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~e are here tonight at a Jefferson-Jackson Day dinner 

not only to cel ebrate last year's great Democratic victory but, 

f ar more important, ;o plan nex t year's victory. 
s 

I am happy for this opportunity to pay tribute to your great 

Governor, Ralph Herseth. He is an outstand ing liberal. His 

vigorous championship of the full-scale development o f the Missouri 

River Basin is a shining example of how we Democrats understand 

the meaning of real wealth. Unlike the Republicans, we are not 

~raid o f progress, of investing in projects to develop the wealth · 

of America. And unlike the Republicans, we do not say that these 

to business. We know that they help business 

because they help the people. In short, unlike the Republ icans, 

we b elieve that what is good for the country is good for General 

Motors. 

~ could not come out here without referring to your Represen­

tative, George Mc Govern, although you must appreciate his worth 

just as well as I do. With four more of the right kind o f people 
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in the last Congress, his amendment to provide 90 percent of 

parity across the entire range of farm production would have 

been successful. He is a consistent fighter for the family farmer. 

He is my partner in the Food For Peace fight and I am proud to be 

his partner. 

and Republicans look for victory in different ways. 

S~
The Republicans look for victory through concealment and slogans. 

~ 

;;: 

We seek victory through facts and programs. The Republican way 

did not work in 1958 . Our way worked in 1958 -- and it will work 

again in 1960 . . --z:;=; am : oing to talk to you tonight about facts and programs. 

But I am also going to talk to you about ideals -- the economic 

social and political ideals o f the Democratic Party ideals 

go back to Thomas Jefferson and Andrew Jackson~·~--------~ 

Jefferson b whe~·t met 

needs of the Republicans 

he would 

by the kin<;!/ epublican 
// 

Pa~ty represen~oday. 

) 
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Andrew Jacks~ orne respects car · d the protection of 

eople' s intere,.s-t further than / fferson, not becaus . e had a 
,.-' 

fight against t~ 

new pro-different hilosophy, 

~is sue of the United States 

great defeat trust, when it sought to 

functions o 

beset us today involve new facts and re 

quire new programs and new solutions. 

At the moment, our economy appears to be on the way up --

and for that, no one is more thankful than I. But already Repub-

lican feet are reaching for the brake pedal. The same tight mone , 
- -::= 
high interest rate policy that has contributed to two Eisenhower-

Nixon-Republican recessions is about to be given another try. 

I well recall the cries of complacency and exultation which 

arose from the ranks of the Republicans in 1955, when we were 

recovering from that first Republican recession. 

i we were told, in 1955, that the tight money policy was ~indi-

cated. 

k were told that a Federal Budget, which neglected our domestic 

needs and our national security, was proving its worth. We were 

told that the Benson farm policy just needed a chance to get rolling. 

~ ==~==~====~-------------------

(_ 
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in the false glow of the 1955 economic boomlet, we 
'""""" e-;.m;c 

asked to swallow bigger and bigger doses of the Republican 
.ll-

medicine. 

were 

Well, some more of those doses were administered, and look 

what happened. In 1956 and 1957, the forward movement of the 

economy was reduced to a creep, and a creeping economy was unable 

to absorb a growing popul~tion and lahar force, and a rapid~y ----advancing technology. Unemployment rose. 

-- ~Do-w~ 
Then, after two years of tmis stag11a 1 i • '", we got another economic 

recession, the most serious since the Great Depression. 

Now, in 1959, we are all asked to close our eye~ and take a 

deep breath, because the economy is moving upward again -- Jjtust as 

in 1955. This is a cause for rejoicing by all Americans -- Republi-

cans and Democrats. But it is not a time for complacency. 

~· ~en if we continue our economic gains through 

the end of 1959, our record for the whole period from the beginning 

of 1953 through the end of this year will still be appalling. Our 

annual rate of growth for these seven years will be less 

"~;han 2-1/2 percent -- o~y about j:la~ '?f what a fully growing 

could and should have produced. 
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lost at least 175 billion dollars in total production, and have 

had 12 million man-years more of unnecessary unemployme~t, than 
~ ~~~==============~======~======~==~==~~~~~~~ 

would have been the case if our economy had grown and prospered 

fully • Due to t h is low growth rate for the whole economy, we . ~ 
_.; 

shall have lost, even at existing tax rates, between 35 and 40 

billion dollars of Federal, State and local revenues, with which 

we could have built the schools and roads, the hospitals and 

national defenses, which we so sorely lack. 

~There is no better way ~o understand the Republican economic 

and social and governmental philosophy than to examine the farm 

situation. 

During the period of the new Republicanism , real farm income 

has gone down between a fourth and a third. Today the average 

income of the individual who lives off the earth is less than 

half o f the averag e income of the American people as a whole. 

~en we look at the distribution of income within the farm 

population , we find that there are, proportionately, five to ten 

times more American farm families with incomes below $1,000 a year, -
below $2,000 a year, and below $3,000 a year, than there are in 

the rest of the population. And despite the ~ upward 

flurry of farm prices and income last year , the long-range trend 
II ft 

of farm income deflation is now on its way again. 
- ; ... s; 
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f1:he rest of the people have not benefited by the l<;mg farm 

deflation. They have been hurt. It has recently been estimated 

that somewhere between one-fourth and one-third of our gigantic 1}· . 
~ ~ ~~tionwide losses in total production and employment opportunity, 

~~ d~ring the past six years, have been due to the farm d epression. 

What is more, while farm prices have tumbled , consumer food prices 

been to through 

rest of he economy? 

although thes must be indus-

tries, like th steel ind stry , have 

industries o hold or even ices . while 

farmers 

down . 

income is and 

why the farmer is share of 

in the 

place than other gr 

market, and tries to needs in a 
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And when he complains about this, he is told by the Republican 

Administration that the l aws of supply and demand will ultimately 

solve his problems . 

