
Henry Ford’s Five-Day Week  
April 29, 1922 

 
In 1914, automobile manufacturer Henry Ford (1863-1947) made the stunning announcement 

that he was raising wages to five dollars a day (twice the standard industry rate) and 
implementing an 8-hour workday (10–16-hour workdays were the norm). The move made 

business sense, he argued. Higher wages would reduce worker turnover, attract better workers, 
and create new customers for consumer goods like cars. Reducing daily work hours would lessen 

fatigue-induced mistakes, thereby raising overall worker productivity. This drive for efficiency 
resulted in other Ford innovations such as assembly-line production, moving conveyor belts, and 

well-lit and ventilated factories. Ford also hoped that the overall popularity of these measures 
would allow him to continue running his factories unencumbered by either unions or minimum 
wage and maximum hour laws. In 1922, Ford announced a plan to introduce the five-day work 
week, which he implemented in 1926. In the excerpts below, newspaper editorialists debate the 

merits of Ford’s 1922 proposal.  
 

 
Source: “Henry Ford’s Five-Day Week,” Literary Digest (April 29, 1922), 8. 
Available at https://babel.hathitrust.org/cgi/pt?id=mdp.39015028101460&view=1up&seq=388 
 
 
WILL HENRY FORD‘S FIVE-DAY WEEK, with the minimum basic day-wage of $6 
unchanged benefit the Ford employee who has been working six days a week? True. he has an 
added day's leisure for rest and recreation, or for self-improvement, but he also loses at least half 
a day's pay. Will family and individual budgets have to be slashed because of the recent 
reduction in working days? These are some of the questions that occur to the Newark News, 
published in a manufacturing city. Ford announces that in order to provide employment for 
several thousand of Detroit's idle workers, and to afford workers already on the payroll more 
time to spend with their families the Ford Motor Company and its allied interests will adopt, as a 
settled policy, the 40-hour week, the workers now in the service to continue to receive a 
minimum wage of $6 per day and new employees $5 per day. Dispatches from Detroit note that a 
minimum of $5 per day was the wage-scale established in 1914 by Henry Ford, and that it was 
during the war period that this was raised to $6 to enable employees to meet higher living costs. 

"The Ford plan is joyous news to all who like to think of bringing work down to the 
irreducible minimum," remarks the New York Herald; “later we shall have a thirty-hour week, 
then a twenty-hour week. Perfectly fascinating." 

Approximately 55,000 men, according to Edsel Ford1, will be affected by the new order, 
while some 5,000 additional employees already have been taken on. The management. we are 
told, believes that with more leisure the workers will be more contented and that there will be a 
corresponding increase in efficiency. Certainly, as the Boston Financial News predicts, “the 
working out of this latter innovation will be watched with considerable interest, if not concern, 
by all other employers of large numbers of workmen." A few editors recall the wide-spread 
scoffing, and the prediction that Ford would suffer financial collapse, upon his radical departure 
from common practice almost a decade ago. “Yet," observes the Louisville Courier-Journal “it 
was after he announced an astonishing and seemingly impractical wage-scale that he made his 

 
1 Edsel Ford (1893-1943) was Henry Ford’s only child, who became president of Ford Motor Company in 1919. 



greatest success." And, in the opinion of the New York Herald, Mr. Ford is just as canny now as 
he was in 1914. Says The Herald, in an editorial headed “Henry Ford's Stroke of Genius": 

“Henry Ford's five-day week may be only another proof that his business genius blazes 
undimmed upon his own automobile industry, in which he is the world’s incomparable inventor, 
manufacturer, salesman and publicity agent.  

“It can not be that Henry Ford has failed to discover, along with so many other 
employers, that the Saturday half-holiday wasn't any good as half a work-day, anyhow. The 
workers report, ready to quit before they begin, with their eyes on the clock and their minds on 
what they are going to do after their midday release. It can not be that Henry Ford has failed to 
consider that even he, like other employers, couldn't get half a day of work out of his men on 
Saturday for half a day of pay.  

“It can not be that Henry Ford has failed to speculate on the very good chance that he, the 
man who is always speeding up production, can so speed it up further that he will get as many 
cars out of his 50,000 men working five days a week, with a correspondingly smaller pay-roll, as 
he before got out of them working five and one-half days a week.  

