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The Murray-Dingell Jingle 
(The spate of "social Zegislatio, 

pouring into the Washington hopper 
just about covers the do-gooders' 
gamut: from guaranteeing to every 
citizen relief from tooth-ache to pro-
viding him, willy-nilly, with a life-
time income. It is Beveridge come 
to town. Coming right on the heels 
of the German conquest this legisla-
tion Zooms up now as the proceeds 
of the war. It should be the signal 
for a far more important struggle, 
that between the individual and the 
State. In the interests of such a 
conflict, an examination of these so-
cio-political proposals is in order. The 
most fateful of these is the one prom-
ising "full  employment"; it is there-
fore proper to begin this series of 
economic analyses with a look into 
this promise.) 

a retailer the words "purchas- 
ing power" carry a message com-

parable to "I love you." Only too 
well does he know how his hopes and 
his plans, his dreams and his aspira-
tions rest upon the power of the con-
sumer to magnetize the stock off his 
shelves, over the counter and out of 
the store. 

Therefore, when he reads "guaran-
teed purchasing power" on the label 
of the Murray-Dingell bills, also prop-
agandized as the "sixty million job" 
bills, he is for taking the potion in 
large doses, and bother the ingredi-
ents. Maybe the President of the 
American Retail Federation, repre-
senting many thousands of the coun-
try's merchants, never read the pro-
posal. Maybe he does not in fact 
speak for every member and sub-
member of his organization. Never-
theless, the promise of an ever-nor-
mal purchasing power was too allur-
ing to resist. So, he takes pen in 
hand and writes Congress to hurry 
along a good quantity of this glorious 
concoction. 

Others likewise send endorsements. 
Nobody, except, perhaps, the scriven-
ers who draft it, ever read a Con-
gressional bill in its entirety, and 
only a few crackpot outsiders apply 
critical standards. It is not neces-
sary, anyhow, when a bill is first in-
troduced. In the present case, it is 
agreed, amendments and revisions 
will water down the proposal to a 
1948 campaign issue. By that time, 
the expected clouds of depression will 
be visible, and the protective cover-
age the bill Is supposed to furnish 
will provide for ample oratory. For 
the nonce, the preamble, setting forth 
its noble purposes, is sufficient unto 
the passage thereof. If this pream-
ble draws letters of commendation 
from gullible presidents of organiza-
tions, why bother about the text? 
The moral support so desperately de-
sired by the shapers of our destiny 
has been gained. 

* * * 

Taking the promise on the label at 
its word, the retailer, along with the 
rest of the citizenry, might ask him-
self three questions before putting 
the bottle to his lips. One, what is 
purchasing power? Two, is it some-
thing government can guarantee? 
Three, in the light of reason and his-
torical experiments along this line, 
what is the probable price of this at-
tempt to generate purchasing power 
by ukase? 

It may go hard to tell the average 
retailer, to whom the ringing cash 
register is the symphony of life, that 
money Is not the generator of sales. 
It is only the wire that carries the 
current, but the current itself starts 
deep down in the human desire to 
live. Before we inquire how this de-
sire to live stirs up purchasing, and 
just to clear the atmosphere of a 
gross misconception, we might point 
out that during their inflation of the 
1920's the Germans had lots of money 
a.x4 they. starved. On the other hand,  

when our banks were popping in 1933 
and 1934, and there was little money 
around, retailers were passing goods 
over their counters against a man's 
promise, scrip or what-have-you; I 
remember a sign soaped on a bar-
ber's window: "Haircut, one chicken; 
shave, a dozen eggs." Or let us put 
it this way: if all the money in the 
world were destroyed, would purchas-
ing power disappear? 