Those who live by means other than agriculture should recall 

this: a generation ago, at the beginning of the great crash in 

1929, we were told that we had over-production. We were told by 

the Republican economic wizards that labor WJ,Ci small business~ A-~. 

were inefficient, and that the way to cure all this was to let 

wages and prices fall. But when this happened, purchasing power 

fell even faster, and we had a Great Depression. 

Through twenty years of Democratic Administrations , we 

tried to reverse this thinking . We sought to build purchasing 

power for farm products and we succeeded. Through social security , 
:::==-
collective bargaining , an improved financial and banking system, 

we strengthened our economic system against the chaotic conditions 

which had existed before . The evolution of an intelligent and 

humane national farm policy , though by no means a perfect one, 

was p a rt and parcel of this great effort. 

~But beginning with 1953, these policies were reversed. 

~waftt2~ the Republicans started with agriculture. They told 

us that agriculture was overproducing because the farmer was get-

ting too high prices and too much income . They said that, if 



rogram not only didn't work; it has cost 

a lot of money. The current Republican Administra-

tion, in only six years, has spent far more to collapse farm 

income than was spent to improve the lot of the farmer in the 

previous 20 years. 

~·Even this huqe cost would have been bearable if it had 

succeeded in sustaining farm income. But all these billions 

\ have only bro~ght lower farm 

,\, }__ The Republicans believe 

prices and lower farm income. 

in scarcity rather than abundance. 

They do not seem to realize that, if we can only call forth our 

economic powers fully, we can register fantastic economic progress. 

~·Wi~in the ne~ six years we can come close to eliminating 

poverty; we can lift average American family income by several 

thousand dollars; we can provide immensely wider domestic markets 

for our own business enterprises; we can close the gaps in our 

schools and hospitals; and we can bring social security up to the 

full measure of an American standard of living. 
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~ut in order to do this, we must get rid of the philosophy 

o f scarcity, and a pply the philosophy of abundance. 

And a good place to start applying this philosophy of abund-

ance is in the field of agric~ The rest of the p eople can-
" 

not be fully prosperous, unless agriculture is fully prosperous. 

Agriculture cannot be fully prosperous, except in a full employ-

ment environment for all. 

Farm policy and nonfarm policy cannot be treated in 

unrealistic isolation. Farmers and ~r/;7(.~ alike are parts 

of the same American homeland. They are parts of the same world 

:conomy,_(_ ~ 6-MI\ ~ -) ' 
~ 

More specifically, we should d evelop a full prosperity pro-

gram for agriculture, as an integral part of a full prosperity 
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economy; 

e xport and import levels and 

wit r demestic agricul-

objectives of erican foreign policy 

g eared purposes of peace th ough the improvement of 

l iving 

{3) adequate foods and 

f ibers, the world situation. 

We goals for maximum em-

ployment for American a These goals should envisage a 

opportunity employed on American farms. 

These goals employment opportunity in 

other sectors he economy, those farmers and farm families 

who of their o free will seek transfer from agriculture else-

whe/· 

~--.:!!!; ~~!iii•~~ goals + maximum pur-

American agriculture. goals should point 

level of total f arm income with its essential 

role in helping to mai~tain maximum power for the 

ican economy as a whole. Such goa l s shoul the objec-

, ve of parity of income for farmers. farm family 
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should 

moving 

of , parity of 

arm population 

~he President, the c~:.f~m groups, and 

organizations · - omb1'k\ to develop a 1!!1!1!!11!1!~ 
Prosperity Policy for American 

bas· .s traditions 

could 

for 

goal 

demand 

balance at the highest possible levels, instead of ~rying to 

bring them into balance at low levels. 

It~ use income progress, rather 
-----------..., 

as a tool for farm production adjustment. 

than income deflation, 

in the long run, reduce public costs by substitut-

ing sanity for confusion. 

It~uld unite, instead of dividing, the work er and the 
~~ 

farmer, the producer and the consumer, by using a full prosperity 
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program for agriculture as a reinforcement to a full prosperity 
- ,_ 

program for all, and by promoting the full prosperity of others 
- ---::=-:::-=- -=::::::::::::-

as a reinforcement to the ful l p rosperity of farmers. 
---.,.___ 

It uld b ring our agriculture efforts into the f urhher 

service of free-world humanity and world peace. 

Let's put our abundance to work -- and do it now. 
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OUR IL SOPHY 0 D WE 

J tt 

Dm c:r t R p blic loo r r vic to in 1 f r nt w 

Tle look or- ctory e . d lo 

vic to y t ou f c an p bliean w y 

did not work in 1958. Our y k i 958 -- d 1 111 or k 

g in 1 1960 . 

So I 

But I 

go to t alk to you tonight b ut r t n p o 

also going to t alk t o you bout id 1 - - th 

conomic an soci and p l it c 1 id 1 or t he DemoQ tic Party 

i d als th t go back to Tho J o and Andrew J ek on. 

The pr oblem hich bes t u t o ay involv new r ot r -

uir n w ro dnw olutio~ • 

t our con y pe 0 on t wy p --
tor th 1 0 th I . But R p b-

lie r t ch ng 0 th b p l., h on y, 

hi inter t r te po1ic tht has ont 1bu d to two 1 nho r 

ixon- Rep blic n r ce ion is t o b giv n oth r try 

I w 11 r c 11 th cri or camp1 c noy xult t ion whic 

aros from the ranks or th R pub1i ans in 1955, hen we were 

recovering f r om that f rst R publican r ces ion. 

W were tdd, i n 1955, that t 

vindio t d . 

tight oney poli cy w s 
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We were tdi that Federal Budget , which neglected our domestic 

needs and our nation 1 security, was p oving its worth. We were 

told that th B n on farm policy ju t n ded a chance to ge t rolling. 