“Other employers couldn’t do it with their clerks, and possibly the average labor, for 
while such workers can speed down on Saturday forenoons, with their eyes and brains full of the 
half-holiday ahead of them, there is no Henry Ford dynamics to speed them up the other days. 
Henry Ford can.” 

Apparently organized labor is satisfied with the new arrangement, for Samuel Gompers, 
head of the American Federation of Labor, is quoted as saying that “Mr. Ford will find his new 
plan as beneficial as he found the introduction of the eight-hour day, both as to quality and 
quantity of output.” “Mr. Ford, in his recent announcement. shows that he fully understands the 
human element, or factor, in production," agrees Matthew Woll, one of the vice-presidents of the 
American Federation. And as we read in the Pennsylvania Labor Herald, of Allentown: 

 
“In establishing the five-day work week plan in his Detroit factories, Henry Ford again 

shows that he intends to maintainthe most efficient shop force in the automobile industry. Instead 
of reducing working forces and disrupting his producing machine, Ford supplies his present 
needs by working his force five days per week and keeps his wages to the point where his 
employees can maintain a decent standard of living. This in turn keeps these men in a state of 
mind where the maximum production can be secured, and it is a question whether or not the 
production will not be increased per work-day, rather than decreased through the shorter week. 
Any manufacturer who treats his employees fairly will surely be well repaid, and Ford is entitled 
to anything he gets by trying to keep in mind that his employees are entitled to a decent living 
and that production in his plant will be maintained with that thought in mind.” 

“It is true," admits the Boston Christian Science Monitor, “that Ford's plan means that the 
pay envelop of the present employees, who are on a $6-a-day basis, will be found to contain only 
$60 each bi-weekly pay day, but it is also true that by stabilizing conditions in the city as a whole 
the new plan is almost bound to react upon living conditions favorably. As this paper goes on to 
point out: 

"The almost unmeasured benefits which this action promises in relieving the 
unemployment situation in Detroit will offset, at least to some degree, any loss that might be felt 
by individuals, and even tho the new rate does mean a slightly decreased hourly wage. it must be 
remembered that cuts in wages are being made all through the country, and that the generally 
improved living conditions are enabling a family to live comfortably to-day on 



considerably less than a year or so ago." 
“As to the five-day program in the abstract, it is obvious that it is better to have six men 

employed five days a week than five men six days with the sixth out of Work all the time,” 
believes the Newark News. And, notes the Boston Financial News: 

 "The five-day week becomes all the more spectacular introduced, as it is, at a time when 
more work and longer hours, rather than less of either is being advocated by the world's leading 
economists and business men alike, not only as a panacea but as a requisite to the return of 
normal business and living costs. The contrast is specifically striking in the case of the 
textile industry, the operators of which assert that nothing short of more work at less pay will 
insure its survival. An added contrast may be found in certain phases of the steel and iron 
industry which apparently continues to require twelve-hour days and seven-day weeks.” 

“A generation ago, when the eight-hour day or 48-hour week movement got under way," 
recalls the Cleveland Plain Dealer, published in a great industrial center, “there were numerous 
old fogies who predicted that the country would be ruined if the shorter week became general, 
but they have been proven false prophets."  Moreover— 

“If all the capitalists of the country followed the example of Henry Ford the 4,000,000 to 
5,000,000 unemployed workers would be quickly absorbed, the work that is to be done would be 
spread over all industry, much human suffering and misery would disappear, and business would 
come back to ‘normalcy’ in short order.” 

On the other hand, the Cleveland Commercial fears that the new Ford policy will create 
more unrest among the labor people of the country and cause them to ask for the same 
conditions. The Huntington (W. Va.) Advertiser also finds it “difficult to see that Ford's present 
employees will derive any benefit from the new arrangement.” As this paper sees it— 

“They will receive wages for five days instead of six days. Their earning capacity has 
been reduced one-sixth. Doubtless most of them would consider one day out of seven sufficient 
for recreation and rest, and would prefer to work that sixth 
day instead of loafing and earning nothing.” 