On the label, above "purchasing 
power," and in bolder type, you read, 
"sixty-million jobs." The two ideas 
are, of course, intertwined, for it is 
well-known that the working worker 

is in the way of acquiring purchas-
ing power. So, getting down to first 
principles, where ideas are always in 
the clear, we might inquire: Why do 
men work? For, if we come to a 
sound answer on that—keeping in 
mind that men really loathe labor—
we can properly assess the promise 
of full-employment and the ability of 
the promiser, the government, to 
make good. I do not know why you 
work, but I have a pretty good Idea 
why I work, and I assume your mo-
tivation is the same as mine, which 
is, to satisfy my desires. Specifically, 
I work for wages. I expect these 
wages to come in the form of cash, 
because that is a convenient com- 

modity which every shop on Main 
Street will accept in exchange for 
the things I want. If there were no 
Main Street (or mail order house) 
to provide me with the things I want 
there would be no point in working, 
no matter how fat the pay-envelope. 
That is, men work to satisfy their 
desires and their desires are satis-
fied with goods and services. 

In a primitive economy men like-
wise work for wages. They get their 
wages in food, raiment and shelter 
directly from nature, without the 
help of a retailer, without the use of 
money. But, because they must be 



jacks-of-all-trades, they don't get 
much of anything for their labor. In 
a highly complicated exchange econ-
omy, where everybody is a specialist, 
a great deal more is produced all 
around, and because of that abun-
dance wages bring more. It is 
through the marketplace that these 
numerous commodities pass from 
specialist to specialist. Money comes 
in handy as a measure of value, a 
yardstick of desire; it enables seller 
and buyer to swap; all we expect of 
this yardstick is that it remain fixed. 

Each specialist produces something 
another wants. Therefore, in an ac-
tual sense, each specialist hires the 
others, and is himself put to work by 
them. None is particularly inter-
ested in what he produces, since he 
does not, like the pioneer, produce 
for his own consumption. The New 
York clothing worker, as far as his 
purpose is concerned, is not making 
clothing; he has his economic eye on 
the corn grown in Kansas, the coal 
mined in Pennsylvania, the movies 
made in Hollywood, and it is these 
commodities and services he is en-
gaged In producing rather than the 
rags at hand. Contrariwise the farm-
er, the miner and the actor are ba-
sically concerned with the clothing. 

If there were no means of exchang-
ing the specialties everybody would 
have to go back to the primitive 
way of living. 

So, then, it is goods and services 
which men work for, It is goods and 
services which pay wages, it is goods 
and services which generate purchas-
ing power, it is goods and services 
which make jobs. In short, produc-
tion begets production, and employ-
ment creates employment. 

What can government do to gen-
erate this process? Exactly, noth-
ing. It can only keep the peace so 
that workers may go about their 
business with some feeling of assur-
ance that they will not be robbed of 
their output. All production consists 
of the application of labor to raw 
materials, so as to fashion a satis-
faction for the producer; that, of 
course, must include the distributive 
services, which channel the satisfac-
tion to its ultimate end. Now the 
government, as government, is not 
labor. When the traffic cop drives a  

car he is a driver, not a cop, ana 
somebody else must direct traffic 
when he changes character. As for 
raw materials, these are supplied by 
the forces of nature, which govern- 
ment is incapable of creating or set- 
ing in motion. As a factor of pro- 
duction government is simply non- 
existent; it is neither labor nor land. 

* * * 

When the cycle of production slows 
up or stops, as in a depression, gov-
ernment does not step out of charac-
ter and become an economic agent; 
it is not competent to do so. (The 
cause and cure of depressions are not 
germane in this discussion since the 
Murray-Dingell bills do not presume 
to spot either.) But the social un-
rest induced by mass uhemployment 
is fraught with political danger, and 
government is faced with the job of 
looking after itself. That must be 
kept in mind; it is a political, not an 
economic, consideration which forces 
government to cast itself into a role 
for which it is by nature unfitted. 

How does it go about meeting that 
problem? 

