who could nct be so called -- were willing to try any
possible remedy for their ills, a fact which Roosevelt sensed
when he declared in 1932 that the public temper demanded "bold,
persistent experimenteation.” 1In his remarkable Commonwealth
Club speech of that year, in which he became the first American
statesman to write finls to the nlineteenth century, he indicated
clearly that a new age in American political and economic life
had opened, What followed was a period of random and well=-
meaning experimeatation (often, as in the NRA, badly misconceived).
It was now onny‘ror liberals to see that the preccuceptions of
the ir conservative opponents, inherited from small town capital-
ists and rurel entrepreneurs, had completely broken down; but
it was harder to accept the faot thet thelr own not ions, inherited
from much the same sources, had slso ceased to be relevant. If
action by individuals in a merket society had given way to action
by groups in a politico-cconomic complex, if the new functions
of the state; the new bureaueracy, the new labor relations, and
the new process of government no longer corresporded to old
models of thouzht, the liberal argument as well as the conserv-
ative had lost much of its meanling,

The primary act of liberal thought, therefore, was
not one of synthesis but of destruction. There was a vozue of

"semanties,’ manifested in such books as Stuart Chase's The -




gzzggnx of Vords; péople tried to convince themselves thaet they
had been imprisoned by the old and outmoded lenguege of individe

valism and need only echieve terminological accuracy to set
their minis on the path to free and truthful thinking. The most
brilliant, effective and enthuslasticelly received products of
this preoccupation with symbols were Thurman Arnold's books, The
Symbols of Government and the Folklore of Capitelism,

 Arnold's fundamental perception was that the maxims
by which men attempted to explain things and gulde thelr conduet
had very 1;t¥19 relst ion to realities, 'Whet commonly passed as
"sound thinking," was hardly thinking at all, but a kind of tribal
folklore, use;ul at times in giving cohesion and comfort to the
group, but a barrler to intelligent setion when action was needed.
"Frineiples have been obstacles, und not eids." "Retlonal societies
@chisve more lrrstional results in trying to follow their reason
when they aet on impulse.” Arnold distingulished between the
rational snd principled style of thought and the "practical or
humeniterisn attitude [whieh] develops techniques and not logical
arguments.” His villains -- or rather the butts of his ridicule --
were those soclal types that are given to systematic rational iza-
tion and thewelaboration and repetltion of prineiples -- Judges,
lawyers, economists, preachers, end the writers of newspeper
editorials, His heroes were the praeticael, officlent, benevolent
men who do "ooﬁstructive" things -- the great business men of the
age of the robber barons, the practical politiclans who violate

moral standards but perform essentlal services. "The great




constructive achievements in human organizetion have been
accomplished by unserupulous men who violated most of the prin-
ciples which we cherish.,” It 1s hard to imagins any previous
leader of American liberal thought who could have uttered this
sentonce.
Arnold's work takes on its full & gznificance when it

is seen as a sophisticated vindication of the experimentel temper-
ament and political teechnijyues of Franklin D, Roosevelt, Embracling
Roosevelt's disdain for the mccepted generalizations of the pro-
fessionals ("I happen to know," Roosevelt once sald, "that pro-
fesslonal economlsts have changed their definitions of economie
laws every_rivp or ten years for a long time"), his disregard
for constitutional Inhibitions, his tendency to rely on intuition
and impulse, his practical benevolence, even his !rreverent humor,
Arnold's books form a kind of theoretical end literary eguivalent
of Roosevelt's opportunism.

'But there was an immonse.laok in Arnold's work: in
spite of his appeal for "econstructiva" action, the practieal
impaet of hls 1dsas was naogatlive, He made his war against obsolete
rat ional abstractions and symbols =-- a war against rationality
itself-- and he elavated hls redilscovery Bf the politioai irration-
ality of men from an instrurent of analysis tc a positive value,
He was suggesting, in a sense, that actlon should riflaoo_ hou%?z}'l
without saylng how coherent actlon might be poesible.A‘L§ke @_mgég_
Roogevelt, he provided not so much & program as an attitude, And
the New Dgal, with its flurry of policiles, so often contradietory,

seemed at times like a political realization of his benevolent
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and "practical"™ but essentially planless irrationality.