Everybody Ought to be Rich 
John J. Raskob 
August 1929 

 
John J. Raskob’s life (1879-1950) was a classic rags-to-riches tale. A self-made businessman 
and financier, who got his start selling candy on railway cars as a teenager, Raskob believed 
that credit and investment were the keys to economic growth. He convinced General Motors to 
offer installment plans to help consumers purchase automobiles and later used his own personal 
fortune to finance the construction of the Empire State Building in New York City.  In 1929, 
Raskob began crafting plans to draw small, primarily working-class, investors into the stock 
market. In this Ladies’ Home Journal article, Raskob claimed that purchasing shares in a well-
managed investment trust offered all Americans a realistic way to accumulate wealth. This 
prophecy, made two months before the stock market crashed, proved spectacularly ill-timed. 
 
Source: Samuel Crowther, “ Everybody Ought to Be Rich: An Interview with John J. Raskob,” 
Ladies’ Home Journal (August 1929), 9; 36. 
Available at https://archive.org/details/sim_ladies-home-journal_1929-
08_46_8/page/n9/mode/2up 
 
 
BEING rich is, of course, a comparative status. A man with a million dollars used to be 
considered rich, but so many people have at least that much in these days, or are earning incomes 
in excess of a normal return from a million dollars that a millionaire does not cause any 
comment. 

Fixing a bulk line to define riches is a pointless performance. Let us rather say that a man 
is rich when he has an income from invested capital which is sufficient to support him and his 
family in a decent and comfortable manner—to give as much support, let us say as has ever been 
given by his earnings. That amount of prosperity ought to be attainable by anyone. A greater 
share will come to those who have greater ability. 

It seems to me to be a primary duty for people to make it their business to understand 
how wealth is produced and not to take their ideas from writers and speakers who have the gift of 
words but not the gift of ordinary common sense. Wealth is not created in dens of iniquity, and it 
is much more to the point to understand what it is all about than to listen to the expounding of 
new systems which at the best can only make worse the faults of our present system. 

It is quite true that wealth is not so evenly distributed as it ought to be and as it can be. 
And part of the reason for the unequal distribution is the lack of systematic investment 
and also the lack of even moderately sensible investment. 

One class of investors saves money and puts it into savings banks or other mediums that 
pay only a fixed interest. Such funds are valuable, but they do not lead to wealth. A second class 
tries to get rich all at once, and buys any wildcat security that comes along with the promise of 
immense returns. A third class holds that the return from interest is not enough to justify but at 
the same time has too much sense to buy fake stocks - and so saves nothing at all. Yet all the 
while wealth has been here for the asking. 

The common stocks of this country have in the past ten years increased enormously in 
value because the business of the country has increased. Ten thousand dollars invested ten years 



ago in the common stock of General Motors would now be worth more than a million and a half 
dollars. And General Motors is only one of many first-class industrial corporations. 

It may be said that this is a phenomenal increase and that conditions are going to be 
different in the next ten years. That prophecy may be true, but it is not founded on experience. In 
my opinion the wealth of the country is bound to increase at a very rapid rate. The rapidity of the 
rate will be determined by the increase in consumption, and under wise investment plans the 
consumption will steadily increase. 

 
We Have Scarcely Started 
 
Now anyone may regret that he or she did not have ten thousand dollars ten years ago and did 
not put it into General Motors or some other good company—and sigh over a lost opportunity. 
Anyone who firmly believes that the opportunities are all closed and that from now on the 
country will get worse instead of better is welcome to the opinion -and to whatever increment 
it will bring. I think that we have scarcely started, and I have thought so for many years. 

In conjunction with others I have been interested in creating and directing at least a dozen 
trusts for investment in equity securities. This plan of equity investments is no mere theory with 
me. The first of these trusts was started 1907 and the others in the years immediately following.1 
Under all of these the plan provided for the saving of fifteen dollars per month for investment in 
equity securities only.2 There were no stocks bought on margin, no money borrowed, nor any 
stocks bought for a quick turn or resale.3 All stocks with few exceptions have been bought and 
held as permanent investments. The fifteen dollars was saved every month and the dividends 
from the stocks purchased were kept in the trust and reinvested. Three of these trusts are now 
twenty years old. Fifteen dollars per month equals one hundred and eighty dollars a year. In 
twenty years, therefore, the total savings amounted to thirty-six hundred dollars. Each of these 
three trusts is now worth well in excess of eighty thousand dollars. Invested at 6 per cent interest, 
this eighty thousand dollars would give the trust beneficiary an annual income of four hundred 
dollars per month, which ordinarily would represent more than the earning power of the 
beneficiary, because had he been able to earn as much as four hundred dollars per month he 
could have saved more than fifteen dollars. 