And in th f ls glow of the 1955 conomic boomlet, we were 

asked to sw llow big er and bigger oe 

Well, om ore o tho do 

of the Republican medicine . 

dminist red, and l ook 

wh t h pp ned • . In 1956 and 1957, h forward ov ment of th 

conomy w reduc d to cr p, and or 'ping ec.onomy w unabl 

t b orb growing popul ion and labor force, and a r pidly 

dv cing t chnology.· Unemplo nt rose . 

Then, after two years of slow down, w got another economic· .. 

re~ ssi , th mo t seriou inc the Great D pression,~ 

Now, in 1959, w ar 

deep breath, b c use th 

all sked to clo our eye ~· 4 take 
•• ' ' j. 

' ·~.,r~ ... ·,l 

economy 1 moving upward ll.ga1n -- -just a 

in 1955. Thi i 
.... . 

caus for r joicing_ by . 11 ~ericans --

Rep~blicans and D moor ts But it i not a tfm for complac ncy. 

My fri nd , ev n if w continu · our ·e conomic in hrough 

th nd of 1959, our r cord for the whol p r iod f rom th beginning 

of 1953 through th end of this year will . till be appalling. Our 

v r ge annual rat of gro th for the v n years will be less 

than 2-1/2 percent _... only about halt' of wh t 

conomy coUd and should have roduc d. 

fully growing 

By th end of 1959, ev n if the present economic gains con-

tinue, we shall, ince the Republic ns took office in 1953, h ve 

' . 
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lost at least 175 billion dollars in total production, and have 

had 12 million man-years more or unnecessary unemployment, than · 

-would have been the c se if our cono y h d grown and prospered 

fully. Due to this low growth rate for t he whole economy, we 

sh 11 have lost, even at exi ting tax rates, between 35 and 40 

billion dollars of Fed ral, Stat 

we could hav built the c ools 

local r venues, with which 

d r ads, t h hospitals and 

national def n s, which w o orely lack. 

There is no better way to und rstand the R publican economic 
, . 

and social and governm nt al philosophy t han to xamine the farm 

ituat1on. 

During th period or th new epublicanism, r al rar.m _ in~ome 

has gon down between fourth and third. Today the average ~ 

income of th individual ho live off th earth 1$ less t~i 

halt of th average incom o the American eopl a a whole . · 

~~ n w look t the distribution of income within the tar.m 

population, w find that ther e are, roportionately, tiv to t n 

tim mor American farm families with i ncomes below 1',000 
.. 

year, below $2,000 a year, nd below 3,000 year, than ther 

the r st of th po ulation. And de pite th limited upward 

flurry of farm prices and income last year, the long- range trend 

of farm income d flation 1 now on it way again. 

re in 

Btlt th rest of the peo 1 hav not ben f1ted by th long farm 

deflation. They have been hurt . It has recently been ttmat ed 

that om wh r between one-fourth and one-third ot our gigantic 

nationwide loss s in tot 1 production nd mploy:ment opportunity , 

dur1ng the past six years, have been du to the .farm depression. 
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Wh$.t is more, whil rar:nl prices have tumbled, consumer food prices 
. hav gone up. 

Why ha this been happen.ing to agriculture, and through agri­
cultur to the rest of the economy? 

It ha not b en primarily becaus of' the t arm surpluses, 
lthough thes are serious and must b corrected. Other indus­

tries, like the steel indu try, have repeatedly been far more 
over-expand d than agriculture . But, unlike the :t"armers, these 
industries have been able to hold or even raise their prices while 
.fann rs hav had to stand by helpl s ly and wateh their P.:ric s go 
down . 

Th r al reason why fann. income is going down, down, down,and 
Why the farmer is getting smaller and smaller share of th~ 
na~ional income pi , is that th f'ar,m r is weaker in the ma~~ t 
place than oth r groups . He sells his goOO. s in a ·so-called f're45 
market, and tri s to buy what he n eds in a controlled market. 
And when he complains bout this, h is told by the Republican 
Administration th t the 1 ws. or suppl d demand will ultimately 
eolve his problems. 

Thos who live by means other than agriculture should recall 
this: a gener tion ago, at the beginning of the great cr ash in 

1929, we l ere told that w had over-production. We w re told by 
the Republican oonomio wizards that labor and small business 
were inefficient, and that the way to cure all this was t o let 
wages and prices fall. But when th1 hap ened, urchasing power 
fell even faster, and we had a Gre t Depression. 
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Through twenty years Qf Demcx: ratic Administrations, we 

tri d to rever thi thinking. W~ sought to build purchasing 

power for .fa:rm products and we succeeded. Through soc.!al·· seeuri ty, 

colleetiv rgaining, 'an im.prov d financial and banking syatem, 

we trengthened our economic syst against the chaotic condition 

which h d x1sted before . The volution of an intelligent and 

humane national arm policy, though by no eens 

was part. and parcel of this great effort. 

perfect one, 

But beginning with 19$3, these ol1cies wer revers d. 

Natur lly, the Republicans started with agriculture. They told 

u that grioultur w s ()verprodu:cin ecauJSe the farmer was getti 

too hi h rices and too much inca • They said that, if fa . 
prices and incam s were Sl shed, . the far.m population would 

shrink in ·1z , farm production would fall, farm incomes would 

th n start to go up again , and the farm~rs would all live ha plly 

ever atter. But the big, jad ·wol!' seems to hav sneak d into this 

airy tale. 

The e ublican farm program ot only didn't workJ it has cost 

the taxpay r a lot of money. The curr nt Republican Admin1atra~ 

tion, 1n only six ye r , h s spent .far or to colla.pse tal"!'li 

income than wa spant to 1m rove th lot of the f'armer in the 

. pr$vious 20 .years . 

'en thi huge cost would have b en be ra1:>le if it b;ad 

succ eded · 1n stis.taining :farm income. But 11 the e billions 

h ve only beought l ower f r.m prices and lower far m 1ncom • 
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Th R publicans bel ieve in ~oarcitr r ather than abundance. 
Th 1 do not s e t o r aliz that, i w can only call forth our · 
econo ic owers fully, w can register f -.nt stic economic progress_. 

