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Town ~f.eeting of the Air, November 1, 1949. 

Mr. Denny, and my colleague and friend,Senator Brewster . The question before 
us has been well stated - "Are we depending too much on government - our govern
ment - for our general welfare?" HY answer is a categorical "NO". 

For the purposes of brevity and to fit this debate. ~vithin the context of a 
very critical election such as you have here in New York, this question _boils dovm 
to the issue of the so-called welfare state. I tm using the tem nwelfare" ·:deli
berately for the very word itself has recently acquired, here in New York and 
elsewhere, a political definition that far overshadovrs its accurate definition. 

on the tightening battlefront between the Tory, or conservative, concept of 
government and the liberal, we hear a great deal these days about the welfare 
state. The Republican leadership in congress and in New York have seized upon 
this phrase to express their opposition to all progressive social legislation. 
Perhaps it would be more accurate to say their fear of all progressive social 
legislation. 

Those who besmirch this honorable and constitutional term- welfare - are 
resorting, in my mind, to a standard cor-mmnist practice or tactic of tck ing a1 

ordinary, decent, wholesome word within the democratic vocabulary, and distort
ing its meaning . 

The Communists have attempted, for example, to adulterate the word ndemocra
cyn. And I charge that the Republican high command is attempting to adulterate 
the word "welfare". To deride and to mock this word nwelfaren is to betray the 
very fundamental tenets of our Constitution. 

Now do you imagine that if we were back in 1789 that Jefferson and Madison 
would be persuaded to om:L t the word "welfare" from the Constitution? 

DO you imagine that anyone could make them believe that the ngeneral welfare" 
was not related to individual freedo m and liberty? 

Do you believe that this affirmative responsibility of government, to promote 
the general welfare, had something to do with the loss of individual freedo m, as 
the opponents of welfare legislation would now have you believe? 

Let's get our history straight tonight. It was the concern over the plight 
of the ordinary plain citizen that led to the throwing off of the yoke of a tyran
nist government and the establishment of American freedo m. 

The state or the nation that our founding f athers established 160 years ago 
was a welfare state. This is proclaimed in the Constitution. It has been under~ 
lined and implemented down through the years by the many acts of Congress and by tl 
great decisicns of our supreme court. 

Ton~ght we ask ourselves, then, "Are we depending too much on government for 
our general welfare?" 

MY answer, again, is "No. n 

In our concern for the general welfare, we, the American people, are working 
in the vineyards of American Constitutional democratic government. The welfare 
state is. what we've been striving for ever since 1789. This welfare state has 
required some regulation and much federal aid. Lincoln gave us a concise and 
meaningful definition when in 1854 he said, "The purpose of government is to do 
for the peo?le what they cannot do for themselves, or cannot do so well for 
themselves." Lincoln identified our government with the people, 

Alexander Hamilton found it fitting and pro per for the government to promote 
the general welfare when he advanced his plan for federal aid to manufacturers. 
This was the beginning of the use of government for the promotion of the general 
welfare. 

Henry Clay championed federal aid, internal improvements, and public works as 
vital to the American economy. The development of the public school system, the 
disposal of the vast publ.Lc domain, government aid in providing roads and canals 
and railroads were all acts of our government in promoting the general welfare. 
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The partnership with the people in promoting the general welfare is as much a part of American tradition as the Boston Tea party, Bunker Hill, or Yorktown. 

Then, what 's all this argument about? Yrhatts all the fuss and fury over? 

Hy answer is, the argument centers around the application of the term, ngeneral welfare .n In other words, whose welfare, and how is it to be done? 

There are two distinct theories about the use of government for promoting the general welfare . The first, historically known as the Hamiltonian Theor,y - in our time championed by Republican leadership and known as the ntrickle down" theory -provides for s ubsidies, tariffs, and direct aid to business. The political advocates of this ntrickle down" economics believe that, to promote the general welfare . you load the table of business and rely upon the crumbs that fall from the table to sustain the people. Vie saw this theo:ry in oper ation from 1920 to 19 32. 