VI

No movement, however, is likely to remein in power
for very long without developing some kind of a positive tendenecy,
and ultimaetely a theory to fit, By 1940 it was clear that the
New Deal, although gquite successful with reforms, had largely
failed to achieve the more fundamental goal of recovery. MNore-
over, what recovery it had effected was dependent upon fiscal
policy. It was toward fiscal manipulation that the New Deal
stumbled in practice; and in theory toward the doctrines of
John Maynard Keynes, whieh in tire assumed more ani more the
proportions of that positive rationale which the new liberalism
needed.,

At first it had been Roosevelt's intention to return
to balsnced budgets, to use federal spend ing rerely as a stopgap.
llowever, the recession of 1937-38 -- a momentous episode in the
development of the New Deal -- made it clear that spending had
become essentlal while other devices for recovery had substan-
tially feiled. Roosevelt's budget message of 1938 econtained an
implicit acknowledgment that he had become a prisoner of his
spending policies; his epochmaking budget message of 1940 made a
virtue of necessity by repudiating his earl ler fiseal philosophy
and leading straight toward Keynes's new economic premises,

The author of the New Deal's positive heresy, like

mo st other makers of Ameriecan eccnomic thought, was Bnglish. His




doetrines, of course, had grown out of the problems of the
Buropean economy in the interval between the Torld Wers; but
but the depression experience end the New Deal made Koynesian
economics particularly relevant for the American mind. Sinoe
1936, when The aeuzal Theory of Fmploymemt, Interest and & ey
was publiahd, Keyneslian thought has swept over the Armerican .
economle profession with a ror‘oo that Riearde, ¥1ll and Marshall
might have envied, C. E., Ayres has sald of the Keynesian revo-.
lution, that it is "comparable to the Darwinian revolution or
even perhaps the Coperniecan revolution."

| Ifov"need'only recall Veblen's formidable assault upon
the preeomobtiom of classlieclism to realize that Keynesian
economics 'ias not the first influent lal heresy in modern American
economioc thinking, But Veblen had been primarily zn historian
of the classical 1llusions who provided some useful categories
and & vocabulary of satire and inveetive; his accoxplishment,
like Arnold's, was essentially negative, IHis positive proposals,
which were elmost an afterthought, had been utoplan In character,
with little direct relastion to the mundane probleme of earlier
liberalism. Keynesianlsm, on the contrary, has been a practical
heresy, which offers liberals a counter-program to the classical
doetrines by calling upon the national state to direct the level
of economlic aetivity., MNoreover, in recommwendinz « totel under-
writing of the economic structure, it goes fer beyond thet plece-
meal interference in special industries with special problens

that was the limltation of the older liberal thought.




Perhaps Keynesianlsm's most important meaning for
liberals is that 1t suggests a way in which the old 1deal of
competition can be reconeiled with the new 1deal of planning,
Liberals shrink from undertaxing too complete a reeconstruction
of soclety and from a vigorous struggle to raeshape 1ts power
strusture. Keynesianism seems to promise thet the desirs for
planning and securlty can be fulfilled without wiping out the
entire apparatus of privete enterprise and the motlves upon
wideh 1t is based, It glves the 1dea of planning, otherwi se
bewllderingly complex, a relatively simple focus in fiscal
poliey and in the control of investment, savings, and interest,
It offers the hope thet an irmense expansion in human welfare
can take place largely within the Lfaditional framework.

The ldea of planning liself has made such inmense
gains that it has decisively altered the dircetion of liberal
thought., Within the relatively short apan of years slinge the
Calvin Coolidge laft the whlte louse, it has become a wa jor
syrbol vwihich must be discussed with e certain defercnce aven by
those who rejeet it, which must be included in the rhetoric of
every naw objective, The United Natlons cormmit themselves in
thelr Charter to an effort to promote "higher standards of living,
full employment, and condltions of economic and soelal progress
and development."™ The Employment Aet of 1946 declares that 5§
is the continuing poliey end respensibility of the Federsl Covern-
ment to foster and promote free oompet}tiva enterprise and the

general welfare.,,and to promote reximum employment, production,




and purchasing power."

Such commitments, it must be said, do not go beyond
promises, beyond rhetorie., Yet every notion that makes its
way into the aecepted body of popular ideals must first become
embedded in standard rhetorie before it.can be translated into
reality. PFlanning and full employment , never before dominant
in American liberal ideologles, have now taken the ir place in
the of fiecial rhetorie of liberalism.

VIiI

Since the New Deal began, many conserv.tives have
been arguing thac the substantive program of modern liberzalism
is inconsistent with its humanistic beritage, and that if the

cavied wmuck ey
former is » the latter will inevitably be destroyed.

