Republ i cani sm Conti nued!

A brief rejoinder to G aham Maddox

Unfortunately Professor Graham Maddox (‘The Oigins of

Republ i cani sni , Legi sl ative St udi es, Spring 1992) has
m sunderstood the point | was trying to mnmake about the
relationship between Roman and nodern republicanism My
statenment that Australia is a republic “ in the original and

nore nmeaningful sense of the word” did not refer to the
doctrine of the mxed constitution; on the contrary, |
suggested that Ci cero’'s attenpt to superinpose this Geek
notion on his ideal of the Dbalanced constitution was
unconvincing and artificial. He identified as the essence of
republican governnent a structure of constitutional constraints
agai nst the msuse of power by any elenent in the state, which
is encapsulated in the expression “ checks and bal ances” , and
it was to that essence that | referred.

It is surprising that a professor of politics in 1992 should
repeat the old chestnut that the Anerican founders ained to
entrench a property-owning oligarchy behind their constitution.
This thesis, which was current about 50 years ago, has been
denmol i shed by nore recent American scholars, such as Martin
D anond, Vincent Ostrom Wlter Berns and George Carey. It is
refuted, for exanple, by the rejection by the 1787 Convention
of a proposal for a constitutionally-entrenched property
qgualification on the franchi se.

Where the Anerican founders took up the classical tradition of
republicanismwas in their realisation that popul ar governnents
wi t hout constitutional safeguards did not |ast very long. They
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also realised that a denocratic state would not flourish
wi thout an infusion of civic virtue also drawmn from the old
republican tradition. These points were taken up later by
ni neteenth century |iberals such as Mtthew Arnold, Lord Acton
and Sir Henry Mi ne.

Then there is Professor Maddox’ s amazi ng statenent that “ checks
and bal ances have never been applied save to protect a settled
order with its existing privilege and current disposition of
wealth and property. Checks and bal ances are inherently anti-
denocratic in that they veto reform prograns designed to raise
the lot of the poor.” Conservative critics and |ibera
supporters of the US Suprene Court would beg to differ, as
woul d radi cal supporters of bills of rights.

The cl assi cal republ i can traditions of constitutiona
safeguards and civic virtue are still central to any critique
of the nodern liberal denocracy, and it is in the interests of
the latter’s survival that that «critique continue to be
advanced.