The other theory of promoting the general welfare is best knovm as the New Deal- Fair Deal- program. It places its faith in the security, in the productivity, and in the basic prosperity of the peo1.)le. The New Deal - this Fair Deal -is a system wherein government a grees to underwrite c ertain levels of employment in common education, social security, and housing for all of its citizens. 

The government does not try to do all of these things, itself . But the government seeks to foster conditions that encourage maximum private and individual enterprise. The rule of government is that of providing minimum levels or floors below which the economy is not to fall. The emphasis is on a sound foundation, above which the individual enterprise may grow and prosper . 

History has demonstrated for us that the ntrickle down" t heory, alone, does not insure the general welfare. This theory provides for special welfare . It is too limited. It fails to reco gnize the needs of our people . 

Government has always been considerate of the welfare of business, an.i it should be . rJhy, then, should the opponents of the Fair Deal find government assistance reprehensible when bestowed upon farmers and workers, an~ yet beneficial when bestowed upon business? We may well wonder why this brazen, boisterous opposition to government assistance. 

Do we hear that we should discontinue our program to ai d and comfort business? Do we hear that? Are those who are now crying out against the welfare state asking for lower tariffs, and the elimination of subsidies to shipping and transportation? 

Are they asking for an increase in postal rates so we won 't have to give subsidies to magazine publishers and the newspapers? 

Do they wish us t o do away wi th federal aid in safeguarding our navigation? 

Of course not. 

These welfar e state prog rams are the ones that they want . These welfare state programs make dollar sense to thes e modern Tories. Then vrhat programs and 'ivhat legislations are t hese self-appointed guardians of their kind of free enterprise so bitterly attacking ? 

Here they ~re: Effective price supports for farmers, school lunches, adequate social security, unemployment co~pensation, development of public health facilities, more adequate distribution of our splendid medical services, sound soil conservation practices, the developments of our rivers and our harbors, cheap electrical power, minimum wages , slum clearance, and low-cost public housing. These are the targets of those who w: uld abuse the term, nwelfare". 

Now, call t his the welfare state, call it what you will, but one fact stands out in bold relief - the American people now know that their government is their partner and their servant. 

Facts and figures conclusively prove that American bus iness has.never been bigger, it has never been richer than at thi s very day and hour. The facts and figure~ prove that the New neal has helped business. In fact, it has saved it. 

The Fair neal has made business more profitable than at any period in our history. This prosperity, then, is based on the sound foundation of the prosperity and the increasing security of the American people. It is a prosperity undenvritten by a firm and s ound economic base of fair deal and welfare state legislation. 
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genuinely concerned with the promotion of the general welfar e . 

It we are not to be concerned with the general welfar e, t hen what is to be our 

concern -- that of t he special i nterests? There have been times i n our history . hen 

th prospe .·i ty of the people was i dentified ;i t h the prosperity of a special group; 

when t e gove: nment gave privil eges to business in the form ot tariffs, to railroads 

in the form of land grants . The policy of gi ving special rivileges to business led 

to dissatisfaction among farm and labor groups and ultimately brought about government 

regulation. If anyone thinks t hat it is something ew f or groups t o ask the Federal 

Government to do things for them, they should reread thei r Amer ican hist or y . Prac-

tically speaking, a l ack of concern for t he general welfare ould r esult i n a political 

situation in hich special groups competed tor privileges t o be handed out b t he 

government. ur experience ' i th the devastati n of our natural resources has been 

enough to .ake us reali ze that onty a public agency can be depended up n t o look 

ahead and guard the he itage ot the nation tor tuture generations. We have had 

eno ugh experience to be abl e to conclude t hat there must be some people i n a shington 

who are concerned vii th the welfare ot all t he peopl e . 

Given a dynamic society we ar e never going to have a situat i on where e do not 

have problems. In deciding where to draw the line bet i een hat t he overnment is to 

do and what the individual is t o do , I think we can rely on the princi pl e hich 

Abraham Lincoln stated i n 1854: 

The purpose ot government is to do for the people h t t ey cannot do 
for t hemselves or cannot do so well tor t hemselTes . 

#### 
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