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Preface

DYNAMICS OF TURBULENCE

The evolution of the advanced capitalist economies since World War 11 naturally
divides itself into two roughly equal parts, each about a quarter-century in length:
a period of prosperity from the later 1940s to 1973 and an era of slowed growth and
increasing economic turbulence from 1973 onwards, marked by deeper recessions
and the return of devastating financial crises absent since the Great Depression. The
objective of The Economics of Global Turbulence is to offer a unified interpretation of
this trajectory: the historic postwar boom, the transition from boom to downturn
that took place between the mid 1960s and the mid 1970s, and the long slowdown
that followed. It is, above all, the long downturn—the extraordinarily extended
phase of reduced economic dynamism and declining economic performance, per-
sisting through the end of the old millennium and into the new—that this work seeks
(o explain.

Theory and History
‘The difficulty of providing a systematic account of the evolution of postwar devel-
opment is self-evident. At its core, the problem is to provide a consistent framework
Ihat can cope at once with major shifts over time in the system as a whole—a series
of phases, differing one from another in their patterns of growth—and with regional
variation—the main poles of accumulation, diverging from one another in their
political economies. What is needed is to integrate theory and comparative history,
an imposing task. The job is made all the harder by the paucity of already existing
accounts, an insufficiency exacerbated by the default of orthodox economics. The
l.iter barely recognizes the problem and is, in any case, ill-suited for confronting it
due to its lack of a theory of capital accumulation. The major existing alternative,
which initially had orthodox and heterodox versions, finds the source of the shift
Irom long boom to long downturn in the increased power of and pressure from
labour exerted against capital, itself the result in part of the long extension of the
poslwar economic upturn.! But, with the benefit of hindsight, this thesis would
cem to have been definitively undermined by the failure of the decisive weakening
ol labour vis-a-vis capital during the 1970s and 1980s to bring about the restoration
ol system-wide economic vitality. In any case, in what follows,
I ofter an extended criticism of it, in order to lay the basis for presenting my own

Interpretation.

I See, enpoclally, P, Armierong et al, Capllalism Since 1945, 1ondon 1991, a fendamental work on the
perlod
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My way into the problem of providing a theoretical-cum-comparative historical
account of the postwar economy is through an analysis of the path of profitability.
The realized rate of profit is the direct measure of firms’ ability to derive surpluses
from their plant, equipment, and software. It is also the best available predictor of
the rate of return that firms can expect on their new investment. As a result, the rate
of profit is the fundamental determinant of the rate at which the economy’s con-
stituent firms will accumulate capital and expand employment, therefore of its
output, productivity and wage growth, and, in turn, of the increase of its aggregate
demand, both investment and consumer. From this point of departure, an initial
account immediately follows. What made possible the inauguration and long per-
petuation of the postwar boom in the US, Europe, and Japan was the achievement,
over the period between the late 1930s and late 1940s, of elevated rates of profit and
their maintenance during the following two decades. What brought the postwar
boom to an end was the sharp fall in profitability for the advanced capitalist
economies taken individually and together between 1965 and 1973, focused on the
manufacturing sector but extending to the private economy as a whole, beginning
in the US but soon encompassing Western Europe and Japan. The reason that, as of
2000, there had been no clear revival of the global economy is that there had been
no decisive recovery of the profit rate system-wide, or in the US, Western Europe,
or Japan considered separately. The challenge posed by these results is, of course,
to account for the pattern of profitability itself—both for the system as a whole and
for its various regional and national components—and to show how that pattern
illuminates the actual history of postwar economic development—again at the levels
both of the global economy and of its constituent parts. To respond to that challenge
is, simply stated, the project of this book.

My interpretation proceeds, in schematic terms, at three interrelated levels. At
the bottom level, so to speak, | offer a mechanism that can account for a tendency
for the rate of profit to fall. This takes as its starting point the anarchy and the com-
petitiveness of capitalist production. These require individual capitals to cut costs
in order to survive by introducing fixed capital embodying ever more efficient tech-
nology, but to do so not only without reference to the reproductive requirements of
other capitals, but by threatening their profits and indeed their very existence. The
outcome in aggregate is, on the one hand, to bring about the unprecedented devel-
opment of the productive forces. But it is, on the other hand, to prevent firms with
higher-cost methods of production frozen in their already-existing plant, equipment,
and software from realizing their fixed capital investments. This manifests itself in
over-capacity and, in turn, reduced profitability.

In order to bring to bear the abstract account of a tendency for the profit rate to
fall on the concrete trajectory of postwar economic evolution, I forge anintermediate
conceptual link between them. Also built upon the dynamics of fixed capital, this
conceptualization provides a rationale for expecting capitalist expansion to take the
form of uneven development, as a consequence of the interaction between, on the
one hand, an early-developing bloc of capital that initially is technologically and
socio-economically more advanced, as well as politically dominant, and, on the other
hand, later-developing blocs of capital that are at first technologically and socio-eco-
nomically backward, as well as politically subordinate, yet able to exploit the
potential advantages of coming late and of cultivating new,-hitherto less
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developed regions. The point of departure is the proposition that investment tends
to occur in waves, or blocs, of interrelated placements of fixed capital, their con-
stituentelementsembodyingtechnologies of roughly the samevintage. The outcome
is a hypothetical pattern of development as follows: the early-developing bloc of
capital tends, for an extended period, to dominate its own markets, discouraging
challengers; the newly emerging blocs of capital, repelled by the earlier bloc from
its markets, end up profiting by means of developing new regions and exploiting
new labour forces to an important degree in separation from the earlier developer;
and, finally, the capitals of the later-developing blocs increasingly challenge those
of the earlier-developing bloc by combining lower-cost inputs and equal or more
advanced technology, making for an intensification of inter-capitalist competition
that undermines the ability of large masses of fixed capital investments to realize
themselves, leading to the onset of over-capacity and declining rates of profit.

The ultimate point of this conceptual framework is, of course, to make possible
the construction of a convincing narrative of international economic evolution since
World War II. What I argue is that, during the first postwar quarter-century, the
economic history of the advanced capitalist countries traced a pattern of uneven
development leading eventually to falling rates of profit across their economies that
resulted from the inability to valorize great blocs of fixed capital, along the lines just
sketched. The reproduction of high rates of profit and economic prosperity was long
made possible by a powerful symbiosis, underwritten by the US state, between an
carlier-developing bloc of capital in the US—characterized by technological leader-
ship, more advanced socio-economic evolution, and the hegemonic position
internationally of its state and capitalist class—and later-developing blocs of capital
in Western Europe and Japan—marked by technological followership, retarded
socio-economic evolution, and the hegemonized position of the associated states and
capitalist classes—which developed at first largely in separation from the earlier-
eveloping one. The later-developing blocs secured their dynamism in the last
instance by means of a mercantilist orientation toward manufacturing exports made
possible by their statism and organized capitalisms; the earlier-developing bloc
achieved its vibrancy by means of a free market, globalizing orientation toward
foreign direct investment and financial internationalization, made possible by the
international predominance of its state, not to say its militarism cum imperialism.

But the extension and deepening of this very syndrome ultimately proved self-
undermining. Between 1965 and 1973, producers from the earlier- and later-
developing blocs ultimately entered into intensified international competition
which, by bringing about stepped-up downward pressure on prices, made it impos-
sible for large swathes of already existing fixed capitals to valorize themselves. The
ensuing over-capacity made for sharply falling profitability system-wide, focused
on the international manufacturing sector but also engulfing the private economies
ol the US, Western Europe and Japan, individually and in aggregate. The outcome
was, in a breathtakingly short space of time, to propel the world economy from long
boom to long downturn.

Nevertheless, if adducing the foregoing mechanisms explains the onset of the long
downturn, it also poses an enormous further question: why did the long downturn
persist for so very long? This question is made all the more pressing in light
of the fact that, over the next quarter-century and beyond, firms, assisted by
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governments, throughout the advanced capitalist world engaged in an ever more
self-conscious, systematic, and all-encompassing effort to restore their profit rates by
means both of the obsessive reduction of costs, above all direct and indirect labour
costs, and the transformation of their ways of doing business. They detonated an ever
more vicious assault on the organizations of the working class, so as to force down
the growth and, in some cases, the level of compensation and social services. They
sought to neoliberalize the global economy by deregulating commodity and labour
markets, privalizing state enterprises, and freeing up the formerly repressed finan-
cial sector, while secking to force open markets for commodities, foreign direct
investment, financial services, and short-term capital throughout the less developed
countries. They shifted capital out of high-cost, low- profit manufacturing lines, espe-
cially into financial services, and tumed increasingly to speculation. They stepped up
foreign direct investment for the purpose of relocating manufacturing in selected
regions of what had been the Third World in order to combine low-cost but increas-
ingly skilled and well-educated labour with the best possible techniques, while
meanwhile seeking to profit throughout much of the global South by means of the
rapid inflow and outflow of hot money to and from newly freed-up markets in
financial assets. In fact, all of these interrelated measures of cost reduction, neo-
liberalization, and globalization—unleashed with ever-increasing intensity from the
start of the 1970s by the advanced capitalist economies——constituted little more or
less than an ever more frenzied attempt to cope with the pervasive and persistent
problem of reduced profitability. But the overriding fact remains that far from
resloring economic dynamism, these measures failed to prevent the performance of
the advanced capitaligt economies [rom worsening as time went on. As a consequence,
as of 2000, the long downturn remained very far from overcome.

In the last part of this text, as well as the Alterword, I seek to elucidate these
processes and explain the unexpected persistence of the long downturn by focusing
on, and attempting to account for, what | believe to be the fundamental source of
the problem—the failure of private sector profitability to recover in the advanced
capitalist economies, resulting, in the first instance, from the paradoxical long-term
persistence of chronic over-capacity in international manufacturing. This I attempt
to accomplish by elaborating and extending the framework I advanced to account
for the long boom and the onset of the long downtuim, focused upon the inter-related
dynamics of fixed capital and uneven development. This has two aspects, a demand
side and a supply side. On the one hand, in response to falling profit rates, firms
were obliged to slow the growth of investment and employment, while seeking to
reduce the growth and level of their costs, particularly labour costs, in the multifar-
ious ways indicated above. The outcome, in the face of the persistent failure of
profitability to recover, was a chronic and worsening problem of investment, con-
sumer, government, and therefore aggregate demand. On the other hand, contrary
to expectations, the great firms of the advanced capitalist world sought only tardily
and with the greatest reluctance to respond to their profitability problems by with-
drawing their capital stock from oversubscribed lines of production. Instead, they
defended their positions in the world market as long as possible by improving their
competitiveness by expanding investment as much as they were able, even in the
face of reduced rates of return. At the same time, one after another reglon of East
Asla—Itrom the Northeast Anlan Newly Industrializing Countries (NICw), to the
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Southeast Asian Little Tigers, to the Chinese behemoth— extended ever further the
processes of uneven development that had set off the long downtum by succeeding
in exploiting the potential advantages of coming late in much the same manner as
had their Westerm European and Japanese predecessors. Proceeding up the techno-
logical ladder with unprecedented speed, especially by means of ever-deepening
regional integration made possible by accelerating foreign direct investment as well
as by trade, they rained down ever greater torrents of increasingly sophisticated
manufacturing products on already over-supplied world markets, increasing still
further the stress on world manufacturing profit rates.

Nevertheless, the intensification of over-capacity in world manufacturing
markets (which resulted from both the unexpected persistence of incumbents from
the advanced capitalist world and the unprecedented ingress of entrants from the
developing world, especially East Asia) in the face of a deepening problem of insuf-
ficient aggregate demand (which resulted from universal cost-cutting and the
slowdown of investment and job creation consequent upon the decline of prof-
itability) did not lead, as might otherwise have been expected, to a large-scale
shakeout of high-cost, low-profit means of production by making for serious reces-
sion or depression. This was because the governments of the advanced capitalist
world, led to an ever-increasing extent by the US, made sure that titanic volumes of
credit were made available, through ever more varied channels, direct and indirect,
hoth public and private, to firms and households to soak up the surplus of supply
over demand, especially in the wake of the serious cyclical downturns that period-
ically threatened stability. Rather than system-shaking crisis, we therefore witnessed
the continuation, stretching over three decades, of persistently reduced rates of profit
that made for ever-decreasing economic vitality on a global scale, along with ever
more destructive asset price bubbles and financial implosions, and increasingly
severe cyclical downturns. The upshot was the predicament facing the world
economy as it entered the new millennium: namely, the still further continuation of
(he long downturm against a background of over-supplied lines of production, decel-
crating aggregate demand, and a mountain of over-priced paper assets, all made
possible by the accumulation of private and public debt at unprecedented speed and
al historic levels.2 (See p. 7, Figure 0.3; p. 8, Figure 0.4; p. 304, Figure 15.6.)

The Long Downturn: An Enduring Problem

Wilh the exception of the Afterword, the text published here was completed at the
height of both the New Economyboom and the East Asian financial crisis of 1997-98.
Il interpreted the accompanying global turbulence as a tell-tale sign that the inter-
national economy had still failed to transcend the long downtum. It insisted that,
beneath the glossy surface of the ‘Fabulous Decade’, the foundations on which the
plobal system was developing remained rickety. It concluded that ‘Redundant pro-
Jduction would for still another time undermine the gains from trade, and

compelition would end up trumping complementarity,” with the consequence that
accelerating supply of world exports in the face of shrinking markets ‘would

Ihene argomonts have provoked eonwiderable dimcussion and debale. See especially the two special
Imen devoted to them of Historieal Materlallsine, 1o, 4,.80mimer 1999, and no, 5, Winter 2000, a8 well g torans

1 Chatlgnge. 'The Magasine of Leonomibc Affiirs, vl xlit, May-June 1999 and Moniily Revlew, vol. 1, lune 1999
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undercut [profits] and thereby the recovery, in this way cutting short a system-wide
secular upturn and risking a serious new turm downward of the world economy’.
Economic developments since that time have, I believe, largely vindicated its basic
approach. The long downturn has continued, extending itself into the opening years
of the twenty-first century. It has done so largely as a consequence of the paradox-
ical persistence of chronic over-capacity in the international manufacturing sector,
which has been mainly responsible for the persistence of reduced profit rates in man-
ufacturing and, in turn, the overall private economies of the advanced capitalist
economies. Secularly reduced profit rates have themselves been largely responsible
for the secularly reduced GDP, investment, productivity, and wage growth that have
prevailed since the 1970s. It is in the context of the perpetuation of the long down-
turn—and the ongoing problem of manufacturing over-capacity and reduced
manufacturing and private sector profitability—that one should, I would argue,
interpret the frenetic boom and stock-market bubble of the second half of the 1990s,
the equity price crash and deep recession of 2000-1, and the so far weak and precar-
ious cyclical recovery that has ensued.?

Nevertheless, the standard intellectual response to the problem of thelong down-
turn has not been to provide alternative accounts, but rather, explicitly or implicitly,
to deny its very existence. Business and government publicists have contended that,
since the start of the 1980s, the deregulation of industry has led to accelerated inno-
vation; the freeing up of financial markets has brought cheaper and more efficient
allocation of capital; the destruction of unions has made for more flexible labour
markels; the reduction of taxation has created increasing incentives at the margin
both to invest and to labour; and the weakening of state intervention has unfettered

entrepreneurship. As a consequence, far from continuing to sputter, the economy
has assumed ever-increasing vitalily, culminating in the marvel of the New Economy
boom of the later 1990s. More sober economists and economic

historians have sought to deny not the reality of reduced dynamism and slowed
growth, but rather the need to offer any special explanation for it. From their point
of view, the long period of weakened economic performance manifests a kind of
return to equilibrium—to standard, and indeed quite respectable, growth—after
what they view as the unique experience of the postwar boom. What really needs
to be explained, they contend, is the economy’s unprecedented dynamism during
the first postwar quarter-century, attributable in their eyes to the unusual build-up
of pent-up technological capacity during the crisis-bound inter-war period. This,
they insist, was exhausted during the long postwar upturn, bringing about a recur-
rence of normality after 19734 In fact, neither of these views remotely corresponds
to the economy’s actual trajectory during the past three decades.

The contention, so dear to the hearts of business advocates and neoliberal politi-
cians, as well as some neoclassical economists, that the turn to ever-freer markets
and ever-deeper austerity must bring, and has brought, ever-greater economic
vigour is in defiance of the evidence. The fact is that, for the advanced capitalist
economies (the US, the EU, and Japan) taken singly or together, economic perform-

3 See Afterword,
4 N, Crafts and G, Toniolo, ‘Postwar Growth: An Overview’, in Crafts and Tonloto, edw., Economic
Growth in Europe Since 1948, Cambridge 1996
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ance has worsened, business cycle by business cycle, since the end of the postwar
boom in terms of all of the main macroeconomic indicators: the growth of GDP,
capital stock, labour productivity, and real compensation. Economic performance
was less good during the 1990s than the 1980s, which lagged the 1970s, which was,
of course, far worse than the economic performance of the 1950s and 1960s.5 This
even as neoliberal economic policy, highlighted by balanced budgets and the pre-
eminence of central banks, came to govern the economy in ever-purer form.

As to the US, site of a supposed stock-market-driven high-tech miracle that
enabled it to break beyond the secular stagnation that continued to weigh down its
less agile counterparts in Europe and Japan, economic performance during the first
half of the 1990s was worse than in any other five-year period during the whole
postwar era. The unquestionable economic acceleration of the second half of the
1990s did raise the figures for the decade as a whole above those of the 1980s, but
was itself obliged to depend in large part on the enormous fillip to both consump-
tion and investment provided by the wealth effect of the historic and ill-fated
stock-market bubble of those years. That wealth effect was responsible for no less
than one-quarter of total GDP increase between 1995 and 2000, which, without it,
would have averaged a mediocre 3 per cent rather than 4 per cent. Even with it, the
US economy did no better in the 1990s than in the much-maligned 1970s. Indeed, in
the five supposedly miraculous years between 1995 and 2000, US economic perform-
ance, in terms of the main macroeconomic indicators, was not better than in the
lwenty-five years between 1948 and 1973, when state intervention and regulation,
trade union power, the repression of finance, and taxation of corporations were all
at their greatest, ostensibly fettering economic performance.®

Nor, despite the near-universal impression to the contrary, was the US’s perform-
ance in this period clearly superior to that of its main overseas rivals in terms of the
ultimate criterion, the growth of productivity. It must be stressed that, over the course
of the long downtum, the overall economic performance of Germany and Western
Europe more generally, as well as Japan, deteriorated in relative terms even more pro-
foundly than that of the US. Yet the fact remains that, between 1993 and 2003, the
European Union as a whole (including Spain, Greece, and Portugal) achieved aslightly
higher rate of growth of GDP per hour than did the US, at 1.8 per cent versus 1.6 per
cent.” By the end of this period, moreover, it had pretty much closed the enormous
historic productivity gap between itself and the US, its aggregate level of GDP per
hour in 2003 being just 5 per cent below that of the US. By this latter date, levels of
GDP per hour in Germany, France, and Italy had all climbed slightly above that of the
US (between 1 per cent and 3 per cent), while those of the Netherlands, Belgium,
I .uxemburg, and Norway had risen substantially higher (between 6 and 31 per cent).®

Nor can lagging economic performance in the US and throughout the advanced
capitalist economies since 1973 be explained away as an optical illusion resulting from

5 See below, ‘Declining Economic Dynamism, 1960-2005", p. 240, Table 13.1.

6 R. Brenner, The Boom and the Bubble, London 2002, p. 47, Table 1.10 and p. 221, Table 9.1.

7 K. Daly, ‘Euroland’s Secret Success Story’, Goldman Sachs Global Economics Paper, no. 102, 16
January 2004, pp. 1-3, 8, 10,

K OECD, Science and Technology Scoreboard 2003— Towards a Knowledge-based Economy, Table D.2, ‘ITncome
and productivity levels in the OECLD, 1950-2002" {online). CF B, van Ark, ‘Does the European Union Need
1o Revive Productivity Growth', Groningen Growth and Development Centre Ressarch Memorandum

Gl 278, April 2005, p, 9, Table 2. The rate of US manulacturing productivity growth between 1995 and 2000,
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the misleading vantage point of the ostensibly aberrant immediate postwar decades.
The postwar golden age in the US was, in historical terms, unquestionably impres-
sive, butit was not in a league of its own, as is evident when compared to the previous
long upturn, between 1890 and 1913. The growth of labour productivity, of per capita
income, and of real wages was higher in the boom after World War II than that before
World War ], although not by all that much. On the other hand, the growth of GDP
and of investment proceeded as rapidly or more so in the latter epoch than the former.
The long boom from 1950 through 1973 thus surpassed the long expansion from 1890
through 1913, but it remains reasonable to group them together.

By contrast, the long downturn after 1973 can be clearly and properly identified
as such, because its economic performance was so weak, compared not only to that
of the post-World War II boom but also to the pre-World War I long boom. It fell
palpably short of both of these long expansions with respect to virtually all of the
main macroeconomic indicators. The long downturn is precisely that ... and, lasting
through the end of the millennium, far too extended to be passed off as just another
down phase of the latest Kondratieff cycle (leaving aside the vexed question of their
existence).’

Did the onset of slowed growth reflect the using up of technological potential, which
had reached unprecedented heights as a consequence of the long drought of invest-
ment during the Great Depression and which endowed the economy of the first
postwar decades with exceptional dynamism? This appears to be the reigning ortho-
doxy among macroeconomists, but it is impossible to justify in terms of the actual
trends of productivity.!” There was, in the first place, no exhaustion whatsoever of
technological potential in the manufacturing sector. After maintaining roughly the
same 3 per cent level from 1938 through 1973 and then falling off briefly in the 1970s,
manufacturing productivity actually accelerated from 1980 onwards, achieving during
the 1990s the highest rate of growth for any ten-year period during the postwar epoch.
In any case, were the trajectory of productivity expressive of the using up of a tech-
nological backlog, one would expect it to have followed a path of gradual, more or
less continuous, decline. As it was, productivity growth for the private economy as a
whole remained high, and remarkably steady, over the long period between 1938 and
1973. It then declined suddenly and deeply between 1973 and 1980 and did not come
close to recovering between 1980 and 2000. If technological capacity was being drawn
on so as to make possible the long boom, why did productivity growth outside man-
ufacturing fail to fall for decades? Why did it suddenly collapse? And why did it
stagnate for so very long? Given the timing and the discontinuity, the productivity
growth fall-off seems better understood as a consequence rather than cause of the
economic slowdown —specifically as the result of the slowed growth of the capital

at4.7 per cent, was without question outstanding, but it was not clearly better than that of its leading rivals,
including France at 5.2 per cent, a recession-plagued Japan at 4.2 per cent, and west Germany at 4.9 per cent
(through 1998, when data for west Germany ceases to be available).

9  For the comparison of macroeconomic performance during the long downturn and the pre-World
War I and post-World War II expansion, see R. Brenner, ‘The Capitalist Economy, 1945-2000°, in 1). Coates,
ed., Varieties of Capitalism, Varietics of Approaches, Basingstoke 2005, f». 215 and ‘Table [1.1.

10 WL J. Baumol, ‘Praductivity Growth, Convergence, and Wellare: What 1he Long-Run Data Show’,
American Economiic Review, vol Ixxvi, December 1986, especlally pp. 1081:2; P, Krugman, Peddling Prosperity,
New York 1994, pp. 49-63 .
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Table 1. Long Booms and Long Downturn: 1890-1913 and 1950-73 versus
1973-96.

(Average per cent change)

1890-1913 1950-1973 1973-1996
G0P 4.0 40 2.9
GDP/hour 2.2 2.6 1.2
G6DP/capita 21 2.5 18
Real wage (mfgr) 1.6 22 0
Gross capital stock 54 3.2 -
Gross capital stock/hour 34 1.7 -

Sources: A. Maddison, Dynamic Forces in the World Economy, 1991, pp. 71, 140, 142; A. Maddison, The World Economy: Historical
Statistics, 2003, pp. 84—86, Table 2b, and pp. 8789, Toble 2c; Bureau of Economic Analysis, Notional Income and Product Accounts,
Toble 7.1; (BEA website); A. Rees, Real Wages in Manufacturing, 1890-1914, 1969, p. 120; Bureau of Lobor Stafistics, Hourly Earnings
of Production and Non-Supervisory Workers (BLS website); Bureau of Labor Stafistics, Consumer Price Index-U (1982—-1984) (BLS website)
(wages are for manufacturing instead of whole economy, as wages outside of manufacturing ore unavailable for earlier period)

stock consequent on reduced profitability, as well as the reduced increase of the
capital-labour ratio resulting from the profound stagnation of wages.!!

Perhaps most telling of all, decreasing dynamism was accompanied by radically
increased instability. Especially from around 1980, the financial sector internation-
ally was increasingly liberated by deregulation from its postwar shackles. The result
was a stunning return of the financial crises that had been largely repressed and
practically nonexistent during the first postwar quarter-century and beyond. The
world economy was once again gripped by an ever-lengthening series of debt-based
financial-bubble-cum-speculative-booms, issuing inevitably in devastating crashes.
Not accidentally, these reached something of a culmination during the 1990s, when
capital market liberalization was extended from the core to the developing world,
and a succession of financial expansions and financial meltdowns crippled not only
the Turkish, Russian, Brazilian, and Argentinian economies, but also, by the end of
the decade, the East Asian NICs, Japan, and the US itself.?

The ultimate testimony to the economy’s continuing debility can be read off
trends in the standard of living, as well as income distribution. The income shares
ol both the top 1 per cent and top 5 per cent of US households had ascended to their
iwentieth-century peaks in 1928, at 19.6 per cent and 34.7 per cent respectively. But
(hey had then fallen during the next 45 years, to reach their lowest points of the

11 US Department of Commerce, Historical Statistics of the United States, Washington, DC 1970, Series D
05, P 162,

12 Bank of International Settlements, 71st Annual Report, 1 April 2000-31 March 2001, Basel, 11 June 2001,
PP 1234, ‘When financial systems were heavily regulated and central banks focused on controlling the
woney or credit aggregates [before the 1980s], the scope for damaging, financial cycles was constrained ...
[SJuch regulatod environments .. were less prone to the Targe cyclical swings seen in today’s more liberal
feed environment,” CLOEL Prasad et al, Effects of Pinaneial Globalizatfon on Deoeloping Countries, IMFE,

Washington, 10 March 2000
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century in 1973, thelast year of the postwar boom, at 7.7 per cent and 20.6 per cent
respectively. Yet from this nadir they both rose without cease throughout the long
downturn to approach, though not quite to reach, their 1928 high points in 1998, at
14.6 per cent and 29.4 per cent respectively. This trend toward the polarization of
income found its counterparts in the trajectory of the povertyrateand family income.
Between 1959 and 1973, the poverty rate fell from 22.4 per cent to 11.1 per cent. But
from 1973 to 1995, it rose to 13.8 per cent and by 2000 was still slightly above its level
in 1973, at 11.3 per cent. Whereas median family income more than doubled in the
postwar boom between 1947 and 1973, between 1973 and 1995 it increased by less
than 12 per cent, despite the enormous increase in women'’s labour force participa-
tion (although it did leap up by 16 per cent between 1995 and 2000). Throughout the
long downturn, gains for the wealthy and corporate owners have been secured over-
whelmingly at the expense of working people and the poor, especially because they
have been accompanied by such slowed growth. The economy has functioned
decreasingly well, but for the wealthy ever more satisfactorily.’®

Between 1973 and 2000, the average annual growth of real wages (excluding ben-
efits) for private sector production and non-supervisory workers (who compose
roughly 80 per cent of the labour force) was a flat zero (0.5 per cent for the long
1990s business cycle). But this repression of real wage growth was clearly indispen-
sable for capital, in view of the parallel slowdown of productivity growth, the
ultimate indicator of economic dynamism, or lack thereof. Between 1973 and 2000,
labour productivity (GDP /hour) increased at an average annual rate of just 1.2 per
cent (1.7 per cent for the 1990s). This was less than half that from 1948 to 1969, at
2,65 per cent, and barely hall the average annual rate of productivity increase for the
ninety-year period between 1890 and 1980 of 2.3 per cent. Over the course of the
19908, the average rate of profit for the private ecconomy still remained 15 per cent
below its level of the postwar boom. But it would have languished at a far lower
level had real wages been allowed to rise at anything remotely approaching the
average annual rate of 1.6 per cent they had attained in the last decade of the postwar
boom (1964-73).!"* What vitality the economy still maintained derived from—had
been conditioned upon—depriving production and non-supervisory workers of any
real wage increase for a quarter of a century.

The truth is that even today, nearly five years into the new, post-New Economy
business cycle that began in February 2001, the standard macroeconomic indicators
provide no clear sign that the long downturn has been overcome. Between 2000 and
2005, average annual GDP growth for the EU and Japan was lower than for any other
five-year period since 1950, while that for the US barely equalled its rate between
1990 and 1995, hitherto the worst five-year interval of the postwar era. Indeed taking
into account all of the standard macroeconomic indicators, the advanced capitalist
economies performed less well than in any other postwar

13 T. Piketty and E. Saez, ‘Income Inequality in the United States, 1913~1998', Quarterly Journal of
Economics, vol. cxvii, February 2003, pp. 8-10, Table II; L. Mishel et al., eds., The State of Working America
2002/2003, Tthaca 2003, Table 5.1, p. 312.

14 Historical Data for the ‘B’ Tables of the Employment Situation Release, in Employment, Earnings,

and Hours from the Current Employment Statistics Survey, US Bureau of Labor Statistics website, adjusted
with CPI-U-1982-4 (1964-77) and CP1-U-RS (1978-2000); A. Maddison, Dynamie Forcea in Economic
Development, Oxford 1991, p. 71; ‘Industry Analytical Ration for the Tolal Ec 1:n0my" 2 June 2008 (folder pro

vided on requent by the BLS),
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quinquennium (see p. 240, Table 13.1). This was despite the fact that, during this
period, the US government unleashed the greatest macroeconomic stimulus in its
history. Meanwhile, financial imbalances and asset pricebubbles exceeded even their
record-breaking predecessors of the later 1990s and loomed like dark clouds over
the global economy. The long downturn remains to be transcended ... and
continues to require explanation.



Introduction

THE PUZZLE OF THE LONG DOWNTURN

At the end of the 1960s, in the wake of the longest stretch of uninterrupted
economic expansion in US history, Nobel prize economists Robert Solow and Paul
Samuelson pronounced exultant obituaries on destructive capitalist economic
instability. “The old notion of a ... “business cycle” is not very interesting any more”’,
said Solow. ‘Today’s graduate students have never heard of Schumpeter’s appa-
ratus of Kondratieffs, Juglars, and Kitchins, and they would find it quaint if they
had.” After fifty years of study, joked Samuelson, the National Bureau of Economic
Research had ‘worked itself out of one of its jobs, the business cycle." With the
neoclassical-Keynesian synthesis now in the hands of every enlightened govern-
ment, recessions, according to top Kennedy-Johnson advisor Arthur Okun, were
‘now ... preventable, like airplane crashes’, and business fluctuations as a threat to
(he smooth operation of the modern economy were ‘obsolete’.2
Economic policy-makers had become so confident in their ability to effectively
control the capitalist economy that, just past the peak of the boom, the OECD could
predict without qualification that the future would be indistinguishable from the
recent golden past. As it concluded in its early 1970s study on the prospects of the
advanced capitalist world, “The output of goods and services in the OECD area as
a whole has nearly doubled in the past decade and a half. There is little evidence
of any general slowing-down in the rate of growth, so that there is a strong pre-
sumption that the gross domestic product of the OECD area may again double in
(he next decade and a half ... Nor is it likely that the sources of the high rates of
wowth expected in the 1970s will quickly disappear; on the contrary ...
(iovernments, therefore, need to frame their policies on the assumption that the
forces making for rapid economic growth are likely to continue and that potential
(;DP for the OECD area might quadruple between now and the end of the century. "
e miracle of the market, superintended by the state, could now virtually guar-
anlee perpetual growth.

I Lconomic History Review, 2nd series, vol. xxiii, August 1970, p. 410; V. Zarnowitz, ed., The Business
Cuycle“loday, New York 1972, p. 167. Samuelson made this remark at a conference marking the Bureau’s
titticth anniversary.

Arthur Okun, The Political Economy of Prosperity, Washington, DC 1970, p. 33. Okun was one of the
mam architects of the ‘New Economics’ of the 1960s and a chairman of the Council of Economic Advisors

under Lyndon Johngon. His book was completed in November 1969. With the nation, at that point, as he
puit, ‘inits one-lhandred-and-fifth month of vimparalleled, unprecedented, and uninterrupted economic
axpansion’, Okin had no hesitalion in referving to "The Obsolescence of the Business Cycle Pattern’
(. 42),

N QUCD, The Growth of Output 1960-80, Retroxpact, Prowpect and Proklenta for Pollcy, Parin 1974, p. 160,
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The Long Downturn

The triumphalism of Samuelson, Solow, Okun, and the OECD could hardly have
been more ill-timed. At the very moment that they were making their remarks, the
world economy was entering into a long and increasingly serious downturn, which,
even now, a quarter-century later, shows only a few signs of abating. Reports of a
cure for periodic capitalist economic crisis, indeed secular stagnation, were prema-
ture. Today, as the world economy enjoys its recovery from the fourth major
recession since the end of the 1960s, the average rate of unemployment in the leading
capitalist economies—leaving out the US—is at least as high as the average during
the Great Depression decade of the 1930s.* As international equities prices soar daily
to new records, moreover, most of the economy of East Asia (excluding Japan)—the
site during 1996 of as much investment as took place that year in the US, and source
of perhaps 20 per cent of the world’s exports—languishes in depression. Japan itself
teeters on the brink, threatening to pull the rest of the world down with it.

In the US, it is true, the unemployment rate has fallen to 4.3 per cent and infla-
tion is back down to the levels of the mid 1960s. The rate of profit on capital stock,
depressed for more than two decades, has, moreover, been creeping back up toward
the high levels of the postwar boom, and 1997 was indeed a banner year. The fact
remains that the marked improvement in the condition of US capital has been
achieved to a very large degree at the direct expense of its main economic rivals
and especially its working class, and has occurred against a background of funda-
mentally dismal economic performance right through 1996. The recovery of
manulacturing vitalily, perhaps the central achievement of the USeconomicrevival,
was made possible only on the basis of the most massive, decade-long devaluation
of the dollar against the yen and the mark. It could not, moreover, prevent the
growth of productivity for the economy as a whole—perhaps the best available
indicator of an economy’s dynamism—from falling to its lowest levels in US history,
for the near-quarter-century between 1973 and 1996. During that period, the growth
of GDP per hour worked has averaged 1.3 per cent. This is barely two-thirds the his-
toric average for the previous century, and the average for the 1990s (through 1996)
has been no higher. In this context, the defence of profitability throughout the
period, and its partial recovery in the 1990s, has been predicated upon a repression
of wages without precedent during the last century, and perhaps since the Civil
War. Between 1973—when they reached their peak—and 1990, real hourly wages
(leaving aside benefits) for production and non-supervisory workers in the private
business economy fell by 12 per cent, declining at an average annual rate of 0.7 per
cent, and they failed to rise at all during the decade of the 1990s, up to 1997. Real
hourly wages (excluding benefits) for production and non-supervisory workers in
the manufacturing sector had pretty much the same trajectory, declining at an
average annual rate of 0.8 per cent, or a total of 14 per cent, between their 1977 peak
and 1990, and also failing to rise at all during the 1990s. In the year 1997, real wages
in the private business economy and in manufacturing were, respectively, at the

4 In 1996, unemployment in the eleven countries of the European Union averaged 11.3 per cent, for
the twenty-eight OECD countries including the US 7.3 per cent, in the US, 5.0 per cent. OUCD, Economic
Ountlook, no. 62, December 1997, p. a24, Table 21. The average annual rate ol unemployment lor the sixteen
leading capitalist economies tor the years 193038 (inclusive) wan 10.3 per cent, A, M vddimon, Dynamic
Torcen in Capitalint Dovelopment, Oxford 1991, pp. 170=1, Table 6.2,
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Figure 0.1. The growth of labour productivity in the US, 1870-1996.
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Sources: A. Madison, Dynamic Forces in Capitalist Development, 1991, p. 71, Table 3.13; BLS Indusiry Analytical Ratios and
Basic Data for the Total Economy. See also Appendix I1.

samelevels that they had been in 1967 and 1972! In total contrast, between 1890 and
1973, the average annual growth of real hourly wages in manufacturing was 2 per
cent, and there was no decade during that entire period, including that of the 1930s,
i which it was less than 1.2 per cent.’

liven US Deputy Treasury Secretary Lawrence Summers, a leading apostle of the
1S economic model, has been obliged to acknowledge ‘the ironies of the current eco-
nomic boom’. As he noted in a recent speech before a large crowd of Silicon Valley
excecutives, ‘a child bom today in New York is less likely to live to the age of five
than a child born in Shanghai’.¢ Summers might have added that the cyclical upturn
of the 1990s has done little or nothing to improve the lot of the poor. In 1996 the
poverty rate was 13.7 per cent (36.5 million people), clearly higher than in 1989, and
il the end of 1997, the extent of hunger and homelessness was actually rising.
Perhaps most telling in light of current celebrations of a supposed American eco-
nomic miracle, the current cyclical uptum of the 1990s has, in terms of the main
macroeconomic indicators of growth—output, investment, productivity, and real
compensation— been even less dynamic than its relatively weak predecessors of the
105805 and the 1970s (not to mention those of the 1950s and 1960s). As the Financial

5§ A Rees, Real Wages in Mamifuciuring, 1890-1914, Princeton 1961, p. 120. Henceforth, all wage data
Ix tor compensation = thal is, included wages and salaries plus benefits — and is for all employees, not just
prodicton and non-gupervisory workers, anless otherwise slated. Moreover, the terms ‘wages” and “com-
primaton’ are aked interchangeably to mean compensatlon, unless olherwise stated,

0 “rroanury Officlal Warns Againat Complacency, Clten Groat Depresslon’, Loa Angeles Tines,
W APl 1998; B, More and R, Brownateln, ‘At it the Poor Got Richer 1n ‘6", 1on Angelea 'Tihoes,
M Seprember 1997, N Timming, ‘Poverty on the Inereane it UR', Finaedal ‘Timen, 11 Decomber 1097,
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Figure 0.2. The growth of real wages in US manufacturing, 1890-2004.
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Sources: A. Rees, Real Wages in Manufacturing, p. 120; BLS Notionol Employment, Howrs, ond Earnings Series.
See olso Appendix II.

Times editorialized at the start of 1997, ‘Conventional wisdom is that the US economy
has been motoring along in the 1990s, while Europe and Japan have been left behind
in its dust. Not so. US performance has been mediocre at best, while the difference
between it and the other two has been largely cyclical.”

The brute fact that has thus made a mockery of the pretensions to prescience and
control of mainstream economists and capitalist governments alike has been the
reality of long-term and system-wide economic downturn, the seriousness of which
can be demonstrated merely by comparing the macroeconomic profiles of the
leading advanced capitalist economies in two successive phases, from 1950 through
1970 and from 1970/1973 through to the present. The sharp deterioration in the
economic performance of the advanced capitalist economies over the last quarter-
century, compared to that of the first quarter-century of the postwar epoch, is
self-evident. Throughout these economies, average rates of growth of output, capital
stock (investment), labour productivity, and real wages for the years 1973 to the
present have been one-third to one-half of those for the years 1950-73, while the
average unemployment rate has been more than double. (See p. 5, Table 0.1.)

The reduction in the average rate of profit on capital stock, particularly in
manufacturing, over the past quarter-century is particularly striking because
the rate of profit is not only the basic indicator but also the central determinant of

7 ‘The Leader and the Laggards’, I'immicial T'ines, 9 lanuary 1997, Fior example, between 1990 and 1996,
whereas in the ‘booming’ LIS real hourly compsensallon (including benefits) in manufacturiag rose by a total
ol 3 per cent, in reconslon-bound Germany and lapan, they rone, respectively, by lotals of 15 and
17 per cent, 8o alwo below “Declining Heonomice Dynamism, p. 200, Table | N
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6 INTRODUCTION

the system’s health.® The average rate of profit expresses the economy’s capacity to
generate a surplus from its capital stock and therefore constitutes a good first approx-
imation of its potential to accumulate capital (invest), and thereby increase
productivity and grow.’ The average rate of profit also expresses the degree
to which the system is vulnerable to economic shocks: if the dispersion of profit rates
is held constant, the (changing) average rate of profit will determine the
proportion of firms on the edge of survival and thereby the potential for serious
recession or depression. Finally, because investors are unable to predict or control
the market, they must, as a rule, rely on the realized rate of profit to estimate
the expected rate of profit and, on that basis, to decide how to allocate their funds.!®
The rate of profit will thus determine the relative attractiveness of sinking one’s
funds in capital stock, which implies productive commitment and furnishes returns
only over the long run, compared with shorter-term placements in employing labour
only, in the purchase and sale of goods, in speculation, or in personal consumption.!!

Between 1970 and 1990, the manufacturing rate of profit for the G-7 economies
taken together was, on average, about 40 per cent lower than between 1950 and
1970. In 1990, it remained about 27 per cent below its level in 1973 and about
45 per cent below its peak in 1965.1? These changes were tell-tale signs, as well as
key determinants, of the marked deterioration of the whole economy in the period
after the early 1970s. As I shall try to demonstrate, the major decline in the profit
rate throughout the advanced capitalist world has been the basic cause of the par-
allel, major decline in the rate of growth of investment, and with it the growth of
outpul, egpecially in manufacturing, over the same period. The sharp decline in the

B The profit rate, r, is defined, standardly, as the ratio of profits, P, to the capital stock, K, (r = P/K).
The output-capllal ratio (Y/K) s the ratio of nominal output, or value added, Y, to the capital stock. The
profitwhare (/) I the ratio of profits to output, or value added. (In this text, all of the foregoing variables
are always presented in net terms, that is, with depreciation taken out, unless otherwise indicated). Thus,
by de-composing, the profit rate equals the profit share times the output-capital ratio: r =P/ Y x Y/K. Changes
n protitability can be effected only through changes in the profit share or the output-capital ratio (or through
the impact of changes in capacity utilization on these components). All profit rates given are pre-corporate
profits tax (but post-indirect business tax), unless otherwise specified. Profit rates (and other basic data) are
standardly given for the ‘private business economy’ (or the ‘private economy’), which refers to the whole
non-farm economy minus the government sector and also minus government enterprises. Sometimes profit
rates (and other basic data) are given for the ‘business economy’, which refers to the whole non-farm
economy, minus the government sector but including government enterprises. Capital stock equals plant
and equipment and in this text is always non-residential, unless otherwise stated. For a full exposition, see
Appendix 1 on ‘Profit Rates and Productivity Growth: Definitions and Sources’.

9  Those who wish to invest can of course also draw on existing sources of credit, so it is necessary to take
into account the interest rate, as well as the realized profit rate, in explaining how much investment takes place.

10 Preventing the theory from more directly grasping reality is the fact that investors know, or at least
think they know, aspects of the future bearing on the profit rate, with the result that the expected rate of
profit on the basis of which they make their decisions reflects the realized rate of profit, but with certain
modifications.

11 For systematic discussions of the significance of the rate of profit, see the major work by
G. Duménil and D. Lévy, The Economics of the Profit Rate. Competition, Crises and Historical Tendencies of
Capitalism, Aldershot 1993, as well as Andrew Glyn’s important recent article, ‘Does Aggregate Profitability
Still Matter?’, Cambridge Journal of Economics, vol. xxi, September 1997.

12 The G-7 economies are the US, Germany, Japan, the UK, France, Italy, and Canada, The calcidations
of the aggregate profil rie, the aggregate profit share, and the aggregate capital stock (or the G-7 economies
are lrom I. Armgtrong, A, Glyn, and ), Harrlwon, Capitalism Since 1945, London 1984; second editlon, Oxford
1991, dtata appendix, 5
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Figure 0.3. US, Japanese, and German manufacturing net profit rates,
1949-2001.
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rate of growth of investment—along with that of output itself—is, I shall argue, the
pprimary source of the decline in the rate of growth of productivity, as well as a
major determinant of the increase of unemployment. The declines in the rate of
growth of employment and productivity are at the root of the sharp slowdown in
the growth of real wages.

To explain the origins and evolution of the long downtum through an analysis
of the causes and effects of changes in profitability is thus the objective of this study.
In Chapter One, my point of departure is the family of supply-side theories which
constitute the consensus interpretation. These theories, simply put, attribute the
downturn and failure of recovery to increased pressure on profits from workers.
Because pressure from labour grew, direct and indirect wage growth outran pro-
ductivity growth, setting off the downturn; then, because pressure from labour
lhiled to decline sufficiently, direct and indirect wage growth failed to adjust down-
ward enough to match the decline in productivity growth, thereby perpetuating
the downturn. After noting variations on this basic interpretation, I specify several
fundamental conceptual problems with it, and point to a number of basic empir-
ical trends that impugn its ability to explain the long downturn. Then, using the
peneral standpoint from which T criticized the supply-side interpretation, I offer an
alte rnative approach which takes as its point of departure the unplanned, uncoordi-
mated, and compelilive nature of capitalist production, and in particular individual
investors” unconcern for and inability to take account of the effects of their own
pr(.lxt-ﬂeckingnn the profitability of other producers and of the economy as a whole.

10 this view, the fall in aggregate profltability that was responaible for the long,
downturn wan the result of notso much an autonomous vortical gqueeze by labour
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Figure 0.4. US, Japanese, and German private sector net profit rates,
1949-2001.
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on capital, as the over-capacity and over-production that resulted from intensified,
horizontal intercapitalist competition. The heightening of intercapitalist competi-
tion was itself brought about by the introduction of lower-cost, lower-price goods
into the world market, especially in manufacturing, at the expense of already
existing higher-cost, higher-price producers, their profitability and their produc-
tive capacily. 'The long downturn, from this standpoint, has persisted largely
because the advanced capitalisteconomies have proved unable to accomplish prof-
itably sufficient reductions and reallocations of productive power so as to overcome
over-capacity and over-production in manufacturing lines, and thereby to restore
profitability, especially given the growing presence of East Asia in world markets.
With profitability failing to recover, investment growth and in turn output growth
has fallen over the long term, bringing about secularly reduced productivity growth
and wage growth, and rising unemployment.

In the remainder of this text, focusing for practical reasons on the US, German,
and Japanese cases, I try to show that the foregoing approach can comprehend the
economic evolution of the advanced capitalist world, providing a better account of
the data than the supply-side theories.”® In Parts Two, Three, and Four, therefore,
I offer interpretations, respectively, of the long boom (1950-65), the fall in prof-

13 Concentrating on these three economies does introduce distortions. Still, in 1950, taken together, they
accounted for 60 per cent of the output (in terms of purchasing-power parities) of the seventeen leading
capitalist economies and by 1994 that figure had risen to 66 per cenl. A. Maddison, Moritoring te World

Economy 1820-1992, Paris 1995, Table -16a. Each of these economies stond, moreover, al the hub of greal
regional blocs, which they eftectively dynamized and dominated. [naddition, the intoraction among these
three economies was, o8 | shall argue, one of he keyn to the evoluton of the advanced capltalist world

thronghout the pontwar perlod,
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itability and the turn from boom to crisis (1965-73), and the long downturn
(1973—present), in terms of the systematically uneven development of the advanced
capitalist economies in the postwar years—manifested, through most though not
all of the epoch, in slow growth in the earlier-developing leader economy of the US
in relationship to accelerated expansion in the later-developing follower economies
of Japan and Germany, and in turn East Asia. I attempt to demonstrate that the way
in which this pattern of uneven development worked itself out supports my more
general interpretation of the long downturn in terms of intensified competition
leading to over-capacity and over-production and a secular fall in profitability,
especially in manufacturing.



PART ONE
The Trajectory of
the Profit Rate



Chapter 1
SUPPLY-SIDE EXPLANATIONS: A CRITIQUE

To begin at a very general level, the capitalist mode of production distinguishes
itself from all previous forms by its tendency to relentless and systematic develop-
ment of the productive forces. This tendency derives from a system of
social-property relations in which economic units—unlike those in previous histor-
ical epochs—must depend on the market for everything they need and are unable
lo secure income by means of systems of surplus extraction by extra-economic coer-
cion, such as serfdom, slavery, or the tax-office state. The result is twofold. First,
individual units, to maintain and improve their condition, adopt the strategy of
maximizing their rates of profit by means of increasing specialization, accumulating
surpluses, adopting the lowest-cost technique, and moving from line to line in
response to changes in demand with respect to supply for goods and services.
Second, the economy as a whole constitutes a field of natural selection by means of
competition on the market which weeds out those units that fail to produce at a
sufficient rate of profit.

The combination of individual price-cost maximizing and systemic natural selec-
tion through competition could have been expected to make for an extremely
productive system, and, over the long historical run, it surely has. The accumula-
tion of capital brings about the growth of the size of the labour force. It also brings
about the growth of the productiveness of the labour force, meaning that the labour
lorce is able to produce the consumption goods it needs and the tools it needs to
roduce those goods in less and less time, with the result that capitalists have to
pay relatively less and less for the reproduction of their labour power, on the
assumption (for purposes of exposition) that real wages remain constant. The
vulcome should be a dual tendency, doubly favourable to capital. If they have no
lrouble selling what they produce, capitalists should net both a rising mass of
prolits, proportional to the growth of the labour force, and a rising rate of profit,
resulting from the increased productivity of the labour force.

Ihe Persistence of Malthusianism
I'hiec inherent dynamism of the capitalist economy over the long run, its tendency to
anprove the productive forces, would seem to rule out that well-known form of crisis,

which was built into virtually all pre-capitalist agricultural economies—the
Malthusian/Ricardian type of erisis, brought about by the secular tendency to the
declining growth of labour productivity, especially inagriculture, under the pressure
of population growth, But, if that ls the case, we confront a basic question: il a ten

done y o declining productivity growth in i at the root of capltalist crines, what {
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Historically and currently, the most common response to this question has been
simply to deny its premise and to find the source of economic crisis under capi-
talism precisely in the economy’s declining capacity to develop the productive
forces. Malthus and Ricardo, of course, saw an inevitable tendency to stagnation or
crisis as resulting from an apparently inexorable tendency to falling labour produc-
tivity in agriculture. As poorer and poorer soil was brought into cultivation in
response to population growth, profits were bound to be squeezed between rising
rents and subsistence wages that had to increase as food became more costly to
produce. In its original guise, this classical position has been rendered obsolete by
the application of science-based technologies to agriculture; but, in more up-to-date
forms, it has retained much of its original allure.

Even today, most accounts of the onset and persistence of the current long
downturn in the world economy take as their point of departure the successive
oil crises of the early and late 1970s, and especially the so-called ‘productivity
crisis’. This is true of explanations emanating not only from the Right but from
the Left as well. According to several major left-wing schools, the fall in prof-
itability responsible for the long downturn originated in a secular decline in
productivity growth which was itself the consequence either of the declining
effectiveness of the so-called Fordist system of organizing the labour process, or
of rising worker resistance and slacking on the shop floor, or of a combination of
the two. These ‘social Malthusian’ accounts actually dovetail rather closely, in
practice—though not, of course, in their underlying rationale—with orthodox
Marxist theory, which sees the economy’s tendency to increase productivity by
relying o an ever greater extent on indirect relative to direct labour as leading
inexorably to a fall in the rate of profit. Paradoxically, this theory, too, has a
Malthusian character, because it also posits a decline in profitability as resulting
Irom declining produclivily. According to the orthodox Marxist thesis, in order
to compete, capitalists must cut costs by increasing mechanization, manifested in
a rising organic composition of capital (capital-labour ratio). But, in so doing, they
cannot avoid bringing about a fall in the aggregate rate of profit because the rise
in the organic composition of capital issues in an increase in the output-labour
ratio that is insufficient to counteract the parallel fall in the output-capital ratio
that it also brings about. The rate of profit falls, from this perspective, because,
with the real wage assumed constant, investment in mechanization cannot but
result in an increase in labour productivity (real output-labour ratio) that is more
than cancelled out by a decrease in capital productivity (real output-capital ratio).
Were this theory correct, what would logically be entailed is the impeccably
Malthusian proposition that the rate of profit can be expected to fall because, as
a direct result of capital accumulation, overall productivity—productivity taking
into account both labour and capital inputs—can be expected to decline.!

1 AsMarxliked to put it, the rise in the organic composition of capital brings about a fall in the rate
of profit in the very process of bringing about an increase in labour productivity, the ratio of output to
labour (by bringing about, as he failed to emphasize, an even grealer decrease in the ratio oulpul to
capital). ‘The rate of profit falls, although the rate of surplug-value remaing the sanie or rises, hecouse the
proportion of variable capital toconstant capital docreasen with the devalopment ol the productive power
of labour. The rate of profit thus falls, not becaune labour becomes lews productive, but becatme it hecomes
more productive.” Theorien of Surpilun Value, Vol, Il, Moscow 1971, p. 419, Marx-was, of course, flurcely




SUPPLY-SIDE EXPLANATIONS: A CRITIQUE 15

The Wage-Squeeze Thesis

Of course, as any economist will aver, no decline in productivity growth, however
severe, is sufficient in itself to cause problems for the macroeconomy. Falling pro-
ductivity growth can result in a squeeze on profitability only if there is a failure of
real wage growth to adjust downward in tandem. The fact is, however, that today
an extraordinarily wide range of economists believe that a slowdown in produc-
livity growth to which (direct and indirect) wage growth failed to adjust is precisely
what happened over the last two decades or so in the advanced capitalist economies,
and that exactly this development is at the root of our economic troubles.

The consensus of today’s economists thus explains the long downturn in terms
of the failure of wage growth to fall in line with declining productivity growth by
combining the theses of Malthusianism (‘the productivity crisis” and ‘the oil crisis’)
and of downward ‘wage inflexibility” (resulting from a politicized labour market).
‘That it does so is hardly surprising, for mainstream economics has implicit faith in
the market as a self-sufficient, self-regulating mechanism for the economy. It can
(herefore conceive of major problems for the economy as arising only ‘exogenously’
lo the market: either as a consequence of political interference which prevents the
market mechanism from bringing about the necessary economic adjustment or as
a consequence of a failure of technological progress, the origins of which are sepa-
rate from the economy’s own functioning.

To the extent, then, that the problem of the long downturn in the world economy
has been systematically posed, it has called forth a paradoxical near-consensus.
Marxists and radicals have joined liberals and conservatives in explaining the long
downturn as a ‘supply-side’ crisis, resulting from a squeeze on profits, reflecting pres-
sure on capital from labour that is ‘too strong’. In so doing, they have characterized

anti-Malthusian. The Malthusian character of his theory of the fall of the rate of profit is therefore highly
incongruous, though logically unavoidable, given that it has the decline in profitability result from a
decline in productivity, taking into account both capital and labour inputs. It also flies in the face of com-
monsense. For, if, as Marx himself seemed to take for granted (see Capital, Vol. III, New York 1967, pp.
264-65) capitalists are assumed, in response to competition, to adopt technical changes that raise their
own rate of profit by reducing their total cost (labour plus capital, or direct and indirect labour) per com-
modity, it seems intuitively obvious that the ultimate result of their innovation, when it is generally
adopted in their line, can only be to reduce the exchange value of the goods produced in their line and
thus, directly or indirectly, to reduce the exchange value of the wage, and thus to raise the average rate
of profit, given again the (Marxian) assumption that the real wage remains constant. It certainly cannot
be to reduce the rate of profit. Formal proofs of this result can be found in N. Okishio, ‘Technical Change
and the Rate of Profit’, Kobe University Economic Review, vol. vii, 1961, as well as in ]. Roemer, ‘Technical
Change and the “Tendency of the Rate of Profit to Fall”’, Journal of Economic Theory, vol. ii, March 1978,
and ‘The Effects of Technological Change and the Real Wage on Marx’s Falling Rate of Profit’, Australian
F.conomic Papers, June 1978. For the orthodox Marxist thesis to hold, therefore, requires the assumption—
again paradoxical in terms of Marx’s own premises—that capitalists adopt new techniques that decrease
their own rate of profit—and, again, end up reducing overall productivity. This implication of Marx'’s falling
profit rate thesis is recognized and embraced by A. Shaikh, who advances the argument that the rate of
profil falls because individuai firms are obliged to maximize their profit mar gin (that is, their rate of return
on gireualating capital) in order to effectively compete in terms of prices and so are indeed obliged to adopt
techniques which raise their organic composition of capital and thereby increase their total cost per com-
modity, even though this brings down their profil rate on total capital—both circaliting and fixed.
Political Economy and Capitalism: Notes on 1obb's Theory of Crils’, Cambridge Journal of Economics, vol,
il, 1978; ‘Marxian Competition Versus Perfect Compatidon: Purther Comments on the So-Called Cholee
of Technique’, Cambridge Journal o f Economien, val, lv, 1980; ‘Organie Componition of Capltat, in The Netw
Palgrave. A Dictionary of Economios, ed. | Katwell et al,, London 1987, Val. i, pp. 788
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the current crisis in terms just the opposite of those that have often been used to
characterize the long downturn of the interwar period, a crisis widely viewed as a
‘demand-side’ or ‘under-consumption’ crisis, resulting from an overly high profit
rate, reflecting pressure from labour that was ‘too weak’.

A series of variations on the supply-side theme have been argued by a large
number of analysts across a broad political spectrum. The standard, or classical,
version of the theory—what could be called the Full Employment Profit Squeeze
theory—findsits origins over a century ago, and is still advocated today.2 This boils
down to the proposition that, in the medium run, capital accumulation leads to
crisis because it proceeds without sufficient regard for the material conditions nec-
essary for its continuation: the supply of labour (and raw materials) thus fails to
keep up with the demand that results from ongoing investment, leading to rising
labour (and primary commodity) costs, which begin to interfere with satisfactory
profit-making.?

1. The ‘Contradictions of Keynesianism’

Nevertheless, the majority of contemporary versions of the supply-side approach
distinguish themselves from the classical statement by arguing that the enhanced
power of labour purportedly behind the secular squeeze on profits has been the
result not merely of tight labour markets, but also the operation of certain histori-
cally specific institutional arrangements and government policies first put into
effect in the period following World War II. Indeed, in its most fully developed
form, the thesis is that the long downturn finds its roots in what might be loosely
called the contradictions of Keynesianism. The operation of those very institutional
arrangements and government policies that ostensibly made possible the postwar
boom by solving the problem of effective demand are thus claimed to be respon-
sible for the supply-side problems that have brought about the long downturn.*

The Key to the Boom
In the supply-side, ‘contradictions of Keynesianism” view, the foundations of
the long boom are thus to be found in the continuous growth of demand, which

2 K. Marx, ‘The Law of the Accumulation of Capital’, Capital, Vol. 1, ch. 25, sec. 1, But seebelow, p. 24,
footnote 14.

3 For variations on this basic position, see A. Glyn and B. Sutcliffe, British Capitalism, Workers, and the
Profits Squeeze, London 1972, and ‘The Critical Condition of British Capital’, New Left Review 66, March—April
1971; Armstrong et al., Capitalism Since 1945; R. Boddy and J. Crotty, ‘Class Conflict and Macro-Policy: The
Political Business Cycle’, Review of Radical Political Economics, vol. ii, 1975; ‘Class Conflict, Keynesian Policies
and the Business Cycle’, Monthly Review, vol. xxvi, October 1974; Makoto Itoh, The World Economic Crisis and
Japanese Capitalism, London 1990.

4 Leading advocates of this viewpoint from the Left include representatives of the US Social Structure
of Accumulation (SSA) School (notably Samuel Bowles, the late David Gordon, and Tom Weisskopf) and
representatives of the French Regulation School (notably Michel Aglietta, Robert Boyer, and Alain Lipietz).
The advocates of the Full Employment Profit Squeeze thesis joined representatives of the SSA and the
French Regulation Schools in presenting a fully elaborated version of the theory in the collective work The
Golden Age (ed. Stephen Marglin and Juliet Schor, Oxford 1990). Sce especially the essay by A. Glyn, A.
Lipietz, A. Hughes, and A. Singh, ‘The Risc and Fall of the Golden Age’. Standard-hearers of preity much

thesame position from the liberal centre include Jeffrey Sachs. See, in particular, Sachs’s interesting early
formulation in ‘Wages, Profita, and Macroeconomic Adjustment’, Brookings Papers on Economic Activnly,
no. 2, 1979, Among the major economistn of the Righl assoclated with the position in Awsar |Lindbeck ol

Swaenlen
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made possible both the transcendence of the under-consumption supposedly
behind the interwar crisis and the emergence of a high level of business confidence
in the postwar epoch.® The key to the growth of demand was, according to the
theory, the rise of labour after 1945 to a recognized place in the political economy
of the advanced capitalist countries. The rise of labour found its expression in the
establishment of, often government-sanctioned, arrangements between capital and
labour to ensure that the growth of wages would keep up with the growth of
productivity and prices—the so-called ‘capital-labour accord’. The emergence of
the welfare state—notably, the growth of unemployment insurance which tended
to operate in counter-cyclical fashion—was also deemed critical, although not so
much for increasing demand, since it was financed largely out of workers’ taxes,
as for stabilizing it. Governments’ adoption of Keynesian fiscal and monetary
policies also stabilized demand, smoothing out the business cycle and maintaining
high employment.®

Nevertheless, according to the supply-side, ‘contradictions of Keynesianism’
thesis, success in securing economic growth proved to be self-undermining in the
long run because the operation of those very arrangements which, by hypothesis,
brought about that expansion of demand which underpinned the postwar boom
had the long-term effect of skewing the balance of market and socio-political power
in favour of labour and broadly speaking the citizenry, and against capital.

Problems on the Supply Side

In the classical statement of this position, Michal Kalecki found the contradictions
of Keynesianism to lie—somewhat paradoxically in light of later appropriations of
his theme—primarily outside the boundaries of the economy per se. In line with
the 'Keynesian’ theory that he had originated—independently from Keynes—
Kalecki argued that there was no economic limit to the degree to which Keynesian
policies of demand management could extend a boom. There were, however, in his
view, very definite political limits to the degree to which it could do so. The growing
power of labour on the shop floor and in the economy more generally (which would
result from demand-subsidized full employment) and the encroachment of the state
on the private sector (which would result from increased government spending)
would eventually undermine that business confidence which the implementation
ol Keynesian policies had originally secured. Increasingly alarmed businessmen
would press government to cut back on spending and would feel obliged to reduce
investment, despite the still high rate of profit. Their politically motivated economic

i For the under-consumptionist interpretation of the interwar crisis as a corollary of the supply-side
mlerpretation of the long downturn, see S. Bowles, D. Gordon, and T. Weisskopf, After the Wasteland.
A Democratic Fconomics for the Year 2000, Armonk 1990, pp. 29-30; M. Aglietta, The Theory of Capitalist
Regulation. The US Experience, 1.ondon 1979, pp. 94, 285-6; R. Boyer, ‘Technical Change and the “Theory of
‘Regulation”, in G. Dosi el al,, ed., Technical Change and Economic Theory, London 1988, pp. 82-3. For a cri-
liee, see R. Bremner and M. Glick, “The Regulation Approach: Theory and History’, NLR 188, July—August
1991, pp. 76-86,

6 Left-wing advocales of the ‘contradictions of Keynesianisim’ approach tend to play down the
slgotficance of government fiscal policy in providing thed emanc that made for postwar stability and growth,
emphanlzing instead the expanston of the waellare stale, enpeclally unemployment msurance, and new insti
wtlonn regalatlg labour=capllal relatlons, which ostenaibly kept wages ap with prices and productivity

e Cume the torm Keynenlaniim more generally (o reler to all of (hews axpocis,
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response would thus bring about a downturn even though the economic conditions
for it were not present.’

Subsequent advocates of the ‘contradictions of Keynesianism’ argument have
followed the broad outline laid out by Kalecki but with two important differences.
First, they have gone beyond Kalecki in their account of those institutional mecha-
nisms which, according to the theory, provided the foundations of the postwar
boom and, in so doing, increased the market and socio-political power of labour.
Second, contra Kalecki, they have argued that the enhancement of the power of
labour and the citizenry directly undermined the accumulation process by bringing
about a squeeze on profits. From the perspective of today’s ‘contradictions of
Keynesianism’ theorists, the operation of the capital-labour accord, the growth of
the welfare state, and the commitment on the part of governments to Keynesian
policies were, by the later 1960s, both maintaining the growth of demand so as to
further bring down unemployment and making for enhanced confidence on the
part of workers that the weapon of increased unemployment would not be invoked
in the future. Meanwhile, the increased availability and level of unemployment
insurance was reducing not only the risk, but also the cost, of job loss. At the same
time, contractually sanctioned arrangements between capital and labour that pro-
vided for keeping wages up with both productivity and the cost of living were
making it increasingly difficult for employers to compensate for rising labour costs
by raising prices. Finally, the cost of the welfare state was weighing increasingly
heavily on the national income.

As theboom reached its peak and labour demand outran labour supply, workers
exploited their enhanced leverage to launch a powerful wave of labour militancy
across the advanced capitalist economies. The outcome was an ‘explosion of
wages’.? At the same time, according to some accounts, workers withheld their
encrgy and care on the shop floor, setting off a long-term decline in the growth of
productivity .® The result was the onset of a secular wages-productivity squeeze on
profits, made worse by the failure of the welfare state to shrink sufficiently.

Nor, according to the supply-side theory, did reduced profitability lead to adjust-
ment via the reduction of working-class pressure. Over the course of the 1970s, 1980s
and beyond, in response to reduced profitability, employers unleashed an offensive,
aiming to curb the growth of wage and other costs, while reducing investment and
bringing about the growth of unemployment. Meanwhile, governments throughout
the advanced capitalist economies sought to get costs under control in both the private
and public sectors by introducing tight credit policies, as well as major cuts in welfare-
state spending. The resulting reduction in the subsidy of demand further forced up
unemployment. Even so, according to the supply-side theory, there was no successful
process of adjustment. Despite reduced growth and hugely increased joblessness,
workers were able to maintain and make use of the institutionally based power that

7 M. Kalecki, ‘Political Aspects of Full Employment’ (1943), in Selected Essays on the Dynamics of the
Capitalist Economy, 1933-70, Cambridge 1971.

8 For early arguments concerning the wage explosion, see W.D, Nordhaus, “The Worldwide Wage
Explosion’, Brookings Papers on Economic Activity, 1972; I'. Wiles, ‘Cost Inflation and the State of Fconomie
Theory’, Economic Journal, vol xxxiif, lune 1973

9 See, for instance, Bowles et al, Aflor the Wanteland, ppr. 834, 60 K3, 10 0=4, 111-14; R, Boyer,
“lochuleal Change and the Theory of Regulation’, b, N6) Armutrong el al, Capltallam Since 1964, p, 179
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was the legacy of the postwar boom to prevent the restoration of labour market ‘flex-
ibility” and sufficient reductions in social-welfare costs. They thereby prevented the
recovery of profitability. According to the theory, the continuing power of workers
also precluded the use of Keynesian measures to restore growth and employment.
l'or, by hypothesis—given the continuing untoward influence, direct and indirect, of
organized workers over the labour market—increased government subsidy of
demand to reduce unemployment would lead once more either to runaway inflation
or a renewed squeeze by wages on profits.!?

2. Conceptual Difficulties with the Supply-Side Thesis

‘There is, of course, no reason to deny that, all else held constant, ongoing capital accu-
mulation tends to increase the demand for labour relative to supply and thus to
increase wages, probably the rate of growth of wages, and, more generally, the bar-
paining position of workers. It follows that, to the extent that policies and institutions
subsidize demand and thereby bring about increased levels of capital accumulation,
all else being equal, the resulting reduction of unemployment will further enhance
workers’ capacity to squeeze profits, all the more so if the availability and level of
povernment unemployment insurance, as well as institutionalized arrangements
with employers, reduce the risk and cost of job loss. The question is, however,
whether it is legitimate to hold that all else is equal. This question has two aspects
which need to be carefully distinguished. There is first an issue concerning origins
or onset: can an extended process of capital accumulation leading to full employment
be expected to bring down profitability? But, second and more decisive, there is an
issue concerming endurance and non-ad justment: even supposing that full employment
does lead to wage growth outrunning productivity growth, can the resulting fall in
profitability be expected to persist, and thereby bring about a temporally extended eco-
nomic downturn?

From Full Employment to Squeeze on Profits?

I'ull Employment as Profit-Enhancing: The Kaleckian Objection. While the growth of
demand leading to full employment will tend to strengthen labour’s bargaining
position, it will, as it does so, tend to bring about counterbalancing effects that
enhance profitability. As Michal Kalecki, the originator of the ‘contradictions of
Keynesianism’ thesis, pointed out, increased employment tends not only to bring
nboul upward pressure on wages, but also to lead to higher sales and capacity
utihzation, thereby lowering unit costs and raising profitability. As an economy
approaches full employment, it may very well experience a heightening of prof-
italnlity, even as wage growth accelerates.!!

10 For eritical introductions to the mainstream explanations of the downturn’s continuance, see R. Z.
Fawrence and €L 1. Schultz, ‘Overview’, and P. R. Krugman, ‘Slow Growth in Europe: Conceptual Issues’, in

Fwrence and Schultz, eds, Burriers (o Exropean Growth, Washington, DC 1987. For Left versions, see S. Bowles,
1. Gordon, and T Weisskopt, ‘Business Ascendancy and Economic Impasse: A Structural Retrospective on
Commervanve Economics, 1979-87", Journal of Econtomic Perspectives, vol. iii, Winter 1989; A. Glyn, “The Costs of
Siability: The Advanced Capitalist Countries in (he 19808", NLR 195, Seplember-October 1992.

