: For A.M. Release
| Sunday, June 21

OUR PHILOSOPHY OF ABUNDANCE
Remarks of
Senator Hubert H. Humphrey
Jefferson-Jackson Dinner Meeting

Huron, S. D., June 20

/iﬁe are here tonight at a Jefferson-Jackson Day dinner --

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

far more important, to plan next year's victory.

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 progress, of investing in projects to develop the wealth
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of America. And unllke the Republicans, we do not say that these

projects areh@ﬁrtéél(to bus1ness. We know that they help bu51ness

because they help the people. In short, unlike the Republicans,

we belleve that what 1s good for the country is good for General

Motors.
/’I
I could not come out here without referring to your Represen-
/ /’“\‘

tative, George McGovern, although you must appreciate his worth

———

just as well as 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 and I am proud to be

his partner.

npemocrats and Republicans look for v1ctory in dlfferent ways.

-
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(\ UN The Republicans look for victory through concealment and slogans.
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///-We seek victory through facts and programs. The Republican way

did not work in 1958. Our way worked in 1958 -- and it Wlll work
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again in 1960.

-____'___ — I
'if So I am going to talk to you tonight about facts and programs.
= . —— = .

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

ﬁ puisrab s ivciodod ol alairal izl

ﬁ *f nd social and political ideals of the Democratic Party -- ideals

e -
' that go back to Thomas Jefferson and Andrew Jackson.; —
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W ig?e Republicahs liké/to tei&\us that Jefferson said that a
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This is

/ government was best when it governed “least.

/ Jefferson balieved that a“government was kest when if met th

f needs of the pewple. Had he really believed what the Republicans

now attribute to him, he would ne%er have been sd viciously

assailed by the kind sts which the Republican

2

Party represents- today.

special inte




il -

/' Andrew Jackson in some respects carriéd the protection of the\
/

eople's interest further than Jefferson, not because he had a \

different philosophy, but because new facts called for new pro-
,( | _
‘grams. His successful fight against the Bank of the United States

| >
Vwas the first great defeat of the money trust, when it sought tc_

~ -
ake-over the functions of government. e

i e lhwr
he problems which beset us today involve new facts and re /EV/
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cquire new programs and new solutions.

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

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

lican feet are reaching for the brake pedal. The same tight money,

-

high interest rate policy that has contributed to two Eisenhower-

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

z{\l 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.

}Z\We were told, in 1955, that the tight money policy was wvindi-

S

cated.

///ﬂe were told that a Federal Budget, which neglected our domestic

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

i

told that the Benson farm policy just needed a chance to get rolllng.
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/Zi§nd in the false glow of tﬁg 1955 economic boomlet, we were
L Tl
asked to swallow bigger and bigge; doses of th%’Republican

e e —————

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, and a creeping economy was unable
I________________.--—-—'_'_"_"""———.' e ——— = 4

to absorb a growing population and labor force, and a rapidly

advancing technology. Unemployment rose.
SHoco Do
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Then, after two years of ;, we got another economic
recession, the most serious since the Great Depression.

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

T ——— e ——— e

deep breath, because the economy is moving upward again -- just as
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e
in 1955. This is a cause for rejoicing by all Americans =-- Republi-

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

ﬂg,tr{gé??, é;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

economy could and should have produced.

;i‘By-% e en& off 1959, en if thé resent edonomic/gajins coﬂ;
{ ;{I / J’/ J/_ i ,f"/
inue,, we 11, iggé the Republican 5 ok off c%/in 1953, have
X

average annual rate of growth for these seven years will be less uyd
ftha -1 cent -- only about f of what a full rowin '
than 2-1/2 percen 1ly about half of what a fully growing l



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

had 12 million man-years more of unnecessary unemployment, than
P e —— e —— — —— — - — ——

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

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

shall have lost, even at existing tax rates, between 35 and 40
T ————
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.
j{ﬁ?here is no better way to understand the Republican economic

and social and governmental philosophy than to examine the farm

situation. ‘
A .‘\'/
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During the period of the new Republicanism, real farm income J& p
B - A ~ -
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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 of the average income of the American people as a whole.
Zﬂ@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
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the rest of the population. And despite the
flurry of farm prices and income last year, the long-range trend
1! I
of farm income deflation is now on its way again.
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fa” The rest of the people have not benefited by the long farm
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deflation. They have been hurt It has recently been estimated

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

{ 4ﬂ Y ,natlonWLde losses in total production and employment opportunlty,

/////' during the past six years, have been due to the farm depression.
/ e ——

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

-

have gone up.
—— [

"Why has this been appening to agriculture, and through agri=-

culture to the rest of the economy?
It has not been prikarily because\of the farm surpluses,
Other indus-

although these| are serious and must be ¢torrected.

tries, like the steel industry, have repéatedly been r more

over-expanded than agricullture. But, unlike the farmens, these

industries have \been able to hold or even

farmers have had|to stand hy helplessly and\watch their \prices go

down.

