Expanding social security legitimizes anti-labor governance and erodes worker’s rights. The 1AC entrenches social security in neoliberal institutions, where individual value is defined by labor production. 
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A lot of the core tenants of worker-based orgs (CPUSA, IWO, SPA, etc) started to fizzle out in the 1950s due to the growing nature to resist regulation
Certainly the CPUSA’s adoption of the Popular Front in 1935 encouraged the IWO to become an even stronger supporter of the New Deal. And it appears that after 1935, Roosevelt’s agenda became more acceptable to the IWO with the inauguration of FDR’s Second New Deal. While the First New Deal revolved around the National Recovery Administration, the Second New Deal involved the implementation of more substantial legislation including the National Labor Relations, Social Security, and the Fair Labor Standards Acts, which delivered more tangible benefits to the working class. Besides lobbying for the passage of the Social Security Act, the IWO also pushed for the enactment of universal health care, beginning in 1937 until its destruction in the early 1950s.
Although advocating for positions that were often to the left of the New Deal, FDR’s advocacy for U.S. citizens’ rights to enjoy the Four Freedoms led to the IWO supporting the incumbent president in his campaign for a fourth term. The Order argued that FDR deserved to be reelected because of his postwar perspective for the United States which included the call for a “new economic Bill of Rights.” Along these lines, the IWO promoted the passage of the Wagner-Murray-Dingell Bill, which called for expanding Social Security to include universal health insurance. Although the Fair Labor Standards Act had established a minimum wage of $.25 per hour (or $10 for a forty-hour work week) in 1938, the IWO argued that American workers could not live on this amount of money and called for a minimum monthly wage of $100. Additionally, the Order outlined its perspective on providing “greater security for all Americans” (p. 73) in Our Plan for Plenty, its social-democratic statement for the United States.
Because mass-worker parties did not exist in the United States, it was necessary for left-wing political radicals to work through the trade unions and other worker organizations to serve as the vanguard in the efforts to defend the New Deal and push it to the left. Although, of course, not all of the unions’ members were ideological leftists. However by obtaining leadership roles in these worker organizations such as the UE, AFFFHW, and the IWO as discussed in this essay, left-wing Socialists and Communists were able to provide sufficient muscle in supporting and defending the New Deal.
Another similarity between these three worker organizations, which were instrumental in their backing of the New Deal, was that the UE, the AFFFHW and the IWO promoted a form of community unionism among their members which enabled these organizations to be stronger in becoming U.S. social democracy’s left-wing. The members became dedicated advocates of, and developed strong commitments to, these worker organizations because of their high levels of organizational participation. One reason behind this may have been due to the members viewing these worker organizations as not just meeting their economic needs (higher wages, better benefits, life insurance, accident and death policies, etc.), as would be the case in business unionism, but in addressing more of the members’ desires as a whole, that is the membership’s social, cultural and political needs.
It is not surprising that left-wing SPA and CPUSA worker organizations would be the New Deal’s left-wing circa 1935 to 1950. With their ultimate goal being the transition of capitalism to socialism, such labor groups advocated the use of the Marxist strategy that necessitated the organization of both trade unions and workers’ parties to be successful in such an endeavor. Based on such an ideology, it was a prerequisite that labor organizations be politically active even if socialism was viewed as a more distant goal.
And while the CIO unions were politically active at their birth in late 1935 when these labor organizations split from the AFL, at this time, voluntarism still guided the AFL’s trade union strategy in the early New Deal years. For example, the AFL resisted the implementation of unemployment compensation until 1932 and did not fully support the Social Security Act (1935) and the Fair Labor Standards Act (1938) at the time of their passage. Greenstone (1969, 54) points out that it was not until the end of the Second World War that the AFL had jettisoned voluntarism as a guiding philosophy and agreed to by Slater (2004, 200-1).
The same cannot be said of the CIO which was more influenced by left-wing political radicals at its formation. John L. Lewis, the CIO leader, had his United Mineworkers contribute $500,000 to the Democratic Party while other CIO unions donated smaller amounts for the 1936 elections. For the 1938 Congressional elections, the industrial union group published a pamphlet entitled “How to Organize and Conduct a Local Political Campaign” while supporting FDR in his drive to rid the Democratic Party of conservatives (Greenstone 1969, 49). By 1943, when the CIO established its Political Action Committee (PAC), political candidates had to have both strong records on labor issues as well as support the New Deal in its entirety to obtain PAC backing (Greenstone 1969, 50-51, 54-55).
While social democracy and the New Deal are not socialist by any stretch of the imagination but rather a variant of a heavily-regulated capitalism, union members and workers obtained real gains under the New Deal during its heyday in the 1930s and 1940s. As such left-wing SPA and CPUSA worker organizations fought to advance the New Deal from 1935 to 1950 even though it did not represent socialism per se. Since the New Deal’s erosion over the last several decades (along with the concomitant weakening of the U.S. trade union movement), some on the political left have recently called for the implementation of a “New New Deal.” Whether such a project is potentially feasible during this age of austerity, the crumbling of neoliberalism and growth of political reaction at the end of the second decade of the twenty-first century remains to be seen.
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