1 M, Kaleckl, ‘Tolilical Aspects of Foll Fmployment’, v 138, " The attitude [of business in opposing the
malntenance of Mol employment Trough government spending fnanced by loans) s not eary to explain,

Clearly higher output and employment benelits not only workers, but businessmen ax wall, because thele
JPEfIEN tine
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The Substitution of Capital for Labour Leading to Relatively Reduced Labour Demand
and to Increased Productivity Growth. While the acceleration of real wage growth—
resulting from increased demand for labour with respect to supply—tends to
directly squeeze profits by outrunning productivity growth, it tends simultaneously
to encourage the substitution of capital for labour, thus speeding up technical inno-
vation.?? Technical innovation induced by rising wages tends to reduce the pressure
of labour demand with respect to labour supply in two ways. First, it tends to be
labour saving. Second, it tends to increase overall productivity (the ratio of output
to total input, including both labour and capital inputs), thereby reducing the
amount of labour required, and therefore the amount of labour demanded, for any
given level of output.

To look at the other side of the same coin, technical change tends not only to
increase the relative availability of labour, it also tends to increase efficiency,
reducing total (capital plus labour) costs for any given output. The fact, then, that
real wages grow, or even accelerate, clearly does not automatically mean that prof-
itability falls. Why shouldn’t the growth of productivity, driven both by wage
growthleading to the substitution of capital for labour and by the pressures of inter-
firm competition, be rapid enough to keep the rate of return from falling?

The Growth of the Supply of Labour: Immigration and the Export of Capital. When
the demand for labour rises, the resulting increase in wages tends to provoke an
increase in labour supply by way of the action of the labour and capital markets
themselves. Workers from abroad find it more attractive to immigrate, and—unless
they are restrained by political means—their entry will reduce the tightness of the
labour market. Simultaneously, the profitability of combining means of production
wilh lower-waged labour elsewhere increases; as a result, either more capital is
exported or capitalists in other places accelerate their investment. The effective size
of the labour pool thus tends to expand relative to supply, and wage pressure is
reduced. Tam making the assumption here that there will in fact be available other,
cheaper labour that can be combined with means of production embodying some-
thing like the current level of technology without a loss of efficiency (that is, at lower
unit cost). But this assumption appears warranted in light of what seems to be a
double reality.

First, in the course of any historically extended wave of capital accumulation,
as a consequence of the growth of demand for labour and of competition for labour
between more efficient and less efficient producers, labour forces inevitably secure
increases in wages far greater than can be understood as compensation for their
increased skill—the increased productiveness of the workers themselves, aside
from the machinery they operate. More generally, labour forces in regions with
long histories of economic development tend to receive wages which are substan-
tially higher than can be explained simply by reference to their relative level of
productiveness. Second, over similarly extended time periods, technical change
tends to reduce the skill required to produce any given array of products, with
the result that the labour force that can make those products without loss of effi-
ciency is continually enlarged, and the wage required to pay il correspondingly

12 For this line of criticism of the consensus view, see R, |. Gordon, Productivity, Wages, aod Utlees nslde
and Outside of Manufacturing in the US, Japan, and Lurope’, Eurapean Evonomie Revilers, vol, s, 198
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reduced.” The outcome is that, as their wages rise over the course of a boom,
workers in the most advanced, longest developing regions tend to price them-
selves out of the market in consequence of the relative rise of what might be called
their wages-skill ratio.

Insum, it cannotbe assumed that a trend to full employment will in any straight-
forward way put a squeeze on profits. The very processes of extensive capital
accumulation and institutionally founded enhancements of the power of labour
which the supply-side theorists understand to bring down the profit rate tend,
in so doing, to call forth counteracting tendencies that make for the increase
of profitability and thereby tend to prevent an actual profit squeeze from taking
place. Still, it would be absurd to deny that full employment leading to an enhance-
ment of labour’s leverage can ever precipitate a fall in the profit rate, and I
shall have occasion to refer to several historical instances of this phenomenon.
But, even if the Full Employment Profit Squeeze thesis can sometimes explain
a significant fall in profitability, it is hard to see how it could account
for a long-term reduction in the profit rate of the sort that has produced the long
downturn.

Can the Power of Labour Prevent Adjustment?
I'rom Tight Labour Market to Economic Crisis? The point is that where tight labour
markets do make for declining profitability, firms will inevitably respond to their
reduced rates of return by reducing investment. As a result, sooner rather than later,
the labour market will loosen sufficiently to allow for a reduction of pressure on
wages and thus for the restoration of profitability and the renewal of capital accu-
mulation. Under capitalism, the taking of profits and wages does not occur merely
as an outcome of the immediate interaction between capital and labour, although
(hal surely is an important aspect of the distributional process. Rather, production,
cmployment, and distribution are themselves dependent upon prior, autonomous
decisions to invest, and these are entirely under the control of capital. Employers
will find no motivation to invest at any given place and time unless they can secure
o salisfactory rate of return. Employers must, in other words, demand a satisfac-
lory rate of profit as the condition for investing, because a satisfactory rate of return
i 1he fundamental condition for competitiveness and thus the continuing viability
ol the firm. In shifting distribution back in their own favour, employers are not con-
lined to confronting their” workers directly, but can respond to profit-reducing
increases in labour costs by decreasing the rate of capital accumulation, thereby
Iringing about, in aggregate, a reduction in the growth of demand with respect to
the supply of labour which produces a rise in unemployment sufficient to mod-
vrate labour’s demands. The implication is that capital accumulation leading to the
outrunning of labour supply by labour demand can be expected to squeeze profits
only v the short run and therefore seems incapable of precipitating a secular,
yatem-wide long downturn. The Full Employment Profit Squeeze theory can

1V Seel Akamatsy, ‘A 'Theory of Unbalanced Growth in the World Economy’ (1938), Weltwirschaftliches
Arehito, vol, Ixxxvi, 1961, aw well as the literature on the product cycle, atarting from R, Vernon, ‘Infernational
Ihvesiment aigd International Trade o the Produet Cycle?, The Quarterly foural of Eceniomicn, vol ixxx, May
1Unes, See alwo M. Shinahara, Induntriol Growth, Trade, and Dynamic Patterns in e Japanese Leononty, Tokyo

1UN2,
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account for some instances of reduction in profitability, but it cannot explain a long
downturn.!*

The ‘Inflexible’” Labour Market and the Power of Labour. The more elaborated ver-
sions of the ‘contradictions of Keynesianism’ approach—those centred more
explicitly on the welfare state and postwar institutions regulating capital-labour
relations—were formulated precisely to remedy the foregoing weaknesses of the
straightforward Full Employment Profit Squeeze theory in accounting for a long-
term, system-wide economic downturn. Supply-side theorists have thus taken it
as their task to argue that the rise of unemployment which normally results from
the reduction of investment set off by reduced profitability cannot in fact be
expected to function as a disciplinary device sufficient to restore the conditions for
capital accumulation. Their central contention is that, over the course of the
postwar epoch, rising unemployment became insufficient to oblige labour to mod-
erate its wage claims because workers succeeded in institutionalizing sufficient
power at various levels—the shop floor, the industry or union and the state—to
prevent the proper functioning of the labour market. Governments, say the supply-
side theorists, were so committed to the maintenance of full employment and/or
the provision of high unemployment benefits that the threat of being fired lost its
teeth. Unions, they contend, have found ways to control their labour markets even
in the face of high unemployment, protecting their own ‘insiders” at the expense
of ‘outsiders’.’> As a result, they conclude, ‘disequilibrium’ or profit-squeezing
wages have been able to persist alongside high levels of unemployment for an
extended period of time. Put another way, the economy does not return to full
employment because, were it to do so, wage growth would again outrun
productivity growth and squeeze profits.!®

There is nothing logically wrong with the idea that the power of labour, exer-
cised either on the basis of its own institutions and norms or through the state, can
skew the operation of the labour market in favour of workers—for given firms,
industries, regions, or even national economies, for given periods of time. The fact
remains that this conclusion, even where it holds empirically, is of limited rele-
vance. The operation of the labour market does, of course, have an irreducible
political aspect; wages are, in significant respects, determined ‘politically’ by class
conflict, as well as the operation of social norms and values, along with state inter-
vention. But it is one thing to assert that strategic socio-political action always plays

14 Marx certainly did not see his rising-employment profit-squeeze dynamic as directly applicable to—
or likely to lead to crisis in—the real world. He presented it, quite explicitly, in abstraction from what he
believed to be the system’s inexorable (counter-) tendencies both to productivity increase (through the
growth of the organic composition of capital leading to technical change) and the expansion of the
available labour force (through the growth of the surplus army of unemployed). He saw it, moreover, as
strictly limited by capitalists’ ability to predicate investment on a satisfactory rate of return. See Capital,
Vol. 1, ch. 25, sections 2-5, as well as 1. ‘Nothing is more absurd, then, than to explain the fall in the rate of
profit in terms of a rise in wage rates, even though this too may be an exceptional case.’ Capital, Vol. III,
ch. 14, section 5.

15 A sharp statement of the argument can be found in A. Lindbueck, ‘What is Wrong with the West

European Economies?’, The World Economy, vol. viii, June 1985.See also A, Lindbeck and D |. Snower, ‘Waype
Setting, Unemployment, and Ingide-Outside Relations’, American Econonide Review, vol Ixxvi, May 1986; .13,
Donges, ‘Chronic Unemployment in Western Burope Forever? The Worl! Eeonoity, vol vill, December 1985;

Bowles, Gocdon, Welsskopf, ‘Business Ascendancy and Reonomle impawse’,
16 See aluo below, pp. 160ff
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a part in determining the wage, quite another to argue that such action can so
squeeze profits as to cause a long-term, system-wide downturn. Labour cannot, as a
rule, bring about a temporally extended, systemicdownturnbecause, as arule, what
might be called the potential sphere of investment for capital in any line of produc-
tion generally extends beyond the labour market that is affected by unions and/or
political parties or is regulated by norms, values, and institutions supported by the
state. So firms can generally circumvent and thereby undermine the institutional-
ized strength of workers at any given point by investing where workers lack the
capacity to resist. Indeed, they must do so, or they will find themselves outflanked
and competitively defeated by other capitalists who will.

This basic dynamic may be slowed but not fundamentally transformed by state
institutions. If government intervention is making for a significant squeeze by
labour on profits either indirectly (as a consequence, for example, of maintaining
high levels of unemployment insurance or implementing Keynesian policies for full
employment) or directly (as a result, for example, of taxing capital and allocating
increased public services to labour) the outcome will be the same as if labour were
acting alone. In the first instance, capitalists will find their competitive position
undercut; in the longer run, they will either redirect their investments to points of
higher profitability or find themselves unable to compete because other capitalists
have done so.

Because all elements of society depend on private investment for economic
growth, for employment, and for tax revenue to finance state expenditures, gov-
ernments are obliged to make the profitability of ‘their’ capitalists a priority, at least
given that capitalist property relations are unchallenged. One of the more paradox-
ical consequences of this reality is that, especially since World War 11, trade unions
and social-democratic parties have generally accepted the principle of the primacy
of profits and sought to enforce it on their followers. In direct proportion to the
degree they have been well-organized, powerful, and representative of the working
class as a whole, trade unions and social-democratic parties have thus consciously
and systematically sought to keep wage growth from threatening profitability in
the interest of the capital accumulation and growth that they deem to be the pre-
condition for working-class material gains. To the extent that an increase in workers’
material demands had been responsible for the decline in profitability over the past
couple of decades, official trade unions and social-democratic parties would cer-
tainly have used their power precisely to reverse that development.'”

The general principle may be stated as follows: victories by labour in economic
conflicts tend to be relatively localized; reductions in profitability resulting from the
successful exertion of workers’ power tend therefore to be correspondingly localized;
nevertheless, there is a generalized, system-wide pressure on employers to make the
average rate of profit on pain of extinction. To the extent therefore that workers’ gains
reduce their employers’ rate of profit below the average, they undercut capital
accumulation, creating the conditions, in the medium run, for their own eradication.

17 "Wage restraint was an ossential feature of the Golden Age model [in the cowtrics ruled by social-
democratic parties] and, ifanyihing, it became more central 1o the efforts of these countrien to deal with the
new diffleuttion of the seventien and elghtion” 11 Vaber and 1. Steplenn, ‘Internationalization and the Soclal
Democratic Model: Celnin andd Future Prospects’, Compartive Politioa! Shidies, vol, xxxl, 1908
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Workers’ action may certainly reduce profitability in given locales in the short run,
but it cannot, generally speaking, make for an extended downturn because it cannot,
as arule, bring about a spatially generalized (system-wide) and temporally extended
decline in profitability. Nevertheless, whatneeds to be explained in the current case
is precisely a squeeze on profits and a corresponding downturn in the advanced cap-
italist economies from which no economy has been immune, which has enveloped
all economies at the roughly the same time and same pace, and which has been tem-
porally very extended.

3. Basic Evidence Against the Supply-Side Argument

Because the supply-side theorists explain the long downturn in terms of the
operation of institutions and impact of policies, they are obliged to explain it
in historically and nationally specific terms. They must therefore interpret the
onset and subsequent outcomes of the squeezes on profitability that afflicted
each of the advanced capitalist economies essentially on a case-by-case basis, in
terms of the specific historical evolution of institutions and policies in those
economies that ostensibly led to the enhancement of labour’s economic and polit-
ical leverage. But how can such interpretations be successfully accomplished, in
view of the obvious facts that the downturn has been universal, simultaneous and
long-term?

The Universality of the Long Downturn. It is a reality worth conjuring with that
none of the advanced capitalist economies was able to escape the long downturn.
Neither the weakest economies with the strongest labour movements, like Great
Britain, nor the strongest economies with the weakest labour movements, like
Japan, remained immune. Is it plausible that what explains the downturn is that
workers everywliere accumulated sufficient power to squeeze profits?

The Simultaneity of the Ounsct and Various Phases. The advanced capitalist economies
experienced the onset of the long downturn at the same moment—between 1965 and
1973. These economies have, moreover, experienced the successive stages of the long
downturn more or less in lock step, sustaining simultaneous recessions in 1970-1,
1974-75, 1979-82 and from 1990-91. It is one thing to argue that economic and insti-
tutional developments among the advanced capitalist countries were rather similar
in the postwar epoch—although if one considers the Japanese case, or compares the
US with most European cases, even that may seem less than obvious. But it is quite
another to contend that the paths of institutional development and policy formation,
the experience of capital accumulation and technological change, and the evolution
of capital-labour relations—and politics more generally—could have been so similar
in the major capitalist economies as to have brought about, at the same moment, vir-
tually identical shifts in the labour market situation and the balance of class forces
so0 as to determine essentially the same evolution of profitability in those economies.
In view of the very high degree to whichlabour’s power has been differentially deter-
mined by conditions within and circumscribed by national boundaries, it is difficult
to understand how the exertion of power by labour could explain the internation-
ally coordinated evolution of the long downturn,

The Length of the Downfurn. Finally, the fact that the downturn has gone on
for so very long would seem 1o be fatal for the supply-side approach. It is not
hard to believe that particular unions, workers movements, or social-democratic
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governments could have brought down the profit rate in given places for given
periods. But, if one takes into account both the alternatives available to employers
(specifically their ability to reallocate investment away from points where profits
have been squeezed) and labour’s long-term interests (specifically its dependence
upon and concern for—in the absence of any alternative—thecontinuation of capital
accumulation), it is almost impossible to believe that the assertion of workers’ power
has been both so effective and so unyielding as to have caused the downturn to
continue throughout the advanced capitalist world for close to a quarter-century.

4. From Criticism to an Alternative

My alternative approach to the long downturn takes as its point of departure the
results of the foregoing critique. The attempts of the supply-side theorists to under-
stand crises essentially in terms of maldistribution—under-consumption in the case
of the interwar crisis, a profit squeeze in the case of the current downturn—has led
them to focus too exclusively upon the ‘vertical’ (market and socio-political) power
relations between capitalists and workers. As a result, they have tended to under-
play not only the productive benefits, but also the economic contradictions, that
arise from the ‘horizontal’ competition among firms that constitutes the capitalist
system’s economic mainspring. My point of departure is thus simultaneously that
capitalism tends to develop the productive forces to an unprecedented degree, and
that it tends to do so in a destructive, because unplanned and competitive, manner.

Relatedly, the emphasis of the supply-side theorists on institutions, policy and
power has led them to frame their analyses too heavily on a country-by-country
hasis, in terms of national states and national economies—to view the international
cconomy as a sort of spill-over of national ones and to see systemic economic prob-
lems as stemming from an agglomeration of local ones. In contrast, I shall take the
international economy—the capital accumulation and profitability of the system as a
wlole—as a theoretical vantage point from which to analyze both its booms and its
crises, and those of its national components.

Finally, while the supply-side theorists specify processes that could lead to rising
costs and a squeeze on profits in given locales over the short run, they have failed
to take sufficiently into account the compensatory economic, political, and social
mechanisms that are set off, more or less automatically, precisely as a consequence
ol any squeeze by labour or the citizenry on profits—mechanisms by which rising
costs, through their negative effect on profitability and on the inducement to invest,
create pressures both to bring about cost reductions in the ‘affected’ regions and to
redirect investment beyond them.

'To put this final point more positively, an adequate theory of crisis must explain
nol only why what individuals and collectivities do in pursuit of their interests leads
o an aggregate pattern of production and distribution in which profitability is
undermined, thereby reducing the capacity and incentive to invest. It must also
explain why that same pattern leads producers to take remedial action that fails to
bring about an adjustment and ends up exacerbating the difficulties of the initial
situation. If we are to understand not only the historical regularity of secular cap-
italist development, but also the historical regularity ol secular capitalist downturn,
we therefore need a theory of a mahgn invisible hand to go along with: Adam
Smith’s bentgn one—a theory which can encompans a self-generating series of alepn
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resulting from individual (and collective) profit maximizing which leads not
towards adjustment, but rather away from it.

In line with this prescription, I shall present an account of the long downturn
which finds the source of the profitability decline, schematically speaking, in the
tendency of producers to develop the productive forces and increase economic
productiveness by means of the installation of increasingly cheap and effective
methods of production, without regard for existing investments and their require-
ments for realization, with the result that aggregate profitability is squeezed by
reduced prices in the face of downwardly inflexible costs. I shall explain the
perpetuation of the crisis by demonstrating that the profit-maximizing steps cap-
itals find it rational to take in response to the reduction in their profitability not
only fail to resolve the problem that brought down profitability in the first place,
but have the effect, in aggregate, of making necessary and rational additional
responses which further undercut aggregate profitability. In the face of their
reduced profitability, numbers of firms thus find that it makes most sense to persist
in their line rather than leave it and search for a better alternative; meanwhile,
numbers of other still lower-cost producers find it individually profitable to enter
into those same lines despite the lines’ reduced profitability. As a consequence of
the resulting consolidation of over-capacity and over-production and of reduced
profitability (or the even further fall thereof), investment and output growth will
decline and wage growth will be cut back, leading, in turn, to both a decline
of productivity growth and a decline in the growth of effective demand (both
investment and consumption), which put still further downward pressure on prof-
itability. This sequence, as shall be seen, can be reversed and profitability restored
only when sufficient high-cost, low-profit means of production can be forced from
lines affected by over-capacity/over-production and reduced profitability, and
successfully reallocated to sufficiently high-profit lines.




Chapter 2
AN ALTERNATIVE APPROACH TO THE LONG DOWNTURN

| start from the premise that, under capitalist social-property relations, the general-
ization of the individual norm of profitability maximization combined with the
pressure of competition on a system-wide scale tends to bring about the growth of
the productive forces and overall productivity, with the result that, on the assump-
tion that the real wage remains constant, both the rate and the mass of profit rise,
assuming there are no problems of realization.! But, given capitalism’s unplanned,
competitive nature, realization problems cannot be assumed away. The same cost-
cutting by firms which creates the potential for aggregate profitability to rise creates
the potential for aggregate profitability to fall, leading to macroeconomic difficulties.

1. Cost-Cutting Technology Leading to Over-Production
In a world where firms can predict what their competitors will do and perfectly
adjust, cost-cutting technical change poses no problem. Cost-cutting firms will add
output so as exactly to fill the space of demand left unoccupied by the decreased
output resulting from the using up of means of production by higher-cost pro-
ducers. The outcome, initially, is a higher rate of profit in the line because the
cost-cutter needs fewer inputs to produce, so enjoys a higher rate of profit on, its
output than was hitherto garnered on the exactly equivalent output by the firm
reducing its output. The output of the cost-cutting firm has thus been produced at
a lower cost than the same output had been hitherto produced by the other (higher-
cost) firms in the line; since aggregate output and by assumption aggregate demand
remain the same and aggregate cost has been reduced, the average rate of profit in
the line rises. From this point, the higher-cost firms will either emulate the cost-
cutter or will cede space to it by reducing their means of production in the line
|recisely to the extent that the cost-cutter increases its capacity. The price for the
line’s output will thus fall to reflect the reduced cost required to produce it and
purchasers outside the line will share the gain, as capitalists pay less than before
for inputs and/or workers are able to purchase more goods than previously with
their money wage. The outcome, so long as workers do not secure all of the gains
from the reduced price in the form of increased real wages, will be an increase in
the rate of profit for the economy as a whole.

Nevertheless, in the real world of economic competition, individual capitalist
producers can neither control nor predict the market for their goods; investments

I wikh to 1hank Mark Glick and Michae! Hloward for thelr invaluable hetp with formulstions In this
chapter,
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yield profits only after the fact, once they have proved themselves in a potentially
destructive competitive war. Under these conditions, the only path to survival and
security involves risk-taking by investing in new, more technically advanced means
of production and combining these with the lowest possible wage. In this way, the
lowest possible cost and price is achieved, thus maximizing either one’s rate of profit
or one’s share of the market, and the goal is to maintain the resulting advantage for
the longest period possible. Yet, when one firm secures the lowest cost of produc-
tion and puts its goods on the market at a correspondingly reduced price so as to
increase its market share, its doing so poses a serious problem for the other firms
which are producing with older, higher-cost techniques.

Rather than merely replacing, at the established price, the output hitherto but
no longer produced by a higher-cost firm which has used up some of its means of
production—as in the aforementioned case of perfect foresight and perfect adjust-
ment—real-world cost-cutting firms, by virtue of their reduced costs, will reduce
the price of their output and expand their output and market share at the expense of
the higher-cost competitors, while still maintaining for themselves the established
rate of profit.2 Given the reduced price, some firms, the least cost-effective, will be
obliged to scrap means of production because they can no longer make a profit on
it; the others will have to at least endure reduced profitability because of their exces-
sively high costs. Because the cost-cutters’ rate of profit remains the same as before
and because the higher-cost firms’ rates of profit are reduced, the outcome is an
aggregate reduction of the rate of profit in the line. Under these conditions, the line
can be said to be characterized by over-capacity or over-production because---or
in the sense that—there is insufficient demand to allow the higher-cost firms to
maintain their former rates of profit; they have been obliged to cease using some
of their means of production and can make use of the rest only by lowering their
price and thus their profitability. There is over-capacity and over-production, with
respect to the hitherto existing profit rate.

While few would deny that the foregoing process is indeed normal to the capi-
talist economy, most would deny its problematic character. It is true, they would
say, that the cost-cutters” expansion of lower-priced output leads to increased com-
petition and (what is the same thing) over-capacity/over-production in the line,
manifested in exit for some of the higher-cost means of production and temporarily
reduced profitability for the rest. But it is also true, they would argue, that this sit-
uation is ‘out of equilibrium” and thus only transitional, for some firms are not, at
this point, doing as well as they could do and can thus be expected, more or less
immediately, to take action. Those firms which have experienced reduced prof-
itability can be expected either to leave the line, or to adopt the new technique of
the innovating cost-cutter—or in some other way to match its costs. If they do not
do so, the innovating firm will take the whole market. The outcome should thus
be, sooner rather than later, the restoration of the previously established rate of
profit in the line, though now on the basis ol the cost-cutter's lowered price and
cost, Ultimaltely, this should lead to an increase in the rate ol prol'il for the economy
as o whole (including the line initially subject to reduced prolitability), just as in

Lametime here that the costseutting e compete among themmelves, an well an withc he higher-cos
e, to delve down the rate of profit W it alivady-extablikhed level
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the case of perfect foresight/perfect adjustment, assuming again that workers
cannot garner all of the gains that accrue to the economy as a whole from the now
lowered price of the line’s products. Joseph Schumpeter, ‘the Marx of the bour-
peoisie’, saw this process as the genius of capitalism. What he termed ‘creative
destruction’—the beating out of less productive by more productive means of pro-
duction—is, after all, what makes capitalism ever more productive.

2. The Failure to Adjust

Schumpeter may, however, have underestimated the potentially destructive side
of his creative destruction. If they possess fixed capital, firms which sustain reduced
profitability as a result of the introduction of lower-cost and lower-priced goods by
cost-cutters in their line cannot be assumed to respond by more or less immediately
leaving the line; this is because it is rational for them to remain in the line so long
as the new, lowered price allows them at least to make the average rate of return
on their circulating capital—that is, the additional investment in labour power, raw
materials, and semi-finished goods that is required to put their fixed capital into
motion. The reason for this is that their fixed capital is ‘sunk’, that is, already paid
for-—or requiring interest payments that must continue whether or not the capital
is in use. They can thus regard it as, in practical terms, costless and its further use
as free. It therefore makes sense for higher-cost firms to seek to hold onto their share
of the market by lowering their price, unless and until the price of the cost-cutting
firm’s goods falls so low as to prevent them from securing the average rate of return
cven on their circulating capital.? This calculus has two major consequences.

First, firms can, by virtue of their earlier placement of capital, deter the intro-
duction of lower-cost, lower-priced goods by competitors with the potential to cut
costs. This is because a cost-cutting firm that is incapable of imposing a price which
is not only below that currently prevailing in the line but sufficiently low to force
some incumbents to leave the line—because the rate of profit on their circulating
capital has been driven below the average—will be incapable of increasing its
market share without reducing its own rate of profit. Should such a firm reduce the
|rice and attempt to maintain its old rate of profit, all of the incumbents would find
il rational to match the price so as to maintain at least the average rate of profit on
their circulating capital—even if that was reduced on their total capital. The result
would be to prevent the cost-cutter from increasing market share at that price and
lo force it to reduce the price further, and thus its rate of profit below the estab-
lished rate, in order to gain market share. Even firms capable of producing at lower
cosl and price in a line cannot therefore profitably expand their market share unless
they are capable of making a sufficient place for their output by forcing sufficient
productive capacity from the line. Put another way, they can take increased market

3 The mechanism here presented making for maladjustment is discussed in the late nineteenth-century

Ileralure on “ruinous compelition’, which often soughtto justifycartels and trusts. That literature also focused
oy the barrier to exil placed by fixed capital as sunk capital, and specifically on the continuation of over-
capacity and over-production with respect 1o the profit rate on total capital that results from incumbents’
wliliugness to conlinue procucing 8o long as they secure normal profitability on their circulating capital
See, for example, AT Hladley, Economics, New York 1901, pp. 292-5. For a nsefal introduetion (o this liter-
ature, soe T Hovenkamp, “The Antlirust Movement and the Rise of Indastrial Organization’, Texas Law
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share without experiencing a reduction in their own profitability only to the extent
that they can force others to yield market share by scrapping.

This said, a further point should be emphasized. While, by virtue of their pos-
session of fixed capital, high-cost firms possess a powerful deterrent to cost-cutters
intent on expanding their market share (specifically, of cost-cutters with the ability
to reduce cost and price below that prevailing in the line but insufficiently to drive
out some incumbents), this does not at all ensure that such cost- and price-cutting
will not take place. The cost- and price-cutter may have a strategic reason to accept
the lower rate of profit or, alternatively, may miscalculate. In either case, the con-
sequence of its action is not only over-capacity/over-production but reduced
profitability in the line for all, including the cost- and price-cutter itself.

Second, cost-cutting, price-reducing firms that are capable of replacing some
incumbents—by reducing their price sufficiently to make it impossible for the latter
to make the average rate of profit even on their circulating capital and thereby
forcing them to scrap fixed capital—will be able both to continue to secure the estab-
lished rate of profit and increase their market share on the basis of their lower price.
Yet, they will, in so doing, bring about a reduction in the average rate of profit in
the line because their new low price will have a (doubly) undermining effect on the
profitability of the other firms in the line, forcing them to cede market share and
accept lowered prices for their (higher-cost) goods.* Firms which can no longer
make the average rate of profit even on their circulating capital will be forced to
cede market share. Initially, in the short run, they may be able to get away with
only reducing capacity utilization, because the firm with the lower cost as yet has
insufficient productive capacity to take as much market share away from them as
its lowered price would warrant. To the degree that their capacity is reduced,
however, these higher-cost firms will suffer the reduced profitability that results
from the fact that output (sales) is reduced but capital costs are not. Eventually, as
the cost-cutting firm expands its capacity, they will be forced to scrap and leave the
line. Those firms that can still make the average rate of profit on their circulating
capital will find that it makes sense to remain in the line, but will nonetheless endure
reduced profitability on their total capital since their costs remain the same, but the
price at which they must sell is now reduced.

With respect to the higher-cost firms who remain, then, the ‘normal’ process of
adjustment—whereby higher-cost firms leave the line and are replaced by lower-
cost producers—simply does not occur, because of those firms’ possession of fixed
capital. The line’s output now has the lower price imposed by the cost-cutting
entrant. Its population consists of the cost-cutting firm making the old rate of profit
on the basis of its reduced production costs plus the firms that have failed to cut
costs having to take a reduced profit rate. Technically speaking, as a result of the
lower-cost firm’s appropriation of market share, through the imposition of its lower

4 The idea that problems could arise due to cost-cutters’ introduction of price-reducing technical
changes that prevent incumbents from fully realizing their investments on fixed capital goes back at least
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price, over-investment leading to over-capacity and over-production has arisen in
the line, again with respect to the previously and still prevailing rate of profit. Some
higher-cost firms have been obliged to scrap fixed capital because they have lost
market share; for the same reason, those higher-cost incumbents who remain have
Ieen able to hold onto their place (meet some of the demand) only by selling their
goods at less than the old rate of return. The outcome is that, rather than leading
lo a higher rate of profit, the entry of a lower-cost, lower-price producer brings
about a lower rate of profit in the line. The line is nonetheless ‘in equilibrium” and
no further transition can be expected to take place for the time being since all of its
incumbents are presumably making the best profit rate they can. The line’s reduced
profit rate is typically registered both in a declining output-capital ratio and a
declining profit share, because, in arithmetical terms, it is simply the result of the
higher-cost firms’ inability to raise their prices sufficiently over their (given) capital
and wage costs due to the competitive price pressure of the cost-cutting entrant.

A final, major issue needs to be clarified before the relevance of the foregoing
mechanisms for the problem of explaining economic crises and extended slow-
downs can begin to be examined. This issue is the impact on profitability in the
cconomy as a whole of the reduced price that determined the fall of profitability in
the line affected by over-capacity and over-production. We know that, to the extent
that the reduced price in the line leads, as above, to a reduction of profitability in
that line, that same reduced price will provide an equivalent increase in income to
others in the economy who purchase those goods as their inputs. The question is,
who actually secures these gains—other capitalists in the form of a higher rate of
profit resulting from lower production costs or workers in the form of a higher real
wage? This question cannot be answered a priori, but it may be possible nonethe-
less to advance our argument by taking into account the limiting case.

In the event that other capitalists outside the lowered profitline secured all and
workers secured none of the gains from the lowered price that brought about the
reduction of profits in the lowered-profit line, capitalists” increase in profitability
outside the lowered-profit line would balance out the decrease in profitability in
the lowered-profit line and aggregate profitability for the economy as a whole
would stay the same. But this scenario seems an unlikely one, because conditions
do not ordinarily exist that could enable capitalists to prevent workers from
securing any gains from the reduced price in the form of higher real wages. On the
assumption that the line’s output is ‘typical'—that is, it is consumed in the same
proportion as consumption takes place in the economy as a whole, in accord with
Ihe established distribution of the consumption of consumer goods and of capital
poods—the gains from the reduction in price will roughly accord with the estab-
lished distribution of income between labour and capital, i.e. the profit share. In
any case, if labour is able to get any of the gains from the decrease in prices, then
the aforementioned processes—by which a decline in profitability in a given line
results from the failure of higher-cost, lower- profit producers in possession of fixed
capital who sulfler reduced profitability to lcave the line—will indeed result in a
fall in profitability for the economy as a whole. This is because the fall in profitability
(the loss of profits) that results from the fall in price in the line will fail to be fully
compensated by the rise in profitability (the gain in profits) outside that line: ail ol

the losses sustained within the line stemming from the reduced price are sustained
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by capital; but not all of the gains accrued outside the line from the same reduced
price are accrued by capital. To what extent there is a fall in profitability for the
economy as a whole depends, of course, on the details of the given case.

3. Fixed Capital, Uneven Development, and Downturn

The question that imposes itself is whether the sort of processes just envisioned—
whereby unplanned-for, unforeseen innovation, and cost-cutting more generally,
leads to over-capacity and over-production—are likely to occur on a large enough
scale and over a long enough period to seriously damage the economy. Certain
aspects of the investment process under capitalism as it has evolved historically do,
I would argue, make such an outcome more than a possibility.

The Vulnerability of Fixed Capital

There has been an historical tendency for production to be improved through
investment in ever greater masses of fixed capital. Successful technical advance—
most notably via economies of scale—has tended to require initial investments that
can be realized only over many years, as for example in steel mills, or car factories,
or chemical plants. Today this tendency has been much intensified as a consequence
of the enormous expenditures on research and development upon which large-scale
fixed capital investments are usually predicated. As a result, in many lines, great
masses of capital tend to be vulnerable to new productions with more advanced
techniques operating, at lower costs.

The degree to which an economy’s fixed capital is vulnerable to cost-cutting
competition is increased because investment tends to take place in waves and be
embodied in large, technically interrelated, developmental blocs.® This occurs
because cach investment tends to depend on others to provide the demand to its
output and the inputs for its production process. Think of the interrelated rise of
railroads and shipbuilding, coal mining, iron and steel production, and machine-
lool production in the British economy of the middle third of the nineteenth
century, or the interrelated expansion of automobile, steel, iron, coal, and petro-
leum production, along with highway construction, in the US economy in the years
following World War IL

The vulnerability of fixed capital, as it is embodied in waves of investment or
developmental blocs, tends to be exacerbated by its inertia. Fixed capital thus tends
to perpetuate itself at the same technological level as a consequence of the ‘tech-
nical interrelatedness’ that characterizes the structure of production both internal
to and among the producing units.®

As a result of technical interrelatedness internal to the unit, existing plants tend
to find it difficult to adopt specific inventions without significantly altering or

5 This notion is suggested in E. Dahmen, ‘Technology, Innovation, and International Industrial
Transformation’, in L.H. Dupriez, ed., Economic Progress, Louvain 1955, where it is explicitly introduced in
connection with what Dahmen calls “the struggle between the old and new’ (cmphasis added) and the poten-
tial of the latter to cause aggregate economic disruption.

6 For the following two paragraphs, sce M. Frankel, “Ohgolescence and Technological Change i a
Maturing Economy’, Anterican Economic Revicw, vol. xlv, June 1955, the analysw of which extended in
C. I'. Kindleherger, ‘Obaolescence and Technlcal Change’, Bullein of the Oxford Unlversity tustitute of

Econoudes and Statluion, vol, xxiil, 1981
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entirely transforming their layout. Yet, it often makes no sense to accept the costs
of making the required alteration or transformation, because the remainder of the
productive unit—aside from the specific part to be improved by bringing in the
invention—is perfectly efficient and would be costly to change. Existing units of
production therefore find it irrational to bring in technical advances that newly con-
structed units would find it rational to install, with the result that there is a tendency
for such units to replace worn-out parts with roughly identical new ones and so
conserve fixed capital in its old form rather than to transform it in accord with the
improvement of technology. The same sort of problem that arises within individual
units may arise within sets of interconnected units. It may thus be difficult to inno-
vate in one part without changing some or all of the others. For example, the laying
down of small-gauge railroad tracks in Britain in the first part of the nineteenth
century made it difficult to adopt the newer more powerful locomotives that later
became available because a transformed and enlarged system of tracks would have
been difficult to adopt without undertaking the large capital investment required
to transform the existing mineheads, ports, and iron and steel facilities which had
been designed to fit the old railroad system. The task was made all the more diffi-
cult by the coordination problems which arose because the railroads and the
associated facilities had different owners. The problem of interrelatedness among
units within a productive system may thus be added to the problem of interrelat-
edness of equipment within units tending to further increase the inertial character
of a developmental bloc and thereby increase its vulnerability to new, lower-cost
production based on new techniques.

The New Prey on the 0ld

1f one thus views investment as taking place in the course of capitalist development
in waves, in which large masses of fixed capital are embodied in interrelated and
partly self-conserving blocs, one can envision the dangers which arise with the
advent of new blocs of interrelated productions at higher levels of productivity, or
simply lower costs. Large masses of capital can quickly become vulnerable, as firms
of the older bloc are obliged to face reduced prices for their higher-cost output and
to confront the necessity of premature scrapping and lowered rates of profit on their
fixed capital. Nevertheless, such large-scale processes of technical change and cost-
cutting more generally leading to reduced profitability need not—and do not
generally—take place in a continuous, unilineal way. Certain forces tend to delay
and counter this tendency, even if they do not permanently forestall it.

First, all else being equal, existing firms tend to repel new entrants from the
markets they occupy. They do so because they tend, at least for a time, to be more
cost-effective than potential competitors. They do so as well because, by virtue of
the aforementioned deterrent power they derive from their existing placements of
lixed capital, they have the capacity to delay the entry of even lower-cost competi-
tors for longer than their pure cost effectiveness would seem to warrant.”

A Schunpeter was al pams 1o cimphagize, mareover, in the inedern epoch, corporations routinely
cnnare the returns on thelr investments in capital stock embodying leehnological advances by securing, by
all worte of polideo-instimtional means, the (lemporary) protection of thelr markel (rom compelitors,

Captiallwm, Sovinliam, and Democrary, New York 1980, ¢,
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Second, a corollary of the above point, investors often can make the best profits
if they can develop new geographical regions. As a result of the implicit shield to
competition offered by theirlocation, producers in new regions can typically avoid
having immediately to confront the established dominant firms of the old bloc,
thereby gaining space and time to perfect their production and improve their com-
petitiveness. In addition, production can be cheaper in later-developing economies
because producers have the potential to emulate the advanced techniques of their
rivals from the old bloc while availing themselves of less expensive labour and
paying lower rents than in developed areas where living standards have increased
in accord with the growth of labour productivity—and faster than increases in the
productiveness of the labour force per se. The evolution of technique itself, marked
by de-skilling and standardization, tends to magnify this advantage by facilitating
the combination of ever more advanced technology and ever less skilled labour.
Producers in later-developing economies sometimes have the further advantage of
trade protection and, beyond that, advanced institutional forms making for greater
competitiveness—through merging bank and industrial capital, facilitating coordi-
nation among producers that provide one another’s markets, regulating
capital-labour relations, and driving state intervention.

Schematically speaking, the operation of these mechanisms may be seen to bring
about a specificideal-typical pattern of economicevolution. Initially, the older bloc
will tend to operate to a significant degree in separation from the competition of
newer blocs. In part, this is because, by virtue of their existing fixed capital, its firms
are able (o deter entry due to either their straightforward superiority in terms of
costs of production or to their ability to price their products, if necessary, in terms
of their circulating capital costs alone. In part, it is because the newly placed capi-
tals of the new bloc are able to secure their best profits by exploiting, with lower
productive costs, new labour forces and new markets in new regions in relative
freedom [rom the competition of the established producers. The trend to declining
profitability that derives from the difficulties of producers of the older bloc in real-
izing fixed capital investments in the face of competition from lower-cost producers
of the newer bloc tends therefore to be delayed for a time, staved off temporarily
by the resistance to entry of the established producers, and also compensated by
the higher than average profitability of investments in newer areas.

Nevertheless, in the longer run, capitalists serving new regions on the basis of
lower-cost production will tend to improve and expand their productive capacity
to a point where they not only open new markets with new labour forces, but can
profitably enter into already occupied markets. Over time, these producers find
it ever easier to penetrate markets hitherto dominated by the firms of the older
bloc, especially because they can do so by increasing the output of plants already
serving their new markets rather than by incurring the risk of setting up new
plants for the specific purpose of invading the old markets. Markets thus tend to
be unified and new blocs of capital come into direct competition with the old.

From Over-Capacity to Long Downturn
Initially, elements of the older bloc will thus face lower prices, be stuck with higher
costs, and suffer reduced profit rates. Some capitals will be forced to scrap, but

others, rather than switching Hnes in pursuit of the highest rate of retarn on their
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total capital, will find that they can secure the best return by maintaining their
market share by means of Jowering their price, since they can still achieve at least
the average rate of profit on their new investments in circulating capital on the basis
of the new lowered price. Since, ideal-typically, the representatives of the new bloc
have expanded their share by setting the new, lower price at a level at which they
themselves still make only the average rate of profit, the result is to consolidate the
situation of generally reduced aggregate rate of profit in the affected lines at a kind
of new equilibrium (all of the producers are presumably maximizing their profit
rates to the extent possible). The economy enters the downturn, then, because the
measures that individual economic actors are obliged to take to counteract their
own reduced profitability serve to reproduce the problem of reduced profitability
at the aggregate level. Nevertheless, the processes tending to prolong the down-
turn are not by any means exhausted with the higher-cost producers’ recourse to
their sunk capital.

From Proprietary Assets to Counter-Offensive. In terms of their additional invest-
ments in circulating capital, the higher-cost firms of the older bloc are still making
atleast the same rate of profit as before, presumably at least the ‘average rate’. They
have, moreover, though long years of operation in their lines, accumulated other-
wise unattainable information about markets, favourable relationships with
suppliers and purchasers, and above all technical know-how which together con-
stitute perhaps their greatest assets. Because this proprietary intangible fixed
capital, no less than their tangible fixed capital, can be realized only in their estab-
lished lines of production and would be lost were they to switch lines, they might
very well possess a better opportunity for investing profitably and producing com-
petitively where they are already ensconced than anywhere else. Having just been
victimized by unforeseen cost-cutting, they will have every reason to defend their
markets and counterattack by speeding up the process of innovation through
investment in additional fixed capital. The adoption of such a strategy on the part
of the firms originally caught with high costs will tend to provoke the original cost-
reducing innovators to accelerate technical change themselves, further worsening
the already existing over-capacity and over-production.

From Declining Demand Growth to Difficulty Reallocating. While the possession of
langible and proprietary intangible fixed assets biases firms to stay where they are
cven in the face of reduced profitability, the slowed growth of demand that is the
unavoidable expression of the reduced growth of investment, of employment, and
of wages that inevitably results from falling profit rates makes it more difficult to
reallocate to new lines. In periods of high profitability and rapid growth of GDP,
the economy brings about the reallocation of capital into new lines of production
almost automatically. The generalized rise of incomes, both wages and profits,
which is an expression of the cheapening of goods that follows from the growth
of productivity which can be expected to result from the rapid growth of invest-
ment, frees up purchasing power so as to raise demand for goods which were
hitherto “too costly’. Opportunities to profit by producing such goods thus
increases, and firms have little difficulty recognizing them. But, in periods in which
over-capacity and over-production have brought down profitability, the demand
for hitherlto too costly goods n|lvin11.'.|y must slow down because discretionary
incomes must grow at a decelerated pace in response to the slower productivity
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growth that follows from decreased investment. It becomes harder to find alter-
native lines in which old levels of profitability can be maintained for the simple
reason that such lines are emerging and expanding less rapidly.

To complicate matters, the growth of demand from the particular lines plagued
by over-capacity and over-production falls disproportionately, bringing about a
shift in the overall pattern of demand. Firms find it more difficult to discern where
sufficient profits can actually be made. To reallocate successfully, firms will thus
face, to a greater extent than previously, the difficult prospect of creating demand
by creating new supply, that is, by making new products that meet previously
unrecognized needs. Yet, because investable surpluses have also been growing
more slowly as a consequence of reduced profitability, they are likely to find the
required stepped-up expenditures on research and development particularly dif-
ficult to accomplish and the risks thereby entailed especially daunting.

Entry of Still Lower-Cost Producers. Just as the mere over-supply of a line of pro-
duction cannot be counted on to force enough exit to restore its profitability, that
same over-supply is insufficient to deter further entry that could bring down its
profit rate further. On the contrary. The initial fall in profitability that results from
processes of uneven development bringing about over-capacity and over-production
can be expected to intensify the worldwide drive for even lower production costs
for the same products through the combination of even cheaper labour with even
higher levels of technique in still later-developing regions. To the extent this drive
succeeds—typically by means of the emulation by later developers of the produc-
tion methods of the earlier developers—it only intensifies the initial problem.

From Increased Credil to Increased Inertia. The fact that credit is usually available
even to lirms with relatively high costs and relatively low profit rates tends to greatly
complicate the adjustment process. No mere reduction of profitability on total
capital, or even inability to profit on circulating capital, can be expected to lead firms
to view as necessary and inevitable the eventual reallocation of their capital else-
where or the closing down of their business. Firms will tend to respond to such
reverses, as far as possible, by taking out loans so as to be able to increase invest-
ment in the hope of improving competitiveness, or just to hold on in the hope that
the market will improve. Such assumption of debt obviously allows individual firms
that have been set back by aggregate over-capacity and over-production greater
longevity in their lines. But, precisely by facilitating the survival of low-profit firms,
firms that might in its absence have gone out of business, the growth of borrowing
tends to exacerbate over-capacity and over-production, and to slow the restoration
of profitability, increasing instability and vulnerability to economic disruption.

‘The Productivity-Wage Profit Squeeze’. The very fall in profitability that results
from over-capacity and over-production will tend, finally, to further slow the
process of adjustment by itself generating further downward pressure on the profit
rate, because, as a consequence of the reduced growth of investment that it induces,
it will tend to bring about not only, as already noted, reduced growth of effective
demand, but also the reduced growth of productivity. Reduced growth of invest-
menttendsto reducethe growth of productivity of labour (output per labour input)
because it generally means reducing the growth of plant and equipment per person.
But, it also tends to reduce the growth of productivity taking into account both
capital and labour mputs (‘total factor productivity’), because a placement of capital
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can be expected, initself, to bring improvement—'endogenously’, in the jargon, by
bringing about economies of scale, learning by doing, and the like ... as well as
because the reduced growth of output and demand that generally accompany
slowed investment can be expected to increase risk, lower expectations, and put a
dampener on product and process innovation. Longer term “crises of productivity’
are thus more likely tobeunderstandableas a consequencethan as a cause of secular
problems of profitability. In turn, because a slowdown in productivity growth
means that a smaller surplus will be generated at any given rate of wage growth
than previously, it obviously complicates the process of adjustment to over-capacity
and over-production by making the restoration of profitability that much more dif-
ficult to accomplish.

4. The Postwar Economy from Boom to Stagnation

In the remainder of this text, I will try to demonstrate that the mechanisms presented
above lay behind the processes by which the postwar economy moved from long
boom to long downturn. These processes, I shall argue, worked themselves out
during the postwar period by way of a specific, historical pattern of uneven devel-
opment and international competition. In this process of uneven international
evolution, what had been the earlier-developing and dominant blocs of the interna-
tional economy, notably the US (and also the UK), suffered from the disadvantages
of having held technological leadership, having evolved further in socio-economic
terms, and having held hegemonic status in the world economy. Meanwhile, certain
of the later-developing blocs of the international economy, focused on Japan and
Germany—and, later, parts of East Asia—benefited by exploiting the potential
advantages of being followers technologically, less developed socio-economically,
and internationally hegemonized. It was the combination of and interaction between
the older- and later-developing blocs that largely determined both the character of
the long boom and the nature of the long downturn to which it gave rise.

Through the initial era of postwar development—the period of the boom proper,
lasting until the mid 1960s—the older US and the newly emerging European and
Japanese blocs experienced paths of growth that were not only highly uneven, but
also, to a surprising degree, separate, especially in one crucial respect. Trade grew
rapidly, but it began everywhere from very low levels. In particular, even as late
as the early 1960s, the US economy remained to an extraordinary degree self-
contained, as US domestic producers confined themselves largely to the home
market and were able, for the most part, by virtue of their high levels of produc-
livity, as well as the protection provided by distance, to defend that market against
Iheir overseas rivals—while providing rapidly increasing foreign direct investment
to the rest of the world. Meanwhile, the Japanese and the German economies were
themselves securing high levels of growth through achieving high rates of invest-
mentl and productivity growth, particularly in manufacturing, especially by
achieving extremely clevated rates of export growth. The German and Japanese

ceonomies were, il must be stressed, able to turn their impressive growth trajec-
taries into spectacular ones only by virtue of their ability to capture, mostly from
LS (and UK) producers, increasing shares of an international markel thal was
prowing ab least half agnin as fast as rapidly advancing world production. In this
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international economic relationship with the leader, specifically its markets. Still,
although US-based producers lost significant export share—and suffered some
import penetration—during this period, such losses initially had a limited effect on
overall US economic performance as a consequence of US producers’ restricted
dependence upon world trade and their continued domination of their own home
market® In any case, the huge gains from trade for the system as a whole far
overshadowed the restrictions on growth endured by the economic leaders due to
their declining competitiveness.

But uneven development did notlongremain only favourable in its effects. From
the early 1960s, especially as a consequence of the dramatic reduction of trade
barriers at the end of the 1950s, the growth of trade accelerated spectacularly and
unexpectedly. US manufacturing producers suddenly found their markets, both
abroad and at home, under radically increased pressure from the lower-cost, lower-
price exports of the later-developing blocs, especially Japan. As a consequence of
the resulting downward pressure on prices, they were unable to realize their
existing investments at their previously established rates of profit, suffering falling
output-capital ratios, as well as reduced profit shares, and thus declining prof-
itability. The upshot of what was effectively a process of over-investment leading
to over-capacity and over-production in manufacturing on an international scale—
especially given the enormous fraction of the total for the advanced capitalist
economies represented by US production—was a major fall in the aggregate prof-
itability of the advanced capitalist economies, located primarily in manufacturing,
in the years between 1965 and 1973.

Ialling aggregate profitability brought extended economic difficulty, the long
downlurn, because it failed to lead to adjustment—and it was soon experienced
throughout the advanced capitalist world. Many US manufacturing firms which
sustained reduced profitability on their total capital investments nonetheless con-
tlinued to hold onto much of their market share, while presumably securing at least
the established rate of profit on their circulating capital. Meanwhile, between 1969
and 1973, as part and parcel of the same processes of intensifying competition that
brought down profitability in the US, the explosion of Japanese and German current
account surpluses and US current account deficits—catalyzed by the rise of record
US federal deficits—precipitated the collapse of the Bretton Woods system and with
it a major devaluation of the dollar, leading to a dramatic restructuring of relative
costs internationally in favour of US producers. The mark and the yen sustained
major increases in value against the dollar, and, as a result, some of the burden of
profitability decline was shifted away from the US economy and the international
crisis was extended to both Germany and Japan.

Nevertheless, this was only the beginning of what turned out to be a very
extended downturn. There was no easy exit from the crisis, because the processes
of adjustment that were required to bring it to an end failed to go into effect to a
sufficient degree. Rather than leave their lines, US manufacturing corporations,
aided by the even further devaluation of the dollar, sought to improve their

8 The same processes ol approprimtion of inarket share by Germaty and Japanese competitors from the
US could 1hus have a major positive effect on the former econamies, while only having a minor negative
effoct on the US sconomy, 11e latter bolng sy much larger,
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profitability and competitiveness by launching a powerful wave of investment
Jduring the 1970s and radically reducing the growth of wage costs, direct and indi-
rect. Faced with cheaper US goods on the world market, and given the generally
slower growth of international demand, manufacturers in Japan and Germany
taced an intensification of the same sort of stepped-up price pressure that their US
counterparts had experienced in the immediately preceding period and the same
downward pressure on their profits. But, rather thanreallocateresources, they, too,
accepted reduced rates of return and sought, as far as possible, to continue
jroducing as before, helped out in this by the steady supply of loans from highly
accommodating financial institutions. There was, in other words, no smooth
movement out of lines of reduced profitability stemming from over-capacity and
over-production as firms politely ceded position. On the contrary, producers sought
1o maintain themselves by doing what they had always done, only in less costly
ways. They thereby intensified their competitive warfare, exacerbating over-
capacity and over-production, with highly destructive consequences.

The process of unevendevelopment out of which the crisis had initially emerged
did not, moreover, come to an end, but continued apace, highlighted by the dra-
matic entry into international manufacturing of newly established producers based
in East Asia. These later-developing manufacturers used Japanese-style institutions
o combine increasingly advanced techniques with low wages to make possible a
slunning, Japanese-style invasioninto world export markets. The result was to exac-
crbate the problem of over-capacity and over-production in manufacturing, helping
lo prevent the recovery of profitability and to perpetuate the downturn through the
1980s and into the 1990s. Secularly reduced aggregate profitability brought much
increased instability, but failed to lead to depression because the massive growth
of both public and private debt, made possible largely by the enormous expansion
of government borrowing, prevented the series of major recessions that shook the
international economy in 1974-75, 1979-82 and 1990-91 from spiralling out of
control. But the very same processes that allowed the international economy to
avoid depression prolonged the downturn because they prevented that shakeout
of high-cost, low-profit firms, especially in manufacturing, that was requisite to the
recovery of aggregate profitability.

From the end of the 1970s, the epoch-making turn from Keynesian debt-creation
lo monetarist credit restriction and intensified austerity did accelerate the destruc-
tion of redundant capital, especially in manufacturing, but it simultaneously made
more difficult the necessary allocation of investment funds into new lines.
Meanwhile, from the mid 1980s, on the basis of another round of massive dollar
devaluation against the yen and the mark, there began a major new shift in the locus
ol the most competitive manufacturing production—in favour of the US and against
Germany and Japan. In the US, while growth remained slow, profitability did begin
lo rise, dramatically so towards the mid 1990s. This was in part because wage
prowth was so effectively held down and the dollar so heavily devalued against
the currencies of Germany and Japan. But it was also in part because the US man-
ufacturing sector achieved a certain rationalization and revitalization, largely
through shedding redundant, ineffective capital and intensifying labour,

Even so, especially because the advanced capitalist cconomies sustained the ever

preater curtallment of the growth of domestic demand-—an wage and employment
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growth was further reduced and restrictive macroeconomic policies became ever
tighter and more universally applied, but investment growth failed to recover—
there was no transcendence of the underlying problem of reduced system-wide
manufacturing profitability. Instead, over-capacity and over-production were per-
petuated and exacerbated throughout the advanced capitalist world, as almost all
of the leading economies oriented themselves to an ever greater extent toward
growth through manufacturing exports in the face of ever more slowly growing
domestic markets. The question that therefore imposed itself as the world economy
approached the end of the century was whether a new, US-based investment boom
could finally precipitate an international recovery through a profound deepening
of the world division of labour, or whether the worldwide explosion of exports
would bring even more redundant production and deeper stagnation.




PART TWO
The Long Upturn




Chapter 3
THE PATTERN OF THE POSTWAR BOOM

During the first quarter-century of the postwar epoch, the advanced capitalist world
experienced record rates of growth. Nevertheless, its extraordinary dynamism was
very unevenly distributed. While the earlier-developing US economic bloc tended
to repel new investment, the new economic blocs with which the Japanese and
German economies were associated tended to attract it. The postwar growth of the
US economy was not therefore especially impressive, either in comparison to that
of its major competitors, or with respect to its own record in earlier periods. Between
1950 and 1973, the average annual growth of GDP, capital stock, and the capital-
labour ratio, as well as the percentage of investment in output, were thus markedly
lower than they had been between 1890 and 1913—although labour productivity
growth was a bit higher. In sharp contrast, the postwar rates of growth enjoyed by
many European economies, particularly Germany, were far greater than they had
cever been, while Japan'’s productive performance over the same years was without
equal by any other economy over a comparable period of time in world history. It
was the US economic bloc’s relatively slow path of development, at first largely in
separation from, then in increasingly intense interaction with, the dynamic devel-
opmental trajectories of these later-developing blocs that was largely responsible
for the overall pattern of postwar economic development, first during the boom,
then during the downturn.

Table 3.1. Comparing the pre-World War | to the post-World War fl booms.
(Average annual per cent change, except for Investment/GDP ratio.)

Gross Capital
Gross Investment/
GDP GDP/hour Capital Stock Stock/hour GDP
1890/ 1950/ 90/13 50/73 90/13 50/73 90/13 50/73  90/13 50/73
1913 3
s 39 3.6 22 25 54 3.2 34 1.7 15.8 13.2
Gennany 3.2 59 1.9 49 31 6.6 1.5 55 - 17.2

lapan 21 93 1.7 8.0 3.0 9.1 1.9 13 11 237

Souree: A. Madidison, Dynamic Forcas in Capitolist Development, Oxtard 1991, pp. 41,50, 71, 140, 142, 210, 274,
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At the point at which the European and Japanese economies completed their
postwar recoveries, roughly around 1950, the US economy had already been
experiencing rapid growth for more than a decade, thereby increasing its already
substantial lead over all other national economies. Nevertheless, as a consequence
of the very developments by which it consolidated its dominant position, the US
economy found it difficult to maintain its momentum. Its initially advanced
technology as embodied in already existing fixed capital, its more evolved socio-eco-
nomic structure as expressed in its high degree of industrialization and
correspondingly reduced agricultural sector, and its internationally hegemonic posi-
tion as manifested in the dominant global position of its financiers, multi-national
corporations, and, of course, its state, all constituted significant barriers to its con-
tinued dynamism. In contrast, its leading rivals, in Germany and Japan, were able
to realize the potential advantages of technologically following the leader, of socio-
economic backwardness and of a ‘hegemonized’ position.!

Catch-Up and the Weight of Fixed Capital

In the course of a decade-long spurt of capital accumulation from the end of the
1930s, US producers profited from interwar and wartime waves of innovation to
install the most advanced plant and equipment in the world. But the existence of
this great mass of fixed capital turned out to be a mixed blessing. At the start of the
period, the US capital stock was the material instantiation of American firms’ over-
whelming international technological leadership. But, as time went on, its
possessors, by virtue of their sunk capital, were able to discourage further entry
into the US markel, even by producers with lower costs, and thereby to slow the
process of technological change and the growth of productivity within the US.

US producers’ leading emerging rivals in Germany and Japan faced almost pre-
cisely the opposile conditions. As a result of US technical achievements, German
and Japanese producers had the possibility of catch-up—drawing upon a huge
backlog of hitherto unused, advanced techniques, whichthey could embody in new
fixed-capital investments at relatively low cost. At least for a time, moreover, they
could exploit this advantage to an increasing degree, because technological change
tended to make possible, through simplification (de-skilling), the combination of
an ever broader range of advanced equipment with labour of relatively low skill,
to which the German and Japanese economies had access at a lower price than the
US. German and Japanese producers were not, moreover, deterred from putting
into place new, more productive plant and equipment, as were their US counter-
parts, by the existence of great masses of recently placed fixed capital.

The factremains, however, that catch-up alone can explain little, for it must itself
be explained, being anything but an automatic process. Leaders, especially through

1 The classic account of the ‘penalty of taking the lead’ is found in T. Veblen, Imperial Germany, New
York 1915, but much more fully developed ideas concerning the advantages of coming late—as well as about
the innovative institutional forms that make possible the realization of these advantages—in relationship

to the broader processes of uneven development, both within and between economics, are 1o be tound in
the discussions among Russian Marxists, between (he 18908 and 19308, notably Lenin, Trotsky, Tugan
Baranowsky, and Parvus. In Economic Backwardness in i1istorical Perspective, Cambreidge, Moss, 1962, chs |1

and 2, A. Gerschenkron famously develops some of the nolions originally imned out by his Russian
forbears, enpeclally Trotuky, but withoul botherlng w refer to thona sotircen, s




THE PATTERN OF THE POSTWAR BOOM 45

their unmatched capacity for technological innovation, often increase their lead over
laggards, rather than watch it disappear. This was the situation with the US economy
itself for three-quarters of a century before 1950. Followers, moreover, often lack the
social structure and/ or the requisite institutional framework and/or the labour force
skills to exploit the potential for rapid productivity gains at low cost provided by
the technological achievements of the leader.2 The catch-up process was unquestion-
ably central for the German and Japanese economies in the quarter-century after
1950, but this was only because these economies’ capacities for rapid capital accu-
mulation and large-scale technological change had recently been so enhanced in each
case by the domestic socio-economic and politico-institutional transformations of
the immediate post-World War II period, because the hitherto existing barriers to
the international free flow of goods and of capital were so dramatically lowered over
the course of the 1950s and 1960s, and because, in particular, the US, functioning as
hegemon, was willing to accept its rivals’ and trading partners’ statism and organ-
ized capitalism—and not least their protectionism and undervalued currencies—in
order to further their postwar dynamism and, in this way, the expansion of markets
for US exports and broadfields for US foreign direct investment.

As it was, catch-up, for these economies, was only a part of the story. In the process
of carrying through vast expansions of their capital stock, the manufacturing
economies of both Germany and Japan secured unparalleled opportunities not only
for emulation, but also for innovation through learning by doing. By investing a
great deal at a rapid pace, they not only quickly grasped new technologies, but also
transformed them. As they became wealthier, moreover, these economies could, at
both the private and the public levels, afford greater expenditures on both research
and development, and training and education. In catching up, they could therefore
often forge ahead of the US leader, as they in fact did over the course of the 1950s
and 1960s in one key industry after another—textiles, steel, automobiles, machine
tools, consumer electronics.

The Orientation of the Labour Movement
The US labour movement had remade and revitalized itself in the historic strug-
gles for industrial unionism of the 1930s. It had, however, been profoundly
weakened by wartime bureaucratization and postwar political repression. Still, the
very manner in which the US economy had arrived at world economic dominance
endowed labour with unexpected leverage. Long-term processes of industrializa-
tion had largely eliminated the reserves of labour that were once found in
agriculture and small business; any major wave of capital accumulation would
therefore quickly induce tight labour markets. Moreover, at least through the mid
[950s, US industry was essentially immune from the sort of intense overseas com-
pelition that could oblige unions to think twice before advancing demands on
cmployers. US labour thus remained more than strong and militant enough to push
up wages rapidly, especially when cyclical upturns pushed down unemployment,
as al the time of the Korean War.

In contrast lo their counterparls in the US, manufacturers in Germany and Japan
were able to found their postwar expansion on the basis of labour forces that

Tog furter divcunsion of the role of catch-up in postwar development, kee below, pp. 272-H(),
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received extremely low wages relative to their skill. In both societies, a large part
of the working population remained in agriculture or in small industrial and retail
shops, much of it being disguisedly unemployed. Their industrial reserve armies,
supplemented in the German case by large-scale immigration from the East, could
thus exert strong downward pressure on wages over an extended period, at least
through the later 1950s. The large agricultural and small business sectors of both
economies also opened up an easy path to major productivity gains for the economy
as a whole, as labour could be transferred at low cost from low-productivity oper-
ations into high-productivity manufacturing.

Thegainsto capital from this transfer process were protected, moreover, through
the decisive defeat of postwar labour revolts and the emergence in their wake of
newly burgeoning conservative trade union organizations which gave top priority
to the needs of capital accumulation. During the 1930s, in both Germany and Japan,
fascist and authoritarian regimes had destroyed domestic labour organizations. But
militant worker rebellions broke out in both countries in the wake of military defeat,
initially encouraged by the pro-union policies of the occupying forces. With the
advent of the Cold War, however, US Occupation authorities did an about-face:
they joined conservative governments and hard-line employers to systematically
repress (as in Japan) or contain (as in Germany) these uprisings. It is true that after
World War II, with the consolidation of formally democratic regimes in both coun-
tries, the German and Japanese labour movements achieved for the first time a
relatively secure and recognized place in the political economy. This gave them con-
siderable leverage in maintaining working class living standards. But the fact
remains that, especially in view of the strength that the working classes in both
Germany and Japan had managed to briefly accrue on the morrow of World War
I, the postwar boom in both countries was predicated more on the defeat of labour
than on its recognition, more on the explicit subordination of labour than the con-
solidation of any putative ‘capital-labour accord’. In particular, the extended waves
of capital accumulation thatfounded the long upturnduring the decade of the 1950s
were conditioned on the achievement of extraordinarily high rates of profit, which
were themselves premised upon the suppression of labour and its consequent
acceptance of low and (relative to productivity growth) slowly increasing wages.
It was thus the long postwar expansion itself which made possible labour’s sub-
stantial material gains and its ulterior (partial) socio-political integration through
the emergent trade union bureaucracies—not vice versa.

The defeat and subordination of labour cannot, of course, be understood merely
as a reflection of these economies’ later development, but was the result, in both
Germany and Japan, of large-scale class struggle, relentlessly pursued by the
employers into the early and middle 1950s. Nevertheless, once sufficiently controlled
so as to find radical institutional change off the agenda, German and Japanese
workers tended to see little choice but to hitch their fate to that of ‘their own’ firms.
In view of the latecomer status of firms in both places and their consequent need to
establish themselves against their well-entrenched counterparts in the US, this meant
identifying themselves with those firms’ struggle for international competitiveness.
They were able to accomplish the latter with more effectiveness (from the standpoint
of capital) than could their counterparts in the US (and UK) especially by means of

the establishment and operation of Hrme- and plant-level institutions, which allowed
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for the more precise adjustment of workers’ demands to the requirements of prof-
itability-—enterprise unions in Japan, works councils in Germany.

Free Trade and State Intervention

Rapid economic growth in the US during the decade from the late 1930s to the late
1940s raised barriers to further improvement by leaving in its wake masses of fixed
capital capable of deterring further entry and investment, by using up factor sup-
plies, especially surplus labour, and by facilitating labour resistance. But it did so,
in addition, by giving rise to a constellation of leading social forces which were
either incapable of intervening politically to reverse what had become the relatively
unfavourable conditions for capital accumulation at home, or positively committed
to improving conditions for economic expansion abroad, even at the expense of
domestic manufacturing. US producers had risen to their position of dominance by
exploiting their uniquely large domestic market. But, especially in the wake of the
investment boom of the 1940s, their leading representatives, the great manufac-
turing corporations and international bankers, understood that many of the best
opportunities for profit would henceforth lie abroad, as the other advanced capi-
talist economies rebuilt and expanded, soon under a protectionist umbrella. What
these forces needed from the US government was support for a policy of free flow
of goods and investment funds that would allow the multinationals and interna-
tional bankers to make direct investments and loans abroad and allow imports to
flow back into the country. Their ability to secure this support was enhanced by the
fact that, at least through the first postwar decade, US-based exporters tended to
need free trade to enable their prospective customers abroad to sell sufficiently in
the US to earn the currency that they needed to buy US goods.

The US government was strongly committed to the industrial reconstruction of
its leading potential rivals as a central aspect of its struggle against communism. It
was thus even more willing than it might otherwise have been to serve the needs of
its greatest capitalists by subscribing to an internationalist economic perspective,
despite the fact that this approach would, in the medium run, put those of its man-
ufacturers who were mainly domestically based at a distinct disadvantage with
respect to their leading overseas competitors. In fact, the international economic
arrangements constituted at Bretton Woods, as actually implemented in practice,
turned out to instantiate an informal bargain: on the one hand, the US, with its dollar
key currency, was enabled to run large balance of payments deficits to finance its
overseas military bases and its foreign aid, as well as the foreign direct investments
of its corporations; on the other hand, those countries which were at once its allies
and economic rivals were allowed to controlin various ways access to their domestic
markets for commodities and capital. On the condition that its allies/rivals would
not seek to cash in too many of their dollars for gold, the US government opened
up the US market to their exports, while accepting without complaint their protec-
tionism and their restrictions on the outward and inward mobility of capital, even
forbearing 1o push too hard or too fast for the re-establishment of currency convert-
ibility. It thereby helped to create the conditions for the secular decline of
compelitiveness of US domestic manulacturing. But Iree trade and the over-valued
dollar not only encouraged the export offensives of US manufacturers’ leadingover-

weas rivals, but also facilitated the overseas investment drives of America’s greatest
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multinational corporations, allowing them to purchase the factors of production on
the cheap and to send part of the output that they produced in their overseas affil-
iates back to the US as imports, often in the form of intermediate goods to be worked
up into final goods by their home plants.

The constellations of leading social forces that emerged to shape the postwar
German and Japanese economies were the converse of those found in the US. The
advantages possessed by German and Japanese manufacturers by virtue of their
later development thus went beyond those that were bound to be exhausted over
time—cheap labour recruited from the countryside, access to the latest techniques
by borrowing from the US, and the benefits of a particular position in the product
cycle. Their advantages came to include more permanent politico-institutional
arrangements which had a longer-term impact, making for the maintenance of
favourable conditions for capital accumulation. Because German, and especially
Japanese, manufacturing firms were able to embed themselves within advanced
institutional forms for organizing intra-manufacturing, finance-manufacturing,
and capital-labour relations that had no counterpart in the US, as well as to secure
state support for industry of a kind unavailable in the US, these firms were able
to achieve a level and quality of investment and a capacity to control costs inex-
plicable in purely market terms. These political and economico-institutional
arrangements allowed manufacturers access to cheaper capital, increased social-
ization of risk, greater protection (even if partial and temporary) from international
competition, longer time horizons for returns on investment, more favourable
opportunities to invest in human capital, and greater investments in socially nec-
essary, but individually unprofitable, endeavours, particularly infrastructure,
education, and research and development.