The formula for political intrusion 
into economic affairs—and this is 
true of any government, anywhere, 
anytime—is based on a superficial ob-
servation: during good times there is 
a lot of spending, during hard times 
spending drops off. Ergo, to start 
production going again it is neces-
sary to stimulate, or force, spend-
ing. Since the people have quit spend-
ing, for "psychological" reasons, the 
government must do it for them. But, 
the government has nothing of its 
own to spend, since it is not and 
cannot be a producer. To get around 
that- difficulty the government pro-
ceeds to spend what the working 
public produces, extracting it from 
them with the forceps of taxation. 
In the process of extraction there is 
a rake-off to defray the cost of main-
taining a non-productive collecting-
spending agency. That's the basic 
formula. What else is government 
equipped to do? 

When we shake out the wordage 
from the arguments in support of 
this formula we find it comes to the 
old Robin Hood method of solving 
poverty: take from him who has and 
give to him who hasn't. That's all  

it is or ever was or can be. And 
this is so whether the particular pro-
gram consists of hand-outs, building 
model towns or moving dirt from 
one side of the road to the other. It 
was so of the late economic schemes 
of Mussolini and Hitler, of the New 
Deal experiments—and it is so of the 
Murray-Dingell bills. 

Never, never—and this shuold be 
repeated until it cannot be forgotten 
—has government spending caused 
an increase in production, an increase 
in wages, an increase in purchasing 
power. Whenever government • lets 
up on its tax-and-spend program, as 
it must sometime, the reaction leaves 

the nation's economy in worse shape 
than it was before; as in 1937. The 
reasons for this are obvious. First, 
the increasing tax-load has not only 
discouraged productive enterprise, 
but that part of production which 
goes to administrative -expenses de-
pletes the power of the specialists 
to hire their fellow-specialists and 
production consequently drops off; 
furthermore, that part of the popu-
lace which has adjusted itself to liv-
ing on largesse has lost much of its 
productive edge and finds going back  
to work irksome. Just before we en-
gaged in an armament program in 
1940, after ten years of the greatest 
spending spree the world has ever 
known, we had just as many unem-
ployed as we had when it began, and 
all we could show for our pains was 
a monstrous tax-burden. 

* * * 

What is the price a nation must 
pay for government forays into eco-
nomic life? Definitely, an increase 
in political power and an offsetting 
decrease in social power. As noted, 
it is only when social unrest result-
ing from an economic paroxysm 
threatens its position that govern-
ment leaves its appointed place. The 
Murray-Dingle bills specifically aim 
to increase government powers and 
expand its activity during expected 
times of stress; the hope is that these 
powers and activities will overcome 
the economic lull by stimulating pro-
duction, and then the government can 
return to its business of governing. 
Undoubtedly-the hope is sincerely put 
forth and we should not infer a sin-
ister motive. Yet, because govern- 
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ment is purely political in character ;  
unable to do anything but exercise 
authority, the accretion of power 
during an emergency is not relin-
quished; not necessarily because of 
an intent to hold on, but because Its 
failure to liquidate the emergency 
calls for additional power ;  the only 
thing It knows what to do with, in a 
further try. Note the crescendo of 
government by agencies and direc-
tives from 1929 up to the war. 

Nor is this increase of political - 
power at the expense of social power 
without public concurrence. Power 
is actually thrust upon government 
during times of unrest. The benefici-
aries of hand-out are keen for a con-
tinuance of the authority making it 
possible. Those employed in govern-
ment agencies have a stake in the 
arrangement and don't want it dis-
turbed. Those who acquire govern-
ment securities necessitated by the 
orgy of spending would like to in-
crease their Investment in the taxing 
power of the government. Those who 
become government contractors find 
the spending profitable. Thus the 
party in power finds itself deluged 
with support it had not bargained 
for, and in a bid for re-election this 
support has all the appearance of 
having been "bought." Whether it is 
an appearance or a fact does not 
matter. The tendency is toward a 
concentration of power in the hands 
of those from whom "free" blessings 
flow, and a consequent degradation 
of the individual. 

That is the price of Murray-Dingell-
ism. Are Americans ready to pay, it 
—as were the Italians and the Ger-
mans, and the ancient Romans? 

- FRANK CH000RO 111 EDITOR 
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