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THIS round-table discussion took place
on April 16, 1951, at the Hotel Wal-
dorf-Astoria, New York, under the

sponsorship of The Advertising Council, Inc.
Part I, presented here, covers the high lights of
the morning session; Part II, to appear in the
January Number of the HARVARD BUSINESS RE-

VIEW, will be devoted to the afternoon session.
The record of both sessions is available in book
form, under the title Condensed Record of a
Round-Table Discussion on the Basic Elements
of a Free, Dynamic Society, published and copy-
righted by The Macmillan Company (1951).

The proceedings opened at 9:30 a.m. with
introductory remarks by Mr. Chester J. La-
Roche, President of C. J. LaRoche & Co., Inc.,
on behalf of The Advertising Council, Inc.

Introduction
MR. CHESTER J. LAROCHE: As a member of the

Planning Committee of The Advertising Coun-
cil it is my privilege, and a happy one, to wel-
come you all here today.

As we get under way, I would like to make
a prediction, and that is that this will probably
be one of the hardest day's work that most of
you will ever have put in; but I would like
to make another prediction, and that is that if
you go through the two sessions today, as we
hope and urge you to do, you will perhaps have
one of the most rewarding days in your life.

Our approach, while hopeful, has been de-
liberate and cautious. This is not an intellec-
tual spree. We do not expect to come out of
the sessions today with intellectual slogans
which we can package like a food product for
foreign and domestic consumption.

As Americans we inherit and share with
other Americans a dislike of being led by the
nose in the domain of ideas. While some of
us live by ideas in production and in selling,
all of us are sometimes afraid of ideas in the
philosophical field, although that is what our
Constitution and Bill of Rights were.
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Today we are faced with the necessity for
action in the philosophical field. We are forced,
in the very interest of national security, to
state what we like, what we stand for cate-
gorically and affirmatively. And how can we do
this without recourse to some kind of political
philosophy? How can we know what we like
or dislike without reference to the first prin-
ciples?

We know that meetings of large and small
groups are frequently held to discuss the
American Dream. Often businessmen gather
to hear distinguished citizens and popular
theorists expound. Colleges send professors to
the lecture platforms. The government calls
on specialists. Is this just such another meet-
ing? We do not think so. As far as we can
discover, this is the first time that a large group
of top-fiight businessmen, together with a num-
ber of outstanding scholars, have set out to
produce a result that may be useful to millions;
and with the eager assistance of an organization
at hand that knows how to reach those millions,
The Advertising Council.

Today's session is a dry-run in the sense that
we have not sought and do not want any pub-
licity at this titne for this meeting. We recog-
nize that this is the beginning and not the end
of an effort. Bear in mind, however, that if you
feel that the findings of this session warrant it,
the Council can put to work what is a very
great piece of information-disseminating ma-
chinery.

Much of the responsibility for the direction
and inspiration for this meeting has been
assumed by Lewis Galantiere, who, working
with the Council, has made this his full-
time job. Mr. Galantiere is sitting at my left
now.

As for our Moderator, when we told Paul
Hoffman about our plans and its possibilities,
he saw them instantly and he instantly said that
he would help.

Morris R. Cohen, who was one of our lead-
ing philosophers, wrote: "Nature without ideas
is one blooming confusion." The ECA without
Paul Hoffman might have been "one blooming
confusion," and so could this meeting have
been.

Paul Hoffman is about to show how one lead-
ing citizen, entitled to rest on his laurels in
several areas, is right here in the ranks, helping
to make our society function in this time of
peril. In this job we pledge to him our earnest.

enthusiastic support, and we extend to him our
deepest appreciation. Mr. Hoffman.

MR. PAUL G. HOFFMAN: Mr. LaRoche, I would
like first to say that all of us at this table ap-
proach this task with great humility. We are
tackling perhaps the most difficult of all prob-
lems, and we have no thought that it can be
solved in a single day in the Waldorf-Astoria in
New York City. We do hope that out of this
xvill come some stimulation of thinking on the
part of very many people.

Let me start by calling upon Mr. Peter
Drucker to discuss briefly this question: What
has happened in America during the past 50
years?

Appraising the Past ^o Years

MR. PETER F. DRUCKER: I would like to take
for granted the material advance of these 50
years. It has been and it is important. But it
is not, I think, the really important achieve-
ment. I think if we look at these 50 years in per-
spective, we will all agree that the most im-
portant developments have been in the field of
basic ideas, basic concepts, and basic social in-
stitutions.

Let me first look at it from this point of
view: What has this society done in these 50
years to make it a better society for the indi-
vidual? No matter how you measure it — in
formal terms of education, of health, of oppor-
tunities to get to the kind of work man wants
to do — the advance has been tremendous. We
have not only a society of richer opportunities
but a society of infinitely more equal opportuni-
ties; and I think the best proof — and I am far
from complacent about this — is the advance in
the opportunities of our minority groups, such
as the Negroes. If you look at the way the ma-
terial advance has been distributed, you will
see it has been a process of approaching equal-
ity not by leveling down, but by leveling up.
About two-thirds of every advance in material
benefits, in security, has been going to the
lower and lower middle income social groups,
so that today it is a society in which the tre-
mendous inequalities of opportunities and of
income which existed 50 years ago no longer
exist. Though there is still, of course, a lot to
be done.

My second point would be that it has been a
half-century of continued decentralization of
power, despite the many appearances of higher
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centralization. The most significant develop-
ment here has not been in big business but in
the position of small business and the develop-
ment of partnership between big and small
business. The decision-making power has be-
come more widely distributed in the local gov-
ernments, the local centers of decision and
power, the labor unions, the business enter-
prises, the local communities, than was true
50 years ago.

But the most impressive things to me are the
things that we have been learning about the
social structure of an industrial society. We
have learned that productivity is a social if not
a moral principle, and not just a business prin-
ciple; that, in other words, increased produc-
tivity must contribute to greater income of
the masses, to greater job security of the work-
ers, to greater satisfaction of the consumer, in
order to be any good at all; that it is not enough
for it to contribute to profits.