Precisely how and why these arrangements originated when they did in
Germany and Japan is a historical question, made more complex by the fact that
they emerged and underwent major transformation over a long term, going back
Lo the second half of the nineteenth century. Still, follower economies such as
Japan and Germany have, as a rule, provided more favourable ground for the con-
stitution of such arrangements than economic leaders. Because of their initial
relative weakness with respect to their counterparts in the leading economies,
their manufacturers, financiers, and governments have required such arrange-
ments as a condition for successfully competing through trade.® Industry and
banking have thus tended to ally or ‘merge’, and to receive the support of the
state in creating, through economic and political means, the capacity to contest
the producers of the dominant economy for shares of the world market. In con-
trast, the leading manufacturers and financiers and the governments of the
leading economy—typified by nineteenth-century Britain, as well as the postwar
US—have found it in their interest to eschew such institutional forms and types
of intervention. This is in part because they have needed them less. But it is also
because, as a consequence of their superior competitiveness, they have been able

3 Theargument, it mustbe emphasized, i8 nof the functionalist one that the inatitutional requirements
of late development caused them to be put into plage by lake dovelopers, for the tact thal Jngtititions are
needed for giccesstul develapent cannot oxplivn why they come Into exlvtence. 1§, s, that hocaosie
late development torided to have certaln Inktidonal requisiies, In (hoke places where lare development

took place mi fully, such iomtitutions were usaally to be found and played a contral rol
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to orient themselves, much more than have their counterparts in the follower
economies, to searching for the best opportunities for profit-making on a world
scale, either through direct overseas investment or international lending, and
because the institutional and policy requisites for such activities are so very
different from, and obviously quite often opposed to, those needed for the devel-
opment of domestic manufacturing.

Like such producers in other later-developing economies, German and Japanese
manufacturers tended to subject themselves to the discipline of the banks and the
state, because they were more dependent upon them for access to desperately
needed investment funds and protection against overseas competition. By the same
token, banks in Germany and Japan, like those of other later-developing economies,
tended, in view of their own competitive weakness as international lenders, as well
as the competitive weakness of their counterparts in manufacturing, to find their
profits to be more dependent than those of their counterparts in earlier-developing
economies on securing the competitive-productive success of domestic industry in
international markets. They therefore tended to involve themselves more deeply
with, and could therefore give much greater material assistance to, domestic man-
ufacturers, not only through providing cheaper finance, but also through offering
vital economic information and by helping to secure various forms of economic coor-
dination-—cartels, vertical and/or horizontal integration, and the like.

Finally, relative to their US counterpart, the German and Japanese governments
found themselves subject to the coordinated, insistent pressure of combined man-
ufacturing and financial interests to provide policies oriented to the growth of
domestic production rather than investment and lending overseas. At the same time,
their own general interest in supporting successful capital accumulation as the basic
condition for realizing their own needs for state fiscal solidity, high employment,
and social stability, led them, more unambiguously, to provide improved and
protected conditions for capital investment at home, especially to buttress export-
oriented manufacturing. These governments not only attempted to provide
manufacturing exporters with under-valued currencies, as well as subsidies and
various degrees of protection from foreign imports. They sought to secure, in addi-
tion, low pressure’ macroeconomic environments, imposing balanced budgets and
relatively tight credit to achieve low inflation in the interest of overseas sales.

By contrast, as overseas competition intensified, the separation in the US (and the
UK) of purely domestically based producers from the highly influential banks and
(he multinationals put them at a profound disadvantage in their attempts to secure
from the state favourable exchange rate, tariff, and industrial policies. Postwar US
povernments therefore found themselves far freer to pursue the generally quite com-
patible requirements of ensuring the stability and security of the international
capitalist system, and providing for the interests of their own multinationals and
banks. The main form of aid provided by the US government to domestic manufac-
turing was by way of the subsidy of demand through the construction of a large new
state sector, heavily oriented to the military, often at the expense of other, more pro-
ductive forms of publie spending. This subsidy to demand increasingly involved
Keynesian budget deficits and no doubt increased economic stability by raising busi-
ness conflidence, But it proved relatively inflationary and, especially i light of its
wnormous military component, may well have done an much harm as good to US
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manufacturing competitiveness. Whereas a focus on the US market had historically
expressed the unparalleled strength of US domestically based manufacturing, its
growing, and increasingly embattled, confinement to that market in the quarter-
century after World War II manifested its growing weakness.

Economic Internationalization and Export-Oriented Mercantilism

The interdependent evolution of the internationalizing leading economy of the US
and of the export-oriented follower economies of Germany and Japan turned out to
instantiate a highly dynamic, but ultimately highly unstable, symbiosis. While the
Japanese and the German economies may have founded their economic dynamism
on their ability to develop the home market, they were able to achieve such impres-
sive growth trajectories only by maximizing the growth of exports, and here their
ability to appropriate markets formerly held by US (and UK) producers turned out
to be decisive. In both economies, a mutual feedback between investment-driven
and export-driven growth processes was at the heart of development. Success in con-
taining costs, via relatively low wage growth (despite high rates of capital
accumulation) and relatively high productivity growth (made possible by high rates
of capital accumulation), thus provided the indispensable condition for the pursuit
of export-oriented trajectories of growth. In turn, these trajectories made for other-
wise unattainable levels of productivity advance. They did so, in the first place, by
facilitating economies of scale made possible through the exploitation of the world
market—the largest there is—in individual product lines. They did so, secondly, by
making possible the maintenance of manufacturing sectors of a size which would
have been insupportable by the home market alone: inflated manufacturing sectors
thus brought stepped-up rates of overall productivity increase, since manufacturing
lines offered better opportunities for productivity gain than most others.*

The fact remains that the very opportunity to undertake dynamic export-
oriented growth depended not only on the emergence, during the postwar epoch,
of a fast-growing world economy that was demanding, as its income grew, ever
greater quantities of the very goods which German and Japanese producers were
(or were becoming) especially well-fitted to provide—machinery, metals, chemi-
cals, vehicles, and the like—but even more on the huge, dependable, and easily
penetrable markets of the US and (to some extent) the UK. Both the German and
Japanese economies prospered to no small degree by virtue of their ability to
dynamize rapidly progressing regional economic blocs in Europe and East Asia by
supplying them with increasingly high-powered capital goods. Still, it was the
ability of German and Japanese manufacturers to wrest ever greater shares of the
world market from US (and UK) producers that ultimately made possible their
postwar ‘miracles’. Again, however, this capacity to seize market share could only
come into play because of the willingness of the US government to tolerate not only
the broad opening of the US economy to overseas penetration, but even a certain
decline in US manufacturing competitiveness in the interests of US military and
political hegemony, international economic stability, and the rapid expansion over-
seas of US multinational corporations and banks.

4 See N. Kaldor, ‘Contlicts in National Feanomic Objectives’, Economidc Journal, vol. Ixxxl, March 1971
5 Lor‘Germany an the plvol of advance’ in Western Burope, see A, Mitward, The Earopean Rescin of the
Natlon-State, Berkeley 1992, pp. 114-71 .



THE PATTERN OF THE POSTWAR BOOM 51

It was the extraordinary advantages, not least institutional and policy advantages,
enjoyed by Germany and especially Japan on the supply side—notnew arrangements
for keeping domestic demand up with production, as in the ‘contradictions of
Keynesianism’ story—which were thus responsible for their unusually rapid
growth. In sharp contrast, the new institutional arrangements and policies that
helped to raise and maintain demand in the US economy proved powerless to over-
come its supply-side disabilities and reverse what turned out to be its not very
impressive pattern of growth. In fact, in combination with its free-trade, free-invest-
ment approach to the international economy, the US government’s Keynesian
subsidies to demand played a not insignificant part in further spurring the exports
and thus capital accumulation of US manufacturers’ leading competitors, at first
largely alongside, but ultimately in confrontation with that of the US. Indeed, the
failure of US and UK producers to prevent German and especially Japanese manu-
facturers from appropriating—and being able to count on appropriating—ever
greater shares of the world market from the US and the UK should be understood
as theindispensable condition on the demand side for the German and Japanese manu-
facturing economies to pursue such extraordinarily rapid paths of capital
accumulation.

It should be clear at the outset that rapid growth in this mode was hardly unprob-
lematic, even for the Germans and Japanese. The growth of their domestic demand
was held back so as to keep costs down and thereby buttress the growth of exports.
But the resulting tendency of the German and Japanese economies to sustain large
external surpluses via the outrunning of imports by exports brought pressures for
either prices or the currency to rise. The hot-housed growth of exports tended, then,
to be self-undermining, and, over the long run, economic development in both
Germany and Japan instantiated an uphill struggle to improve productivity faster
than the currency (and thus relative costs) appreciated, a struggle negotiated only
with great difficulty by each.

In the longer run, the contradictions were even more profound. Theobverse side
of German and Japanese manufacturing export success was the tendential decline
of US manufacturing competitiveness, the tendential rise of US external deficits,
and the tendential decline of the US currency. Implied was the declining capacity
of the US market to absorb its allies” and rivals’ goods and thus to serve as the
‘motor of last resort’ of their economies. The very processes by which the German
and Japanese economies achieved rapid growth during the postwar boom tended
to destroy the foundations of their success. During the 1950s and much of the 1960s,
for Germany and Japan, and even the US, such problems were largely in the future.
But they would not be put off indefinitely.



Chapter 4
THE US ECONOMY: THE COSTS OF LEADERSHIP

At the end of the 1930s, the US economy took off, following a decade of depression
that had prepared the boom by destroying huge amounts of redundant, obsoles-
cent capital, while creating mass unemployment. Under the stimulus of European
rearmament and US war preparations, and then the war effort itself, US producers
were suddenly able to combine low wages (resulting from years of high unemploy-
ment and maintained by wartime government controls) with a large backlog of
unused advanced technology (some of it carried over from the technologically
dynamic 1920s, some of it developed but unused during the depression years, and
some of it spun off by the feverishly developing war industries) to achieve some of
the highest rates of profit registered in the US during the twentieth century. Between
1940 and 1945, the rate of profit for the private economy was, on average, about 50
per cent above its level in 1929 and 60-70 per cent higher than the average for the
years 1900-29.

The wartime rise of profitability was literally epoch-making, because it provided
the fundamental basis for a powerful and extended boom, which lasted throughout
the war and which was hardly interrupted by what turned out to be the surpris-
ingly smooth and rapid transition to a peacetime economy. Driving the boom was
the extremely rapid growth of investment in response to the high rate of profit:
between the years 1938 and 1950, gross investment in both the private economy
and the manufacturing sector grew at an average annual rate of around 11 per cent.
Even before the war, the US economy was the most technically advanced in the
world. As the only major economy to avoid serious wartime destruction, it was able
to widen its lead substantially, as the decade-long investment boom brought about
generally solid productivity growth, and truly impressive productivity growth in
the immediate postwar era. Between 1938 and 1950, output per hour increased at
the average annual rate of 2.7 per cent both in the private business economy and
manufacturing—and 3.8 per cent and 5.5 per cent for these sectors, respectively, in
the four years between 1946 and 1950—making it possible for the US economy to
rapidly extend its domination of world trade.2 During the years 1945-49 inclusive,
merchandise exports averaged $12.5 billion, two-and-a-half times the level of

1 G. Duménil, M. Glick and D. Lévy, ‘The Rise of the Rate of Profit During World War I, Reviear of
Economics and Statistics, vol. Ixv, May 1993; (. Duménil and 1. Lévy, “I'he LIS Economy Since the Civil Wart
Sources and Construction of Series’, CEPREMAP, 31 Decembaer 1991, b, 28, Compare G, Duménil, M, Glick
and ). Rangel, “I'e Rate of rofit in the United States’, Cambridge lotml of Leonomie, vol. xi, 1987, pp., 3514

2 US Depariment of Commerce, Hiktorical Statistion of the United Staten, Colowdal “Fimen 10 1970,
Washington, 13C 1970, 1. 162, .
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1929 and triple the level 0£ 1940, and the excess of merchandise exports over imports
totalled $25 billion. By 1950, the US share of advanced-country manufacturing
exports had climbed to 27.1 per cent, from 21.3 per cent in 1929 and 20.5 per cent
in 1937.3 Newly dynamic export growth thus helped to compensate for the fall-off
in military spending so as to sustain demand and help drive the economy. Overall,
between 1938 and 1950, the growth of real GNP averaged 6.5 per cent per annum,
at least 50 per cent above the US historic average for periods of boom.*

1. Towards Stagnation in the 1950s
From the end of the Korean War, if not earlier, there was a palpable loss of
dynamism. In the wake of the extended process of advanced industrialization that
the US had experienced by the end of the 1920s and of its impressive wartime and
immediate postwar boom, the US economy began to grow much more slowly.
Indeed, at the end of the 1950s, the economy appeared to many to be in trouble,
especially in view of the marked weakening of its performance during the second
half of the decade, after the Korean War had ceased to impart its powerful
artificial stimulus. Between 1955 and 1961, GDP grew at an average annual rate of
only 2.5 per cent, far below the average annual rates of 5.8 per cent between 1938
and 1955 and 4.8 per cent between 1950 and 1955. The fall-off was even greater in
the manufacturing sector, where output grew at an average annual rate of only 1.4
per cent between 1955 and 1961, compared to 5.1 per cent between 1950 and 1955.
Over the course of the 1950s, unemployment remained ominously higher after the
completion of each successive cyclical downturn than it had during the previous
one. During the second half of the decade, the average rate of unemployment
increased by more than one-third, compared to the first half (5.5 per cent for
1956-61, 4.0 per cent for 1950-55) and as late as 1963 remained at 5.7 per cent’ As
a student of the economy of the 1950s put it at the time, ‘Looking at the decade as
awhole, most persons would judge the growth rate of output as rather sluggish. If
the latter part of the decade is made the reference point, the rate would be judged
unsatisfactory, particularly when compared with the 1920s or the long-run
performance of the economy prior to the great depression of the 1930s.’6

The economy’s decelerating growth from the end of the 1940s to the start of the
1960s led some observers initially to interpret the pattern of postwar economic
development in terms of ‘capitalist stagnation’, arising from the predominance of
‘monopoly capital’. From this perspective, the relatively slow rate of growth and
relatively high levels of unemployment could be attributed to the control of the
cconomy by giant monopolistic corporations, and this for two reasons. First,
monopolistic firms tend to limit their output, the best way to maximize profits in
the face of given demand curves for their products. Second, monopolistic firms tend
to restrict the growth of their capital investments, because a reduced rate of

3 US Department of Commerce, Hislorical Stalistics, p. 884; H. G. Vatter, The US Economy in the 1950s,

New York 1961, p. 43; A. Maizels, dustrial Growth and World Trade, Cambridge 1963, p. 220. Henceforth,
the terny ‘exports’ relers to real exports of goods and services, unless otherwise specified.

4L Van Der Wee, Prosperity and Upheaval, 'Uhe World Economy 1945-80), Berkeley 1986 (first edition
1983), . 30

8 Valtter, The US Lconomy b the 1950m, p. 120

6 bl po B Compare 13 G Diickenan, Groteth and Stability of the Postwae Peonomy, Washington, DX 1960
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investment is the best way to allow for the full realization of their already existing
fixed capital.”

The notions of ‘monopoly capital’ and ‘capitalist stagnation’ soon revealed
themselves, however, to be reifications of quite temporary and specific aspects of
the economy of the US in the 1950s. They could carry conviction on the morrow
of World War II because of the overwhelming preponderance of US industry
within the world market, the oligopolistic control exerted by handfuls of US com-
panies over major industries within the US market, and the corresponding
debilitation of the US’s main potential competitors. But they could not continue to
command adherence in the face of the dramatic and (to many) unexpected devel-
opments of the succeeding period. The long and dynamic postwar expansion of
the world economy from the late 1940s through the early 1970s and the profound
intensification of international competition, brought about most notably by
German and Japanese ‘monopolies” at the expense of US ‘monopolies’, put paid to
the idea that capitalism per se had entered a stage of structural stagnation as a
result of the monopoly control over the market exerted by its giant firms. Still,
these same developments did confirm and bring to the fore the very real relative
stagnation of the US economy in comparison with Europe and Japan, as well as
when compared to its own historical record of growth.

The US private economy was slow-growing, in relative terms, especially during
the 1950s, but also over the whole period after 1950. The prevalent pattern of
investment and growth did, moreover, look much like that foreseen by the theory
attributing stagnation to monopoly capital. But the roots of the problem were, for
the most part, to be found elsewhere® Simply stated, the economy of the territo-
rial US developed unimpressively because its manufacturing sector offered
relatively limited opportunities for profitable investment, compared to those
available in manufacturing outside the US. There was thus an increasing diver-
gence between the requirements for individual firms to make a profit, especially
in manufacturing, and the requirements for aggregate economic growth within
the US.

First of all, the large, relatively recent fixed-capital investments of the corpora-
tions that dominated the US market discouraged these corporations’ further
investment, because such investments required time to be fully realized. These
investments constituted, as we have seen, powerful deterrents to investment by
others, even some with lower costs. This was because corporations could, as has

7 The basic statement of this view is P. Baran and P. Sweezy, Monopoly Capital, New York 1964.
The publication date should be noted. Baran and Sweezy’s view thatthe emergence of monopoly is thekey
to the specificity of the operation of the contemporary economy was founded upon thework of Kaleckiand
Steindl, as well as the monopolistic-oligopolistic price theory of Robinson and Chamberlain. See especially
Steindl’s Maturity and Stagnation, New York 1950. Baran and Sweezy’s position was associated with a broader
intellectual current associated with the idea that the postwar economy was tending to structural stagnation.
Leading representatives of this current included a number of mainstream Keynesians identified with
‘stagnationist’ theses since the 1930s who continued to apply them to theeconomy of the 1950s, most notably
Alvin Hansen. See A. H. Hansen, Full Recovery or Stagnalion?, New York 1938, as well as Economic Issues of
the 1960s, Cambridye, Mass. 1960), pp. 50-1.

8 This is not to deny that, within the US economy tora brief peviod (ollowlng e war, especially during
the years whan oversean competitors had yet to make thelr presence felt, small numbaers of greal corpora-
tlonk within major industriex—auto, steel, and o forth—could effoctively collude G fix prives,
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been stressed, if necessary reduce their rate of return in response to cost-cutting
competitors up to the point at which they could still make the average rate of return
on their circulating capital alone.” Many potential entrants, even cost-cutters, could
therefore expect a lower rate of profit than could incumbents—assuming the poten-
tial entrants did not in fact enter.’? Put another way, the rate of profit that could be
derived by new investors from new capital placements, especially in manufac-
turing, appeared higher than it actually was. In this restricted sense one can
legitimately refer to the existence of ‘oligopolistic competition’ as a fetter on invest-
ment in this period.

For the US economy, the main consequence of its possession of so much recently
placed fixed capital was to discourage the growth of investment. In turn, the
reduced growth of investment may well have contributed to the declining growth
of manufacturing productivity which, in combination with the rapid growth of
wages, issued in a problem of rising costs in manufacturing, both absolute and rel-
ative. During the mid to late 1950s, US manufacturers faced a squeeze on profits
from wages, but this was not all. For the first time in the twentieth century, firms
producing in the US found themselves saddled with relatively high costs of produc-
tion and relatively low profitability in an increasing number of manufacturing lines,
as later-emerging producers based in Europe and Japan combined relatively high
levels of technology with relatively low wages. This trend not only reduced the
incentive to invest at home, but also gave multinational corporations and interna-
tional lenders a stronger incentive to invest abroad. The pursuit by individual US
capitals of their own self-interest in securing the highest rate of profit thus led, in
aggregate, to a tendency to stagnation in the US domestic economy, especially in
manufacturing.

Following a large jump in investment in both manufacturing and the private
business economy as a whole in 1950-51, investment in new plant and equipment
grew exceedingly slowly. In manufacturing, investment was essentially flat for the
four years 1951 through 1955, and its average level for the years 1956 through 1960
was only 8.2 per cent higher than that of the previous five years. Manufacturing
investment was below the level it attained in 1956 and 1957 (when investment
totals were almost identical) in every subsequent year until 1964. In the private
business economy, investment in plant and equipment grew at an average annual
rate of 2.3 per cent for the four years 1951-55 and peaked in 1957 at a level about
23 per cent above that of 1951. But, at the height of the last (very weak) cyclical
upturn of the decade (early 1958 to mid 1960), investment was more than 10 per
cent below what it had been at the height of the previous upturn (late 1954 to mid
1957), and investment in the later stages of the latter upturn had already stagnated.
Not until 1962 did private business investment surpass its level of 1957.

9 Indeed, incumbent corporations may have over-invested—intentionally or unintentionally main-
tained excess capacity—thereby further discouraging the entry of new competitors into their markets. See

R.E. Hall, ‘Clhronic Excess Capacity in US Industry’, National Bureau of Economic Research, Working Paper,
no, 1973, Cambridge, Mass..July 1986.

10 Of course, entrants who could make the average rate of profit at prices so low as to prevent some
incumbents fram making the average rate of profis even on thedr circulating caplital could not be deterred

from coming Into the Hne
11 Seo Vatler, The US Leonomy i the (950K, pp. 84-6, 110, 14
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Producers’ reluctance to expand their productive base during the later 1950s was
manifested in their allocation of an ever decreasing proportion of investment to
new plant and an ever increasing proportion to equipment. Between 1950 and 1958,
theaverage annual growth of manufacturing investment in equipment, at a low 2.2
per cent, was still some 50 per cent higher than in plant, at a mere 1.1 per cent; for
the private business economy as a whole, equipment investment grew at an average
annual rate of 4.2 per cent, compared to only 1.75 per cent for plant. These figures
show that, while US producers were willing to try to defend their place in the market
by adding new machines presumably embodying at least some advance in tech-
nology, they lacked the incentive required to build the new plants that were needed
to underpin really major increases in output and qualitative transformations in pro-
ductive technique.!?

The slow growth of investment may well have been partly responsible for the
reduction in the growth of labour productivity in manufacturing. During the years
1950-58, labour productivity in manufacturing grew at an average annual rate
of only 1.85 per cent-—compared to 55 per cent between 1946 and 1950. Capital
productivity in manufacturing (the real manufacturing output-capital ratio) fell at
an average annual rate of 1.8 per cent at the same time.

While the powerful surge of manufacturing productivity growth of the imme-
diate postwar period petered out in the 1950s, wage growth failed to follow suit.
The 1950s was the true golden age for the American worker. From 1950 through
1958, the growth of real wages in manufacturing averaged 3.6 per cent per annum.
In the same period, the manufacturing product wage grew somewhat more slowly,
increasing at an average annual rate of 2.7 per cent, but it still increased faster than
did manulacturing net labour productivity, which rose at an average annual rate
of just 1.8 per cent per annum, with the result that the manufacturing profit share
fell at an average annual rate of 2.4 per cent. If there was a major squeeze on profits
by the action of labour at any point during the postwar epoch, it took place in manufac-
luring in the course of the 1950s.

US Labour in the 19505

The US labour movement of the 1950s was still a force to be reckoned with. During
the 1930s, while authoritarian and fascist regimes were destroying labour organi-
zations in Germany and Japan, US labour won historic victories with the triumphs
of the CIO, and secured an unprecedented position in American life for unskilled,
industrial workers. It is true that, by the end of the 1940s, the movement had dis-
sipated much of the power and the momentum it had derived from the historic
battles and conquests of the 1930s. Decay had set in as a consequence of the rapid
bureaucratization of the trade unions (accelerated by the wartime period of state-
regulated labour-management relations), of the containment of the huge (but at best
moderately successful) strike wave of 1946, of the government-backed assault on
the trade-union Left and the union movement in general during the Red Scare of
the late 1940s (highlighted by the passage of the Taft-Hartley Act in 1948), and of
the generally reactionary turn of US politics with the onset of the Cold War an
McCarthyism. Yet even in the early 1950s, labour still retained a surprising degree

12 tbid., pp. 2H2=94, enpecially 284
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of power and militancy and remained well positioned to exploit the favourable con-
ditions for struggle of those years.

Probably most crucial in opening the way for the trade unions, the Korean War
boom tightened up the labour market, the rate of unemployment falling from an
average of 5.6 per cent for 1949 and 1950 to an average of just over 3 per cent for
1951-53. Since US corporations had, during the immediate postwar period, further
improved their already dominant position internationally, organized labour as
yet had little reason to take account of international competition in making its
demands. US unions were therefore able to flex their muscles and revive some of
the militancy that they had displayed at the end of World War II. They continued
to win a high percentage of NLRB (National Labor Relations Board) union recog-
nition elections, further increasing the proportion of the labour force unionized,
and union density reached its historic peak in 1953-54.1 They also displayed a
higher propensity to strike than they would do at any other time in the postwar
epoch. Taking either the decade 1946-56 or the half decade 1949-54, a greater pro-
portion of workdays was lost to work stoppages than in any other comparable
periods between 1946 and the end of the century (see p. 116, Figure 8.2).1* At the
level of the shop floor, in traditional strongholds like car manufacturing, workers
continued to resort routinely to direct action, especially wildcat strikes, to defend
their conditions.'® On the basis of this continuing militancy, the labour movement
was, until the later 1950s, able to prevent manufacturing wage growth from
adjusting to the slowdown in manufacturing productivity growth. The economic
consequences were significant, not only domestically, in terms of the squeeze on
profits, but also internationally, in terms of declining US competitiveness.

With wages rising, with slow investment growth helping to push down both
labour and capital productivity growth, and with capacity utilization declining, the
1950s understandably witnessed a very major decline in manufacturing prof-
itability. Between 1950 and 1958, the manufacturing profit rate fell by 41 per cent,
with some of this reflecting a significant fall in capacity utilization after mid-decade,
particularly in the severe recession of 1957-58.16

Growing Competition from Abroad

The trend toward rising costs in absolute terms, with the resultant squeeze on
profits, was made more serious by the emergence of a problem unprecedented in
the US economy during the twentieth century: the growth of competition from
abroad, which further undermined the incentive to invest. The US economy enjoyed

I3 For data on union certification elections and levels of unionization, see the fundamental work by
M. Goldfield, The Decline of Organized Labor in the United States, Chicago 1987, pp. 10, 90-1. I wish to thank
Mike Coldfield for many very helpful discussions of the US labour movement in the postwar period, and
for providing me with much useful data.

1 ‘Work Stoppages in the United States, 1927-1980’, table supplied by US Department of Labor, BLS,
Olfice of Compensation and Working Conditions, Division of Development in Labor-Management

Relations. 15 See the illuminating study by N. Lichtenstein, ‘Auto Worker Militancy and the
Structure of Factory Life, 1937-55", The Journal of American Hislory, vol. Ixvii, September 1980.

16 The private buginess economy outside of manufacturing experienced a much smaller decline
in profitability han did the manutacturing sector—ot just 21.3 per cent hetween 1950 and 1958 —because
I wan able 10 avold botle the extent of Tacroase o the rate of wage growth and the degree of reduction
i productivity growth, an well an the extent of reduction n capaclly utillzation, that atfected

manufacturing,
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far higher absolute levels of productivity than did the German and the Japanese.
But this advantage was more than cancelled out by the relatively even higher wages
enjoyed by US workers, an expression of both the historic strength of the US
economy and the successes of the US labour movement. In 1950, US manufacturing
unit labour costs in dollar terms were, on average, 41 per cent higher than Japan’s
and 37 per cent higher than Germany’s, and the gap widened over the course of
the decade and beyond, as productivity growth relative to wage growth in both
places increased faster than in the US.Y Especially in the latter part of the decade,
the US economy experienced an initial bout of inflation, as employers sought to
pass on wage increases in the form of price increases, and US producers had to con-
front major problems of competitiveness in a number of core manufacturing lines—
especially, steel (where US prices rose well above those of Germany), cars, and elec-
trical machinery.!®

Therelativelyhighrate of growth of costs was reflected in declining export com-
petitiveness. The unit value of manufacturing exports over the course of the 1950s
rose by 15 per cent in the US, rose by only 5 per cent in Germany, and fell by 11
per cent in Japan.” Toward the end of the decade, therefore, US merchandise
exports actually decreased, US merchandise imports continued a decade-long
acceleration, and the US trade balance, at least for a couple of years, appeared to
be dwindling toward zero. From 1953 through 1959, the value of manufactured
imports increased at an average annual rate of no less then 10.4 per cent, while
real manufactured exports essentially stagnated.?’ Between 1957 and 1959, annual
merchandise exports fell from $19.3 billion to $16.2 billion. The merchandise trade
balance thus fell, in just the latter two years, from $6.1 billion to only $988 million.
The problem was particularly acute in trade between the US and its rising com-
petitors. As late as the mid-1950s, the US had enjoyed a substantial trade surplus
with both Germany and Japan. But by 1959, the trade balance had fallen to $50
million with Japan and had actually gone into the red by $40 million with Germany.
Reflecting the decline in US manufacturing competitiveness, between 1950 and
1959 the US share of advanced-country manufacturing exports fell sharply from
27.1 per cent to 21.0 per cent.”? The increased pressure in the world market expe-
rienced by US manufacturers could not but have constituted a further disincentive
to invest within the US.

As a powerful expression—and, to a growing degree, a cause-—of the stagnation
of capital accumulation in the US, from the second half of the 1950s US private direct

17 D.]. Daly, Japanese Manufacturing Competitiveness. Implications for International Trade, University of
Toronto-York University Joint Center for Asia Pacific Studies, Working Paper Series, no. 53, August 1988,
p-35.

18 Sohmen, ‘The Dollar and the Mark’, in S. E. Harris, ed., The Dollar in Crisis, New York 1961,
pp- 190-3, where data on relative prices at this time for these industries is presented.

19  Sohmen, ‘'The Dollar and the Mark’, p. 194. Unit labour costs in the US grew by 21 per cent and by
about the same amount in Germany, while declining by around 4 per cent in Japan.

20 L. B.Krause, 'The US Economy and International Trade’, in K. Kojima, ed., Structural Adjustment in
Asian-Pacific Trade, Papers and Proceedings of the Fifth Pacific Trade and Development Conference, Vol. ii,

The Japan Economic Research Cenler, Tokyo, July 1973, p. 391; W. H. Branson, “Trends in United Slates
International Trade and Investment Since World War 117, in M. Peldstein, ed., The American Economy in
‘Trunsition, Chicago 1980, p. 198, Table 3,14,

21 Valler, The US Economy in tie 19508, p. 262; 1. Liesner, One Hundred Years of Evonomic Statiatien, New

York 1989, Table USI8; Malvzelw, hudustrinl Gratoth and World 'Urade, p, 220,
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Figure 4.1. Ratio of foreign to domestic manufacturing investment by US
corporations, 1957-93.

Ratio
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Source: M. Fahim-Nader, ‘Capital Expenditures by Majority Owned Foreign Affiliates of US Companies'.

investment overseas grew at the spectacular average annual rate of 10.2 per cent,
more than twice as fast as domestic investment was growing.2? Foreign direct invest-
ment never represented more than a small fraction of total investment in the US
private business economy as a whole. But for the US manufacturing sector, led by
the great US multinationals, overseas investment was very significant, and increas-
ingly so. Between 1957 and 1965, manufacturing investment by majority-owned
foreign affiliates of US companies in new plant and equipment overseas grew at an
astonishing average annual rate of 15.7 per cent. In just these eight years the ratio of
foreign to domestic investment in new plant and equipment made annually by US-
based manufacturing corporations thus doubled, growing from 11.8 per cent to a
spectacular 22.8 per cent.? Just as US manufacturing corporations were deterred
from investing in the US domestic economy, they were increasingly attracted to the
superior opportunities for profit-making overseas, especially in Europe, where they
could combine relatively cheap labour with relatively advanced technology and
produce against relatively weak competitors in rapidly growing markets.?*

During the second half of the decade, as the US economy lost steam as a result
of the mutually reinforcing trends towards declining profitability and declining
investment, the hugely increased govemment spending of the postwar epoch—

22 Branson, “I'rends in United States International Trade’, p. 238. Foreign direct investment in the US
compared to US direct investment abroad in thig period was, meanwhile, small and dwindling.

23 M. Fahim-Nader, ‘Capital Expenditurces by Majority-Owned Foreign Affiliates of US Companies’,
Survey of Current Business, vol Ixxiv, no. 9, September 1994, b, 59,

24 By the early 19608, Furopeans were complaining ol the spectacular growth ol foreign direct invest
ment by LS multinationals, the wo-called ‘American Challonge’. See |, ), Servan-Schrelber, fe Défi

amdricalrt, arin 1967,
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military spending in particular—was critical for maintaining economic stability, not
only within the US but in the world economy as a whole. During the 1950s, govern-
ment expenditure constituted no less than 25 per cent of GNP, compared to 8-9 per
cent in the 1920s.2> Since this demand did not depend directly on opportunities for
profitable investment, it naturally acted as a powerful stimulus, not only on the level
of output of US-based producers, but on the magnitude of imports into the North
American market by US manufacturers’ increasingly competitive overseas rivals.

During the 1950s, approximately 10 per cent of GNP went to military spending
and, according to one major study of US industrial growth conducted in the latter
part of the decade, ‘military demand ha[d] been the major and almost exclusive
dynamic growth factor in recent years.”?6 Military production had a major advan-
tage for existing capitals: its output did not compete for their markets. But military
investment could contributerelatively little directly to improving the economy’s pro-
ductiveness over the longer run, because its output was used neither to augment
firms” means of production nor workers” means of consumption, but simply
wasted.” Military spending offered US firms, which suffered from declining
domesticinvestment opportunities, an alternative way to make a profitathome;but,
in exploiting this alternative, US firms did little to counter the tendency toward
retarded growth.

From the vantage point of the last years of the 1950s, more than one economist
saw the American economy as plagued by ‘continuing stagnation’.?8 In these years,
the US economy entered into something of a crisis as the trends toward the slow-
down of the growth of output and investment issued in two recessions, in 1957-58
and 1960, and were complicated by the sudden deterioration in the US international
position in a way which would later become chronic. From the end of 1940s, when
thirty or so countries had devalued versus the dollar, the UShad steadily run balance
of payments deficits, as an expression of the growth of its international military com-
mitments, its increasing foreign aid, and the rise of private investment overseas. But
balance of payments deficits had initially given no cause for worry, since the large
US trade surplus had, through the mid-1950s, testified to the competitiveness of US
producers and the strength of the dollar. When, however, the trade surplus sud-
denly collapsed between 1957 and 1959—and was responsible for sending the
current account balance into the negative in 1959—declining competitiveness
seemed suddenly a reality, especially in view of the fact that much of the
deterioration in the trade balance had taken place in periods of recession (1953-54
and 1957-59) when import demand was relatively depressed and export prices rel-

25 R.]. Gordon, ‘Postwar Macroeconomics: The Evolution of Events and Ideas’, in The American Economy
in Transition, Chicago 1980, pp. 104-5.

26 R. DeGrasse, Military Expansion, Economic Decline, New York 1983, pp. 20-1; S. H. Robock, Changing
Regional Economies, Midwest Research Institute, MRI-252, 1957, p. 4, quoted in M. Wiedenbaum, ‘Some
Economic Aspects of Military Procurement’, Current Economic Comment, November 1960, p. 10.

27 Technological spin-offs from military production did of course make a major contribution to
enhancing productivity in some manufacturing lines, notably aircraft. But spending money on military
research and development was a highly inefficient way to bring about technical change and productivity
increase in the non-military economy. I wish to thank Sam Farber for re minding me of this point.

28 Sohmen, "The Dollar and the Mark’, p. 195.

29 bid., p. 191 The export decline would have come sooner and heon more acale, had US exporters nat
enjoyed an arlificial murge fn wales at the oxpense of the US's allies during the years 1956-87 because of the
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atively reduced.?” During the years 1958-60, the overall balance of payments deficit
was annually on average about four times what it had been for the years 1951-57.
When, in 1960, topulltheeconomy out of its recession, the Federal Reserve increased
the money supply and reduced interest rates, there was a sudden huge outflow of
funds which wiped out the gain in the balance of payments that had resulted that
year from the improvement in the trade balance. Domestic demand stimulus seemed
all at once incompatible with external stability. In October 1960, with worry about
US deficits and competitiveness becoming overt and confidence in the dollar
declining, a flurry of speculative activity drove up the gold price spectacularly and
practically overnight from $35 to $40. Shortly thereafter—as part of the same chain
of events, in response to the same sort of speculative pressures—the German gov-
ernment was obliged to revalue the mark.* The sequence would, a few years later,
become all too typical.

The condition of chronic recession at the end of the decade did soon help to
redress the situation by making possible a major reduction in the growth of imports
and facilitating a significant decrease in the growth of labour costs. But the ensuing
recovery could only be temporary because the underlying problems remained
unresolved. Investment growth would, over the longer run, continue to be unsat-
isfactory, due to the US economy’s relatively high costs of production in
international terms, and its declining competitiveness in manufacturing. Attempts
to stimulate the economy through the subsidy of demand would therefore tend not
only to generate relatively little capital accumulation, but also to exacerbate the
deteriorating international position by provoking inflation, stimulating imports and
foreign direct investment, reducing the trade and current account balances, and
putting further pressure on the dollar. Following a brief spell of relief during the
first half of the 1960s—when, with costs falling and profitability rising, conditions
did become briefly favourable to Keynesian stimulus of demand—the US economy
would thus take up in the mid 1960s where it had left off at the end of the 1950s.

2. Short-Term Recovery in the Early 1960s

uring the first half of the 1960s, the US economy experienced a significant, though
only short term, recovery. Between 1958 and 1965, GNP grew at an average annual
rate of 4.6 per cent, faster than in any other period of comparable length after 1950.
Manufacturing output grew at an average annual pace of 6.55 per cent, almost triple
the 2.3 per cent achieved during the years 1950-58. Behind this spurt lay a spectac-
ular rise in the rate of profit. Between 1958 and 1965, profitability in manufacturing
rose by no less than 80 per cent, in the private business economy by 45 per cent.
Increased profitability brought about increased growth by spurring a powerful
hoom in investment. After having barely increased between 1951 and 1961, expen-
diture on new plant and equipment in manufacturing grew at an average annual
rate of 15.6 per cent between 1961 and 1965.

Critical to the revival of profitability was a striking slowdown in the growth of
production costs, both absolutely, and relatively to the US’s major international
rivals, Manulacturers suddenly succeeded in gaining control over labour costs in a

30 Vo Argy, The Postiwar tdernational Money Crints, London 1981, pp. 31=-7; Vattor, The US Economy in the

1980w, jyv, 118,263,




62 THE ECONOMICS OF GLOBAL TURBULENCE

way they hitherto had found impossible. They unleashed a powerful across-the-
board assault on workers and their institutions, and achieved what turned out to
be a fundamental shift in the balance of class power and in the character of man-
agement-labour relations. In so doing, they demonstrated why workers cannot, as
a rule, impose a squeeze on capitalist profitability for very long and thereby cause
a real crisis. The fall in manufacturing profitability and competitiveness that had
taken place over the course of the 1950s itself set off the ensuing process of adjust-
ment. In response, firms reduced their placements of new capital, so investment
stagnated from mid-decade, especially during the serious recession of 1957-58. The
resulting rise in joblessness softened up the labour market, opening the way for the
ensuing realignment in the balance of class forces and the resulting transformation
of industrial relations.

During the mostly boom years that marked the period from the later 1940s
through the end of the Korean conflict, employers had maintained an approach to
labour that could, in relative terms, be described as somewhat accommodating.3!
But, in the course of sustaining a major wages-productivity profit squeeze
throughout much of the 1950s and confronting simultaneously an unprecedent-
edly serious threat from international competition, employers reversed direction
and took up what was immediately recognized at the time as a new ‘hard line’.®
Most dramatically, big corporations in manufacturing, not coincidentally in those
lines where international competition had increased most, showed themselves
willing to confront and defeat labour in a series of decisive battles between 1958
and 1961: the 1958 stalemate in auto bargaining which brought the union unprece-
dentedly small gains (for the postwar period), the 163-day steel strike of 1959 which
won the union virtually nothing, the failed strike of the United Autoworkers and
the International Association of Machinists against the United Aircraft Corporation
in which the company continued to operate throughout the dispute, and, finally,
the epoch-making General Electric strike of 1960 in which the International Union
of Electrical Workers struck some fifty plants but after three weeks was forced to
accept the widely-publicized terms the company had offered at the start of the
strike. In the course of these and other conflicts, managers in car manufacturing
began to increase their inter-firm cooperation during negotiations, and, in the
newspaper publishing, airline, and railroad industries, companies forged ‘mutual
assistance pacts’ and established strike insurance plans to provide aid to employers
hit by strikes.

Management’snew look was also evident in its increasing, and increasingly suc-

31 For this generalization, see, for example, T. A. Kochan and M. J. Piore, ‘US Industrial Relations in
Transition’ and J. A. Klein and E. D. Wanger, ‘The Legal Setting for the Emergence of the Union Avoidanae
Strategy’, both in T. A. Kochan, ed., Challenges and Choices Facing American Labor, Cambridge, Mass. 1985.

32 Around 1960 there was a sudden spate of literature on the employers’ new hard line. In this and the
following two paragraphs, I depend especially on two lengthy symposia, “The Employer Challenge and the
Union Response’, Industrial Relations, vol. i,no.1, October 1961; ‘The Crisis in the American Trade-Union
Movement’, The Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, vol. CCCL, November 1963—

particularly H. R. Northrup, ‘Management’s “New Look” in Labor Relations’, in the firsl of these, and
G. Strauss, ‘Union Bargaining Strenglh: Goliath or Paper liger? in ihe second, | also draw npon
N. Lichtenstein, ‘UAW Bargaining Sirategy aond Shop-Floor Conflict: 1946-70", Industrial Relutions, vol xxlv,
no. 2, Spring 1985; 12, 1. B, Mitchell, ‘Recent Unlon Contract Concessions’, Brookinga Papers on Economle
Activity, no. 1, 1962, p 174; D, §. B Mitehell, Unlona, Wages, and Iiflation, Warhington, 1C 1980, pp. 45-7

Compare G, Steaus, “The Shifling Power Balance 1 the Mant’, bidistrial Relations, vol, i, not 3, May V62,
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cessful, resistance to the extension of unionization, particularly in newly con-
structed plants, many of them ‘runaways’ relocated in the south and south-west.
Especially by exploiting new, pro-business interpretations of the already fiercely
anti-labour Taft-Hartley Act of 1948—which were handed down by the National
Labor Relations Board that was appointed by the Eisenhower administration—
firms began to interfere with union organizing efforts much more openly and
powerfully than hitherto. Beginning in the mid to late 1950s, the number of illegal
actions committed by management in the course of union recognition campaigns,
after declining for years, began to rise rapidly, and unions found it significantly
harder to win recognition.® The proportion of union victories in NLRB elections
fell from 73.5 per cent in the years 1950-55 to 63 per cent in the years 1955-60 to 56
per cent in the years 1960-65. Unions had been able to organize 2 per cent of all
private wage and salary workers in the year 1950 and 1 per cent in the year 1955,
but by the year 1960 only 0.7 per cent. Between 1955 and 1961 the percentage of the
private- sector labour force that was unionized fell from its peak of 34.5 per cent in
1954 to 29.8 per cent in 1962—from 38 per cent to 33 per cent in manufacturing.3
All of these trends have continued to the present, and one cannot but conclude that
the decade from the mid 1950s to the mid 1960s marked a turning point for the US
union movement, the beginning of a long and precipitous process of decline.®

Employers became as intransigent at the level of the plant as at the level of the
union. Urged on by a phalanx of newly hired, college-trained labour relations
professionals, employers sought to reverse a relatively loose regime of supervision
on the shop floor, under which foremen had been allowed considerable leeway in
keeping the peace with rank and filers. Atthe same time, employers suddenly began
to stand firm against unofficial strikes. From this time onward, most notably in the
autoindustry whereshop-floororganization had been relatively strong, thenumber
of wildcats dropped precipitously.36

The results were dramatic. Contrary to received wisdom, there was never any-
thing approaching an ‘accord’ between capital and labour in the US at any time
during the postwar period. But, to the extent that even a temporary modus vivendi
had emerged during the late 1940s and early 1950s, US employers, especially in
manufacturing, were now able to achieve major gains by breaking rather than by
perpetuating it.

First, employers significantly lowered the rate of wage growth, especially in
manufacturing. During the period 1958-65, the average annual growth of manu-
facturing real wages fell by 40 per cent, to only 2.2 per cent compared to 3.6 per
cent for 1950-58, and this despite the fact that accelerating economic growth was

33 Klein and Wanger, ‘The Legal Setting for the Emergence of the Union Avoidance Strategy’, passim;
R. B.Freeman,'Why Are Unions Faring Poorly in NLRB Representation Elections?’,in Kochan, ed., Challenges
wid Choices Facing American Labor, pp. 46, 53.

34 Goldfield, Decline of Organized Labor, pp. 10, 90; R. B. Freeman, ‘Contraction and Expansion: The

Divergence ol Private Sector and Public Sector Unionism in the United States’, Journal of Economic
Perspectives, vol. i, Spring, 1988, p. 64.

35 The stage tor this turnaround had already heen set, of course, by labour’s organizational and
political failures during the Cold War decade between 1945 and 1955, See the sophislicated account by
N. Lichtenstein, ‘Trom Corporatism to Collective Bargaiming: Organized Labor and the Eelipse of Social
Democracy inthe Postwarbira’, inS, Uraser and G, Gerntle, o, the Rise and PatlofthieNew Deal Order 1930-80,

Princeton 1989
6 Lichtenwtein, ‘'UAW Bargaining Steatogy and Hhop=Hoor Conflict’, pp. 176-7,
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Figure 4.2. US unionization and employer opposition to unions as
reflected in violations of National Labor Relations Act, 1945-95.
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bringing about a reduction of unemployment by 45 per cent in these years, from |
6.6 per cent to 3.7 per cent.”” Employers were, in addition, able to secure striking
gains in productiveness, as both labour productivity and capital productivity (the
real output-capital ratio) in manufacturing grew at what for the US were spectac-
ular average annual rates of 4.1 per cent and 3.5 per cent respectively. Faster
investment growthleading to more rapid technological advance was surely in part
responsible for this increase. But, in view of the fact that the amount of plant and
equipment per worker hour grew so slowly between 1958 and 1965—the net capital-
labour ratio increasing significantly less rapidly than in any other comparable
period in the postwar epoch—much of the gain in productiveness registered in
this new era of employers’ offensive may well have been achieved by a combina-
tion of shedding less productive plant and equipment and compelling workers to
labour more intensely.®

The reduction in the growth of manufacturing unit labour costs made possible
a significant recovery of export competitiveness. After deteriorating rapidly in the
latter half of the 1950s, US relative costs did a major turnaround. Between 1960 and
1965, unil labour cosls (expressed in dollars) in manufacturing in the US actually
fell by 52 per cent, while those in Germany and Japan rose by 24.7 per cent and 22.9
per cent respectively. US export prices thus grew at an average annual rate of only

37 hshould be noted that the reduction i wage growth that took place n these years m the private
business oconomy ax a whole was much smaller than in manufacturing—only 11 per cent—hecanse waga
growth outslde of manufacturing actually roke very allghtly.

IH The average annual rate of growth of the net capital-lahour ratlo wae 0.6 per cent for 1954-68,
A per cont for 198084, and 27 per cent for 198070, %
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Figure 4.3. The growth of real compensation in US manufacturing,
1950-2000.
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1.3 per cent between 1960 and 1965 (only 0.6 between 1960 and 1964), more slowly
than Germany’s 1.4 per cent over the same period, although still not as slowly as
Japan’s 0.3 per cent (0.5 per cent between 1960 and 1964).

On thebasis of capital’s renewed capacity to control costs, the economy achieved
anew export boom. Between 1958 and 1965, the average annual growth of exports
increased to 7.1 per cent, from 4.4 per cent between 1950 and 1958. The US mer-
chandise trade balance had drifted downward during the 1950s to an average of
slightly under $3 billion for the years 1958-60. But it increased to $7 billion by 1964
and was still at $5.3 billion in 1965, and it recovered particularly well with respect
to Germany and Japan.

The fact remains that the boom of the first half of the 1960s marked no defini-
live break from the long-term postwar trend. Between 1958 and 1965, falling wage
growth opened the way for rising profitability, which set off the increased growth
of investment; the latter, by helping to raise productivity growth, reduced the
srowth of costs further and thereby spurred increased exports, making, in turn, for
higher profitability. But this virtuous circle could not sustain itself beyond the mid
1960s, and the reason, especially in light of subsequent events, is clear: the US man-
ulacturing cconomy was unable to sustain the favourable trend in relative
international costs which made it so successful in this era. Manufacturing had been
able 10 achieve impressive cost improvements between 1958 and 1965, in part
because capacity ulilization rose so sharply, but this trend obviously could not con-
tinue indefinitely, Employers had succeeded in raising profits particularly rapidly
because they had been able to sharply reduce wage growth and intensity work at
the point of production, but these processes could be carried only ko far, Binally,
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US exporters had been able to fare especially well because, during the first half of
the 1960s, theirleading competitors in Germany and Japan were experiencing short-
term difficulties in reducing costs, but those troubles could not be expected to
persist.

Evenduringthis period of dynamism, when US competitiveness was improving
far more rapidly than at any other time between 1950 and 1971, intensifying inter-
national competition was imposing evident limits on US economic achievement.
Although US manufacturers raised their prices more slowly between 1958 and 1965
than in any other period after 1950, the US still saw its share of world manufac-
turing exports fall from 18.7 per cent to 15.8 per cent. US and foreign corporations
left little doubt, moreover, where they believed capital investment would yield its
best return. US corporations increased their direct investment in manufacturing
overseas in these years 50 per cent faster than in the US; in parallel manner, the
value of the stock of foreign direct investment in the US as a percentage of the value
of the stock of US direct investment abroad fell from 28.8 per cent in 1950 to 17.5
per cent in 1966.3

During the 1950s, the slow growth of domestic investment had helped make for
the slow growth of productivity, and the latter, in combination with rapidly rising
wages, had brought about rising relative costs, chronic difficulties with the balance
of trade, and the rapid growth of direct investment in manufacturing overseas.
Despite the slowdown in wage growth that took place after 1958, and the further
slowdown of wage growth that would take place after 1965, that pattern turned out
to characterize the economy’s postwar evolution through the length of the boom.
Just how vulnerable it would leave the economy to intensifying international com-
petition will be seen shortly.

39 Branson, “T'rends in United Stales Internalional ‘U'vade’, p. 196, Table 3.13; Uahim-Nader, ‘Capital
lixpenditures by Majority-Owned Foreign Affiliates of US Companies’, p. 59; R, E. Lipsey, ‘Foreign Direct
mvestmunt in the US: Changes Over Three Decadew’, in Foreign Direct inwatnient, Chicago 1993, . 117, Table
8.3, Compare Malzelw, Industrinl Growtl and Waorld Trade, p. 220; A, T2, Morgan, ‘Bxport Competition and
npor Subwtitution’, In indusirialization amd the Bualefor Trade, Cambridge 1980, p, 48 Table 8,1




Chapter 5
GERMANY: THE EXPORT-DRIVEN BOOM

The path taken by the German economy over the course of the postwar boom was
both the reverse, mirror image of the path assumed by the US economy, and sig-
nificantly dependent upon the US economy. The key to Germany’s impressive
growth during this epoch was thus its export dependence and its extraordinary
export dynamism. The rapid growth of exports was initially made possible by its
very low wage costs in international terms relative to skill, and by its competitive-
ness in the production of goods disproportionately in demand by a fast-growing
international economy, especially a recovering and newly booming Europe, as well
as the US. It was maintained by virtue of the economy’s ability to prevent the too
rapid rise of production costs, attributable, on the one hand, to its ability to mod-
erate the growth of wages in the face of hyper-full employment, and, on the other
hand, its exploitation of the opportunities for the growth of productivity provided
by an unusually large and fast-growing manufacturing sector, heavily dependent
upon exports. Crudely put, the German economy succeeded so unusually well over
the first part of the postwar epoch because it could use its very cheap labour and
historical endowment of very highly skilled labour to emulate, and in some cases
surpass, US production methods and, on that basis, seize markets formerly held by
US manufacturers.

1. The 1950s ‘Miracle’
By 1951, German manufacturing labour productivity had reached 95 per cent of its
1938 level, but the manufacturing product wage only 80 per cent. The manufac-
turing rate of profit therefore surpassed even the very high rates achieved under
Nazi rule. While labour productivity in manufacturing was about one-third the US
level, wages were one-fifth. Thus average unit labour costs in manufacturing stood
at only 64 per cent the US level. The conditions for a decade long investment boom
had been set in place.!

The basic prerequisite for the restoration of Nazi-era profitability levels was
the subordination of labour. The Nazis had of course destroyed the interwar

1 Daly, Japanese Munmfachiuring Compelitiveness, pp. 35, 37, 39; W. C. Carlin, ‘The Development of the

Faclor Distribtion of lcome and Profitability in West Germany, 1945-73, D.Phil. dissertation, Oxford
University, 1987, pp. 192-3. | wish to express my pratitude 1o Wendy Carlin for making her thesis available
to me, and to acknowledge my great indebtediess to this work. See also W, C. Carlin, ‘West German Crowth
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labour movement, but in the immediate aftermath of World War 11, the
Qccupation authorities favoured the restoration of strong unions and, in the
British zone, the establishment of a high degree of state control over the economy.
In this environment, even the Christian Democrats advocated a new socialist
ordering of society and several Linder passed laws favouring the right of co-deter-
mination at all levels of economic decision-making for unions and works councils
with CDU/CSU assent. Indeed, ‘some form of socialization seemed inevitable in
every one of the zone Linder.”? German workers were thus able to move quickly
1o establish factory councils, which often maintained production in the absence
of the former owners. But, when Hamburg workers organized a politically radical
Socialist Free Union, the Occupation quickly suppressed it—by early 1946. In
194748, under conditions of extreme deprivation due to economic disruption and
food shortages, German workers began mass strikes in which the demand for
socialization of part or all of the economy was salient. But this movement was
quickly either defeated or side-tracked, under the combined pressure of the
Occupational authorities, the German government, and private employers. The
fast of these, having weathered the Occupation’s ephemeral commitment to de-
Nazification and to the dismantling of the great corporations, were soon allowed
to revive the same business associations that had served them in the Weimar years
and under the Nazis?

In 1947, the US imposed its recently adopted Cold War perspectives upon the
occupled lands, Germany as well as Japan. It made clear, in particular, that Marshall
Mlan ald wans conditional upon therestoration of a free-market economy, confirming
a definitive whift in the balance of power in favour of capital. The German author-
{en immediately fell into line, establishing, in the course of less than two years, the
chnractorimic patieris and structures of the new German political economy, in
which induntry was at once provided with low costs and high potential profits and
made dependent upon successful exports. In June 1948, on the advice of the
Aniericans, the new bi-zonal administration (of the now merged US and British
zonew) introduced a hard-line currency reform, which aimed to provide the foun-
dations for a free-enterprise system, transcending the combination of black market
and QOccupation-administered economic controls through which production, allo-
cation, and distribution had hitherto been carried out. While ending price and wage
controls, the currency reform sought to create favourable conditions for businesses
by preserving the real vatue of firms’ assets, wiping out their debts, and shifting
the burden of the tax system from property and profits to lower income groups.
Although the carrency reform allowed production to grow much more rapidly than
before, mtlation immediately threatened to get out of hand due to the easy credit
conditions provided by the central bank and firms’ ability to band together to keep
prices up. Inresponse, the German and allied authorities imposed a draconian mon-
clary squeeze in November 1948, which had the effect not only of undercutting
Inercapitalist collusion and reducing prices, but, in compensation, ol driving the

Carlin, ‘Profitability in West Germany’, p. 168=70 (quatatlon from |, Cilenlwl, Origins of the Marshall
Plort, Stanfored 1976, p. 208),
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rate of unemployment up from about 4.5 per cent in the second half of 1948 to a
peak of about 12 per cent in 1950.*

Theupwardspiral of unemployment at the end of the 1940s dramatically weak-
ened working-class resistance, which was further depressed by the wiping out of
the unions’ treasuries by the currency reform. A highly conservative trade union
leadership had from the end of the war played a major role in restraining mass
militancy, and it now moved to consolidate its power. Dismissive of the radical
alternatives espoused by some elements at the base, it was anxious to seize the
carrot of economic growth and saw little choice for labour but to fall into line
Soon, a centralized, highly integrated union movement had emerged—consisting
of just sixteen unions nationwide—which saw as one of its central tasks to ensure
that workers’ demands were made to cohere with the requirements for profitability
and competitiveness. The successful containment of working-class resistance
immediately manifested itself in a steep decline of the share of wages in national
income. Between 1948 and 1951, labour productivity increased by a spectacular
50 per cent, but product wages grew by just one-quarter.®

The high, and rapidly growing, levels of productivity achieved by German man-
ufacturing from the early postwar years were made possible, in the last analysis,
by Germany’s highly skilled labour force, the product of long-established indus-
trial traditions. Germany’s postwar economic ‘miracle’ must therefore be
interpreted, to an important degree, as the economy’s recovery of its historical pre-
eminence in manufacturing. In the 1920s and 1930s, Germany held a share of world
manufacturing exports equal to those of the UK and the US, and was the world’s
leader in the overseas sale of chemicals and other manufactures. In the postwar
epoch, the German economy was able to base its resurgence directly on its earlier
achievements. In 1952-53, 80 per cent of exported branded articles were sold using
international trademarks valid before the war.”

Productivity couldgrow rapidly and smoothly from 1948 because losses of capital
stock during the war had been limited and could be made up relatively easily.
Wartime destruction in Germany was significant, but wartime investment compen-
sated for it. Between 1938 and 1945, Germany’s capital stock thus grew by 14 per
cent. It embodied, moreover, more advanced techniques—including new, mass-
production methods—and in many cases elicited an increase in workers’ skills.
Major gains in productivity could therefore be quickly achieved after the war

4 W.Carlin, ‘Economic Reconstruction in Western Germany, 1945-55: The Displacement of “Vegetative
Control”, in I. D. Turner, ed., Reconstruction in Post-War Germany, Oxford 1989; H. Giersch, K-H. Paque,
and H. Schmieding, ‘Openness, Wage Restraint, and Macroeconomic Stability: West Germany’s Road to
Prosperity 1948-59, in R. Dornbusch, W. Nolling, and R. Layard, eds, Postwar Economic Reconstruction and
Lessons for the East Today, Cambridge, Mass. 1993.

5 Armstrong et al, Capitalism Since 1945, pp. 50, 94-5. As Carlin notes, ‘Despite the fact that works
councils had often taken quite radical steps in the months immediately following the collapse, the emergent
trade union leadership did not take up an oppuositional stance but sought rather to gain as many conces-
sions as possible from the military authoritics on the basis of common interests.” ‘Profitability in West
Germany’, p. 171,

6 Carlin, ‘Economic Reconstruction in Western Germany’, . 56. See also Giersch et al., ‘Openness, Wage
Restraint, and Macrovconomic Stabillty’, p. 8,
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through the relatively cheap and simple process of rebuilding the infrastructure,
especially the totally demolished transportation system.®

While the intent of the deflationary policy imposed in 1948 had been to weaken
labour, intensify competition, and reduce domestic demand so as to force German
industry into dependence upon exports, its initial effect was to throw the economy
into deep recession and apparent crisis. But, like Japan at the same juncture,
Germany was fortuitously rescued by the outbreak of the Korean War. With the
mark having been sharply devalued in 1949—to allow sufficient exports to avoid
chronic trade deficits and further overcome the so-called dollar shortage and enable
the large-scale import of US goods—German industry could not have been better
positioned to respond to the surge of orders that now came from the US. The first
of a long series of export-led cycles, catalyzed by US demand, which would drive
German postwar industrial growth, had begun.’

The Process of Growth

Between 1951 and 1961, with high levels of profitability and competitiveness pro-
viding both the means and motivation, the growth of manufacturing investment
averaged 11.1 per cent per annum, of the manufacturing capital stock 8 per cent per
annum. The rapid increase of investment brought the rapid growth of both output
and productivity, as well as high capacity utilization. During the 1950s, the growth
of manufacturing output averaged 10 per cent per annum, and GDP 8 per cent per
annum, the fastest in Europe. Over the same period, labour productivity leapt
forward at an average annual rate of 7 per cent in manufacturing and 5 per cent in
the private business economy as a whole, benefiting not only from the application
ol the most advanced technology available, but also from the transfer of workers
into industry from Germany’s still large agricultural sector. Capacity utilization
averaged 90 per cent for the decade.!

The German ecconomy was able to sustain its dynamism because, throughout the
1950s, it was able to ward off the trends towards rising costs that tend to accom-
pany bursts of capital accumulation of such proportions. The key here was its
capacity to keep down the price of labour, which prepared the way for the rapid
growth of manufacturing exports and a resulting amplification of the rate of capital
accumulation and productivity growth. The expansion of industry thus brought
with it a major increase in the size of the labour force and a steep decline in unem-
ployment. Between 1950 and 1955, the unemployment rate fell from 10.4 per cent
to 5.2 per cent, and by 1960 to 1 per cent. But full employment failed to bring about
the squeeze on profits that might have been predicted by the supply-side theorists.
Between 1950 and 1955, while unemployment was cut in half, profitability rose, in
Kaleckian fashion—by 13 per cent in manufacturing and by a whopping 48.5 per
cent in non-manufacturing. In 1960, profitability outside manufacturing still main-
tained its high level of the mid 1950s, and the profit share was actually higher than

8 W. Abelshauser, ‘West German Lconomic Recovery, 1945-51: A Reassessmwnt’, The Three Banks
Review, no. 135, Seplember 1982; Carlin, Profitability in West Gevmany’, pp. 151-62; Carlin, ‘Wesl German
Growth and Ingtitutions’, pp. 4634

9 Carlin, “Economle Reconstruction in Western Cermany’, pp. 60-2,
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in 1955. Manufacturing profitability did fall during the second half of the 1950s,
but was in 1960 still only about 10 per cent lower than it had been in 1950 when
the unemployment rate had been eight times higher.!!

Therelatively slow growth of wages was made possible, in the first instance, by
large reserves of labour in the countryside and abroad, which kept the labour supply
up with demand. In 1950, the agricultural sector comprised 29 per cent of the labour
force and even in 1960 the figure was still as high as 14 per cent. Mass immigration
of highly skilled labour from East to West Germany also played a key role in keeping
the labour market loose.

It has sometimes been argued that slow wage growth (in relation to productivity
growth), and thus sustained capital accumulation through the 1950s, was
ultimately dependent upon the forging of an implicit deal between capital and
labour, in which unions held down wage demands in exchange for employers’ com-
mitment to invest.!? But this implies that, had they wished to, unions could have
imposed more rapid wage growth on the employers, a dubious proposition. As
Carlin has argued, it is more realistic to explain wage restraint in terms of the unions’
growing weakness and owners’ increasing power and cohesion, as manifested espe-
cially in the strengthening of their employers’ associations. Employers, aided by
the US Occupation authorities, had already begun to tip the balance of class forces
in their favour in the later 1940s by exploiting high unemployment and the tempo-
rary weakness of the unions’ treasuries. In 1951-52, they further consolidated their
advantage, especially by largely getting their way in the framing of the Works
Constitution Act. This Act, despite the unions’ expectations, failed to extend parity
co-determination beyond the iron, coal, and steel industries. It had, moreover, the
effect of reducing the influence of the unions, for it limited them to negotiating what
were in effect minimum national wage increases, while assigning to the works
councils, from which the unions were officially excluded, the task of working out
the all-important increments above the minimum increase, in accord with firms’
profitability and thus ability to pay, as well as local labour market conditions.
Between 1951 and 1955, moreover, union density fell from a peak of 36 per cent to
32 per cent. It was capital’s increased power to rebuff labour, not labour’s self-
restraint with respect to capital, which made possible high rates of profitthroughout
the 1950s, and capitalists’ high rates of profit and inability to escape intense com-
petition, not any commitment to labour, which induced high rates of capital
accumulation over this period.’®

11  Carlin, ‘Profitability in West Germany’, pp. 146, 141; Semmler, "Economic Aspects of “Modell
Germany”’, in A. S. Markovits, ed., The Political Economy of West Germany. Modell Deutschland, New York
1982, p. 31. According to Hennings, during the 1950s, ‘the share of wages in national income actually fell if
corrected for the declining number of self-employed.” (‘West Germany’, p. 484.) [T]he 1950s were a time of
decreasing labour costs and widening profit margins ... both the first and the second halves of the decade.’
(Giersch et al., 'ading Miracle, pp. 71-2.) For an analysis of the fall in manufacturing profitability between
1955 and 1961), see above, pp. 71-3.

12 For the interpretation of German growth in the 1950s in terms of unions’ voluntary wage restraint
and, more generally, of the forging of a ‘cooperative game’ between management and labour to refrain from
consumption in the interest of the growth of investment and productivity, see B, Eichengreen, ‘Institutions
and Economic Growth: Furope after World War 11, in Ecommie Growdh in Ewrope Since 1945, pp, 44-5, 47-8.
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Employers’ ability to keep down the growth of costs made possible the
powerful 1950s wave of capital accumulation largely by making possible the excep-
tionally fast growth of exports. Between 1950 and 1960, Germany increased its
exports at the impressive average annual rate of 13.5 per cent. It was able to do so,
because, despite rapid growth, it succeeded in improving its international compet-
itive position. Over the course of the decade, German relative unit labour costs in
manufacturing—with respect to those of France, Italy, the UK, and the US—fell by
about 6 per cent.*

Export success was not merely an expression of the immediate strengths of the
economy, it was also a function of policy. Far from adopting a Keynesian approach,
the government curtailed the growth of domestic demand by running state budget
surpluses and by enforcing tight credit leading to high interest rates. It thereby
forced a search for overseas sales, while facilitating this by limiting upward pres-
sure on prices. The government also implemented a vigorous policy of trade
liberalization, opening the way to the untrammelled growth of imports and thus
cheaper inputs for German industry, while imposing increased pressures upon it
to improve competitiveness.

Still, German economic policy is incomprehensible in strictly laissez-faire terms.
Especially in the early years of postwar development, the government sought to
assist German producers in coping with trade liberalization by directly subsidizing
exports through granting exporters favoured access to imported inputs, as well as
cheap export-promotion loans. It also allowed firms generous tax write-offs for
depreciation. Moreover, starting from the time that the mark was devalued in 1949
and extending through the later 1960s, German exporters were able to profit from
an effeclively under-valued exchange rate.’®

If the inilial capacity to increase productivity and to control the growth of costs
made possible rapid exports, rapid export growth itself made for more rapid
productivity growth. Exports enlarged the manufacturing sector and thus
expanded the opportunities for economies of scale and learning by doing. The spec-
tacular growth of exports during the 1950s made possible a doubling of the share
of exports in German manufacturing output® (the increase of export dependence
being especially pronounced in the critically important chemical, automobile, and
machinery industries)!” and, in turn, the maintenance of an unusually high share
of manufacturing in the total economy. Manufacturing export growth was thus, in
important respects, self-reinforcing. Both manufacturing output and the manufac-
turing labour force as a percentage of the total, after rising slightly in the 1950s,
averaged close to 40 per cent for the entire period up to 1970, the industrial sector
as a whole almost 50 per cent. Because manufacturing was the site of the best

and W. Muller-Jentsch, ‘'The Federal Republic of Germany: Cooperative Unionism and Dual Bargaining
System Challenged’, in S. Barkin, ed., Worker Militancy and Its Consequences, 1965-75, New York 1975,
pp. 235, 241-2, 248-56.

14  Carlin. ‘Profitability in West Germany’, pp. 218, 220.

15 Ibid., pp. 193-8, 316; Carlin, "Economic Reconstruction in West Germany’, p. 63,

16 Henning, ‘West Germany’, p. 481.

17 These three indusiries accounted for about 40 jrer cent of Industrial employment and a similar share
of total industrial production—20 per cont of the total labour force and of GNP—during the period of the
pontwar boom. Henning, ‘Wesl Germany’, p, dH0.
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opportunities for technical change, the German economy’s enlarged manufacturing
sector made for greater productivity growth and competitiveness and thus higher
export growth, as is indicated by the fact that while manufacturing labour produc-
livity grew by 96.5 per cent over the decade of the 1950s, labour productivity outside
manufacturing grew by only 45.5 per cent.!

The sharp increase in the export share of manufacturing output during the
1950s was ultimately made possible by a rapidly growing world economy in
which output for export among the advanced capitalist economies was growing
50 per cent faster than output for the domestic market. But another side of the
story was even more significant. German producers were able to achieve such
high rates of export growth only by taking a growing share of that growing market,
not only at the expense of, but also with the help of the governments of its leading
competitors, especially that of the US. During the 1950s, Germany nearly tripled
its share of the manufacturing exports of the advanced industrial countries, its
quotient increasing from 7.3 per cent to 19.0 per cent.’ No less than 59 per cent
of the increase in German manufacturing exports during the decade was thus
made possible by Germany’s taking an increasing share of the market, compared
to only 41 per cent made possible by the growth of the market per se. And almost
all of that increase in share came at the expense of the economies of the US and
UK.20

German export-led growth was not only facilitated by the declining competi-
tiveness of US producers in the world market, but was directly stabilized, indeed
driven forward, by the call for German imports from the enormous US market
itself. Over the course of the 1950s, exports to North America as a share of German
exports increased by almost 60 per cent, from 5.7 per cent to 9.0 per cent.?2 Between
1950 and 1965, moreover, every upturn of the German business cycle was set off
by a surge in exports which was given its impetus by an increase of US demand
associated with a US cyclical upturn. At the start of the 1950s, it was only the
Korean war and the wave of speculative buying that it incited that allowed the
German economy to overcome its deflationary crisis of the late 1940s and initiate
the first of these cyclical booms. Cyclical upswings in the American economy
also set off the second, third, and fourth of these cycles, in 1955, 1960, and 1963,
respectively.?® In effect, the growth of demand in the US economy, and particu-
larly the stabilization of demand there by means of large-scale military spending,

18  Carlin, ‘Profitability in West Germany’, p. 220.

19 Maizels, Industrial Growth and World Trade, p, 220; Morgan, ‘Export Competition and Import
Substitution’, p, 48.

20 Put another way, had Germany failed to increase its share of the world market, its exports during
1he 19505 would have been only 41 per cent of what they turned out to be. Maizels, Industrial Growth and

World “I'rade, p, 201. The ‘world export market” is here taken to be the total exports of the twelve leading
cconomies.