Within t he n xt sf.x years w can come clo e to eliminating 
pov rty; w can li.ft . v·erage rio family i ncome by several 
thou and ollars; we can pr vide immen el y wi der domes. tic markets 
for our own business nterpri e ; e can elose th gaps i n our 
schools and hospit 1 J and we can bring oeial ecurity up to the 
ull measur of an American standard of living . 

But i n order t o do this, we u t get rid of t h philosophy 
of scarcity, and pply the phi loso hy of abundance . 

And good pl oe to st r t applyin this iio ophy ot abund-
anc i s in the t ield of agrioiture. The r est of the people cannot 

I be tully propppr us, unl s s agricul.ture is fully proppero'\ls. 
Agricult ure cannot b tully prosperous, except i n a f'ull employ­
ment nvironm nt tor 11. 

Farm policy an d nonfarm policy cannot be trea.ted in 
unr alist i c isolation. rmer d non-farmers al ike ar parts 
of the same American hom l and. They are part s of the same world 
economy. 

More pacifical l y , we sho l d develop a t'u,ll P'rosperi ty program 
for g:-iculture , ;,. an 1ntegr 1 part of 
for .Am r i ca. 

full pro~perity program 

We should hav specif1 q ntitative go ls f or maximum pro-
ducti on for American agriculture . Thes goal should point toward 
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short-range and long-r ng pr~du.ctlon achievements .fqr ·foods and · 

.fibers , consistent with m tifg these three reat purpose : 

(l) Sat1 tying the re t need and purcha ing pow r capabili-
l I · 

tie of American consumers an~ ,industries, under condi~ns or 
" 

maximum prOdUCt! n, emplO}'nlenr: 1 1An. d pureh& ing OVer fOr the whole 
,American economy} 1 ~ . 

) L 

( 2) Mam.taining export and import levels of foods and 

fibers, consister).t with maximum prosperity for domestic agricul-

ture, and With th objectives of sound American foreign policy 

gear d toward the purposes of' peace through the improvement ot 

living standazls; 

\ (.3) Maintaining ·dequate domestic reserve or foods and 

fib rs, in accord with our home needs and the world situation. 

We should have specific quantitative goals for maximum em­

ployment for American agriculture . These goals should envisage 

.farm population,, md especially farm famili s, which have adequmte 

opportunity to be tully and us fully employed on American far~. 

Thes goals shoul also includ maximum employment opportunity in 

other eectors ot the economy, ror thos farmers nd farm familie 

who of their own free will se k to transfer from agriculture else-

wher • 

·, . 

We should have specific goals of maximum purchasing power for 

Amari can agriculture. Th s goals should point towar level o'£ 

total far.m income consist nt with it essenti 1 role in helping to 

maintain maximum purchasing power .ror the Am rican economy as a 

whole• Such goals hould include the obj ctive of parity of 
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incan for f ar.mers. The aver•ge farm f amily should enjoy a level ot pur­

chasing power and living standard moving gradually toward, ~nd att aining 

within reasonable pe~iod of' time, parity of income and living 

standards with that or th nonfarm population. 

The P~e!ident, Th Congress, the farm groups , and other 

interested organization should combin to dev lop a Prosperity 

Policy for American Agriculture. Worked out on a be. is consistent 

w~th our democr tic tradition , and ap lied under the sy tem or 

voluntarism which is charact risti c of both our fr e gov rnment n 

our f're nt rpr1se, this PRosperity Policy could help to achieve and 

maintain the goal of maximum prospertiy f or American agriculture, as 

major contribution toward th same goal f or the Amer1!81 economy 

and the Am rican peopl a a whole . 

Such a maximum prosperity policy would bring upply. and demand 
' 

into balance at the high st possible lev ls, instead of' trying to 

bring th into balance at low l evels . 

It would use income progr ss, rather t han income deflation, 

as a tool for farm production djustment. 

It would, in the long run, r duee public costs by substituting 

sanity for oo nfusion. 

It would unite , instead of dividing, the w;orker and the 

farmer, the producer and th consumer, by using a ful l prosperity 

program for agricultur as a reinforcement to a full rospertly 

program for all, and by promoting th full prosperity c£ other 

,s a reinforcement to the full prosper! ty of' f'armers . 

/ 
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it would bring our griculture ef forts into the further 

. . ; . ervic of free-world hummi ty and world peace. 

Let • put our abundanc to work -- and do it now. 

"Food for Peace" is more than a slogan. It of·rers a partial 

olution to our gricul tur 1 problem, and will at tb,e same time 

reli ve much of the suffering of a world t hat looks to America f or 

le dership in this crucial hour. 

The Food for Peace Act, if put into operation, would offer 

us a dramatic way to show the world we care more about peopl 

living, than bout peo le dying. 

And let us never forget t~t there are many more peopl e in 

this world who want to live, than want to die . 

I have a:listed on the sid of the living. 

Let us not forget, too, that millions of people have lived 

und..sr conditions or tyranny and terror tor so long that there is 

nothing more than can be don to frighten them. 

t they eek is help, guidanc , fr1andsh1p, understanding. 

What thi world needs today is not massive ret aliation, 

but massive doees or health, education, and rood. 

We need some guided missiles to t he hearts and minds of m n 

missil s of technology nd science, missile of schools and 

ducation; yes, missiles of mediein and medical car -- of 

jobs and industry, or public works end public elfare . 

It is to the ere tion or these missiles that we must dedi-

cate our talents and our energ1 s. 
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Th1 world will not be av or par•d by m1 sil of war . 

with t e emu 1 arh de. 

they ro 1onal s _eur1ty d 0 

d f n 1nst the.aggr siv , rial! 0 Wlism, it will 

tak t n d fen e t bui d pe.ac tul orld .. 

W . e P ce, hil w d t nd our 1 g inst attack. 