We have learned what a mass market is, and
that is the opposite of a class market; that, in
other words, the strength of a modem econ-
omy rests upon its being able to supply sub-
stantially the same goods and services to all
members, regardless of their social status.

We have learned that competition must be
complemented by cooperation; and, while we
have grown no whit less competitive, and, I
personally think, a great deal more competi-
tive, we have at the same time a better com-
petition in a totally new, institutionalized
system of cooperation, of exchange of problems
and of the ways of solving them, of which our
meeting here is just one of many thousands of
examples.

We have learned that the human being is the
central, the rarest, the- most precious capital
resource of an industrial society. This shows in
our new concept of the industrial enterprise as
an organization of people, as a social institu-
tion. It shows in our concept of management
as the coordinator of human efforts. It shows
in our concept of the labor union and in our
management-union relations.

We are no longer afraid, as our grandfathers
were, of demands for security. We know that
they are legitimate, and we know that they can
be met and satisfied without retarding the
dynamism of our economy and society. And we
are finally in the process of learning that by
means of voluntary social action, by means of
action by business management, by union lead-
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ership — not by the state — we can develop in-
stitutional controls to make the impact of eco-
nomic fluctuation socially and economically
bearable.

We have gone a very long way in the direc-
tion of solving the basic ethical and basic politi-
cal problem of an industrial society, the social
and ethical harmony between the self-interest
of our economic institutions and the social in-
terest of society.

MR. RUSSELL w . DAVENPORT: I t h i n k M r .
Drucker's summary is very able and inclusive.
However, I don't want to let it go without re-
ferring to the fact that we have shown a corre-
sponding inability to explain to other people
and even to ourselves what we are doing. Some-
how, as the curve of achievement has gone up,
the curve of "explainability" has gone down.

Now, I think this has to be taken into ac-
count. This is exactly where European criti-
cism of us comes in. They see these things we
are doing. They, to some extent, fail to see in
them any real hope. Now, why is this?

There is sort of a paradox in human nature
and in society that makes it true that it is not
solutions that make ideas attractive; it is un-
solved possibilities. And I think the thing we
all feel about America is that the possibilities
are always unsolved. This is in the very nature
of our way of life. But somehow we have
failed to indicate it to others.

MR. HOFFMAN: I think we will get on faster
if we limit ourselves at this point to discussing
the hard facts of the past 50 years. For example,
I like to think in terms of the workers in South
Bend, Indiana: What has happened in 50 years
to affect their material lives? Their intellectual
lives? Their spiritual lives? Is the American
way of life in 1950 a better way of life for the
people of America than it was in 1900?

I happen to have read recently that in 1990
approximately 10% of the boys and girls in
America between fourteen and seventeen years
old were in high school, while today 80% are
in high school; also that, proportionately, six
times as high a percentage of our boys and girls
are in college today as in 1900.

That would seem to indicate a great expan-
sion of educational opportunity. I think that
if we could talk in terms of what has happened,
we would get on faster.

MR. ERWIN D. CANHAM: Mr. Moderator, it
seems to me that Mr. Drucker's remarks add
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up to tbe fact that we have shown our dedica-
tion to a system Avbich is not a materialistic
system, which is not by any means bounded by
the satisfaction of human material wants, but
which is, rather, dedicated to the significance
of the individual and the basic rights of man.
I think that ties in directly with what Mr. Dav-
enport has said, because if there is misunder-
standing of us in the world, it is in the concept
that our system is merely a materialistic dedi-
cation — a dollar-mad society.

Another misunderstanding of us everywhere
is that we are fighting some sort of rear-guard
action in defense of the status quo. I think it
is true that in every aspect of our life what we
are challenging is the status quo; we are in-
sisting that in every respect there must be
better ways of doing everything.

I would emphasize likewise that these un-
dertakings of ours are part of the common
fabric of not just American society, not just
Western society, but of total human society;
and that whatever we have been able to achieve
has been the result of the inherent harmony
of the inheritance which we have received from
other cultures and from other societies, not
merely in what is called the West but what is
called the East as well.

In short, we are dedicated to challenge, to
the reverse of reaction, to the reverse of the
status quo; in fact, to a revolutionary approach
— a liberating approach — to life. This is why
the material side of our development has a
profound spiritual meaning based upon the
status of man, which is itself a recognition of
man's place in a total system under God. We
are further dedicated also, as Mr. Davenport
has said, to the tackling of unsolved problems.
This is why we may say that we have achieved
concepts of a dynamic society which have been
a complete social revolution.

MR. LEWIS GALANTIERE: I should say that per-
haps the fundamental fact which emerges in our
50 years of history is the elimination of class
warfare in the United States and the removal
of confiict from the area of doctrine.

Today such conflicts as take place among
us — and, of course, they do take place every
day — are conflicts that are settled by rational
analysis, negotiation, compromise. There is no
rejection of fundamental American institutions
by parties to American conflicts. All parties
make it clear that they live in a society in

which they want to go on living. I won't say
that this is unique with us. But, if we look
abroad, we see, almost invariably, conflict that
is doctrinaire, that threatens the overthrow of
institutions. I argue from this that our institu-
tions have been strengthened by the changes
which have taken place among us; in most
other countries change has weakened or de-
stroyed the bases of society.

DR. FRANK TANNENBAUM: I would like to Say
that the things that have happened in the
United States — and they are in the nature of
a miracle —have largely been a by-product.
In some sense they happened because of the
peculiar complex of American resources,
American population, American attitude. I am
not at all sure that a conscious philosophy of
society is a good thing. As a matter of fact, I
would be prepared to argue that it is a sign
of weakness.

Now, secondly, the things that have happened
in America unexpectedly, unplanned, have
happened, I think, partly because we don't
make great plans. We make little plans. We
make no plans at all. That is, we are inclined
to cross the bridge when we get to it. We
don't attempt to harness the future. And I
should be very sorry to see any such attempt
projected.

I would like to add, if I may, that with all of
its failures, with all its shortcomings, and all
its imperfections, the American trade union —
and no one in this room is more keenly aware
of its imperfections than I am; you can't tell
me anything about a trade union that is evil
that I don't know or that I won't acknowledge
— but, with all its imperfections, with all its
failures, it has been the trade union that has
made a large and perhaps major impact upon
the development of the mass market.