21 “The foreign locomaotive for postwar Europe certainly was the US as a source of demand and as a
pacemaker for domestic supplier activities,” . Giersch, ‘Aspects of Growth, Structural Changes, and
Lmployment. A Schiumpelerian Perspective’, in 11, Gierscli, ed., Macroeconomic Policies for Growth and
Stabulity, A Evropean Perspective, Vulnngen 1979, . 189

22 Giersch et al, Pading Miracle, p. 91

20 11 Glorseh, Growil, Cyelew, and Lxchange Raten, 'Vhe Uaporience of Wost Germany, Stockholm 1970,
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Table 5.1. Germany: share of exports in output (per cent).

1950 1958 1967 1970 1974
Cars 1.5 36.3 407 406 46.1
Machines 20.3 30.2 38.0 355 435
Iron-prodcing machinery 16.4 178 303 240 352
Chemical 12.3 225 29.0 31 36.0
Non-metal industry 1.4 14.9 244 18.3 29
Al manufacturing 8.3 15.1 18.7 19.3 242

Source: W. Semmler, ‘Economic Aspects of “Modell Germany” *, p. 31.

helped drive an export-oriented economy in Germany which was itself founded
on anti-Keynesianism.?*

2. Contradictions of Internationalization, Late 1950s to Mid 1960s
During the late 1950s and early 1960s, while the US economy temporarily broke

from its long-term pattern of relatively slow growth, the German economy sus- |
tained an interruption of its momentum. The drop-offin growth began froma high

level and, from the mid 1960s, the economy regained some of its former dynamism.
Nevertheless, the problems behind the economy’s short-term hesitations were
hardly superficial; they manifested profound structural problems which would turn
oul to plague not only the German economy, but also the advanced capitalist
economics laken together, and would ultimately bring about the shift from long
boom to long downturn.

The slowdown began around 1960. Between 1960 and 1965, the average annual
growth of manufacturing output fell to 58 per cent, having averaged just under 10
per cent during the years 1955-60 and just about 12 per cent for the whole decade
of the 1950s. The average annual growth of GDP, at 5.1 per cent, was down by about
one-third fromthat of the previous five (and ten) years. Part and parcel of the decel-
eration in the growth of output was a major reduction in investment growth, the
average annual growth of investment in manufacturing falling to 4.1 per cent
between 1960 and 1965 from the spectacular average annual rate of 15 per cent
between 1950 and 1955 and the still quite impressive average annual rate of 8.4 per
cent between 1955 and 1960. Over the same period, the average annual growth of
the manufacturing capital stock also fell, but only slightly.

Finally, there was a decisive fall in profitability in manufacturing, originating in
the mid 1950s. Manufacturing profitability in 1960 was only about 10 per cent below
its 1950 level. Still, the not insubstantial fall of 20 per cent between 1955 and 1960

24  OnGermany’s export-led, export-based growth fronm the 1950 ko (he carly 19704, nee Tennings, ‘Wasl
Germany’, pp, 480-3, 486-90. “That again and again the inftlal sthnulus for an uprwlng came from expor
demand is explained by Ihe low rate of infladon togethier with high productivity growih and lagging

ncreses in wagrn.’
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lurned out to initiate a longer-term trend. Between 1960 and 1965, manufacturing
profitability fell by a further 30 per cent? What had occurred to force down the
rate of profit and, in turn, the rate of growth of investment and output? Just as the
LS temporary recovery between 1958 and 1965 had stemmed to an important
degree from a major improvement in relative international productive costs that
lhad issued in an export boom (making possible a major increase in manufacturing
profitability and investment), the German slowdown from the later 1950s through
lo the mid 1960s resulted largely, though not entirely, from a decline in competi-
liveness, which undermined the capacity to export and resulted in a downward
|rice squeeze on the profit rate. Declining competitiveness derived from two trends
which were to become ever more pronounced over the period before 1973, one
oxternal, the other internal: first, the rise of manufacturing producers across the
advanced capitalist world prepared to challenge German producers for markets
and, second, the self-limiting character of a German form of economic development
that was structured to stimulate the growth of manufacturing exports at the expense
of the domestic market.

Between 1955 and 1960, although the German economy’s relative costs continued
lo decline in relation to the US, the UK, and the whole world, they ceased to do so
with respect to its increasingly competitive continental European rivals France and
Italy, or to Japan.? From 1960 onwards, moreover, the problem of relative costs
mtensified. In 1961, the revaluation of the mark brought an immediate increase of
18 per cent in Germany’s relative unit labour costs. And between 1961 and 1965,
Cermany’s relative unit labour costs compared to its five leading competitors grew
by another 2.4 per cent, a total of about 7 per cent for the five years.?” During the
sccond half of the 1950s, German manufacturing productivity growth had been sig-
nificantly higher than that of France and Italy, but thenceforth there was a
remarkable reversal, with both French and Italian manufacturing productivity
prowth out-distancing that of Germany by more than 50 per cent between 1960 and
1973.28

Rising relative costs, representing both the intensification of competition from
abroad and upward pressure on costs from within, brought a steady and increas-
ingly sharp reduction in Germany’s capacity to export, and to garner share of
ndvanced-country manufacturing exports, while opening the way to growing
nuport penetration. Between 1950 and 1955, Germany’s exports grew at an average
annual rate of 15.2 per cent and its share of advanced-country manufacturing
exports increased spectacularly from 7.3 per cent to 15.3 per cent. Between 1955 and
196(), Germany’s exports were still increasing at an average annual rate of 11.8 per
cent, and its share of advanced-country manufacturing exports grew to 20.3 per
cenl. Nevertheless, in theselatter years, only one-third of the gain in share was due
to the increased competitiveness of German goods, the remainder deriving from
Jdwproportionately inflating demand for the products which Germany exported.
Between 1960 and 1965, Germany’s export growth fell to an average annual rate of

265 Carlin, ‘Profitability in Wast Germany’, p. 140.
200 1bid., pp. 320-1; Sotunien, “The Dollar and the Mark’, p. 194,
Carlin, ‘Profitability in West Germany’, . 327,
20 Carlin, 'Went German Growth and [nstitwtlonn’, p 487, AGEG OB, Historieal Statistlon 1960-95,1arls

1097, p, 82, Table 0.6,
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only 6.1 per cent per annum, and by 1965, its share of advanced-country manufac-
turing exports had declined slightly, to 19.2 per cent. Over the years 1955-65, import
penetration increased from 19 per cent to 32 per cent.?

The close correlation between declining competitiveness and declining prof-
itability in manufacturing suggests that the former had an important role in
determining the latter. To what extent can this relationship be demonstrated more
directly?

During the second half of the 1950s, rising international competition, manifested
in downward pressure on manufacturing prices, was responsible for at least half
of the fall in manufacturing profitability.3® Between 1955 and 1960, the average
annual growth of unit labour costs in manufacturing, at 3.2 per cent, was about 12.5
per cent lower than that in non-manufacturing, at 3.6 per cent. Nevertheless, the
manufacturing profit share declined by almost 8 per cent (and the profit rate by 20
per cent), while the non-manufacturing profit share increased by 8 per cent (and
the profit rate remained the same) for the simple reason that, while manufacturers
could raise their output prices at an annual average rate of just 1.6 per cent, non-
manufacturers could raise theirs at an average annual rate of 3.6 per cent.
Manufacturers’ inability to sufficiently mark up prices over costs was evidently
their problem. Since manufacturing output consists largely of tradables, while non-
manufacturing output consists mainly of non-tradables, it seems reasonable to
conclude that manufacturers’ relative inability to mark-up over costs can be attrib-
uted to their vulnerability to intensifying international competition. By the same
token, it was the effective immunity of non-manufacturing producers from inter-
national competilive pressure that allowed them to raise their prices sufficiently
over their costs Lo avoid a wages-productivity squeeze on profits.

Between 1960 and 1965, German manufacturing profitability continued to fall
largely, thouph certainly not exclusively, as a consequence of declining competi-
tiveness. In 1961, the mark was revalued by 5 per cent against the dollar, bringing,
about an increase in its effective exchange rate of 4.5 per cent, with an immediate
effect on manufacturing profitability, which fell by 12 per cent in just that one year.*!
Between 1961 and 1965, manufacturing profitability fell further, at an average
annualrate of 5.3 per cent (or 21 per cent over the period). This time, unlike betwecen
1955 and 1960, profitability outside manufacturing did fall; even so, the decline was
60 per cent less steep than in manufacturing, at an annual average of jusl
2.05 per cent. In part, manufacturers’ problem remained what it had been in the
second half of the 1950s: their inability to mark up over costs to the extent non
manufacturers did, due to their exposure to the relentless downward pressure on
prices emanating from their overseas competitors.

Unit labour costs in manufacturing, at 2.8 per cent, grew even more slowly than
in the previous period relatively to those in non-manufacturing, al 4.5 per cent.

29 Maizels, Industrial Growth and World Trade, p. 220; Morgan, ‘Export Competilion and Tmport
Substitution’, p. 48; Carlin, ‘Profitability in West Germany’, pp. 320-1, 32/-8. When manutacturing prof
itability finally rose again betwaen 1965 and 1969, the rate of growth of exports increased hy two-thirds
compared to 1960-65, and German manulkac furing rcgnilu-d the share it had los dnnllg thal periogl

30 This analysis follows Carlin, ‘I'vofitability In West Germany’, p. 320

31 Ibidd, pp. 320-1, “Though only very mimall, the 1961 revaluatlon appears to have ¢ heeked the country

oxpoit performance.’ Llewellyn and Polrar, 'Comperitiveness and the Curreni Account’, in A, Bolho, ed,,
‘The Enropean Leonomy. Groveth and Crintw, Oxford 1982, p, 142, .
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Table 5.2. Costs, prices, and profitability in Germany, 1955-60.
(Average annual per cent change.)

NPR NPSh PW LPy NW uLC PPri
Migr -45 -1.6 63 57 8.0 32 1.6
Non-mfgr 0.0 1.7 23 32 59 3.6 3.6

Source: See Appendix | on Profit Rates. Key to legend on p. xiii.

Similarly, while the manufacturing output-capital ratio expressed in nominal terms
fell at an average annual rate of 3.3 per cent, it fell in real terms by just 1.8 per cent.
The root of the divergence appears to have been the same in both cases: that
manufacturers selling mostly tradables could raise their prices at an average annual
rate of just 24 per cent, whereas their counterparts in non-manufacturing and in
construction (producing capital stock, specifically structures) selling mainly non-
tradables could raise their prices at average annual rates of 4.05 per cent and 4.0
per cent, respectively. As a result, between 1961 and 1965, the non-manufacturing
profit share fell at an average annual rate of just 0.5 per cent, the output-capital ratio
only 1.5 per cent. More than three-quarters of the 2.1 per cent average annual fall
in the profit share and almost one-half of the 3.3 per cent average annual fall in the
output-capital ratio are thus attributable to declining German competitiveness.3?
The first half of the 1960s was the period when the postwar German labour
market was at its tightest, since immigration from East Germany had just been
closed and the systematic recruitment of Gastarbeiter would not begin for another
year or two. Unemployment was under 1 per cent. Yet the German labour move-
ment failed to take much advantage of these favourable conditions to increase its
political or institutional power and economic leverage. Instead, by all accounts, it
was placed ever more on the defensive by increasingly well-organized employers,
the pressure from whom, in Carlin’s words, ‘contributed to a realignment of the
centre of gravity in the union movement toward moderation’3? While employers’
pressure was one factor, there is not much evidence that the trade union movement
even tried to exploit the scarcity of labour. With the economy booming, it seems to
have implicitly accepted the principle that the wage share should be kept roughly
constant to facilitate ongoing capital accumulation. The trade unions thus sought
wage gains roughly in accord with productivity. Up to 1958, there had usually been
al least one major strike each year; after that date, official strike action pretty much
disappeared—until 1969-70. The really decisive steps in determining wages seem
to have occurred largely at the local level, where negotiations in the works
councils made for increments over the nationally negotiated agreements in accord

32 Somewhat more than hall of the tall in the output-capital ratio is accounted for by the falling
productivity of capital.
33 Carlin, “Profitabllity In West Germany', pp. 332=3 A, 5, Markovilz and C. 5, Allen, “Trade Dnions

and the leonomle Crisin: The Went German Case’, In Hafors amd Evonamde Crinin, Britain, Wes Germmony cid
Sieden, Laondon 1994, pp. 1246
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with profitability. It was, then, only in the decade from the end of the 1950s to the
end of the 1960s, after capital had succeeded in largely imposing a basic framework
for labour relations in accordance with its needs, that the ‘politics of productivity’
came into its own—an expression of the progressive bureaucratization of the trade
unions in the context of labour-movement weakness and economic prosperity.>

Over the years 196065, the average annual growth of nominal compensation in
manufacturing, at 8.6 per cent, was not all that much higher than the 8.0 per cent
recorded for 1955-60. And, compared to that for 1955-60, the average annual growth
of real compensation actually fell somewhat, to 5.2 per cent from 6.1 per cent for
1955-60—and 6.0 per cent for the entire decade of the 1950s. The tight labour market
was no doubt responsible for German producers having to absorb the not insignifi-
cant cost of the revaluation of the mark in 1961. But to attribute part of the squeeze
on profits to capitalists’ inability to force labour to adjust to a fall in profitability
(caused by declining competitiveness due to large current account balances and reval-
uation) is not the same thing as to attribute that fall directly to an increase in pressure
from labour—for which, again, evidence is lacking3’ It was the decline in competi-
tiveness, not the pressure from labour, that was ‘the moving part’. As even
conservative German economists have been obliged to admit, with some amazement,
until the end of the 1960s, the German labour movement was, by design or neces-
sity, a model of sensitivity to the requirements of capitalist profitability. ‘Despite the
early visible indications of labour shortage and despite recurrent waves of immigra-
tion, [unions] did not immediately press for long-term real wage increases above
productivity growth.” “To explain union restraint in the 1960s is very difficult ... [But]
for the time being, unions apparently took their assigned active role as corporatist
guardians of stability seriously enough to keep wage increases in check.’?

As has already been emphasized, the weakening of the export-led growth that
was largely responsible for declining manufacturing profitability over the decade
1955-65 resulted, in part, from the increasing potency of Germany’s international
rivals, butit also had domestic roots. Export-led growth was thus, in tendency, self-
limiting. Because it was systematically buttressed by macroeconomic policy aimed
atrestricting the growth of demand so as to keep down prices, major current account
surpluses were unavoidable, and these were bound to create strong pressures to
revalue the mark. Mark revaluations, of course, undermined competitiveness, for
they translated into higher relative unit labour costs—unless employers could
somehow counteract their effect by correspondingly reducing wage growth or
increasing productivity. During the second half of the 1950s, German current
account balances grew to about 2.5 per cent of GDP. Yet external surpluses of this

34 ]. Bergmann and W. Muller-Jentsch, “The Federal Republic of Germany: Cooperative Unionism and
Dual Bargaining System Challenged’, in 5. Barkin, ed., Worker Militancy and Its Consequences 1965-75, New

York 1975, pp. 248-53, 257; W. Muller-Jentsch and H.-]. Sperling, ‘Economic Development, Labour Conflicts
and the Industrial Relations System in West Germany’, in C. Crouch and A, Pizzorno, eds, The Resurgence
of Class Conflict in Western Europe Since 1968, London 1978, Vol. 1, pp. 261-3, 281-2,

15 Carlin, ‘Profitability in West Germany’, pp. 326-7

W Giersch et al, The Fading Miracle, pp. 154-6. Wage growth may well have played some indirect role
in bringing down the profit rate in these years, especially in manufacturing, It appears 1o have induced the
‘premature” substitution of capital for labour, and thereby at least some of the marked decline in the
proctuctivity of capital (thigh the fall in the real sutput-capiital ratlo was paradoxically greater outside

s faeturiog than within, despite manulacturing s mueh faster rate of product wage growth)
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Table 5.3. Costs, prices, and profitability in Germany, 1961-65.
(Average onnuol per cent chonge.)

NPR  NPSh RW PW Py NW ULC  PPri NY/NK NY/NK NKPri

real
Mfgr -5.3 =22 52 57 54 8.3 28 24 -33 -1.7 40
Non-mfgr ~ -2.1 -0.5 53 38 38 8.4 45 4.4 -1.5 29 3.0

Source: See Appendix I on Profit Rates. Key to legend on p. xiii

magnitude could not be sustained unproblematically, and, by the end of 1950s, they
had issued in increases the money supply that were threatening to push up prices
and undermine competitiveness. The German monetary authorities initially sought
to counteract inflationary pressure through monetary stringency, but this only
encouraged an inflow of speculative capital aiming to profit from the increase in
the rate of interest.

Germany’s competitiveness thus threatened to self-destruct by bringing about
an increase in German relative prices, either through the inflation caused by the
increase in the supply of money that was the counterpart of current account sur-
pluses, or directly through the revaluation of the currency. In the end, an
appreciation of the currency could not be avoided, and the revaluation of 1961 led
directly to a major fall in manufacturing (and non-manufacturing) profitability.
That revaluation did, though, also help to reduce the current account surplus and
thus to alleviate further upward pressure on the mark for the next half decade.?”

Developments in Germany during the late 1950s and early 1960s represented a
phase in a longer-term evolution that would reach its culmination between 1969
and 1973, when Germany, and the other advanced capitalist economies, would
experience the end of the boom and the onset of the long downturn. At that point,
a further sudden decline in international competitiveness—which manifested both
the specifically German tendency to exploding current account deficits leading to
currency revaluations and the broader international trend of intensified competi-
tion resulting in system-wide over-capacity and over-production—would put
unbearable pressures on manufacturing profitability and investment from which
neither the German economy, nor the other advanced capitalist economies, would
soon recover. In this sense, the slowdown of the first half of the 1960s prefigured
the crisis that was to come.

37 Plewellyn and Potter, ‘Compelitiveness and the Carrent Account’, p, 14



Chapter 6
JAPAN’S ‘HIGH-SPEED GROWTH'’

At the heginning of the postwar period, Japan’s economy lagged far behind
Germany’s; its industrial development had begun later and had come less far.
Japan’s producers, like Germany’s, were initially able to compensate for their rela-
tively low productivity by paying wages that were relatively even lower. The fact
remains that the Japanese economy’s extraordinary postwar growth process is
incomprehensible without reference to its specific economic, organizational and
political forms, forms that, as a late developer, it was able to put in place in a way
thal would have been impossible for the US or UK. Only by virtue of its economic
institutions and the intervention of the state was the Japanese economy able to
exploit the extraordinary opportunities offered by the world market, and particu-
larly US demand, throughout the length of the postwar boom.

Initial Conditions
I 1950, ot the end of its postwar reconstruction process, Japan’s manufacturing pro-
ductivity was, on average, 11 per cent that of the US and about 35 per cent that of
Cormany. Bul hourly wages in manufacturing were, at this point, just 6-7 per cent
that in the US and 33 per cent that in Germany. This left Japanese manufacturing unit
labour costs 40 per cent below those of the US, although only slightly lower than those
of Germany.' It was Japan’s favourable relative cost position in international terms
that constituted the point of departure for its postwar economic development.
Technical know-how and skilled labour. Although well behind the leading indus-
Irial economies at the start of its postwar development, Japan was hardly starting
from scratch. More than a half-century of factory industrialization, initially in tex-
tiles, then in the heavy and chemical industries, had enabled the Japanese economy,
beginning from a very low base, to steadily narrow the technology and skills gap
between itself and the capitalist powers of the West. Japan’s prewar and wartime
military build-up had accelerated this process: its rate of technological advance had
increased, and, by virtue ol the technical training provided by the military indus-
teles, the workdforee had Turther raised its level of skill. The educational standards
ol the workmy class, already fairly high as a consequence of the provision of
universal primary education in the prewar period, were further elevated when
middle nehool and high school education were made compulsory after the war.?

L Daly, Japanese Mamifacturing Competitiveness, pp. 38, 37, 39,
2 M. ttoh, The World Lvonomie Crintw and fapene Capltadinn, London 1890, pp, 143, 145-7, 1 am much
Indebtod to thix impartant work, .




JAPAN’S 'HIGH-SPEED GROWTH’ 81

Low-waged labour. Japanese employers were able to get away with paying very
low wages for their relatively skilled labour. As in Germany, during the 1930s a
highly authoritarian regime had destroyed what had been a rather weak union
movement. But, following Japan’s defeat in World War I, the initially pro-labour
policies of the US Occupation (SCAP) had opened the way for the vertiginous rise
of a militant, politically radical, mass working-class movement. By the end of 1946,
Japanese labour had engaged in strikes costing six million person days, many of
them ‘production control” struggles, in which employees occupied workplaces and
continued production under their own management to defend wages and working
conditions and to prevent layoffs. Less than two years after the war had ended,
unionization had risen to an extraordinary 46 per cent of the labour force. Thelabour
movement had, moreover, quickly assumed a directly political character and, in
addition to protesting the lack of food, was seeking by direct action to bring in a
more left-wing government.3

With the onset of the Cold War in 1946-47, however, US Occupational authori-
ties, as in Germany, reversed gears and moved to quell the rising tide of labour
resistance. Having already dispersed a major direct-action movement against the
food distribution system in May 1946, on 1 February 1947 General Douglas
MacArthur invoked the full power of the Occupation to put a stop to a strike of
government employees in which 2.6 million people had been expected to partici-
pate. In the succeeding period, in collaboration with the Japanese government,
SCAP imposed a ban on government workers’ right to strike, announced it would
refuse to approve wage increases that led to price increases, and levied devastating
defeats on militant unions in the newly established public corporations for the rail-
ways and for tobacco and salt production.

At the end of 1948, again as in Germany, the Occupation authorities and the
Japanese government implemented a harshly deflationary programme, the Dodge
Plan, one purpose of which was to soften up the labour movement. Japanese
employers exploited the ensuingrecession, in which unemployment rose above four
million, to sack 750,000 workers. With the workers” movement seriously weakened,
the US Occupation authorities, the Japanese government, and Japanese corporations
worked hand-in-hand to roll back labour’s conquests of the previous years. Under
the protective umbrella of the 1949 amendments to the Trade Union Act, employers
imposed new collective agreements that prescribed employers’ untrammelled right
to manage and deprived unions of hard-woninfluence over personnel matters. They
also carried out a huge purge of communist labour leaders from the factories and
the unions and, urged on by SCAP, sought to have the Communist-led All-Japan
Congress of Industrial Unions (Sanbetsu Kaigi) replaced by a newly formed General
Council of Trade Unions of Japan (Sohyo). Even so, corporations still had to defeat
along series of bitter strikes to demolish the very substantial power Japanese workers
had managed to establish at the level of the shop floor. In this way they prepared

3 Forthis and the toltowing paragraph, | have relied upon the discussion in Armstrong etal., Capitalism
Since 1945, pp. 17-18, 32-3, 44-6, 904, supplemented by Kosai, 'The Era of 1High-Speed Growth, Tokyo 1986,
pp. 27-8, 4953, 6:+=5; 11 Shimada, Japan’s lndustoal Culture and Labor Management Relations’, in 8,
Kumon and U1 Rowoveky, edw, (T Politfeal Feonomy of Tapan, Stantord 1992, Vol 3, pp. 270~(; and ltoh,
[upanene Capritalium, pp. 147-9, For an account of the labour upsurge, wew loe Moo, Jupanese Workers amd ihe

StrugRle for Pover 1945 €7, Matllson 1983
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the ground for their newly adopted rationalization and modernization pro-
grammes—at Toshiba (1949), Hitachi Electrical Machine Company (1950), Toyota
(1951), Nissan (1953), Nihon Steel Muroran Works (1954), Oiji Paper (1958), and,
finally, Miike Coal Mines (1960).4 Only from the mid to late 1950s were they able to
consolidate Japan’s distinctive postwar system of cooperative labour relations, pow-
erfully harnessing the Japanese labour force to the requirements of capital
accumulation and competitiveness.®> Although this systemhas been heralded as con-
secrating a ‘capital-labour class compromise’, it is better understood as manifesting
the subordination of labour to capital, resulting from the destruction and consequent
transformation of the militant postwar Japanese labour movement.$

How Growth Occurred
Between 1950 and 1960, Japanese manufacturing output grew at an average annual
rate of 16.7 per cent, and GNP at about 10 per cent—the highest rates among the
advanced capitalist economies. The key to this extraordinary expansion was an
investment boom of historic proportions. Private investment in new plant and
equipment in the economy as a whole rose at the spectacular average annual pace
of 15.6 per cent for the decade, 22.6 per cent for the years between 1955 and 1960.
After a hesitant start in the early 1950s, investment in manufacturing increased at
theunheard of average annual rate of 33 per cent between 1954 and 1961, the capital
stock 95 per cent. The ratio of plant and equipment investment to GNP almost
doubled over the period, increasing from 7.7 per cent to around 14 per cent.” Such
exlraordinary investment growth naturally brought about an extremely rapid
increase in the economy’s productiveness. Between 1950 and 1960, labour produc-
tivity in manufacturing grew at an average annual rate of 10.8 per cent, in theprivate
business economy at 7.5 per cent.8

What made it possible to sustain such rapid growth, was, as in Germany, the
Japanese economy'’s ability to preventthe investment boom from bringing about the
too rapid growth of costs. Over the years 1950-60, the huge growth of the demand
for labour brought about the doubling of the industrial labour force.? Nevertheless,
even while manufacturing labour productivity accelerated over the period, wage
pressure remained minimal. Between 1952 and 1961, the real consumer wage

4 At Nissan, for example, workers had established a shop-floor system whereby each group of ten
workers elected delegates to a shop committee, and these committees assumed the authority to grant or
refuse overtime requests. ‘In the summer of 1953 the union carried out strikes and go-slows in support of
a wage claim, but were locked out. The management had the financial support of the Industrial Bank of
Japan, the Employers Federation ensured that Nissan’s contractors would receive alternative orders, and
its rivals guaranteed that they would not steal its markets while the firm was out of production.’ Eventually,
after the union leadership was fired, the workers were cajoled into a ‘second union’, started by the white
collar staff who wanted to cooperate with the company. Armstrong et al.,, Capitalism Since 1945, p. 132. See
also M. A. Cusumano, The Japanese Auto Industry, Cambridge, Mass. 1985, p. 148.

5 Shimada, ‘Japan’s Industrial Culture’, pp. 272-4; S. Tokunaga, ‘A Marxist Interpretation of Japanese
Industrial Relations, with Special Reference to Large Private Enterprises’, in T. Shirai, ed., Contemporary
Industrial Relations in Japan, Tokyo 1983, pp. 314-17; Armstrong et al., Capitalism Since 1945, pp. 92-4, 132~5.

6 See,for example, M. Kenney and R. Florida, Beyond Mass Production. The Japanese System and its Transfer
to the US, New York 1993, pp. 27-32.

7 Kosai, Era of High-Speed Growth, pp. 7, 9, 112; Armstrong et al., Capilulisn since 1945, . 354,
Table A3.

8 Kosai, Era of High-Speed Growth, pp. 7,9,

9 [toh, Jopanede Capltaliam, p. 146; ALl
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increased at an average annual rate of 4.7 per cent, the real product wage at an
average annual rate of 6.1 per cent—only two thirds as fast as labour productivity. The
manufacturing profit share thus rose at an average annual rate of 6.6 per cent during
these years. With the output capital-ratio increasing at an average annual rate of
close to 5 per cent, the profit rate in manufacturing tripled between 1952 and 1961.7°

The Institutional Foundations of the Japanese ‘Miracle’

The rise of the profit rate through 1961 and—after a brief hiatus between 1961 and
1965—its further rise through 1970, goes a long way to explain the magnitude of
the boom. But the spectacular trajectory of the profit rate itself needs to be accounted
for, and is quite inexplicable in purely market terms. In view of the extraordinary
rates of capital accumulation and of the growth of the labour force over such an
extended period, upward pressure on wages might have been expected, if not to
squeeze profitability, at least to prevent profitability from much increasing. But the
profit share and output-capital ratio were able to grow continually (with only very
brief breaks) for close to two decades.

According to neoclassical economic expectations the plentiful supply of cheap
labour should have led the economy towards a labour-intensive path. But, while nur-
turing major labour-intensive industries such as textiles and clothing, the Japanese
economy focused from the outset upon basic capital-intensive industries such asiron,
steel, and petro-chemicals, despiteinitially low efficiency and high relative costs, and,
from very early on, upon machinery. It became, moreover, almost immediately, not
merely a successful borrower of technology, but a technological innovator,
embarkingupon a strongly capital- and (soon) technology- intensive trajectory. How
can this evolution be explained? The ‘Japanese miracle’ is explicable only in terms
of the specific political and institutional forms through which the economy devel-
oped, forms whose main raison d’étre was precisely to transform the pattern of
relative prices that would otherwise have prevailed. Only by reference to these
forms can one account for the cheap capital, the reduced level of investment risk,
the high levels of information (at reduced cost), the enhanced degree of protection
from international rivals, the relative upward inflexibility of wages, and the
enhanced opportunities to invest in human capital, which were made available to
Japanese firms. And these forms alone can account for Japanese firms” exceedingly
productive, because so highly disciplined, exploitation of their extraordinary cost
advantages.

In the years immediately following World War II—marked as they were by the
implementation of de-concentration policies, inflation, a mass labour uprising, and
the recession brought on by the severely deflationary Dodge Plan—even large
manufacturing firms found themselves desperately short of capital and often on
the verge of collapse. To make matters worse, with the opening of the economy to
the world market at the end of the 1940s, the strategically pivotal heavy and chem-
ical industries, possessed of plant and equipment for the most part of ancient
vintage, revealed themselves to have high relative and absolute costs, and thus
incapable either of competing internationally or of achieving a sufficient level of

10 Armutrang ot al, Capliatiom Sinee 1945, b V82, Table A,
V1 Komal, Lra of High-Speed Grototh, pp. 80-1,
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profitability to generate the funds needed for technological modernization 't All else
equal, capital should have been highly costly, and large-scale and long-term fixed-
capital investment should have been extremely risky. However, because the
Japanese growth process was structured from the start by close interrelationships
among networks of interlinked manufacturers, great banks that were deeply
involved in industry, and a highly interventionist state, these problems were never
allowed to materialize.

Horizontal networks in manufacturing and the merger of finance and industry. At
the end of World WarII, the US Occupation authorities formally dissolved the great
zaibatsu that had dominated the prewar economy, destroying the holding compa-
nies that had formed their core and selling the shares of what had been their
constituent manufacturing firms to the general public. But in so doing, they helped
prepare the ground for the emergence of a new form of equally big-business-
dominated economic structure that brought together in a new pattern the basic
elements of the old system.

The leading manufacturing firms that had formerly been subsidiaries of the zai-
batsu holding companies emerged as autonomous entities, under the direction of
a new layer of professional managers, recruited from within their ranks and pos-
sessing close, and critically important, ties to the firms’ pivotal layers of technical
and skilled workers. Almost immediately, however, these firms began to collabo-
rate with the other subsidiaries of their old zaibatsu so as to create horizontally
linked industrial networks, initially on the informal basis of meetings between their
company presidents. These so-called groups (or horizontal keiretsu), composed as
they were of firms that had been in the possession of the now-dissolved zaibatsu
holding companies, lypically contained a large number of major enterprises, rep-
resenting an enormous range of different sorts of productive activity. Their
members served to an important degree as one another’s customers, kept one
another abreast of their technical changes and investment plans, and committed
themselves to offering mutual aid to keep one another afloat. They thereby vastly
increased their ability to plan, to reduce risk, and to react to changes in the market
by altering their product mix, bringing in new products, and adopting new
technologies.!?

These developments were complemented by the emergence unscathed from the
Occupation of the old zaibatsu ‘lead banks’. These banks were actually highly
favoured by the postwar reforms, and they quickly acquired positions at the core
of the horizontal keiretsu, providing their generally money-starved members a great
part of their investment funds in the form of loans and acquiring a significant bloc
of each of their stocks. Dependent for their own success upon the success of the
firms of their group, the banks typically found that it made sense both to support

12 For the previous wo pm‘agr.lphs, see |. Nakatani, “The Economic Role of Financial Corporate
Groupmg’, m M. Aok, ed., The Lconomic Analysis of the Japanese 'irm, Amsterdam 1984; 1. Miyajima, “The
Franwlormation of Zaibatsu lo Poglwar Corporale Croups: From Hierarchically Integraled Groups to
Horlzodtally lutegrated  Croups’, fournal of Japanese and International  Economies, vol viii, 1994;
I Kikkawa, ‘Kigyo Shidan: The Formaiion and Funetions of Entarprise Groups’, Buslness History, vol, xxxvil,
April 1995, Y. Miyazakl, ‘Rapld Economic Growih in Postwar lapan: With Special Reference 1o Exaenslve
Competition and  the Tormallon of Kelrewwa’, The Dooeloplng - Ceonomlen, vol. v, June 1967;

Y. Miyazaki, “The lapanese-Type Stracture of Big Business’, 1o K, Sato, ec, Industry and Immwu in lapan,
Wirite Platim tOHO; R, 1P Dore, Hlexible Righifties, London 1986,
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and supervise them, and adopted the practice of sending representatives to the
members’ boards of directors to monitor the firms’ activities and to provide infor-
mation and advice, as well as funds.

Becausethebanks were so deeply involved with their manufacturer-debtors, the
latter were able to finance themselves to an unusual extent on the basis of debt
rather than equity. Because stocks standardly require higher rates of return than
loans (because of the greater risk with which they are usually associated) Japanese
manufacturers were thereby enabled to operate at lower rates of profit on total
assets (loans plus stocks) than could many of their international competitors, yet
still accumulate capital at the same rate. They could also charge lower prices than
could their competitors and make the same rate of profit on equity. Equally, because
the banks’ own fate was so closely tied to that of their manufacturing debtors and
because they so closely monitored their debtors’ economic activities, they found it
both possible and in their own interest to actively commit themselves, on an
informal basis, to their debtors’ economic success. They were therefore well-
disposed to provide large injections of funds when potentially profitable projects
suddenly emerged. They were, moreover, able and willing to come up with money
to keep their debtors strong and solvent through hard times that were not of their
own making, allowing Japanese producers to maintain investment levels, even
through recessions, that were an impossibility for most of their rivals in the West.!®

With debt playing such a big part in corporate finance, equity could assume a
different role for Japanese manufacturers than in much of the rest of the capitalist
world. By the early 1960s, many leading manufacturers, especially but not only
from the groups, had begun implementing a policy whereby they would buy one
another’s stocks, with the understanding that they would both hold these over the
long run and refrain from interfering in one another’s operations. The idea was to
prevent ‘outsiders’, possibly American investors, from purchasing shares and
thereby to secure the managers’ own long-term freedom of action. Firms were
thereby relieved from the need to pay large dividends; payments to stockholders
out of profits were in fact tiny, especially in comparison with those of the average
US firm. They were thus able to invest a greater proportion of their profits than
their rivals elsewhere. They were allowed, moreover, to orient their operations to
long-run returns, subject only to their ability to satisfy their banker-financiers. The
arrangement whereby banks” monitoring and commitment functioned effectively
in place of the stock market gave Japanese producers further scope to charge lower
prices and accept lower short-term profit rates in the interest of increased market
share and higher profit rates in the long run. This provided a big advantage for
Japanese manufacturing in the drive for increasing shares of world exports upon
which its prosperity ultimately rested.!*

The Crucial Role of the State
Even given these powerful arrangements for mutual support within manufacturing
and between manufacturing and finance, the banks could never have contemplated

131 C Abegglen and W. V. Rapp, ‘Japanese Managerial Behavior and “Excessive Competition™”, I'le
Deveoping Leononides, vol, vill, December 1970, 427-30; |, C. Abegglen and G, Stalk, Kaisha, The Jopanese
Corporation, New York (980, pp. 149-80; 1ore, Hlexible Rigiditien, p. 68,

14 Daore, lexible Rigiditien, pp. 69-72,
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what would have been the exceedingly demanding and perilous task of financing
the across the board transformation of industry on their own. The state was there-
fore, from the start, obliged (and able) to assume a strategic position in shaping the
economy. Largely at the expense of workers and consumers, it provided desper-
ately needed investment funds, either directly or through the banks, to Japan'’s
leading corporations and effectively guaranteed their continuing existence. By
making financial advances contingent on how these funds would be used, the state
was able to go far in determining the direction of the explosive process of growth
that its patronage made possible.!>

During the initial epoch of Japanese manufacturing development, banks found
themselves not only incapable of sustaining on their own the enormous risks
required, but found themselves chronically short of funds. The government
stepped in, formally and informally, to fill the breach, generally with the proviso
that the money be used in ways of which the government explicitly approved.
Knowing that the government would back them up in case of emergency, banks
were thus able to stretch their lending capability through entering into a perma-
nent condition of ‘overloan’, effectively lending more money than they possessed
to their manufacturing customers on the assumption that the Bank of Japan would
provide the funds to cover. To make up for the shortfall that remained even so,
the state established a series of new lending institutions of its own, notably the
Export-Import Bank of Japan and the Japan Development Bank. Under the Fiscal
Investment and Loan Program (FILP), the Ministry of Finance, in close collabora-
tion with the Ministry of International Trade and Industry (MITI), funnelled money
from the postal savings accounts maintained by households all over the country,
through the Export-Import Bank and the Japan Development Bank, into favoured
industrial and infrastructural projects. Even as late as the 1970s, the FILP supplied
nearly one-third of all bank loans made in Japan, and, over the postwar epoch as
a whole, loans under FILP accounted for 15 to 20 per cent of the nation’s gross
fixed-capital formation.!®

The state maintained tight control of the credit market, with the goal of keeping
interest rates low for the great manufacturing corporations. To that end, during
much of the postwar epoch, it protected capital markets from foreign penetration
and directly rationed credit, preventing interest rates from reaching the levels they
would have done had the market been allowed to operate—and all agents allowed
to bid for funds. The authorities thereby ensured that the privileged few were ade-
quately supplied with cheap loans, accomplishing this through their famous
‘window guidance’, whereby they saw to it that the great ‘city’ banks at the core of
the major horizontal keiretsu got most of the money and in turn lent it to their
constituent firms. By the same token, consumers were largely deprived of credit,

15 C. Johnson, MITI and the Japanese Miracle. The Growth of Industrial Policy 1925-75, Palo Alto 1982,
especially ch. 6.

16  T. Okazaki, ‘The Evolution of the Financial System in Post-War Japan’, Business History, vol. xxxvii,
April 1995; Y. Noguchi, ‘The Role of the Fiscal Investment and Loan Program in Postwar Japanese Economic
Growth', in H.-K.Kim et al., eds, T'he Japanese Civil Service and Economic Development, Oxford 1995 W, Tlatch
and K. Yamamura, Asia it Japust’s Embrace: Buldinga Regional Prodiciton Alliauce, Cambridge 1996, pp. 64-5;
K. Nagatani, ‘Japanese Economics: The Theory and Practice of fnvestment Coordinatton’, in . A, Roumanssel
and S. Barr, eds, The Ecowonides o fCooperation, East Auimg evelopmnt and the Cane for Pro-Market [nteroention,
Boulder 1992, gupecially pp. 192-5; johiwon, MITTamt the lnpnese Miracle,
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and thereby obliged to put aside money in their bank and postal savings accounts
over many years at low interest rates before they could buy big-ticket items, espe-
cially housing. The price of housing was intentionally pushed up by the government
(for instance, through zoning regulations restricting the number of floors in resi-
dences) in order to force savings, further repress consumption, and thereby free up
additional funds for investment. Similarly, utilities rates discriminated against con-
sumers and in favour of industrial corporations. The Japanese economy thus
sccured the highest household savings rate among the advanced capitalist
cconomies, and the government saw to it that much of the money amassed in
savings accounts was recycled into industry. Industrial credit was therefore cheap,
and became less costly over the whole period to 1970.1

The government did not confine itself to the indirectand passive role of ensuring
adequate financial resources for industrialization. It used its power to provide
loans, tax breaks, and other favours to banks and industrial corporations as a lever
lo influence the specific direction, as well as the level, of investment. As in
Germany, the increase in demand generated by the Korean War fortuitously pulled
lhe Japanese economy from the deep recession precipitated by the implementation
of the Dodge Plan. When the Korean War boom petered out, the government
stepped in to catalyze a mammoth planned modernization process directed
lowards the development of heavy industry. It made huge investments in infra-
structure—roads, railways, port facilities—which were carefully planned to enable
Japanese producers to get their output from their plants to ships for export as
cheaply as possible. It allowed, moreover, huge tax breaks on capital investment—
accelerated depreciation and the like—and directly provided close to 40 per cent of
lhe loans assumed by the steel, coal, electric power, petro-chemical, cement, and
shipping industries in the course of the 1950s. The enormous advances it made to
fund-starved banks were forwarded on the condition that they would be directed
lo these priority industries. Gigantic—and otherwise inconceivable—investments
in the import of machinery were thus made possible, and further facilitated by gov-
crnment rationing of foreign exchange, which it largely limited to those firms that
showed themselves capable of exporting. Over the course of the decade, this pro-
gramme brought major reductions in the prices for the output of basic industry,
paving the way for the emergence, especially from the later 1950s and early 1960s,
of anew phase of industrial development, marked by the rise of dynamicnew “pro-
cessing’ sectors which used the outputs of heavy industry, especially the
burgeoning transportation (car) and machinery industries. The state gave powerful
support to the latter through the Machinery Industry Promotion Temporary
Mecasures Law of 1956 and the Electronics Industry Promotion Provisional
Measures Law of 1957, under which it offered extensive loans and other forms of
subsidy to thelarge sector of small, under-capitalized engineering firms that sup-
plied parts and services to the great exporting corporations at the core of the
manufacturing ecconomy. To make sure all of these sectors had time to mature, the

1 H. T. Patrick, ‘Finance, Capital, and Lconomic Growlh in Japan’, i A Samety, ed., Finauncial
Development and Economic Growth, 'The Econontic Consequences of Uhuderdeveloped Capital Markets, New York
1972; . Sakakibara, “The lapanese inaonclal System In Transition’, In ‘T, Agmen, R, Hawkine, and R, Levich,

wdn, ‘the Puture of the International Monetary Systen, 1exington, Mass, (VR4
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government provided an umbrella of trade protection across manufacturing,
treating virtually the whole sector, in defiance of neoclassical orthodoxy, as ‘infant
industry” for an extended period, and prohibited most direct investment in Japan
by foreign multinational corporations.’®

The government sought not only to stimulate the most rapid possible growth of
investment, especially in those sectors it deemed most strategic, but to control its
effects by regulating its level through the organization and sanction of investment
cartels. In so doing, it aimed to avoid the ‘ruinous’ price competition that tended
to result from cost-cutting and that threatened to undermine profits on the huge
fixed-capital investments required for development. The problem with cartels, of
course, is that, in the process of reducing risk and guaranteeing profits, they also
reduce the competitive pressure to improve. The government went some distance
to overcome this drawback by forcing firms to compete for the right to invest. Under
its ‘administrative guidance’, firms were allowed to invest only in proportion to
their share of the market. To increase their investment quotas, firms were thus
obliged to struggle to raise their market share, and—given the at least formal
absence of price competition—they were obliged to accomplish this through
making the fullest utilization of their capacity, introducing new cost-cutting tech-
niques, and improving the quality of their goods, while carrying out mergers and
acquisitions. Investment skyrocketed leading to rapid improvement, with ever
greater economies of scale further facilitated by a powerful trend to industrial con-
centration across manufacturing.!”

liven in the presence of investment cartels, the market tended to become flooded
and to put downward pressure on prices. But the government made sure that over-
production caused minimal damage by establishing recession cartels, which, by
more firmly setting prices and quantities, allowed firms to maintain profits despite
over-stocked markets, again at the expense of consumers. Japanese big businesses
could thus have it both ways, as their leading rivals overseas could not: they were
able to lay down great quantities of fixed capital embodying the best technology at
a dizzying pace and thereby rapidly increase productivity; but they could largely
avoid the premature obsolescence and reduced profitability that might result from
their competitors’ introduction of lower-cost, lower-priced goods and/or over-
production in the line. They thereby increased their already enhanced ability to
maintain their levels of investment through recessions. With domestic prices arti-
ficially inflated, moreover, they were enabled to more easily increase international
market share by reducing their prices on exports below what they charged on sales
at home.??

18 Johnson, MITI and the Japanese Miracle, pp. 202-18; Kosai, Era of High-Speed Growth, pp. 80-90;
Y. Kosai, ‘The Reconstruction Period’, in R. Komiya, ed., Industrial Policy of Japan, Tokyo 1988; K. Imai,
‘Japan’s Changing Industrial Structure and US-Japan Industrial Relations’, in K. Yamamura, ed., Policy and
Trade Issues of the Japanese Economy, Seattle 1982; K. Imai, ‘Japan’s Industrial Organization’, in Industry and
Business in Japan; M. Shinohara, Industrial Growth, Trade, and Dynaniic Patterns in the Japanese Economy, T'okyo
1982, pp- 22, 29-30, 50, 113.

19  For this and the following two paragraphs, K. Yamamura, ‘Success that Souved: Administrative
Guidance and Cartels in Japan’, in Policy amd Trade 1ssnes of tre lapanese Econonty; Imal, ‘lapan’s Changing
Industrial Structure’, p, 49; linal, ‘lapan’s lndustrial Organization’, pp. B1-3; C, Johnkon, Tapan: Who
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In sum, with the help of the banks and their associated networks of manufac-
turing firms, the state placed giantinvestment funds into the hands of Japan’s large
vorporations, which it believed were the economic agents best equipped to carry
out the growth process, while making sure that money flowed most freely to enter-
prises in those sectors it saw as strategic—initially heavy industry, then the
jrrocessing industries. At the same time—and indispensably—it disciplined the cor-
porations by obliging them to enter into intense competition for market share, both
al home through imposing investment quotas and abroad through requiring export
performance as a condition for financial support. Finally, with its implicit guarantee
against the business failure of the leading corporations, the state offered Japanese
capital the most secure possible environment for profit-making, thereby facilitating,
lor close to two decades, what would otherwise have been the hazardous process
of investing ‘in advance of the market”.

The Slow Growth of Wages

It remains to explain why, in view of the unprecedented rates of accumulation of
capital, wages failed to increase so as to place greater pressure on profits. During
much of the 1950s, the slow growth of real wages compared to labour productivity
was, in part, due to the presence of the huge population of semi-employed labour
and labour of low productivity that remained in agriculture and the small business
sector. As late as 1950, half the labouring population was in agriculture; self-
¢mployed people in small businesses, plus small farmers and their workers, made
up 60.6 per cent of Japan’'s labour force.> By drawing upon this huge pool of
workers, the industrial economy could at once secure productivity gains by trans-
lerring labour into manufacturing and keep wages down by keeping labour supply
up withlabour demand. Even so, by the end of the 1950s, unemployment had fallen
Io | per cent. Given this much pressure in the labour market, labour’s share would
surely have been higher, had it not been for the intervention of a Japanese labour
movement oriented to the needs of capital accumulation.

Japanese unions were organized on a firm-by-firm basis. This type of ‘enterprise
union’ structure had not prevented their functioning as powerful weapons of struggle
m workers’ temporarily successful efforts of the immediate postwar years to win a
measure of control over the labour process and over hiring and firing. But manage-
ment had reversed labour’s gains and, by the middle to late 1950s, achieved virtually
unchallenged hegemony on the shop floor. New, more moderate trade-union feder-
ations had risen to prominence on the ruins of their more militant predecessors, and,
in just a few years, Japanese unionists had transformed themselves from among the
most strike-prone to among the least strike-prone in the world.?2

With prospects for further successful resistance so profoundly reduced, many
workers saw little choice but to hitch their fate to that of their firms, and to seek to
miprove (heir condition by improving their firms” profitability. The significance of
enterprise tmions was thus transformed. Far from taking workers out of competition
with workers in other firms in the same industry—the basic function of standard
trade unionism—Japanese enterprise unions yoked their members to the competitive

I Btoh, fupanese Capltallam, p, 14
Arrtrong et al, Capltalinm Sinee 1945, p. 263, Table 18,1
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process. Enterprise unionsin Japan thereby came to provide the perfect institutional
framework for eliciting the collaboration of the labour force in the tumultuous
processes by which new technology was rapidly introduced and production radi-
cally reorganized, allowing for the intensification of labour and increasing flexibility
in the allocation of labour on the shop floor. At the same time, employees were made
acutely conscious of the need to keep their wage demands in line with productivity
growth and the requirements of their firms’ profitability.?

While the emergence of this new system of collaborative labour relations had as
its historical precondition the persistent application of great force against labour,
its relatively smooth reproduction is incomprehensible without reference to the
gains it provided the labour force, especially those sections employed in the great
manufacturing corporations. These workers accrued steady wage increases, which
were very substantial in absolute, if not in relative, terms. More significantly
perhaps, they were able to win guaranteed ‘lifetime employment'—an assured job
with their firm until enforced retirement at about the age of fifty-five. Still, the great
corporations derived a great deal of benefit from ‘lifetime employment’, because
its obverse side, so to speak, was a system of promotion by seniority that effectively
confined employees to the same company throughout their careers by stipulating
that employees who left their firm would lose their seniority. With the likelihood
that their employees would leave thereby reduced, Japanese corporations could
safely invest in and profit from their employees’ skills and education to a degree
unimaginable for the typical capitalist employer dependent upon the market in
mobile wage labour. Because firms could not fire their employees, employers were
obliged to treat them as one more, very major, fixed cost, thereby acquiring a pow-
erful incentive to keep investment up during the course of recessions and, in
extremis, to diversily into new lines rather than to cut back when the market would
no longer absorb their output at former levels.

In view not only of the dynamism but also the stability of the accumulation
process during the first two postwar decades, the great Japanese corporations could
hardly have been much inconvenienced financially by the grant of permanent
employment. Intentionally or not, moreover, the labour movement effectively com-
pensated capital for this privilege by refraining from extending its organization
beyond the 30 per cent or so of the labour force employed by the leading manufac-
turing companies (union density, it will be recalled, had risen above 45 per cent
during the postwar labour upsurge, but had then fallen by a third in the wake of the
ensuing employers’ offensive). Workers employed in the myriad small shops which
supplied the great corporations were left un-unionized. Corporations therefore had
an especially powerful incentive to ‘contract out’ production to these firms, and to
constitute and expand those vertical networks of subordinated, but nonetheless for-
mally independent, suppliers (vertical keiretsu) which provided a great proportion
of their semi-finished inputs. By this means, the major companies could both enhance
their own profits, since their suppliers paid lower wages than they did themselves,
and cushion themselves from the business cycle, since they could oblige these sup-

23 Tokunaga, ‘A Marxist interpretation of Japanese Industrial Relations’, pp. 315-17, Having ceded 10
management a virtial monopoty on the shop floor, untonw had llitle role but to arganize the annual ‘Spring
Otfenuive’ on wages,
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pliers and their workers to absorb the unused capacity and the unemployment which
accompanied business downturns. While the great corporations at the core of the
cconomy thus dominated and exploited their suppliers, they also maintained very
close, long-term relationships with them, helping them to improve their technology
and productive organization with the aim of making them maximally competitive
precisely so that there would be no need to replace them.?

Investment-Led, Export-Oriented Growth
Japan’s rapid growth process during the 1950s and beyond was ‘investment-led”
and based heavily on the home market. Demand grew rapidly as a result of the
rapid growth of investment, the sharp increase of the labour force, and the vigorous
real wage growth facilitated by the large increases of labour productivity. But
lapanese growth was also, from the start, export-oriented, indeed fundamentally
dependent upon exports. The ability to rapidly raise productivity allowed the
lapanese economy to increase its competitive advantage and its share of the world
market with respect to its leading overseas rivals in a growing range of manufac-
luring lines. But, as for the German economy, rapid export growth was for the
Japanese economy itself a basic condition for maintaining such rates of productivity
increase. It was also indispensable for maintaining the high levels of capacity uti-
lization required to cover the enormous fixed costs that resulted from the economy’s
fast growth of capital stock, its dependence on debt financing, and its commitment
lo permanent employment.2

For the Japanese economy, as for the German, successful export growth was not
only a manifestation of its producers’ ability to keep costs down, but also an arte-
fact of policy. Both fiscal and monetary policy were keyed to controlling inflation
in general and promoting exports in particular. Until the mid 1960s, the Japanese
government, like Germany’s, always maintained a balanced budget, eschewing any
sort of Keynesian fiscal policy, and in this way actually repressed home demand.?
Monetary policy was formulated so as to maintain the balance of payments.
Throughoutthe length of thelong upturn, themechanism of the Japanese business
cycle was thus driven by government action. Until the mid 1960s, each investment
boom would eventually threaten to send the balance of payments into deficit. In
response, the government would deliberately tighten the money supply so as to
engineer a recession, reducing imports and lowering pressure on export prices.
‘When the recession had sufficiently redressed the payments imbalance ... mone-
lary policy was shifted toward ease, encouraging growth to resume at its own pace
until the need for restriction again became clear. Domestic expansion, in particular
the growth of domestic demand, was thus subordinated to the requirements of
export growth, in particular the need to control export prices, and domestic pro-
duction costs werekept in line with the requirements of international competition.
The state was of course also giving the strongest possible support to the drive to

21 On the ‘“elational contracting” (either vertical integration nor arm’s length contracting) that
characterized the links between the core firm and their vertical network of suppliers, see Dore, I'lexible
Rigidities, ppr. 778,

25 See Shinobara, tnduatrial Growih, p. 23,

6 On fineal pollcy, see G Ackley and T b, Visea), Manetary, and Relaed Folicles’, i L Pateiek and

11, Ronovaky, edn, Anle's New Glant, Washington, 10 1974,
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increase exports by subsidizing investment in export industries and providing a
high degree of protection to Japan'’s largely export-oriented manufacturers.?”

Japanenjoyed the lowest rate of manufacturing price increase of all theadvanced
industrial economies throughout most of the two decades after 1950. The whole-
sale price index for the manufacturing sector grew by a total of 1 per cent between
1955 and 1960. Japan’s international competitiveness thus improved steadily and
significantly over the course of the 1950s. Manufacturing unit labour costs in Japan
remained virtually level between 1950 and 1960, while those of the US grew by
about 40 per cent and those of Germany by a little less than 20 per cent. Export
prices for Japan actually declined at an average annual rate of 1.9 per cent over that
period, while those for Germany and the US increased at average annual rates of
0.5 per cent and 2.2 per cent, respectively. Japan’s exports could thus increase at an
average annual rate of 14.9 per cent between 1951 and 1960 (15 per cent between
1951 and 1965), 50 per cent faster than the growth of output.®

The Japanese economy, like the German, took advantage of its rapid export
growth to secure otherwise unachievable productivity gains, both by securing
economies of scale in particular lines and by constructing an exceptionally large
manufacturing sector, the locus of accelerated processes of technical change that
could not have been matched in other sectors. Between 1952 and 1960, Japanese
exports as a share of GDP rose by 14 per cent. But this aggregate figure does more
to obscure than illuminate the central place of export growth in postwar Japanese
development, because it distracts attention from the fundamental role of exports in
underwriting the pivotal, and extraordinarily dynamic, Japanese manufacturing
sector. By 1960, the share of manufacturing exports in manufacturing output had
grown to 28 per cent, and contributed significantly to the increase of the share of
Japanese manufacturing output in total output from 19.5 per cent to 26.4 per cent
and of the manufacturing labour force in the total labour force from about 15 per
cent to 22 per cent during the previous decade.?

The rapid growth of international trade during the 1950s and the 1960s was for
Japan, as for Germany, an enabling condition for export expansion. Still, like
Germany, Japan could not have increased its exports anywhere near as energetically
asit did except by appropriating an increasing share of world exports. Between 1950
and 1959, Japan doubled its share of the manufacturing exports of the twelve leading
capitalist economies, from 3.3 per cent to 6.6 per cent (and to 7.6 per cent by 1963);
inthisway it accounted for no less than 75 per cent of the total increase in its exports
in this period (1950-59). Had Japan merely maintained its market share, its exports
would have increased in these years by only a quarter of the amount they actually
did. Japan’s was the only economy besides Germany’s to substantially increase its
share of the world market over this period. The two countries’ gains, taken together,
accounted for almost the total loss sustained by the US and the UK.

27 Ibid,, pp. 178-9, 18111, 219 (quotation); Kosai, Era of High-Speed Growth, pp. 1001, 104=5, 106.

28 l);)l_y, ‘Japanese Manulacturing Compelitiveness’, . 39; 1.. Krause and S. Scklgucln, ‘lapan and the
World Economy’, in Asin’s New Giunt, p. 101; Ackley and 1shi, ‘Vissal, Monetary, and Related Policies’,
P 175,

29 Uoh, fupanese Capitalism, p. 146

20 Mabzolw, dustelal Grovtle amd World Trade, pp. 189, 200=1; A, 1 Morgan, ‘Pxport Competition and

Import Sulwtitution: The mdusteial Counatelen 1963717, 10 R, A Batehelor ot g L, s, Industrialization and the
Hwin for “Trade, Cambridge 1080, p. 4N, .
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The high degree of confidence that allowed manufacturers to unleash Japan’s
extraordinary postwar wave of investment is, in the last analysis, incomprehensible
apart from their ability to virtually count on being able to invade the markets of
their main overseas competitors. Japanese manufacturing thus developed through
hot-housed ‘excessive competition’, bringing about debt-financed over-investment,
leading systematically to manufacturing over-production. The tendency to over-
pproduction had a major potential for disruption because of the economy’s unusually
high reliance on fixed costs—inevitable interest payments on the loans taken out to
cover the huge investments in plant and equipment and invariant wage bills for a
labour force that could not be laid off. Cartels were constructed to cope with the
lendency to over-production, but they could be only partially effective. Japanese
manufacturers therefore had no choice but to sell abroad, and it made sense to do
so as long as the prices they could secure exceeded their costs for variable capital.
The unavoidable outcome were those ‘concentrated downpourings of exports” for
which the Japanese economy became famous-—orinfamous.® It is hardly surprising
that, in pursuing this course, the Japanese economy, even more than the German,
cramped the growth potentials of its leading competitors, and, in the longer run,
as we shall see, threatened the stability of the entire international system.

A Yamamura, ‘Ruccenn that Soured’, pp, S9-100) Shinohara, Industrial Growth, pp 1L0-14



Chapter 7
ACCOUNTING FOR THE LONG BOOM

From the late 1940s into the mid 1960s, the advanced capitalist economies experi-
enced a boom of historic proportions. But the trajectories of the US, Japanese, and
German economies in this period provide little basis for concluding that this
extraordinary spurt of growth was attributable to the emergence of new institu-
tions making for the steady increase of effective demand through the welfare state,
the ‘capital-labour accord’, and Keynesian demand management. The increased
steadiness in the growth of demand, resulting from the permanently increased size
of the state sector in most of the advanced capitalist economies, must have helped
endow these economies with greater stability than in the past. It may also have
made for increased confidence on the part of capitalists, encouraging them to invest
and innovate. But in Germany and Japan, where the most rapid growth tock place,
supply-side conditions were clearly responsible for economic dynamism. In the
US, by contrast, the economy grew slowly during the 1950s, despite the subsidy of
demand by public deficits and the growth of the wage share, and its brief takeoff
during the first half of the 1960s was made possible largely by holding down the
growth of wages and increasing productivity by means of intensifying labour.

Where the autonomous growth of demand did operate powerfully to augment
investment, growth and stability, it did so, paradoxically, less within national bound-
aries than across them. German and Japanese manufacturers derived much of their
dynamism by means of appropriating large segments of the fast-growing world
market from the US and UK, while beginning to invade the US domestic market.
This redistribution of market share—the filling of orders (demand) by German and
Japanese manufacturers that had formerly been supplied by US producers—gave a
powerful boost to their investment and output, while detracting somewhat from the
growth prospects of the US and the UK. The resulting pattern of development was
highly uneven, but it made for a boom of historic proportions.

Even in the early to mid 1960s, the process of international competition leading
to the redistribution of export shares appeared not only inevitable, but to be wel-
comed. The game’s big winners had been Germany and Japan, recently economic
basket cases, and its losers were the old wealthy hegemons, the US and the UK,
and then only in relative terms. From a global standpoint, moreover, the effects of
international competition in terms of the redistribution of world export shares were
clearly subordinate to those arising from the growth of the international division
of labour. Itis true that improvements in the relative cost position of manufacturing
production in Germany and elsewhere had been detrimental to the manufacturing

sector in the US to the degree that it attracted Investment overseas and away from
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Table 7.1. Exports of manufactures as a percentage of manufacturing output.

1913 1950
Germany 31 13
lupan 40 29
lance 33 23
1S 45 23
Iotul for advanced industrial 18 10

economies (including US)

Source: Maizels, Industrial Growth and World Trade, p. 223.

Ihe domestic economy. Nevertheless, the increasing of competitiveness of German
and Japanese manufacturing exports in this period appears to have had relatively
litlle direct negative effect on US production or profits for the simple reason that
poods produced abroad remained as yet to only a limited extent able to compete
in the US market itself and because US producers as yet depended to only a small
degree on overseas sales. Because the German and Japanese economies were still
so small relatively to that of the US, the appropriation of relatively minor shares of
the US market could have a major positive impact on the growth of their exports
while having little negative effect on US producers. Uneven development was thus
cven at the start of the 1960s still to a surprising extent separate development,
unmediated by world trade and the world division of labour.

At the start of the 1950s, reflecting the collapse of world trade in the interwar
puriod, advanced capitalist countries” manufactured exports constituted just 10 per
centof manufacturing output (in constant prices), about half the proportionin 1913.1
Over the following decade, the growth of trade was quite rapid. Still, even by the
carly 1960s, trade represented a very restricted part of total output, especially in the
)52 As late as 1965, imports constituted a mere 3.1 per cent of the US market and
manufacturing imports just 5.4 per cent. US exports at this point constituted just
5.1 per cent of GDP and manufacturing exports only 8.8 per cent of manufacturing
oulput. Up to that point, Japanese and German exports were unable to much affect
115 manufacturing profitability by forcing down the prices of goods in relation to
their costs. Prices rose just as rapidly in the manufacturing sector as in non-
manufacturing in the years between 1950 and 1958, when manufacturing prof-
itahility fell substantially. This was the case even though the former sector produced
miostly tradables and was therefore subject to the pressure of international compe-
titon, whereas the latter sector produced mainly non-tradables and was therefore
mostly invulnerable to it. It was because US-based manufacturers founded their

I Glyn et al, ‘Rise and Fall of 1he Coolden Age’, . 43; Maizels, budustrial Growth and World T'rade, p. 223,
e to the rapld growth ol output Tor the home macket, between 1950 and 1960 the proportion of

GINT et was oxprorted (in current prices) actually declined in Both Earope and Japan—([rom 223 per cont
10 210 per cont for the tormer, and (rom 12,7 per cent 10 10,8 por cent for the latter, although 1 increased

ubstantlally I canmtant prices, Clyn enal, “The Rise and Fall of the Golden Age’, p. 43, 80-2, N7,
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growth to such a great extent on the US domestic market, and because their foreign
rivals were only just beginning to compete strongly in that market, that US manu-
facturers’ loss of world export share had so little impact on their profitability.

The fact remains that the intensification of international competition retained the
potential for undercutting profitability more directly. The same processes of tech-
nical innovation leading to cost- and price-cutting that enabled some to improve
their shares of world trade could undermine the ability of others, not only to attract
investment funds, but to realize their investments at their former rates of return,
threatening profitability not only in particular economies but in the advanced
capitalist world as a whole. It would not indeed be long before just such processes
would reveal their potential for disruption, not only of the world’s leading
economy, that of the US, but of the international system as a whole.




PART THREE
From Boom to Downturn



Chapter 8
DESCENT INTO CRISIS

During the brief period between 1965 and 1973, the advanced capitalist world was
suddenly projected from boom to crisis. Profitability for the G-7 economies, taken
individually and in aggregate, fell sharply, especially in manufacturing, initiating
a long epoch of reduced rates of profit on capital stock. With some lag, investment
growth fell sharply and in secular fashion, leading to severe reductions in the
growth of output, of productivity, and of real wages, as well as sharply higher rates
of unemployment and much more severe recessions.

AsIshall try to demonstrate, the onset of the long downturn across the advanced
capitalist world is comprehensible in terms of the mechanisms leading to prof-
itability decline sketched earlier.! Between 1965 and 1973, German and especially
Japanese manufacturers combined relatively advanced techniques and relatively
low wages to reduce costs sharply relative to those of their competitors; they dra-
matically seized increased shares of the world market and imposed on it their
relatively reduced prices. Their competitors found themselves facing reduced prices
for their output with the same production costs as before. Some had to withdraw.
Others, to hold on to their markets, had no choice but to accept significantly reduced
profit shares, output-capital ratios, and profit rates since they could not raise prices
above costs as much as they had previously. As a result of the unplanned-for
irruption of lower-priced Japanese and German goods onto the market, US manu-
facturing producers in particular turned out to have over-invested, in the sense that
they were unable to secure the established rate of return on their placements of
capital and labour. Over-capacity and over-production leading to falling aggregate
profitability in the manufacturing sector of the G-7 economies was the result.
Between 1965 and 1973, US manufacturers sustained a decline in the rate of return
on their capital stock of over 40 per cent. Because the US manufacturing capital
stock represented such a large share of the G-7 total, the G-7 economies sustained
a fall in their aggregate manufacturing profitability of about twenty-five per cent
in those same years.? Well before the oil crisis, then, the advanced capitalist
cconomies as a whole were facing a significant problem of profitability.

Still, a fall in profitability, even a sharp one, does not necessarily create longer
term economic difficulties. Such problems emerged in this case because, in response
to their reduced rates of profit, higher-cost—mainly US—manufacturers failed to
redirect their investments sufficiently into other lines. Instead, they sought to

1 8ee above, Chapler
2 Armatrong et al, Capliallan Since 1968, p. 181, Table Al
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maintain their output and retain their markets by lowering their prices and
accepting reduced profit rates, reproducing in the process system-wide over-
capacity and over-production. Because they possessed great masses of fixed capital
that was sunk, already paid for, these firms had every reason to try to retain their
place in the market so long as they could make at least the average rate of profit on
their new advances of circulating capital. This was all the more the case, given their
vast accumulation of proprietary intangible assets—most especially technical
knowledge, but also ties to suppliers and customers and the like—as well as their
ability to take on debt to make possible modernization investments and tide them
through recessions. A long economic downturn thus began because the stereo-
typical process of adjustment—whereby firms suffering reduced profit rates cut
back production and move into new lines, bringing supply and demand back into
line and restoring average profitability—failed to take place.

Falling profitability was notlong confined to the US economy, butsoon enveloped
all of the leading capitalist economies, including Germany and Japan. In attempting
to sustain their position on the market, US producers were obliged to accept their
fixed-capital costs as given. But they had other ways to respond. They could try
themselves to improve efficiency by bringing in new techniques. They could attempt
to reduce wage growth and intensify labour. They could turn to their government
to secure currency and trade policies that would improve domestic firms’ competi-
tiveness by increasing their overseas competitors’ relative costs. In fact, US
manufacturers achieved some success on all these fronts. They repressed labour and
the growth of wage costs to an extent that their competitors found impossible to
match. They also unleashed a major wave of investment designed to update their
plant and equipment. But what was ultimately most decisive, by triggering a pro-
found crisis of the international monetary system, the US government forced a very
major devaluation of the dollar, which sharply reduced the relative costs of US man-
ufacturers at the expense of their main overseas rivals in Germany and Japan.

The international monetary crisis was itself prepared by the same processes of
over-investment resulting from uneven development and intensifying international
competition that had precipitated the initial fall in profitability in the US. Japanese
and German manufacturers based the final stages of their postwar booms in large
part on the accelerated penetration of a US home market that was rapidly expanding
in response to the precipitate rise of US federal deficits. But the unavoidable con-
comitant of the stepped-up subsidy of US domestic demand, and the ongoing
repression of German and Japanese domestic demand, was the emergence of record-
breaking US current account deficits and record-breaking Japanese and German
current account surpluses. The rise of such deficits and surpluses could not but pre-
cipitate a fundamental revision in international exchange rates, in favour of US and
at the expense of German and Japanese competitiveness. Between 1970 and 1973, US
producers were thus able to markedly improve their international competitive posi-
tionand thereby shift, to some degree, the weight of the overall international decline
of profitability in manufacturing on to their leading overseas rivals, extending the

profitability crisis to both Japan and Germany but wilthout resolving il al home.
In what follows, T shall attempt to provide evidence and argumentation for
the foregoing interpretation, In the process, | shall try to demonstrate that the rise

ol working-class resistance in the three economies in this period was more a
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consequence than a cause of the problems of profitability, a response to the offen-
sives unleashed by employers to restore their rates of return. I take as my point of
departure an empirical critique of what remains today the dominant view, that of
the supply-side theorists.

1. The United States: A Falling Rate of Profit

The origins of the long downturn in theadvanced capitalist world are to be found in
the US economy in the years after 1965. Between 1965 and 1973, the rates of profit in
the manufacturing and private business sectors fell by 40.9 per cent and 29.3 per cent,
respectively. Put another way, from the business cycle that marked the height of
the long postwar upturn, which ran from the second quarter of 1960 through to the
third quarter of 1969, to the first business cycle of the long downturn, which ran from
the fourth quarter of 1969 through to the third quarter of 1973, the average rates of
profit in the manufacturing and private business sectors fell by 31 per cent and 18.5
per cent, respectively. Profitability in the US economy thusbegan a downward tra-
jectory that would not bottom out until the early 1980s. The fact that the profitability
decline predates 1973 is significant, because it implies that the fall in profitability
that set off the long downturn, coming as it did before the onset of the oil crisis, could
not have been caused by it. What, then, lay behind the fall in profitability?

