HST203 — United States History

Primary Source Document Assignment

Students are randomly assigned two PSD Assignments to complete during the term. Only one assignment,
whichever earns the higher score, will count towards your final grade in this course.

PSD #2
e [—— >
liberal conservative

The differing characteristics of today’s modern Republican and Democratic political parties arose, in great
part, out of their historic response to the Great Depression. Carefully read primary source documents B1
and B2. What are the greatest underlying philosophical differences between the two concerning the needs
of Americans? Historically, how liberal or conservative (spectrum) should each be considered today?
How about in the 1930°s? Where, on the spectrum, do you believe each of these documents should be
correctly placed?



PSD - B1

Speech at New York City
Herbert Hoover — President of the United States
1932

I may say at once that the changes proposed
from all these Democratic principals and allies are
of the most profound and penetrating character. If
they are brought about this will not be the America
which we have known in the past.

Let us pause for a moment and examine the
American system of government, of social and
economic life, which it is now proposed that we
should alter. Our system is the product of our race
and of our experience in building a nation to heights
unparalleled in the whole history of the world. It is
a system peculiar to the American people. It differs
essentially from all others in the world. It is an
American system.

It is founded on the conception that only
through ordered liberty, through freedom to the
individual, and equal opportunity to the individual
will his initiative and enterprise be summoned to
spur the march of national progress.

It is by the maintenance of equality of
opportunity and therefore of a society absolutely
fluid in the movement of its human particles that
our individualism departs from the individualism of
Europe. We resent class distinction because there
can be no rise for the individual through the frozen
strata of classes, and no stratification of classes can
take place in a mass livened by the free rise of its
particles. Thus in our ideals the able and ambitious
are able to rise constantly from the bottom to
leadership in the community. And we denounce any
intent to stir class feeling and class antagonisms in
the United States.

This freedom of the individual creates of itself
the necessity and the cheerful willingness of men to
act cooperatively in a thousand ways and for every
purpose as the occasion requires; and it permits
such voluntary cooperations to be dissolved as soon
as they have served their purpose, and to be
replaced by new voluntary associations for new
purposes.

There has thus grown within us, to gigantic
importance, a new conception. And that is, this
voluntary cooperation within the community.
Cooperation to perfect the social organization;
cooperation for the care of those in distress;
cooperation for the advancement of knowledge, of

scientific research, of education; cooperative action
in a thousand directions for the advancement of
economic life. This is self-government by the
people outside of government; it is the most
powerful development of individual freedom and
equal opportunity that has taken place in the century
and a half since our fundamental institutions were
founded. .

We have heard a great deal in this campaign
about reactionaries, conservatives, progressives,
liberals and radicals. I think I belong to every
group. I have not yet heard an attempt by any one of
the orators who mouth these phrases to define the
principles upon which they base these
classifications. There is one thing I can say without
any question of doubt-that is, that the spirit of
liberalism is to create free men; it is not the
regimentation of men under government. It is not
the extension of bureaucracy. I have said in this city
before now that you cannot extend the mastery of
government over the daily life of a people without
somewhere making it master of people’s souls and
thoughts. Expansion of government in business
means that the government in order to protect itself
from the political consequences of its errors or even
its successes is driven irresistibly without peace to
greater and greater control of the nation’s press and
platform. Free speech does not live many hours
after free industry and free commerce die. Itis a
false liberalism that interprets itself into government
operation of business. Every step in that direction
poisons the very roots of liberalism. It poisons
political equality, free speech, free press and
equality of opportunity. It is the road not to liberty,
but to less liberty. True liberalism is found not in
striving to spread bureaucracy, but in striving to set
bounds to it. It is found in an endeavor to extend
cooperation between free men. True liberalism
seeks all legitimate freedom first in the confident
belief that without such freedom the pursuit of other
blessings is in vain. Liberalism is a force truly of
the spirit proceeding from the deep realization that
economic freedom cannot be sacrificed if political
freedom is to be preserved.

Even if the government conduct of business
could give us the maximum of efficiency instead of
least efficiency, it would be purchased at the cost of
freedom. It would increase rather than decrease
abuse and corruption, stifle initiative and invention,
undermine development of leadership, cripple
mental and spiritual energies of our people,
extinguish equality of opportunity, and dry up the



spirit of liberty and progress. Men who are going
about this country announcing that they are liberals
because of their promises to extend the government
in business are not liberals; they are reactionaries of
the United States.

PSD - B2

Speech at San Francisco

Franklin Delano Roosevelt — Democratic
Candidate for President of the United States
1932

As I see it, the task of Government in its relation
to business is to assist the development of an
economic declaration of rights, an economic
constitutional order. This is the common task of
statesman and business man. It is the minimum
requirement of a more permanently safe order of
things. . . .