A labor contract isn't just a bargain between
a corporation and a trade union. A labor con-̂
tract is a body of unwritten law put down on
paper, which then becomes a written law, if
you like. What the trade union movement and
the corporations and the industries have been
doing is to develop gradually a body of law for
the government of industrial life, both of labor
and of corporations, in industry.

MR. WALTER H. WHEELER: I Certainly will go-
along with Dr. Tannenbaum on his main
thesis, that it is very hard to find a common
ideology in our way of life except one funda-̂
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mental thing, and that is equality of oppor-
tunity. Our strength really lies in that and in
our diversity. I think that is why it is so difli-
cult for other peoples to understand us, be-
cause we seem constantly to be tearing our-
selves asunder in debate and arguing on every
question under the sun. But that very diversity
is equality of opportunity for everybody to
get up and express his opinion — say what he
wants, live as he wants.

Now, I think that is the only American ideol-
ogy we can put our finger on. And I think,
when we talk about it, we ought to be very
humble about it, because the same kind of
miracle could occur to any people who had our
heritage of ideas and the great natural re-
sources of this country.

MR. CHESTER I. BARNARD: I agree with the idea
that there has been enormous progress not
merely in material developments in the last
50 years, but that our progress has carried
with it great development in moral and spirit-
ual affairs as well.

I hesitate to accept, however, the implica-
tion or the statement that, going with this,
there has been a progressive decentralization.
On the contrary, it seems to me that there has
been a greater and greater acceleration of cen-
tralization in this country, not merely in gov-
ernment and not merely in the organization of
great corporations, which carry on more than
half the industrial activity of the country, but
also a great concentration on the part of labor
unions and other organizations. There has
been a social distintegration going along with
this material development and with this formal-
ization of organized activities, which implies
payment of a price, the amount of which we are
not yet able to assess.

We hear a great deal about it from the psy-
choanalysts and the psychiatrists in talking
about the development of psychoneurotic difli-
culties in society, the breakdown of the family,
the elimination of small groups in community
life.

It seems to me that is a factor in this situa-
tion and has to be taken into account.

MR. DAVENPORT: Having raised my general
warning, I want to point out that it is exactly
what "Mr. Barnard has been talking about.
There is a question in everybody's mind as to
the meaning of the individual to whom our
society is giving the opportunities. We are
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giving him the opportunities, but I don't know
that we are quite clear as to what he is or why.

Now as to this question of private parties
taking up social tasks or the social forces being
in private hands. This to me is the greatest
development in modern times. I don't think
Americans themselves are aware of it. You
can take it at various levels. The level where
perhaps it is most interesting and most familiar
to all of us is right in the community where
we spend a great deal of time, every one of us,
in doing things for which we get no pay but
which are essential to the community.

This seems to be a growing thing. It hasn't
stopped. I mean it is not in a down-curve. It
is in an up-curve. This phenomenon is some-
thing we should all be aware of as an essential
part of self-government — the fact that people
act in their communities with no reference at
all to government, to the oflicial government, on
behalf of social goals. That is Point 1.

Point 2 is this question, which I know is very
much on your mind: the social development
of business. It is perfectly obvious that you
can no longer argue that a man is in business
just to make money. He cannot be. The very
nature of the society makes that old axiom
absolutely obsolete. The businessman is, there-
fore, faced with a tremendous challenge, which
I described as an opportunity to try to seize a
certain kind of leadership here, a leadership I
believe Chet LaRoche once called "social
product" — that in making the material prod-
uct, the profit product, it is also necessary to
make a by-product, which is a social product.

Now, this is unique in America: the develop-
ment in private hands of the social goals which
elsewhere people have turned over to the state.

I would hope that this conference would
come out very strongly and point out to the
businessman the enormous resf>onsibility he
carries in this regard, not only to his society and
the world but to his own business increasingly
every year.

MR. DRUCKER: I hope no one got the impres-
sion that I was laboring under the misappre-
hension that we had reached Utopia or were
anywhere near it, or were even headed for it.

A VOICE: Or want to!

MR. DRUCKER: Or particularly want to. That
was my point. We don't want to. We are not
near it. Nobody in his right senses will pre-
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tend that this is an easy time to live in, or that
we know all the answers. I would say, sum-
ming up these 50 years, that we have not de-
veloped the answers, but I think we know now
what the questions are.

Now in respect to decentralization, Mr. Bar-
nard, I think the facts bear at least a different
interpretation from the one you have given
them. There is no parallel today to the power
of the three or four private banking houses of
1900 — absolutely none; not even the Treasury
and the Federal Reserve Board together have
that power which the Morgans and the Kuhn
Loebs had.

The American labor union is not basically
centralized but is a federal enterprise which is
unique in that there is as much power in the
locals as there is at the center in any union
that has survived. Any union that is centraliz-
ing in this country falls flat on its face very
soon, as you will see within the next ten years
with the coal miners and as you have seen
already in some other unions.

The big corporation too is decentralizing in
its development of social power; so, in an en-
tirely different area, is the movement into the
suburbs, which is a decentralization in the geo-
graphic sense.

I would not for a minute maintain that we
have no neurotics in this society. I am only
surprised by the number of sane people there
are!

MR. WHEELER: YOU may be right. But on this
point of the local of the union being as power-
ful as the center, I don't think we can accept
that. In some unions that is correct. However,
it has depended a very great deal upon the atti-
tude of management. In some unions it is
certainly not true that the local has any power
comparable to that of the center.

MR. DRUCKER: In others the central has no
power.

MR. WHEELER: In relatively few; it depends
on how well organized they are. If they are
badly organized, the center has no power. I
want to stress the point of the challenge to
management here, because it is my observation
that whether or not the local has power depends
very greatly upon management's attitude to-
ward unions in general and that union in par-
ticular.

It seems to me most desirable that the local

should have power — not unlimited power, but
there should be a balance of power.

But this cannot be done by sitting back and
waiting for the union leaders to do it. On the
contrary, the more management sits back or
the more management fails to see the virtues of
organization, the more sure it is that the central
power will become the great power.