According to advocates of the consensus, supply-side view, the fall in prof-
itability was the result of the out-running by wage growth of productivity growth,
which was itself an expression of labour’s enhanced market and socio-institutional
power and pressure. I will try to refute this interpretation by showing that profits
were squeezed, not so much by increased upward pressure on costs resulting from
the exercise of increased power by workers, as by increased downward pressure
on prices reflecting intensified international competition leading to over-capacity
and over-production in the market for manufactures.

In criticism of the idea that workers squeezed profits by pushing up costs, I
make three main points to prepare the ground for my own analysis. First, the
growth of real wages, a rough-and-ready indicator of workers” influence, fell not
only in the short run but in the long term—first during the period of rising prof-
itability from 1958 through 1965, then during the period of falling profitability from
1965 through 1973. A fifteen-year slowdown in the growth of real wages would
seem to bespeak the opposite of increasing workers” power. Second, there is no
trend toward declining productivity growth before 1973, since the growth of man-
ufacturing productivity actually increased in this period, while that of the private
business economy as a whole failed to fall. It is therefore hard to see how increased
workers’ resistance and slacking on the shop floor could have brought down prof-
itability by undermining productiveness. Third, in the non-manufacturing private
business economy—the entire private business economy excluding manufac-
turing—the effect of workers” upward pressure on costs to the detriment of the
profit rate could have manifested itself only with relation to the profit share, since
there was no decline whatsoever in the productivity of capital; moreover, the fall
ol the profit share was limited and the proportion of that fall attributable to
increasing pressure from workers even more so.

The fall in profitability was disproportionately great in the manufacturing sector,
But, neither the aubstantial declines i the manufacturing profit share nor the
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manufacturing output-capital ratio which together determined the decline in
the manufacturing profit rate can be shown to be attributable to pressure from
labour on wages or productivity. On the contrary. Manufacturing profitability fell
because producers were unable to mark up prices over costs sufficiently to main-
tain their established rates of return. It is the central role of downward pressure on
prices in determining the fallin the US profit rate between 1965 and 1973 that con-
stitutes the point of departure for the interpretation of the onset of the long
downturn in terms of the unforeseen irruption of low-cost Japanese and German
products onto the world market and the onset of manufacturing over-capacity and
over-production that this brought about.

Wuges, Labour Productivity, and the Power of Labour

It has become something of a commonplace that a “wage explosion’, conditioned by
rapidly falling unemployment and driven by an increase in workers’ power and mil-
itancy, was responsible for the initial squeeze on profitability in the US economy
which began in the latter half of the 1960s. The prima facie basis for this view is
twofold. First, there was a major increase in strike activity in these years. Second,
during the period 1965 through 1973 when profitability initially declined, the
average annual growth of nominal compensation in the private business economy,
at 6.8 per cent, was more than 40 per cent greater than that during the period 1950
through 1965. Nevertheless, if the apparent explosion of militancy and of the nominal
wage from 1965 through 1973 are placed in context—by reference to the longer-term
evolution of profitability, unemployment, and the growth of workers’ purchasing
power—they may be seen to represent no autonomous wage push, conditioned by
tight labour markets and reflecting enhanced workers” power, but understood as
what they actually were: a lagging response on the part of labour to a spectacular
increase in profitability between 1958 and 1965, to an extended decline in real wage
growth between 1958 and 1973, and to an acceleration of inflation from 1965.

By the time that nominal wages began to accelerate in the period from the mid
1960s, the US was in the midst of the longest period of uninterrupted expansion in
its history (1961-69). During this period, the rate of unemployment fell from an
average of 5.8 per cent over the recession-plagued years from 1958 through 1961 to
an average of 4.4 per cent for 1966-73, from a peak of 6.7 per cent in 1961 to a low
of 3.5 per cent in 1969. Were profits squeezed and real wage growth enhanced as a
result of falling unemployment? The data would appear to confirm the opposite
hypothesis,

Almaost all of the decline in the rate of unemployment that occurred during the
19605 boom took place between 1961 and 1966, when unemployment fell from
0.7 per cent to 3.8 per cent; yet, during these years, the rate of profit rose by 46.6 per
cent and 46.3 per cent in manufacturing and the private business economy, respec-
tively. Between 1966 and 1969, the unemployment rate did fall a bit further, from
A8 per cent to 3.5 per cent; but it is difficult to see how such a small decline could
have played a major role in determining the substantial fall in profitability that
began in those years, especially in light of the fact that profitability fell significantly
further after 1969 when unemployment rose. The relationship between the state of
the labour market and profitability over the course of the 19602 is more in line with
the theory of Kalecki—whao expected that falling unemployment would-maintain
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or increase profitability by raising capacity utilization and sales so as to compensate
for any accompanying increase in wage growth compared to productivity growth—
than with that of his followers-cum-revisers.

Nor did workers benefit in terms of their real wages during the period of declining
unemployment, as might have been expected according to the supply-side argu-
ment. In 1966, when nominal wage growth began to accelerate, workers both in
manufacturing and outside it had been watching their real wage increases steadily
shrink. During the period 1950-58, the average annual growth of real compensation
in manufacturing and in the private business economy as a whole was higher than
for any other comparable period of time after 1945, averaging 3.6 per cent and 3.1
per cent, respectively, and precipitated a major wages-productivity squeeze on
profits, especially in manufacturing. In the years 1958-65, the period in which the
US economy established its greatest postwar momentum, average annual real wage
growth nonetheless fell off markedly—by 40 per cent in manufacturing and by 12
per cent in the private business economy as a whole. A period in which profitability
soared and the growth of real compensation, especially in manufacturing, was
reduced, despite falling unemployment, thus forms the longer-term context for the
acceleration of nominal wage growth from the mid 1960s onwards.

Nor did the trend in real wage growth shift upward thereafter. From late in 1965,
under the impetus of stepped-up Vietnam War spending, inflation suddenly accel-
erated, the consumer price index growing at an average annual rate of 4.8 per cent
between 1965 and 1973, compared to 1.4 per cent between 1958 and 1965 (and 1.6
per cent for the whole period 1950-65). This acceleration of the increase in prices
more than cancelled out the increase in the growth of nominal compensation that
took place during this period. Between 1965 and 1973, while the profit rate in the
private business economy fell by a total of 29.3 per cent, the average annual growth
of real compensation declined to 2.3 per cent, compared to 2.8 per cent for the years
1950-65 (2.6 per cent for 1958-65, and 3.1 per cent for 1950-58), a fall of 19 per cent.
In the same period, while profitability dropped by a total of 40.9 per cent in the
manufacturing sector, the average annual growth of manufacturing real compen-
sation fell by 34 per cent, averaging 1.9 per cent, compared to 2.9 per cent for the
years 1950-65 (2.2 per cent for 1958-65, 3.6 per cent for 1950-58). On the face of it,
lhese long-term developments would seem to indicate the opposite of growing
labour strength during the period of falling profitability. The question posed by this
data would seem rather to be why profitability could not be better maintained in
view of the significant limitation on real wage growth.

In fact, advocates of the supply-side approach to the long downturn in the US
have tended to attribute the squeeze on profitability much more to a decline in
labour productivity growth—the onset of a ‘productivity crisis’—than to an
increase in real wage growth. In the words of Jeffrey Sachs, a ‘rising labor share
came about because productivity growth slowed without a commensurate
slowdown in real wages’.? The authors of The Golden Age of Capitalism, as well as
representatives of the US Social Structure of Accumulation School and of the
French Regulation School, hold the same position, arguing that, beginning in the
later 1960s, workers were able to take advantage of high employment and the

1 Hachu, ‘Wagen, Profite, and Macrosconomie Adustment’, 1+, 278, 280
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reduced cost of job loss made possible by unemployment insurance to reduce the
amount of effort put forward per unit of wages, while increasing their resistance
on the shop floor. What, then, is the evidence that an increase in workers’ pres-
sure leading to a decline in the rate of productivity growth was behind the decline
in the rate of profit?

‘The experience of the manufacturing sector provides a critical test. It is not just
that this sector is economically central. It is the place where one would have
expected workers’ shop floor resistance to be most in evidence, both most marked
and easiesl lo detect. Yet, annual labour productivity growth in manufacturing actu-
ally increased during the period of profitability decline, averaging 3.3 per cent
between 1965 and 1973, compared to 2.9 per cent between 1950 and 1965.4

Nor did labour productivity growth in the private business economy as a whole
fall noticeably in the period of profitability decline. Between 1965 and 1973, it
Increased at an average annual rate of 2.7 per cent, compared to 2.8 per cent
hetween 1950 and 1965.° Indeed, were one to adjust for the business cycle—to allow
for the fact that when the economy turns down, productivity initially falls simply
as a consequence of businesses’ failure to immediately shed labour in proportion
to the reduced output resulting from reduced demand—the growth of produc-
tivity in the private economy between 1965 and 1973 would undoubtedly be shown
to have increased.”

Nevertheless, the foregoing data would, in itself, be unlikely to convince advo-
cates of the supply-side approach to the long downturn. Defenders of that
perspective would respond to the data on the growth of real wages by pointing
out that, in accounting (or trends in profitability, what counts is not the real wage
(which refers to the money wage expressed in terms of the bundle of consumer
goodu it can purchase—that is, the nominal wage adjusted by the consumer price
Irclex) but rather the product wage (which refers to the money wage expressed
In terms of the amount of output—in its own industry or sector—that it can
purchase, that is, the nominal wage adjusted by the product or output price
deflator). It is, after all, the nominal wage expressed in terms of the prices of what
they sell, rather than of what their workers buy, which is of concern to employers.
Advocales of the supply-side perspective would point out further that whether
or nol a given trend in productivity can be said to represent an increase in the
power of labour cannot be determined until that trend is directly related to the

4 Manufacturing labour productivity growth did fall briefly, though sharply, in the last years of the
19608, when the economy went through successive periods of over-heating and recession, both of which
were almost certainly characterized by (cyclical) over-manning. But the initial fall was more than offset by
the subsequent sharp rise in labour productivity from 1970, making for the overall increase in productivity
wrowth, compared with 1950-65.

S Between 1965 and 1973, total [actor produetivity in manufacturing averaged 1.36 per cent per annum,
almost the same as the average annual rate ol 1042 per cent belween 1950 and 1965. Simiilarly the rates for
the private busmess economy over the same periods were L6 per cent and 1.8 per cent, respectively,
‘Multitactor Productivity Tronds, 1995 and 1996/, in US Departiment of Labov, BLS, News, 6 May 1998,
l'ables 8, 6.

6 Ax R Gordon concludes, ‘It wan during the 1967-73 period that concern first surfaced about the
behavior of US productivity growth .. e now appears, however, that this slow-down malnly reflects cyclical
phenomenn . a tendency that sesins Lo wurelace in e last stage of svery business cycle lor (rms to allow
themmelven 1o become overstalled,” ‘Postwar Macrosconomices: The Hvalutdon of Bvents and Tdean’, b, 144
and L6l ndt ?
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parallel trend in the product wage—the evolution of the profit share. Finally, they
would say, it is not only through affecting the growth of labour productivity
relative to the growth of product compensation that workers can affect the profit
rate, but also through affecting the growth of the productivity of capital. To under-
stand the fall in profitability that took place between 1965 and 1973, we are
therefore obliged to analyze the experience not only of the profit share, but also
of the output-capital ratio.

The Profit Share

The Non-Manufacturing Private Business Sector. Between 1965 and 1973, the average
annual growth of the product wage in the private business economy outside of
manufacturing, at 2.75 per cent, was roughly the same as between 1950 and 1965,
at 2.65 per cent. But, the average annual growth of non-manufacturing labour
productivity fell in these years to 2.4 per cent from 2.7 per cent (to 2.3 per cent
from 2.7 per cent in net terms), and the profit share did decline, at an average
annual rate of 2 per cent, or by 15.6 per cent over the initial period of profitability
decline.

The fact remains thatincreased pressure on the part of labour caused hardly any
of the fall in the non-manufacturing profit share. What was mainly behind it was
increasing indirect business taxes, mainly at the state and local levels. If no adjust-
ment is made for the growth of indirect business taxes, the profit share fell at an
average annual rate of just 0.7 per cent between 1965 and 1973. Put another way,
even on the assumption that labour was responsible for the entire decline, rising
labour resistance would have brought about a fall in the profit share of just 59 per
cent in total between 1965 and 1973. Since there was, in fact, as shall be seen, no fall
in the productivity of capital in these years in the non-manufacturing private
economy, the latter represents the maximal negative impact of labour on prof-
itability in this sector.”

Manufacturing. Between 1965 and 1973, the profit share in the manufacturing
sector fell sharply at an average annual rate of 2.7 per cent, or a total of 22.9 per
cent. Nevertheless, this decline cannot support the supply-side interpretation of
the fall in profitability that took place in those years, because it cannot plausibly
be attributed to increased pressure from labour.

Althoughthefall intheprofitsharein manufacturing wasthus somewhat greater
than in non-manufacturing between 1965 and 1973, the growth of unit labour costs
in manufacturing was actually very much lower than in non-manufacturing,
putting significantly less pressure on the manufacturing profit share and profit rate.®

7  Asaproportion of net output, indirect business taxes were, on average, 4 per cent higher in the years
1965-73 than they had been in 1965. State and local indirect business taxes constituted about 75 per cent of
the total of indirecl business taxes collected in 1965 and about 83 per cent in 1973. State and local indirect
business taxes doubled between 1965 and 1973, accounting for well over 90 per cent of the increase in total

US indirect business laxes during this period, with state and local property taxes and sales taxes each
accounling for about half of the rise. US Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis, National
hcome and 'roduct Accounts (henceforth NIPA), Tables 3.2 and 3.3.

8 To mainlain conslstency, adjustment s always made for indirect business taxes, unlass otherwise
slated. Indirect business taxes as a percentage ol nel manutactaring oulpul actaally fell slightly hetween
196% and 1973, 80 that there wan a slightly greater fall in the profieshare and profit vate in this seclor before

than after adjustment for ta
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The average annual growth of the nominal wage was 10 per cent slower in manu-
facturing than in non-manufacturing (6.4 per cent compared to 7.1 per cent) and
the average annual growth of labour productivity was 50 per cent higher (3.3 per
cent compared to 2.3 per cent), with the result that the average annual growth of
unit labour costs in non-manufacturing was 57 per cent faster than in manufac-
turing-—4.7 per cent compared to 3.0 per cent. Since the growth of labour costs was
so much slower in manufacturing than in non-manufacturing, how could the man-
ufacturing profit share have ended up falling faster than that of non-manufacturing,
or even at all?

What accounts for the greater fall of the profit share in the manufacturing sector
than in non-manufacturing—indeed, for the entire fall of the profit share in the man-
ufacturing sector—is the much lesser ability of manufacturers to increase the rate of
increase of their prices to keep up with the increase in the growth of their costs.
Between 1950 and 1965, each sector’s unit labour costs and prices increased, respec-
tively, at pretty close to the same average annual rates as the other’s—1.91 per cent
and 1.86 per cent in manufacturing, 1.92 per cent and 1.73 per cent in non-manufac-
turing. Because the respective rates of growth of unit labour costs and prices within
both manufacturing and non-manufacturing had been so close to one another, there
was not much change in the profit share in either sector over the period. Between
1965 and 1973, however, the growth of unit labour costs in non-manufacturing sud-
denly accelerated, increasing, as just noted, at an average annual rate of 4.8 per cent,
150 per cent faster than it had in the years between 1950 and 1965. Nevertheless, the
fall in the non-manufacturing profit share was limited to 16 per cent in this period
because prices accelerated to almost as great an extent as did unit labour costs,
increasing at an average annual rate of 4.25 per cent, 146 per cent faster than it had
in the years between 1950 and 1965. In sharp contrast, in manufacturing, the average
annual growth of unit labour costs between 1965 and 1973, at 3.0 per cent, was only
57 per cent greater than it had been between 1950 and 1965. The problem for man-
ufacturers, however, was that the increase in the growth of their prices did not
remotely match even that (relatively small) increase in the growth of their costs.
Manufacturing prices grew at an average annual rate of just 2.3 per cent, 53 per cent
slower than did non-manufacturing prices, and only 24 per cent faster than they had
increased between 1950 and 1965. Had manufacturers been able to raise the rate of
growth of their prices to anything like the extent that their counterparts in non-
manufacturing had, they would obviously have been able to prevent any fall in their
profit share, and might even have been able to raise it An explanation as to why
manufacturers could not do this thus becomes central to explaining the fall in prof-
itability in manufacturing, and I shall return to this question shortly.

9  Another way of making the same point is to note that the average annual growth of the manufac-
turing real wage between 1965 and 1973, at just 19 per cent, failed to keep up with the growth of
manufacturing labour productivity, at 3.3 per cent, because the average annual growth of consumer prices,

at4.4 per cent, was of the same order of magnitude as that of non-manufacturing product prices. Yet, hecause
manufacturing product priges grew so slowly, the average annual growth of the manufacturing product
wage, at 1.2 percent, turned out to be more than double that of the real wage, bringing about a sharp squusze

of the manufacturing profit share,
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The Output-Capital Ratio

Advocates of the supply-side approach who argue that reduced productivity
growth, brought on by workers’ slacking and resistance, was one factor behind the
fall in profitability that took place between 1965 and 1973 have emphasized the need
to refer, not only to the growth of labour productivity, but also the path of the pro-
ductivity of capital. As they point out, output-capital ratios did fall significantly
during this period. Does this development support their argument?1°

Non-Manufacturing. Between 1965 and 1973, the non-manufacturing output-
capital ratio fell at an average annual rate of 1.1 per cent, or a total of 8.8 per cent,
making a contribution to the overall fall in non-manufacturing profitability rather
smaller than that of the fall in the profit share. The decline in the non-manufacturing
output-capital ratio cannot, however, be taken to support the supply-side interpre-
lation, because it cannot properly be interpreted as representing a decline in
productivity growth, let alone one resulting from increased labour resistance or
slacking. If the output-capital ratio is to express capital productivity, it must be
expressed in terms of real output compared to real capital input, in terms, that is, of
constant output and capital stock prices, so as to take into account changes in rela-
live prices. Expressed in constant prices, the average annual decline in the
non-manufacturing output-capital ratio between 1965 and 1973 turns out to be zero.
The fall in the non-manufacturing output-capital ratio cannot, then, be understood
lo have been the result of a decline in capital productivity resulting from increased
workers’ resistance and slacking for the simple reason that non-manufacturing
capital productivity did not fall.

Manufacturing. Between 1965 and 1973, a fall in the manufacturing nominal
output-capital ratio—at an average annual rate of 3.2 per cent, or 234 per cent in
total-—contributed about the same amount as did the fallin the manufacturing profit
share to the decline in manufacturing profitability. The decline in the output-capital
ratio in manufacturing cannot, however, be taken to support the supply-side inter-
pretation any more than can the fall that took place outside of manufacturing. This
is because, like the fall in the output-capital ratio in non-manufacturing, it fails to
represent a decline in capital productivity. Adjusted for prices so as to express
capital productivity, the (real) output-capital ratio in manufacturing fell barely at
all between 1965 and 1973.1

What then did lie behind the substantial fall in the output-capital ratio in manu-
facturing? The answer is made clear, once again, when its trajectory is compared
with thatin non-manufacturing. Prices for capital stock inmanufacturing grew more
slowly, though only slightly so, than in non-manufacturing, at an average annual
rate of 5.2 per cent, compared to 5.6 per cent in non-manufacturing. The reason that
ihe output-capital ratio in non-manufacturing nonetheless fell less than one-third as
fast as did that in manufacturing was that (as with respect to unit labour costs and
the profit share) non-manufacturers could raise output prices 85 per cent faster. Had
manufacturers been able to raise their prices to the same degree—at an average

- See Glyn et al, Rise and Fall of the Golden Age’, po 11 Lipietz, ‘Behind the Crisis’, pp. 220
1T AL an average annual rate of 04 per cent, or a total of 4 per cont, a negligible amount, which would
-l|-|.||l||:-.n W adjustment wan made for capacity utilization
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Table 8.1. Costs, prices, and profitability in the US, 1965-73.
(Per cent rates of change.)

NPR NPSH RW PW LPY NW ULC PPri  NY/NK NY/NKreal nkpri
Mg 55 -27 19 40 33 64 31 23 -32 04 5.2
Nmfgr 30  -2.0 2728 24 12 47 43 -1.1 0.0 5.6

Adjusted for indirect business toxes

Mfg. 60  -28 19 42 33 64 31 21 -34 04 52
Nmfgr -17  -07 27 27 24 12 47 44 -1.0 0.0 5.6

Not Adjusted for indirect business toxes

Source: See Appendix | an Profit Rotes. Key to legend an poge xiii.

annual rate of4.25per cent, rather than 2.3 per cent—their output-capital ratio would
have fallenlessthan 20 per centas much as it did. Put another way, it was theinability
of manufacturers to raise their prices sufficiently that accounted for more than 80
per cent of the fall in their output-capital ratio. As with the manufacturing profit
share, to understand (most of) the contribution of the fall in the manufacturing
output-capital ratio to the fall in manufacturing profitability between 1965 and 1973,
it is necessary to understand why manufacturers were so much less able tomarkup
over costs than were their counterparts outside manufacturing.

What Caused the Decline in Profitability?

The foregoing analysis works against the supply-side thesis, and points toward my
alternative interpretation, that the fall in profitability originated in the inability of
US manufacturers to fully realize their investments because of the increased down-
ward pressure on prices that resulted from the unanticipated entry into the market
of lower-cost producers, especially from abroad. To begin to make this case, two
conclusions of the foregoing analysis must be emphasized: first, just how much
greater was the fall of profitability in manufacturing than in non-manufacturing
between 1965 and 1973; second, to just how great an extent the fall in profitability
in manufacturing was the result, not of an increase in upward pressure on costs,
but an increase in downward pressure on prices. Only in the manufacturing sector
did the fall in profitability reach crisis proportions, amounting to 409 per cent
between 1965 and 1973. At 23.1 per cent, the fall in the rate of profit in the non-
manufacturing private sector was barely half that in manufacturing. Indeed, if no
adjustment is made for indirect business taxes, the decline in non-manufacturing
profitability is just 13.1 per cent, compared to 41.9 per cent in manufacturing. The
declines in the profit share and the output-capital ratio that determined arithmeti-
cally the fall in manufacturing profitability did not resull from an increase in
pressure from workers, as the supply-side theorists contend. They were, on the con-
trary, almost entirely the result of the slow rate of increase of manulacturing output
prices, Not the growth of conts in themuetves, bat the inability of US manufacturers
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Figure 8.1. US manufacturing and non-manufacturing private net
profit rates, 1949-2001.
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Source: See Appendix 1 on Profit Rates.

lo sufficiently mark up prices over costs, accounts for almost all of the fall in man-
ufacturing profitability (see p. 109, Figure 8.1).

During the years between 1965 and 1973 when profitability first fell, US manu-
facturers were, in terms of their own cost effectiveness, actually performing as well
as they had over the course of the boom between 1950 and 1965: the growth of labour
productivity was up by about 10 per cent, capital productivity maintained itself, and
rcal wage growth continued its fall. The cause of the US manufacturers’ profitability
problems was thus to be found, not in the rate of growth of their costs in absolute
terms, but the rate relative to the prices that were now being imposed on the world
market by their leading competitors. What had occurred to bring this predicament
about? Following the establishment of currency convertibility in the advanced cap-
italist world at the end of the 1950s, the growth of world trade accelerated, with
far-reaching, though contradictory, consequences for the international economy.
lletween 1963 and 1973, with the volume of both world exports and world
manufacturing exportsincreasing 42 per cent faster than between 1953 and 1963, the
prowth of exports began to outrun the growth of domestic production in a truly
radical fashion. Already growing 50 per cent faster than world manufacturing output
between 1953 and 1963, world manufacturing exports were suddenly increasing
almost twice as fast. Between 1960 and 1974, in the advanced capitalist economies,
the average annual rate of growth of manufacturing exports was two-thirds faster
than that of manufacturing output—9.9 per cent compared to 5.9 per cent.?

Part and parcel of the same development, from the early to mid 1960s, exports
s a proportion of outpul (the export share) for the OECD as a whole, as well as for

12 Glyneet al, ‘Rise and Fall of the Golden Age’, p. 11
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its component parts, was suddenly growing at twice the pace ithad previously. The
export shares of the OECD as a whole, and of its European and US components,
thus grew the same amount in the eight years between 1965 and 1973 as in the
fifteen years between 1950 and 1965. The increase in the rate of growth of Japan’s
export share began a bit earlier, and was even sharper (see p 111, Tables 8.2 and
8.3).

The rapid acceleration of the growth of trade from the early 1960s had a dual
effect on the economic evolution of the advanced capitalist economies. On the one
hand, it provided an additional impetus to rapid economic growth. Between 1965
and 1970, as world trade grew faster, the G-7 capitalist economies, minus the US
and Canada—that is, Germany, Japan, France, Italy, and the UK—reached the
zenith of their postwar boom, with manufacturing output and manufacturing
labour productivity in those five economies taken together increasing at annual
average rates of 8.0 per cent and 6.3 per cent, respectively, compared to 7.0 per
cent and 4.4 per cent, respectively, between 1955 and 1965. In the same five years,
manufacturing investment growth for those five economies accelerated sharply,
increasing at an annual average rate of 13.2 per cent, compared to 7.9 per cent
belween 1955 and 1965. Behind this growth spurt lay a major improvement in
profitability, the rate of profit in manufacturing in Germany, Japan, Italy, France,
and the UK taken together increasing by 21.4 per cent between 1965 and 1969.13
From one standpoint, then, the dramatic increase in the rate of growth of inter-
national trade apparently had just the effect it was supposed to: in classical
fashion, it helped make possible the accelerated economic expansion of the
ndvanced capilalist economies by means of the growth of the international divi-
sion of labour.

On the other hand, due to such precipitous growth in world trade, new pro-
ducers, without warning, began to supply radically increased fractions of the world
market, supplanting long-ensconced incumbents. Such radical uncoordinated and
unplanned-for shifts could not be expected to be, and were not in fact, effected
without disruption. The relatively great concentration on home markets and the rel-
atively separate growth that characterized the postwar boom into the early 1960s
had been paralleled by a relatively high level of diversification within regions and
nations. ‘The technologically-following, later-developing, hegemonized—and fast-
growing—economies were thus producing bundles of goods which were quite
similar lo those already being produced by the technologically-leading, earlier-
developing, hegemonic economy. It was therefore inevitable that they would
develop their export potential by increasing the output of such goods. As the OECD
notes, ‘the industrial countries’ patterns of trade and output tended to converge,
with mosl countries increasingly producing and exchanging similar commodities.”*
Indeed, the manufacturers of the follower economies had every reason to increase
their exports of goods that they were already producing for the domestic market,
since they could often do so at a lower cost than could the earlier-developing incum-
bents. The newer, lower-cost producers, based in the follower regions—notably
Germany and, above all, Japan—thus expanded their exports largely by invading

13 AGHL
14 ORCH, Structural Ad uwtient and Economic Perfornmies, Paris 1987, p, 286,
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Table 8.2. World exports and world output.

Annual growth rates Ratio of annual growth rates
1953-63 1963-73 1963-73/1953-63

World Exports 9.2% 13.1% 1.42
World Qutput 6.7% 8.0% 1.19
Exports/Qutput 14 1.63

World Mfgr. Exports 12.7% 18.0% 142
World Mfgr. Output 8.5% 9.7% 1.14
Mfgr.Exp./Mfgr.Out. 1.49 1.86

Saurce: Van Der Wee, Prosperity and Upheaval, p. 260.

Table 8.3. Percentage growth of export shares of GDP (constant prices).

1950 1965 Increase 1965 1973 Increase
QOECD Total 9.0 12.4 377 12.4 16.8 35.4
0ECD Europe 12.7 18.1 421 18.1 25.6 429
Us 43 51 35.0 51 6.9 36.0
1950 1960 1960 1973
Japan 4.7 56 19.0 5.6 79 38.0

Source: Glynet al., ‘The Rise and Fall of the Golden Age’, p. 43.

markets hitherto dominated by producers of the leader regions, especially the US,
but also the UK. This trend was, of course, already evident during the 1950s, but
now the process was very much accelerated.

During the second half of the 1960s, the German and Japanese economies
regained their earlier vitality, after slowdowns in the first half of the 1960s. In these
years, the Japanese economy reached the peak of its postwar dynamism, achieving
unprecedented rates of investment and productivity advance and on that basis
posing a wide-ranging challenge to US manufacturing supremacy. Between 1960
and 1965, the ratio of Japanese to US average annual labour productivity growth
in manufacturing had been about two to one (8.7 per cent to 4.4 per cent); between
1965 and 1973, this ratio grew to about four to one, 13.1 per cent to 3.3 per cent.

US manufacturing’s problem of increasingly slow productivity growth in
relative terms was exacerbated by the renewed outbreak of inflation after 1965,
provoked by the rapid rise of government deficits, accommodated by loose money.
The sharp increase in the rate of growth of the nominal wage that took place did
not, of course, force up prices; Indeed, it was insufficlently rapid to prevent real
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wage growth from falling. Nevertheless, in attempting (unsuccessfully) to keep up
with the increase in the rate of growth of consumer prices brought on by govern-
ment fiscal and monetary policies, workers raised the nominal wage so as to create
a rising floor on prices and thereby helped to further fuel inflation. Between 1965
and 1970, the growth of manufacturing unitlabour costs in the US in dollar terms
was double that in Germany and Japan.

A comparison of cost levels in US manufacturing with those of Germany and
Japan indicatesthe sort of competitive pressures to which US producers werebeing
subjected. According to data provided by the US Bureau of Labor Statistics, by 1970
average labour productivity in German and Japanese manufacturing had only
reached 75 per cent and 50 per cent of the US level, respectively. But since
manufacturing wages in Germany and Japan were 60 per cent and 25 per cent,
respectively, of those in the US, manufacturing unit labour costs in Germany and
Japan turned out to be 80 per cent® and less than 50 per cent those in the US.*
Representing as it does an industry-wide average, even this unitlabour cost figure
understates the potency of the Japanese challenge, because the great corporations
that were responsible for the preponderance of Japanese exports had achieved much
higher than average levels of productivity. In the large, usually modern, plants—
those with more than 500 employees—that produced a disproportionate share of
the country’s exports, labour productivity was about 50 per cent above the average;
in the small, generally older, plants, it was about 50 per cent below the average.!”
In their comparative study of the evolution of costs in the US and Japan, Jorgenson
and Kuroda were able to conclude that, ‘in 1970, on the eve of the Smithsonian
Agreements ... almost all Japanese industries were more competitive internationally than
their US counterparts. By this we mean that they could provide products to the interna-
tional markelplace at prices below those available from their US competitors.’1®

‘The sharp relative increase in US costs of production stimulated a further accel-
eration of manufacturing investment overseas by US multinational corporations,
accentuating the already established trend. By 1965, the ratio of investment by
majority-owned foreign affiliates of US corporations in manufacturing overseas to
corporate manufacturing investment in the US had grown to 21.4 per cent, up from
11.4 per cent in 1957. By 1973, this figure had increased to 31.3 per cent.’? In 1973
US corporations were therefore investing about one dollar abroad for every three

15 Germany’s competitive position had been significantly undermined by the major revaluation of the
mark in 1969.

16  Daly, ‘Japanese Manufacturing Competitiveness’, pp. 35, 37, 39. These figures may exaggerate the
average manufacturing productivity gap between the US and Japan. According to the Japan Productivity
Center Report on International Comparison of Labor Productivity (Tokyo 1981), in 1974 US labour prodie
tivity was just 38 per cent higher than that in the Japan. (M. Bronfenbrenner, ‘Japanese Productivity
Experience’, in W.]. Baumol and K. McLennan, eds, Productivity Growthand US Competitiveness, Oxford 1985,
p- 71) Accordingto Denison and Chung, moreover, Japan achieved its labour productivity level with capital

inputs (stock, equipment, and inventories) per person that were, in 1970, 40 per cent or more below that in
the US. This would imply that taking into account all inputs, the Japanese produclivity level was a good
deal closer to that of the US than the relative labour productivity figures would indicate. (E. F. Denison and

W. K. Chung, How Japan’s Econony Grew So Fast: ‘The Sources of Postwur Expunsion, Washington, DC 1976,
pp- 1047, 250, 255-7.)

17 Daly, ‘lapanese Manutacluring Compelitiveness’, polL

18 1D W, Jorgenson and M. Kuroda, ‘Uroductivity and international Competitivenoss i lapan and the
Unlted Statew, 1960-8, The Economic Studivee Quarterly, vol. xtil, December 1992, 1. 314 (emphanis added),

19 Hahlm-Nador, 'Capltal Expenditiures by Majority-Owned Foreign Affillates of UN Compantes’, p, 89
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they invested in the US. There could hardly be a clearer sign of the relative cost
problem confronting manufacturing investors in the US economy at this point (see
p- 59, Figure 4.1).

As a consequence of US manufacturers’ growing inability to match the costs of
their chief overseas rivals, the US experienced a crisis of trade in the later 1960s
and early 1970s. The recovery of export price competitiveness achieved by US man-
ufacturers over the first half of the 1960s thus turned out to be only temporary.
Between 1965 and 1973, export prices grew at an average annual rate of 4.5 per
cent in the US, compared to 3.2 per cent in Germany (1.4 per cent between 1965
and 1969), and 2.1 per cent in Japan, with negative consequences for US producers’
competitive position. Having stabilized itself at around 24 per cent over the
years 1958-65, the US share of the manufacturing exports of the main industrial
countries fell sharply by a third, to around 18 per cent, in the short period from
1965 to 1973.2° Simultaneously, there was a major invasion of manufactured
imports, as foreign-made steel, autos, machine tools, machinery, consumer elec-
tronics, and the like quickly grabbed a significant share of the US market. Until
this point, the twentieth-century US economy had been remarkably self-enclosed,
a reflection of its superior competitiveness, as well as the costs of trans-oceanic
transport. But change came suddenly and dramatically from the mid 1960s.
Between 1965 and 1970, manufacturing imports grew at an average annual pace
of 19.1 per cent, twice as fast as during the comparable period of the 1950s when
competitiveness was also plummeting. The manufacturing import penetration
ratio, still averaging only 6.9 per cent over the years 1959-66, grew to an average
of 11.9 per cent in 1966-69 and to an average of 15.8 per cent in 1969-73.2!

US manufacturers’ loss of markets abroad and at home represented only the tip
of the iceberg, and provides only a partial indication of the decline in US manufac-
turing competitiveness in this era, and of the damage visited by declining
competitiveness on the economic health of US manufacturers. To the degree that
they avoided ceding market share, and as a condition for retaining it, US manufac-
turers had to refrain from raising prices to as great an extent in proportion to costs
as they had been accustomed to doing, with unavoidable consequences for prof-
itability. It is the accelerated injection of lower-cost, lower-priced manufactures onto
(he world market—manifested in the rise of over-capacity and over-production on
an international scale—that therefore constitutes the key to the puzzle of the rela-
lively slow growth of manufacturing prices in this period, and therefore to the

20 B. R. Scott, “US Competitiveness: Concepts, Performance, and Implications’, in B. R. Scott and G.
(" Lodge, ed., US Competitiveness in the World Economy, Cambridge, Mass. 1985, p. 27. For a close analysis
ol the spectacular increase in the Japanese share of advanced industrial country trade in this period, see
cupecially Ao 1. Morgan, ‘Export Competition and Import Substitution: The Industrial Countries 1963 to
14717, m R. AL Batchelor et al., eds, Industrialization and the Basis for Trade, Oxford 1980, pp. 48ff. Morgan

i the LS share of lotal exports of the twelve leading industrial countries falling from 20.1 per cent in
1967t 1o per cent in 1971 and the Japanese share increasing in this period from 10.6 per cent to
11,7 per cent. The US share of world exports decreased from 17.24 per cent in 1963 to 12.58 per cent in
1973, while that of [apan increased from 5.98 per cent t09.92 per cent. Van DerWee, Prosperityand Upheaval,
208,

I Seon, ‘US Compelitiveness', p. 22; Krause, ‘US Economy and International Trade’, p. 395; T.
Weluekopt, "Sources of 'rolit Rate Decline in the Advanced Capitalist liconomies: An Empirical Test of the
LHgh-timployiment 'ralin Squeeze Theory', impublished manuscript, University of Michipan, 1eceniber

1UNA, alite (1),
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resulting fall in the manufacturing rate of profit. Because its output was composed
largely of tradables, the manufacturing sector was highly exposed to intensifying
international competition. In contrast, despite sustaining increases in unit labour
costs and capital costs that, taken together, were substantially higher than those in
manufacturing, the private business economy outside of manufacturing, which was
largely immune from international competition, experienced a much more limited
lall in its profit rate because its firms could raise prices in line with much faster
growing cosls almost as easily as before.

Labour Resistance and the Onset of the Downturn

Agains! this background, we can specify the economic significance of action by
labour in the years of declining profitability between 1965 and 1973. A quite major
eruption of labour militancy did take place. But that outbreak should be understood
much more as an indirect effect of the fall in profitability than as a cause. It repre-
sentéd an altempt on the part of an organized labour movement, already in retreat,
to reverse its decline and counter an ongoing employers’ offensive. That offensive,
while dating back to the last years of the 1950s, increased in intensity from the mid
196018, to compensate for the fall in profitability.

Employers had initiated their assault in order to hold down wages and to
increase shop-floor discipline in aid of rationalization so as to both reverse the
wages-productivity squeeze on profits that had overtaken the manufacturing sector
in the period leading into the recession of 1957-58, and to respond to the simulta-
neous rise of international competition. Even during the subsequent period of
improving competitiveness, US manufacturers had faced unrelenting price pres-

ure from abroad. By the mid 1960s, they were therefore seeking to reduce wage
growth even further than the 40 per cent it had already been brought down in the
years between 1958 and 1965 (compared to 1950-58), while attempting to further
ralse output per hour by increasing the pace of work. Apparently reflecting the
speed-up, the industrial accident rate was, on average, almost 20 per cent higher
berween 1965 and 1970 than between 1960 and 1965.2

To prevenl workers from interfering in their campaign to cut costs, employers
intensified their resistance to unionization. From the early 1950s up to 1965,
employers had consistently and voluntarily accepted about 42 per cent of all
petitions to hold union representation elections; but, from that point on, their will-
ingness lo accept such petitions dropped precipitously. The proportion of petitions
voluntarily accepted fell to 26.5 per cent by 1970 and 16.3 per cent by 1973.
Meanwhile, there was a remarkable increase in employers’ illegal efforts to inter-
fere with union organizing. Between 1965 and 1973, the number of charges against
employers which involved firing workers for union activity rose by 50 per cent, the
number of workers awarded back-pay or reinstated to their jobs after having been
illegally fired almost tripled, and the number of all unfair labour practices charges
against employers doubled (sce p. 64, Figure 4.2).23

For an extended period, the highly bureaucratized official labour leaderships

22 US Departiment of Commerce, Historical Statistics of the United States, p. 182

23 R L Seeber and W N, Cooke, “The Decline i Undon Succens tn NLRB Representation Elections’,
Industrial Relationn, vol, xxil, Winter 1983, pp. 42-3; Freeman, ‘'Why Are Uniona Farlng Poorly in NLRB
Represenlation Rlectionn?’, p. 873 :
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failed to respond to the employers’ growing pressure. While profitability soared
during the first half of the 1960s, they accepted with barely a murmur both the major
reduction in the growth of compensation in manufacturing and the employers’
moves to rationalize production, as official strikes fell to postwar lows. Whereas the
loss of total work time resulting from stoppages had averaged 0.23 per cent during
the years 1950-58, it averaged 0.16 per cent during the years 1958-65. Whereas the
proportion of the labour force involved in work stoppages had averaged 4.44 per
cent during the years 1950-58, it averaged 2.63 per cent during the years 1958-65.
Rank and file unionists were thus left to face the employers largely on their own. As
one knowledgeable observer summed up a widely held opinion at the time, ‘the
trend here at the moment is quite clear. Unions have lost much of their vitality and
forward motion; they are playing an essentially conservative role in the plant com-
munity, seeking to preserve what they have rather than make gains. Management,
on the other hand, is on the offensive and has acquired a new sense of sureness in
dealing with industrial relations.’?*

In the absence of a response from above, rank-and-file resistance seems to have
begun to stiffen from the onset of the employers’ ‘hard line’ at the end of the 1950s.
Between 1960 and 1966, workers resorted to wildcat strikes increasingly frequently,
the percentage of strikes during the term of the agreement rising from 22 per cent
of all strikes in 1960 (the first year of reporting) to 36.5 per cent in 1966. They also
increasingly voted down contracts negotiated by their leaders, with the percentage
of rejections growing steadily and increasing by more than 60 per cent between
1964 and 1967, and leading industrial unions like the machinists, the auto workers,
and longshore especially affected.?® At the same time, to try to secure a more mili-
tant and effective leadership, rank and filers supported a series of successful
campaigns to replace insufficiently militant local officers, as well as long-entrenched
top union bureaucrats, notably David MacDonald in steel, James Carey in electrical
and, later, Tony Boyle in coal.?®

To maintain control, the official union leaderships had to act and, beginning in
1966 and 1967, they organized a major wave of strikes. In the years 1966-73, the
percentage of total work time lost due to work stoppages grew to 0.23, compared
to 0.18 for the years 1958-66. Meanwhile, the proportion of the employed labour
forceannually involved in work stoppages grew toan average of 3.6 per cent, almost
a third higher than the average of 2.6 per cent for 1958-66. These figures did
represent a major increase in labour resistance, but the magnitude of the revolt
should not be overstated. Although more workers in terms of absolute numbers

24  G. Strauss, ‘The Shifting Power Balance in the Plant’, Industrial Relations, vol. i, May 1962, pp. 94-5.

25 J. Barbash, ‘The Causes of Rank-and-File Unrest’, in J. Seidman, ed., Trade Union Government and
Collective Bargaining, New York 1970, pp. 41, 45, 51-3; W. E. Simkin, ‘Refusals to Ratify Contracts’, Industrial
and Labor Relations Review, vol. xxi, July 1968, p. 520. There are no statistics on unofficial strikes per se, so
data on strikes during the period of the contract—not the same thing, but hopefully a decent surrogate—
are used to stand for them.

26 S. Weir, ‘USA: The Labor Revolt’, International Socialist Journal, vol. iv,nos. 20-21, April-June 1967.
I the single year 1963, more than one-third of the top officials in United Auto Worker Union (UAW) auto
prochiclion locals were voted ont of office. N. Lichtenstein, “The Treaty of Detroit: Old Before its Time!’,
unpublhished paper prulvntvd at the Amerlcan L historical Association Annual Convention, January 1995,
I winh to thank Nelson Lichtenateln for allowing me to make roforence 1o this papor in advance ol
publivation,
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Figure 8.2. US strike activity, 1940-80.
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were anhually involved instrikes in this period than at any other time in the postwar
period, interme both of the proportion of days lost through strikes and the propor-
ton of the labour force annually involved in strikes—not to mention economic
galnk==the militancy of this period fell notably short of that of the late 1940s through
the mid 198508 (see p. 116, Vigure 8.2).

Judglng from its results, the rise of union militancy in the private economy
appears to have represented less the flexing of muscles of an increasingly powerful
labour movement than a defensive struggle for survival provoked by the assaults
of an increasingly well-organized and aggressive class of capitalist manufacturing
employers. Real wage gains in manufacturing between 1965 and 1973 were about
one-third lower than between 1950 and 1965, although they fell only slightly in the
jrrivate business economy as a whole. Even more telling, despite the muchincreased
number of strikes, unions were decreasingly able to hold their place within the
labour force. During the years 1965-73, the proportion of union victories in NLRB
vieetions lell to 564 per cent, compared to 60.4 per cent in the early 1960s, and the
proportion ol the private sector labour force that was unionized fell by 15 per cent,
fran 32 per cont in 1966 to 27 per cent in 1973.27

Unions” dechiming leverage against employers, even when they took militant
actlon, i illustrated by the Fact that, between 1964 and 1971, union workers secured
wige gains that were at best equal to, and mosl likely somewhal less than, those
waon by non-union workers. Union clout did once again begin to make a clear dif-
lerence around 1971, after which point non-union workers saw their real wage

27 Gaotdfiell, The Decling of Organized Labor, pp. 90=1; lireeman, “The Divergance of Privale Seclor and
Publte Sector Untoniun’, p. 64, \ i
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growth plummet to near zero. Still, while union workers began to do much better
in relative terms than did their non-union counterparts, they were able to do no
more than maintain their real wage growth at the level of the later 1960s, at which
point it had fallen substantially compared to the 1950s and early 1960s.2® In the
absence of pressure from labour, real wage growth would certainly have fallen
significantly faster than it did, and the fall in profitability would have been corre-
spondingly reduced. But to argue that increased labour resistance prevented a
better adjustment by capital to the decline in profitability is a long way from seeing
it as at the root of that decline.

2. The Boom’s Final Phase in Japan

The reduction of relative costs and prices on the part of Japanese and German—
and perhaps other overseas—producers that was responsible for so much of the fall
in the rate of profitin US manufacturing between 1965 and 1973 determined a reduc-
tion in the aggregate rate of return in manufacturing for the G-7 economies taken
together of the order of 25 per cent. The fall in profitability initially experienced by
less cost-effective US producers was therefore an expression of the rise of over-
capacity and over-production for the advanced capitalist economies considered
in aggregate. Even so, the same renewed dynamism in German and Japanese
manufacturing that put downward pressure on US and aggregate G-7 manufac-
turing profitability initially brought increased profit rates to Japanese and German
manufacturing. (See p. 142, Figure 9.1.)

Towards the end of 1965, at virtually the exact moment at which the onset of the
profitability crisis in the US began to initiate the long downturn on a world scale,
the Japanese economy took off, transcending a brief deceleration during the years
1961-65, and in particular its most serious postwar recession up to that point in
1964-65. The fifty-seven month boom that ran from the autumn of 1965 to the summer
of 1970 represents the zenith of the spectacular expansion enjoyed by the Japanese
economy throughout the postwar boom. During these years, GNP grew atan average
annual rate of 14 per cent, while manufacturing output increased at an average
annual rate of 15.8 per cent. These figures were impressive even by the extraordi-
nary standards already set by the Japanese economy between 1950 and 19612

As before, unprecedentedly high rates of investment drove the economy
forward. Between 1965 and 1970 investment in new plant and equipment in the
private business economy grew at an average annual rate of 21.1 per cent, just about
matching the rate obtaining between 1955 and 1961.%° This extraordinary rate of
investment growth was motivated by high, and increasing, rates of profit, which
were themselves an expression of the economy’s extraordinary capacity to secure,
with the growth of investment, unusually high rates of productivity advance com-
bined with relatively low wage growth. Between 1965 and 1970, the Japanese
growth paradigm was operating at its peak effectiveness.

If ever conditions seemed ripe for wages to squeeze profits in the manner envi-

28 1. 1 B, Mitchell, Unions, Wages, and Inflation, Washington, DC 1980, p. 40, Table 24, as well as
P, 48-53,
29 Kownl, Era of High-Spaed Growoth, pp, 189, 161

30 Ibld, p. 144
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sioned by the supply-side theorists, they seemed soin Japan in the later 1960s. The
Japanese economy had reached full employment by the end of the 1950s. Having
dropped to an average of just 1.3 per cent during the years 1960--65, the unemploy-
ment rate fell even further between 1965 and 1970. The ratio of job openings to
applicants, at0.64:1in 1965, rose to 1:1in 1967 and escalated to 1.41:1in 1970, making
for truly hyper-full employment.3! Workers naturally won major wage gains, with
real wages growing between 1965 and 1970 at the very high average annual rates
of 86 per cent and 6.2 per cent in manufacturing and the private business economy,
respectively, and product wages increasing at average annual rates of 11.1 per cent
and 7.6 per cent, respectively. These rates of wage growth turned out, however, to
manifest the continued subordination of Japanese workers to the requirements of
capital accumulation.

The Japanese economy had no trouble accommodating such high rates of wage
growth because the parallel rates of productivity growth were even higher. Between
1965 and 1970, the average annual rates of labour productivity growth in manufac-
turing and the private business economy, were 12.5 per cent and 10.75 per cent,
respectively. The profit share thus rose during this period 9.6 per cent in manufac-
turing and a spectacular 31.3 per cent in the private business sector. At the same
lime, the output-capital ratio also rose a little, growing annually, on average, by 0.5
per cent and 1.9 per cent in manufacturing and the private business economy,
respectively. Far from falling in an epoch of super-full employment, the rates of
profit in manufacturing and the private business economy rose more than 20 per
cent and 66.5 per cent respectively (see p. 7, Figure 0.3 and p. 8, Figure 0.4).

A major structural transformation of Japanese industry, taking place during the
decade or so before 1973, lay behind the enormous productivity gains achieved in
this era. Having focused during the previous decade on raw-material processing
industries (prominently including steel, petro-chemicals, cement, and electricity
generalion) Japanese manufacturing came to concentrate on ‘machinery industries’
(broadly defined to include transportation, electrical machinery, and all other types
of machinery equipment), which made use of the raw-material processing indus-
tries” outputs.® In so doing, it achieved much of its productivity growth by way of
the fuller application of technological advances first implemented during the pre-
vious decade. The later 1950s and early 1960s had witnessed a major technological
revolution—the initial introduction of new consumer durables such as televisions
and electric refrigerators, new producer durables such as silicon, steel plates, and
polyethylene, and new methods of production such as thermal-electric power
plants, strip mills, and transfer machines. Over the second half of the 1960s, record
rates of productivity increase could thus be achieved by increasing the proportion
of the technologically advanced sectors within the economy, by rationalizing
already implemented technical gains, by improving plant layout and quality
control, and, especially, through economies of scale.3?

The rapid growth of investment could bring such extraordinary gains in labour

31 Ibid,, p.158.
32 Liai, Japan’s Changing Industrial Steactue’, s 47-33,
33 “Ihe controlling tactor [in economic growth over the years 1965-701 wan the interaction ol the big

wrow(h of investment] with expansions {n seale.” Kowal, Lre of High- Speed Grototh, pp. 1814 (qtiote . 163)
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productivity because it embodied such rapid technical progress. It could embody
such rapid technical progress because it occurred in the context of such accelerated
internationalization. Between 1965 and 1970, Japanese exports grew at an average
annual rate of 17.2 per cent. Such rapid export growth was obviously made pos-
sible by the high rate of productivity increase, but it was also a critical condition for
that productivity increase. The acceleration of export growth thus made possible
both the major economies of scale achieved in this era, and the especially rapid
expansion of those manufacturing lines that were enjoying the fastest productivity
growth.

Fast-growing Japanese exports were made possible in part by the unusually
rapid growth of world trade. But, had Japanese producers had to depend solely on
the growth of the market, they could not have increased exports at anything like
the rate they did. As in the previous period, they thus continued to rely for most
of their gains in overseas sales on grabbing an ever larger share of the world market.
Between 1963 and 1967, Japan doubled its exports, and doubled them again between
1967 and 1971. It did so by spectacularly increasing its share of the manufacturing
exports of the twelve leading capitalist economies from 7.6 per cent to 13.0 per cent
(at current prices). Over the period 196371, no less than 54 per cent of Japan'’s total
gain in exports derived from the increase in its share of the world market, com-
pared to only 46 per cent made possible through the growth of the market itself.
Since, in this same period, the US share of advanced-country manufacturing exports
fell from 20.8 per cent to 17.0 per cent, while the UK share fell from 15.4 per cent to
10.9 per cent, and since no other national economy beside Japan’s very significantly
increased or decreased its share, it can be concluded that virtually the entirety of
the Japanese gain was made at the direct expense of the US and UK.

Japanese exports hit particularly hard in the US domestic market. Between 1964
and 1971, Japanese exports to the US quadrupled in value, withthe share of exports
to the US in total Japanese exports growing from 27.6 per cent to 31.2 per cent.
Japanese manufacturing exports as a share of total US manufacturing imports thus
grew rapidly from 17 per cent to just under 25 per cent. The intensification of
Japanese pressure on US markets came mostly from the transport equipment and
machinery industries, which were also developing most rapidly at home, with inter-
mediate metals and intermediate chemicals also figuring prominently.

The Japanese economy succeeded in so dramatically increasing its market share
at the expense of the US in this period by virtue of its ability to hold down costs.
In this respect it widened its lead in spectacular fashion over the second half of the
1960s, holding the rate of growth of unit labour costs and of export prices to
one-half and one-fourth, respectively, that of the US economy. The growth of federal
budget deficits leading to inflation in the US in this period made this development
that much more pronounced. The combination of the growth of demand in and the
decline in competitiveness of the US economy between 1965 and 1970 was thus a
fundamental condition for the Japanese boom. By the same token, the downward

3 Morgan, ‘Export Competition and timport Substitution’, pp. 48, 50, 54, Tables 4.1, 2, 3. Tn these years
ltaly (1.3 per cent) and Canada (1.8 per cont) were the only other countries of the leading twelve to increase
thele whare by aw mvuch an 1 per conl, ‘Trom 1967 10 1971 Japan secared no less than 90 per cont of the

$7.3 billion shift in markel shares” Morgan, p. 83,
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price pressure exerted by Japanese producers on US manufacturing output prices
played a central role in the squeeze on US manufacturing profitability that set off
the international crisis.

3. The Boom's Final Phase in Germany

During the second half of the 1960s, Germany’s manufacturing economy followed
a path rather analogous to Japan’s, though in far less spectacular fashion. After a
halt-decade of reduced dynamism between 1960 and 1965, German economic
authorities, in collaboration with employers and labour, implemented a series of
policies designed to contain production costs, especially in relative international
terms, and these had the desired effect.

In 1966-67, the Bundesbank consciously engineered a slowdown with the
explicit purpose of reducing the inflationary trend that had resulted from a period
of unusually expansionary fiscal policy. Manufacturing firms had, of course,
alreacdy been experiencing an extended period of declining profitability, though
from very high levels. The outcome was the first serious recession of the postwar
epoch—the first year of negative growth—and it turned out to constitute something
of a lurning point.®

In a serious effort to reverse the negative trend in profitability, firms ruthlessly
reduced capacily in accord with changes in demand and rapidly introduced new
technology, while pushing hard to reduce wage costs. As part of this broad process
of rationalization, lirms shed labour to a much greater extentthan in previous reces-

ionw, While generally intensifying labour, they also introduced new systems for
job evaluation and perfortance appraisal. In some plants, moreover, they held back
from workers the expected non-contractual bonuses and company benefits.
Meanwhile, from 1966-67, they began to recruit foreign workers on a large scale,
and, by the end of the decade, had thereby done much to alleviate the labour
whortage.*®

Despite the employers” attacks, the trade-unionmovement did its part to restore
the economy’s vitality. In the wake of the formation of the Grand Coalition in 1966
and the entry ol the Social Democrats into the government, the unions explicitly
agreed to refrain from exploiting the increased bargaining power that would accrue
to them when the economy once again turned upward, and pledged to hold down
wage increases so as to restore profitability.3”

‘Taken in combination, these initiatives proved fairly successful. Between 1965
and 1969, manufacturing labour productivity grew at an average annual rate of 5.7
percent (5.0 per cent net), somewhat faster than during the first half of the decade,
while nominal wages grew sufficiently slowly to bring down average annual
jrroduct wage growth to 5.4 per cent from 5.7 per cent between 1960 and 1965. On
the busis of the resulting reduction in the grow th of unit labour costs, German man-
wlacturing exporters were able to partially reverse the previously prevailing trend
1o dechnmg mternational competitiveness, and launch a new export boom. They

A% Glerseh et al, The Fading Miracle, pp. E3=6,

0 Hennings, ‘West Gevmany’, pp. 490-2; Carlin, ‘Crofitabrlity iy Wost Ciermany’, pp. 330, 337-42; Carlin,
‘West German Growth and tnsttutlons’, v 471 Muller-Jonoieh and Sperling, ‘Ceonomic Davelopment”,
1. 471

N7 Htennings, ‘Wemt Germany’, pp. 4902 Carlin, ‘Crofitability in West Germany', ppadd7-8, 342,
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were much aided in this by the new trend toward rising costs and prices in the US.
Between 1965 and 1969, exports grew at an average annual rate of 10 per cent, two-
thirds faster than between 1960 and 1965. German manufacturers were thus able to
regain the share of advanced-country manufacturing exports that they had lost
between 1961 and 1965.38 By 1969 the manufacturing rate of profit had made a very
partial recovery, rising by 7.5 per cent over its level of 1965.

For Germany, then, as for Japanand the other European G-7 economies, the final
stage of the postwar boom paralleled the onset of the profitability crisis in the US.
The transition to international economic downturn can thus be said to have begun,
somewhat paradoxically, at a point when most of the advanced capitalist world
was in full expansion, at the height of its postwar dynamism.

W Carling ‘Profitability In West Germany ', pp, 06-8



Chapter 9
THE CRISIS SPREADS

The German and Japanese manufacturing economies could secure the final phase of
thelr economic boom only by destroying essential conditions for its continuation.
During the second half of the 1960s, the German and Japanese manufacturing
cconomies expanded rapidly by sharply increasing their export growth, mainly by
taking over, or at least profoundly threatening, the markets of US manufacturers.
The emergence of major US currentaccount deficits and major German and Japanese
current account surpluses was the unavoidable result. These external deficits and
surpluses were driven up further by the US’s reliance on growing federal deficits
and loose credit to keep the economy turning over in the face of falling profitability,
and the corresponding German and Japanese persistence with policies that restricted
the increase in domestic demand in the interest of export-based growth.

Ineffect, the leading rivals of the US granted it advances so that US purchasers
vould conthnue 1o buy their products and keep their export-driven manufacturing
pectors growlng, while the US government sped up the borrowing process with
lin stepped-up subsidies to (demand through fiscal deficits and easy money. But,
an Lhe prospects of the US fully paying its debts declined—because of its declining
vompetitiveness, as manifested in its decreasing capacity to export and increasing
propensity to import and invest abroad—these credits had, ultimately, to be
discounted. Dependent as they were upon the maintenance of increasingly under-
valued currencies lor their economic dynamism, the Germans and Japanese were
willing 1o accept increasingly over-valued dollars without limit. But a world
money crisis, precipitated by one speculative run after another on the dollar, could
nol be avoided, and the dollar inevitably lost much of its value with respect to the
yen and the mark between 1971 and 1973. US manufacturers’ leading overseas
rivals thus saw their effective costs of production rise sharply with respect to those
ol US producers, and could no longer sell at the old rates of profit. The outcome
wis nol only a major redistribution of the gains from international trade among
the adlvanced capitalist countries, but a shift of a significant part of the burden of
the lall in the profit rate of the leading advanced capitalist economies taken
together from the US o Germany and Japan. Lven so, as profitability and the rate
ot accumulation in Germany and Japan declined, it lailed to recover very much in
the US.

1. The US Counter-Offensive and the World Money Crisis
During the boom of the first half of the 1960s, the US economy had partially restored
(s international position by increasing export growth and reducing import growth,
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Having fallen precipitously during the later 1950s, the US current account balance,
swelled by the rapidly rising merchandise trade surplus, had reversed itself over
the following half-decade, and reached a peak of $5.8 billion in 1964. Still, the facts
that the US failed to recover any of the international market share that it had lost
in the 1950s and that US manufacturing corporations continued to direct an ever-
increasing portion of their totalinvestment to production overseas, showed that the
US economy had secured no really decisive self-transformation. Even by mid-
decade, the US economy began to experience, in intensified form, much the same
set of domestic and international problems that had plagued it in the later 1950s.

From the start of the 1960s, US policy makers adopted a series of increasingly
comprehensive measures aimed at slowing down the accelerating outflow of capital
to prepare for a programme of Keynesian stimulus to restore economic dynamism
in the wake of the economy’s stagnation during the later 1950s.! They were, no
doubt, less reluctant than they might otherwise have been to restrict the activities
of US international bankers and multinational corporations in view of the rise,
beginning in the late 1950s, of the essentially unregulated Eurodollar market, which
US authorities had decided not to control. Through the Eurodollar market, despite
increased domestic capital controls, USbanks were largely enabled to continue their
foreign lending from their overseas bases, and US multinational corporations
enabled to meet both their borrowing and investment needs throughout the period.?
The fact remains that, between 1960 and 1964, even in the face of the growing con-
trols on the outflow of capital from the US, the increase in the net export of long-term
capital outran the increase in the current account surplus, with the result that the
basic balance of payments stayed negative. From 1965 its fall accelerated, as the
trade balance began once again to decline while net overseas investment kept
rising.? Already in early 1965, well before any major step-up in government
spending, a new run on the dollar in response to news of the decline in the trade
surplus manifested the failure of US domestic manufacturing to have overcome its
problems in competing and in attracting investment funds, and signalled the
economy’s entry into a new era of economic instability.

During the second half of the 1960s, US manufacturers experienced, as has been
seen, major falls in competitiveness and profitability, which could not but seriously
undermine US economic dynamism. In this context, when, to keep the economy
moving, the government stepped up what was already a substantial stimulus pro-
gramme, it was bound to call forth accelerated price increases and invite growing
international imbalances. Faced as they were with declining rates of profit, and thus

I The government’s measures to restrict overseas investment included ‘Operation Twist’, which
involved keeping short-term interest rates relatively high to attract short-term capital from overseas but
long-term rates relatively low to stimulate investment spending and relieve unemployment; the Interest
liqualization Tax which was designed to discourage portfolio investment abroad by imposing a tax on
purchases of foreign securities by US residents; and the Voluntary Foreign Credit Restraint Program and
the Foreign Direct Investment Program, which, respectively, imposed ceilings on loans to foreigners by

US financial institutions and restricted the availability of funds from US non-financial corporations,
notably mullinational corporations, to their overseas affiliates. Argy, Postwar International Money Crisis,
PP 39-440,

2 N Hebleer, Statew and e Reviergetice of Global Finance. Front Bretton Woods to the 1990s, Ithaca 1994,
. Bd-91,

3 Argy, Postroar biternationsl Meney Crints, pp, W 40
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reduced surpluses and a deteriorating business climate, US manufacturers
naturally responded to any given increase in demand with relatively lower rates of
growth of output and investment than previously, as, for example in the period of
rising profitability between 1961 and 1965. The increased demand that resulted from
rising government deficits was thus predictably unable to stimulate a correspon-
ding increase in domestic supply, and called forth instead more rapidly rising prices
and imports. The results were devastating for the US international position and the
dollar, and led inevitably to remedial deflationary policies that could not but bring
on recession. It was a go-stop progression that would repeat itself with numbing
regularity over the next fifteen years.*

In 1964, and again in 1965, the Johnson administration, backed by Congress, had
implemented major tax cuts—originally planned by the Kennedy administration—
even though the economy had already begun to grow quite rapidly in 1962 and
1963. The stage was therefore set for economic over-heating when Johnson refused
to propose a tax increase to pay for sharply rising expenditure on the Vietnam War
because he feared that Congress would exploit the opening to cut his Great Society
programmes. In late 1965, the Federal Reserve stepped into the breach, raising the
discount rate and tightening up the supply of credit. By mid 1966 a credit crunch
had begun to materialize which threatened to precipitate a cyclical downturn. But
the l'ed cased up once again to prevent recession and, as military spending
conlinued to rise rapidly, it pursued an accommodating, highly expansionary mon-
etary policy until the last quarter of 1967. In January and August 1967, Johnson
tinally did propose first a 6 per cent, then a 10 per cent, tax surcharge to slow the
cconomy down but, despite the powerful stimuli already in place and increasing
inflationary pressures, Congress failed to enact it. By the end of the year, the Fed
was once again having to worry about inflation, but it failed to tighten credit for
tear it would bring down the very shaky British pound—a futile consideration, as
things turned out. In spring 1968, the government finally did pass the tax surcharge
(@ case of too little, too late since it seems to have had little effect in depressing
consumption demand) and the Fed raised interest rates. But by this time a major
crisis was maturing.’

At almost exactly the same moment that the US economy was avoiding a
cyclical downturnbut also fuelling inflation by means of increased federal deficits
and easy money, both the German and Japanese economies were experiencing
scrious recessions—Germany in 1966-67 and Japan in 1965. These cyclical down-
turns sharply slowed the growth of costs and prices in both countries. With
competitiveness thus improved, both economies immediately entered into
dynamic, export-led booms, which brought record-breaking current account sur-
pluses (especially at the expense of an increasingly inflation-bound US economy)
and, ultimately, the massive increase in imported inflationary pressure (especially
irom the US).

During the first half of the 1960s, consumer prices in the US had not risen faster
than 1.7 per cent in any year. But with the sudden step-up of spending for the

4 Vorfuriher discuasion of the relationship bet wee n subsidien to demand, falling profitability, and rising
inflation, sec below, pp. 1746

5 Calloo, Imperlows Econonty, pp. 1214, Gordon, ‘ostwar Macrosconamies’, pp. 136-40; Hekateln,
Greal Recemnlon, pp. 28--7, )
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Table 9.1. The US trade balance with Germany, Japan, and the world.

1963 64 65 66 67 68 69 70 n n 3

Japan 03 02 05 08 03 -12 -6 14 33 -39 -13
Germany 06 04 03 -0 03 -10 05 -04 -08 -14 -16
Jupan & Germany 0.9 06 02 09 06 -22 -21 -18 41 53 -29
World 52 68 49 38 38 0.6 06 26 23 64 09

CurrentAccont 44 68 54 30 26 0.6 04 23 14 58 23

Sources: Kosoi, The Fra of High-Speed Growth, p. 177; Liesner, One Hundred Years of Economic Stafisfics, p. 104, Table US.15; ERP 1983,
p. 76, Toble B-101.

Vietnam War from the second half of 1965, they suddenly doubled to 3.4 per cent
in 1966. Following the appearance in 1967 and 1968 of the largest federal deficits
since the Korean War, inflation accelerated further, reaching 4.2 per cent and 5.4
per cent in 1968 and 1969. In parallel manner, beginning in 1965, US trade balances
with Japan and Germany—quite healthy and positive from 1960 through 1964—
fell rapidly. In 1966, the trade deficit with Germany and Japan combined reached
close to $1 billion; by 1968 and 1969 it exceeded $2 billion; and in 1971 and 1972, as
the trade crisis hit its nadir, it grew to (what at that point were considered) the
colossal levels of $4.1 billion and $5.3 billion respectively (see Table 9.1).

The decline of the combined trade balance with Germany and Japan was the
dynamic factor determining the collapse of the overall US trade balance. Between
1960 and 1964, merchandise imports had increased by 27 per cent, exports by 29.7
per cent; between 1964 and 1971, imports grew by 144 per cent; exports by 66.5 per
cent. By 1966, the trade balance had already declined by close to 50 per cent with
respect to its 1964 peak; by 1968 and 1969, undercut by the accelerating inflation, it
had fallen to new postwar lows and, at $635 and $607 million, respectively, was
heading toward disappearance. In 1971, the US experienced its first trade deficit of
the twentieth century. The merchandise trade balance went into the red by $2.72
billion in 1971 and by $6.99 billion in 1972—down by a spectacular $13.7 billion in
the eight years from 1964. Meanwhile, the trade balance in manufactured goods fell
to zero in 1971 and to $2 billion in deficit in 1972. These merchandise trade deficits
were far too large to be counterbalanced by surpluses on trade in services and
relurns on foreign investment and in 1971 and 1972 the balance on current account
also went negative, by $1.4 billion and $5.8 billion.

As US external balances fell and those of Germany and Japan rose, the money
market inevitably placed renewed downward pressure on the dollar and upward
pressure on the mark and the yen. In early 1968, after having undermined the
pound—despite US support for it—speculators once again attacked the dollar,
threatening to bring down the whole dollar-based international monetary system.
The US was able to prevent the collapse of the Bretton Woods system only by
partially dismantling it 1t comsed W honour [ts commitment to sell gold 1o private
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parties at $35 per ounce, thereby ending dollar convertibility and putting the
system on a purely dollar basis.®

But the matter did not end there. As Germany’s international competitiveness
improved, its current account balance took off once again, rising spectacularly from
DM1.7 billion in 1966 to DM13.2 billion in 1968. With the currency implicitly
strengthened, speculative inflows, emanating largely from the eurodollar market
reached record proportions, leading to pressures to revalue the mark quite analo-
gous to those of the end of the 1950s. Dollars thus poured into the country in search
of marks, massively swelling the money supply. Hardly had the economy emerged
from recession, than it began, bit by bit, to experience imported inflation. By autumn
1968, the Bundesbank had decided to advocate a revaluation. The German govern-
ment put off taking this step for another year, but ultimately could not avoid it.
Following anew wave of speculation in September 1969, the government raised the
value of themarkby 9.3 per centinlate October 1969, posing an immediate problem
for the continued growth of German exports and, in turn, for the extension of the
German boom.”

In Japan, too, the rapid growth of the current account surplus from 1968 and
1969 attracted a huge influx of dollars, the beginning of imported inflationary pres-
sure, and a growing demand for yen revaluation. Unlike the Germans, however,
the Japanese sought to avoid at all cost the revaluation of their currency, inviting a
wave of inflation that would eventually dwarf that of Germany.

The US government made one last attempt to turn the tide. In the latter part of
1968, the Johnson administration finally began to combine fiscal austerity and tight
money, with the goals of preventing further prices rises and of heading off renewed
international monetary instability. From early 1969, the newly elected Nixon admin-
istration extended the 10 per cent tax surcharge initiated in mid 1968, reduced the
investment tax credit, and cut federal spending, while the Fed maintained a tight
rein on credit. With US interest rates continuing high, international monetary
turmoil briefly subsided, as short-term money poured back into dollars. Meanwhile,
a credit crunch developed, leading to the recession of 1970, and the first full year
of negative growth since 1958.8

Nevertheless, the combined economic and political costs of sustaining a serious
anti-inflationary policy quickly proved unacceptable to the Nixon administration,
especially in the wake of an alarming fall in the stock market and a lengthening
string of business failures highlighted by the collapse of the Penn Central Railroad.
Well before the defeat of the Republicans in the congressional elections of
November 1970, and as high interest rates threatened to choke off the recovery, the
government turned once again to fiscal stimulus and the Fed accommodated with

6 Calleo, Imperious Economy, pp. 56-7. The US maintained a formal, hypothetical commitment to pay
out gold at the official price to central banks, thereby constituting the so-called two-tiered system. Bul this
pledge had already been emptied of substance by the combination of US power and economic weakness,
‘America’s hegemony over its allics was no longer to be mocked by the private markel. Gold was effectively
demonetized. The world was on a de facto dollar standard.”

