Bates College

SCARAB

Speeches Edmund S. Muskie Papers

10-30-1970

Remarks by Senator Edmund S. Muskie on Economic Policy in
Bath, Maine

Edmund S. Muskie

Follow this and additional works at: https://scarab.bates.edu/msp


https://scarab.bates.edu/
https://scarab.bates.edu/msp
https://scarab.bates.edu/esmp
https://scarab.bates.edu/msp?utm_source=scarab.bates.edu%2Fmsp%2F308&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages

. REMARKS 3Y SENATOR EDMUND 8. MUSKRIE
. BAYH, MAINE
OCTOBER 30, 1970
Thank you for iuvittna-n here this evening,

let me tell you a ntory about the head of a local chanmber of commerce ~-
a good booatu of his community.

He was asked if his town was experiencing hard sconomic times.

"Not-at all,"™ he replied. "But 1 miat confess -~ we have been going through
the woret boo- 1 ean remesber.”

That kind of boom s affecting us here in Maine -~ and it is af!ecti.ns every
workingmen in this cowmtry.

*  In plain terms, a paycheck worth $100.00 a year ago is worth only $94,.35
today, .

The President -- {in his last campaign -- promised prosperity.
That promise has not been redeemed.
In this eaplisn. the President says, "Taflation has been checked."

But the fait is that the rete of invlietion is still three times as much as
the aversge level of price stability we enjoyed from 1962 to 1965.

The fact s that cousumer prices inSeptember jumped another one-half of ome
percents

The fact is that vholesale iudutrhl prices this month showed the greatest
wonthly ivcrease in 14 years:

In Maine «- by the end of 1968 ~- resl purchaiing power was 31 percent greater
than it was in 1960 -- @ yearly average fncresse of almost 4 percent,

In 1969, that incresse was only 1 percent.

The 6.4 petcent rice in incomes was alwost matched by a 5.4 percent increase
in the cost of living.

- Maine has experienced stesdy growth under Governor Curtis' leadership -- dut
it has also experienced the natiouwide effects of inflatiom,

- As if inflation were not endugh, the Administrition's economic policies have
contributed to @ substantial increase in unemployment...ond & substantial decrease
in overtine work, which many people have relied on to make endd meet.

- ¥When this Administration took office slmost two years ago, it promised to
eventuglly add 15 million people to the ranks of the employed.

Since then, two million have deen sdded to the ranks of the unemployed.
That puts the Adminfstration 17 million behind,

At the bcginiu.ng of 1969, substantfal dnemployment existed in 6 major indus-
trial areas,

Now, it exists in 38 major industrial areas,

In 1961, vhen President Kennedy took office, unemployment in Maine stood at
834 percent.

At the end of 1968, that figure had dropped to 4.1 percent.

By Mugust of this year -~ after more than 18 months of deliberately restrictive
econowic policy by this Adwinistrstion ~- unemployment in Maine was back up to
6.3 percent.

And vhy?

Wby has the performance of sur economy fallen go far behind its potential?

Why has the word “prosperity” dropped cut of cur voosbulary?
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The reasons sre not hidden.
They are not mysterious.
They are not unkoown,

Our problems began in 1966 -- after more than four yaars of substantial
economic progress.

They Loaln with our expanded involvement in Vietnam -- when military spending
was multiplied...but not the revenues to finance that spending.

As a result, budget outlays for the war increased faster than the available
supply of goeds.

And prices ~- which had been remarkably stable since 1961 -- started to elimb.
Even s0, the economy contimued to prosper through 1968.
Indeed, during the 1961-1968 period --

«- Amarica's real production grew by 50 percent and the average household's
resl after~-tex income grew by 33 percent;

-= gnemployment was rveduced to 3.5 percent of the labor force -~ the lowest
since 1953;

-- and corporate profits before taxes exceeded $90 biilion for the first time in
history.

Still, inflation was worrisome.
By the beginning of 1969, it had resched an sunusl rate of 4 1/2 percemt,

Qertainly -- in trying to bring inflation under control -- a new Adminfstration
in Washington could not be blamed for the mistakes of earlier adwinistratioms,

But the nev Aduministration did have a responsibility to correct those mistakes
as well and as quickly as it could, '

Indeed, it promissed to do so in a matter of months,
A vapid end to the war could have been &f immense help to our econowy.

Rven without that, however, restraint was called for -- restraint on prices...
and on wvages.

But the Administration failed to ask either business or labor to exercise such
raestraint. Instead, it adopted a "hands off" policy.,.a policy of avoiding veaponsidility.

Is 1t sny wonder thall9 important industries =-- vhose prices rose an average of
I.z percent snnuslly between 1966 and 1968 =« incrsased thelr prices 6 percent in
1969 alone? '

The Aduinistration also adopted a "tight money” policy calculated to "cool off"
the econtmy.

That policy succeeded --

== {n raisiug interest rates to their highest levals since the Civil War;
-« in restricting credit;

== in reducing business activity.

But it did pot succeed in halting inflatien...or in keeping people from losing
their jobs.

As a result, we devcloped &n economic situation never befors achieved in this
country -- less producticn and more inflation at the same time. . -

Our oeow has practically stopped growing. _ BT C A
And what are the consequences?
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Fathers bave to stend in line for unemployment checks in order to feed their
fonilies,
Housewives have to pay more money for less groceries.
Young couples can no longexr afford homes of theixr own,
NHo oue is pleased by these conditions -- neither Democrats nor Republicans,
But what can we do?
What direction can we take?
What approech can we adopt?
1 suggest we start pursuing & policy y! respousible economic growth.

From 1961 through 1965 -- before we began our enormous military fnvolvement in
Vietnem -~ we were pursing just such & clesar-cut economic policy.

We wore even adle -- in 1965 -- to cut Federsl taxes and still obtein grester
Teoveantas,

Why?

Because businesses were encouraged to expand.

Profuction was etimmlated.

Aud people were able to find work.

What does a policy of economic growth mean?

It means & change from the “tight wmoney" sppreach --

«= by encouraging lower interest rates;

- upmdl.n;’ the money supply;

-« snd supporting iacreased business activity.

It means & change from the “hands off™ approsch --

=+ by enlisting the support of business sud ladbor;

== by developing a sensible wage-price yardetick;

-= god responsibly protecting the public interest.

It mesns a new divection {u our national p{loritfes «-

-= by allocating sufficient my for domestic nacds;

«= by revitalising our civilisn economy;

= by investing a greater share of cur Federal budget in programs such as
I;:'::?g and health care and pollution control, which are desinged té improve people's

We know what our problems are.

We know they have ot vanishoed during this campaign,..no matter vhat the
Adwinistration would like us to believe. &

And we koow it is time we start solving those problems -- by directing our
aim <~ and our votes -« toward a policy of renawed economic greseth.

Indeed, if we do not adopt such a policy now, u can up:lct that the Presidents’
campaign speeches of 1972 will ouce again hold out the promise of prosperity, and not
{ts performance. '

John !:mdy onea said, "Chknge &5 the law of 1ife. And those who look omly
to the past or the praesent are certain to mins the future."

Thauk you.
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