. ov on th orr si I and declar war against 

1nd• mo e.ne1 t terribl emiea ot r , di sea 
' 

poverty, d 1 r nc • 
docl r tion of war must e more than war ot worlds . 

It u t b w or d ed -- th ind ot d d that we 

1 an have d mon tx- t _ d our a bill ty to acco pli h d p rform. . 

We ee our ol , . w ~ ood for P ac " program, dedicating 

·ur God-g:tva dane to servi ng he · ed o£ humanity -- rather 

han e bout t . 

n d t1 1 orldwide · eal th tor · eaee" pr ogr I 

wit tl xpanded int n tional dleal res arch - an.d per~pes 
' l:i.r'· 

'wl.i t tle t" of mercy hip carryin our edie l know-how and 

wonder drugs to t e is e-ridden and u.fferin 1n th far corn r 

of t e eart • 

W n 

d v lopm nt 

to launch br ad pro ot orld ducat i onal 

pl o.f "Edu.c ti n for eace". 

Th· fi t step woul b tor th Cons~ s ot t e Unit d 

t t to d cl r to th fr world th t we har th ir b 11 ra 
in th alue due tion and t t r ady to ork with 
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them in building up their own educational arstema 

own people. 

W should declare our readiness to support a 

'' 

to train their 

tenLar ettort · 

for world•wide d velopment of democratic education -- and I have 
I 

ju t b cently outlined plan for financing it out of ~or,eign cur-

rencies w r c 1ve from the sale of American farm commodi~ies \ f·, 

abroad. 
I 

These are truly the • orks of Peace". 

These are the kind of deeds that made America wh$t it is 

today. 

They are the kind of deeds that helped bind up the wounds 

aft. r World ar II, through successful completion ot the Marshall 

Plan. 

They are the kind of deeds by which our country ' s great 

vr,~luntary, churcn , and non-sectarian groups have brougbta mes~age 

of kindn s , campa sion, nd helpfulness to millions of people 

throughout the world. 

They need to be multiplied manyfold, to pre ent th r al 

!mag•-~ America for all t o see -- a country truly dedicated to 

people, progre s, and, above all else, peace . 

This is our Democr tic answer to Republican bluff m d re­

action -- n answer of constructive action. 
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(Huron, S.D.) 

My Friends: 

We are here tonight at a Jefferson-Jackson Day dinner. This means that 

we are here tonight at a Democratic dinner. We are here to continue to devise 

ways and means to restore the Government of the United States to the people, by 

assuring a nationwide Democratic victory in November 1960. 

I am happy for this opportunity to pay tribute to your great Governor, 

Ralph Herseth. He is an outstanding liberal. His vigorous championship of 

the full-scale development of the Missouri River Basin is a shining example 

of how we Democrats understand the meaning of real wealth. Unlike the 

Republicans, we are not afraid of developmental projects. And unlike the 

Republicans, we do not say that these projects are hurtful to business. We 

know that they help business because they help the people. 

I could not come out here without referring to your Representative George 

McGovern, although you must appreciate his worth even more than I do. With 

four more of the right kind of people in the last Congress, his amendment to 

provide 90 percent of parity across the entire range of farm production would 

have been successful. He is a consistent fighter for the family farmer. He 

is my partner in the Food For Peace fight. 

Democrats and Republicans look for victory in different ways. The 

Republicans look for victory through concealment and slogans. The Republican 

way did not wprk in 1958. We seek victory through facts and programs. Our 

way will work again in 1960. 

I am going to talk to you tonight about facts and programs. 

But I am also going to talk to you about philosophy -- the economic and 
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social and political philosophy of the Democratic Party ~· That philosophy 

was established by Thomas Jefferson and confirmed by Andrew Jackson. 

The Republicans like to tell us that Jefferson said that a government 

was best when it governed least. This is distortion. Jefferson believed 

that a government was best when it met the needs of the people. For his times, 

he was a very strong President. Had he really believed what the Republicans 

now attribute to him, he would never have been so viciously assailed by the 

kind of special interests and philosophy which the Republican Party represents 

today. 

Andrew Jackson in some respects carried the protection of the people's 

interest further than Jefferson, not because he had a different philosophy, 

but because new facts called for new programs. His successful fight against 

the Bank of the United States was the first great defeat of the money trust, 

when it sought to usurp the functions of government. 

The problems which beset us today involve new facts and require new 

programs. But they involve the age-old struggle between the rights of the 

many and the privileges of the few, -- the age-old effort to build a lasting 

and just prosperity upon the foundation of the well-being of the common man. 

These problems are now pressing most urgently for solution. 

Of course, the latest propaganda sheets from the White House tell us 

that we are in a great upsweep of economic recovery, and that all is well. 

I yield to no one, in my thankfulness that conditions in the overall are 

better than a year ago. But in some instances, we have lost further ground. 

And in the overall, conditions are nowhere near as good as they need to be. 

We are not translating our potential abundance into the rising living standards 

which full utilization would bring. We are not using this abundance effectively 
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prosperity, evidenced by the low living standards of most of our old people, 

t?-the inadequate education of our young, the wide prev~nce of poverty in a 

land of plenty} ;{he plight of so many small businessmen, and the near despair 

of agriculture. And in the face of the current recovery, so spotty in nature, 

we need to take a mature and long-range view. We need to ascertain whether 

we have even commenced to cure the maladjustments, which have made the longer-

term record as a whole so frightful during the more than six years of the 

Republican national dispensation. 

I well recall the cries of complacency and exaltation which arose from 

the ranks of the Republicans in 1955, when we were recovering from the reces-

sion which they brought upon us almost as soon as they took over the national 

~overnment. We were told, in 1955, that the tight money policy was vindicated. 

We were told that a Federal Budget, which neglected our domestic needs and our 

national security, was proving its worth. We were told that the Benson farm 

policy just needed a chance to get rolling. And in the false glow of the 1955 

economic boomlet, we were asked to swallow bigger and bigger doses of the 

Republican medicine. 