Suppose a man marries at the age of twenty-three and begins a regular saving of fifteen 
dollars a month—and almost anyone who is employed can do that if he tries. If he invests in 
good common stocks and allows the dividends and rights to accumulate, he will at the end of 
twenty years have at least eighty thousand dollars and an income from investments of around 
four hundred dollars a month. He will be rich. And because anyone can do that I am firm in my 
belief that anyone not only can be rich but ought to be rich. 

The obstacles to being rich are two: The trouble of saving, and the trouble of finding a 
medium for investment. 

 
1 A trust investment fund holds and manages assets on behalf of others, pooling money from investors to create a 
diversified portfolio of investments and distributing profits to them. 
2 Equity securities are stocks or bonds that represent shares, or ownership, in a corporation. 
3 Buying on margin refers to the prevalent practice in the 1920s of using short-term loans to purchase stocks, with 
the expectation of quickly reselling those stocks at a higher price to both cover the loans and make a profit.  The 
resulting influx of money into the stock market over-inflated stock values, creating a bubble that burst in October, 
1929. 



If Tom is known to have two hundred dollars in the savings bank then everyone is out to 
get it for some absolutely necessary purpose. More than likely his wife’s sister will eventually 
find the emergency to draw it forth. But if he does withstand all attacks, what good will the 
money do him? The interest he receives is so small that he has no incentive to save, and since the 
whole is under his jurisdiction he can depend only upon his own will to save. To save in any 
such fashion requires a stronger will than the normal. 

If he thinks of investing in some stock he has nowhere to turn for advice. He is not big 
enough to get much attention from his banker, and he has not enough money to go to a broker—
or at least he thinks that he has not. 

Suppose he has a thousand dollars; the bank can only advise him to buy a bond, for the 
officer will not take the risk of advising a stock and probably has not the experience anyway to 
give such advice. Tom can get really adequate attention only from some man who has a 
worthless security to sell, for then all of Tom’s money will be profit. 

The plan that I have had in mind for several years grows out of the success of the plans 
that we have followed for the executives in the General Motors and the Du Pont companies. 
In 1923, in order to give the executives of General Motors a greater interest in their work, we 
organized the Managers Securities Company, made up of eighty senior and junior executives. 
This company bought General Motors common stock to the then market value of thirty-three 
million dollars. The executives paid five million dollars in cash and borrowed twenty-eight 
million dollars. The stockholders of the Managers Securities Company are not stockholders of 
General Motors. They own stock in a company which owns stock in General Motors, so that, as 
far as General Motors is concerned, the stock is voted as a block according to the instructions 
of the directors of the Managers Securities Company. This supplies an important interest which 
can exercise a large influence in shaping the policies of General Motors. 
 
From $25,000 to a Million 
 
The holdings of the members in the securities company are adjusted in cases of men leaving the 
employ of the company. The plan of the Managers Securities Company contemplates no 
dissolution of that company, so that its holdings of General Motors stock will always be en bloc. 
The plan has been enormously successful, and much of the success of the General Motors 
Corporation has been due to the executives’ having full responsibility and receiving financial 
rewards commensurate with that responsibility.  

The participation in the Managers Securities Company was arranged in accordance with 
the position and salary of the executive. Minimum participation required a cash payment of 
twenty-five thousand dollars when the Managers Securities Company was organized. That 
minimum participation is now worth more than one million dollars. 

Recently I have been advocating the formation of an equity securities corporation; that is, 
a corporation that will invest in common stocks only under proper and careful supervision. This 
company will buy the common stocks of first-class industrial corporations and issue its own 
stock certificates against them. This stock will be offered from time to time at a price to 
correspond exactly with the value of the assets of the corporation and all profit will go to the 
stockholders. The directors will be men of outstanding character, reputation and integrity. At 
regular intervals—say quarterly— the whole financial record of the corporation will be published 
together with all of its holdings and the cost thereof. The corporation will be owned by the public 



and with every transaction public. I am not at all interested in a private investment trust. The 
company would not be permitted to borrow money or go into any debt. 