7 Giersch et al., The Fuding Miracle, pp. 148-51; O, Enuninger, “I'he 1-Mark in the Conllict Botw ean
Internal and External Equilibrium, 1938-7%', Princeton Essays in International P'inance, no. 122, June 1977,
1 246,

B For this and the (ollowing paragraph, see Gekstein, Great Recension, pp, 40-1; Calloo, Imperioun
Economy, pp. SH-9 ) :
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a policy of easy credit. As Nixon was to put it several months later, “We are all
Keynesians now.” Even under the pressures of declining competitiveness, rising
prices, and the deterioration of the US balances of trade and payments, the Nixon
administration thus showed itself unwilling to take remedial action. By its refusal
to act, it signalled to its trading partners that it would take no responsibility for the
export of inflation; countries wishing to avoid the flooding in of dollars and the
resulting rise of domestic prices should revalue their currencies. Currency revalu-
ations by the US’s trading rivals, as Nixon of course understood, would improve
US competitiveness, raise profitability on US exports, and reduce the pressure from
imports on the US economy.

Once the US authorities had turned toward macroeconomic expansion in mid
1970, the international monetary order was as good as dead. In Germany, the
respite provided by the revaluation of the mark in autumn 1969—as well as by
temporarily high interest rates and recession in the US—turned out to be very brief.
In response to the continued increase of inflationary pressures, the Bundesbank pro-
gressively tightened credit from March 1969, taking the discount rate to the record
level of 7.5 per cent in March 1970. It also began a two-year tightening of fiscal policy.
In Japan, where no revaluation took place despite the fast-rising current account
surplus, the authorities also restricted the money supply and raised interest rates to
try to contain prices. But, wheninterest rates fell in the US while they remained high
or were increased in Germany, in Europe more generally, and in Japan, short-term
speculative money fled the dollar, and the US overall payments deficit (short and
long term together) exploded to $10 billion in 1970 and $30 billion in 1971. World
reserves in these two years thus rose by no less than 18 per cent and 32 per cent,
respectively, laying the foundations for uncontrollable international inflation. By
1971, the US’s gold reserves represented less than a quarter of its official liabilities.
In 1971, as the US federal deficit reached its highest level of the postwar epoch up
to that point, the US trade deficit hit a twentieth-century record.”

The pressures for a reordering of international rates of exchange had now
become unbearable. The Bundesbank had raised the discount rate with the purpose
of cooling down the economy, but from the point that the US had begun to loosen,
money had flooded into Germany in search of marks to exploit the interest-rate
differential, and inflation continued to soar. This is exactly what had happened in
1960, but it now occurred on a much greater scale. The US was exporting inflation
with a vengeance—it increased in Germany from 3.8 per cent in 1970 to 5.2 per cent
in 1971—and by May 1971, the German government, along with the Dutch, saw no
choice but to allow their currencies to float upward. The Swiss and Austrians
revalued their currencies. The US government seemed to be getting its wish.
Speculative dollars now, however, flowed into France and Belgium, where they
were converted to gold, and US gold reserves fell towards the symbolically critical
$10 billion mark. Japan, under huge pressure from the US to revalue in the face of
trade and current account surpluses that in 1970-71 smashed all previous records,
nonetheless stood pat, announcing that it would maintain its currency at 360 yen
to the dollar, the level al which it had been fixed in the late 1940s. In August
1971, however, Nixon introduced his ‘New Economic Policy’, by which he

W Argy, Vostuser inteealtionsl Money Creinie, o 62) Glersch et al,, Fading Miracle, pp. 149-54, 1789
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suspended the convertibility of dollars into gold and imposed a 10 per cent sur-
charge on imports, while, not coincidentally, introducing new fiscal stimuli into the
economy in the form of an increased investment tax credit, the repeal of excise taxes
on cars and trucks, and personal income tax reductions. This was an open declara-
tion of war on the US’s economic rivals and an implicit demand that they revalue
their currencies. In December 1971, the signing of the Smithsonian Agreement
brought a devaluation of the dollar by 7.89 per cent against gold and the revalua-
tion of other currencies against the dollar, the mark by a total of 13.5 per cent and
the yen by a total of 16.88 per cent.!®

The new international monetary dispensation, which continued to feature fixed
exchange rates, failed to stabilize itself and lasted little more than a year. It was
well-known that the Smithsonian rates had only emerged after hard bargaining,
that the US had maintained that larger changes in exchange rates would be needed
to restore equilibrium, and that key US officials regarded the new parities as only
provisional. Already in February and March 1972, the dollar was again in trouble
and the US government and its partners had to bail it out by means of currency
purchases. But with a presidential election coming up in the autumn, the Nixon
administration placed renewed pressure on the dollar by enacting still another
round of stimulus. The ensuing budget deficit accommodated by easy credit helped
bring a tripling of the previous record trade deficit in 1972 and, with it, a new round
of capital flight from the dollar. By the end of 1972, mainly as a consequence of the
rocketing US balance of payments deficits, world reserves had doubled their total
of 1969, increasing as much in the intervening three years as in all previous cen-
turies of recorded history.! With Germany and Japan accumulating dollars at rates
that made it impossible to control liquidity and inflation, the Smithsonian parities
were not long for this world.*?

Prices were now ready to go through the roof. Nixon’s wage-price controls had
briefly restrained inflation. But in January 1973, these controls were unexpectedly
lifted, and the annual rate of increase of consumer prices exploded from 3.9 per
cent in the last quarter of 1972 to 6.2 per cent in the first quarter of 1973. By February
1973, the acceleration of inflation in the US had detonated a new foreign-exchange
crisis, and the US and its allies quickly agreed to a further devaluation of the dollar
of 10 per cent. Even so, the US authorities made clear that they were in no way
committed to support the new parities or, by implication, even to the maintenance
of a fixed-rate regime, almost inviting further instability. Between January and
March 1973, DM27.8 billion flooded into Germany, and after a brief attempt to
defend the new parities, the advanced capitalist countries formally abandoned the
fixed-rate system of exchange, resorting to the float.?® During 1973, the mark was
revalued by 20.4 per cent against the dollar, making for an extraordinary total of
appreciation of the German currency against the dollar between 1969 and 1973 of

10  Giersch et al., Fading Miracle, pp. 178-9; Eckstein, Great Recession, p. 41; Calleo, Imperious Lconony,
pp- 60-2; T. Uchino, Japan's Postwar Fconony, Tokyo 1983, pp. 179-86.

11 R. Triffin, "The International Role and Fate of the Dollar’, foreign Affuirs, vol. Ivii, Winter 1978/1979,
pp. 270-1.

12 B Tew, The Evolution of the Tuterialfonal Mutichery 'w'|/ feon, 19451981, Vomdon 11982, s, 161

13 Argy, Postrwar Intornational Money Crivis, pp. 68~6; Beknteln, Gren! Rec mhm, I 4% U‘hlnu, fapar’n

Pontwonr Econony, pp. 192-6; Glersch, The Fading Miracle, pp. 17980,
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50 per cent. The yen was revalued a further 12 per cent in 1973, making for a total
appreciation since December 1971 of 28.2 per cent.

In the space of a few short years, the US manufacturing sector secured by dollar
devaluation the kind of turnaround in relative costs that it had been unable to
achieve by way of productivity growth and wage restraint, even when it was per-
forming at its postwar best during the first half of the 1960s. This gain did not, of
course, come without a cost: dollar devaluation meant an increase in the price of
imports and thus a decline in living standards, but reducing relative wages in aid
of improving competitiveness was obviously its purpose. Between 1970 and 1973,
unit labour costs in manufacturing (expressed in dollars) grew at an average annual
rate of 0.6 per cent in the US, compared to 17.6 per cent in Germany and 19 per cent
in Japan. Over the same period, US relative unit labour costs in manufacturing fell
on average by 9.9 per cent per year.* The average annual growth of US export
prices between 1971 and 1973, at 9.5 per cent, could therefore achieve rough equality
with those of Japan, at 9 per cent, and Germany, at 8.7 per cent—after having grown
at double Germany’s and at close to five times the rate of Japan’s between 1965 and
1970.

The reductionsin USrelative costs made possible by the devaluation of the dollar,
along with the gains in capacity utilization secured with the recovery from recession,
had a galvanizing effect on the US economy. After having averaged -2.8 per cent per
annum between 1966 and 1971, investment growth in manufacturing suddenly hit
9.7 per cent and 14.7 per cent in 1972 and 1973 respectively. Between 1970 and 1973,
labour productivity growth in manufacturing also increased impressively, at an
average annual rate of 5.2 per cent (5.3 per cent net), and outran the average annual
growth of product compensation, at 4.5 per cent for these years. In the same period,
capital productivity also slightly increased. Manufacturing profitability, which had
dropped precipitately, by 50 per cent between 1965 and 1970, ceased to fall and
staged something of a comeback, increasing by 20 per cent in the subsequent three
years, leaving the total decline between 1965 and 1973 at 40.9 per cent. Meanwhile,
by 1973, the US trade balance, on a downward trajectory from the mid 1960s until
1972, was suddenly restored to surplus, as merchandise exports hit an all-time high.

The outcome of the international monetary crisis, set off by intensifying interna-
tional competition leading to declining profitability and rising external deficits in
the US, was thus a partial recovery of US competitiveness, leading to somewhal
improved profitability and international balances. The impact, however, on the
German and Japanese economies of the revaluations of the mark and yen that
marked the disintegration of the Bretton Woods system was just the opposite—and
they now began to shoulder the burden of the world crisis of profitability.

2. The Crisis of the German Economy, 1969-73

I'rom 1969, profitability in the German economy, especially its manufacturing sector,
declined sharply, continuing the pattern whereby German manufacturing
profitability mirrored that of the US butin reverse—rising through much of the 1950s

14 lixpressed inp common currency by reference to the trado-weighted average ol the seventeen leading
Intgrnational competitors, ‘Unit Labour Coxte In Mamulactarlag Indasiry and in the Whole Economy’,
Luropean Leononty, no. 1, March TOR2, Table 1],
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whileit fell in the US, falling from the latter part of the 1950s through the mid 1960s
while it was recovering in the US, and then rising again between 1965 and 1969 as
US profitability plunged. The decline in German manufacturing profitability in the
years immediately before the onset of the oil embargo represented, in important
respects, a continuation, and a serious worsening, of the decline in German manu-
facturing profitability of the late 1950s and early 1960s. Like the earlier decline, it
was largely an irrepressible by-product of Germany’s particular form of export-
oriented pattern of development as well as the intensification of international
competition. Germany’s descent into crisis at the end of the 1960s was thus the
consequence both of the vertiginous rise of the mark and of the simultaneous and
closely related exacerbation of international over-capacity and over-production in
manufacturing. Between 1969 and 1973, the German economy thus joined the whole
of the advanced capitalist world in entering the long downturn, driven by the inter-
national profitability crisis in manufacturing.

Manufacturing profitability had fallen by 12 per cent in 1961 and at an average
annual rate of 5.3 per cent between 1961 and 1965, before recovering at an average
annual rate of 2.6 per cent between 1965 and 1969. Between 1969 and 1973, it fell
again, at an average annual rate of 8.35 per cent, or by 30 per cent in total. At the
same time, profitability in the private business economy as a whole fell at an average
annual rate of 5.1 per cent.

A rising demand for labour no doubt conditioned the squeeze on profitability,
but cannot be said to have caused it, since the labour market had actually become
looser than it had been in the early 1960s. Following the large-scale introduction of
immigrant workers in 1966-67, and the policy decision to integrate them and their
dependants on a long-term basis, the labour force was never again as fully employed
as il had been al the start of the decade.”” But the fact remains that increased labour
militancy did in these years express the growing organized power of German
workers, and did bring serious downward pressure to bear on the profit rate.
Between 1969 and 1973, the manufacturing real wage increased at an average annual
rate of 6.6 per cent, compared to 4.9 per cent between 1965 and 1969, and 5.7 per
cent between 1960 and 1965. Average annual labour productivity growth in man-
ufacturing fell to 3.9 per cent, compared to about 5.2 per cent for the years 1960-69.

During the mid 1960s, following the Social Democrats’ entry into the Grand
Coalition and the government’s adoption of a voluntary incomes policy and wage-
price guidelines, the unions had continued to accomumodate the requirements of
capital accumulation, deliberately adopting a policy of restraint in the hope of
enabling the economy to firmly re-enter a solid path of growth following the severe
recession of 1966—-67. But wage growth dropped below and profitability
rose above even the levels recommended by the semi-official Council of Experts.'"
In autumn 1969, a series of major wildcat strikes, emanating not from the official

15 Carlin, ‘Profitability in West Germany’, pp. 340-1.

16 “The main impact that might be ascribed 1o [the incomes policy and wage-price guidelines that accom
ponied concerted aclion| was an ontstandingly long wage lag alter 1967 ... wages had lost contact with
sharply rising prolits in the upswing of 1968 and 1969 ... curlously, the real wage ingrease realized In 1948
win even leas than the comnmell had suggesied as realizable in it guldeline for 1968, G, Felw, ‘Inflation in
Germany’, in L, B, Krave and W, A Halani, eds, Worldwide iflation, Theory and Recent Experfince,
Wanhington, 13¢' 1 p 620, ) .
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unions but from the rank and file, shook German industry—employers and union
bureaucracy alike. The unions were thus obliged to try to make up for the losses
sustained by their members during the previous period as a consequence of their
concessions to the employers, as well as to protest the intensification of work intro-
duced after the cyclical downturn of 1966—67. In this they were highly successful.
Whereas during the period from January through August 1969, wage gains had
fallen within the 6.0-7.1 range, from September through December they reached
the 8.5 per cent—12.1 per cent range, smashing the guidelines set at 5.5-6.5 per cent.
To regain control, union officialdom henceforth adopted a more aggressive bar-
gaining stance, securing an especially large real wage increase in 1970."”

The rise of worker militancy and the so-called ‘wage explosion” was thus a
compensatory reaction to the previous ‘profit explosion’. As Hennings puts it, “The
profit explosion generated high wage demands.”’® In the end, the average annual
growth of the manufacturing real wage over the two periods taken together—
between 1965 and 1973—was thus, at 5.7 per cent, almost exactly the same as the
5.6 per cent registered between 1960 and 1965, while the average annual growth of
manufacturing labour productivity, at 4.7 per cent, was only slightly lower than the
4.9 per cent registered between 1960-65.

Given domestic factors alone, the resulting fall in profitability would have
been minor. This is evident from the fact that, although the average annual
growth of unit labour costs between 1969 and 1973 in the private sector outside
manufacturing was, at 9.4 per cent, actually higher than that in manufacturing, at
80 per cent, the non-manufacturing sector was able to avoid a serious decline in its
profit rate because it was able to raise its prices at an average annual rate of 85 per
cent, compared to just 5.8 per cent in manufacturing. Between 1969 and 1973, there-
fore, the average annual decline of the non-manufacturing profit share was just
205 per cent, that of the profit rate 2.3 per cent, for a total of 9.1 per cent over the
four years. The fall in the manufacturing profit rate in this period was, by contrast,
30 per cent. It was only because the profit rate decline in manufacturing was more
than three times as great as in non-manufacturing that there was, in these years, a
significant decline in the profit rate in the private business economy as a whole, of
about 20 per cent.

It was an increase in relative costs in international terms that determined that
German manufacturing profitability would, by 1973, fall significantly below not only
its level of 1969, but also that of 1965. Throughout the long boom, Germany had, of
course, based its economic growth on the rapid increase of exports. It had done so
by restraining the growth of domestic costs by political and socio-economic means,
and by exploiting its historic comparative advantage in the production of capital
sroods, chemicals, and the like at a time in which international demand for these
products was rapidly rising. Between 1960 and 1973, exports grew at an average
annual rate of 7.5 per cent, while domestic absorption grew only half as rapidly, at
an average annual rate of 3.6 per cent.” But, as repeatedly stressed, the fact that the
German economy’s ability to export was so dependent upon the repression of

17 MullerJentsch and Sperling, ‘Heonomle Developiment’, pp. 205-7, 269-72, 285-8
I ounlngs, ‘Wes Germany’, p, 491,
19 Glemch et al, Prding Mimele, p
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domestic demand to keep costs down meant that trade and current account sur-
pluses were, in the medium run, an inevitable by-product of export dynamism
—and, sooner or later, a barrier to it. This structural limitation of export-oriented
German development, in combination with the growing threat posed by Germany’s
overseas competitors, had already proved an impediment to German growth in the
late 1950s and early 1960s, and declining German competitiveness had been heavily
responsible for declining manufacturing profitability in that period. The same syn-
drome manifested itself once again in the tumultuous economic environment of the
late 1960s and early 1970s.

The reduction in the growth of costs following the government’s deflationary
measures and the recession of 1966-67 had made possible, as we have seen, a new
boom in exports, an associated rise of external surpluses, an implicit strengthening
of the currency, speculative upward pressure on the mark, and ultimately a
revaluation of the currency by 9.3 per cent. But the revaluation of autumn 1969
could not stabilize the international monetary order, for it could not prevent the
intensification of the same trends that had brought it about. Between March 1969
and December 1971, although the German current account fell, the combination of
US loosening to stimulate growth and German tightening to control inflation pro-
duced intolerable pressure on currencies that forced first the float and ultimately
the further 16 per cent revaluation of the mark that came with the Smithsonian
Agreement of December 1971. Of course, the Smithsonian Agreement itself soon
fell apart, bringing about the final collapse of Bretton Woods and still another round
ol revaluation in February—March 1973. All told, between 1969 and 1973, the effec-
live or trade-weighted exchange rate of the mark increased at an average annual
rate of 6.1 per cent.

laced with such a sizeable increase in the mark’s value, German manufacturers,
heavily dependent as they were upon exports, were obliged to choose between two
routies. Were they to attempt to maintain their profit rates by accepting higher rel-
ative prices, they could notbutsustaindeclining export growthand declining shares
ol the world market. Were they to try to maintain their export growth by holding
down their prices, they could not but sustain declining profit rates.

In fact, as Carlin has demonstrated, German manufacturers took the latter route.
Belween 1969 and 1973, Germany'’s relative unit labour costs grew at the very large
average annual rate of 6.1 per cent, a development entirely attributable to the
increased value (effective exchange rate) of the mark. Nevertheless, German exporters
held down the increase of their export prices in terms of marks to an average annual
rale of only 37 per cent. Even though the revaluation of the mark imposed a further
average annual elfective increase in their selling price of 6.1 per cent, they were thus
able to keep the selling price of their goods competitive, as world export prices were
increasing in these years at an average annual rate of 9.1 per cent. German manufac-
turers were Lherefore actually able to slightly increase their share of world exports
and world manufacturing exports between 1969 and 1973, although it should be noted
that, because the growth of world trade was already slowing, the average annual
increase of German exports, at 7.2 per cent, represented a signilicant fall-of( from the
boom levels of 10 per cent achieved belween 1965 and 19697

20 Dranom, “Prends b US Tnternational Trade', po 196, Table 3,13
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Table 9.2. Costs, prices, and profitability in Germany, 1969-73.
(Percentage rates of change.)

NPR NPSh PW LPy NW ULC PPri  NY/NK NY/NK  NKPri
real

Mgr -8.4 -17 59 35 12.0 8.0 58 08 08 57
Non-mfgr  -2.3 -2 37 29 125 9.4 8.5 03 -1.6 6.6

Sources: See Appendix | on Profit Rotes. Key to legend on page xiii.

German producers, to retain their markets, were thus obliged to refrain from
raising their prices in marks in accord with increased costs, and even so had to
accept declining export growth. But holding down prices in the face of rising costs
had an inevitable result: while protecting in the short term its capacity to export
and thus its main engine of growth, the German manufacturing sector could not
but sustain a major decline in its rate of profit on capital stock, and thus a profound
blow to its longer-term prospects for growth.?! In the non-manufacturing sector,
because the (relatively restricted) fall in profitability represented only a short-term
out-running of labour productivity by product wage growth, there was no reason
to expect it to precipitate irresolvable longer-term problems. Adjustment to the fall
in the profit share could—and did—take place through the subsequent restraint of
wage growth. But in manufacturing, because the fall in profitability represented
not so much a local problem of rising wages relative to productivity, as a system-
wide problem of over-capacity and over-production resulting from intensified
international competition, the road to recovery was far less direct, and would turn
out to be very much more difficult to negotiate.

3. The Crisis of the Japanese Economy, 1970-73

After 1970, profitability in Japanese manufacturing—and in the economy
in general—turned down, suddenly and sharply. In so doing, it continued to track
the evolution of profitability in German manufacturing, while mirroring in reverse
that of the US, as it had done throughout the postwar era. Japanese profitability
thus tripled over the course of the 1950s (through 1961), fell back temporarily during
the first half of the 1960s, then exploded upward from 1965 to 1970. In Japan, the
culminating rise in profitability over the second half of the 1960s was far more spec-
tacular than that in Germany, bringing the profit rate to its highest level for the
postwar period, and was made possible by a much more powerful explosion of
exports. The Japaneseexportboom, like the German, was fed by the US government’s
fiscal and monetary expansion—and the Japanese government’s ongoing fiscal and
monetary moderation—and brought about enormous current account surpluses.
Like the German expansion, therefore, it ultimately proved self-undermining, as it
placed irresistible upward presgure on the yen. With the fall of the dollar and the

M Carling "Profitability in Wesl Clermany', . W9
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revaluation of the yen over the years 1971-73, the Japanese manufacturing economy
lost much of its cost advantage in the world market, suffered a substantial fall in prof-
itability, and sustained a definitive reduction in its potential for growth.

The fall in the profit rate and the descent into crisis of the Japanese economy
took place in two stages. The first downward step in profitability occurred during
1970-71, and resulted from the petering out of the massive wave of investment
undertaken by Japanese industry in the second half of the 1960s, the Japanese gov-
ernment’s sharply deflationary measures of 1969-70, and Nixon’s 10 per cent import
surcharge and de facto move to devalue the dollar in August 1971. The second
downward step in profitability took place over the subsequent two years, 1972 and
1973. Beginning in 1971, the government applied a massive monetary and fiscal
stimulus designed to counteract the shock to business confidence that had
followed the revaluation of the yen, to raise domestic demand so as to compensate
for the sudden fall in exports, and, above all, to force the value of the yen back down
so as to revive export dynamism. But this policy ended in failure. In the face of the
intransigent pursuit of expansion, inflation, and international deficits by
US policy-makers, the stoking of demand was unable to bring down the yen. Nor,
alternatively, could the subsidy to demand precipitate the very difficult, if not
impossible, domestic structural adjustment that was required to maintain the
economy’s momentum: specifically, the substitution for the loss of opportunities to
profit from sales overseas by the creation of opportunities to profit from sales at
home, through the creation of a domestic market that could grow dynamically with
only limited help from exports. The result was runaway inflation and ultimately a
further squeeze on profits.

Siep 1. Deflation and Contraction
After a brief slowdown in the early 1960s, Japanese real exports had, from 1964 or
80, once again begun to grow at annual rates of close to 20 per cent. Even so, as late
as 1967, the Japanese trade surplus stood at only $800 million dollars, no threat to
international stability. But, as US federal deficits suddenly leapt higher, US external
balances abruptly deteriorated and Japanese external balances exploded upward.
l'or Japan, as for Germany, the years 1968-69, when the US economy sustained
accelerating inflation and an accompanying fall in the trade balance, seem to have
marked the turning point. In 1968, the Japanese trade surplus tripled, reaching $2.5
billion, and averaged $3.75 billion in 1969 and 1970. Japanese foreign currency
reserves which, at around $2 billion, had changed little from 1961 to 1968, reached
$1.4 billion at the end of 1970 and $7.6 billion in June 1971.2

The sharp increases in the trade and the current account surpluses introd uced,
as they had in Germany, major imported inflationary pressures into the Japanese
domestic economy. Starting in 1968, for the first time since the start of the boom,
nol only consumer but also wholesale prices grew rapidly. From the standpoint ol
its overseas rivals, and mosl notably the US government, Japan should have
attacked inflation, as did Germany, by bringing down its external surpluses by
revaluing the currency. But the Japanese government did roughly the opposite. [l

22 Vor thisand the following paragraph, see Uchino, lapan's Postwar Leonomy, pp. 171-9. 10 thewe yoars,
fapan and Germany were the only advanced Indusirlat economion running subsiantial trade surpluses,
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Table 9.3. The Japanese trade surplus ($ billions).

1961 62 63 64 65 66 67 68 69 70 n 7 73
01 05 00 10 19 2.2 08 25 36 39 17 89 37

Sources: Kosdi, The Era of High-Speed Growth, p. 177; Uchino, Japan's Postwar Economy, p. 174.

adopted a series of cosmetic trade-liberalization measures to quiet foreign critics.
At the same time, to quell inflation in a fashion that would make possible the con-
linuation of export-oriented growth, it implemented a policy of tight credit.

The turn to deflationary policy in 1969-70 proved remarkably successful in its
own narrow terms, for the economy immediately turned down and the growth of
prices for manufactures and exports came to a halt by the end of 1970.% Its ultimate
impact, however, was precisely the opposite of that intended by the authorities. In
1971, the Japanese trade surplus broke all records: its global total doubled, reaching
$7.7 billion and accounting for more than 75 per cent of the total trade surplus
accrued by the OECD countries taken together; in manufactures it reached $17.1
hillion; and with the US, it grew by almost two-and-a-half times.?* By cooling down
lhe Japanese economy at the very moment at which the US was heating up, the
Japanese authorities had thus brought the simmering international monetary crisis
lo a boil, creating unstoppable pressures for yen revaluation/dollar devaluation.
Next came Richard Nixon’s New Economic Policy, and, with it, the effective end of
the ‘era of high-speed growth’.

The ‘Nixon Shock’ occurred on 15 August 1971. Before the month was out, it
had precipitated the float of yen and the worst stock-market crash in Japanese
history, deepening and extending the recession which, having begun in the middle
of 1970, lasted until the end of 1971. In 1971, the growth of manufacturing output
and of GDP fell drastically from average annual rates, respectively, of 15.8 per cent
and 12.3 per cent for the period 1965-70 to 6.2 per cent and 4.7 per cent, respec-
lively. Behind the recession was a spectacular collapse of investment which, after
having grown at an average annual rate of well over 20 per cent in both manufac-
turing and the private business economy between 1965 and 1970, actually fell in
1971 by 10 per cent in manufacturing and by 3.1 per cent in the private business
cconomy. Capacity utilization fell by about 6 per cent in manufacturing and half
thal in the private business economy. In the space of this one year, the rate of profit
declined in manufacturing by 16 per cent and in the private business economy by
22 per cent.

‘The cause of the fall in the rate of profit during 1971 was not, as in the supply-
side story, an autonomous acceleration of wages or slowdown of productivity, but
(uite obviously a fall in demand. The latter may have had its origins in an exhaus-
lion of the cyclical investment boom of the second half of the 1960s. The
extraordinary expansion of new plant and equipment that took place in those years

21 Krause and Seklgueht, 1apan and the World leonomy’, p. 401
- Uching, Jupmi'a Posttar Beoromy, pp. 170-4) Kowal, Era of High-Speed Grototh, . |
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was not indefinitely sustainable and it seems to have begun to falter in 1970, in
much the same manner as its equally impressive predecessor of the second half of
the 1950s had in 1961. In any case, the government’s tightening of credit in 1969-70
intentionally reduced the growth of demand, which was further slowed by the
Nixon Shock with its import surcharge on US imports and by yen revaluation.
Reduced demand brought down profitability in both manufacturing and the private
business economy as a whole by causing major falls in both the profit share and the
output-capital ratio, as well as capacity utilization.

A sharp decline in measured productivity growth was the main source of the
decline in the profit share. But this formal reduction in productivity increase rep-
resented no decline in the efficiency of production. It was rather an artefact of the
reduced growth of demand. Japanese business was committed to avoiding layoffs
unless absolutely necessary. Despite the sharp slowdown in growth and the accom-
panying fall in capacity utilization that took place during the 1971 recession,
unemployment therefore failed to increase. Labour productivity fell because there
was no downward adjustment of labour inputs in keeping with the reduction in
output. That no autonomous downward trend in labour productivity growth was
behind the Japanese economy’s slipping into crisis is confirmed by the fact that,
after having increased at average annual rates of 13.4 per cent and 10.7 per cent in
manufacturing and in the private business economy, respectively, over the years
1965-70 (and by 11 per cent and 12 per cent in these sectors, respectively, in 1970),
labour productivity suddenly plunged to 5.3 per cent and 3.9 per cent, respectively,
in the recession year of 1971, but immediately returned to 11 per cent and 9.4 per
cent in manufacturing and the private business economy, respectively, in 1972.

The growth of nominal and real wages in 1971 was actually slightly lower in both
manufacturing and the private business economy than it had been in the previous
several years. Nevertheless, in both sectors, increased product wage growth was suf-
ficiently high to squeeze profits because in 1971 firms in manufacturing and the
private business sector could raise their product prices at average annual rates of
just 0 per cent and 2.6 per cent respectively, whereas they had been able to raise them
at average annual rates of 3.55 per cent and 4.7 per cent respectively, between 1965
and 1970. Wage growth brought down profitability because, due to the fall in
demand, manufacturers could not mark up over costs to the degree they had previ-
ously.

The final factor depressing profitability in 1971 was a reduction in the output-
capital ratio, which fell by 5.7 per cent and 11.6 per cent in manufacturing and the
private business economy respectively—after having performed impressively in
both sectors between 1965 and 1970. Reduced demand was still again the main
determining factor. Il the manufacturing output-capital ratio is adjusted for capacity
utilization, the registered fall is virtually eliminated.

Step 2. Inllation and the Failure of Recovery

The Japanese economy had experienced slowdowns precipitated by the govern-
ment’s macroeconomic tightening in 1957-58, 1961-62, and 1965, but had in each
case quickly regained its momentum, The cyclical downturn of 1971 was distine
tive in two major respects, Pirst, it went on a good deal longer than any previous

one, Second, and most significant, even alter it ended, the economy never regained
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its former momentum. The question is why.

What discouraged economic revival was mainly the narrowing of Japanese
export prospects, resulting from the revaluation of the yen, as well as the dramatic
reduction in the growth of world demand and world trade that was part and parcel
of the generalized slowdown of growth of the advanced capitalist economies. In
the years 1972 and 1973, the average annual growth of exports (in yen terms) was
4.6 per cent, a reduction of almost three-quarters from the average annual increase
of 17.2 per cent between 1965-70 and clear-cut evidence of the suddenly transformed
conditions facing Japanese producers. When the government’s record-breaking
stimulus programme of these years failed to restore the economy’s dynamism by
shifting its foundations to the domestic market, there could be little doubt that an
historic turning point had been reached for the Japanese economy.

As early as autumn 1970, the government had begun to back off from its restric-
tive monetary policy, because manufacturing and export price inflation had been
just about brought under control. During 1971, the government had eased up
further to counter the unexpectedly severe slowdown, sharply increasing the
supply of credit while taking fiscal policy in a stimulative direction. In the wake of
the Nixon Shock, meanwhile, the state had sought to prevent businesses from suf-
fering losses from dollar devaluation by buying up an enormous quantity of dollars
at the old exchange rate for several weeks in August before going to the float.
Finally, with export prospects so profoundly reduced by the yen revaluation of
December 1971, the government unleashed a monetary and fiscal stimulus of his-
toric and (some would say) foolhardy proportions. The 1972 budget called for
spending increases that amounted to 22 per cent (and the supplementary budget
approved later in the year added expenditures amounting to a further 1.4 per cent
of GNP). The money supply, having already grown by a stunning 24.3 per cent in
1971, increased by 24.7 per cent in 1972.%

In embarking on its inflationary course, the government had several ends in
mind. Because of the enormous investment in fixed capital made by Japanese pro-
ducers during the second half of the 1960s, much of it debt-financed, areally serious
recession threatened huge realization problems and devastating losses. The gov-
cernment hoped to preclude these effects by substituting its own expenditures for
lost export demand. Because the initial yen revaluation had failed to dissipate
Japan’s large current account surplus, international pressure mounted to force the
yen up further. Rather than accede to this pressure, the government sought through
subsidizing demand to suck in more imports, correct the current account balance,
and force the yen back down.

By the end of 1972, the historically unprecedented government stimulus had
[oiled to restore the economy’s momentum. The growth of manufacturing output
for 1972, at 10.6 per cent, was still at only 60 per cent of the average for 1965-70,
while the growth of output for the economy as a whole (real GDP), at 8.2 per cent,
was not much better. Investment growth fell another 7.2 per cent, making for a total
reduction of 18 per cent over two years, and capacity utilization failed to recover,

25 Ackley and tuhi, ‘Flacal, Monetary, and Related Policies’, p. 230, Japan’s 1972 budyet called for
Kpetding inereanes (hat were 2020 per cont over the orlghal budgets tor 1971 and wideh monnted to 18
per cent of GNI
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and by some measures fell further. In December 1972, the OECD Economic Outlook
described business investment as weak, referred to sizeable over-capacity, and
characterized the growth of GNP during 1972 as ‘insufficient to reduce the margin
of slack’.* Manufacturing profitability fell another 4 per cent in 1972 beyond the
16 per cent it had fallen in 1971.

There had been at best a partial recovery because the government-generated
subsidy to demand had been unable to compensate for the collapse of exports. In
1972, export growth in nominal terms had fallen to 4.1 per cent, down from the 16
per cenl increase in 1971, which was pretty close to the average for the previous
five years. Profits were squeezed by much increased product wage growth, com-
bined with somewhat reduced productivity growth, along with a further reduced
oultput-capital ratio—developments which were themselves reflective of increased
competitive pressure on prices, as well as the further fall in investment growth and
the still reduced level of capacity utilization.

Money wage growth in manufacturing in 1972 returned to the average annual
level achieved between 1965 and 1970—15 per cent—and turned out to be a major
factor forcing down profits. But a 15 per cent increase in the nominal wage in 1972
would have meant no increased pressure on profitability had it not represented a
product wage increase of 14 per cent, up 40 per cent from the 10.1 per cent average
annual increase in the product wage which that same nominal wage figure had rep-
resented during Lhe years between 1965 and 1970. It was the reduction in the rate
of growth of manufacturing output prices that brought the increase in product wage
prowth. In 1972, the manufacturing output price deflator rose by a scant 0.9 per
cent, less than a quarter its average rate of increase between 1965 and 1970, and the
reanon s not hard to find.

With the appreciation of the yen, Japanese manufacturers suddenly faced inten-

ifled competition from abroad. In 1972, unitlabour costs in manufacturing in terms
ol the national currency rose by just 1.1 per cent, but in terms of a trade-weighted
currency by no less than 11.8 per cent,” and in terms of the dollar by a stunning
20.3 per cent. Like their German counterparts in the same period, Japanese manu-
facturers had two possible responses to their reduced competitiveness: to maintain
the profilability of their exports by keeping prices up and accepting the resulting
reduction in export sales; or, to maintain the level of their export growth and their
share of international export markets by keeping price increases down and
accepling the implied fall in profitability. Like their German counterparts, Japanese
exporters generally chose the second route. In an effort to maintain exports in the
face of the revaluation, Japanese manufacturers limited their export price increases
in dollar terms to only 8 per cent, which required a reduction in their export prices
in yen terms of 3 per cent, compared Lo an average annual increase of almost 2 per
cont over the previous five years. Given that manufacturing exports made up about
30 per cent of manufacturing output, the sharp increase in costs of Japanese pro
duction in international terms was evidently behind the squeeze on prices, thus on
mark-ups and protits.?® Even so, Japan sustained, as noted, a 75 per cent fall in

26 Ackley and Inhi, ‘Tncal, Monetary, and Relatad Policles’, p. 209, n, 43 (quotation)
‘Unit Labour Contw in Manufacturing Industry and in the Whole Beosomy’, Enropean Lvonomy,
no. 1, March 1982, p. 106,
28 Krause and Sekiguchl, ‘Japan and the World Beonomy’, pp. 401, 420,
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export growth.

Labour productivity growth in 1972 was 10.8 per cent, which was insufficient to
counteract the huge product wage increase and was still noticeably below the
average annual labour productivity increase of 13.4 per cent between 1965 and
1970.%® Nevertheless, in terms of the increase in actual efficiency of production that
it denoted, the labour productivity performance of 1972 may have been at least as
good as that of the second half of the 1960s. It was achieved despite the fact that,
while capacity utilization remained at its low 1971 level, the jobs open to jobs
wanted ratio actually rose to 1.4/1, while the unemployment rate grew only very
slightly (from 1.2 per cent to 1.4 per cent), asemployers continued largely to refrain
from layoffs. In other words, employers honoured their commitment to retain
labour, despite their inability to make full use of it.

In early 1973, following the new explosion of prices in the US which finally
brought down Bretton Woods, the yen was allowed to float and by March had
increased its value against the dollar by a further 8 per cent. By July 1973, the yen
was worth 280/$, a total revaluation of 22 per cent for the two years since the Nixon
Shock.®

At the beginning of 1973, with the economy’s recovery still to be secured and
the yen’s value still to be stabilized, the Japanese authorities extended their stim-
ulus programme, providing for even greater annual expenditures than in 1972. But
the outcome was not what they had intended. The accretion of foreign currency
that was the inevitable concomitant of sharply increasing current account sur-
pluses since the later 1960s had already been placing strong upward pressure on
prices. Liquidity had also been increased by the huge influx of foreign exchange
in the run up to the yen revaluation. To this was added the gigantic private bor-
rowings that were stimulated by much-lowered interest rates. A huge inflationary
surge, beginning in autumn 1972 with manufacturing output prices and spreading
to consumer and export prices by the end of the year, could not be avoided. In
1973, the consumer price index and the wholesale price index grew by 11.8 per
cent and 22.6 per cent respectively, up from 4.6 per cent and 3.2 per cent respec-
tively in 19723

The most immediate manifestation of the runaway inflation was the explosion
of land prices, a trend exacerbated by rising speculative investment, itself encour-
aged by lenders’ increasing ability to borrow by making use of increasingly valuable
land as collateral. The stock-market boom had a similar dynamic. Both were facil-
itated by plummeting real interest rates, as nominal rates which had already been
forced down by government action were at first unable to keep up with inflation.
With interest rates down and prices rising uncontrollably, some corporations were
placed in an extraordinarily favourable position. Through purchases and delayed
sales, but also by way of a certain amount of productive investment, they could
exploit yawning gaps that had temporarily opened up between costs and prices.®?

Nevertheless, even inflation-based capital gains could not restore the health of

29 Ihe oulput-capital ratio also rell in 1972 by 3.51 per cent, but this reduction disappears when adjust-
ment (8 made For prices.

30 Uchino, fupan’s Pastwar Leonoty, pp. 192-6

A lid, pp. 196-200, 1, ‘The Lt of High-Speed Growih, pp. 1847,

M2 Ackley and nhl, ‘Blueal, Monetaey, and Related Policien’; Uehino, lapin’s Postoar Feoroney, (p, 190-2
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Japanese producers. Manufacturing investment did increase sharply, by 19.4 per
cent in 1973, and it was accompanied by a furtherincrease in annual manufacturing
output growth to 13.8 per cent (almost comparable to the annual average during
the 1965-70 boom), although also by a falling back of GDP growth to 7.5 per cent.
Still, the level of manufacturing investment growth remained below what it had
been in 1970. It was therefore inadequate to bring about either increases in produc-
liveness compared to product wage increases or to stimulate gains in capacity
ulilization sufficient to raise profitability.

Under the impact of the enormous stimulus, the economy overheated and the
ratio of jobs wanted to jobs open reached 1.9:1 in November 1973. With inflation
oul of control, workers in manufacturing won nominal wage increases of 21.3 per
cent in 1973. Nevertheless, the rise in manufacturing prices cancelled out much of
the negative effect of wage growth on profitability. At 10.3 per cent, product wage
growth in 1973 was actually around 25 per cent less than it had been in 1972. But
this was not enough of a reduction to allow for any increase in profitability since
the growth of labour productivity was 9.1 per cent. Because capacity utilization,
though still not fully recovered, did increase by 4 per cent and because the output-
capital ratio did grow slightly, manufacturing profitability did not drop
significantly further, but, on the other hand, it failed even slightly to improve3?

In sum, between 1970 and 1973, there was something of the appearance, but little
of the reality, of a wages-productivity squeeze on profits caused by tight labour
markets and the power of labour. The achievement of full and hyper-full employ-
ment had not caused Japan’s economic problems. Between 1965 and 1970, the jobs
available to jobs wanted ratio had gone well above unity, but both profit shares and
profit rates had risen impressively in manufacturing and actually skyrocketed in
the private business economy as a whole. Neither an acceleration of nominal wage
growth nor a problem of productivity growth had brought the squeeze on profits
by manulacturing between 1970 and 1973. Manufacturers had sustained a fall in
profitability because they were unable to mark up over costs as they had in the past.
Mark-ups had fallen in 1971 as a consequence of the government’s contractionary
macroeconomic policy, which had issued in recession and reduced demand across
the board; they had failed to sufficiently recover in 1972 and 1973 as a result of the
rise of Japanese relative costs in manufacturing in international terms brought on
by the sharp revaluation of the yen.

It is true that, following the recession of 1971, in the business economy as a
whole, unlike in manufacturing, the growth of the nominal wage was sufficient to
bring aboul a squeeze on profits, despite producers’ relative immunity from inter
national competition. Bul such rapid money wage growth s itself incomprehensible
apart from the profoundly stepped up pressure on the labour market caused by the
historically unprecedented subsidy to demand. And the latter can itself be under
stood only as a response to an already ongoing crisis, set off nol by heightening
pressure from labour, but by the yen revaluation. It was the government’s attempt
to reverse yen revaluation and its disastrous impact on Japanese international com
petitiveness, as well as o compensate domestically for the resulling loss of overseas

W The manufacturing rate of profit actually fell by a further 1.3 per cont In 1973 (alter declines of 19,2
percent in 7,78 per cont in 1871 amd 1972 renpectively),
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demand for Japanese goods, that explains its unprecedented stimulus programme,
and the latter that explains the subsequent overheating and (very temporary) out-
running by wage growth of productivity growth outside manufacturing.3

Even those large nominal wage increases could most probably have been
accommodated, as had the wage explosion that had followed the analogous (if less
extreme) anti-recessionary measures in 1965, if the stimulus had been more suc-
cessful in raising capacity utilization or in bringing about the growth of investment.
That the stimulus failed was not due to the appearance of difficulties in either raising
productivity or in holding down wage demands, but of the general depression of
investment prospects that had come with the sharply deteriorated international
situation. Had the Japanese economy not had to face yen revaluation and the
slowing of the growth of the world market—not, of course, a realistic counter-
factual—it would have accommodated the growth of wages and maintained its
established growth trajectory.

4. The Deepening Crisis: A Summary

To sum up my argument on the onset of the long downturn, in both its negative
and positive aspects: between 1965 and 1973, aggregate manufacturing profitability
in the G-7 economies declined by about 25.5 per cent. Considering the US, Japanese,
and German cases, there is little evidential basis for the supply-side argument that
the increased power of and pressure from labour leading to the outrunning of pro-
ductivity growth by wage growth was responsible for this fall. This conclusion can
be extended to cover the G-7 economies taken together. From the middle 1960s
through the early 1970s, for the G-7 economies in aggregate, the average annual
growth of the product wage, at about 5.45 per cent, barely exceeded that of labour
productivity, at about 5.15 per cent, while the average annual growth of capital pro-
ductivity (the real output-capital ratio) was about -0.2 per cent. Since labour did not
therefore bring down either the profit share or the output-capital ratio to any sig-
nificant degree, it can hardly have brought down the profit rate.

Rather, aside from the increased growth of the costs of raw materials, the fall in
G-7 aggregate profitability in manufacturing was determined entirely by a fall in the
nominal output-capital ratio. Since what lay behind that fall was the inability of
output prices to keep up with the growth of capital stock prices, it seems reasonable
to advance the hypothesis that what caused a good part of the decline was, once
again—as in the cases of the US, Japan, and Germany, taken individually—the
inability of manufacturers to mark up sufficiently over costs due to international
manufacturing over-capacity and over-production. That proposition is given further
credence by the fact that, between 1965 and 1973 aggregate profitability in the G-7
cconomies outside of manufacturing fell by only about 19 per cent---compared to
25.5 per cent in G-7 manufacturing—despite the fact that unit costs of production

3 ‘... yenrevaluation and, by extension, the “Nixon shock” resulted in enormous losses for Japan, not
only inlerms of their direct impact on private industry but also in terms of their influence in distorting the
ctficient management of liscal and monetary policy.” Uchino, Japan’s Postwar Economy, p. 188.

35 Forthe previous lwo pacagraphs, Glyn et al,, “I'he Rise and Tall of the Golden Age’, p. 80, Tables 2.7
and 2,12, The rate of profll 1 G-7 ton-mannfacturmg was extrapolated from the rate of profit in G-7
manufactoring and G7 priviate business, unlng the -7 gross capital stock (constant) of each sector as

welghtn, Armwtrong et al, Capltaliam Binee 1969, data appendix, Tablos AL, A2, AS, A6,
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Figure 9.1. G-7 manufacturing and non-manufacturing private net
profit rates, 1952-90.
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seem to have risen considerably faster outside manufacturing than within it.®

By 1973, the advanced capitalist world had, in a sense, come full circle. The
massive injeclion of low-cost Japanese, as well as German, manufactures into the
world markel during the second half of the 1960s had precipitated international
over-capacity and over-production, forcing down manufacturing profitability in the
advanced capitalist economies taken in aggregate, with US producers initially
bearing the brunt of the fall. Nevertheless, the very form in which that crisis had
developed—characterized by Japanese and German expansion at the direct expense
of US manufacturing, leading to German and Japanese external surpluses and US
external deficits—had forced dramatic revaluations of the yen and mark against the
dollar that soon brought about a major realignment of relative costs. Since there was
rather little movement out of manufacturing to other lines, the underlying system-
wide problem remained the same—an over-supply of manufacturing capacity and
oulpul resulting in downward pressure on product prices that lowered the rate of
return on capital stock. But, with the realignment of relative costs that came with
the movement of currencies, it was now Japanese, as well as German, producers
who had (o sacrilice their rates of return if they wished to maintain their sales. The
world economy had thus failed to recover belween 1969 and 1973, but the effects
ol ils slide had now become more evenly proportioned in international terms.




PART FOUR
The Long Downturn



Chapter 10
WHY THE LONG DOWNTURN? AN OVERVIEW

The advanced capitalist world entered into crisis well before the end of 1973,
experiencing falling profitability, especially in manufacturing, and increased rates
of inflation. The oil crisis of 1974-75 could not therefore have been the original
source of its economic difficulties. It did, however, exacerbate them. The cost of oil
rose everywhere, although with uneven effects—very great in oil-dependent Japan,
relatively mild in the oil-rich US and in fiscally disciplined Germany. Since wages
and technology did not immediately adjust to the rise in energy costs, rates of profit
fell further, and inflation accelerated. At this point, governments had little choice
but to put on the brakes, raising interest rates and limiting the supply of credit. A
sharp deflation thus followed immediately upon the inflationary crisis, bringing
about another step down in profitability and the greatest recession since the
Depression of the 1930s.

But that was only the beginning. During the next two decades, neither manu-
facturing nor private business profitability in the US, Germany, Japan, or in the G-7
economies in aggregate surpassed the level to which it had fallen by 1973, let alone
recovered the peak level it had reached during the boom; investment growth fell
sharply with the reduction in profitability, especially in manufacturing; and the
capitalist world experienced a long economic downturn that continues to this day.!
Between 1973 and 1990, the manufacturing gross capital stock of the G-7 economies
in aggregate grew at an average annual rate 35 per cent below that between 1950
and 1973, and for the years between 1980 and 1990, 50 per cent below.? With the
capital stock growing so slowly, the growth of labour productivity naturally fell off
in tandem: between 1973 and 1990, the average annual growth of labour produc-
tivity in manufacturing for the G-7 economies taken together was about 30 per cent
below what it had been between 1950 and 1973—and the drop-off was more like
50 per cent for the whole economy.? Given the reductions in productivity growth
and profitability, real wage growth was bound to be constrained and fell far more
rapidly than did output per person. With the growth of both investment demand,
especially in manufacturing, and consumer demand so much reduced—as an
expression of the slowdown of the growth of the capital stock and of the growth of

I For a comprehensive account of the quantitative dimensions of the long downturn, see Armstrong

e al, “The Great Stowdown’, in Cupilalism Since 1945, pp. 233-61. See also below, p. 240, Table 13.1.

2 Amwstrong el al,, Cupttaliim Suice 1945, . 356, Table AS.

3 OBCD, Historlcal Statlatlen 1960 95, Parvin 1997, pp. 53—, Tibles 3.7, 3.10; AGH {or 1950s. The fall in
manulacturing productivity growth alier 1977, feom what it had heen dunng the years 1960-73, was more

than 40 put cent,
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wages—the growth of output had to fall too; as it did, the manufacturing sector
shed much labour, and unemployment increased precipitously. Between 1973 and
1995, the unemployment rate in the G-7 economies averaged 6.5 per cent, more than
double the average of 3.1 per cent for the years 1960-73.* With output and demand
suppressed, the growth of international trade had to fall as well: between 1973 and
1990, the average annual growth of world trade was just 3.9 per cent, compared to
7.1 per cent between 1950 and 1973.> Meanwhile, the advanced capitalist world was
subjected to a series of cyclical downturns substantially deeper and longer than any
it had experienced since the 1930s.

1. Success and Failure of the Employers’ Offensive

There was, from the start, one force, one trend, which tended to bring about the
restoration of profitability and thereby recovery. As was entirely predictable,
employers throughout the advanced capitalist world, backed up by their govern-
ments, sought to offset the fall in profitability at the expense of workers. Almost
everywhere, employers attacked unions, in some instances—most notably the US—
profoundly crippling them. Almost everywhere, they also assaulted bastions of
workers’ strength on the shop floor, seeking to revise traditional work rules and
speed up production. To reduce indirect labour costs, as well as to soften up labour
resistance, governments across the advanced capitalist world launched severe
austerity drives—tight credit to drive up unemployment and reduced social serv-
ices lo weaken workers’ safety net. At least in appearance, moreover, employers
realized their goal to a significant degree, achieving an ever greater shift in the
balance of class forces in their own direction.

The apparent success of the employers” offensive must constitute the point of
departure for any attempt to explain the long downturn. For if ever-intensifying
asknulls on working-class economic and political organizations, in the context of
high and growing unemployment, did profoundly weaken labour resistance and
bring aboul decisive reductions in the growth of workers’ private and social wage,
why did profitability fail to recover and the long downturncontinue? The foregoing
issue is particularly acute for advocates of the supply-side approach. If employers
did succeed in reasserting their power over workers, it would follow from the
supply-side thesis that they should also have restored the conditions for successful
capital accumulation. Does the fact that they failed to accomplish this contradict
the theory?

To this question, advocates of the supply-side approach have replied, in essence,
that the appearance of a definitive shift in the balance of class forces in favour of
capital was just that, an appearance. The long downturn continued because labour
furced capital to pay too high a price for what turned out to be a Pyrrhic victory.
limployers, with the help of their governments” tight-money and austerity policies,
certainly achieved reductions in the growth of wages and social services; bul they
did nol actually succeed in sufficiently reducing workers” power, for they lost as
much from reduced employment and capacity utilizalion, as well as declining
revenues lrom sales, as they gained Irom the reduced growth of wage and social

4 QECD, Hintorfeal Statiatien 196095, b, 49, Table 2.(8
8 A Maddinon, Mondtoring the Warlid Leanamy 182092, ORCD), Parin, 1998, p, 239, Table 1-4
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welfare costs. Had governmentsstimulated the economy to bring down unemploy-
ment, employers would have found themselves having to pay for direct and indirect
wage increases at the levels that got them into trouble in the first place. In the
formulation of the Social Structure of Accumulation school, because the trade-off
between increased capacity utilization and sales, on the one hand, and increased
labour costs, on the other, did not improve; whatever was gained from the subsidy
of demand in terms of an increase in profitability would have been more than coun-
terbalanced by what was lost from the outrunning of productivity growth by wage
growth. In the formulation of mainstream macroeconomics, because the NAIRU
(the non-accelerating inflation rate of unemployment) did not fall, whatever could
be gained from a stimulus to demand in increased output and employment would
have been more than offset by the return of wage-driven inflation to unacceptable
levels.®

The consensus of economists, from Right to Left, has therefore been that, just as
it set off the long downturn, labour’s institutionally based power perpetuated it by
standing in the way of the proper functioning of the labour market. Either unions
succeeded, by directly preventing the growing masses of non-union or unemployed
‘outsiders’ from affecting the wage bargain; or, the level of welfare state support
allowed the unemployed to refrain from entering the labour market at an insuffi-
ciently reduced wage; or a combination of both. They thereby prevented wage
growth from falling to its ‘equilibrium’ rate, as was indicated by the apparent rise,
across the advanced capitalist world during the 1970s and 1980s, of ‘wage gaps'—
that is, of the wage share adjusted to what its level would have been at full
employment.

Now, as is universally acknowledged, wage gaps are notoriously hard to
measure, and calculations thereof have been highly controversial.” But, even if it
could be successfully shown thatlabour’s share of the product, however measured,
increased over the period, it seems exceedingly difficult to see how this could be
attributed to the perpetuation of workers” power.

Thenotionthat capital failed to reassertits hegemony during the 1970s and 1980s
flies in the face of common knowledge, especially of the US, where, by every
standard measure, labour’s power plummeted catastrophically during these years,
or of Japan, where workers’ efforts to assist capital to respond to the fall in prof-
itability by means of restraining real wage growth and increasing productivity are
almost legendary. In those cases, it strains credulity to assert that workers’ power
and pressure prevented the recovery of profitability over the course of two decades.
Yet, in both these places, the profitability crisis continued, at least into the 1990s.

Still, the really fundamental point is that, in the wake of the generalized fall in
profitability between 1965 and 1973, labour was obliged to, and did, adjust its returns
downward, not slowly and continuously, but sharply, virtually instantaneously, and
ever increasingly, just as it was supposed to have done. Having averaged nearly
4.4 per cent per annum in the years 1968-73, the growth of hourly real wages in

6 Bowles, Gordon, and Weisskopf, ‘Business Ascendancy and Economic Impasse’, Journal of Economic
Perspectives, vol i, Winter 1989, o L T8, and passim; . Kragman, “Slow Growth in Europe: Coneeptual
tssues’, i Ro 2, Lawrence and O 1, Schwibbae, eds, Barriers [0 Enropean Growth., A Pransatlantic View,

Wanhington, DC 1987, pp
Son, for example, Krigin Urawlh in Huropw’, p, 62-3,
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Table 10.1. The growth of real social expenditures.
(Average annual per cent change.)

1960-75 1975-80 1980-85
us 6.5 2.0 2.7
Germany 48 20 0.7
Japan 8.5 8.2 3.2
6-7 16 4.2 26

Sources: OECD, Social Expenditure 1960-89, Paris 1985, p. 28; OECD, The Future of Social Protection, Poris 1988, p. 11.

Table 10.2. The growth of real government final consumption expenditures.
(Average annual per cent change.)

1960-73 1973-79 1979-89 1989-95
us 23 1.7 25 01
Japan 59 49 27 2.0
Germany 45 3.0 1.3 1.8
6-7 32 24 22 0.9

Source: OECD, Historical Statistics 1960-95, p. 61. The 6-7 and US figures for the 1980s ore inflated by the huge increase in US military
spending in that decade.

manufacturing in the G-7 economies taken together averaged only 1.4 per cent per
annumintheyears1973-79 and 0.5 per cent per annum in the years 1979--89.2 Having,
averaged about 5.5 per cent per annum in the years 1960-73 and about the same
amount between 1965 and 1973, manufacturing product wage growth in the G-7
economies taken together averaged only 2.7 per cent per annum between 1973 and
1979.° Having averaged 7.6 per cent per annum between 1960 and 1975, the growth
of real social expenditures in the G-7 economies averaged only 4.2 per cent per
annum in the years between 1975 and 1981, and about 2.6 per cent per annum for
the 1980s. Having averaged 32 per cent per annum between 1960 and 1973, the
growth of real government final consumption expenditure averaged only 24 per
cent per annum between 1973 and 1979 and 2.2 per cent between 1979 and 1989.
Inlight of these immediate, very substantial reductions in private and social wage
growth which took place from 1973 and which continued through the 1980s—and
into the 1990s—it seems question begging to locate the source of the long down
turn’s perpetuation in an ongoing, squeeze by labour on profits. On the conlrary, to
explain why the downturn has been so extended, whal musl he explained is why

8 ORCD, Historieal Statistiea 1960- 84, Parin 1986, . 91 ONCD, Historical Statistien 190095, p 100
Y Glyneral, “Uhe Rine and Fall of the Golden Age’, p. 80, Table 2,12,
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the advanced capitalisteconomies were suddenly unable to accommodate real wage
prowth, product wage growth, social spending growth, and state spending growth
that was, respectively, less than one-quarter, less than one-half, less than one-half,
and about two-thirds what it had been during the boom.

The supply-side theorists do have an explanation for the sharply reduced
capacity of theadvanced capitalist economies to accommodateincreases in returns
lo labour over the course of the 1970s and 1980s. They account for it in much the
same terms as they do the long downturn’s origins—as a function of a major reduc-
tion in the underlying rate of growth of labour productivity below even the reduced
rate of growth of product wages. It was the intensification of the productivity crisis,
from this standpoint, that is the ultimate source of the long downturn’s extension
through the 1970s, 1980s, and beyond.

There can be no doubt that a sharp fall in productivity growth after 1973 made
a recovery of profitability significantly more difficult, but the question is, how can
the advocates of the supply-side approach explain this? It is hard to see how it can
be covered by their fundamental thesis of ‘labour inflexibility’, or the failure of the
power of labour to decline sufficiently. This is, in the first instance, because there
is little evidence that pressure from labour brought down productivity growth
sufficiently to squeeze profitability even in the period when profitability first fell
between 1965 and 1973, when militancy and assertiveness on the part of labour
were palpably on the upswing. Having been insufficient to do so in that period of
high boom and cresting workers’ struggle, could pressure from labour really have
increased sufficiently to have done so in the subsequent period of apparently
accelerating labour retreat?

Workers’ resistance and slacking could not have caused much decline in labour
productivity growth in the years when profitability first fell (before 1973) for the
simple reason that, during that period—despite an undeniable growth in labour
militancy and assertiveness—labour productivity growth, at least in manufac-
turing, failed to drop. In the US, manufacturing labour productivity growth was
maintained during the initial period of profitability decline (1965-73) and in Japan
it also failed to fall (once the decline in capacity utilization and the retention of
labour in the face of that decline is taken into account).!® Nor, in either of these coun
tries can labour productivity growth be shown, all else equal, t0 have been
insufficiently high to keep up with workers” upward pressure on wages. In the
G-7 economies taken together, hourly labour productivity growth in manufacturing
maintained itself at a steady rate through the height of the boom and into the period
of profitability drop-off, increasing at the average annual rates of 5.4 per cent in the
carly 1960s, 4.7 per centinthelater 1960s, and 5.6 per centin the early 1970s (through
1973)."" Ashas been emphasized, moreover, it was high enough to match the accom-
panying increase in product wage growth for the G-7 economies in aggregate and
thereby to prevent any aggregate G-7 wages-productivity squeeze on the profit
share before 1973. Yet by the time that manufacturing labour productivity growth
did fall—and it fell by almost half, to an average annual rate of 3.0 per cent, between

W There was a decling in the average annual growth of hourly manufacturing labour productivity in
Gormany hrom aboul 6.5 per cenl hetwaen 1960 and 1969 to about 5.0 per cent between 1969 and 1973,
I Glyn et al, “The Rise and Fall of the Golden Age’, . 80, Table 2,12,
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1973-79—the level of labour resistance was well past its peak.? The fall in manu-
facturing labour productivity after 1973 was discontinuous and precipitous: but
was there really a corresponding increase in resistance from labour—or even a
maintenance of existing pressure—to account for it?

What makes the supply-side interpretation’s inability to account for the sharp,
discontinuous decline in productivity growth in the years after 1973 in terms of
workers’ power and resistance so very problematic is precisely the fact that the pro-
ductivity growth decline took place at the very same time that individual and social
wages were falling so dramatically. Since direct (and indirect) wage costs to
employers were so sharply reduced in the period after 1973, the profit share could
obviously have been significantly higher than it actually was had the rate of produc-
tivity growth been maintained at anything like the level which prevailed between
1960 and 1973. Indeed, had a wages-productivity squeeze driven by the power of
labour actually been at the root of the profitability problem in the period 1965-73,
the sharp reduction in wage growth after 1973, in combination with the failure of
the power and resistance of labour to increase, should have prepared the ground for
asolution. With wage growth so reduced after 1973, the way was open for employers
to sharply raise their profit shares and profit rates by maintaining productivity
growth at even close to the same level as before 1973. Since they had prevented pro-
ductivity growth from falling for the thirteen-year period right up to 1973, it is hard
to see why they should suddenly have been unable to do so in the immediately suc-
ceeding period, had they been willing to keep up formerlevels of investment growth.
That they failed to maintain their former levels of investment growth would seem
to indicate that something other than the power and pressure of labour was behind
not only the initial fall in profitability, but also the failure of profitability to recover,
and would therefore appear extremely damaging for the supply-side interpretation.

Because there turns out in fact to be such a close temporal correlation between
the sharp and discontinuous decline in labour productivity growth which took
place after 1973 and the correspondingly sharp and discontinuous decline in
the growth of investment, it is difficult to believe that the latter was not largely
responsible for the former.”® Just as average annual manufacturing productivity
growth for the G-7 economies taken together fell by 42 per cent, from about 5.2 per
cent to 3.0 per centbetween 1960-73 and 1973-79, over the same interval the average
annual growth of gross capital stock for these economies fell by 35 per cent, from
5.5 per cent per annum to 3.6 per cent per annum. While average annual manufac-
turing labour productivity growth for these economies failed to recover but also
failed to fall further during the years 1979-89, during the same interval, the average
annual growth of the gross capital stock for these economies also failed to make a
comeback and even fell somewhat further.** In a similar manner, in both Germany

12 Ibid.
13 A version of the supply-side account which has recently become prominent abjures the explanation
of the fall in productivity primarily in terms of the increased power of labour, and seeks to account for it in

terms of a putative exhaustion of technological potential, associated with the depleted opportunities for
catch-up. There are, however, fundamental problems with such a view. These are discissed helow, see
pp- 241-49.

14 Armstrong et al., Capitalism Since 1945, pp. 239, 211; Glyn et al, "The Rise and Fall of the Golden Age’,

p. 80, Table 2.12; Clyn, ‘The Costs of Stability’, p. 86, 1t s true that these aggregate ﬂguro- conceal a groal
deal ol complexity and variadon among natlonal ecohnmie
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Table 10.3. Labour productivity as against manufacturing capital/labour ratio.
(Average annual per cent change.)

Germany Japan
K/L LPy KL LPy
196073 6.2 48 10.9 10.0
197319 3.7 35 75 43
1979-90 15 18 42 32

Sources: OECD, Historical Statistics 1960-1995, 1995, p. 54, Toble 3.10; AGH. Key to legend on page xiii.

and Japan, the decline in the average annual growth of manufacturing labour pro-
ductivity closely traced the simultaneous fall in the growth of capital with respect
to labour inputs (the capital-labour ratio), as can be seen in Table 10.3 above.!>

Since the decline in the growth of the capital stock was largely determined by
the ongoing problem of reduced profitability, which was not itself explicable in
terms of an outrunning by wage growth of productivity growth resulting from the
power and pressure of labour, the fall in productivity growth must be seen as a result,
not a cause, of the economic downturn. While the sharp fall in productivity growth
no doubt helped to perpetuate and exacerbate the fall of profitability, it was itself
a consequence of that fall.

Finally, and perhaps most tellingly from the standpoint of this text, the
advanced capitalist economies did, in one important respect, make a more or less
immediate—although partisl—adjustment to the fall in profitability, despite the
sharp reduction in productivity growth. The manufacturing sectors of the G-7
economies taken in aggregate, as well as individually, having already been hit by
sharp reductions in their profitability between 1965 and 1973, could not prevent a
further major fall in profitability over the course of the 1970s, despite the imme-
diate, steep, fall in manufacturing real and product wage growth that took place
in those years. But, symptomatically, the private business economies outside of
manufacturing, were able to respond fairly successfully to the (less severe) fall-off
in profitability thatthey had suffered before 1973, warding off all but very minor
further falls in profitability during the 1970s precisely by holding down real and
product wage growth. They thereby succeeded in stabilizing themselves in a way
the manufacturing sector could not. Equally significant, after 1973, in the manu-
facturing sector, the growth of output, the labour force, and the capital stock fell
drastically and increasingly, clear evidence of the over-capacity and over-produc-
tion that had gripped that sector and led to falling profitability. But in the
non-manufacturing sector, the growth of output, of the labour force, and perhaps
most crucial, of the capital stock maintained themselves for the most part at or
above their pre-1973 rates throughout the whole period of the long downturn, as
that sector avoided the over-capacity and over-production that prevailed in man-

15 The pattern of |||n|1lll'l|\ Wy growth o the US during the years 1973-79 is less clear-cot and more
difficult to intorpret, for a variety of reasinn
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ufacturing, and responded to improving profitability.

The diverging trajectories of the manufacturing and non-manufacturing profit
rates and, in turn, of the growth rates of manufacturing and non-manufacturing
output, labour force, and capital stock before and after 1973 reflected what I have
argued to be the fundamental source of the long-term systemic crisis of prof-
itability—downward pressure on prices resulting mainly from over-capacity and
over-production in manufacturing, itself deriving from the intensification of inter-
national competition. Because the non-manufacturing private economy was largely
immune from the intensification of international competition, it had, up to a point,
a fairly clear-cut path to recovery. This sector was seriously held back by the secular
fall in the growth of demand for its output that resulted from the slowed growth
of the manufacturing sector. But, over time, it could go at least a good distance
toward securing its own recovery simply by holding down wage growth. Because,
in contrast, the source of the profitability decline in manufacturing was for the most
part systemic over-capacity and over-production, the reduction of wage growth
could offer at best a partial solution. For there to be a full recovery of the manufac-
turing profit rate, not only had the growth of output, the labour force, and the capital
stock to slow to a crawl over an extended period, exerting in the process a strongly
depressing effect on the growth of demand for the economy as a whole; in addi-
tion, much of the redundant, higher-cost, less profitable capital stock, output, and
labour force that was the expression of manufacturing over-capacity and over-pro-
duction had somehow to be eliminated, opening the way to much increased
instability.

In the G-7 economies taken in aggregate, then, sharp declines in productivity
growth hit both the manufacturing and non-manufacturing sectors after 1973: but,
whereas the manufacturing profit share for the G-7 economies in aggregate fell by
a further 14.5 per cent between 1973 and 1978, then made up more than half that
loss by the end of the 1980s, the non-manufacturing profit share for the G-7
economies failed to fall at all between 1973 and 1979, then increased to a point 8
per cent above its level of 1973 by the end 1980s. The G-7 manufacturing profit rate
was hard hit in the deep international recession of 1974-5, fell by a total of 25 per
cent between 1973 and 1978, and did not improve appreciably during the 1980s—
despite the profound reduction of employers’ direct and indirect wage costs. Bul,
in contrast, the non-manufacturing profit rate, dipping only slightly in the oil crisis
recession, declined by only 4 per cent in total between 1973 and 1978, and had,
by the later 1980s, actually risen slightly above its 1973 level, precisely by virtue of
the profound reduction of employers’ direct and indirect wage costs. (See p. 142,
Figure 9.1.)

The divergent trajectories of the manufacturing and non-manufacturing profit
rates and profit shares were reflected in the divergent rates of increase of output
and inputs in these sectors. Between 1960 and 1973, in the G-7 economies laken in
aggregate, the average annual rate of growth of output in manulacturing, at 6.4 per

cent, was substantially higher than in services, al 5.2 per cent. But, with the appear
ance of manufacturing over-capacity and over-production in the late 19608 and
early 1970s, these trends were suddenly, sharply revemed, as the average annual
growth of outpul in manufacturing fell precipitously to 2.5 per cent between 1973

and 1979 and 2.1 pur cont between 1979 and 1989, whille thal (n the seevice sector
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actually increased to 6.5 per cent between 1973 and 1979, before falling back to 3.0
per cent between 1979 and 1989.1¢ Similarly, between 1960 and 1973, in the G-7
economies taken in aggregate, the average annual growth of the capital stock was
about

20 per cent higher in manufacturing, at 5.5 per cent, than in non-manufacturing, at
4.5 per cent. But, between 1973 and 1979, and between 1979 and 1990, the average
annual growth of the manufacturing capital stock fell to 3.8 per cent and 3.25 per
cent, respectively, while that of the non-manufacturing sector rose above it to 4.5
per centand 4.3 per cent, respectively. Virtually all of the decline in the rate of growth
of the capital stock for the G-7 economies in aggregate after 1973 was thus the result of
the reduction that took place in manufacturing.’?