//The real reason why fa income is going\ down, down, |down, and

why the farmer is Jetting a ller and smallekx share of e

T e—

is that e farmer is weak&r in the rket

place than other groups. He salls his goods in
market, and tries to buy what heé needs in a contr

national income pie
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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.

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 laborJgnd gggi}_puginessnggf¥ﬂL{C

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.

e e ————

Through twenty vears of Democratic Administrations, we

tried to reverse this thinking. We sought to build purchasing
- ﬁ

power for farm products and we succeeded. Through social security,
m——

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 part and parcel of this great effort.

/Zi“But beginning with 1953, these policies were reversed.
" )

the Repubklicans 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

—_———
_———
—_— . -
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e farm population jp ldf
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1 farm |incomes wég d |

rs/wouyld all livejhagpil
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‘snpeaked /into
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Togram not only didn't work; it has cost

the taxpayers a lot of money. The current Republican Administra-

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

—_—
——— et

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

previous 20 years.

///Even this huge cost would have been bearable if it had
T —"

— i

succeeded in sustaining farm income. But all these billions
P e

\have_only brought lower farm prices and lower farm income.

/<iThe Republicans believe 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.

/— Within the next 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.

— e




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

of scarcity, and apply the philosophy of abundance.
. e —— — — —_—

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

ance is in thg_gigig_gg_ggricg%;ggg, The rest of the people can-

b A S —_—

not be fully prosperous, unless agriculture is fully prosperous.

C)Agrlculture cannot be fully prosperous, except in a full employ-

(/ment environment for all.

Farm policy and nonfarm policy cannot be treated ey in

e
S - C",—/'? A
unrealistic isolation. Farmers and s alike are parts

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

7 (A g} — - e —
economy. ( (‘LMVLL(I/{K- [VC (,ubb\ QE_/(L.-MW’)M/} ~)
l ‘Hﬂm;;¥e specifically, we should develop a ?EEE_EESEEEEEEX_EESj
g;gg;gy;jgung_ture, ?E_Ef_ifffgfil-ﬁﬁrt of Q_EEiihff?Sperlty =
program for erica. )

—

~~ We should have/specific
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American economy; //

(2) \ Maintaining export and import levels/6} foods and

-

fibers, copsistent with masssmnm prosperity £ér

——

ture, and with the objectives of a sound erican foreign policy

geared toward \the purposes of peace thyough the improvement of

living standards

(3) Maintaining adequate domestic reserves of foods and

fibers, in accord with our ng needs and the world situation.

AL = el ks s i
We should have specific/quantitative goals for maximum em-

ployment for American a ;éulture. These goals should envisage a

Y farm population, and especially farm families, which have adequate

/ opportunity to be fully and

(

) sefully employed on American farms.
/
(}other sectors of/%he economy, f

(
( =

These goals should/élso inclu maximum employment opportunity in
those farmers and farm families
“ywho of their owﬁ free will seek to, transfer from agriculture else-

where //

We shpuld have specific

liip——

farm family

\\

tive of parity of income for farmers. The avera
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arm population

ja Zé}e President, the C

interested organizations

parity oftft?d;e and living tandards with t at of th

ongress, the izé groups, and other
r‘_f‘\& /L(L ¢ )
sﬁggég iombine to develop a
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Prosperity Policy for American Agricultur?i>xW%rgégéégizﬁﬁ
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basis consistent with our democratic traditions| and applied under
: 7

—
—

the |sys em of voluntarism whidg_is#charaeteristic of b%£h our free

aur fre

achieve a

/
thi perity Policy could
7

into balance at the highest possible levels, instead of trying to

bring them i?to balance at low levels.

11:9&%&% use income progress, rather than income deflation,
it " R
as a tool for farm production adjustment.