Well, some more of those doses were administered, and look what happened. 

In 1956 and 1957, the forward movement of the economy was reduced to a creep. 

This virtual stagnation was unable to absorb a growing population and labor 

force, and a rapidly advancing technology. Unemployment of plant and manpower 

rose. While a few profited extravagantly, all those on the margin of the 

economy began to feel the pinch. Then, after two years of this stagnation, we 
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got another economic recession, the most serious one since the Great Depression. 

Now, in 1959, we are all asked to close our eyes and take a deep breath, 

because the economy is moving upward again -- just as in 1955. Upward to 

where? Upward for how long? Upward for whom? 

My friends, even if this economic boomlet continues at the recent pace 

through the end of 1959, our record for the whole period from the beginning 

of 1953 through the end of this year will be appalling. Our average annual 

rate of growth for these seven years will be less than 2t percent, or only 

about half of what we need to utilize fully the growing productive power 

represented by our growing manpower and natural resources, brains and skills, 

productive plan~nd financial reservoirs. By the end of 1959, even if the 

present boomlet continues, we shall, since the beginning of 1953, have had at 

least 175 billion dollars less total production, and 12 million man-years 

more of unnecessary unemployment, than we would have had if our economy had 

grown and prospered at a healthy rate. Due to this low growth rate for the 

whole economy, we shall have lost, even at existing tax rates, between 35 and 

40 billion dollars of Federal, State and local revenues, with which we could 

have built the resource development, schools and roads, hospitals and national 

defense, which we so sorely lack. 

There is no better way to understand the Republican economic and social 

and governmental philosophy, which has brought us to this sorry pass, than to 

examine the farm situation. I hope that you will bear with me, while I review 

some of the overall national data, reflecting conditions which you know all 

too well in detail and in your localities. 
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During the period of the new Republicanism, farm income in real terms has 

gone down between a fourth and a third, depending upon which appropriate 

measurement is used. The average income of the individual person who lives 

by agriculture has gone down to the point where it is less than half of the 

average income of the American people as a whole. Of course, there are all 

kinds of farmers. But when we look at the distribution of income within the 

farm population, we find that American farm families living at low incomes 

below $1,000 a year, below $2,000 a year, and below $3,000 a year are, when 

allowance is made for the difference in the size of population, five or ten 

times as numerous as other families living at these low-income levels. And 

despite the picayune upward flurry of farm prices and income last year, the 

long-range trend of farm income deflation is now on its way again. 

The rest of the people have not benefited by the long farm deflation. 

They have been hurt. Consumer food prices and the cost of living have con-

tinued to move upward, with only minor interruptions. It has recently been 

estimated that somewhere between one-fourth and one-third of our gigantic 

nationwide deficiencies in total production and employment opportunity, during 

the past six years, have been due to the farm depression. 

Why has this been happening to agriculture, and through agriculture to the 

rest of the economy? 

It has not been primarily because of the farm surpluses, although these 

are serious and should be corrected. Other industries, like the steel industry, 

have repeatedly been far more over-expanded than agriculture, relative to the 

actual demand for their p~oducts. But they have raised their prices, instead 

of seeing their prices fall. The real reason why farm income is going down, 
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national income pie, is that the farmer is weaker in the market place than 

other groups. He sells his goods in a so-called free market, and tries to 

buy what he needs in a controlled market. And when he complains about this, 

he is told by the Republican Administration that the laws of supply and demand 

will ultimately solve his problems. 

Now, it all depends on what is meant by a free market, and by supply and 

demand. I am for these things, insofar as they mean our American system of 

private enterprise, individual freedom, and free government. But I am not for 

the use of these terms in a sanctimonious or fraudulent fashion, to enable the 

strong to exploit the weak, or to close our eyes to the real problems of a 

modern economy. 

Those who live by means other than agriculture should recall this: a 

~ 
generation ago, these sam~sanctimonious and fraudulent approaches were applied 

to labor, and to a large part of our business system. We were told at the 

beginning of the great crash in 1929 that we had over-production. We were told 

by the Republican economic wizards that labor and small business were inefficient, 

and that the way to cure this was to let wages and prices fall. But when this 

happened, purchasing power fell even faster, and we had a Great Depression. 

The whole history of our economic program during twenty years of national 

Democratic Administratbns can be summarized in the successful effort to 

substitute the intelligent purposes of free men for the blind purposes which 

some people erroneously call the free market because it serves their special 

purposes well. Through social security, collective bargaining, an improved 
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financial and banking _system, and various combinations of spending and taxation, 

we strengthened our system against the chaotic conditions which had existed 

before. The evolution of an intelligent and humane national farm policy, 

though by no means a perfect one, was part and parcel of this great effort. 

1~53} 
But beginning with ~' our national policies commenced to unravel all 

these gains. Naturally, they started with agriculture. They told us that 

agriculture was overproducing because the farmer was getting too high prices 

and too much income. They said that, if farm prices and incomes were slashed, 

the farm population would shrink in size, farm production would fall, farm 

incomes would then start to go up again, and the farmers would all live happily 

ever after. But the big, bad wolf seems to have sneaked into this fairy tale. 

None of us should suppose, however, that this spurious distortion of the 

concept of the "free market" has been applied only to agriculture. Even today, 

we hear the use of the term "free market" to justify the reactivation of the 

tight money policy. This is really a fraudulent use of the term. 

It is absolute nonsense to say that the great Government of the United 

States is powerless to have any effect on the interest rates at which it borrows, 

but instead must peddle its securities at whatever interest rates the most 

avaricious lenders may want to receive. Actually, the Government and the Federal 

Reserve Board, working together, can for all practical purposes determine the 

rates at which the Government borrows money. 

The tight money policy really means that the national Administration and 

the Federal Reserve System are acting as a vast combine, to push upward the 

prices which the people of the United States and their Government pay for money. 

At the same time, the Administration is asserting its vast powers, to force down 
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"free market" by the Republican sloganeers. 