In addition to this company, there should be organized a discount company on the same 
lines as the finance companies of the motor concerns to be used to sell stock of the investing 
corporation on the installment plan.4 If Tom had two hundred dollars, this discount company 
would lend him three hundred dollars and thus enable him to buy five hundred dollars of 
the equity securities investment company stock, and Tom could arrange to pay off his loan just 
as he pays off his motor-car loan. When finished he would own outright five hundred dollars of 
equity stock. That would take his savings out of the free-will class and put them into the 
compulsory-payment class and his savings would no longer be fair game for relatives, for 
swindlers or for himself. 

People pay for their motor car loans. They will also pay their loans contracted to secure 
their share in the nation’s business. And in the kind of company suggested every increase in 
value and every right would go to the benefit of the stockholders and be reflected in the price and 
earning power of their stock. They would share absolutely in the nation’s prosperity. 
 
Constructive Saving 
 
THE effect of all this would, to my mind, be very far-reaching. If Tom bought five hundred 
dollars’ worth of stock he would be helping some manufacturer to buy a new lathe or a new 
machine of some kind, which would add to the wealth of the country, and Tom, by participating 
in the profits of this machine, would be in a position to buy more goods and cause a demand 
for more machines.5 Prosperity is in the nature of an endless chain and we can break it only by 
our own refusal to see what it is. 

Everyone ought to be rich, but it is out of the question to make people rich in 
spite of themselves. 

The millennium is not at hand. One cannot have all play and no work. But it has been 
sufficiently demonstrated that many of the old and supposedly conservative maxims are as 
untrue as the radical notions. We can appraise things as they are. 

Everyone by this time ought to know that nothing can be gained by stopping the progress 
of the world and dividing up everything—there would not be enough to divide, in the first place, 
and, in the second place, most of the world’s wealth is not in such form it can be divided. 

The socialistic theory of division is, however, no more irrational than some of the more 
hidebound theories of thrift or of getting rich by saving. 

No one can become rich merely by saving. Putting aside a sum each week or month in a 
sock at no interest, or in a savings bank at ordinary interest, will not provide enough for old age 
unless life in the meantime be rigorously skimped down to the level of mere existence. And if 
everyone skimped in any such fashion then the country would be so poor that living at all would 
hardly be worth while. 

Unless we have consumption we shall not have production. Production and consumption 
go together and a rigid national program of saving would, if carried beyond a point, make for 
general poverty, for there would be no consumption to call new wealth into being. 

 
4 Installment plans proliferated in the 1920s, allowing consumers to purchase expensive items by making a small 
down payment, and then paying off the balance gradually with smaller, regularly scheduled payments.   
5 A lathe is a machine tool primarily used to cut or shape wood and metal. 



Therefore, savings must be looked at not as a present deprivation in order to enjoy more 
in the future, but as a constructive method of increasing not only one’s future but also one’s 
present income. 

Saving may be a virtue if undertaken as a kind of mental and moral discipline, but such a 
course of saving is not to be regarded as a financial plan. Constructive saving in order to increase 
one’s income is a financial operation and to be governed by financial rules; disciplinary saving is 
another matter entirely. The two have been confused.  

Most of the old precepts contrasting the immorality of speculation with the morality of 
sound investment have no basis in fact. They have just been so often repeated as true that they 
are taken as true. If one buys a debt—that is, takes a secured bond or mortgage at a fixed rate of 
interest—then that is supposed to be an investment. In the case of the debt, the principal sum as 
well as the interest is fixed and the investor cannot get more than he contracts for. The law 
guards against getting more and also it regulates the procedure by which the lender can take the 
property of the borrower in case of default. But the law cannot say that the property of the debtor 
will be worth the principal sum of the debt when it falls due; the creditor must take that chance. 

The investor in a debt strictly limits his possible gain, but he does not limit his loss. He 
speculates in only one direction in so far as the actual return in dollars and cents is concerned. 
But in addition he speculates against the interest rate. If his security pays 4 per cent and money is 
worth 6 or 7 per cent then he is lending at less than the current rate; if money is worth 3 per cent, 
then he is lending at more than he could otherwise get.  

The buyer of a common share in an enterprise limits neither his gains nor his losses. 
However, he excludes one element of speculation—the change in the value of money. For 
whatever earnings he gets will be in current money values. If he buys shares in a wholly new and 
untried enterprise, then his hazards are great, but if he buys into established enterprises, then he 
takes no more chance than does the investor who buys a debt. 