It%}buld, in the long run, reduce public costs by substitut-

ing sanity for confusion.

e
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Itﬁbould unite, instead of dividing, the worker and the

‘-—__‘\_#m,

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 full prosperity of farmers.
ItSLndﬁ,bring our agriculture efforts into the further
service of free-world humanity and world peace.

Let's put our abundance to work -- and do it now.
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Democrats and Hepublicans look for victory in different ways.
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 -- md it will work
again in 1960.

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

But I am alsc going to talk to you about ideals -- the
economic and social and political ideals of the Democratic Party --
ideals that go back to Thomas Jefferson and Andrew Jackson.

The problems which beset us today involve new tncfs and re-
quire new programe and new solutions,

At the moment, our economy appears to be on the way up =-
gnd for that, no one iz more thenkful then I. But aslready Repub-
lican feet are resching for the brake pedal. The same tight money,
high interest rate policy that has contributed to two Elsenhower-
Nixon-Republican recessions 1z about to be glven another try.

I well recall the cries of complacency end exultation which
arose from the renks of the Republicans in 1955, when we were
recovering from that first Republican recession.

We were tdd, in 1955, that the tight money policy was
vindicated.
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We were tdd that a Federal Budget, which neglected our domestic
needs and our national security, was proving its worth., We were
told that the Benson farm pelicy 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 doees of the Republican medicine.

Well, some more of those doses were administered, and look
what heppened. In 1956 and 1957, the forward movement of the
economy was reduced to a creep, and a crepping economy was unable
to absorb a growing population end labor force, and a rapidly
advancing technology. Unemployment rose,

Then, after two years of slow down, we got another economic.
recession, the most serious since the Greai Depression. =

Now, in 1959, we are all asked to close our eyes zﬁd takt a
deep breath, because the economy is moving upward again -- just as
in 1955, This is a cause for rejoicing by all gmerinans -
Republicans and Democrats. But it is nbt 2 time for complacency.

My friends, even 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 yeer will etill be sppalling. Our
average annuel rate of growth for these seven years will be less
than 2-1/2 percent -- only sbout half of what a fully growing
economy coud and should have produced,

By the end of 1959, even if the present economic gains con-

tinue, we shall, since the Republicans took office in 1953, have

e
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logt at least 175 billion dellers in totel production, end have
hed 12 million men-years more of unnecessary unemployment, than
would have been the case if cur economy had grown and prospered
fully. Due to this low growth rate for the whole economy, We
shall have lost, even at existing tgx rates, between 35 and 40
billion dollars of Federsl, 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 to understand the Republican economic
and aociai and governmental philosophy than to examine the farm
gituation,

During the pericd of the new Republicenism, 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 lesa them
helf of the averasge income of the American people as a whole.

When we look at the distribution of income within the farm
population, we find that there are, propertionately, five to ten
times more American ferm families with incomes below $1,000 a
year, betow $2,000 a year, and below $3,000 a year, than there are in
the rest of the population. And despite the limited upward
flurry of farm prices and income last year, the long-range trend
of farm income deflation is now on its way again.

But the rest of the people have not benefited by the long farm
deflation. They have been hurt., It has recently been estimated
thaet somewhere between one-fourth and one-third of our gigantic
nationwide losses in total production and employment opportunity,

during the past six years, have been due to the farm depression.
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What i1s more, while farm prices have tumbled, consumer food prices \
have gone up. . %
Why hes this been happening to sgriculture, and through agri- |
culture to the rest of the economy?
It has not been primarily because of the farm surpluses,
although these are serious and must be corrected. Other indus-
tries, like the steel industry, have repeatedly been far more

over-expanded than agriculture. But, unlike the farmers, these

industries have been able to hold or even raise their prices while
farmers have had to stand by helplessly and watch their prices go
down,

The real reason why farm income is going down, down, down,end
why the farmer 1s getting & smaller and smaller share of the
netional income pie, is that the farmer is weaker in the marle s
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 Repuhlican
Administration thet the laws of supply end demand will ultimately
eolve his problems.

