








ZThere is little new that we are proposing in our PJ. It

is not new to clear away the slums which are birthplace of diseased minds
and bodies, the center of juvenile delinquency, of fire and thievery, by
replacing tenements with respectable and decent living quarters. We did
that under the United States Housing act of 1938Z That act was called
communistic, socialistic, fascistic and dammable by the same people who
have opposed advancement in every field since time immemorial, | ;‘If the words

had been invented, I am sure the Sermon on the Mount would have been met

—

by charges of cwmoﬁma;ism, M — end athelsm, too, 1f you will.
And that's what haz.:pened with the Housing acte Bu'l-j we built the houses on
land that once had spawned the worst in our urban society, aj_d' we still have
democracy, we still have freedom, and we've got more of all of them}

W, heard the same charges in my own city of Minneapolis when we
set up the Mayor's Council on Human Relations, and in other cities and states
throughout the country. Today, q¢ities have some kind of human relations
groups officially working for their citizens to straighten the warp of
prejudice in the minds of the majority race or religion -- ﬂle dominant

gronps.(ls this a new concept, is this radicalism -- as has often been charged.
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Wé had the same concept in 1776 when Thomas Jefferson wrote: ™We hold these
truths to be self-evidenti" It was new then = it was radical at that

time, in that great year of crisis. That year a spark was struck and flames
spread from here throughout the civiligation of the world, Those flames
melted down many of the old encrusted walls that seperated man from man

in rank injustice. But this, my friends, is 1949, This concept isn't new
anymores What we plan simply is getting our people together full scale

to make that concept real,

Is it revolutionary to follow up a successful experiment with
full-scale mroduction? American industry grew great on just such methodolgye
TVA was a pilot plante It demonstrated that our scientific knowledge was
up to our greatest dreams in making rivers flood proof, in holding the
scil where it could be farmed, in providing electricity for the thousands
who could never have afforded it before. More important, it demonstrated
that our democracy could extend to day-by-day administration of a technical
projoc’t,” fully sensitive to the people and always responsible to them. Who

e

is the irresponsible -~ the man who says let's do the same thing with MV,
—————— e —

and CVA as we have succeeded in doing on the Tennessee? Or is the irresponsible
=
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¥ man who says — TVA was good = but don't let it happen againe Let's

do something different.

glth insurance is not rafiical either. It is am sensibl€ as

necess and as wractical as building an extra room on a s¥fong sturdy
|
house n a new baby arives. We now secure the fy#ire for our working
l
people for the time when théy are [too old to werk, for a tim¢ when they

cannot work due to illness or unefploymernt. We secure the future of his
widow his orphans -- not suffifielNly yet, you understand - but we
have dec d allegiance tothe pfinciple a\ any rate. We propose now to

make co’ztad.n that if Me is ill, hp will be carred\ for no matter what the

|
/

cost ox how ablg’he is to pay ite| This concept, too, \is met|\with names,

not with Xogice It is met with the same names as the soci¥l/ security

prpg€ram yas called a decade ago. \And the same people are \l theme

\ ni bt . The Fair Deal is nothing mews It is the third act of the same

! ——————
play we have been witnessing ever since industrialization reached a high
point in this nation -~ even since man was submerged by steel and cement

cities, by 1,000 acre factories and 10,000 acre farms, and by the paper

s’
corporations that control theme (The first act was Teddy Roosevelts



Square Deals The second act was Franklin Roosevelt's New Deal., The
third act will be Harry Truman's Fair Deal.

This is the third act of the same play. The play has been variously
called. The social welfare state is one of the newer titles. I choose to

look for a different title. I am not sure the term social welfare state

describes what we are trying to do and distinguishes us accuretely enough

Laom
for other much dissimilar states.