It is difficult to see why a bond or mortgage should be considered as a more conservative 
investment than a good stock, for the only difference in practice is that 
the bond can never be worth more than its face value or return more than the interest, 
while a stock can be worth more than was paid for it and can return a limitless profit.6 

One may lose on either a bond or a stock. If a company fails it will usually be 
reorganized and in that case the bonds will have to give way to new money and possibly they 
will be scaled down. The common stockholders may lose all, or again they may get another kind 
of stock which may or may not eventually have a value. In a failure, neither the bondholders nor 
the stockholders will find any great cause for happiness—but there are very 
few failures among the larger corporations. 
 
Beneficial Borrowing 
 
FIRST mortgage on improved real estate is supposedly a very safe investment, but the value of 
realty shifts quickly and even the most experienced investors in real-estate mortgages have to 
foreclose an appreciable percentage of their mortgages and buy in the properties to protect 
themselves. It may be years before the property can be sold again. 

 
6 A bond purchase is a form of loaning money to a company or the government for a set amount of interest. 
Investors become partial owners of a company through stock purchases, and a stock’s value on the stock market 
determines whether an investor gains or loses money on the investment. 



I would rather buy real estate than buy mortgages on it, for then I have the chance of 
gaining more than I paid. On a mortgage I cannot get back more than I lend, but I may get back 
less. 

The line between investment and speculation is a very hazy one, and a definition is not to 
be found in the legal form of a security or in limiting the possible return on the money. The 
difference is rather in the approach. 

Placing a bet is very different from placing one’s money with a corporation which has 
thoroughly demonstrated that it can normally earn profits and has a reasonable expectation of 
earning greater profits. That may be called speculation, but it would be more accurate to think of 
the operation as going into business with men who have demonstrated that they 
know how to do business. 

The old view of debt was quite as illogical as the old view of investment. It was beyond 
the conception of anyone that debt could be constructive. Every old saw about debt—and there 
must be a thousand of them—is bound up with borrowing instead of earning. We now know that 
borrowing may be a method of earning and beneficial to everyone concerned. Suppose a man 
needs a certain amount of money in order to buy a set of tools or anything else which will 
increase his income. He can take one of two courses. He can save the money and in the course of 
time buy his tools, or he can, if the proper facilities are provided, borrow the money at a 
reasonable rate of interest, buy the tools and immediately so increase his income that he can pay 
off his debt and own the tools within half the time that it would have taken him to save the 
money and pay cash. That loan enables him at once to create more wealth than before and 
consequently makes him a more valuable citizen. By increasing his power to produce he also 
increases his power to consume and therefore he increases the power of others to produce in 
order to fill his new needs and naturally increases their power to consume, and so on and on. By 
borrowing the money instead of saving it he increases his ability to save and steps up prosperity 
at once. 

 
The Way to Wealth 
 
THAT is exactly what the automobile has done to the prosperity of the country through the plan 
of installment payments. The installment plan of paying for automobiles, when it was first 
launched, ran counter to the old notions of debt. It was opposed by bankers, who saw in it only 
an incentive for extravagance. It was opposed by manufacturers because they thought people 
would be led to buy automobiles instead of their products. 

The results have been exactly opposite to the prediction. The ability to buy automobiles 
on credit gave an immediate step-up to their purchase. Manufacturing them, servicing them, 
building roads for them to run on, and caring for the people who used the roads have brought 
into existence about ten billion dollars of new wealth each year—which is roughly about 
the value of the farm crops. The creation of this new wealth gave a large increase to consumption 
and has brought on our present very solid prosperity. 

But without the facility for going into debt or the facility for the consumer’s getting 
credit—call it what you will—this great addition to wealth might never have taken place and 
certainly not for many years to come. Debt may be a burden, but it is more likely to be an 
incentive. 



The great wealth of this country has been gained by the forces of production and 
consumption pushing each other for supremacy. The personal fortunes of this country have been 
made not by saving but by producing. 

Mere saving is closely akin to the socialist policy of dividing and likewise runs up against 
the same objection that there is not enough around to save. The savings that count cannot be 
static. They must be going into the production of wealth. They may go in as debt and the 
managers of the wealth-making enterprises take all the profit over and above the interest 
paid. That has been the course recommended for saving and for the reasons 
that have been set out—the fallacy of conservative investment which is not conservative 
at all. 

The way to wealth is to get into the profit end of wealth production in this 
country. 
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