As you know, I am a tremendous believer in
all forms of real worker participation, because
when you have real participation on the part
of the workers, you build up the local.

DR. TANNENBAUM: I don't want to disagree
with Mr. Drucker's optimism. I think it is
wonderful. But I should like to point out that,
in spite of the very great and perhaps increas-
ing amount of activity in local affairs by organ-
ized groups, we have seriously weakened the
family and seriously weakened the church; and
I doubt very much that, in the long run, you
can maintain stable a society in which two of
the basic institutions in the community have
no real roots, no real strength.

Just one illustration of this about the family:
The family is traditionally and always has been
the social security institution. It has been so all
through history. Now we have transferred se-
curity to the state. I wish we had transferred
it to a combination of the corporations and the
unions. Both the corporations and the unions
were not ready for it. But I suspect that trans-
ferring it to the state is ultimately giving the
state the right to intervene in the details of
the life of every individual in the country.
And, as a parochialist, I am against it.

MR. HOFFMAN: I would like to sum up, if I
may, and say this: If you are going to attempt
to measure progress, first of all you have to
have your yardsticks pretty clearly in mind.

For my own guidance, the yardstick by which
I have been attempting to measure what has
happened in America is this: I believe, flrst of
all, that society exists for the purpose of pro-
viding the individual not only with equality
but also with certainty of opportunity for
growth and development materially, intellec-
tually, spiritually; and, secondly, that our so-
ciety is organized to promote conditions which
challenge the individual to realize his capacities.

My approach is purely pragmatic. I ^an al-
ways think more clearly if I think of what has
taken place in South Bend, Indiana, since 1900
and up to 1950. In that city I can assure you
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that, measured by these criteria, rather miracu-
lous progress has been made.

In America a man is more of a man today
than he was in 1900 when it comes to making
his own decisions. I think that will stand. If
time permitted the Moderator a half-hour in-
stead of five minutes, I could document that.
But I am sure, in total, that there is a greater
diffusion of decision-making power in 1950
than there was in 1900.

Secondly, it seems to me that, as has been
said, there is a key to this progress. We have
had in American business alone 4 million little
centers from which ideas spring, and, as a con-
sequence, what has happened is not the result
of direct planning but rather the by-product
of a system that does decentralize decision-
making.

I have always been impressed by that. Mr.
Davenport is always speaking of one great right
which our Declaration of Independence pro-
claimed; that is, the right to the pursuit of hap-
piness. I merely point out that I, at least, in.
my rather long life, have never known anyone
who pursued happiness directly that ever at-
tained it. It always seems to be a by-product
of other activities. So I think these things that
have taken place in America are not the result
of planning but a by-product of these basic ele-
ments in the system which we are going to dis-
cuss next.

A third point and somewhat relative to the
others is this: There has been a shift away from
the idea that we are a mature economy to the
idea that we are a dynamic, expanding econ-
omy. It wasn't too iong ago that there was
very broad acceptance of the idea of maturity
in America; that America was finished business.
Well, I happen to believe that as long as we
recognize that America is unfinished business,
progress will continue. The moment that we
let this idea of maturity in any way affect our
thinking, then America really will be finished.

Now, I think almost everyone here has had
an opportunity to comment on this first phase
of our discussion; that is, the fact of whether
we have had progress in these United States in
50 years. I propose that we now get on to a
discussion of those elements in this society
which have made possible this spectacular
progress.

Several members of the panel took time to
prepare papers in which they set forth their
ideas as to what those elements are. I am going

to ask Mr. Galantiere if he will not synthesize
what developed out of his study of these papers,
after which we shall open the panel for further
discussion.

Ten Elements of Progress

MR. GALANTIERE: AS Mr. Hoffman has said,
a number of the participants in the round-
table — but not all of them — were able to find
time to set down some notes in advance, and,
going over those notes, I find that they come
together in this way:

(1) There is general agreement that the
American society is a religious society governed
by a secular state. In Mr. Wheeler's words,
"Individual man owes his first allegiance and
responsibility only to God." We do not accept
the notion that the state is higher than man.

A corollary of this is the belief that man was
created by God. As Mr. Ganham puts it, "man
is of great value under God"; or, as Mr.
Drucker says, "the human being is the most
valuable and is the scarcest resource, in Ameri-
can eyes." This is the source of the characteris-
tic American respect for the individual. It is
summed up by Mr. Wheeler in what he calls
"the right to disagree," and by Dr. Tannen-
baum in the statement that "we believe there
is no substitute for the private experience of
the individual."

(2) The American society, however, is not
one of individual atoms. It is characterized by
the spontaneous, voluntary, nongovernmental
cooperation of citizens in their local communi-
ties. Mr. Ganham calls this "brotherhood in
action." He and Mr. Drucker see it reflecteijd in
the remarkable degree to which all sources of
information are open to all competitors, for-
eigners, research students, census-takers, and
so on.

What is true in our business and profes-
sional life is true in the general community,
where, as Dr. Tannenbaum says, issues are de-
cided in semiformal discussion. I myself put
it that the American feels responsible for his
community; that with us self-government
covers an area far wider than the political forms
suggest; that there is no department of com-
munity life which the American leaves wholly
to government.

(3) Political decentralization is an indispen-
sable element in the American society. This is
a proposition that has aspects of the deepest
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importance which will presumably be discussed
when the topic is reached.

(4) Americans characteristically accept the
idea of change. "We look upon change with
less fear than most peoples," says Mr. Wheeler.
"The concept of stagnation is abhorrent to us,
and we accept nothing as perfect," Dr. Tannen-
baum says. Mr. Ganham speaks of our insistent
dissatisfaction with the status quo. One con-
tributor quotes de Tocqueville as saying that
the great privilege of the American consists in
his being free to repair his mistakes.

(5) Leadership in America is moral; that is,
it is not a right with which the individual is
endowed. It is won by those who accept re-
sponsibility.