In naming the goal I have in mind, I would insist upon the term
(",ﬁw § #read &—)‘ 4 #/\ e
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democracy. This is ny first politica.l premise. Further, I think that in

iy "

our title we must take note that Aour basic problems are caused by the kind

of economy we have developed in our many successful years of free enterprise

capitalism. What we are striving to perfect is our democracy -— with all

e e

the political connotations of democracy —- and the position, the freedom,
the confidence and the security of the individual in an economy he cannot

control by himself, What we are doing then lies —~ as I see it == in the

realm or*economic' democracye. It is a search for and a building toward &Mz‘n s

economic democracye



This phrase -= economic democracy =~ has been used before. In fact,
it has been used to mean many different things before. But let us use it
here very carefully and specifically. Iet us go back over the term
democracy and define it, even though we've lived with it and by it all
our lives. Democracy means, after all, that the citizens rule themselves.
And in our kind of social organization that can only mean majority rule of
the people in dealing with issues that concern them all., Economic democracy

then can mean only one thing -- popular control of the economy =— that the

decisions of the men and women of this country should govern our economy

Lidiedd )éi
as well as au.rf policye. s is hardly a startling concepts We have believed

N/AY%

in,through much of our history. ZThrough the early days of our nation and

into the first stages of industrialization, a high degree of economic
democracy prevailed. At that time, the economic decisions were made by

the people. Govermnment did not interfere, but instead a different mechanism
governed the economy and allowed popular control to a remarkable extent.
The other mechanism was a combination of competition and almost unlimited
natural resources. The consumer decided how much-a Wwauld cost, how

much should be produced and how much the workers should be paide This was

e



all an automatic part of the mechanism of free competition and unlimited
natural resources. ‘— MW oS é’ it

ﬁujh That is not the picture today, as we can see without looking too

e .

farweconomic decisions are not made by the consumer in the gfeatest areas
of economic life. In the key industrids, as well as in a larger number

of consumer goods markets, the consumer does not set the product:l.on—p_zi_ce

pattern -~ the producer does. 4nd the producer, usually a corporation,
s TR )

a paper entity, is controlled by a handful of managerial people or by a
number of large stockholderse TFurthermore, the consumer does not set
the wage pattern any longer, but large trade unions ha.ve/;grom up to meet
with giant business.

Now there are rules in any society, and there is power inherent
in every group, community or state. The question the political analyst

must ask = and all of us in a democracy should be political analysts to

some degree -- is where the power lies and who is making the rules. The

F - iy —

choice is not between few rules or many rules; between powerless, anarchial

society or strong state society. In our economy someone will have power
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and someone will make the rules.éhequestion is not absolute freedom or
slavery; none of us are absolutely frees In the freest possible society,
living alone on an island, man is a prisoner of the power of nature and
must follow the rules of the natural worlds In society man must follow
rules too, whether the rules tell the 10 employees of a small business that
work starts promptly at 9 A.M. or whether they tell the worker he cannot
sell his services for more than 50 cents an hour and he cannot buy bread
for less than 15 cents a loaf. All of these rules exist in our economy
and our society,/ And if govermment didn't make such rul_e_s, someone else

— oo SR
always dide The question we must ask is not whether there should be rules

and power to enforce these rules in our society, but who should make the

rules and have the power to enforce them,

We have always had the idea that power to make personal rules =
rules that affect only the individual or his immediate family and close
associates == should rest with that individual. His religion, his friends,
the pictures he has on the wall, the lectures he goes to, the symphonies or
swing he listens to. Those are personal decisions. Those rest with the

individual.
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The other decisions, those that affect not the individual himself
but his whole soclety — his neighborhood, city, state or nation, we have
always invested in the society that's affected. And we have always believed
in the majority making the rules when a society must make a decision

S——
relative to its own behavior, its own welfare, its om good future ~=

the will of the majority shall be taken as the will of that community.

In Jeffersonian days it was true that an economic decision was
in the first category a personal one, left to the individuale. And the
economy ran rather smoothly depending upon personal decisions with no
community decisions except in the areas of post offices, roads and protection
--—-——""""-’ | = e
of certain industriess.

Actually, you know, the very class of people now crying for

fewer social and community decisions in the economy are the very people who

first set up the idea of social or government interference in the € conomy--

—

—

the L businessmen, He wanted tariffs and he wanted subsidies, and he

—

wanted cheap labor imported through government help. He asked for commmity

decisions in the economy. But that is just an incidental pointe. The main
"
point is for us today to claify our alternatives, to understand what choice

we have economically,



The choice we a Jeffersonian society :
where economic decisions .mE —= because we know that \
the farmer cannot control his market; the worker, without government protection \
of unionism, camnot protect his fair living wage. Some few people ARE making }
the economic decisions in this country; the question we should ask is not |

|

mﬁuhuuﬂdmmmm—otcmmmm“th“—/
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|

but who among us should make them, The answer of the United States, the answer |
of demooracy, is thet the people should make the econcmic decisions as well as |

the political decisions.