This tight money policy, of which we hear so much, is actually a very 

simple thing. The Government of the United States must constantly sell a lot 

of bonds, because it is constantly refinancing a huge national debt. This is 

true whether or not the Government runs a deficit. The methods used by the 

Government to sell these bonds, in recent years, has been part of a conscious 

policy to force up interest rates. And when the interest rates on Federal 

bonds go up, the interest rate on State and local borrowings go up, and the 

interest rates on all types of private borrowings go up. In the final analysis, 

all of these higher interest rates are paid by the American people. And they 

are paid to the relatively few who benefit most by higher interest rates. 

Let us look at a few figures on this. Taking the year 1952 to represent 

a base of 100, the money market rates on United States Government three- to 

five-year issues was up to 171.4 by December 1958, and to 189.2 by April 1959. 

On short-term 9-to 12-month borrowings, the money market rates on United States 

Government securities, using 1952 as a base of 100, was up to 179 in December 

1958 and 202.2 in April 1959. 

From 1953 through 1958, the Federal Government paid almost 3-l/3 billion 

dollars more in interest rates, than it would have paid if the rates had stayed 

. at the 1952 level. And this is only the beginning, because the interest rates 

are being pushed up more and more, as more and more of the total national debt 

is refinanced every year at the higher interest rates. 

Manifestly, higher interest rates on Federal obligations force up interest 

rates all along the line. Using 1952 as a base of 100, the interest rates on 
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States and localities less and less able to perform their essential services, 

subjects them to more and more financial embarrassment, and forces them to 

resort to more and more burdensome taxes. Meanwhile, the Republican Admini-

stration in Washington, which is responsible for these higher interest costs, 

tells the States and localities to do more and more. 

Interest rates on corporate bonds, by April 1959, were 40 percent higher 

than in 1952, and bank rates on short-term business loans were about 29 percent 

higher. This has not had much of an effect upon giant enterprise. But it has 

had a devastating effect upon the small businessman, who is more dependent upon 

credit, and whose carrying costs form a larger part of his total business costs. 

It has played havoc with the farmer. Interest rates on home loans, consumer 

durables, and personal loans have spiraled accordingly. Looking at the whole 

situation, it appears that, during the past six or seven years, the American 

people have paid out increased interest charges of between 20 and 25 billion 

dollars, compared with what they would have paid if 1952 levels had been 

maintained. 

The perpetrators of this outrage tells us that this is necessary to stop 

inflation. How do you stop inflation by increasing costs? Every time the 

wage earner wants to get a little more, or the farmer wants to get a little 

more, or someone tries to put a little more in the Budget for the old or the 

unemployed, or for education or national defense, the Republican Administra-

tion says that all of these increased costs are "inflationary." At the same 

time, they say that lifting the cost of money is anti-inflationary. 
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I . say that they are wrong on both scores. It is not inflationary to spend 

money for the things we need, or to bring about a fairer distribution of 

national income. These programs help to put the economy in better balance, 

and to produce a higher level of economic growth, production, and employment. 

This is anti-inflationary. But the transfer of 20 to 25 billion dollars, under 

the t/ight money policy, has added nothing to the national wealth, built nothing 

which needed to be built, and served only to repress production and employment 

by getting the economy further out of balance. And we all know that, during 

the recent years of economic stagnation, we have had more price inflation 

than ever before in peacetime -- at least, in this century. 

I admit that the horribly mismanaged farm program has cost the Government 

far too much money. The current Republican Administration, in six years, has 

spent far more to collapse farm income than was spent to move the farmer a 

reasonable way toward parity of income in the previous 20 years. That is a 

miracle in itself, but they have done it. At the same time, the net cost to 

the Government of the basic farm price support programs(~~~ 
L~~~~ 

w recowd~~"&Rr;;es)) during the 25 years from October 1933 through June 1958, 

has averaged annually only about a quarter of a billion dollars. And even 

under the Republican dispensation, the net cost during the five years from 

July 1953 through June 1958 has averaged annually only about 900 million 

dollars. In contrast, by April 1959, the annual rate of interest payments by 

the Federal Government was 1.4 billion dollars higher than if the 1952 interest 

levels had been maintained. Thus, the tight money dispensation is now handing 

out interest bonanzas at an annual rate more than 50 percent higher than the 

average annual net cost of farm price supports even in recent years, and much 
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All of the subterfuge of the national Republican Administration about 

their peculiar kind of Nfree markets'' cannot hide the fact that they are 

using the immense powers of Government to shape the behavior of the market, and 

the flow of income, in ways which are unfair and reactionary. These policies 

are bad for the worker and farmer, the home owner and small businessman. In the 

long run, they have proved to be bad even for those who are the initial 

beneficiaries. 

An even more fundamental characteristic of the Republican economic 

philosophy is belief in scarcity rather than abundance. While most of the 

rest of the world is struggling with the problems of unavoidable scarcity, we 

in the United States have practically crossed what might be called a technologi-

cal sound barrier. If we call forth our economic powers fully, if we grow at 

5 percent rather than 2t percent a year, we can within another six years 

register some fantastic economic progress. We can come clo~ eliminating 

poverty; lift average American family income by several thousand dollars; 

provide immensely wider domestic markets for our own business enterprises; 

get rid of the deficiencies in our educational and health facilities; and bring 

our social security protections up to the full measure of an American standard 

of living. 

But in order to do this, we must get rid of the philosophy of scarcity, 

and apply the philosophy of abundance. We cannot let every little economic 

boomlet produce fear that we are moving too fast and need to slow down. In 

the face of this boomlet today, just as in 1955, the Republican Administration 

is reactivating the tight money policy, insisting upon the penny-wise and 
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the things we need most to do as a Nation. The Republicans are so afraid of 

abundance, growth, and full employment -- they are so eternally wedded to the 

dogmas of scarcity -- that they want to nip the boomlet in the bud. Thi~ 

does not meet the problems of today, and it casts a dark shadow across future 

years. 