The Declaration of Independence discusses the
problem of Government in terms of a contract.
Government is a relation of give and take, a
contract, perforce, if we would follow the thinking
out of which it grew. Under such a contract rulers
were accorded power, and the people consented to
that power on consideration that they be accorded
certain rights. The task of statesmanship has always
been the re-definition of these rights in terms of a
changing and growing social order. New conditions
impose new requirements upon Government and
those who conduct Government. . . .

I feel that we are coming to a view through the
drift of our legislation and our public thinking in the
past quarter century that private economic power is,
to enlarge an old phrase, a public trust as well. |
hold that continued enjoyment of that power by any
individual or group must depend upon the
fulfillment of that trust. The men who have reached
the summit of American business life know this
best; happily, many of these urge the binding
quality of this greater social contract.

The terms of that contract are as old as the
Republic, and as new as the new economic order.

Every man has a right to life; and this means
that he has also a right to make a comfortable
living. He may by sloth or crime decline to exercise
that right; but it may not be denied him. We have no
actual famine or dearth; our industrial and
agricultural mechanism can produce enough and to
spare. Our Government formal and informal,
political and economic, owes to everyone an avenue
to possess himself of a portion of that plenty
sufficient for his needs, through his own work.

Every man has a right to his own property;
which means a right to be assured, to the fullest
extent attainable, in the safety of his savings. By no
other means can men carry the burdens of those
parts of life which, in the nature of things, afford no
chance of labor; childhood, sickness, old age. In all
thought of property, this right is paramount; all
other property rights must yield to it. If, in accord
with this principle, we must restrict the operations
of the speculator, the manipulator, even the
financier, I believe we must accept the restriction as
needful, not to hamper individualism but to protect
it.

These two requirements must be satisfied, in the
main, by the individuals who claim and hold control
of the great industrial and financial combinations
which dominate so large a part of our industrial life.
They have undertaken to be, not business men, but
princes of property. I am not prepared to say that
the system which produces them is wrong. I am
very clear that they must fearlessly and competently
assume the responsibility which goes with the
power. So many enlightened business men know
this that the statement would be little more than a
platitude, were it not for an added implication.

This implication is, briefly, that the responsible
heads of finance and industry instead of acting each
for himself, must work together to achieve the
common end. They must, where necessary, sacrifice
this or that private advantage; and in reciprocal self-
denial must seek a general advantage. It is here that
formal Government-political Government, if you
chose-comes in. Whenever in the pursuit of this
objective the lone wolf, the unethical competitor,
the reckless promoter, the Ishmael or Insull whose
hand is against every man’s, declines to join in
achieving an end recognized as being for the public
welfare, and threatens to drag the industry back to a
state of anarchy, the Government may properly be
asked to apply restraint. Likewise, should the group



ever use its collective power contrary to the public
welfare, the Government must be swift to enter and
protect the public interest.

The Government should assume the function of
economic regulation only as a last resort, to be tried
only when private initiative, inspired by high
responsibility, with such assistance and balance as
Government can give, has finally failed. As yet
there has been no final failure, because there has
been no attempt; and I decline to assume that this
Nation is unable to meet the situation.

The final term of the high contract was for
liberty and the pursuit of happiness. We have
learned a great deal of both in the past century. We
know that individual liberty and individual
happiness mean nothing unless both are ordered in
the sense that one man’s meat is not another man’s
poison. We know that the old “rights of personal
competency” the right to read, to think, to speak, to
choose and live a mode of life, must be respected at
all hazards. We know that liberty to do anything
which deprives others of those elemental rights is
outside the protection of any compact; and that
Govern- ment in this regard is the maintenance of a
balance, within which every individual may have a
place if he will take it; in which every individual
may find safety if he wishes it; in which every
individual may attain such power as his ability per-
mits, consistent with his assuming the
accompanying responsibility.

All this is a long, slow talk. Nothing is more
striking than the simple innocence of the men who
insist, whenever an objective is present, on the
prompt production of a patent scheme guaranteed to
produce a result. Human endeavor is not so simple
as that. Government includes the art of formulating
a policy, and using the political technique to attain
so much of that policy as will receive general
support; persuading, leading, sacrificing, teaching
always, because the greatest duty of a statesman is
to educate. But in the matters of which I have
spoken, we are learning rapidly, in a severe school.
The lessons so learned must not be forgotten, even
in the mental lethargy of a speculative upturn. We
must build toward the time when a major depression
cannot occur again; and if this means sacrificing the
easy profits of inflationist booms, then let them go;
and good riddance.