It is this understanding which explains the root of the controversy
Mﬂnﬂmmﬁwﬁmaﬂrm 'mmmnlnd.quaﬁan
mmtmnmmmmummmM mmm.dm"“?“mﬁ"

Hor M £ 19 Crdeness
business prospered under the New Deal. Without iskallfagn would have perished.
[
mmmsﬁmnmmu Because bhey understood that the
W
New Deal meant a transfer of power. mm%mwm
thnnndofdnd.dmmu,nm.mt.mmmmormm

-_-.—_-———-
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people and not in privilege., That is the essence of our position and the i
essence of our strength. _
That is the basis of our liberal program, the basis of our deepest
beliefs. |
How did the program we set up at the Democratic convention develop from
this basic faith in popular economic rule? What is it that the people are search=-
ing for; what decisions do they want to make? How did we arrive at the kind of
program we stand for?
It takes more than a economist to explain the needs of our people
in the kind of economy we have developed. JIhere are very profound and



troublesome psychological ramifications. <+he men and women we know are

wd Jnuﬂ’(j’

looking for economic security in an economy too big for them, to control

or affects In an economy growing inl:;mf_:\l and impersonal, an economy 100
big, too finely geared to consider the individuals that make it upy,~you
and I and our friends are looking for some guarantee that we will not be
hurtled unnoticed into a poverty we do not deserve and cannot rise above.
__Bp.t we are looking for something more than economic security. Man in mass
society is looking for himself; trying to find himself, his importance, his
relationship to the whole‘ai‘dm?gld.ng out his own personal world where he
can live in a relationship with his fellow man that leaves him integrated

and self-=confident.

The liberals believe first in the importance of each individual
. i _

and in the basic premise that the majority shall make decisions rather than
a small group who are not responsible to the people. We seek the solution
to the questions the individuals who make up the majority are themselves
seeking, We have found one solution to the problem of economic security

and of the impotence of the individual in the economye. We have found it

by employing an old principle developed by private capitalistic enterprise=

i
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the insurance principle. Social security and national health insurance are
examples of adopting this principle for the benefit of all of us. And we
are looking for solutions to the problems of economic security. W have set
up a submcommittee to deal with an even more fearful form of insecurity —

’ WM*"’!«\&;.M
unemployment, an insurmountable disease that strikes young and old, able

ksl F P

N

and lazy often in the prime of life.
W, are looking, too, to see what can be done in the psychological

realm, to make of mass man a human beinge One of the important agencies

which we usually call completely economic, for only economic purposes, is
perhaps even more important in this psychological area of our modern life.

It is the trade union, which has really become a force for humanizing industry

and an industrial society. Today, through the medium of democratic trade

e ———
——

unions, the worker is represented in his community, on governmental boards
(‘__——_—-

and commissions and in his own business organization. His word takes on

e

weight and importance, his own representatives have high status among the

— )
most influential people of the world. E\ESHJ’O &-? — i ,/

Z The housing bill is partly economic security and partly a move

toward building the kind of personal world that each individual can be
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proud of as his own, apart from the uncontrollable mechanism of the world

outside his home. That part of our program dealing with expansifn of educa=-

—

tional opportunities is even more clearly indicative of the movement toward

a fuller personal life for all citizens as well as a guaranteed bread-and-

tter 2170, Tt dasns b MU furh. Sn A Lo

REA. -~ Sel. Cer Frase Sy =~ vt I

What will the social welfare state be like? What does economic
democracy look like in its fuller meaning for which we are now working?

Basically we are applying the insurance principle, as I mentioned
—_—

before, in trying to eliminate the insecurities we allfeel when we cannot

'!—-__.____'__.-—--—'-—'
be certain of good health, of adequate protection against extended old
age, when we cannot assure our dependents of support should death takes
us from theme Social security and the hgaldih.dnsupance plany form the basis

of this methodes It has been said that these guaranéees of minimum income

during emergencies will keep us from saving and make us all spendthrifts

—

and cut out all savings complzte]y. ' This is the imagining of a mind

already decided against social security and seeking only a reason to

it e - sl ik
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The minimum assistance provided under 'l'.heé Act would hardly discourage
savingse It will encourage theme It is discouraging to save carefully week
after week for years and find one serious illness to any member of the family

runs through the entire life-time's savings. ZIurthermore as you all know,

insurance is a form of saving.