The wvery freedoms which ooncernviibérals &ost grew up in
assocliation with capitalist enterprise. The essenme of the
conservative position is that the two cannot be dissociated:
that xhm property rights are the kingpin of the entire systea
of liberties; that to impair them is to eripple all other
liberties, The liberal replies -- and I do not see how his
reply can be refuted - - that freedom of enterprise for individ-
uals controlling their own property has already been eliminated
from the lives of such a large porticn of the population that t{
is for the most part illusory. The chief holders of tuls
freedom were the independent farmer and the little business ma
who, together, once made up the bulk of the population. In
industrial Amc<rica they have hogéiggaiihd—io a minority. The

figures here are most impressive. By 1870 free enterprisers,




including farmers, business men, and self-em.loyed professionals,
totaled a little more than a third of the population; by 1940
they were a little less than one-fourth. This is entirely
accounted for by the decline of the farmer. From 1870 to 1945
the American farm population fell from 75 to 17 per cent of the
total population: the number of persons engaged in asriculture
dropped from 53 to less than 15 per cent of the gainfully
occupied population. Within the ranks of the so-called free
enterprisers, the farmers outnumber the business men by almost
four to one. In theory, therefore, they are stillngggﬁiggibone
of the free-enterprise slement in the population. The irony
of the situation lies in the fact that there is no element in
the population that is more dependent upon the national state.
The objective position of the liberals, at least in
the short run, is far weaker than their mmmbahnammhpsimn rhetorgic
and their arguments. The notion of optiasistic liberals that
society is tending toward a form of planned welfare capitalism,
with large areas left free for private enterprise, is challenged
by another point of view, shared by some conservatives and some
radicals, that continued planning and continued interpenetration
of governmental, busine:s, labor, and military buresucracies will
not lead to freedom and welfare but to military preparedness,
restriction of political rights, and an enforced solidarity of
interests in a garrison state. In essence, the gontention of
the latter school is that planning, full employment, and the
reconciliation of powerful contending interests in American

polities will be most easily attained in war or under a garrison

state whose central goal is preparation for war. In the ligut




of an exlgent problem of mational security, it is argued, the
conflicts normal to a capitalistic democracy are likely to be

found too hazardous and too costly.

Morsover -- to return to the terms of Keynesian
the

theught --/dse of fiscal power to achieve full employment under




peacetime conditions is unlikely to win sufficient sanction from
powerful conservatives to sustain it as a poliey: but egual
expenditure directed toward military preparedness can get support
from both liberals and conservatives. Keynes himself remarked
in 1940, in the course of a somewhat disenchanted review of
American experience with deficit spending during the previous
decade, that "it seems to be politically impossible for a
capitalistic democracy to orzanize exﬁonditure oh the scale
necessary to make the grand experiment which would prove my

case -- except in war conditions." (He added, however, that he
hoped that American war preparation would teach Americans so
much about the potentialities of their economy that it would be
"the stimulus, which neither the victory nor the defeat of the
New Deal could give you, to greater individual consuusption and a
higher standard of life." )

In spite of the fagt that the United States has been
involved in every pan-European war it was ﬁormeriy'possible for
American liberals to consider national economic problems as
essentially domestic. This luxury American libersls no longer
enjoy and are unlikely to enjozizgéin. In the Eﬁgolarized world
of the present, the Sovist Unionts challenge to American security
cannot be evaded by am’regime, liberalor conserv.tive, and the
American edonomy now takes its cue from military-international
planning. The forty-billion-dollar Trumanbudget of 1948-49
put a total of §ll,7<4,90E2,000 into defense and §7,218,508,000
into foreign econmmic expenditure, including ERP. (The magni-
tude of these expenditures canbe partially realized by recalliny




that FDR's "high" peacetime budgets ran about $7,000,000,000.)
The foreign situation is the Achilles heel of American liberalism.
War, and preparation for war, convert all the slogans and tech-
nigues of liberalism -- planning, full employment, the deifense
of "liberty", socisal solidarity -- to non-liberal ends.

In the long run, this is an advantage that conservatlives
are not likely to enjoy. A garrison state is not only an

unhappy but a precarious one, and it is even more fatal to what

is loosely called "free enterprise" than is a welfare state, It

can go to war, but wars often exacerbate, never solve, soclal

conflicts. And if there is anything that does more than a

-depression to undermine and destroy what is left of the market

economy, it is a war.
At ‘0«“1*‘«*-"

J%—tS'tra;tc-ﬁhoa——that atter a long period of substan-—
tial liberal domination, the liberal position is zow singulurly
precarious. Much depends upon the viability of what I have called
the humanistic core of the liberal btradition. 8o long as its
humenistic and libertarian goals hold their grip upon the national
imagination, the possibility of fruitful substantive experimentati
is held open. Liberalism in thk sense has not yet withered away
in any nation where it has%%llons historical continulty. In the
United States it has survived two world wars and the public lassi
tude of the perlod 1885-85, when exploitative enmergy and politiec
corruption were rampant. It may conceivably survive the present
difficulties. Liberd®s have uvefore them on‘:one hand a proule
of rescupceful adaptation of thought to new conditions, and on




‘made in polities rather