As shall be seen, the same pattern that obtained in the G-7 economies taken
together also largely held good in the US, German, and Japanese economies taken
individually. Had the performance of the manufacturing sector after 1973 compared
to its performance before that date been remotely as good in relative terms as that
of the non-manufacturing sector, the long downturn would have been very mild
indeed. Because the performance of the manufacturing sector after 1973 could not
stabilize itself, unless and until there was a profound reallocation of its productive
power, the downturn turned out to be long and difficult to resolve.

To conclude in the simplest terms, the employers’ offensive, which was pro-
voked by the fall in profitability from 1965 through 1973, was very powerful and
very successful in its own terms. Indeed, it appears to have brought a surprising
level of stability to the non-manufacturing sector of the advanced capitalist
economies from 1973 onwards, despite the fall in demand for that sector’s goods
which resulted from the stagnation of the manufacturing sector. But the employers’
offensive had limited ability to bring the long downturn to a conclusion because
the source of the profitability problem was not, at root, a maldistribution of power
or income in favour of labour, but rather the continuation of that same failure of
adjustment to over-capacity and over-production in the manufacturing sector that
was responsible for its onset.

2. Why Did Over-Capacity and Over-Production Persist?

Nevertheless, my invocation of an ostensibly continuing, long-term failure of
adjustment to over-capacity and over-production in manufacturing to explain the
persistence of the downturn would seem to raise problems and paradoxes as for-
midable as those confronting the supply-side argument. I have, of course, explained
the initial descent into crisis as resulting from the failure of the decline in prof-
itability, precipitated by the over-capacity and over-production that resulted from
theintensification of international competition from around 1965, to set off the stan-
dard processes of adjustment. Incumbent high-cost manufacturers, first in the US,

16 OECD, Historical Statistics 1960~95, p. 52, Tables 3.5 and 3.6. The growth of the labour force followed
the same pattern. Whereas the average annual growth of employment in manufacturing in the G-7 economies
tell harply from 1.3 per cent between 1960 and 1973 to 0.3 per cent between 1973 and 1979, and to minus
1.2 per cent belweein 1979 and 1989, thal for services remained pretty stable, at 2.4 per cent between 1960
and 1973, 2.6 per cent between 1973 and 1979, and 2.2 per cent between 1979 and 1989. OECD, IHistorical
Stutisties 1960-95, pp. 32=3, Tables 110 and 111

[ Armmtrong et al, Capitalinn Stnce 1945, pp, 158, 386, Vablen AS, A6,
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then in Japan and Germany, maintained production in their lines, despite the
reduced rates of return on their total (sunk) capital stock, because they could still
make asatisfactory rate of return ontheir circulating capital. But, even if this account
were correct, and this mechanism of maladjustment actually did explain the initial
phase of long downturn of the advanced capitalist economies, a question would
still immediately impose itself: how could that same mechanism explain the down-
turn’s perpetuation? That mechanism ostensibly began to operate in the period
when profitability first fell, from the mid to late 1960s through the early to mid
1970s; but the downturn continued long after that point. Firms might very well have
continued producing at a lower than average rate of profit on their capital stock,
while profiting on their circulating capital, for a limited period of time. But eventu-
ally, most would presumably have either seen their fixed capital wear out, or
discovered better opportunities to profit in other lines, or have gone out of busi-
ness. In these ways, the original problem of over-capacity and over-production
should have been resolved. It is one thing, in other words, to explain a ‘medium
term’ profitability decline in terms of the aforementioned maladjustment mecha-
nism, but quite another to account for a downturn lasting more than two decades.

Why, then, did the crisis persist beyond the point that could be explained
by the initial failure of adjustment? It did so, I would argue, because the further
strategies individual capitalists found it best to adopt to restore their own profits,
like the initial ones, continued to bring about an insufficiency of exit and too
much entry, exacerbating the initial problem of manufacturing over-capacity and
over-production.

Insulficient Exit

The standard notion that incumbent firms saddled with low profitability and high
relative costs on their fixed capital stock can be counted on to leave their line once
investment in circulating capital ceases to be profitable turns out to be an over-sim-
plification. The corporations that dominated manufacturing across the advanced
capitalist world had, through years of experience, built up invaluable proprietary
infangible assets in their own line but not others—information about markets, rela-
tionships with suppliers and customers, and above all technical knowledge. These
assets offered them advantages in continuing to produce where they were already
located of which they could not avail themselves in any other industry. They could
therefore hardly have been expected to close up shop merely because the returns
on their existing fixed tangible stock suffered decline.

In fact, over the course of the 1970s, in the face of reduced profit rates, US
manufacturers launched an all-out counterattack, designed to hold their place in
the market by accelerating, technical change through refusing to reduce the rate of
growth of investment and, on this basis, increasing the rate of growth of their
exports. But their leading competitors, in Germany and especially Japan, far from
backing off, responded in kind. To compensate for the slower growth of global
demand, they sought to increase their share of international export markets. To
accomplish this, they showed themselves not only willing to absorb the same sort
of reductions in their profit rates that US manufacturers had initially sustained, but
able to do so successfully by virtue of their capacity to elicit the requisite financial

support from understanding banks and stockholders, The unavoidable outcome
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of this widespread attempt to maintain the growth of output in over-subscribed
manufacturing lines was an exacerbation of the very tendency to over-capacity and
over-production that had set off the downturn in the first place.

Firms stuck to their lines not only because of the incentive provided by their
intangible assets, but because of the barriers against their entering new lines. With
the growth of profits—and thus of investment and wages—suppressed, aggregate
demand grew more slowly. The rapid increases in discretionary income that had
hitherto facilitated the easy reallocation of means of production into new industries
through most of the postwar epoch thus came to an end, and alternative lines
yielding adequate rates of return became correspondingly scarce. The problem was
made all the more formidable because it had a major structural aspect. A dispro-
portionate part of the fall in demand resulted from the disproportionately large
slowdown in growth of the manufacturing sector. Obliged to confront a new pattern
of economic needs, firms faced greater difficulties in discovering just where the
slower growing demand was to be found, or, indeed created, a problem made much
more onerous by their reduced capacity to fund research and development.!8

For the German and Japanese and many other economies, the problem of elim-
inating redundant productive forces from over-subscribed manufacturing lines
was made all the more difficult to the degree that this entailed transferring means
of production into the service sector. On average, levels and rates of productivity
growth in manufacturing lines were significantly higher than in services. So if a
reallocation of investment from manufacturing into services was to be undertaken
with no loss of profitability, reductions in wage levels and wage growth would
tend to be required. But employers in Germany and Japan, and elsewhere, found
it no easy task either to further reduce wage growth in services or to increase the
disparity in wages received by manufacturing and service workers in an era in
which returns to labour were already being slowed very substantially. In fact, in
Germany wage dispersion (wage inequality) actually declined in the 1970s and
1980s. One therefore witnesses in both economies (as in the US) a striking shift into
finance, insurance, and real estate, where productivity and profitability were evi-
dently on the rise, but difficulties of profitable entry into service-sector lines where
productivity was low, such as retail trade and hotel and restaurants. By contrast,
inthe US, where wage inequality grew very strikingly, employers were able to take
advantage of historically unprecedented downward flexibility not only of real
wage growth, but of real wage levels, and, in this important respect, ultimately
found the path to adjustment—the recovery of profitability and the reduction of
unemployment-—easier than most of their counterparts throughout the advanced
capitalist world.

18 Note also: ‘On the one hand, stagnation and shrinkage in some traditional growth industries have
been apparent since 1973/1974 and have destroyed a greatnumber of jobs. On the other hand, not enough
new activities have emerged to meet the job demands of all the labour force participants ... Transitional
difficulties involved in changes of the output and input structure [thus] contribute to current employment

problems ... full employment can be regained only if new, and, at the moment possibly unknown,
patteras of production and technology con be tound.” G. Fels and I, Weiss, “Structural Chanpe and
Employment: The Lesson of West Ciermany’, in 1 Glesch, ed ., Capital Shortage and Unemployntent in the

Waorld Economy, Tublngen 1979, p, 31
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Increased Entry: The Rise of East Asia

Whilethestruggle of manufacturersintheleading capitalist economies to hold their
places within over-subscribed world manufacturing markets, combined with their
difficulty in finding suitable alternatives, perpetuated the problem of over-capacity
and over-production from the exit side, the challenge by new producers, especially
those based in East Asia, exacerbated the problem from the entry side. Like their
Japanese predecessors, manufacturers in Korea, Taiwan, Singapore, and Hong
Kong—and later Southeast Asia—combined cheap but relatively skilled labour with
relatively advanced techniques, often under the auspices of Japanese-style state
intervention and Japanese-style structures of bank-manufacturing, inter-firm, and
capital-labour relations to secure even more rapid rates of growth of manufacturing
exports than had the Japanese and to seize comparable shares of the world market
in a similar length of time.

Like Japan in the postwar epoch, these economies premised their development
on the destruction (or absence) of landlordism, as well as on preventing the
emergence of an autonomous class of financiers. The East Asian states were there-
fore freed to foster, much as had their Japanese predecessors, the development of
an export-oriented manufacturing capitalism, and to do so, like Japan, on the basis
of institutional arrangements that made for the closestlinks between financiers and
manufacturers and among manufacturers. Operating through government-owned
or government-dominated banks, as well as on the basis of government-owned
giant firms and/ or great private corporations organized in conglomerates, the East
Asian states, like the Japanese, saw to the provision of cheap investment funds,
either through overseeing highly regulated lending from Western and Japanese
banks or through encouraging high rates of domestic savings, or both. They mean-
while went to great lengths to socialize the risks entailed by huge fixed-capital
investments, offering a high degree of protection to nascent manufacturers through
quotas, tariffs, subsidies, and limitations on direct foreign investment, giving
special support to industries with the capacity for high rates of productivity growth
and for whose products the income elasticity of demand was high. On the other
hand, again as in Japan, they made access to their multiple forms of assistance con-
ditional on firms’ performance, demanding that they subject themselves to the
price-cost discipline of the world market through exporting. The export-depend-
ence of the East Asian statist ‘organized capitalisms’ reached extraordinary
proportions and was one of the central foundations of their ability so rapidly to
raise productivity, for it allowed them to nurture large manufacturing sectors,
where the best opportunities to raise productivity were to be found. Finally, the
East Asian states made sure not only to provide public goods at high levels
infrastructure, education of workers and technicians, and research and develop
ment—but also to deliver, through a combination of repression and material gains,
relatively ‘cooperative’ labour forces. Unheard of rates of capital accumulation,
growth of output (especially in manufacturing), and technological advance
ensued, which made possible the seizing ol huge shares of the world market for
exports.'”

19 See A, Amadoen, Awit's Next Glant, Oxtord 1989; IR, Wiade, Governing the Markel, Leonomic //mmvum!
the Role uf Goverent i Lant Antan hubunteialization, Princetan 1990,
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Even by the years 19651973, the East Asian economies were making a palpable
impact on the advanced capitalist world, and probably contributed not insignifi-
cantly to the initial rise of international over-capacity and over-production in
manufacturing. Between 1963 and 1973, the share of exports from the East Asian
‘Gang of Four” in total US imports quadrupled, rising from 1.6 per cent to 6.7 per
cent, and in total German imports doubled, increasing from 0.9 per cent to 2.2 per
cent.?? Over the course of the long downturn, these economies would expand their
share of world exports to a greater extent than had the Japanese during the long
boom, and would thereby make a substantial contribution to the international
problem of over-capacity and over-production in manufacturing that the Japanese
had helped bring into being.

3. The Growth of Debt

It was, however, one thing for firms to refrain from exiting increasingly over-sub-
scribed manufacturing lines, and to show themselves willing to sustain, on average,
further reduced profitability even as other firms were entering; it was quite another
for them to be able to follow such a course over an extended period and still survive.
The system might, in other words, fail to adjust by means of the smooth realloca-
tion of resources across lines; but, to the extent it did so fail, it invited rising business
failures and serious crisis. As the average rate of profit, especially in manufacturing,
declined sharply across the G-7 economies between 1965 and 1973, and further
between 1973 and 1979, an ever greater proportion of firms found themselves on
the brink of bankruptcy, vulnerable to the sort of shock that generally catalyzes
cyclical downturns or even depressions. Economic instability thus became the order
of the day, with a full-fledged crash a real possibility, as the economy grew ever
more susceptible to the sort of domino effect that results from multiple bankrupt-
cies bringing about large scale defaults on debts. In 1974-5, 1979-82, and in the early
1990s, the advanced capitalist world did indeed sustain a series of recessions more
severe than any since the 1930s, after each of which the level of unemployment was
generally higher and the rate of growth of output lower than following the pre-
vious ones. Had it not been for the unprecedented expansion of both public and
private debt in response to these recessions, the world economy could not casily
have avoided a depression. Yet, the same expansion of credit that cnsured a
modicum of stability also held back recovery. For, by cutting recessions short—and
more generally making possible the survival of those high-cost, low-profit firms
that perpetuated over-capacity and over-production and prevented the average rate
of profit from recovering—the subsidy to demand through Keynesian debt
creation prolonged the downturn. Keynesianism made the downturn both milder
and longer.

Staving Off Depression

In the late 1960s and early 1970s, Keynesian deficit spending accommodated by
loose money had been the initial response to the onset of crisis. Keynesian subsi-
dies to demand were, moreover, largely responsible for bailing the world economy
oul of the severe recession of 1974-75 and keeping it turning over through the

1 Glemch ot al, Fading Mimtele, p, 221
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remainder of the decade. The turn to monetarism at the end of the 1970s—as a
response to the ever worsening stagflation that accompanied the implementation
of Keynesianism—was, it is true, supposed to put an end to the subsidy of demand,
and government authorities in Germany and Japan, as well as in most of the other
advanced capitalist countries, did make a more or less permanent commitment to
tight money and fiscal austerity. The fact remains that the dual process of debt defla-
tion and industrial shakeout that was detonated in 1979 by the introduction of
unprecedentedly restricted credit by Paul Volcker in the US and Margaret Thatcher
in the UK, turned out to be indiscriminate in impact and uncontrollable in extent,
with the result that the large-scale subsidy of demand could not, in the end, be dis-
continued. In 1981-82, as business failures and unemployment hit levels unmatched
since the Great Depression, the US Federal Reserve eased its draconian monetary
regime, and the Reagan administration undertook the greatest programme of
Keynesian pump priming that the world had ever seen. Through its record budget
deficits, the US federal government massively raised demand so as to bail out yet
again not just the US, but also the Japanese and German, economies from the reces-
sion of 1979-82 and to keep the whole system turning over during the 1980s. In
addition, by making it clear that it would intervene decisively to counteract any
liquidity crisis that might threaten to precipitate depression, as for example at the
time of the stock-market crash of 1987, it helped reduce risk and thus maintain
favourable conditions for the expansion of private borrowing. Both corporations,
strapped for funds as a result of reduced profits, and consumers, in need of money
to offset radically reduced wage growth, could and did sharply increase their
borrowing. It was the unprecedented growth of debt of all types—governanent, cor-
porate, and consumer—which kept up employment and capacity utilization and
ultimately secured stability throughout most of the length of the downturn.

Preventing a Shakeout and Slowing Recovery

But while the growth of debt, both public and private, was helping to stave off
depression, it was also slowing down that recovery of profitability which was the
fundamental condition for economic revitalization. What the advanced capitalist
economies needed to found a new boom was a rollback of that redundant manu-
facturing capacity and output which had resulted from the intensification of
international competition and which had been made all the greater by debt cre-
ation—specifically the elimination of that great ledge of high-cost, low-profit means
of production which stood in the way of the recovery of the aggregate rate of profit
in manufacturing. The series of severe recessions that occurred from the end of the
1960s through the early 1990s constituted the world economy’s main instrument
for accomplishing this task, and they certainly did much to wipe out redundant
productive capacity. But the increased demand created by rising debt tended to cut
short the processes of destruction unleashed by recession, to pave the way for
greater entry, especially from East Asia, and to soften the impact of competition,
Higher-cost/lower-profit firms were thus able to long occupy economic positions

that could, in the abstract, eventually have been assumed by more productive,
higher-profit, and more dynamic enterprises. But allowing the less productive, less
profitable firms to go out of business by letting the buainass cycle take its natural

course would quite possibly have turned the long downturn, with its relatively
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serious but nonetheless limited recessions, into outright depression. Simply put,
the precondition for restoring the system to health was a debt-deflation, leading to
what Marx called ‘a slaughtering of capital values’. But since the only systematic
way to achieve this was through deeper and longer recession or perhaps depres-
sion, the only real alternative was continuing debt expansion, which contributed
both to stagnation and financial instability.

Stimulating Inflation

While the successive rounds of Keynesian stimulus, and the growth of debt that
these facilitated, staved off depression, they also exacerbated inflation, at least
through the end of the 1970s. Because the rate of profit on capital stock had been reduced,
especially in over-subscribed manufacturing, firms were, on average, left with
reduced surpluses available for investment. Put another way, assuming that the
dispersion of profit rates remained constant, with profitability reduced, many more
firms found themselves impoverished or barely on the edge of survival, with little
or nothing in the way of funds for capital accumulation. In this situation, firms were,
as a rule, less able than previously, when the rate of profit was higher, to meet the
rising demand created by Keynesian fiscal deficits and the private loans that those
deficits facilitated with increased supply; they could invest less, thus raise produc-
tivity less, and therefore raise output less. By the same token, firms were generally
more obliged than previously to meet that rising demand by simply purchasing
labour power and making greater use of existing capacity. Indeed, for those firms
that were just saved from going out of business by Keynesian deficits, the growth
of demand could do little more than allow survival, making possible little or no
increases in output at all. The outcome was that any given stimulus to demand
lended, all else being equal, to bring about relatively smaller increases in supply
than hitherto, and, correlatively, greater increases in price (‘less bang for the buck’).
Put another way, firms raised prices rather than output relatively more than they
had previously when profitability was higher. Keynesian increases in demand
could not, then, restore the economy’s dynamism because the fundamental problem
was not that of realizing high potential profits through greater investment and
employment of unused capacity and unemployed workers; it was, instead, over-
capacity and over-production in manufacturing which brought about falling
profitability in that sector by making for pricesthatweretoo low in relation to costs.
Increases in aggregate demand did not then tend to cause inflation by bringing
about tighter labour markets leading to higher wage costs and, as a result, higher
prices, as in the supply-side story. They did so, rather, because, while failing to
evoke greater supply and lower costs by stimulating greater investment and growth
of productivity and output, they made it possible to raise prices.

4. The Deepening Downturn

Al the end of the 1970s, easy credit, and Keynesianism in particular, gaverise to its
opposite. Throughout the advanced capitalist world, monetarism became the order
of the day, even if its impact was somewhat diluted by massive deficit spending in
the US. Over the course of the 1980s and through the 1990s, governments steadily
reduced the growth of their spending, sought increasingly to balance their budgets,
and had recourse more readily to light credit
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Ever more restrictive macroeconomic policy was supposed to restore prof-
itability and thereby the economy’s dynamism by undoing the inertial effects of
Keynesian debt creation by flushing from the system redundant, high-cost means
of production, and by reducing direct and indirect wage costs via higher unem-
ployment. Nevertheless, like Keynesianism, while accomplishing part of what it
set out to do, monetarism ultimately proved inadequate, largely because it oper-
ated only through changing the level of aggregate demand, when the fundamental
problem was over-capacity and over-production in a particular sector, manufac-
turing, resulting from the misallocation of means of production among economic
lines. To the extent that major restrictions on the availability of credit were seri-
ously undertaken, they tended to prove counterproductive, as the sudden, sharp
reductions of aggregate demand that they provoked struck over-stocked and
under-stocked lines indiscriminately and brought down both well-functioning and
ill-functioning firms without distinction. The reduction of aggregate demand also
caused problems by making the reallocation of means of production into new lines
that much more difficult. In a sense, the problem with monetarism as a solution to
the problem of international over-capacity and over-production in manufacturing
was the opposite of that with Keynesianism. Keynesianism, by subsidizing aggre-
gate demand, slowed exit from over-supplied lines, but it did create a more
favourable environment for the necessarily risky and costly entry into new ones;
monetarism, by cutting back aggregate demand, did force a more rapid exit from
over-supplied lines, but it created a less favourable environment for entry into
new ones.

Against a background of increasing demand for loans and declining rates of
saving, monetarist policies depressed growth prospects by making for exceedingly
high real interest rates on a quasi-permanent basis. The call for loans grew discon-
tinuously and rapidly from the start of the 1980s, mainly as result of the record
deficit spending by the Reagan administration, but also the steady rise of govern-
ment debt in Europe, which grew by about 25 per cent as a proportion of GDP
between 1980 and 1986, as a function of the sharp rise of unemployment and of
expenditures related to it.?» The demand for credit was also pushed up by the
growth of private borrowing by straitened workers attempting to keep consump-
tion up in the face of stagnant wages, by capitalists seeking leverage for mergers
and acquisitions, and by profit-starved firms seeking funds to invest. At the same
moment, the supply of credit was restricted as a consequence of a sharp decline in
corporate retained earnings and a major fall in the personal savings rate in the US
and throughout most of the advanced capitalist world,?? as well as the Federal
Reserve’s refusal to accommodate increased deficit spending by easing up on the
money supply. The Fed was, it should be said, probably limited in its ability to
loosen credit, because it had to maintain high interest rates and to keep the dollar
from falling to make possible the borrowing from abroad that was needed to cover

21 T. Helbling and R. Wescott, “The Global Real Interest Rate’, IMF Staff Studies, September 1995; G,

Davies, ‘A Mountain of Reasons to Reduce Mublic Debt’, The fndependent (1.ondon), 9 October 19495, 1 wish
to thank Robin Blackburn for calling my altention to (he latier arlicle.

22 B. M. Iriedman, Dayof Reckoning. The Consequences of American Econoniic Policy wider Reagan and After,
New York 1988, pp. 186-8; Armmstrong et al., Captialimn Sinee 1945, p. 238, Germany and Japan are
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the fiscal deficit. During the 1980s, real interest rates thus skyrocketed from their
1970s levels to reach historic highs for periods of comparable length—especially in
the US, wherethe change from what were essentially negativerates in the previous
decade was most severe.??

Because the turn to more or less permanent macroeconomic restrictiveness at the
aggregate level was limited in its capacity to alleviate the over-capacity and over-
production that was focused on the manufacturing sector of the international
economy, it could not significantly raise profitability. As a result, the surge of invest-
ment that was supposed to follow from the slowdown in the growth of costs never
appeared. On the contrary. In the context of still reduced profitability and exceed-
ingly high real interest rates, the growth of investment in over-supplied
manufacturing plummeted,and the growth of investment outside of manufacturing
failed to compensate. The reduced growth of investment demand was thus added
to the dampened growth of consumer demand that followed from the slowed
growth of wages, as well as the more sluggish growth of government demand that
came with the cuts in state expenditures, to make for the diminished growth of
aggregate demand and, by the same token, of output. The advanced capitalist
economies of the 1980s and 1990s, weighed down by the deceleration of economy-
wide purchasing power that resulted from reduced profitability, were even less
vital—grew significantly more slowly—than in the 1970s.

As the economies of theadvanced capitalist world lost steam over the course of
the 1980s, uneven development proved, in certain respects, self-limiting. But, far
from helping to resolve the underlying problem of over-production and over-
capacity in manufacturing, the achievement of more even development exacerbated
it. This was because the relative revival of the US economy which had the effect of
evening out development—though only within the traditional core of world
economy—was largely secured through a limiting of the growth of the US market
and, ultimately, the world market.

The forms of development taken by both the Japanese and German economies
in the postwar epoch featured the restriction of the growth of domestic demand in
the interest of export growth. The dynamism of both economies was thus ultimately
dependent upon the growth of the world market and, as stressed, predicated espe-
cially upon their ability toappropriate growing shares of that market. The quite different
form of development assumed by the US economy proved for this reason (o be the
perfect—and indispensable—complement to those of Japan and Germany, for it
instantiated both relatively slow-growing productivity and ever greater reliance on
the Keynesian subsidy to demand through federal deficits in the interest of domestic
(and international) stability. The US offered to Germany and especially Japan, not
only a huge, but also an easily permeable, market.

Nevertheless, the operation of this symbiosis tended, as has been stressed, to
undermine the conditions for its own perpetuation. First, the export-oriented
growth of the German and Japanese economies in combination with the domesti-
cally oriented production and foreign direct investment of the US economy—
highlighted by subsidy to demand and slow growth of productiveness—issued in

23 A Knoestor and W. Malk, ‘Real Intecont Raten in BightOECIYConntriew’, Revista Inlernazionale di Sciviae
Leonomdele o Compmerciali, vol, xll, no, 4, 1094, especlally pp. 328-30
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ever greater US external deficits and Japanese and German external surpluses.
These deficits and surpluses brought about the devaluation of the dollar and thus
the decline of US purchasing power. Moreover, while German and Japanese living
standards tended to rise with their currencies, so also did German and Japanese
production costs, leading to declining competitiveness. Second, especially under
the stress of intensified overseas competition, US firms were obliged to push ever
more fiercely to reduce wage growth. As they did, the growth of the US market
was further slowed. Third, eventually US budget deficits had to be reduced, for,
given the reduced profitability of US manufacturing, they could provide only
limited stimulus to investment and growth, and tended to keep real interest rates
up. The increase of US demand was thereby reduced still more. But with the US
market providing a declining stimulus to world demand because of the devalua-
tion of the dollar, reduced wage growth, and falling federal deficits, the Japanese
and German economies saw their growth prospects doubly undermined: whereas
they had derived their dynamism from increasing competitiveness and fast-
growing productivity in the context of rapidly expanding markets for
manufactures, they were obliged to confront not only rising relative costs and
slower-growing markets for manufactures, but also the limitations on the potential
growth of productivity in their non-manufacturing sectors.

Throughout the 1970s, despite the falling value of the dollar, rising US deficits
continued to subsidize the German and Japanese manufacturing economies. Both
Germany and Japan found it increasingly difficult to export profitably, suffered
downward pressure on manufacturing profit rates, and engaged in much increased
foreign direct investment. US producers slightly improved their performance,
making noticeable gains in export growth and sharply reducing the growth of their
foreign direct investment. But, especially in the face of domestic inflation and the
refusal of their chief overseas rivals to yield export share despite reduced prof-
itability, they were unable to create the conditions for restoring manufacturing
profitability and dynamism.

During the first half of the 1980s, on the basis of Reagan’s record federal deficits,
along with the skyrocketing dollar that resulted from the accompanying high
interest rates, the German and Japanese economies secured further, if meagre,
extensions of the same sort of export-led growth that they had experienced in the
1970s. Over the same period, in some contrast, the US economy, thrust into crisis
by Volcker’s extreme monetary tightening and then the high dollar, began a major
process of self-transformation. Largely by ridding itself of a great mass of high-
cost, low-profit plant and equipment and labour (downsizing), a very much
slimmed-down manufacturing sector began to improve its productivity sharply
and, in the long run, to make a comeback. By achieving in these years an histori-
cally unprecedented repression of wage growth, US capital was also able to make
profitable a large-scale transition into low-productivity services that their rivals in
Germany and Japan found difficult to duplicate. Perhaps most spectacular of all,
the USfinancial sector underwentan accelerated expansion—both domestically and
internationally—benefiting massively from an array of state policies designed to
subsidize and support it

From the mid 1980s, with the very large-scale and long-term revaluations of the
yen and the mark that followed upon the signing of the Plaza Accord, US producers
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began to achieve major gains in competitiveness and, especially as the 1990s pro-
gressed, significant improvement in their profitability. Nevertheless, since the US
rise in competitiveness came by means of dollar devaluation (especially against the
yen and the mark), the reduction of wage growth in relative (and absolute) terms,
and government macroeconomic austerity, its effect on the evolution of the
advanced capitalist economies was not only to undermine the growth prospects of
Germany and Japan, but to further depress the already slowed growth of demand
system-wide. In the absence of a major investment boom in the US (or anywhere
else), improvements in relative costs which allowed US producers to maintain or
increase their export shares were experienced by their overseas rivals as a loss of
markets. This was obviously a zero-sum game.

But what made matters decisively worse forthe system as awhole, was the US’s
definitive turnin 1993 to fiscal austerity, not just monetary tightness, withthe ascen-
dancy of Clinton. This removed what had been perhaps the most important
remaining counter-tendency to the contractionary trend unleashed with the turn
to monetarism—the ongoing experiment by Reagan and Bush in military
Keynesianism for the rich. Much of the world had been progressively restricting
the growth of domestic demand through the repression of wage growth and increas-
ingly tight fiscal and monetary policy through the 1980s in the interest of reducing
costs and raising profitability. But when the US, too, turned to budget balancing,
international disinflationary tendencies were increased qualitatively. In response,
most economies had little choice but to radically step up their dependence on man-
ufacturing exports, but this only exacerbated already intensifying international
competitive pressures.

By the midpoint of the 1990s, a certain recovery of the US economy had there-
fore been purchased at the cost of exacerbating international stagnation. Neither
Europe nor Japan had definitely transcended their early 1990s recessions.
International over-capacity and over-production had been made even more threat-
ening through the shrinkage of market growth and the resulting intensification of
downward pressure on profits by slow-growing, or even falling, prices of tradable
goods. It is true that an investment boom was finally beginning to materialize in
the US in response to the creeping growth of profitability. But whether it would be
great enough and sufficiently long-lasting to pull the world economy definitively
from its doldrums remained an open question.



Chapter 11
THE FAILURE OF KEYNESIANISM, 1973-79

To surmount the deep recession of 1974-75, set off by runaway inflation and the
consequent recourse to tight credit, and to keep the world economy turning over
throughout the remainder of the 1970s, the governments of the advanced capitalist
countries, led by the US, incurred steadily greater budget deficits, accommodated
by easy money. Nevertheless, by the end of the decade, the advanced capitalist
economies had returned to much the same point at which they had started it,
although to get there they took a rather different route than previously.

During the second half of the 1960s, the entry of lower-cost German and
Japanese producers and the subsequent failure of higher-cost US producers to
leave their lines, had brought about over-production and over-capacity and a
[alling rate of profit on aninternational scale, focused on the manufacturing sector.
Likewise, over the course of the 1970s, over-production and over-capacity was
perpetuated and exacerbated, when a counter-offensive by US-based capital,
designed to bring, about lower costs of production and re-establish profitability,
competiliveness, and the hegemonic position of US production, was met by the
refusal of higher-cost German and Japanese—as well as higher-cost US—manu-
lacturers (o retire from the field, despite their own reduced profitability. This large-
scale failure to exit was made possible in the last analysis by Keynesian deficits
which allowed for the parallel growth of private debt, but also by the willingness
and the ability of manufacturers, especially in Germany and Japan, to accept ever
lower rates of profit.

Because profitability failed to recover, the subsidy to demand that kept the
system turning over could not butbring about the same succession of developments
as in the late 1960s and early 1970s: the build-up of increasing numbers of high-
cost, low-profit firms that in the absence of the subsidy would have gone under; a
reduction in the growth of output that could be obtained by any given increase in
demand due to firms” reduced access to surpluses and correspondingly reduced
ability to invest; the corresponding acceleration of inflation, as any given increase
in demand brought a smaller response in terms of supply than previously when
profit rates were higher; rising interest rates and tight credit policies to combal
inftation; and, ultimately, a new cyclical downturn. Another round of the same
sorl of go-and-stop cycle that had issued in the recessions of 1970-1 and 1974-5thus
culminated in the recession of 1979-82 and lestified to the persistence ol the
economy’s underlying problems,
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1. The US Economy in the 1970s

Ensuring Demand

In response to the onset of the Great Depression of the 1930s and the accompanying
federal budget deficits, the Republican Hoover administrationhad sought to reduce
spending to balance the budget. But, in response to the oil crisis recession of 1974-75,
the Republican Ford administration, following the precedent set by the Republican
Nixon administration, effected the largest tax reduction in US history, imple-
menting the first in a series of stimulus packages that were adopted annually by
the US federal governmentthrough the remainder of the decade.! During the second
half of the 1970s, the Ford and Carter administrations incurred deficits, which, as
a percentage of GDP, rose to triple the level of the later 1960s. They thereby sig-
nalled to the private economy that they would do whatever was necessary to
prevent the economy from falling into depression and helped to create the condi-
tions for a parallel increase of borrowing in the private sector. Between 1975 and
1979, public and private annual borrowing taken together reached record levels,
averaging 19.2 per cent of GDP, almost double that for the Vietnam years between
1965 and 1970, and provided the foundations for a brief period of stability and
growth.?

US Manufacturing’s Counter-Offensive

Beginning about 1971, rather than cede the field in the face of sharply intensified
international competition, US manufacturers, strongly supported by the state,
launched a sustained counter-attack. Already by the end of 1973, they had achieved
significant gains in competitiveness by means of a major devaluation of the dollar,
by preventing real wage gains as large as those secured by German and Japanese
workers, and by the elevation of productivity growth in manufacturing, at least for
a few years. During the oil crisis of 197475, US producers were able to further
improve their position, since their dependence on imported oil was much smaller
than that of their main competitors. In the years that followed, they were able to
make even greater gains through launching new assaults on labour domestically
and on their main manufacturing rivals internationally.

Reducing Labour Costs

Having suffered progressive decline under the accelerating attacks of capital from
the end of the 1950s, the trade-union movement, under pressure from its rank and
file, had launched a major comeback in the late 1960s and early 1970s. But, with
the oil embargo recession, which brought unemployment to 85 per cent in 1975,
firms were able to bring this upsurge to an end, opening the way to a further

1 Calleo, Imperious Economy, pp. 139-45.
2 The data on the growth of borrowing come from the US Federal Reserve, Flow of Funds Accounts.
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dramatic reduction in the growth of labour costs, both direct and indirect.

During the latter part of the 1970s, employers virtually ceased to accept without
resistance petitions from their workforce for union representation elections filed
under the National Labor Relations Act. As late as 1965 they had acceded to 42
per cent of such petitions, but that figure had already fallen to 16 per cent by 1973,
and it dropped further to 8 per cent by 1978. The number of illegal actions com-
mitted by management against workers in the course of union organizing drives
also continued to increase: between 1973 and 1979, charges against employers for
unfair labour practices rose by 60 per cent, the number of workers awarded back-
pay or ordered reinstated to their jobs as a result of employers’ illegal actions
increased by about two-thirds, and the number of illegal firings for union activity
rose by about 50 per cent. Whereas unions had won 60.4 per cent and 56.4 per
cent of union representation elections in the periods 1960-65 and 1965-73, respec-
tively, they won just 48.3 per cent of union representation elections between 1973
and 1979. In the same period, union density fell precipitously, in the private sector
from 27 per cent to under 22 per cent, in manufacturing from 38.8 per cent to 32.1
per cent (in 1980). Strike action also fell off noticeably in these years, with the per-
centage of work time lost to strikes decreasing by almost a quarter compared to
1966-73.2 (See p. 64, Figure 4.2 and p. 116, Figure 8.2.)

As worker resistance waned and the political influence of the labour movement
collapsed, employers secured remarkable reductions in the growth of their labour
costs. Between 1973 and 1979, the growth of real compensation decelerated sharply,
averaging 1 per cent per annum in manufacturing and 0.4 per cent per annum in
the non-manufacturing private business sector, compared to 1.9 per cent per annum
and 2.6 per cent per annum respectively for 1965-73, and 2.9 per cent per annum
and 28 per cent per annum respectively for 1950-65. The growth of real social
expenditures simultaneously plummeted, averaging just 2 per cent per annum
between 1975 and 1980, compared to 6.2 per cent per annum between 1960 and
19754

The Further-Weakening Dollar and the Falling Cost of Credit

US manufacturers also gained at the direct expense of their international rivals,
With the collapse of the short-lived Smithsonian regime in February-March 1973,
the US had made clear its preference for floating rates and opposition to any return
to a fixed-rate system, however flexible. Under the new regime, with the dollar
continuing as the key currency, US governments were left free to pursue the polit
ically preferable option of keeping the economy moving through rising federal
deficits and could finance the rising trade and current account deficits that would
inevitably ensue, simply by increasing the supply of money. In fact, as Nixon had,

3 Seeber and Cooke, ‘The Decline in Union Success in Representation Elections’, pp. 42~3; Freeman,
‘Why Are Unions Faring Poorly in NLRB Elections?’, p. 53; Goldfield, Decline of Organized Labor, pp. 90=1;
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supplied by US Department of Labor, BLS, Office of Compensation and Working Conditions, Division of
Development in Lahor-Management Relations.
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tord and Carter actually invited what turned out to be the record current account
deficits that resulted from their record federal budget deficits because the former
inevitably brought down the dollar’s value and improved US export competitive-
ness. During the oil crisis recession, the US had run current account surpluses,
which reached 1.1 per cent of GDP in 1975. But with the further turn to
Keynesianism, external deficits came back with a vengeance, the current account
deficit reaching $14.5 billion and $15.4 billion, respectively, in 1977 and 1978, about
(17 per cent of GDP, and about three times the level of 1972.

The rise of external deficits, accompanied as they were by the parallel growth of
Japanese and German surpluses, did put heavy downward pressure on the dollar.
Between 1975 and 1979, the dollar fell by 26 per cent and 27 per cent against the
yen and mark respectively, with the result that manufacturing wages in Japan and
Germany, expressed in dollars, grew in this period almost twice as fast as in the
US, increasing at annual rates of 16.4 per cent and 17.1 per cent respectively, com-
pared to 9.3 per cent in the US. The average annual rate of growth of manufacturing
unit labour costs in dollar terms in the US was, similarly, only half that in Japan
and Germany—>5.9 per cent in the US, compared to 11.2 per cent in Japan and 11.4
per cent in Germany.

In addition to reduced real wage growth and improved relative costs in inter-
national terms, US producers were able to benefit from a sharp reduction in the real
cost of borrowing. The fall in the cost of credit was the intended effect of the
government’s policy of easy money. It was amplified by the sudden increase in the
international supply of loanable funds resulting from the recycling of petrodollars
Irom the oil-exporting states of the Middle East as well as the declining demand for
credit from the now slower-growing advanced capitalist world. For the years
[973-79, real interest rates fell below zero, averaging -0.1 per cent, compared to 2.5
per cent for 1960-73, and allowed manufacturers to sharply increase the degree to
which they financed investment on the basis of debt at minimal cost. During most
of the postwar period, manufacturers had barely relied on debt to finance produc-
tion: between 1950 and 1965, interest payments had constituted a mere 1 per cent
of profits, although net interest as a percentage of profits had jumped to 11 per cent
between 1965 and 1973, as profitability fell sharply. Between 1973 and 1979, with
profits down and the cost of credit reduced, that figure increased by another one-
third to 15 per cent.

the Growth of Investment, Qutput, and Productivity

Iincouraged by these improvements in their cost position, US manufacturers made
a concerted effort to maintain or even raise investment in aid of increased output
and productivity growth, even in the face of reduced profitability. Between 1973
and 1979, to help increase investment out of profits, manufacturing corporate man-
agers reduced annual dividend payments as a proportion of profits to just 16 per
cenl, compared to 26 per cent for 1950-73. In so doing, they helped allow the man-
afacturing sector to increase its investment in these years at an average annual rate
ol 56 per cent, about the same rate as between 1950 and 1973, when it was 5.8 per
cent, and simultaneously its net capital stock at an.average annual rate of 3.8 per
cent, which was just about the same as between 1950 and 1973, when the figure had

by 3.9 per cent " The resulls, moreover, wore not unimpressive. Between 1975
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and 1979, manufacturing output rose at the average annual rate of 7.2 per cent,
about the same rate as during the high boom years of 1958-65. In the same period,
following a disastrous drop-off during the oil crisis recession, manufacturing labour
productivity grew at the average annual rate of 2.6 per cent, not all that far below
the average annual increase of 3.0 per cent for 1950-73 (especially considering that
the figure for 1979 was in the negative, due to the onset of the new recession).

The improvement in US relative costs made possible quite respectable export
growth in the face of the slowdown of the growth of world trade. During the years
1973-79, US exports increased at the average annual pace of 5.8 per cent. This figure
was only a bit higher than the 53 per cent achieved between 1965 and 1971, but,
since world trade grew in this period at only half the rate of the later 1960s and
carly 1970s, it must be seen to represent a significant improvement. It was achieved
through a very major increase in US dependence on world trade, with exports
increasing as a proportion of GDP by 35 per cent, manufacturing exports as a
proportion of manufacturing output by almost 50 per cent.

Just as increasing US competitiveness made for a significant improvement in the
US capacity to export, it dramatically reduced the incentive to invest overseas. By
1970-73, as a reflection of secularly declining US competitiveness, US manufac-
turing corporations were investing almost 30 per cent as much abroad as they were
at home, up from 11 per cent in 1957. But by the second half of the 1970s (1975-79),
that figure had fallen back to just 21 per cent.®

Nevertheless, the fact remains that by the eve of the second oil crisis in 1979,
despite the not insignificant reductions in input costs and the decent performance
of investment, prod uctivity, exports, and growth, there was little sign that the US
economy was on its way to revival, mainly because profitability in the manufac-
turing sector had fallen further. Outside of manufacturing, capital’s ability to stamp
out wage growth stabilized the profit rate. The average annual growth of product
compensation was thus reduced by 75 per cent to just 0.7 per cent between 1973
and 1979—from 2.8 per cent between 1965 and 1973—with the result that the
average level of the profit share between 1975 and 1979 rose 15 per cent above its
level in 1973. In those four years, therefore, the rate of profit outside manufacturing
was, on average, 8 per cent above that in 1973, with the result that profitability in
the private business economy as a whole was able to maintain itself at slightly above
its 1973 level, despite the further drop-off in profitability that took place in
manufacturing. In manufacturing, profitability fell during the oil crisis of 1974-75
by a further 25 per cent or so from its level in 1973, when it was already more than
40 per cent below its peak level of 1965. Between 1975 and 1979, profitability in
manukacluring remained, on average, perhaps 15 per cent above its level at the
bottom of the oil crisis, but by 1978 was still about 12 per cent below its 1973 level.

5 'I'he BLS's measure for capital inputs in manufacturing between 1973 and 1979 averaged 4.7 per cent
perannum, compared to 4.15 per cent per annum between 1950 and 1973. ‘Multifactor Productivity Trends,
1995 and 1996,” Table 6.

6 Fahim-Nader, ‘Capital Expenditures by Majority-Owned l‘oreign Alfiliates of US Companies’, p. 63,

Similarly, whereas the value of the stock of foreign direct investiment in the US as a percentage ol the value
ol the stock of US direct mvestment abroad had, ax an expression ol the declining relative protitability of
the US, tallen (from 28.8 per cont in 1950 to 17.5 pur cent in 1966, i1 rose again to per cont in 19

R. B, Lipray, ‘Poraign Direct Investment in the US: Changes over Thres Decades’, In 1. AL Treoot, e, Coreign

Direct imventment, Chicago 1993, p, 117, 'Table 8,1,
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In 1979, as the economy re-entered recession, manufacturing profitability fell back
to its levels of the first oil crisis on its way to even more debilitating lows (see p. 7,
Figure 0.3).

Why hadthe apparently positive combination of cost improvement and subsidy
to demand failed to yield better results in terms of manufacturing profitability? The
answer would seem to lie, largely if not wholly, in the paradoxical persistence of
over-capacity and over-production in the manufacturing sector in the face of
reduced profitability, a phenomenon to which the Keynesian subsidy to demand
contributed mightily. The expansion of manufacturing which took place during
the 1970s thus encompassed the output not only of that segment of firms that had
improved their productiveness in aid of better profits, but also that segment of
firms that had failed to reduce costs. Firms with high costs and/or low produc-
tivity growth stayed in business, despite their low profit rates, by virtue of the
unprecedented level of deficit spending, as well as ultra-low interest rates. The
large-scale failure of exit of low-profit firms was not, moreover, confined to the
US; it was an international phenomenon. US expansionary policy was critical there-
fore not only in keeping the economy of the US turning over during the 1970s, but
in providing indispensable demand for export-dependent firms in Germany and
Japan too. Meanwhile, the striking ability of manufacturers in both Germany and
Japan to attract support from financiers and stay in business, despite their much
reduced profitability, only exacerbated the systemic problem of manufacturing
over-capacity and over-production.

The Failure of Exit
Despite reduced profitability, relatively few manufacturing firms appear to have
reduced their means of production or transferred them out of over-supplied man-
ufacturing lines or gone out of business. During the period 1973-79, manufacturing
output as a percentage of total private business output stayed level, and manufac-
turing investment as a percentage of total private investment actually grew by
about 10 per cent. But what may be most telling---especially in light of the major
fall-off in profitability, which must have sharply raised the proportion of firms on
the edge of bankruptcy—is the fact that, far from increasing, as might have been
expected, the annual rate of business failure sharply declined, averaging, 20 per cent
less between 1973 and 1979 than between 1960 and 19737 That the proportion
which survived actually increased seems inexplicable apart from the record stim-
ulus to demand. By contributing to the economy’s stability during the 1970s,
through keeping in business large numbers of low-profit firms, Keynesianism
helped to perpetuate the economy’s underlying lack of dynamism by preventing
greater increases in the growth of productivity and prices, and thus, of course, of
profitability.

When the US federal government began to incur ever greater deficits from 1975,
it helped to revive not only the US, but the world economy as a whole. The oil crisis

7 1 wish 1o thank Bob Pollin for forwarding to me the time series on business failures, which was
congtructed Trom the May issues of the Suroey of Current Business and the Statistical Abstract of the United
tates, See also AL B Frankel and 10 D Montgomery, ‘linancial Stracture: An International Perspective’,

Rrookivgu Papers on Ecoromile Activiy, no. 1, 1991, p, 264
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struck the Japanese and German economies much harder than that of the US. The
Japanese and German economies were held back, moreover, by their governments’
overriding concern to control inflation in the interest of export growth, and their
consequent reluctance to stimulate demand through budget deficits and reliance
on tight money. It was only the deficit-driven expansion of US demand that allowed
these economies to emerge from their recessions. Both Japan and Germany based
their recoveries almost entirely on the growth of exports so the rise of the US trade
and current account deficits was therefore the key to their revival.

Itremainsthe case that the USexternal deficits thatemerged, determined as they
were by US budget deficits, seem even larger than they ‘should” have been, larger,
that is, than would seem to have been warranted by the evolution of relative costs
in international terms. Manufacturing unit labour costs in the US in dollar terms
grew only half as fast as did those in Japan and Germany between 1975 and 1979.
One can reasonably ask how Japanese and German producers were able to raise
imports into the US so rapidly in this period and, beyond that, by what means they
were simultaneously able to maintain, or even slightly increase, their share of the
international market, while the US share declined.?

As we shall shortly see in some detail, the German and Japanese manufacturing
economies were able to undertake export-led expansions only by accepting much
reduced rates of profit. One need only note here that, while Japanese and German
manufacturers sustained average annual increases in their unit labour costs that
were in both cases 5 per cent higher than those of the US between 1975 and 1979,
they charged export prices thatrose at average annual rates that were, respectively,
7 per cent and 4.5 per cent lower than those charged by US producers. On the basis
of their improved relative costs, largely facilitated by the falling dollar, US manu-
facturers were able to mark up over costs to an extent that had been long impossible.
But they would have succeeded in raising prices over costs even further had
Japanese and German producers not been so willing and able to sustain such
reduced rates of return in order to increase their export dependence by expanding
their shares of the world market.

With the failure of profitability to recover, the record federal deficits of Carter
and Ford could not bring increases in supply that were in any way commensurate
with the growth of demand, and accelerating inflation was the inevitable result. By
1977 and 1978, the rate of increase of the GDP price deflator, at 6.3 per cent and
7.7 per cent, respectively, had risen above its pre-oil crisis peak of 5.7 per cent, reg-
istered in 1973. In the same two years, the exchange rate of the dollar fell by 11 per
cent in trade-weighted terms and by about 25 per cent and 35 per cent against the
mark and yen, respectively. It was 1965-68 and 1971-73 all over again. Interest rates
had to rise or the US government would intervene to raise them. As it turned out
both occurred, setting off an epoch-making US-led international reorientation of
state policy, away from Keynesianism and toward a more or less permanent anli-
inflationary approach.

8 The US share of the exports of the leading eleven capitalist economies fell from 17.7 per cent in 1975
to 15.9 per cent in 1979, while Japan's and Germany's remained stable. National Institute Econmnie Revlew,
no, 96, May 1981, p. 75, Table 23. For a similar result, see B R Scott and G, C. Lodge, US Compeliliveness in
Hie Warld Economy, Boston 1985, p, 27 h
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2. Japan in the 1970s

In the wake of the twin disasters of yen revaluation and the oil crisis, the Japanese
economy emerged with radically reduced prospects. It is hard to see how its sub-
sequent process of adjustment could have been improved upon. But, despite its
impressive response to the new, unfavourable structure of international costs, the
Japanese economy could secure no recovery of profitability, and could relaunch no
sustained investment boom, because it proceeded along the same manufacturing-
focused, export-oriented trajectory as hitherto. As a consequence of the exceedingly
slow growth of its prices, attributable in part to its restrictive, anti-inflationary
macropolicy, and the extreme difficulty of penetrating its import market in manu-
factures due largely to the multiple networks that linked its firms as one another’s
semi-permanent customers, Japan tended to run ever greater trade and current
account surpluses, which, sooner or later, would drive up the yen and raise Japanese
productive costs in international terms. Because, moreover, of the already existing
international over-capacity and over-production in manufacturing lines, the
improvement of US competitiveness, and the rise of new adversaries in East Asia,
Japanese manufacturers found themselves under increasing pressure from their
rivals in international markets. The Japanese economy was therefore able to main-
tain its manufacturing export-oriented path only by accepting much-reduced levels
of manufacturing profitability, levels which would have been even lower had not
the growth of Japanese wages slowed so drastically. During the oil crisis, Japanese
manufacturing was badly set back by the temporary collapse of the world market.
After that, its expansion was frustrated not only by the slow growth of world
demand for manufactures in general, but especially by its inability to grow in the
manner that it had previously, by appropriating great chunks of market share from
less competitive rivals, above all the US.

In large part as a reaction to the international and domestic inflationary booms
through which the advanced capitalist governments in general and the Japancse
government in particular had sought between 1971 and 1973 to sustain the long,
postwar expansion, Japan experienced the sharpest recession anywhere in the
advanced capitalist world at the time of the first oil shock. Al the start of 1973, to
stem the inflationary tide, the Japanese government turned to increasingly tighi
credit and, when the oil embargo struck at the end of the year, lhe economy plunged
into crisis. By early 1975, both industrial output and capacity utilization were down
more than 20 per cent from their levels of early 1973. By the end of 1975, manufac-
turing employment (in terms of hours) had fallen by no less than 12 per cent from
its level of 1973.°

It was only the stepped-up growth of manufacturing exports that kept the
lapanese economy turning over during the recession.!® Accelerated export growth
appears paradoxical in light of the sharply reduced growth of world demand that
accompanied the international crisis. It was to be expected, however, of the Japanese
manulacturing sector, given its unusually high fixed costs. Because of their tendency

9 I Nakamurg, ‘An Economy in Search of Stable Growth: Japan Since the Oil Crisis’, Journal o f Japanese
Strdles, vol v, no. |, Winler 1980, pp. 156-8.
10 There 18 no denying that exports were the prime-iover which nudged Japan oul of the recession.’

hid., p. 163
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to rapidly build up fixed capital and to do so on the basis of debt, as well as their
difficulty in shedding labour, Japanese firms had to maintain output and capacity
utilization at almost any price. During the two years 1974-75, export growth aver-
aged 11 per cent and the share of exports in Japanese GNP increased by 28 per cent.
'The trade surplus therefore provided the leading source of the increased demand
that kept the economy going and prevented even worse depression.

The fact remains that export growth could be secured only at the cost of the
spectacular collapse of manufacturing profitability. In 1974, with wage demands
slill keyed to ahyperinflation that was in the process of vanishing, nominal wages
grew by about 25 per cent in manufacturing and in the private economy as a whole;
in 1975, with deflation now a fact of life, they increased a further 13.5 per cent. In
the private economy outside of manufacturing, these increases were not a serious
problem. Firms could raise prices almost as much as they had raised wages; despite
zero productivity growth, they were therefore able to keep product wage growth
in line and limit the fall in profitability over the two years to a total of ‘only” about
25 per cent. In manufacturing, however, despite the fact that the growth of costs
was almost identical to that in non-manufacturing, firms could not prevent
profitability from plunging by 60 per cent. Up against a suddenly stagnant world
market and intensified international competition, but needing to sell at just about
any price in order to make use of the capital stock that they had only recently so
vastly expanded and a labour force that they could not easily lay off, Japanese
manufacturers simply had no choice but to keep a lid on the prices of their mostly
tradable goods to maintain output and sales. Whereas in the non-manufacturing
private sector firms raised prices at an average annual rate of 18.3 per cent, in man-
ulncturing they could raise prices at an average annual rate of just 7.5 per cent. Even
#o, firms in the manufacturing sector could not prevent capacity utilization from
dropping a staggering 22 per cent over the two years, compared to only 4.6 per cent
in the non-manufacturing private business sector. With capacity utilization and
price increases so much reduced, profits had to plummet.

Butl Japan’s economic difficulties did not end with the transcendence of the
oil crisis. Even by 1979, manufacturing profitability had failed much to recover,
remaining considerably lower than it had beenin 1974, only about 12 per cent higher
than it had been at the depths of the oil crisis in 1975, and 40 per cent below its level
in 1973, when it had already fallen 22 per cent below its 1969-70 peak. Over the
infervening years, the manufacturing profit share had improved by a scant 10 per
cent and the oulput-capital ratio failed to do much better, increasing by less than
15 per conl. As the direct expression of the sharp deterioration in the rate of profit
In minufacturing, in these years, the average annual rate of growth of new plant
and equipment spending fell to zero, compared to more than 20 per cent for the
years 1965-70, and of gross capital stock to 5.6 per cent, compared to around 17 per
cenl for 1965-70. With investment growth so reduced, it was to be expected that
the increase of output would also drop dramatically, and between 1975 and 1979
the average annual growth of real outpul fell 1o around 6.6 per cenl in manufac
turing, compared to 20 per cent between 1965 and 1970, Nor was there any increase
in those four years in the size of the nmlulf‘u'lurmg labour foree (measured inhours),
which remalned in 1979 about 12 per cent per cent below its 1973 level. The
quention that i ralsed, therofore, ie what provented a botter rocovery of the manu



THE FAILURE OF KEYNESIANISM, 1973-79 173

facturing rate of profit and of investment after the oil crisis?

The Cost and Quality of Labour

As early as the oil crisis of the years 1974 and 1975, the growth of real wages was
plunging, averaging only 28 per cent in manufacturing (and 34 per cent in the
private business economy). Then, with the average annual growth of the manufac-
turing nominal wage falling to 7.7 per cent, from about 19 per cent for the years
1970-75, the manufacturing real wage ended up growing at an average annual rate
of just 3.0 per cent for 1973-79 (2.65 per cent in private business)."! Manufacturing
and private business real wages in Japan had increased, on average, at about 8.5
per cent per annum over the years 1970-73, approximately the samerates that had
obtained between 1965 and 1970. In thus accepting reductions in the growth of their
real wages of some two-thirds, Japanese workers could hardly have been much
more accommodating in terms of their pay.

The performance was analogous in terms of labour productivity. Between 1975
and 1979, manufacturing labour productivity grew at an average annual rate of
6.4 per cent (5.1 per cent between 1973 and 1979), a bit less than half as fast as it
had grown in the years of high boom between 1965 and 1970. But this figure is
highly misleading. It is not adjusted for the sharply reduced capacity utilization of
the years 1973-79, which was, on average, about 15 per cent below its level in the
later 1960s and early 1970s, nor, equally important, for employers’ retention, in the
face of that unutilized capacity, of almost the entirety of their old labour force—the
level of unemployment in Japan even by 1979 was only 2.1 per cent. Nor does it
take into account the profoundly diminished rates of growth of the capital-labour
ratio for the years 1973-79 and 1975-79, which were, respectively, one-half and one-
quarter those for the years 1965-73. In the context of reduced capacity utilization,
increased labour hoarding, and slowdown in equipping workers with new plant
and machinery, the growth of Japanese labour productivity in this era actually turns
out to be rather good.

The relatively impressive performance of Japancse labour productivily was
made possible through the more efficient and more intensive application of lahour
In what was termed at the time ‘operation scale-down’, lirms stopped replacing
retired personnel, reduced overtime, dispatched redundant workers to related units
(often within the same ‘group’), and replaced male by lower-paid temale labour
There was also intensified use of ‘quality circles’ to elicit more committed and
careful labour, or to facilitate plain and simple speed-up.'? Adjusted for capacity
utilization, though not for labour hoarding or the reduced growth of the capital-
labour ratio, the average annual growth of manufacturing labour productivity for
these years reached 7.05 per cent, not all that much below the figure of 9.3 per cent
for whole period 1955-73 (although substantially below the especially high average
rate of 12.5 per cent achieved in the later 1960s).!3

The question thus raised by Japanese economic performance during these years

11 The reduction is even more extreme when measured on an hourly basis, as manufacturing hourly
wages prew at only 1.31 per cent per annum between 1975 and 1979.

12 Noh, Jupanese Capitalism, p. 171; Nakamura, ‘Japan Since the Oil Crisis’, pp. 159-60; H. Shimada,
“Ihe Japanese Labor Market After the Oil Crisis: A Factual Report I’, Keio Economic Studies, vol. xiv,
no. 1, 1977, pp. o4,

1V Baily, 'What tlas Ttappeoed to Productivity Growth?, Sciciice, vol. eexxxiv, 24 Oclober 1986, . 444,
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is not why the measured growth of labour productivity fell substantially, but why
more investment funds were not forthcoming to take advantage of the combina-
tion of sharply reduced rate of growth of wages and palpably stepped-up effort
and efficiency of Japanese labour so as to raise productiveness and thereby the profit
share and profit rate. This issue is made all the more acute, given the extraordinary
transformation of the structure of Japanese industry that took place at this time.

The Recomposition of Industry

Japan’s impressive productivity growth performance was achieved as part and
parcel of a vast restructuring of Japanese industry, designed to respond to the
upward turn in Japanese production costs in international terms that took place
during the 1970s. Declining competitiveness was the consequence of the radical
increases in relative wage costs that were brought on by successive waves of yen
revaluation, of the sharply increased energy costs that resulted from two major oil
price explosions, and of the entry into the world market of low-priced manufac-
tures originating in East Asia. In response, in the space of less than a decade, the
Japanese economy dramatically reduced its commitment to, or profoundly ration-
alized, the ‘heavy’, energy-intensive and labour-intensive lines that had played such
a central role during in the high-growth era. At the same time, it came to concen-
trate ever more exclusively on high value-added industries (especially cars), and in
particular ‘mechatronics’ lines—that is, high technology industries that combined
electronics and machinery (such as numerically controlled machine tools or elec-
trical machinery containing programmed integrated circuits).'

The speed with which the process of economic restructuring was accomplished
was without parallel within the advanced capitalist world and was only made pos-
sible by the specific institutional framework through which the Japanese economy
was organized. It is true that in these years, as firms increased their capacity to
finance themselves and secured greater access to alternative sources of funds, the
stateintervened far less in the investment process and did far less to directly admin-
ister the economy than previously. Still, its role in facilitating coordination among
firms and influencing the economy’s direction remained substantial. At the start of
the 1970s, the government issued a ‘vision’ for reorienting the economy toward high
value-added, high-technology lines, and away from labour-intensive and heavy
industries. It also provided incentives to bias investment in that direction by
granting low interest loans and tax breaks, by organizing consortia of private
companies to cooperate in carrying out research and development, and by offering
a significant degree of protection for new industries. Beginning in 1978, the gov-
ernment also organized a series of ‘depression cartels’ in labour-intensive,
energy-intensive industries, such as aluminium refining, shipbuilding, and petro-
chemicals, designed to allow firms in these industries to keep up their profits by

14 This and the following two paragraphs depend on Imai, ‘Japan’s Changing Industrial Structure’,
pp- 58-9, along with three OECD analyses of Japanese ‘structural adjustment’ to the higher yen, higher
energy costs, and competition from the NICS, in Economic Survey of Japan 1980-81, Paris, July 1981,
pp. 37-61; Economic Survey of [apan 1984-85, Paris, August 1985, pp. 54-77; Economic Survey of Jupan 1988-89,
Paris, December 1989, pp. 67-82; as well as Yamamira, ‘Succeas that Souved’, pp. 91—t and Dore, 1'lexibie
Rigidities, pp. 73-6 on the ‘depression carlew’, Compare Hatch and Yamamura, Asla in Jupan's Endieace,
onpecially ch, 4 .
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artificially maintaining prices, while they reduced their productive capacity.
Throughout the period, it should be added, the government continued to devote a
substantially higher proportion of state expenditure to investment than did that of
any other advanced capitalist country.

Of course, it was private industry that directly carried out the transformation.
Here, Japanese labour was, again, extraordinarily accommodating, reducing the
growth of wage demands and facilitating technical and organizational change. At
the same time, as a result of their commitment to eschewing layoffs, Japanese firms
were very willing not only to make huge investments in modernization—as they
did for example in the steel industry, where they raised the proportion of produc-
tion carried out by continuous casting methods from 20.7 per cent to 86.3 per cent
in the decade after 1973—but also to diversify production into new lines where they
could make use of what would otherwise have been superfluous workers. This
naturally sped up the process of adjustment.

The organization of much of the economy into horizontal and vertical networks
linking banks to firms and firms to one another also played a major role in the trans-
formation. Since firms within the groups constituted to a large degree one another’s
markets and since they informed one another of their investment plans, they were
able to reallocate investment toward new lines with a high degree of security and
speed. Thecloseties maintained between great firms within and between the groups
with their subsidiary suppliers contributed to the same effect.!>

Perhaps most crucial, by virtue of their close relationships with their banks,
Japanese firms enjoyed an enormous advantage in terms of access to finance over
their main overseas rivals. Despite their sharply reduced profitability, they could
still be sure of ample funds from their bank creditor-partners to carry out new
projects, and could count on the banks and firms which held their stock to be under-
standing when they reduced dividends. They were therefore able to sustain
investment plans in the face of declines in corporate profitability that would prob-
ably have provoked the cut-off of funds from outside investors in much of the rest
of the advanced capitalist world, notably in the US. They could, moreover, expect
to be able to borrow at very low interest rates by international standards, as house-
holds” high propensity to save continued to yield a steady supply of cheap funds.

Although Japanese annual gross investment in new plant and equipment failed
to increase during the five or six years following the onset of the oil crisis, it
remained, as a proportion of GDP, the highest among the advanced capitalist
economies by a good margin. Even in the depressed years between 1973-79,
Japanese manufacturing increased its gross capital stock at an average annual rate
which was 34 per cent higher than that of its US counterparts in the same period
(5.6 per cent compared to 4.2 per cent).

By virtue of their extraordinary transformation, Japanese manufacturing firms
were, by the start of the 1980s, able to present their international competitors with
a new look. In the space of just six years, between 1975 and 1981, the share of total
manufacturing investment allocated to technology-intensive lines grew by 42 per
cent (from 38 per cent lo 54.1 per cent) while the share apportioned to other

15 Tor this and the following paragraph, Nakatani, ‘Beonomie Role of Financlal Corporato Grouping’
Dove, lexible Rigldition, pp. 604,
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manufacturing investment fell accordingly. Over the years 1973-80, output in the
advanced electrical machinery and precision instruments industries and in other
‘processing’ industries (including other machinery, transport equipment, and metal
products) grew at average annual rates of 15 per cent and 6.2 per cent, respectively,
compared to just 46 per cent in the ‘heavy’ chemical, petroleum, and metal indus-
tries and 3.6 per cent in the labour-intensive textile and food industries. By 1984,
the consumption of raw materials per unit of manufacturing output had, remark-
ably, been reduced to 60 per cent of its level in 1973. Between 1971 and 1981, the
shares of general machinery, electrical machinery, and transport equipment in total
exports increased by 50 per cent, 25 per cent, and 20 per cent, respectively, while
those of textiles, chemicals, and primary metals fell by 60 per cent, 30 per cent, and
25 per cent respectively.!6

Despite such spectacular change, the Japanese economy could achieve only a
limited recovery in the years after the oil crisis. This was because its expansion
became even more reliant than previously on the growth of manufacturing exports,
in a period in which international over-capacity and over-production were
increasing as a consequence of the sharp deceleration of world trade and in which
Japan’s own overseas sales were proving increasingly self-undermining because
inextricably bound up with the build-up of Japanese external surpluses. The gains
in competitiveness secured in this period through keeping down wages, keeping
up productivity growth, and reorienting production were thus, to a significant
degree, nullified by the halving of the growth of world trade and the effective reval-
uation of the yen by more than one-third. While Japanese firms could grow during
the latter half of the 1970s by increasing their exports, they could not make export
growth the basis for the restoration of their former dynamism because they could
nol make it the basis for the recovery of their profitability.

The US cyclical recovery from 1975, driven by record budget deficits, detonated
Japan’s cyclical upturn. Between 1973 and 1979, Japanese exports increased at an
average annual rate of 9 per cent. This rate of growth was barely half that of the
period of the boom, and gives an indication of what export-oriented Japanese
producers were up against. It was, however, in itself rather impressive, for it
entailed an increase in the Japanese share of world exports of better than 10 per
cent, from 99 per cent to 11.1 per cent (and 13.7 per cent in 1980), in the space of
just half a decade. Between 1973 and 1979 meanwhile, exports as a share of Japanese
GDP rose from 10.0 per cent to 11.6 per cent (and 13.7 per cent in 1980) while
manufacturing exports as a share of manufacturing output rose from 27.1 per cent
in 1973 to 38.6 per cent in 1979 (45.7 per cent in 1980). Such stepped-up export-
dependence was, however, only made possible on the basis of rising US budget and
external deficits and record Japanese surpluses, and the unavoidable concomitant
of these deficits and surpluses was an enormous revaluation of the yen.

Between 1975 and 1978, the yen’s effective exchange rate increased at the average
annual rate of 12.4 per cent (7.6 per cent between 1975 and 1979). Now, when figured
in terms of national currencies, the relative unit labour costs of Japanese manufac
turing fell at the extraordinary average annual rate of 6.7 per cent between 1975 and

16 OUCIY, Econonue Survey of lapan 1984-5, arin, Augunt I98S, pp 69, 74; OICD, Leonomde Survey
of apas 1941 Pariw, laly 19H2, v, B0, .
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1978, by reference to the trade-weighted average for nineteen main competing
countries. But, adjusted for yen revaluation, that is, expressed in a common cur-
rency by reference to the weighted average of these same competing countries, this
figure rose by 4.9 per cent!'” By the same token, whereas, in terms of the yen,
Japanese manufacturing unit labour costs fell at an average annual rate of 2.3 per
cent between 1975 and 1978 (1.9 per cent through 1979), in terms of the dollar they
increased at an average annual rate of no less than 16.9 per cent (11 per cent through
1979), while those in the US rose at an average annual rate of just 3.8 per cent
(5.4 per cent through 1979). To make possible the rate of export growth that they
achieved, therefore, Japanese manufacturers were obliged to reduce export prices
in yen terms at an average annual rate of 2.6 per cent between 1975 and 1978 (0 per
cent per annum between 1975 and 1979)! Only by doing so could they hold down
the average annual increase in their export prices in international terms to about
10 per cent (-2.6 per cent plus 12.4 per cent for yen revaluation) between 1975 and
1978 and about 7.6 per cent (0 plus 7.6 per cent for yen revaluation) between 1975
and 1979. This was no doubt necessary to make sales, since average export prices
for the twelve members of the European community and for the US rose at average
annual rates of 9.2 per cent and 5.6 per cent, respectively, between 1975 and 1978
(and 9.4 per cent and 7.5 per cent respectively, between 1975 and 1979).18

The inability of the Japanese manufacturing sector to achieve a greater recovery
in profitability in the years following the oil crisis was thus largely the result of its
inability to impose greater mark-ups, the consequence, in turn, of its declining
ability to maintain competitiveness while it increased its export dependence in an
epoch of international manufacturing over-capacity and over-production. Put
another way, to prevent even greater reduction in their output and export growth,
Japanese manufacturers had to accept much reduced manufacturing profitability.
Had there been no yen revaluation—a highly unrealistic counterfactual—Japanese
manufacturers would have been able to raise prices in yen on the 35-40 per cent of
the output that they exported at an average annual rate of 10 per cent between 1975
and 1978 and still maintain the same export volume, rather than having to lower
these prices at an average annual rate of 2.6 per cent. As it was, in order to tran-
scend the barriers to profit-making at home that they had increasingly to confront
[rom the time thatthe currency began to ascend in 1971, Japanese corporations rad-
ically stepped up their investment overseas, aided in so doing by the same rising
yen that was depressing their exports and domestic rates of return. Having
amounted in total to a mere $ 1.45 billion for the entire period between 1951 and
1967, Japanese foreign direct investment leapt from $0.85 billion in 1971 to nearly
$5 billion in 1979.1

Clearly the Japanese manufacturing export growth machine was having to run
cver harder just to stay in place. The intensity of the international pressures on the
Japanese manufacturing sector is set in sharp relief, when the trajectory of the man-

17 ‘Unit ILabour Costs in Manufacturing Industry and in the Whole Economy’, European Economy,
no, 19, 1984, p. 124, Table 15.

I8 ‘Statistical Annex’, Furopean Fconomy, no.58, 1994, Table 28.