We have been asked, "Why not provide only for the needy?" We

answer that this is insurance for the nation, not only for the insurees.

————
—ee

We are all affected by the health of all ourpeople, whether rich or ppor.
We are all responsible for our old people no longer productive., If an

insurance system is not used, a subsidy system must be used. We have

our choice., #“mericans deem to prefer equal treatment for all; common
coverage for all, They know, as you surely do that the more people covered
by insurance, the greater protection at cheaper cost.

The present need for the improvement of social security is easily

demonstrated with simple facts. Zloday, a man cannot stay on the social

security payrolls unless he is earning less than §15 a month. If he does

earn less than that sum, he is eligible for allotments which average $25.41

—

for the worker and another %#13.45 for his wife. ¥or those who have no social

e ——
m————
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security payments tp their credit, federal and state funds are combined

to give them pensionse. ‘he average payment under this system was {42402

last December. Now it is obvious that such payments will never discourage

savings. Iydeed, unless the worker saves and saves substantial sums, he

——

will never survive on this kind of allotment.

The adminis tration bill now before Congress will provide between

$25 and §96.60 for the single man and #37.50 to $144.90 for a married man.

One cannot say that even these sums will keep & man and wife in something

better than poverty, the administration bill will, at least, answer the

very hopeless and sad instances of near starvation about which I receive

——

letters almost daily from our older peoplee
Furthe rmore the administration bill begins the move toward com=
plete coverage which the whole system makes logically necessarye Groups
of workers are excluded for little more reason than that thir employers
had a strong lobby or the administration of their payments might prove too
difficults Of the monthly average of more than Elji_gorkers in
1948, only 35 million were ‘covered by old age and survivors insuramce.

Fede ral and state grants provided for the needs of th‘é:c]nded from

the insurance. But the general insurance principle should and can



provide for all these individuvals and at the same time insure society as
a whole from burdens of upporting the aged, sick and widowed. For the

very mechanics of insurance, as you well understand, efficiently plan for
_-____________——-

eventualities, they don't justprovide for them.{'ﬂlﬂ.le the individual is

......

insured, society, too, finds the principle working to lay by the needed

—

wealth to support the needs of our people. :

You see -= the danger -- of inviting a politican teo speak
before you == I end up by giving Jou a sales talk on insurance.

The insurance principle must also be extended to the health
fields “he need to aid our lower and middle classes to get the best
possible medical care is clear in the statistics. The opponents of
National Health Insurance have just discovered the astounding deficiency
in health services and only the last month have been shaken into considering
some method of dealing with the probleme. This is a little shocking since
most of our opposition comes from the very people who have been responsible

for the doctor shortage and who have been closest to the facts in the cagew—

The American Medical Association. [ mmmh




W, have heard the alternative plans to Health Insurance, thrown
up like hasty breastworks before an onrushing army of determined facts
and figures, -‘hose hasty defensives -- the Taft proposal and its little
brother, the coalition compromise bill —= simply won't hold back the facts.
Four out of five Americans camnot meet their own medical needs, Many will
suffer serious diseases that could have been prevented because they cannot
spend the money for an annual or semi-annual examination.

To the overwhelming facts on medical needs, our opposition
says "There aren't enough doctors." So, they imply, we'll go on distributing
medical services on the basis of wealth instead of need. And we'll take no
steps to increase the available doctors and nurses. Let me say that the

B Ll Lo aeadd s

liberals intend to take stepse ‘ a bill with my friends
and colleagues, Senators Pepper, Murray, and Neely to help our medical
schools turn out more and better doctors and nurses., Our soluiion was
not to deprive the lower and middle classes of medical care because it
was in short supply. Our answer —— the liberal ansver -- was to increase
the supply. #nd the final cost to the whole economy is ZERO, because

19~



bad health costs money whether we count it or not, because preventive care
and quickly recognized illness save doctors' services in the end. <he cost
is ZERO.