(6) The American society is characterized
by an absence of envy. This proposition, ad-
vanced in different form by different members
of the panel, seems to be part of the principle
of community cooperation already mentioned.
Mr. Wheeler speaks of American generosity
and puts that virtue down as the true source
of our cooperative spirit and of our constant
striving to eliminate prejudice and intolerance
from our society. He credits it with the origin
of our habit of teamwork and our success in
overcoming the antagonisms which would
otherwise arise from our wide diversity of ori-
gin. Dr. Tannenbaum, approaching the same
phenomenon from another angle, says that as
a people we are committed to the idea of the
well-being of every member of the community.

(7) The American society tends in the direc-
tion of a classless society. This subject has been
treated by only one or two contributors. One
of us derives this proposition from the fact that
the distribution of consumers' goods has been
so wide among us that the steady worker has,
materially, little to envy his employer. He sees
in this the explanation for the absence of class
hatred in the United States.

(8) The American society is founded upon
the idea of the right to individual ownership
of property. Mr. Wheeler, for example, looks
upon the property right as a natural corollary
of the individual's right to a free life of his
own choosing. As I read him, he is arguing in
favor of the right of the property-less to own
property; he is not arguing the classic case of
the property-owner against the antiproperty
doctrinaires. The right he speaks of is the
right to share in the world's resources and in
the fruits of one's labors.

My own approach to this subject of property
is different. I have argued that state ownership
is fraudulent ownership, if by it is meant own-
ership by the people; and the only way in which
the citizen can truly own anything is the way of
individual ownership, not collective ownership.

(9) Gompetitive enterprise is an indispen-
sable pillar of the American society. Only Mr.
Wheeler and I make a special point of this
proposition, although it is implied in the papers
of our colleagues. Gompetition, Mr. Wheeler
says, is man's effort to realize his potential. It is
the energizing of all individuals who constitute
a community.

My own approach is that since mass wants can
be satisfied only by the concentration of vast
economic forces, it is essential to freedom that
the competitive system preserve society from
the domination of social and political life by
those economic forces.

(10) The American society is characterized
by a considerable degree of separation of eco-
nomic and political power.

MR. HOFFMAN: We will now proceed to the
discussion of these individual elements. Who
wants to lead off on the first: Our civilization
has a religious base.

/ . A Religious Society

MR. CANHAM: What we mean when we say
"religious society," is, I think, quite different
from what would be meant by many foreign
peoples if they used the same expression. What
I mean, at least, is this: Recognition of the
place of man as a supreme value seems to me to
be a fundamental spiritual concept, and our
achievement in that respect puts this kind of
spiritual foundation under every phase of our
material activity. But it is important to dis-
tinguish this from anything remotely resem-
bling a clerical state. It is profoundly secular,
but nevertheless it seems to me to be dedicated
to a spiritual ideal.

MR. DRUCKER: I would define the term "reli-
gious" religiously, and not as you did, ethically.
I would simply say that we define our concept
of freedom to mean that man serves only one
Master; that is, a supernatural God. That is
what we mean by freedom, which is a concept
of bondage, but a concept of bondage to God
and not to man; and in that respect I think
this is a religious society in that it accepts the
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absolute supremacy of the Lord over man and
over man's creations, such as the state.

MR. WHEELER: I think we agree on the funda-
mental concept that freedom stems from this
religious concept. I would like to bring out
particularly that along with the right that man
has to be free to possess his share of the world's
goods goes a whole code of morals. We don't
refer to the articles of the code in a religious
manner, but call them fair play, decency, and so
on. Fundamentally, it seems to me, our whole
society depends upon the maintenance of those
morals. If man hasn't those moral values, and
is a crass materialist, there is nothing for it but
to have more and more laws to tell him at every
turn what he must do, particularly as our so-
ciety grows more and more complex.

MR. BARNARD: I agree that this is a society
founded on religious principles, but you have
to be on guard to see that it is not interpreted
as an ecclesiastical society.

In 1940 about 35% of the adults of this
country were formally members of various
churches. There has been some increase in that
proportion in the past ten years, but the per-
centage is probably not more than 50 at the
present time. We all know formal members of
a church who are not to be distinguished in
any religious sense. I agree that this is a reli-
gious society in a very limited sense.

MR. HOFFMAN: I have no disagreement with
the proposition that this is a religious society.
I have a couple of remarks on it, however.

I agree with what Mr. Barnard says: that we
must be careful in our definitions.

In a certain sense religion — the concept of
the Divine Being — is written into our basic
law. But that law goes back to the eighteenth
century; it is not law written in the twentieth
century.

Here in the twentieth century it seems to
me that, if one arrived from Mars, he would
say that men have lost their bearings with re-
gard to the Divine. This underlies the disin-
tegration that Mr. Barnard mentioned some
time ago and fills anyone who thinks about it
with great alarm. On the theoretical side, we
have a religious society. On the side of actual-
ity, as to what individuals can realize for them-
selves in terms of the spiritual, it is a society
that shows signs of sickness.

DR. TANNENBAUM: I should like to begin by
pointing out that man is a fallible creature,
and that any discussion of virtues and our sense
of direction, possibilities, and our faith, rests
upon the fact that we are all fallible.

I agree — as a matter of fact, I proclaim —
that ours is a religious society; a religious so-
ciety in the sense, at least, that we believe all
men are created equal in the sight of God.

I would like to say that this commitment
to equality in the sight of God, and a good
many of the other basic commitments in Ameri-
can life, are largely unconscious commitments.
They are things we carry around with us, rather
than the things we proclaim formally and
openly, like the statements: "Don't hit below
the belt"; "Don't pick on the little guy"; "Who
do you think you are, riding a high horse?"

All these are implicit in American life. They
are not things we put down on paper. They are
things that, in a measure, we practice. I think
they make for a religious society in another
sense, and that is that when we fall short of
our commitments, we have a bad conscience.

I doubt whether anyone in America could
maintain in public — or even in private, per-
haps — the proposition that men are unequal
in the sight of God; that men ought to be and
are unequal before the Lord.

We often fail to fulfill the commitment, but
the commitment to equality is there — spiritual
equality — and it seems to me that that is a
characteristic of American life which is very
profound and very important.

MR. HOFFMAN: We are ready now to discuss
the second element, which is the importance of
cooperation among people at the community
level. How vital that is toward any progress
America has made in the lost 50 years! Mr.
Wheeler?