Those who live by means other than asgriculture 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 Rgpublican economic wizards that labor and small business
were inefficient, and that the way to cure all this was to let
wages end prices fall, But when this happened, purchasing power

fell even faster, and we had s Great Depression,
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Through twenty yesars of Democratiec Administrations, we A
tried to reverse this thinking, We abusht to build purchasing
power for farm products and we succeeded. Through social security,
collective bargsining, an improved financial and banking system,
we strengthened our sconomic system agsinat the chaotic conditions
which had existed before. The evolution of an intelligent and
hunane national farm poliecy, though by no means a perfect one,
was part and parcel of this great effort,

But beginning with 1953, these policies were reversed.
Naturally, the Republicans started with sgriculture. They told
us that agriculture was overproducing because the fmrmer was getting
toe high prices and too much income. They said that, if farm
prices and incomes were alashed, the ferm population would
shrink in sizes, farm production would fell, farm incomes would
then start to go up agein, and the farmers would all live happily I
ever after. But the big, bad wolf seems to have sneaked into this
fairy tale.

The Republican farm program not only didn't work; it has cost
the taxpayers = lot of money. The current Republican Administra-
tion, in only six years, has spent far more to collapse farm
income then was spent to improve the lot of the farmer in the
previous 20 years.

Even this huge cost would have been bearable if it had
succeeded in sustaining ferm income. But &ll these billions

have only beought lower farm prices and lower farm income.
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The Republicans believe in scarcity rather than abundance.
They do not seem to realize that, if we can only call forth our
economic powers fully, we can registgr fentastic economic progress.

Within the next six years we can come close to eliminating
poverty; we can 1ift 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
schoocls and hospitals; and we can bring social security up to the
full measure of an Americen standsrd of living.

But in order to do this, we must get rid of the philosophy
of scarcity, and apply the philosophy of abundance.

And a good place to start applying this philosophy of abund-
ence 1s in the field of agriciture. The rest of the people cannot
be fully propserous, unless agriculture is fully propperous.
Agriculture cannot be fully prosperous, except in a full enploy=-
ment environment for all,

Farm policy snd nonfarm policy cannot be treated in
unrealistic fsolation., Fermers amd non-farmers alike are parts
of the same American homeland. They are perts of the same world
economy.

More specifically, we should develop a full prosperity program
for sgriculture, as an integral part of a full propperity program
for America.

We should have specific quantitative goals for maximum pro-

duction for American agriculture. These goals should point toward
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short-renge and long-range production achievements for foods and
fibers, consistent with meeting these three great purposes:

(1) BSatisfying the real needs snd purchasing power capabili-
ties of Aperican consumers and industries, under conditions of
maximum production, amploymenf, and purchasing power for the whole
American economys ;’ |

(2) Mantaining oxport-ﬁnd import levels of foods and
fibers, consistent with mexlmum prosperity for domestic agricul-
ture, and with th® ob jectives of & sound American foreign policy
geared toward the purposes of peace through the improvement of
living stendass; .

| v (3) Melntaining 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 em-
ployment for American sgriculture. These goals should envisage a
farm population, end especially farm families, which have adeguste
opportunity to be fully and usefully employed on American farms.
These goels should also include maximum employment opportunity in
other eectors of the economy, for those farmers and farm families
who of their own free will seek to transfer from agriculture else-
where,

We should have specific goals of maximum purchasing power for
imerican sgriculture. These goalsz should point toward a level of
total farm income comnsistent with its essential role in helping to
maintain maximum purchasing power for the American economy as a

whole. Such goals should include the objective of parity of
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income for farmers. The average farm family should enjoy & level of pure
chasing power and living standards moving graduslly toward, and ettaining
within 2 reasonable pericd of time, parity of income and living
standards with that of the nonfarm population.

The President, The Congress, the ferm groups, and other
interested orgenizations should combine to develop a Prosperity

Policy for American Agriculture. Worked out on a basis congistent

with our democratic traditions, and spplied under the system of
voluntarism which is characteristic of both our free govermment end

our free enterprise, this PRosperity Policy could help to achieve and

meintain the goel of maximum prospertiy for American agriculture, as
a major contribution toward the same goal for the Amerifm economy
and the American people as a whole.

Sach a maximum prosperity policy would bring supply and @amand
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 & 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
progrem for agriculture as & reinforcement to & full prosperifty
progream for all, and by promoting the full prosperity o others

as a reinforcement to the full prosperity of farmers.
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It would bring our agriculture efforts into the further
service of free-world human ity and world pesce.

Let?s put our abundance to work -- and do it now.

"Food for Peace” is more than a slogen., It offers a partial
solution to our agricultural problem, and will at the same time
relieve much of the suffering of s world that looks to America for
leadership in this crucial hour,

The Food for Peace Act, if put inte operation, would offer
us a dramatic way to show the world we care more about people
living, than about people dying.