You know that's something the conservatives in this country have
never realizeds From the days of the McKinley theory that the wealth of
the rich would gradually filter down to the poor until the days of the
same philosophy in the words of Senator Robert Taft, opponents of change

have really taken seriously a joking phrase we often use — the phrase about

————

pulling yourself up by your own bootstrapse I don't need to tell you that
just can't be done. You find, after pu:l.lingﬁtzgging that your feet are

still in the same place. The only way to raise the body politic as a

whole is to raise the lower extremities up step by step, and then the rest

of the body can take a step upward. *he only way to save the unhappiness7,
'bh&._ﬂﬂosta and the time wasted in illness in this country is by
providing all of our people with the kind of care that will keep them
healthy. The mere 1lifting of the weight of worry about illness will go

far toward that goal, #nd the country as a whole will rise in health

and wealth,



ANE
The exact nthiug holds true for housing. We have certainly

heard the trickle down theory about housing the last few years, Don't
try to tell me the conservatives have come very far since 1890, We're
still getting the same theories in an entirely different world. Build
expensive houses, we hear. Then the old houses will be vacant for the
woarkerse Well I'm going to defy the laws of physics and talk about a
trickle UP theory. I'm going to leave the talk about pulling somebody
up by the bootstraps to Paul Bunyan and talk some real sense about rais=
ing ﬂxé standards of the whole by taking that slow and gradual & tep upward
from the bottome

Six million American families live in the slums today. And Now
I'm tallking of something I have been close to =~ this problem of the
city and housing. How much do your cities pay for police services? How
much for fire protection? Your cities spend a surprising sum of money
for police and fire and social welfare work in the slums that 11d not be

necessary if those “merican citizens lived in decent houses./ In Atlanta,

for instance, slum areas paid 53% of the real estate taxes and got back

$3% of the police, fire, public health and social worker funds spent in

the city. The United States Conference of Mayors reported on one city's

o |



survey that showed just what I have in mind. U,e-third of the people live
in slums and blighted areas. They suffer from half of the disease in the
city and they have 35% of the fires. lhey receive 45% of the cities'
servides, and pay only 6% of the real estate revenue. Forty-five per cent
of the major crimes are committed by the men and women who live in these
slums and 55% of the juvenile delinquents came from out of this rotten
growth that betrays our heritage.

These facts are known, they have been known by every citizen
who lives in a city and by every man and woman who has looked for a house
in the last &é’ 5’6&;‘8 --and judging from my experience as lMagyor of
Minneapolis, that is nearly everybody. #nd these facts were knwon by

the Congress of the United States way back when Harry Trumanwas a

() %
Senator. (r.t:/ Wagnermrﬂaﬁ Bill W'%

— = —eeee

e e ~But it basnli buili-one-hewse,

The Congress w stymied by a little undemocratic maneuvering in the

House of Representatives and the people ha&'bo wait, Well, it—shouldfi™tc i

A ows Pt 2
m. We 44; & stop*ghat fruitless tugging at our bootstraps

arj/:::ke/q healthy step upward, feet first, and with the eyes of the whole
2



country on the goal =~ a decent home for everyone.
And how much will that decent home cost? Nothing. DBecause like

good health, good housing is productive) bad housing is destructive. Your

insurance figures tell you that. I needn't tell you peeside about fire
hazards and health hazards and police records. You have the statistics
Ao you KNIV THAT
better than I hav% Slums cost moneyp ané E_‘t. me repeat what I said last
year in this very state, at Springfield, Ohio: "Make no mistake about it.
Either we lick the slums or the slums will destroy the city."
Well, I suppose you ask, what about private enterprise? Don't
you believe in the free enterprise system?

That's a fair question and I give a clear answer, I surely do

believe in the private enterprise systeme. But it's only a system. I do

P

not make the mistake of worshipping it as a golden calf, or preaching its
overthrow as if it were the devil hovering among use. It is a system. And

it has worked well, é@mmepeds, and I hope and shall do all I can to see it

continuegiitirese-aseas—al our.economy-where~iits~funotion-reaidy-rives

UgnoeentieieOMNecy, Sut I see no reason to think more of a mechanical
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economic system than of the wishes of the people. *‘here can be no doubt
in anyone's mind that the men and women of our cities want houses. The
facts prove they are not getting them from private industry. They can © N X

get them through @wmt% M—j Ww.aaw‘j\,

Why is it that our economic system, which should work so smoothly
wE
and give everyone what they wank and deserve>in life, slips up occasionally
ane leaves us wanting things we cannot get through private business? The
first observation is that the free capitalistic system has never worked
perfectly in this country. Quite regularly we have had cycles of