MR. WHEELER: Paul, could we go back to the
other subject for just a moment, please?

MR. HOFFMAN: Certainly.

MR. WHEELER: I wonder whether the rest of
you share with me my grave concern over the
question: Are we depleting and living off in-
herited spiritual capital — to put it in business
language? I happen not to be a religious sort
of a fellow myself. I don't go to church, and
there was a phase in my life when I thought
everything could be justified on just plain fair-
ness and sportsmanship. But the older I get the
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more I wonder whether we don't have to worry
a bit about our ethical code's getting too far
away from its religious origin?

MR. CANHAM: I am very glad you raised that
point, Mr. Wheeler, because as I listened to the
panel members, I had the impression that sev-
eral of them, for instance Mr. Barnard, felt
that we have not even by implication denied
that this society, like any other society today,
is in a spiritual crisis.

Now, I don't think any of us meant to imply
that America is by some miracle immune from
the very serious disturbances of the basic foun-
dation that are going through the entire world.
We are in the middle of a world-wide tempest.
But I think that, without being optimistic —
which I am not; far from it — you can say that
there has been a growth in American awareness
of what you mentioned. It may be a sign that
we at least have not lost the will to recover our
religious sentiment.

MR. DAVENPORT: I think there has been a rise
in our social standards, and, of course, to a
certain extent the social is linked with and de-
rived from the moral. I see no evidence — and
I would challenge anyone to produce it — that
there has been a rise in our moral standards as
individuals. And I would like also to make
the point most emphatically that, since religion,
or the concept of the Divine, is written into
our law, and from that concept we derive all
our basic concepts of freedom underlying our
society, therefore, if our society fails in a spirit-
ual awakening, we are in a very bad case.

So I do differ with Mr. Barnard. I would
say it is impossible to achieve a moral gain with
a decline in a recognition of the Divine. But
it is possible, apparently, drawing on the capital
of the past, to achieve a social gain, and that is
what we have done.

MR. GALAKTIERE: Mr. Moderator, may I sav
one word about that? I think the distinction
you began by making, between the religious
and the ethical, is a distinction that explains a
certain contradiction at this table. Certainly it
is difficult to say how many Americans. now
believe, actually, in a personal God, in an im-
mortal soul, and in a hereafter; and those, it
seems to me, are phenomena that are indis-
pensable to any belief that can be called a
religious belief.

On the other hand, what Russell Davenport

has called social gains have certainly been
achieved through an infinitely greater regard
for ethical principles than was had by church-
going people of consequence and of leader-
ship in their societies hundreds of years
ago.

I remember that in a book by the Hammonds
on the village laborer they talk about charity
in England at the end of the eighteenth cen-
tury, and say, among other things, that it was
difficult for the then governing class in England
to believe that the poor could be miserable in
a society where the rich were so kind!

Well, now, the distinction between eight-
eenth century charity and twentieth century
sharing of the fruits of enterprise is what every-
body here has called it in effect —an ethical
thing; and with us it is founded on the reli-
gious basis of American life. The fact that we
are in this room today is evidence of the kind
of concern with religio-ethical problems that
goes on throughout the United States.

MR. CANHAM: It seems to me that to try to
draw a very sharp line of distinction between
ethical values and religious values is a mistake.
As Mr. Barnard and others have said, the de-
velopment of social responsibility and recog-
nition of the status of man does in itself consti-
tute a religious value.

I think what we need is a redefinition of the
ways in which ethical and social responsibility
is linked with religious fundamentals. There
are areas in which the application of religious
conviction to private, personal life has been
seriously set back. We cannot ignore these
tremendous areas. But when we take the over-
all picture, we must say that it is far more im-
portant to live a life in which one recognizes
the dignity and inviolability of one's fellow man
than to go to church on a Sunday morning and
put folding money into the collection plate!

MR. WHEELER: May I just sum up, having
asked this question? Then it seems to me that
we are all in basic agreement about one thing
that might be rather startling to some of our
own people in this country, and it is this: our
freedom, which includes our productivity and
our high standard of living, is basically de-
pendent upon the maintenance — and increas-
ingly so — of a high moral standard.

The two things go hand in hand, and you will
never separate them. When we lose our moral
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fiber, we shall lose our freedom, our produc-
tivity, and everything else we have gained.

MR. HOFFMAN: If we have found agreement,
I suggest we go on now to a discussion of the
next element, which I shall read to you by way
of reminder, and that is that the American so-
ciety is not one of individual atoms. It is char-
acterized by the spontaneous voluntary non-
governmental cooperation of citizens in their
local community.

That is open for discussion.

2. Voluntary Cooperation

MR. BARNARD: My Way of treating that propo-
sition would cover a good many of the other
items. I would say the fundamental freedom
of an American citizen is freedom of associa-
tion. That includes spontaneous cooperation,
and it is the most important aspect of American
life. It is the part of American life which is
least covered by formal legal definition. The
only thing in the Bill of Rights that I can recall
that relates to it is freedom of assembly, which
is a very much narrrower term. Ereedom of
religion means freedom of association. The
legal theory by which we put the emphasis in
this society upon the importance of the indi-
vidual means nothing unless in most instances
the individual can associate with whom he
pleases, and that seems to me to be the funda-
mental aspect of our society — not written —
but the most effective part of the way in which
these 150 million people actually operate, and
it is the basis of its dynamic character.

MR. WHEELER: If I may pick up where Mr.
Barnard left off, I would like to add that in the
United States we agree by disagreeing. Every
new experience is subject to consideration, and
its fruits are brought to bear upon past deci-
sions. There is constant modification of Ameri-
can policy, in both private and public organiza-
tions and in innumerable associations. There is
a constant flow of the index, so to speak, of new
values and new experiences into the organ-
ized body which makes the association im-
portant.

If association were merely a formal structure,
it would not mean very much. It is because it
is an open receptacle for the new experiences
of man in this world of ours and in the United
States that makes it the significant thing it is in
our lives.