And let us never forget that there are many more people in
this world who want to live, than want to die.

I have alisted on the side of the living,

Let us not forget, too, that millions of people have lived
under conditions of tyranny and terror for so long that there is
nothing more than can be done to frighten them.

What they seek is help, guidance, friendship, understanding.

What this world needs today is not massive rataliation,
but massive doses of health, education, and food,

We need some gulded missiles to the hearts and minds of men ==
missiles of technology and science, missiles of schools and
education; yes, missiles of medicine and medical care -- of
Jobs eand industry, of public works end public welfare.

It is to the creation of these missiles that we must dedi-

cate our talents and our energies.



- 10 -

This world wikl not be saved or spared by misslles of war
with thermonuclear warheads.

Importent as they are for our nsetional security ed owr
defense against the aggressive, imperialist communlem, 1t will
teke more than defense to bulld a peaceful world.

We must wage peace, while we defend ourselves against attack.

We must move on the offensive, and declare wer against
menkind?s most sncient snd terrible enemies of hurger, disease,
poverty, md lgnorance.

This declaration of war must be more than a war of worlds,

It must be & war of deeds -- the kind of deeds that we
Americens have demonstrated our ability to accomplish and perform,

We need our bold, new "Pood for Peace" program, dedicating
our God-given atndance to serving the needs of humanity -- rather
than complaining about 1it,

- We nesd a drsmatic, worldwide "Health for Peace" program,
with vestly expended international medical research -- snd perhaps
a2 "white fleet"™ of mercy ships carrying our medical know-how and
wonder drugs to the disesse-ridden and suffering in the far corners
of the earth.

We nsed to launch & broad progrsm of world educational
development -~ & plan of "Education for Peace".

The first step would be for the Congress of the United
States to declare to the free world that we share their bellefs
in the values of education, and that we sre ready to work with



them in building up their own educational systems to train their
own people.

We should declare our readiness to support a ten:year effort
for world-wide development of democratic education -- and I have
just pecently outlined a plan for financing it out of foreign cur-
vencies we receive from the ssle of American farm commodities
abroad.

These are truly the ¥Works of Peace”.

These are the kinds of deeds that made America what 1t is
today.

They are the kind of deeds that helped bind up the wounds
after World Wer II, through successful completion of the Marshall
Plan,

They are the kind of deeds by which our country’s great
vonluntary, church, and non-sectarien groups have brought 8 mescage
of kindness, compassion, and helpfulness to millions of people
throughout the world.

They need to be multiplied manyfold, to present the real
imagog: Americe for 2ll to see -- a country truly dedicated to
people, progress, and, above all else, peace.

This is our Democratic answer to Republicen bluff smd re-

gction -- an 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



social and political philosophy of the Democratic Party. That‘ghilosophy
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



enough to win the peace. We are not closing some of the great gaps in our
prosperity, evidenced by the low living standards of most of our old people,
the inadequate education of our young, the wide prevgzgnce of poverty in a
land of plenty) /4%e 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
government. 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



got another economic recession, the most serious one siﬁce 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‘bepappalling. Our average annual
rate of growth for these seven years will be less than 23 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 plani;gnd 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.



Duriﬁg the period of the new Republicanism, farm income i; 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 products. But they have raised their prices, instead

of seeing their prices fall. The real reason why farm income is going down,



down, down, and why the farmer is getting a smaller and smaller share of the
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 samr§anctimonious 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



financial and banking system, and various combinations of‘Qpending 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.

But beginning with égéi?lour 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 éffect 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



the prices and incomes of farmers. And both of these iniquities‘aré‘called
"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 3-1/3 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



State and local government bonds were up to 159 by April 1959.,aThi§‘makes the
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. DMeanwhile, the Republican Admini-
stration in Washington, which is responsinle 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 tjight 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(a&&n‘;&ma
Lo § ¢t bl

recovere rgduaaees )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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more than five times the average annual cost during the past quarter-century.

All of the subterfuge of the national Republican Administration about
their peculiar kind of "free 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 23 percent a year, we can within another six years
register some fantastic economic progress. We can come cloﬁt%g’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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pound-foolish budgetary policy, and marshalling all its strength against all
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. This
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 suffer 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 snould 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 foods 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

suffering from tremendous e&fsbtaibuwtierr, can buy and 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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