depression and unemployment. 4And what could be mare foolish than worshipping

a mechanical system so completely that we are willing to let men rot

mentally and psychologically from lack of work when everyone in the nation
i, - A o \{
i ' I THE CARY
needs the goods that those men would be delighted to produce? -Bub—those- O*T’é,

g 'Hf’“' short=term spells of economic illness always passed for one reason or
another, Today, they do not pass so easily.
AND
Our economic our complicated economic machinery
bringg the whole nation down when its individual segments get a little
wWoozye Jurthermore, the unfettered capitalism just doemn't work properly
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anymore. When Alfred Marshal wrote the economic theories of free enterprise

over a half century ago, he recognized that the integral in that system

T T Sy

was compatation,m when competition became imperfect or when monopoly

set in comple'be_l_y_, none of the rules of free enterprise applied anymore.

Monopoly and monopolistic competition which brings price-fixing and
production control are on the way to wrecking the large areas of free

enterprise that still do function properly in this country. And the very

THE
people who shout most for free enterprise are the people doingAmost to

wreck ite

The House Small Business Committee announced in 1947 that our

Tort M *wﬁ'-‘mﬁ-“u

economy was in appalling danger of monopoly. 200 non-financial corporations
owned over half of the assets of nonfinancial corporations in the natiéne.
In the late thirties, the government's Temporary National Economic Committee

showed that about one-third of all the goods we produce were made by

companies that had only 3 serious competitors or less. This is not free

enterprise, my friends. Iet's stop fooling ourselves. This is economic

e —— — - - —



aristocracy, government by the few.' And this movement toward monopoly goes

on faster and faster. Between 1940 and 1948, 2450 manufacturing companies
disappeared and their assets of $5.,2 billion (5% of the total assets of
manufacturing corporations in the entire country) were taken over by
bigger farms. Now this is a frightening business, and if you don't believe
in price setiing by government and wage setiing by government and production
setiing by government, or some form of socialization of basic industries,
you will agree that something has to be done to sbop this movement toward
more control by fewer people in our economye. Beca.usg’make no mistake

about this = if it comes to a choice between control by a few managers
and stockholders who are not responsible to the r:ns.a;ic:r:u;“})r or socialization
of industry, I'll stay with the people.

What can those of us do who believe in economic democracy without
complete govermment control? There are a few legislative courses we can
takes We can plug up the large loop hole in the Clayton anti-trust act
which allows for mergers of businesses by one corporation buying up the
assets of another, We can appropriate more money for anti-trust activities

and force competition through the courts. The history of this kind of action

26—



is full of pitfalls and disappointments and long drawn out struggles.
It's bound to be. Some of the corporations now increasing their monopoly
hold on industry can buy and sell many of our whole states — and can out-
hire the anti-trust division in the legal market by millions of dollars.
LET'S NeT
But the struggle, I think, is worth the effort. -Wesean't delude ourselves
into thinking we can restore full competition to big business-dominated
industrye But we can maintain enough competition so that in many industries,
at least, the firm that tries to cut production and raise prices will lose
out to its competitors. Anti-trust action has been successful in few
W AT ’. ”

instances. But it is certainly worthwhile, I think, to tryl’ Mire EFFEETIVE

American citizens, without waiting for geernment action, have

ARE

turned trust-busters themselves. They\ve_been Joining together in cooperative
business. Farmers have organized their numbers to deal more favorably with
the wealth that is accumulated corporatively to buy from them and sell
to theme That is the farmer's collective bargaining -- numbers against
dollarss And consumers got the idea, too, and joined together to buy for

themselves certain goods and services that were being fprofiteered without

=T



the opposition of normal competition. I think you will find that where
there is robust and active competition, people will make use of profit
enterprise. When competition becomes weak and allows price-fixing and
profiteering, cooperatives can and have stepped in to protect the interests
of the consumer. OSweden is a good example of the power of cooperatives to
e oo PERAY IVE §

break monopoly without government action. They-are simply one other kind
of economic democracy, one other method of allowing the individual to make
decisions in our economy, either as part of the majority or as an individual.
Cooperatives can do part of the job of trsut-busting that would otherwise
cost the government years of time and millions of dollarse.