MR. HOFFMAN: I wonder if I may break in
and ask Mr. Galantiere a question? As he has
phrased this, it speaks of the cooperation of
citizens in a local community. Of course there
are various other types of organizations in
which there is cooperation. There are national
or state organizations, trade associations, and
unions. Did you mean to include all these in
this particular section, or is this just restricted
to community action?

MR. GALANTIERE: It is not restricted, Mr.
Hoffman. That was the briefest way of saying
it. That is to say, I went to what our colleagues
seemed to consider the greatest area of associa-
tion, which is the area in the local community,
without, of course, excluding national associa-
tions of any kind at all. If I would speak to that
point personally, I should say that one of the
great characteristics of the American form of
association — and I like that word Mr. Barnard
has thrown in — is that it is the kind of associa-
tion that cuts across racial identity, economic
identity, identity of status in society, or of group
interest of any exclusive kind. The kind of
association that might be called an exclusive
kind, such as racial or religious or economic, is
to be found in every country. The thing that
is peculiar to America, I think, is the number
and multiplicity and commonness of associa-
tions between people who have no other bond
with their fellow citizens than their humanity,
their citizenship, and their concern for the good
of their community.

MR. DRUCKER: I would like to add that the
American belongs to I don't know how many
communities, some of which are geographically
localized and some of which are local in the
sense that this is the citizen's business, this is
his union, this grows out of his church, and so
on. I would say it is characteristic that the
American normally acts by defining a concrete
problem in such a way that it can be handled
by means of true self-government and not by
the political government of, say, the City of
Roxbury.

MR. CANHAM: Mr. Chairman, it seems to me
that this is one of the most important points of
our entire discussion: that we have here a kind
of paradox. American society, with its recog-
nition of the individual, has nevertheless
brought into being, and very largely within the
last 25 or 30 years, a form of free collective
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action, which I believe is one of the greatest
contributions to our economic and social sys-
tem that can possibly be. Why has that come
about?

I think to try to answer that question will be
of interest, particularly to my colleagues, the
editors of Erench newspapers who are present
in the audience. This kind of voluntary col-
lective action for which we have such a passion
is not just done as public service, although we
often have a concept of public service, too. I
think it is done because we have learned —
and again it may be unconscious — that we will
derive value from acting collectively in this
way.

It seems to me that this unconscious aware-
ness of the values of collective action means
that we have turned a tremendously important
corner in the development of our society; that
it has carried us into a new era. No longer are
we limited by the old-fashioned terms of capi-
talism, exclusivism, isolationism, in any aspect
of community life; but we have, rather, de-
veloped a kind of collectivism which has a
potency incomparably more dynamic than
Marxist collectivism could ever be. I can't
think of any phase of our life which hasn't been
fertilized by this kind of collective action.

MR. WHEELER: There is another factor there
that I don't think we ought to overlook. We
are essentially a generous people. In part that
goes back to our code and to our religion. In
part it is because we can afford to be. I think
a great many times we join these organizations
out of mixed motives: Some join for what they
can personally get out of them, yes; but I think
also there is a very strong feeling that if some-
body asks you to lend a helping hand in the
accomplishment of something that is of com-
mon interest, you just feel that you have to
do it.

Now, if there is any one characteristic of
Americans that is easy to see, it is the expect-
ancy of generosity. I mean if you go to some-
body and say, "Here — we've got a job to do;
lend a hand," you know that, however much
he may differ with you in some respects, he is
going to help get the job done, in some way.

MR. DAVENPORT: I should like to add one
point: I subscribe, as you all know, very heart-
ily to all this, particularly to Mr. Barnard's
statement of it, and to his use of the word "asso-
ciation."

There is just one little sidelight that might
sharpen it a little more, and that is a political
sidelight. Eorgive me if I sound somewhat par-
tisan. We have always in this country proceeded
on the assumption that the way to develop a
country economically was through private in-
itiative. And it worked. It worked with ex-
traordinary success. But in 1932 an amazing
thing happened: the Administration, which was
then faced with a great social problem, changed
our basic assumption. We had always assumed
that the individual was a responsible being
economically; but when we hit the social prob-
lem, the assumption was adopted that the indi-
vidual had no sense of responsibility socially.
This ran through all the politics of the 1930's.
Private parties were said to be socially irrespon-
sible, whether corporate or individual. And on
the strength of that assumption the government
was forced to take responsibility.

I don't think the assumption is correct. I
think private parties in America (or anywhere
else, probably) are potentially socially respon-
sible and are indeed hungry for effective op-
portunities in the social field.

We therefore need, in order to do that, what
I would call a .new kind of legislation, because
all legislation in the social field today is framed
upon the assumption that private parties are
irresponsible and that government must take
the responsibility where social matters are con-
cerned.

I just want to lay before the table the thought
that one of our concrete problems today is fig-
uring out a type of legislation which will tap
these enormous forces that exist in private
fields and provide the kinds of incentives that
will more and more enable our society to work
toward social goals on the basis of private in-
itiative.

MR. GALANTIERE: Mr. Hoffman, may I say
one word, perhaps by way of concluding this.
I want to make three points, since Mr. Can-
ham addressed this particular subject to our
Erench guests.

I think it is worth while to point out to them
that what goes on in our local communities is
evidence of the strong impulse of the American
people not to wait for government to come in
and cure their ills.

Secondly, I want to say that this sense of
responsibility to the community and exercise
of that responsibility constitute the great train-
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ing school for active democracy in our coun-
try. In these communities the democratic
process can never grow rusty. The will of the
citizens to run their own affairs can never be
atrophied so long as the citizens do spontane-
ously, as soon as an ill is perceived in their
society, rush to cure that ill.

The third thing I want to say refers to the
paradox of a society of individuals manifesting
collective responsibility. This is of great in-
terest from the point of view of political science,
because it is a rough, pragmatic synthesis of
the classical and Christian dogma of the suprem-
acy of the individual and the Germanic dogma
of the supremacy of collectivity. Our citizens
are self-reliant without being self-centered so-
cial atoms. Our communities do possess a
spiritual identity, but that identity is not im-
posed as something that must be worshipped,
something inherently higher than the men who
compose it. I commend that to our friends in
Europe as a subject worthy of study.