If we were to do no better in these future years than we have done during 

the past six years, if we were to let every little upturn blot out the longer-

run record of performance, we could su~fer irreparably at home. More important 

still, we could lose the worldwide contest, which is rapidly becoming a 

contest of economic performance and social advance. 

To capitalize fully on our prodigious capabilities, we need to marshal 

our vast private and public resources into a nationwide endeavor on a long-

range and purposeful basis. We need integrated goals to inspire our performance, 

and coordinated policies to translate these goals into reality. In short, we 

need a long-range full employment program for the whole Nation. And by full 

employment, I do not mean just jobs. I mean also full production, full 

opportunity, full development of human personality and spiritual values in 

the favorable environment of material security and economic progress. 

The development of a new and realistic program for agriculture is an 

essential part of this overall effort. The rest of the people cannot be 

fully prosperous, unless agriculture is fully prosperous. Agriculture cannot 

be fully prosperous, except in a full employment environment for all. Farm 

policy and nonfarm policy, agricultural programs and nonagricultural programs, 

cannot be treated well in unrealistic isolation. The room in which farmers 
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dwell, and the room in which other Americans dwell, are parts of the same 

American homeland. They are parts of the same world economy. 

Somewhat more specifically, I think that we should develop a full prosperity 

program for agriculture, as an integral part of a full prosperity program for 

America, along these lines. 

We should have specific quantitative goals for maximum production for 

American agriculture. These goals should point toward short-range and long-

range production achievements for foods and fibers, consistent with meeting 

these three great purposes in just proportion: 

(1) Satisfying the real needs and purchasing power capabilities of 

American consumers and industries, under conditions of maximum production, 

employment, and purchasing power for the whole American economy; 

(2) Maintaining export and import levels of food~ and fibers, consistent 

with maximum prosperity for domestic agriculture, and with the objectives of 

a sound American foreign policy geared toward the purposes of peace through 

the improvement of living standards; 

(3) Maintaining adequate domestic reserves of foods and fibers, in accord 

with our home needs and the world situation. 

We should have specific quantitative goals for maximum employment for 

American agriculture. These goals should envisage a farm population, and 

especially farm families, which have adequate opportunity to be fully and 

usefully employed in American agriculture, on a basis compatible with maximum 

production and consumption of farm products. These goals should also include 

maximum employment opportunity in other sectors of the economy, for those 
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farmers and farm families who of their own free will seek to transfer from 

agriculture elsewhere. 

We should have specific quantitative goals for maximum purchasing 

power for American agriculture. These goals should point toward a level 

of total farm income consistent with its essential role in helping to main-

tain maximum purchasing power for the American economy as a whole. Such 

goals should include the objective of parity of income for farmers. This 

means that average farm families should enjoy a level of purchasing power and 

living standards moving gradually toward, and attaining within a reasonable 

period of time, parity of income and living standards with that of the nonfarm 

population. 

I believe that the President, the Congress, farm groups, and the American 

people through their varied leadership, should combine to develop what might be 

called a Maximum Prosperity Policy for American Agriculture. Worked out on a 

basis consistent with our democratic traditions, and applied under the system 

of voluntarism which is characteristic of both our free government and our free 

enterprise, this Prosperity Policy could help to achieve and maintain the goal 

of maximum prosperity for American agriculture, as a major contribution toward 

the same goal for the American economy and the American people as a whole. 

This approach would serve a number of great purposes. It would not seek 

to adjust food and fiber production and distribution to what an American 

population suffering from some malnutrition, and a free world population 

use under existing market 

arrangements. Instead, it would recognize the fundamental economic and human 

proposition that needs should not be neglected, when the physical resources 
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are available to meet these needs. It would apply our brain power toward 

adjusting market arrangements to the task of equating productive powers with 

real economic and human needs. This shaping of actual production and distri-

bution in terms of needs, on a long-range and purposeful basis, ·is 

the only tolerable solution of the problem of the farm surpluses. Finally, 

this approach would adjust income protection of farmers, in whatever forms 

this protection might take, to the economically essential and morally worthy 

goals of parity of income for farm families. In exchange for this protection, 

under a coordinated and long-range plan of cooperation, guided by systematic 

consumption goals, farmers could and would gradually adjust their production 

patterns to domestic and import needs. 

Undoubtedly, there woula be some mistakes and some difficulties, even 

under this kind of program. But such a program, being based upon sound and 

worthy objectives, would be self-repairing instead of self-defeating. 

It would bring supply and demand into balance at the highest possible 

levels, instead of trying to bring them into balance at low levels. 

It would use income progress, rather than income deflation, as a tool 

for farm production adjustment. 

It would, in the long run, reduce public costs by substituting sanity 

for confusion. 

It would unite instead of dividing the worker and the farmer, the 

producer and the consumer, by using a full prosperity program for agriculture 

as a reinforcement to a full prosperity program for all, and by promoting the 

full prosperity of others as a reinforcement to the full prosperity of farmers. 
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It would help us to advance the American economy as a whole by seeing it 

as a whole, instead of mistreating the economy by breaking it down into 

arbitrary bits and pieces. 

It would bring our agriculture efforts into the further service of free-

world humanity and world peace. 

I see an America in which we can and should have these kind of goals, not 

only for agriculture, but also for the Nation at large. We need to set goals 

for social security expansion, for wage expansion, for business expansion, for 

education and health improvement -- all reinforcing one another, all consistent 

strains in the symphony of American effort, and all responsive to the new pace 

of our technology and science and invention. 

Our technology and economic institutions determine our potentials. Our 

moral and ethical performance will determine how fully we achieve these potentials. 

Politics, reflecting the united decisions of a free people in terms of their 

values, may be considered a branch of ethics. 

And when I consider the Democratic ethics and the Republican ethics, as 

applied to our national policies and political action, I feel confident of a 

great Democratic sweep in the next nationwide campaign. 
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