Finally we ought to discuss the better known kind of collective
bargaining, the kind between unions and management. We've been hearing
a good deal about big labor lately, but I think no one could in all fairness
say that labor is organized to the size and strength necessary to bargain
all they need and deserve out of big business, We've been talking about
the size of big business in terms of the assets they own. That's frightening
enough, but when we describe the size of big business in terms of their

SixrY PERLEWMT
employees the picture is even more shockinge -60% of the manufacturing workers
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:Ln‘this country are employed by only 2% of the manufacturers. It takes
pretty big unions to deal with that kind of control. Actually, only about
30% of the manufacturing workers are organized, and every cent in the union
treasury comes out of wages that in most cases wtill do not equal a minimum
non-luxury budget for a city worker, as figured by the Bureau of Labor
Statisticse In otherwords, the dollars unions get together in their
treasuries, their only assistance in time of strikes or la.y-offs)is money
that should be spent for a dentist appointment for the kids or a new dress
for the wife. But union men around the country have learned these past
bitter decades that they have to put their dollars together to strengthen
themselves enough to get their just demands. Let no one idly say that
workers are getting too powerful, until they check up on the facts of
wages, profits and living standards. The facts show the opposite of what
the newspapers and magazines are trying to make everybody think, Unions
aren't too big -- they're too smally they're not too strong -- they're too

W

weak, To achieve economic democracy , unions must become larger; but union
3 et et " i

THE (ROWTH OF
democracy must be maintained wi%nion numbers and powere They must

continue to be associations where each voice is equal and listened to.
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Democracy can be dynamice If it is not, we will meet a more dynamic society
and be subdued.

That, then, is the picture of the kind of society a liberal is

|

seeking to build. There are perhaps some measures that are distasteful t
yous But you must not compare the picture I have painted to Jeffersonian
democracy or to the life of a big businessman of today. Let's face the
facts of our whole economy today, and seek to deal with those facts instead
of with what we wish were true. We can maintain democracy and yet have a
government that will not allow an absurd reverence for a system to prevent
it from taking the field against injustices or stepping in to prevent the
human decay of depression. The mere recognition that depression will not
long be tolerated, will subdue the fear of depression which so strongly
affects our economy and drives it toward what we fear. A government truly
representative, devoted to the demands of the majority, can, without even
taking action, weaken the depression phobia that affects all economic
decisions of business and labor.

There are, faults, of course, in government interference in the

economy. But for a change let's take up the ax against the faults of
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government and correct them instead of demanding that government leave
the economy alone to drift toward economic aristocracy with no democratic
voices There is no other way to bring the voice of our people back into
the economy than through the methods I have just outlined. We have never
heard alternate solutions to our needs == only loud wails and screams
against government inteference, no matter what the grievous sins and errors
there are to correct. Iet's face our needs. Iet's recognize that
while business may not want more government interference, there are

w H O
millions of workers and farmers in this country, tooy-and-they will end
up slaves of big business —= and little business will _too - unless some
agency of democratic rule does step in and do the things I've outlined.

We can correct the errors of government. The Hoover Commission
is a beginning of self-examination, and I hope we get some good solid
improvements out of those reports. After all, we have begun to establihs

THAT
economic democracy through government so recentlynthere is bound to be some
, AND
inefficiency. There's inefficiency in private business, tog. Bomrle- lets

forget that, —- gut no one ever proposed to doaway with ite I will grant

the great problems in maintaining responsible govermment through bureaucracy —



but it can be done. I am convinced that the mechanics of government are
not the most important part of demccracy. What is important is that the
eyes of the people stay glued on their government and that they are wocal
about what they see and what they think they ought to see. *“s long as the
people are alert to what is happening, their power will be sovereign. The
mechanical problemsare great-- but they can be solved if we recognize
the needs our government must satisfy and set our collsciive minds to
working out the kinks in the governmental machinery that must do the
jobe
I don't believe in givikng in to a growing accumulation of

power in irresponsible hands when democracy can be dynamic enough
to shift its course and keep the paver in the hands of the peoples
There have been men of little faith in the past. There are men of little
faith today. 5Sut there have never yet been enough to beat the faithful
in a free election, That is why the liberal feels secure. Ior the faith

THZ
of.a- liberal rests with the people; and the course of the liberal leads

always toward more complete democracye

«32= The End
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