MR. HOFFMAN: Your Moderator will take
advantage of his position to make a personal
comment on this. I think we are all in agree-
ment that, of all the elements which have been
present in American life in the past 50 years,
this genius for free, nongovernmental collective
action has had a most important bearing on
the progress that has been made. I don't believe
this distinction has been made quite so clearly
as it should be, and that is that genius for
collective action expresses itself both in col-
lective action in business life and collective
action in community life. They are two sep-
arate types of activity.

We have known instinctively that through
collective social action we can have a better
life. But the realization that through free non-
governmental collective action in business you
can not only have a better life business-wise but
also a more profitable individual business is a
comparatively modern development.

I think, if I may, I should like to call upon
my own experience in the automobile industry,
because I found in other parts of the world no
comprehension of the way this industry is organ-
ized in this country.

We have our Society of Automotive Engi-
neers, and there are practically no secrets in
the automobile business. There is discussion
among the engineers of all the various com-
panies of their problems, with the thought that

all will profit through bringing to bear upon
them the accumulated knowledge of individuals
plus the cross-fertilization that comes from the
exchange of ideas, and the results of that cross-
fertilization. We also have in the automobile
industry the Automotive Safety Foundation,
which was organized to combat certain resist-
ances to sales arising out of certain social con-
ditions, such as highway accidents.

The industry has spent a great many millions
of dollars upon the development of measures
designed to promote the welfare of the business
by making the use of the automobile safer and
more efficient.

I think there should be a distinction between
that and community life. In the community
we have found — if I may say it just this way —
a genius for collective action, whether it be in
a neighborhood or in a city. This is collective
action and collectivism of a type that leaves the
individual an individual. In fact, it enhances
his status as an individual. At the same time
it works for the public good.

I think we may have time before lunch for
a discussion of the next element, because I don't
think it needs much laboring to make the point,
and that is that one of the indispensable ele-
ments of the progress of this society has been
political decentralization.

3. Political Decentralization
DR. TANNENBAUM: I want to make a few cate-

gorical statements \#hich I don't know whether
you will agree with or not, but I happen to be-
lieve them.

In the United States the most important
political phenomenon is not the power of the
Presidency but the power of the local political
machine. That is, we are fundamentally a gov-
ernment in which the real political power rests
in the local group. There is no Republican
Party and there is no Democratic Party. There
is only an assembly of Republican chieftains
and Democratic chieftains who don't agree
among themselves except on some very limited,
specific ends, such as who is to be the Presi-
dential nominee; and then only after a great
deal of trouble.

The result is this: We have a stable form of
government because we have weak political
parties. That is, the President has never been
able to get hold of the political party and the
Congress which represents it because the local
machine was independent of the centralized
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political party and independent of the Presi-
dency.

I recognize, it might be said, that this leads
to some inefficiency, but that depends upon a
definition of "efficiency." I prefer to define
"efficiency" in my own terms, and that is the
ability to run your own affairs, even if you
don't do it as well as other people would run
them for you.

MR. HOFFMAN: Who wants to comment next
on this point of the importance of political de-
centralization?

MR. GALANTIERE: Decentralization is impor-
tant from the point of view I referred to a
moment ago — the continuing habit of the
democratic process in the community, which
maintains, in the citizen, a spirit such that
democracy cannot wither away.

It is important also in that it makes it un-
likely that the greatest danger in democracy,
which is the tyranny of the majority, can ever
at one time be really exercised nationally. That
tyranny can be exercised among us in one local-
ity, but the fragmentation of political author-
ity preserves us from national domination by
any doctrinaire, by any man on horseback.

MR. DAVENPORT: It seems to be my lot today
to be critical. But let us not forget in this dis-
cussion to take note of the development within
our society of pressure groups. I should like to
see in our final report some mention of the
fact that the principle of tfie national pressure
group is something we must keep our eye on
as a dangerous development.

MR. GALANTIERE: I dissent, generally speak-
ing, from the notion that our national pressure
groups on the whole are forces of evil. I think
there is legitimate pressure for other kinds of
representation, even on a national scale, than
mere regional representation expressed through
the political machinery. In Fascist theory, that
representation takes the form of so-called "cor-
porations"; in American practice it takes the
form of lobbies. In my view lobbies have a le-
gitimate right to present their views to the law-
makers; and they have lately been, in effect,
minority groups which cancelled out one an-
other in the matter of what is evil about them.

It must not be forgotten that not all of our

pressure groups are groups which favor concen-
tration of power of one kind or another. A
great many are defenders of weak, not of
powerful, minorities; of idealistic not material-
istic minorities. It could almost be said that in
the United States we govern by conciliation of
minorities, and that is a fact to which I was
referring obliquely when I said that we man-
aged pretty well to avoid the tyranny of the
majority.

What you had in Nazi Germany was the
tyranny of the majority. What you had in the
earlier days, at least, of the Russian Revolu-
tion was the tyranny of the majority; and it is,
in part, thanks to our pressure groups that we
avoid that.

MR. WHEELER: I certainly agree with what
Mr. Davenport has said. I think the growth of
pressure groups is a very serious thing.

Talk about centralized government: Cer-
tainly in our labor-management relations we
have a strong tendency in that direction. When
we get to the point where all our labor-manage-
ment problems are thrashed out on a national
basis, industry-wide bargaining under some
national policy, we have gone a long, long way
to undermine the local autonomy we are talk-
ing about.

MR. DAVENPORT: It was not my contention
that all pressure groups are evil. This is a
mixed society. There are justifications for
them. But Mr. Wheeler put it, I thought, per-
fectly clearly: that pressure groups could be-
come a terrible evil, in fact a destructive force,
and, to some extent, that has already begun to
happen.

MR. HOFFMAN: I wonder if I can sum up, un-
less someone wants to add to this part of the
discussion, that we are all in agreement that
one of the elements that has given strength to
our society is political decentralization; that we
would regard too much centralization of power
in private groups also with great concern, if
that power were on a national scale. In other
words, we think that if power is broken up into
little pieces, it is apt to create less of a hazard
to u s - t h e general theory being that power
always corrodes and corrupts.
[At this point a recess was taken for luncheon.]