19 OQBECD, huternational hwestnient ard Multinational Enterprises. Recent International Direct Investment
Pretnds, Uacls 1981, p 81, Tables 30,31 Inward flowsof foreign direct investment inthis period werederisory,
peaking al #5320 million in 1979 (Tables 1, 12).
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ufacturing sector during the 1970s is contrasted with that of the economy outside
it. By 1978-79, the rate of profit in manufacturing remained no less than 35-40 per
cent below its level of 1973. In contrast, profitability outside had risen by around
13 per cent above its 1973 level.? The average annual growth of unit labour costs
in non-manufacturing was actually about 25 per cent higher over the period than
in manufacturing. Nevertheless, largely immune to the downward pressure on
prices that plagued manufacturing, firms outside of manufacturing could translate
the very sharp reduction in the growth of wages into higher profits because they
could raise prices to an extent impossible for manufacturers. With its better prof-
itability recovery, the non-manufacturing sector was able to attract investment so
as to increase its capital stock at an average annual rate of growth almost 25 per
cent higher than in manufacturing, and this despite the fact that any given increase
in capital stock in non-manufacturing was much less effective in raising labour pro-
ductivity than in manufacturing. While the manufacturing labour force (in terms
of the number employed) fell by 7.8 per cent between 1973 and 1979, the non-man-
ufacturing industrial labour force as a whole grew slightly and service sector
employment grew by a striking 15 per cent.

Nevertheless the recovery outside manufacturing was a very long way from
making up for the reduction in manufacturing dynamism. By 1979, the profit rate
in the private business sector as a whole still remained 22 per cent below its already
sharply reduced level of 1973, with the result that investment remained flat in the
intervening period, while the average annual increase of business sector gross
capital stock and output fell sharply to 7.3 per cent and 3.2 per cent respectively,
compared to about 12.5 per cent and 10.5 per cent respectively between 1960 and
1973.

Because Japanese manufacturing export growth took place under such inauspi-
cious price-cost conditions, it was insufficient by itself to pull the economy fully
out of recession, and had to be supplemented by a major government subsidy to
demand. Having been burned at the start of the decade by runaway inflation, the
government long delayed any attempt to jump-start the economy. However, from
1977-78, under intense pressure from the US, the Japanese authorities finally imple-
mented a major stimulus programme—as did their German counterparts—
featuring high levels of public investment and sharply increased budget deficits.
Responding to this fiscal jolt, the Japanese economy, and especially its manufac-
turing sector, gathered momentum, and investment increased sharply in 1979
and 1980.%

Nevertheless, the brief and transitory nature of this boom brought home the
profound structural problems faced by the Japanese economy. The descent back
intorecession at the end of the decade followed the pattern charted during the initial
entry into crisis between 1971 and 1973. As earlier, when the yen rocketed in the
face of exploding US international deficits (and Japanese surpluses), Japanese

20 The profitrates for the non-manufacturing sector have been extrapolated from 1lose of the manufac
turing and private business sectors, weighting cach by its net capital stock. ‘The non-manufacturing prolit
rates must therefore be saen as Cairly rough, but thefr ratas of chanye should ot be too inaceurale,

21 Woh, Jupanese Capitalisn, . 170; Nakaowra, ‘Japan Smice the O Crlsly’, pp. 16 Sull, the level of
nvesimen never reached even the 1970 level at any time durlng the decace, nor did annval CHDP growth

rine abisve 8.3 per cent
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export growth plummeted, as it had previously under similar circumstances,
averaging 2 per cent per annum during 1978 and 1979. When the US authorities
then implemented a deflationary policy in response to those same deficits from
1979, and a new round of oil price increases soon followed on, the Japanese gov-
ernment saw little choice but to follow suit. They had, in any case, already begun
to put on the brakes of their own accord in 1979 in response to their perception that
rapidly rising government deficits were inducing inflationary pressures that would
threaten export growth. In 1980, domestic demand slowed sharply and, somewhat
later, export growth fell sharply as the US market collapsed with the onset there,
and throughout the advanced capitalist economies, of a new, serious recession. The
Japanese economy entered a cyclical downturn of even greater length, though
significantly lesser depth, than that of 1974-75.2

3. Germany in the 1970s
The German economy, like theJapanese, emerged from revaluation and oil crisis in
straitened circumstances. Unlike the Japanese, it had, under the pressure of intensi-
fying international competition and an irrepressible mark, been experiencing a
gradual secular slowdown, in both relative and absolute terms, from the later 1950s
and early 1960s, although thatslowdown had begun from extremely high levels. The
German economy, perhaps even more than the Japanese, remained dependent upon
manufacturing exports. For this reason, the enormous revaluation of the mark of the
years 1969-73, and the fall in profitability that it had entailed, profoundly weakened
the foundations of German growth. By 1975, German hourly wages in manufac-
turing, in dollar terms, had reached the level of those in the US, having been one-half
the US level as recently as 1970, with the unsurprising result that significant sections
of German manufacturing, mainly in standardized and labour-intensive lines,
ceased to be viable® To transcend their difficulties—which were, more broadly, due
to international over-capacity in manufacturing—German producers were obliged
to pursue one, or a combination, of three options: move sharply ‘up the product
cycle’ so as to produce new, higher-technology manufactures that would face less
intense international competition than had the standardized and labour-intensive
ones in which they had hitherto heavily specialized; radically transform productive
techniques in standardized and labour-intensive lines; or, shift into services. None
of these was a simple task. The already very major fall in profitability tended to make
it more difficult to allocate funds to research and development. The reduction in the
growth of investment and consumer demand, disproportionately steep in the man-
ufacturing sector, made the introduction of new goods especially problematic. The
restricted potential for the growth of productivity in services compared to that in
manufacturing implied lower profitability in services, unless wage growth could
somehow be further slowed or skills or technology could be upgraded. As it was,
the 1970s saw little in the way of a German economic revival.24

Because the German authorities had put on the brakes at the start of 1973, the
oil crisis struck the German economy with less force than elsewhere. Over the two

22 OFECH, Economic Survey of Japan 1980-81, Paris, July 1981, pp. 29, 33; OECD, Economic Survey of Japan
1981 82, Paris, July 1982, p. 32; OECD, Economic Survey of Japan 1982-83, Paris, July 1983, pp. 7-10.
VoOBLS, tuternatwnal Comparisons Among the G-7 Counltries: A Chartbook, May 1995, Table 11,

24 Vols anel Wolwk, ‘Structural Change and Employment’, pp. 32-6.
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years 1974-75, profitability outside manufacturing fell hardly at all, so that
profitability in the private business economy as a whole fell by ‘only’ 15 per cent.
Still, largely because German exports actually fell with the collapse of world growth
and demand, manufacturing profitability dropped 23 per cent. It is true that by
1978-79, the manufacturing sector had made up more than two-thirds of that loss,
so that profitability stood just 9 per cent below its level of 1973. But by 1973, the
manufacturing profit rate had already fallen 30 per cent below its level of 1969, 47
per cent below its level of 1960, and 54 per cent below its level of 1955. Unable to
transform itself, the German manufacturing sector could not but grow much more
slowly or, in certain respects, contract, given the trends to rising costs domesti-
cally and intensifying downward pressures on prices emanating from abroad.

Between 1973 and 1979, the manufacturing gross capital stock grew less than one-
third as fast as it had during the 1960s and early 1970s, plunging to an average annual
rate of just 2 per cent (1.85 per cent between 1975 and 1979), compared to 6.4 per
cent between 1960 and 1973, and manufacturing investment stagnated, continuing
atrend that had begun between 1969 and 1973.% Such a profound drop in the growth
of capital stock and investment sapped the economy’s vitality. It prevented the
recovery of manufacturing labour productivity, which grew at roughly the same rate
between 1973 and 1979 as it had between 1969 and 1973; it set off a major decline in
the average annual growth of manufacturing output, which plummeted to 1.8 per
cent, compared to 5.0 per cent between 1960 and 1973; and it precipitated a sharp
fall in the manufacturing labour force. In just five years between 1970 and 1975, the
manufacturing labour force (in terms of hours) fell an astounding 18 per cent, and
by 1979 it was 20 per cent below its 1970 level (again in terms of hours) and 10 per
cent (in terms of numbers employed). Meanwhile, in the wake of the deep recession
of 1974-75, largely as a consequence of the profound shrinkage of manufacturing
employment, unemployment became a significant fact of life in Germany for the first
lime since the 1950s, averaging 4.4 per cent between 1974 and 1979.

In view of the huge long-term decline in the manufacturing profit rate, the par-
allel plunge in the growth of manufacturing investment is all too understandable.
Still, one question concerning that investment fall-off requires further clarification.
Between 1973 and 1979, manufacturers succeeded in cutting real wage growth
almost by half, to an average annual rate of 3.7 per cent, from 6.6 per cent between
1969 and 1973. Although hardly investing at all, they managed to elicit
sufficient effort and quality of work from the labour force to maintain labour pro-
ductivity growth in those years at almost the same average annual rate as between
1969 and 1973 (3.45 per cent, compared to 3.8 per cent). Since manufacturers had
maintained average annual productivity growth at close to 5.5 per cent throughout
the 1960s, it is hard to believe that they could not have raised it substantially above
the levels achieved in the 1970s, had they been willing to maintain anything like
normal levels of investment. Why did they lack the motivation to attempt this?

What clearly prevented profitability prospects from improving was the further
intensification of international competition, reflecting ongoing over-capacily and
over-production in worldwide manufacturing, especially as manifested in conlin

25 Manufacluring grosn mvestment fncreaned al an average annual rate ol (L7 per conl hetweeon 1973
and 1979 .
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uing downward pressure on output prices. Between 1973 and 1979, unit labour costs
rose at pretty close to the same average annual rates in both manufacturing and
non-manufacturing-—4.8 per cent versus 4.4 per cent—with labour productivity
growth significantly higher in the former than the latter, but nominal wage growth
rising proportionally even more in the former than the latter. But German producers
outside of manufacturing were able to raise their prices 23 per cent faster than were
their counterparts in manufacturing. They were thereby able to raise their prof-
itability slightly over the period between 1973 and 1979, beginning a long-term
trend to profitability recovery. Manufacturers, by contrast, were not able to prevent
their profitability from falling at an average annual rate of 1.4 per cent over the
same period—although it levelled out after the first year of the oil crisis. That man-
ufacturers could not mark up as non-manufacturers did seems attributable once
more to conditions in the world market, by which firms outside of manufacturing
were largely unaffected. Given the inability to mark up, manufacturing product
wage growth outran labour productivity growth, keeping the profit share and,
thereby the profit rate, from rising.?

The relatively slow increase of manufacturing, compared to non-manufacturing,
prices with respect to unit labour costs gives an initial indication of the profound
increase in the international competitive pressures that German manufacturers
were having to confront. The German economy, like the Japanese, was initially able
to surmount the oil crisis largely through the growth of exports, and it increased
its dependence upon exports through the rest of the decade. Again, the US economy,
with its vast budget and trade deficits and easy-money regime, served as the major
locomotive, though other advanced capitalist economies also helped out by
inflating. Yet in these years, growth through trade proved as difficult for Germany
as for Japan.

Between 1975 and 1979, the German manufacturing sector proved quite capable
of keeping costs down, as relative unit labour costs expressed in terms of the national
currency,actually fell at an average annual rate of 3.1 per cent, with respect to nine-
teen competing countries. It did so, however, not through any marked rise in
productiveness—its rate of labour productivity growth was at the European
Community average—but rather through particularly slow nominal wage growth,
made possible by the government’s restrictive, export-promoting, low pressure
macroeconomic policy. The upshot was therefore not only relatively low inflation
but also a new round of current account surpluses, which together drove up the
mark’s effective exchange rate at an average annual rate of 6.2 per cent for the years
hetween 1975 and 1979. Relative unit labour costs, expressed in terms of a trade-
weighted common currency, with respect to the same nineteen competing
countries, thus rose at an average annual pace of to 3.2 per cent.?’

Over the years 1975-79, German export prices in terms of the mark increased
al an average annual rate of just 2.95 per cent. But in view of the fact that the
average annual increase of the trade-weighted value of the mark was 6.2 per cent
in these years, this barely allowed them to remain competitive, since the average

26 tor a simdlar analysis, see Giersch et al,, The Fading Miracle, pp. 197-8.
‘Unit Labour Couts in Manulacturing Industry and in the Whole Tconomy’, European Economy,
o 19, March 1984, p. 118
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Table 11.1. Costs, prices, and profitability in Germany, 1973-79.
(Average annual per cent change.)

NPK NPSh PW LPy NW uLc PPri
Mege -14 -21 4.0 35 8.4 48 42
Non-mfgr 0.4 1.5 1.6 23 6.8 44 5.2

Sources: See Appendix | on Profit Rates. Key to legend on page .

annual export price increase of the fifteen members of the European Community
in these years was 9.1 per cent. Despite their self-imposed restraint on prices and
profits, therefore, German producers could increase their exports at an average
annual rate of just 5 per cent, which was slower than the average annual growth
of world exports, at 6.4 per cent. By comparison, US producers succeeded in
increasing their exports at an average annual rate of 58 per cent in these years,
even though they raised their export prices in terms of their own national currency
at an average annual rate of 7.5 per cent, two-and-a-half times as rapidly as did
their German counterparts.? Although German manufacturers continued to sac-
rifice both price and profitability to maintain export growth and markets, they
were now so profoundly hemmed in by their declining relative cost position that
they could not begin to restore the export drive that had propelled German growth
forward, if with slowly decreasing power, during the first postwar quarter century.
One major consequence was that, aided by the same revaluation of the mark that
limited exports, foreign direct investment sharply accelerated—as in Japan.
Whereas German net foreign direct investment had averaged $4.6 billion per
annum between 1970 and 1975, by 1979 and 1980, it was averaging $8.3 billion.?

Profitability and prospects declined nowhere near as much outside manufac-
turing as within it, and the non-manufacturing sector displayed, in relative terms,
much greater vitality than manufacturing. Between 1973 and 1979, the average
annual increase of the non-manufacturing gross capital stock, at 4.6 per cent, was
more than twice that of manufacturing, and the average annual increase of non-
manufacturing output, at 2.85 per cent, was 55 per cent faster. Between 1970 and
1980, the number of those employed in services increased by 22.8 per cent, while
it fell by 10 per cent in manufacturing. Clearly, the German economy was in part
responding to the profitability crisis in manufacturing lines by reallocating means
of production to services. But, the relative success achieved in non-manufacturing
was far from sufficient to make up for the problems in manufacturing and restore
the vigour of the economy as a whole. Within the private business sector, prof
itability fell a further 4 per cent between 1973 and 1979 and the rate of capital stock
and output growth fell, respectively, by 40 per cent and 50 per cent, compared to
that of the late 1960s and early 1970s. Morcover, as the average annual growth of
GDP declined to just 2.4 percenl between 1973 and 1979, Irom 4.2 per cent belween

28 ‘Statistical Annex’, Enrepean Economy, no, 8K, 1994, Table 28,
29 OB, Leanomde Survey of Germangy 1981, Parls, 1ane 1981, p, 68,
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1960 and 1973, the total civilian labour force dropped in absolute terms by about
3 per cent in those years. With the growth of demand that had once come from
manufacturing lines plunging so sharply, it was clearly out of the question for the
economy to elicit the large-scale investment and technological innovation that
would have been necessary to raise productivity and thus profitability sufficiently
outside of those lines so as to counteract the contraction taking place within them.3

By 1977, output was already beginning to stagnate and unemployment continued
high, at least by German standards. The German government sought to improve the
conditions for growth by way of exports by driving down the mark through a policy
of easy credit. But, with the US trade deficit spiralling out of control, US authorities
were pushing in another direction, demanding that Germany, as well as Japan,
shoulder some of the responsibility for keeping the world economy turning over by
subsidizing demand through fiscal expansion. By 1978, the Germans, like the
Japanese, had agreed to implement a major stimulus programme, with the budget
deficit supposed to reach 1 per cent of GNP. The results of the German essay in
Keynesianism were, however, at best mixed. Growth and investment did pick up in
the shortrun, in thelast coupleyears of the decade. But therate of inflation doubled
and export growth, as noted, continued to slip. Perhaps mostsymptomatically, while
profitability outside manufacturing did return to the (reduced) levels of 1973, man-
ufacturing profitability stagnated.’ The German economy was caught in a bind from
which there was no easy exit. International over-capacity in manufacturing and the
rise of German manufacturing costs in international terms had made it ever more
difficult for the German economy to continue to base its growth on manufacturing,
via the increase of manufacturing exports. As has been seen, each apparent solution
to this problem entailed significant costs. Increasing aggregate demand through
deficit spending helped capitalists set up production in new lines. But it had the
drawbacks both of allowing high-cost, low-profit firms to remain in manufacturing
and of making it more difficult to control wage costs. Restricting the growth of
demand would force more rapid exit from manufacturing, but it would make entry
into new lines more risky and therefore more difficult. It would also tend to reduce
wage growth and improve manufacturing competitiveness, as well as ease the shift
into services by helping to make up for the generally more limited potential for any
given investment to bring about productivity growth outside manufacturing than
within it. Given their traditional attachment to anti-inflation and ‘sound finance’, it
was not at all surprising that, like their Japanese counterparts, the German author-
ilies soon gave up on their brief experiment with Keynesianism—basically imposed
upon them by the Americans—in favour of what turned out to be a long-term com-

30 A greater increase in service employment through the creation of low-wage, low-productivity jobs
was prevented, itshould be emphasized, by the ability of the German labour movementto extend its purview
to include the service sector and more generally to resist this trend. Virtually all of the increase of service

rector employment between 1973 and 1979 took place in FIRE (finance, insurance, and real estate) and vir-
tually none of it in low-productivity retail trades, and the same pattern would persist through the 1980s.
Cherseh et al, The Pading Miracle, pp. 199, 201-2; M. C. Burda and J. D. Sachs, ‘Assessing High Unemployment
- West Germany”', Te World Fconomy, vol. xi, no. 4, 1988.

A Gierseh el al, Fading Miracle, 189-92.

02 See Glersch, ‘Asgpects of Growth, Stractural Change, and Employment’, pp. 197-9. For a critique of
Cierman avsterlty poliey, see Wo Cartlie and R, Jacoh, “Austerity IPolicy in West Germany: Origins and

Conmeduences’, Leonomde Applipde, vol X1, 1989, 203-38,
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mitment to austerity and tight credit.*? With the US turn to monetarism from 1979,
and the onset of the second oil crisis at about the same time, Germany, too, put on
the brakes, sharply limiting the supply of credit and entering, with the rest of the
world economy, once again into recession.

4. Recession Once More
The process that precipitated the international recession of 1979-82 attested to the
persistence of the manufacturing over-production and over-capacity that lay behind
the long downturn, and demonstrated how little distance the world economy had
cometowardrecovery. Over the courseof the 1970s, the growth of USfederal deficits,
accomimodated by easy money, and supplemented toward the end of the decade by
German and Japanese government deficits, made possible the explosive growth of
private debt and thereby a whole new phase of otherwise unsustainable manufac-
turing-centred growth along the lines established at the end of the 1960s. In thus
maintaining, both in the US and intemationally, a growing mass of redundant high-
cost, low-profit firms that would otherwise have gone out of business, this further
expansion of credit kept the economy turning over in the short term, but also pre-
vented that reduction in aggregate costs of production and improvement in
mark-ups over costs that were needed to restore profitability in the longer term.
Manufacturers in all three leading capitalist economies took advantage of the
new phase of debt-based subsidy to demand to improve and grow. With the help
of reduced real wage growth, dollar devaluation, lower real interest rates, and
lower dividends, US producers launched a decade-long drive to strengthen man-
ufacturing competitiveness and restore manufacturing profitability. At the same
time, German and Japanese producers pursued new expansions along the old,
export-based lines, although to accomplish this, even with the artificial inflation
of markets, they were obliged to directly exacerbate systemic over-capacity
and over-production by accepting reductions in manufacturing profitability.
Symptomatically, between 1973 and 1979, whereas profitability in the manufac-
turing sectors of the G-7 economies taken in aggregate fell by another third, it fell
by less than 8 per cent in the non-manufacturing sectors; over the same period, the
average annual growth of the capital stock, compared to that between 1965 and
1973, fell by one-third in aggregate G-7 manufacturing (to 3.8 per cent from 58 per
cent), but barely at all in non-manufacturing (to 4.5 per cent from 4.95 per cent).®
The recovery of the economy outside manufacturing was clearly limited by the
sharp fall in the demand for its goods that resulted from the slowdown of growth
and investment in the manufacturing sector. Non-manufacturers could neverthe
less do much to overcome the earlier (relatively limited) reduction in their
profitability, simply by holding down the growth of wages. For those within
manufacturing, however, the conditions determining their profitability were incrit
ical respects beyond their control: all were undermined in their individual pursuil

ol better returns by the general refusal to significantly reduce commitment to one’s
line of production despite sharply reduced profitability.

Because its macroeconomic policy was more stimulative than that of its chief rivals,
its labour productivity growth slower, and the tolerance of rival capitalists abroad

0oAGH
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Figure 11.1. Relative unit labour costs: US, Germany, and Japan,
1975-95.
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Relative unit labour costs
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Sources: OECD, Economic Outlook; IMF, International Financial Statistics.

for reduced profitability apparently greater, the US economy was obliged, over the
years 1975-79, to incur record trade and current account deficits. The resulting debts,
like the earlier ones, could never be paid back. As they had at the end of the 1960s,
and again in the early 1970s, the German and Japanese manufacturing economies in
the mid to late 1970s accepted payments in dollars for their exports that could neither
be made good in purchased US imports, nor redeemed at the exchange value at which
they had been purchased. Further dollar devaluation was thus inevitable.

The fact remains that few major economic players outside the US could regard
a new collapse of the dollar with equanimity. As holders of enormous dollar
reserves, built up through years of current account surpluses and of interventions
to buttress the US currency in the interest of the competitiveness of their own man-
ufacturing sectors, the German and Japanese governments stood to sustain
enormous losses, as did many of their privatecitizens. To make matters worse, with
every new decline of the dollar, the manufacturing sectors of the export-dependent
German and Japanese economies saw their economic prospects darken. At the time
of the collapse of Bretton Woods, neither of these surplus-accruing economies had
much of a basis for protesting the devaluation of the dollar, for both had profited
mightily from years of under-valued currencies and had little choice but to accept
some adjustment to the system. Yet, neither Japan nor Germany nor Germany’s
liuropean trading partners—nor the oil exporting economies who did their busi-
ness in dollars—could afford to accept dollar devaluation indefinitely, and, by the
last years of the 1970s, in the wake of the dollar’s precipitous decline, were seeking

Mo Vew, The luternational Monetury System, pp. 195-214
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alternatives to the dollar as the main currency for international transactions.3

The rising international opposition to the US policy of benign neglect, with its
attendant inflation and dollar devaluation, coincided with that of US international
bankers, who not only disliked—as did US multinationals—the growing instability
in the currency markets, but regarded any threat to the dollar’s status as the key
currency as a threat to their business. US domestic financiers, hard-hit by rising
prices throughout the 1970s, also naturally joined the ranks of opponents of US
‘fiscal irresponsibility’. The US government, for its part, had throughout the
postwar period placed a high priority on defending the interests of its international
bankers. Even while it had, during the 1960s, restricted capital exports to defend
the dollar, it had sought to compensate them by neglecting to regulate the
Eurodollar market, and, as business conditions had become more difficult during
the 1970s, it had moved to eliminate all capital controls.

Still, had the US government’s expansionary macroeconomic policies yielded
positive results, it is quite conceivable that even the powerful coalition of interna-
tional and domestic interests arrayed against it would have failed. But, with
profitability failing to recover and wages stagnating in the face of rising inflation,
enthusiasm for traditional demand-side policies was waning, while the political
clout of its most fervent advocates, namely the labour movement, was rapidly evap-
orating. The way was open for a major change of perspective. Almost unbelievably,
it was now the US which was obliged to accept a programme of ‘stabilization’, and
the result was something of a revolution. Led by US Federal Reserve Board
chairman Paul Volcker, the advanced capitalist governments gave up on
Keynesianism and turned instead to monetarist tight credit and so-called supply-
side measures aimed at cutting costs. In a sense, the new macroeconomic austerity
retracted the debt-based subsidy to demand that had been keeping the world
economy turning over in the face of manufacturing over-capacity and over-
production, and made renewed deep recession unavoidable.®

T Helledner, States amd e Reemergence of Glabal inaee, pp. 119222, 13008



Chapter 12
THE US COUNTER-OFFENSIVE

At the start of the 1980s, the international economy had not begun to transcend the
long downturn, held back as it was by further reduced profitability resulting from
ongoing over-capacity and over-production, focused on the manufacturing sector.
The Reagan-Thatcher revolution advertised itself, in this context, as confronting
the underlying economic problems that Keynesianism had papered over and per-
petuated. Through a policy of restriction of credit and of government borrowing,
it proposed not only to bring down wage growth, but also to destroy that ledge of
high-cost, low-profit firms that had been maintained by the Keynesian-based explo-
sion of credit in the 1970s, and which stood in the way of the restoration of average
aggregate profitability. By removing the supply-side burdens on capital ostensibly
constituted by over-powerful trade unions, excessively high wages, burdensome
taxes, and too much government regulation, it sought to further raise profitability
for the firms that remained. The strength of Reaganism-Thatcherism was located
in its at least implicit attack on the international economy’s very real problem of
over-capacity leading to reduced profitability. But its weakness was to be found in
theinherent crudeness of its methods for accomplishing this, in particular its ability
to affect the economy only at the aggregate level. Its results were therefore rather
different from what its advocates had intended.

From 1979-80, the advanced capitalist countriesimplemented an unprecedented
curtailment of the growth of credit, while simultaneously committing themselves
to a long-term programme of reducing state expenditures in the interest of reduced
state deficits. This programme did precipitate a sharp intensification of competi-
tion and, in so doing, put out of business many of those high-cost, low-profit firms
which had hung on through the 1970s. But in making for such a drastic and undif-
ferentiated reduction in the growth of demand in the aggregate, monetarist
measures could not but create problems that were the opposite of those of
Keynesianism. Because they reduced demand in the aggregate, they indiscrimi-
nately eliminated the purchasing power required for the survival of all firms
(whether cost-ineffective or not), and set off a downward deflationary spiral that
was hard to control. For the same reason, they also failed adequately to confront
the problem of over-capacity and over-production which was essentially confined
to the manufacturing sector: in contrast to Keynesianism, by restricting demand
and credit they reduced the ability of high-cost, low-profit producers to survive,
but made it more difficult for producers to establish themselves in new lines.

Monetarism could, in the end, save the economy only by destroying it. By the
summer of 1982, eighteen months of ultra-tight government credit had sel in motion
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a large-scale and extended process of industrial shakeout, and the resulting
weeding-out process and its sequels ultimately did work to rationalize the US man-
ufacturing sector. But, in striking an international economy profoundly vulnerable
to shocks due to its much reduced profitability, this same deflationary binge also
precipitated the worst recession since the 1930s, pushing the US economy in par-
ticular to the brink of collapse, and forcing the authorities to back off from their
draconian policies. Disillusioned by their previous (in their own view, misguided)
attempts to augment domestic demand, the German and Japanese governments
(with a number of major lapses) persisted through the 1980s and beyond with tight
credit and fiscal austerity. Their goal, as in the past, was to reduce domestic costs
so as to revive the economy through increased exports. Most of the other govern-
ments in the advanced capitalist world followed suit. But the US Federal Reserve
did the opposite: to bail out the economy, it began to make up for the attempts by
its counterparts abroad by at least partially easing up on the supply of credit, ending
the monetarist experiment in its pure form. Most dramatic, the Reagan administra-
tion, which had come to office on a programme of balancing the budget, launched
what turned out to be the greatest experiment in Keynesianism defecit spending in .
the history of the world.

The supply-side programme which accompanied monetarism in the US, high-
lighted by record tax cuts, did succeed in transferring enormous sums of money into
the hands of capitalists and the rich from the pockets of almost everyone else. But it
did notlead to the upsurge of investment and entrepreneurship expected by its advo-
cates for the simple reason that, given the generally poor investment climate, tax
reductions could not create the anticipated incentives. Yet, precisely because the tax
cuts totally failed to vindicate their advocates’ predictions that they would pay for
themselves by bringing about higher growth and thus higher tax revenues, they pro-
duced the highest federal deficits of all time. This was in a way fortunate, for major
deficits were evidently necessary to bail out the US, and revive the rest of the world
economy. As had been the case with every recovery from recession from the start of
the long downturn in the later 1960s, economic revival in the 1980s was ultimately
secured through a dose of deficit spending substantially larger than the one before.
Monetarism, it turned out, could not be implemented unless supplemented by
Keynesianism; yet Keynesianism could not but, once again, weaken the thrust of
monetarism, increasing stability but prolonging the downturn and slowed growth.

Reagan'’s record Keynesian deficits, combined with the Fed’s partial relaxation
of its policy of tight money, like the stimulus programmes that preceded them, did
bring about a new and lengthy cyclical upturn. But they could do little to restart
dynamic capital accumulation because they could not address the underlying dif-
ficulties of the international economy. The advanced capitalist economies remained
burdened by manufacturing over-capacity and over-production and thus mired in
what continued to be a heavily zero-sum struggle for over-supplied manufacturing
markets. This problem manifested itself in the failure of manufacturing profitability
to recover in the US, Germany, Japan, or the (5-7 economies taken in aggregate, and
also in the continuing inability of the German and Japanese manufacturing sectors
to improve their profitability except at the expense of the US, and vice versa, It was
expressed as well in the greater recovery of both profitability and investment in the
non-manufacturing sectors of all three capitalint economies, as well as the G-7
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economies taken together, than in their manufacturing sectors (see p. 142, Figure
9.1). As it had in the 1970s, the stepped-up commitment to Keynesian credit
creation in the US continued to slow down—though it did not prevent—that
destruction of redundant high-cost, low-profit manufacturing producers required
to restore profitability. Moreover, it exacerbated the underlying problem of reduced
returns on investment, since the government’s massive accumulation of debt to
funditsrecord deficits, in combination withtherise of publicborrowing throughout
the advanced capitalist world, naturally led to record high real interest rates. This
was because the rise in demand for credit coming from governments was very much
amplified by that coming from corporations and workers, and was accompanied
by the slowdown in the supply of credit that resulted from monetarist restrictive-
ness, as well as the reduced rates of savings that were the unavoidable result of low
profitability and low wage growth.

During the first half of the 1980s, ascending real interest rates, plus the soaring
dollar that these interest rates induced, spelled disaster for broad sections of US
manufacturing. Exports fell, imports rocketed, the current account deficit broke all
records, and manufacturing profitability temporarily collapsed. Still, the US man-
ufacturing sector did begin to rationalize itself and, with the closing down of many
of its least productive units and the large-scale shedding of labour, its labour pro-
ductivity growth began to recover. As part and parcel of the same evolution, the
service sector exploded through a vast expansion of low-productivity, low-waged
jobs, facilitated by the unmatched ‘flexibility’ of the increasingly union-free US
labour market. Meanwhile, with low returns on capital stock discouraging long-
term placement of funds in new plant and equipment, money went increasingly to
finance and speculation, as well as to luxury consumption, the way being paved by
an undisguised lurch in state policy in favour of the rich in general and financiers
in particular.

By serving to raise international demand and reduce US competitiveness, record
US budget deficits and the high dollar once again pulled the German and Japanese
economies from their recessions and created the basis for new export-led cyclical
upturns. Yet the high real interest rates in the US and worldwide that went hand-
in-hand with sharply increased government borrowing ensured that the
international economic recovery displayed little dynamism. In particular, funds
flowed en masse away from Japan to fund the US budget deficits. One wilnessed
the extraordinary spectacle of Japanese financiers providing the credit needed by
the US government to subsidize the continuing growth of Japanese exports. US
Keynesianism drove the Japanese boom, but was itself made possible only by
Japanese loans; without advances from Japan, interest rates would have gone
through the roof. It was difficult to determine who was more dependent upon
whom—the US Treasury on Japanese lenders or Japanese manufacturers on US bor-
rowers and their demand. What was crystal clear, however, was the degree to which
the two leading capitalist economies—and thus the world economy as a whole—
were dependent upon the historically unprecedented growth of debt in the US and
the willingness of the Japanese to help fund it. What should perhaps have been
equally obvious was that this process was self-limiting. The subsidy of US demand
made possible by Japanese loans was bound to stimulate the growth of Japanese
exports, undermine US production, further drive up the US external deficit, and
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push down the dollar. This would decrease the value of Japanese loans to the US,
undermine the ability of Japanese goods to compete in the US and world market,
and reduce the ability of US purchasers to buy Japanese products.!

By the middle of the decade, the inflated dollar was thus again proving self-
undermining, with momentous results. Its eventual collapse set off what turned out
to be a major shift in the pattern of growth among the three leading capitalist
economies. With US current account deficits and German and Japanese surpluses
hitting record levels by the mid 1980s, the exchange rate of the US currency was
poised to take a fall, much as it had between late 1971 and 1973 and again from
1975 through 1978. In the Plaza Accord of September 1985, the leading capitalist
states agreed joint action to force down the dollar. When the relative level of US
interest rates compared to those abroad began to fall soon after, the dollar—which
had already peaked earlier in the year and begun to drift downward—plummeted
and the yen and mark took off, bringing about a major reversal in competitive
advantage and a concomitant realignment of the loci of export growth away from
Japan and Germany and towards the US. This development was further aided by
the effective capping of real wage growth in the US.

US manufacturers, though retaining a much reduced labour force, were now
better able to defend and even improve their position on the world export market;
even so, during the decade of the 1980s they could only very partially restore prof-
itability in the face of relentless international competition expressed in ongoing
international over-capacity and over-production. By contrast, faced by sharply
increased relative costs and the much slowed growth of the US market caused by
dollar devaluation, the German and Japanese economies found themselves once
more largely deprived of their export motors, but no more able than previously to
reorient toward the home market and services. The US economy, it should be
emphasized, did not decisively improve its relative performance in international
terms during the decade or so following the Plaza Accord—quite the opposite. But
improved US competitiveness, and the increase in profitability that accompanied
it, were paralleled—as they had been in the analogous periods of the early 1960s
and early 1970s—by intensifying difficulties for the German and Japanese
economies.

The Intrusion of East Asia

The problems that resulted from ongoing over-capacity and over-production in
manufacturing among the advanced capitalist economies were exacerbated during,
the decade of the 1980s by the accelerated intrusion of the four Asian NICs, and
East Asia more generally, into the world market. East Asian exports became par-
ticularly disruptive at this juncture, because they continued to grow very rapidly
at a time when the growth of the world economy in general and of world trade in
particular was slowing, and when the leading capitalist economics were already
struggling with over-supplied manufacturing markets. Whereas Japan had

increased its share of world exports from (1.9 per cent to 6.0 between 1950 and 1975,
the four Asian NICS increased their combined share (rony 1.2 per cent to 6./ per
1 On the LS Japanese economie reiationstilp In 1hin era, e account R T, Murphy, the Weigli of

the Yen, New York 1996, 10 which [ am much indelted,
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cent between 1965 and 1990. By 1990, the share of world exports of goods held at
this point by all of non-OPEC, non-Japanese Asia had risen to 13.1 per cent, higher
than that of the US (11.7 per cent), Germany (12.7 per cent), or Japan (8.5 per cent).
Intheimmediately preceding years, the four East Asian NICS had not only stepped
up their export of heavy industrial, capital-intensive commaodities, but also begun
to venture into technology-intensive lines. They therefore levied a particularly
heavy toll on US manufacturing in the period up to about 1986, when the latter was
crippled by the revalued dollar; when the dollar fell and the yen rose after 1985, it
was Japan'’s turn to feel the pressure.?

Because their currencies were generally pegged to the dollar, the Asian Gang
of Four, as well as the newly emerging economies of Southeast Asia, particularly
benefited from the precipitous decade-long rise of the yen against the dollar fol-
lowing the Plaza Accord of 1985. Indeed, by moving into markets previously held
by the Japanese, both in North America and in Asia itself, they were able to
achieve, for a full decade from 1985 through 1995, otherwise inconceivable gains
in exports that made possible otherwise inconceivable gains in manufacturing
output, as well as the attraction of otherwise inconceivable flows of overseas loans
and foreign direct investment. Yet much of the increase in exports from East Asia
actually came from Japanese multinationals, which, sparked by the high yen, relo-
cated significant portions of their production facilities in Southeast Asia, bringing
with them their networks of suppliers. Indeed, by continuing to progress up the
product cycle and by improving technology even in supposedly standardized
manufacturing lines, the Japanese economy was able to make good use of East
Asia’s dynamism to aid in its own process of adjustment to what was in effect
much higher priced labour. By gaining markets in East Asia for its technology-
intensive capital and intermediate goods, Japanese manufacturers more than
compensated for losing to Asian-based producers some of their former share in
the trade in labour- (and to an extent capital-) intensive goods. Meanwhile, they
profited handsomely in the latter trade through the rising exports of their multi-
nationals based in Malaysia, Thailand, the Philippines, and Indonesia into the
North American market.

By the time a new cyclical downturn hit the international economy in 1990-91,
neither the US, nor Germany, nor Japan, nor the G-7 economies taken together, had
come close to transcending the long downturn, because the problem of over-capacity
and over-production in manufacturing remained unresolved. Profitability in man-
ufacturing failed to rise much above its level of the later 1970s (at which point it had
fallen below its already sharply reduced rate of 1973) in the US, German, and
Japanese economies, and in the G-7 economies taken together. As a result, prof-
itability in the private business sectors of these economies was kept from recovering
a4 well. In keeping with the failure of manufacturing profitability to rebound, the
prowth of both manufacturing output and capital stock fell substantially further, by
about 33 per cent and 25 per cent respectively in the G-7 economies in aggregate
during the years 1979-90, compared to the years 1973-79.3 (See p. 142, Figure 9.1.)

OECD, Economic Outlook, no. 60, December 1996, p. A49, Table 46.
3 Avmntrong et al, Capilalizm Since 1945, p. 365, Table A5; OECD, Historical Statistics 1960-1995, p. 52,
Talle 3.5,
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A US Comeback?

During the cyclical recovery of the first half of the 1990s, the divergence that had
begun to open up during the second half of the 1980s in the economic trajectories
of the US economy, on the one hand, and those of Germany and Japan, on the other,
was accentuated, with potentially far-reaching implications, not only for their own
subsequent developmental patterns, but for the world economy as a whole. But the
fact remains that the economic performance in these years of the three leading cap-
italist countries, and of the advanced capitalist world more generally, was even
worse than it had been during the comparable upturn of the 1980s, which had itself
been somewhat less good than that of the 1970s.

In the US, the sharp cyclical downturn and slow recovery of the early 1990s
precipitated a new round of industrial shakeout, which continued the work of
the deep recession and overvalued dollar of the early 1980s. Through ongoing
downsizing, outsourcing, reorganization of the labour process, and speed-up—
and only in small part through investment growth—the US manufacturing sector
was able not only to maintain, but actually to step up, its already improved rate
of productivity growth. Meanwhile, on the basis of a decade-long stagnation of
wages and a stunning collapse of the dollar against the mark and the yen, it also
achieved a major long-term improvement in competitiveness, making possible a
substantial increase in the growth of exports. The outcome was of major signifi-
cance: during the first half of the 1990s, US manufacturing secured a decisive
improvement in its profitability, the rate of profit on its capital stock rising above
the level of 1973 for the first time since the start of the long downturn, though
falling short of its 1950s and 1960s peaks. The way was thus opened for a true
recovery of the profit rate in the economy as a whole, for, outside of manufac-
turing, profitability had not fallen all that much initially, had made certain gains
in the later 1970s and first half of the 1980s, and, as long as wages remained so
immobile, had a clear path toward restoration by way of even modestly increasing
productivity. For the years 1990-95, the major macroeconomic indicators—output,
investment, productivity, and wage growth—were even worse than for the years
1979-90. Nevertheless, because a revival of profitability had been set in motion,
there beckoned the possibility that investment growth could be sustained and the
level of economic performance, at least in the US, decisively improved. (See p. 109,
Figure 8.1.)

In sharp contrast, the still very large and central manufacturing sectors main-
tained by both the Japanese and German economies, which by virtue of the
vertiginous rise of the dollar had managed during the first half of the 1980s to par-
tially avoid the reckoning with international over-production that had begun to
be imposed on their US counterpart, faced deepening crisis. When the mark and
the yen began their long, steep ascent following the Plaza Accord—while wages
continued to creep up—they were obliged to confront even more serious threals
to their fundamental, export-driven mechanisms of growth than during the pre
vious periods of dollar devaluation between 1969 and 1973, and 1975 and 1978,
In Japan, the introduction ol a new phase ol ulltra-casy credit from 1986 was
supposed to compensate for the fall in international demand and tarn the whole

1 Hee balow, b, 240, Table 13,1,
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economy towards the domestic market. But what it actually precipitated was
something like a re-run, in even more accentuated form, of the progression from
speculative boom to bust that one had witnessed in the early 1970s—a half-decade
‘bubble economy’ through 1990-91, which issued in Japan’s longest and deepest
recession from 1991 through 1995 and beyond. In Germany, the collapse of oil
prices, the short-term easing up on credit and on fiscal stringency in the wake of
the crash of October 1987, and the huge increase in state spending to integrate the
former GDR brought about an analogous, though less spectacular, chain of events
to those in Japan—particularly an ultimately inflationary boom from the end of
the 1980s through 1991, followed by what was also Germany’s worst postwar
cyclical downturn.

In this context, the refusal of the US government under Clinton to resort to
deficit spending to reflate the US and world economy following the recession of
the early 1990s, breaking a pattern going back to the 1960s, constituted a turning
point. Not only did it very much exacerbate the economic problems facing
Germany and Japan, but, by profoundly intensifying the already existing, long-
standing and powerful, systemic trends toward the reduction in the growth of
demand, it could only, in the absence of a sufficient countervailing trend to
increased investment growth, exacerbate the problem of systemic over-capacity
and over-production in manufacturing.

From the start of the long downturn, real wage growth throughout the advanced
capitalist world had progressively decelerated, and shrank toward disappearance
as the 1990s progressed. Wage repression was supposed, of course, to raise prof-
itability to prepare the ground for a new investment boom. But that investment
boom never appeared, in part because the problem of over-capacity and over-pro-
duction in international manufacturing persisted, in part because gains in
profitability were counterbalanced by rising real interest rates. As a result, the
macroeconomic tightening unleashed throughout most of the advanced capitalist
world by monetarism was bound to intensify the problem of demand that was
resulting precisely from slower investment and slower growth. Over the course of
the 1980s and the first half of the 1990s, as wage growth and then unemployment
growth fell, public credit was increasingly restricted and the increase of govern-
ment spending and the size of government deficits were progressively reduced,
tending to strangle the world economy.

During the 1980s, thanks to Reagan’s record-smashing budget deficits, the US
virtually single-handedly prevented the ever more bitter monetarist medicine from
laking full effect. Through the length of the downturn, the expansion of govern-
ment credit had fallen steadily. Having ranged from 12 to 18 per cent between 1973
and 1979, the annual increase of the money supply for the US, Germany, Japan, the
UK, and Canada taken in aggregate had ranged from 7 to 12 per cent between 1982
and 1990, and fromjust 2 to 6 per cent between 1992 and 1997.° However, in telling
contrast, the average annual growth of real government final consumption expen-
dilure for the G-7 economies in aggregate pretty much maintained itself, slipping
[02.2 per cent between 1979 and 1989 from 2.4 per cent between 1973 and 1979. The

5 W, Wolman and A, Colamonca, The fudas Economy: Ve Trismph of Capital and the Betrayal of Work,
New York 1997, b, 184, lignre
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limited extent of this decline was made possible entirely by the US, where, as a
result of Reagan’s runaway military spending and tax reductions, a new round of
Keynesianism reduced the bite of monetarist austerity. In the US, the average
annual growth of real government final consumption expenditure thus increased by
almost 50 per cent between 1979 and 1989, compared to 1973-79, making up for the
substantial reductions in the other six G-7 economies (outside of Italy), where the
fall-offs ranged from around 33 per cent in Canada and France to 47 per cent and
57 per cent respectively in Japan and Germany. But, when the US under Clinton
joined the international consensus behind fiscal as well as monetary constriction—
at the very time when Europe was further tightening the noose both on the supply
of credit and the growth of state expenditures in the run-up to monetary union—
demand emanating from governments throughout the advanced capitalist world
collapsed. Between 1989 and 1995, monetarist austerity thus finally took full effect,
as the average growth of real government final consumption expenditure in the US
fell almost to the point of disappearance, to 0.1 per cent per annum, with the result
that the average annual growth of real government final consumption expenditure
for the G-7 economies in aggregate in these years, compared to that for 1979-89,
fell 60 per cent to 0.9 per cent.®

Taken in combination with the longer term trends toward reduced profitability
and slowed investment growth, the macroeconomic squeeze had predictable con-
sequences. During the years 1990-96, the average annual growth of GDP in the US
and G-7 economies taken together fell by 25 per cent and 45 per cent, respectively,
by comparison with the years 1979-90. Largely as a consequence of the fall in aggre-
gate demand, all of the world’s leading manufacturing economies found themselves
obliged to sharply step up their manufacturing exports, to seek an exit from the
recession. In the eight-year economic upturn of the 1980s (1982-90) that followed
the carly 1980s recession, the growth of GDP in the OECD economies in aggregate
averaged 3.7 per cent per annum, while the increase of exports averaged 5.0 per
cent per year. But in the five-year upturn (1992-97) that followed the recession of
theearly 1990s, whereas the average annual growth of GDP in the OECD economies
in aggregate fell to just 2.4 per cent, the average annual growth of merchandise
exports jumped to 7.1 per cent, undoubtedly exacerbating the already existing trend
toward over-capacity and over-production in manufacturing. In view of the impres-
sive rebound in profitability secured by US firms during the first half of the decade,
aUS-led international recovery could not be ruled out. But, unless aboom in invest-
ment materialized and sustained itself in the US during the second half of the 1990s,
the world economy risked deeper stagnation, and perhaps worse.

1. From Reagan to Clinton: Transcending the Long Downturn?

Fromtheend of the 1970s right through to the present, the US economy has pursued
a complex and profoundly contradictory path. Despite the much ballyhooed Reagan
and Clinton ‘booms’, actual economic performance has been poor: each of the long
cyclical expansions, first of the 1980s and then of the 1990s (through 1997), was less
vibrant than the one that preceded it. Nevertheless, the US economy underwent
a major transformation, with far-reaching positive implications for capital. The

6 OBCD, Historfeal Statlatien 1960-95, poal, Table 4
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business climate was profoundly improved by the long-term weakening of labour
and two decades of close to zero real wage growth, an exceptionally long period of
cver-deeper devaluations of the dollar against the currencies of US producers’
leading overseas rivals, and a series of administrations more unapologetically pro-
capitalist in every aspect of policy than had been seen since the 1920s. In the wake,
moreover, of two serious recessions and extended periods of tight money, a great
mass of redundant means of production, especially in manufacturing, was finally
lorced out by gales of ‘creative destruction’, better known as downsizing. Above
oll, as the decade of the 1990s passed its midpoint, profitability finally rose deci-
sively above its highest previous levels of the long downturn, surpassing the point
lo which it had fallen in 1973 and trending upwards.

Reaganomics

BBy the summer of 1982, the US economy, subjected to the monetarist medicine since
1979, was reeling from the resulting recession. Pulled down by record high real
interest rates, capacity utilization plummeted and manufacturing profitability fell
51 per cent below its level of 1978, leaving it 54 per cent below its level of 1973 and
more than 70 per cent below its level of 1965. Unemployment (at 11 per cent), bank-
ruptcies, and bank failures reached levels hitherto unapproached during the
postwar epoch. With the Latin American debt crisis threatening the viability of
American’s biggest banks and a collapse into depression a real possibility, Paul
Volcker unceremoniously put an end to the experiment in what might be called
pure monetarism, and let the growth of credit accelerate” One year previously,
Ronald Reagan had morphed himself into the greatest Keynesian in history. With
lhe enthusiastic support of the Democrats, he had initiated a series of enormous
culs in taxes for the rich and combined these with major increases in military
spending, setting off a record increase in federal borrowing. Meanwhile, with its
repression of the air-controllers’ strike (effectively destroying their union, PATCO),
the government gave the go ahead for the still further ratcheting up of the
vmployers” assault against labour, and real compensation ceased to grow until the
second half of the 1990s. With demand and thus capacity utilization growing
rapidly, labour costs held down and tax payments reduced, the economy entered
i new and lengthy cyclical upturn.

Over the course of the 1980s and beyond, the economy of the US continued to
display its superiority over those of other advanced capitalist countries most deci-
wively in its capacity to control wage growth, as the employers’ offensive against
lnbour, originating as far back as the end of the 1950s, reached something of a cul-
mination. Employers had been stepping up their very long-term assault on workers
ind unions from the time of the deep, oil crisis recession of 1974-75, immensely
aidded by the government’s programme of deregulation in such industries as
rucking, airlines, railroad, and telecommunications, where regulated prices had
hitherto generally allowed higher wages. But the repression of PATCO, coming as
It did in the midst of the worst US slump since the 1930s, represented a turning

B M. Friedman, Dayof Reckoning: The Consequences of American Economic Policy Under Reagan and After,
New York 1988, pp. (48-9, 173; W. Geeider, Secrets of the Temple: How the Federal Reserve Runs the Counlry,
New York 1987, pp. d98-834(1,
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point, as was immediately recognized at the time.? During the years 1975-81, the
number of union recognition elections organized by the labour movement had aver-
aged about 7,100 per annum (6,858 in 1980), but in 1982 that number nose-dived to
3,561 and failed to recover during the remainder of the decade, averaging 3,463
between 1982 and 1987. By 1982, moreover, approximately one-third of firms in
which a majority of workers voted to unionize were refusing to sign a collective
contract, effectively reversing the supposedly lawful election. Whereas the absolute
number of union members had held up reasonably well into the mid-1970s, despite
the ongoing decline in the percentage unionized, it now plummeted at average
annual rates of 817,000 between 1979 and 1983 and 361,000 between 1983 and 1987.
In 1982, meanwhile, despite—or perhaps as one major cause of —the sharp decline
in thenumber of union elections, unfair labour practices committed by management
during organizing drives continued to massively increase, reaching an average of
7.45 per election, compared to 4.0 just five years previously in 1977 and 1.8 in 1960.
Almost unbelievably, over the second half of the decade, the ratio of the number of
individuals fired in campaigns to win union recognition to the number voting at
the end of those campaigns reached 14 per cent, or about one in seven. During the
years 1982-90, the average number of strikes annually involving 1,000 or more
workers fell to around 60, compared to 142 for the years 1979-83, 280 for the years
1973-79, and 325 for the years 1950-73. Workers involved in these strikes repre-
sented, on average, just 0.04 per cent of the labour force’s total work time, compared
to 0.11 per cent for the years 1973-79 and 0.16 per cent for the years 1950-73.
Unionized workers as a percentage of the private sector and manufacturing labour
forces, at levels of 28.5 per cent and 38.8 per cent, respectively, as recently as 1973,
declined, by 1990, to 12.1 per cent and 20.6 per cent, respectively (see p. 64, Figure
4.2)°

Slipping downward more or less continuously from the late 1950s, wage growth
plumbed new depths in the 1980s. Between 1979 and 1990, real hourly compensa-
tion in the private business economy grew at an average annual rate of 0.1 per cent.
The trend in these years for hourly real wages and salaries alone (excluding bene-
fits) for production and non-supervisory workers was worse, falling at an average
annual rate of 1 per cent. At no time previously in the twentieth century had real

8 Notethefollowing contribution by Paul Volcker, then head of the Federal Reserve, toa National Bureau
of Economic Research roundtable on American economic policy in the 1980s, held in 1990: ‘Volcker added
that, in his view, the most important single action of the administration in helping the anti-inflation fight was
defeating the air traffic controllers’ strike. He thought that this action had had a rather profound, and, from
his standpoint, constructive effect on the climate of labor-management relations, even though it had not been
a wageissue at the time.” M. Feldstein, ed., American Economic Policy in the 1980s, Chicago 1994, p. 162.

9 G.N.Chaisonand D. G. Dhavale, ‘A Note on the Severity of the Decline in Union Organizing Activity’,
Industrial and Labor Relations Review, vol. xliii, April 1990, p. 369; H. S. Farber, ‘The Recent Decline of
Unionization in the United States’, p. 919; R. B. Freeman and M. M. Kleiner, ‘Employer Behavior in the Face
of Union Organizing Drives’, Industrial and Labor Relations Revicw, vol. xliii, April 1990, p. 351; Hudbook of Labor
Statistics, BLS Bulletin 2340, August 1989, p. 543, Table 14(; E. L. Jacobs, ed., Hamdbook of US Labor Slulislies,
Lanham 1997, p. 287 (After 1980, government strike data is available only for walkouts involving one thou

sand or more workers; after 1989, (he Bureau of Labor Statistics discontinued publication of the Hamlhook of
Labor Stalistics, which was revived by private publishers in 1997); Leo Troy and Neil Sheilin, MS Union
Sourcehook. Memibership, Finances, Structure, Drectory, Went Orange 1988, ‘Table 1.63; BLS, Linployment and

Earnings, vol, xxxix, lmmary 1992, p, 229; and vol, xliv, lanuary 1997, 1. 2111 wikh to thank Mike Goldfield
for spaplying me with the data on the numbers votng in unlon elections mvd 1he numbers jllegally dincharged.
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wage growth been anywhere near so low for anywhere near so long.

While upward pressure from wages on profits was thus reduced, downward
pressure on profits from taxes was also alleviated. Tax cuts were, of course, the
centrepiece of the supply-side revolution. High tax rates ostensibly reduced the
incentive to invest and to work; lowering them was supposed to unleash a new
cra of accumulation and innovation. The Economic Recovery Act of 1981 reduced
fax rates on corporations and greatly liberalized depreciation benefits. After falling
as a proportion of profits from 47.5 per cent to 35 per cent during the Kennedy-
Johnson administrations, the rate of taxation on non-financial corporations had
averaged around 40 per cent between 1967 and 1980. But between 1980 and 1990,
as the effect of more accelerated depreciation allowed by the new tax legislation,
as well as the sharp increase in the proportion of (tax deductible) interest payments
in total profits, taxes as a proportion of profits fell far lower, averaging just 26
per cent.1?

As a result of the cuts in taxes and the simultaneous increases in military
spending, the federal budget deficit as a proportion of GDP broke all records,
averaging 4 per cent over the course of the 1980s (over 5 per cent for 1982-87), com-
pared to 2.3 per cent for the 1970s and 1.1 per cent for the 1960s. The explosion of
the federal deficit established the basis for an historic increase in private borrowing
of all types—an increase much facilitated by the profound deregulation of finan-
cial markets that had begun to take place in response to the inflation of the 1970s.
During the years 1982-90, total annual borrowing (public plus private) as a per-
centage of GDP rose to anunprecedented peacetime level of 22.1 per cent, compared
to 17.4 per cent for the years 1973-80, 11.8 per cent for the years 1960-73, and 8.5
per cent for the years 1952--60.1

On the basis of the major turn to federal deficits, as well as the parallel expan-
sion of private indebtedness, the US economy, and the world economy more
generally, succeeded during the 1980s in achieving the longest peacetime expan-
sion in history. But, it was one thing to make use of the tried methods of federal
debt creation to secure a modicum of growth of output, given the huge amount of
unused capacity and high unemployment that initially prevailed; it was quite
another to achieve a new secular boom. Transferring enormous sums of money
to the wealthiest owners of the means of production turned out to be easy;
but inducing these capitalists to accumulate and innovate proved exceedingly
difficult.

Although during the course of the expansion, the rate of profit for the private
business economy rose substantially from its deeply depressed levels of 1982,
il failed, even at its height in 1989, to quite reach its previous post-oil crisis
peaks, attained during the cyclical upturn of 1975-79, or to rise above its level
of 1973. But this was only part of the story. Federal deficits were so huge that
US lenders could not come close to funding them. It was only the fortuitous and
unexpected entry by the Japanese into the money market that bailed out the

10 1. Mishel et al., The State of Working America 199697, Economic Policy Institute, Armonk 1997,
P 1214

L1 Twlish to thank Bob Pollin for providing me with the time series on US borrowing, derived from the
Hoard of Governors ol the Tederal Roserve Systomy, Flow of Funds Aceounts, that underlie these numbors
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government and prevented a bond-market crash. Japanese lenders funded
perhaps one-third of the federal debt throughout the 1980s.12 Even so, real interest
rates hit their highest levels for a period of comparable length in at least a century,
rocketing to an average of 5.8 per cent for the years 1982-90, from an average of
minus 0.1 per cent for the years 1974-79 and about 2.5 per cent for the years
1960-73.13 The actual incentive to invest was thus significantly lower than indi-
cated by the profit rate itself.

With the profit rate so reduced and the interest rate so elevated, investment
growth was bound to fall. Between 1982 and 1990, the average annual growth of
the net capital stock in the private business economy fell to 2.9 per cent from
3.4 per cent between 1973 and 1979 and 4.3 per cent between 1965 and 1973. Net
investment as a percentage of GDP, having averaged 3.3 per cent between 1950 and
the end of the 1970s, fell to just 2.3 per cent.!

Productivity growth in the private business economy had already fallen substan-
tially in the crisis-ridden 1970s. With investment growth declining, it failed
to recover in the 1980s, averaging 1.5 per cent, compared to 1.2 per centbetween 1973
and 1979. At no time during the previous century had productivity growth been so
slow for so long as it was between 1973 and 1990 and beyond. Nor did the growth
of output itself improve. Between 1979 and 1990, private business value added
increased at an average annual rate of 3.1 per cent, which was actually slightly lower
than the 3.2 per cent registered between 1973 and 1979 despite the two oil crises.

In the 1980s, there was much talk of a ‘Reagan Boom’ and economic turnaround.
In reality, the economy showed less vitality than in themuch-maligned 1970s, espe-
cially when one takes into account the two major waves of high oil prices that
undermined growthin the 1970s and the collapse of oil prices that promoted growth
in the later 1980s.

Clinton’s Deflation
Nor, when viewed in all its aspects, was the economy’s performance overthelength
of the cyclical upturn that extended through Bill Clinton’s first administration and
into his second better than that of the Reagan-Bush years. The fact remains that
during the middle third of the 1990s, profitability did begin to rise above its pre-
vious highs of the period of the long downturn, and the economy did begin to
accelerate noticeably in terms of a restricted number of key indicators, particularly
the growth of investment. Whether, and for how long, it would maintain this
momentum was the question of the day.

When Clinton assumed the Presidency at thestart of 1993, the fierce if short reces-

12 R. Taggart Murphy, The Weight of the Yen, New York 1996, pp. 33—4, 147-50. It was widcly believed
at the time that, when the financial markets became cognizant of the combined programme for spending
increases, tax reductions, and (inevitably) federal deficits planned by the government, they would sharjaly
raise interest rates. As Federal Reserve Chairman Paul Volcker later commented, ‘The shm‘lnge of domesti

savings was compensated in substantial part by an e¢normous inflow of mainly borrowed capital lrom
abroad. That inflow was at one point running at a greater rate than all the personal savings in the United
States and turned out to be far larger than I had thought possible” (p. 148, Murpiy’s emiphasis.)

13 R. Pollin, ‘Destabilizing Finance Worsened this Recession’, Challenge, vol. xxxv, no. 2, Match .'\|ul|
1992, pp. 18, 22. According to Pollin, real imerest rales averaged 3.4 por cent hotween 1890 and 1929 and
0.7 per cenl between 1947 and 1979,

14 Priedman, Day of Reckoning, pp. 198-8
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sion that had gripped the economy in the middle of 1990 had been over for eighteen
months. Nevertheless, the economy still showed little life, with output at that point
srowing at less than half the average rate of the previous five business cycles at anal-
ogous points back to 1959.° But, as a legacy of the years of deficits under Reagan
and Bush, the national debt was at an all-time high. Net government debt as a pro-
portion of GDP, at 21.8 per cent as recently as 1980, had climbed by 1993 to 46.4 per
cent and, in combination with similar mountains of government debt accrued in
most of the other leading capitalist economies, was placing strong upward pressure
on interest rates.!® There is more than a touch of irony in the fact that, whereas it had
been mainly Republican presidents from Nixon through Bush who incurred the
Keynesian budget deficits that kept the US and world economy turning over during
the length of the long downturn, it was a Democratic chief executive who made the
first major effort since the 1950s to balance the federal budget, ignoring the defla-
tionary consequences. Still, the fact remains that Clinton did confront a potential
double bind. Unless he sustained federal deficits to stimulate demand, the cyclical
upturn could be expected to limp along. But, if he took on more government debt
by incurring major budget deficits, interest rates might go through the roof. This was
especially so since, at the very moment Clinton assumed office, Japanese investors,
tacing mounting obligations at home as the Japanese economy fell into deep reces-
sion, were withdrawing their funds from the US market for Treasury Bonds, ceasing
for the time being to fund the long-term government debt.!”

Clinton initially proposed a very mild stimulus package of $16 billion, but even
this largely symbolic attempt at Keynesian demand management failed to pass
Congress. Making a virtue of necessity, Clinton made balancing the budget the
central goal of his administration, as legislation passed during the summer of 1993
ensured that there could be no increase in expenditures for any programme that was
not elsewhere counterbalanced by an equal decrease. Between 1992 and 1996, the
lederal budget deficit as a percentage of GDP fell from 4.7 per cent for 1992-93, to
1.4 per cent, and virtually to zero in 1997.%% Over the same period, Alan Greenspan
and the Federal Reserve complemented Clinton’s fiscal austerity by maintaining a
tight hold on the supply of credit. To fight the recession of 1990-91, the Fed did intro-
duce very major cuts in interest rates, which brought the real cost of short-term
horrowing close to zero and overcame the slump. But the economy had barely begun
lo take off when the Fed turned to tightening once again, raising interest rates on
tour occasions between February 1994 and February 1995—by no less than 3 per
cent—Dbecause growth was thought to be gaining ‘excessive momentum’, even
though the unemployment rate was still above 6 per cent.!® A turning point had
clearly been reached. For the first time since the days of Dwight Eisenhower, the
lederal government failed to make full use of the Keynesian macroeconomic arsenal
lo overcome recession and assure more rapid growth. Especially since long-term
interest rates failed to fall very much, it was hardly surprising that the ensuing

15 OECD), Economic Survey of the United States 1992-93, Paris, November 1993, p. 11.

16 QBECD, Economic Outlook, no. 61, June 1997, p. A38, Table 35.

| NMurphy, Weight of the Yen, pp. 2724,

I8 Leonomic Report of the President 1997, Washington, DC 1997, p. 390, Table B-377.

19 Econontic Report of the Presulent 1996, Washington, DC 1996, p. 46.I'he growth of GDI” in 1993 was a
vIgorous 2.3 per cent.
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Figure 12.1. US strike activity, 1947-95 (stoppages involving 1,000 or
more workers).
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cyclical recovery in the US—and on a world scale—was, by any standard, rather'
feeble at least to 1996 or 1997. '3
Labour continued in retreat, as union density fell to 10.2 per cent and 17.2 pei'
cent, respectively, in the private economy and in manufacturing by 1996, and strik -
activity declined still further, the number of strikes involving 1,000 or more worket‘!-l.
averaging just 37 between 1990 and 199520 Between 1990 and 1996 the average
annual growth of real compensation in the private business economy was less thari
zero. ¥
Eveninthe face of a decade’s worth of the failure of wages to grow, the respons '.
of investment continued, on average, to be sluggish. Between 1990 and 1996, as i |
proportion of GDP, net investment averaged just above 2.0 per cent.?! Over the sama
period, the average annual growth of the private business net capital stock fell, on
average, to just 2.2 per cent, compared to 2.8 per cent between 1982 and 1990. It
took until 1993 for annual investment to exceed its level of 1989, although from that
point on it grew rapidly, opening the way to greater economic dynamism in the
second half of the decade.
With the capital-labour ratio growing at an average annual rate of 0.9 per cent
between 1990 and 1996, compared to an already-low 1.4 per cent between 1979 andl
1990, output per labour input could hardly have been expected to take off. Between
1990 and 1996, private business scctor labour produclivity growlh averaged only §

20 BLS, Employment and Earnings, vol. xliv, lanuary 1997, p, 213; Handbook of US Labor Statistles, p, 287,
I 1997 privale sector unjonization fell balow 10 per cent.
21 QRCD, Beanontde Survey of the United Staten 1996 0%, Parin 1905 p, 70, N N
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I.8 per cent per annum, not much higher than the meagre 1.5 per centit had aver-
aged between 1979 and 1990 and, of course, far lower than the 2.8 per cent it
averaged between 1950 and 1973.

A mild economic expansion was, however, just what the political and economic
establishment wanted. Clinton’s budget balancing and the Fed’s monetary strin-
yency constituted a slow-growth policy, consciously designed to fit the quite
specific needs of the very much altered US economy that had been slowly emerging
over the 1980s and early 1990s. During this period, US capital had become pro-
toundly dependent on close to zero real wage growth, as well as low inflation.
limployers required the repression of wage growth inside manufacturing to help
counter intense competition from their leading international rivals; they required
it outside of manufacturing, so that they could increase their profit shares and profit
vates, despite the snail-like pace of non-manufacturing productivity growth. US
capitalists needed low price increases as well as low wage increases, because they
had profoundly increased their involvement in finance and in speculation on the
stock market, and thereby had become exquisitely sensitive to rises in prices that
would undercut their returns from lending, or further push up their costs of bor-
iowing for purposes of financial manipulation. Not only did the rate of price
mcrease plummet but, as emphasized, real wage increases continued to average
around zero. More than any other single factor, it was the stagnation of wages for
well over a decade that opened the way for profitability in the private business
¢conomy as a whole to transcend, for the first time since the onset of the oil crisis
recession, its levels of 1978 and 1989 and, by the second half of the 1990s, to rise
ahove its level of 1973.

‘I'o understand the far-reaching changes that lay behind the palpable improve-
mentin US economic prospects, if not actual performance, manifested in the revival
ol profitability, and to grasp the meaning of the newly arisen framework of US state
policy, viewing the economy as a whole can take US only so far. An aggregate
perspective conceals the very different trajectories of the manufacturing and non-
manufacturing sectors in this period, a divergent evolution that was caused by
Ihe major upheavals that were transforming the economy’s character from the end
ol the 1970s. Furthermore, it cannot illuminate the decisive lurch toward finance
that also took place in these years. It was the profound rationalization of the
manufacturing sector, the rise of a labour-extensive low-wage economy outside
munufacturing, and the turn to finance which shaped the economy that emerged
I the mid 1990s.

Irunsformation Within the Downturn

During the 1970s, it will be recalled, US manufacturing corporations, encouraged
Iy o devalued dollar and sharply reduced wage growth, as well as declining real
Inerest rales, had launched an impressive wave of investment aimed at restoring
competitiveness and profitability. Their failure to bring about significant improve-

ment i the rate of profit by the end of the 1970s must have done much to discourage
the continuation of such a stralegy. In any case, under the combined impact of the
doep recession of 1979-82, the very high real interest rales which largely persisted
||l|nt|glmul the decade and into the next, and a now, il temporary, rise ol the dollar,

t manolacturing corporations were left with lite choice but to cut back and
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change their modus operandi if they wished to survive.

Volcker’s recession marked the turning point. Between 1979 and 1982, interest
rates rocketed in real terms from less than 1 per cent to 6.5 per cent, and the resulting
collapse of demand delivered a decisive shock to the manufacturing sector, setting
it on a new trajectory. Over these three years, manufacturing output decreased by
10 per cent and capacity utilization fell from 85 per cent to a postwar low of
72.8 per cent; at the same time, manufacturing employment, which had managed
to grow, albeit slowly, during the 1970s to reach its postwar high of 21.2 million,
dropped by a stunning 10.5 per cent to 18.95 million. The economy now paid the
price for its success in fending off bankruptcies during the Keynesian 1970s. By
1982, the annual bankruptcy rate was almost double that of 1979 and it continued
to increase past the middle of the decade

Meanwhile, during the years between 1978 and 1985, driven by therisein interest
rates, the value of the dollar rose at an average annual rate of 1.75 per cent against
the yen and 5.0 per cent against the mark, helping to bring about an average annual
increase in unit labour costs (in dollar terms) of 4.6 per cent, compared to minus
1.4 per cent for both Japan and Germany. Already reeling from record costs of bor-
rowing, US firms faced unbearable competitive pressure when the record federal
deficits plus the high dollar opened the way for the explosive growth of imports
from all over the world.

Having increased at an annual average rate of 5.8 per cent between 1973 and
1979, exports grew at an average annual rate of just 2 per cent between 1978 and
1985, actually falling by a total of 13 per cent in the years 1982 and 1983. Over the
same period, having increased from about 15 per cent to 19.2 per cent between 1973
and 1978, manufacturing import penetration leapt to 33.75 per cent, a jump of more
than 70 per cent, but manufacturing exports as a proportion of manufacturing
output managed to grow by only 16 per cent, from 18.1 per cent to 21 per cent. By
1985, the US current account, in surplus by $5 billion or 0.2 per cent of GDP in 1981,
was in deficit by $124 billion or a record 3 per cent of GDP.?

Withthe yen so low and the demand for imports so inflated by the rising federal
deficit, Japanese exports to the US took off once again: between 1979 and 1986, they
grew at an average annual rate of 18.2 per cent and increased their share of total
USimports from 12.5 per cent to 22.2 per cent. But that was only half the story, for
this was the period in which the four dynamic Asian manufacturing economies
made their mark on the US market. Between 1970 and 1980, Korea, Taiwan,
Singapore, and Hong Kong, taken together, had increased their share of US imports
by a not unimpressive 50 per cent, from 5.1 per cent to 7.6 per cent. But over the
subsequent seven years, they raised the latter figure by an astonishing 100 per cent
to 15.3 per cent, more than double the share of US imports held by Germany and
higher than the share held by all of the European economies combined. These incur-
sions were made all the more devastating because not only Japan, but also the East
Asian NICS, were in these years sharply increasing the proportion of high-
technology goods in their exports to the US.

With downward pressure on US prices now reaching unparalleled intensity as

22 Sec above, p. 187, footnote 31,
23 ORC, Fronomie Outlook 1996, pp. ASY-AR4, Tables B0-1.
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a result of deep recession combined with sharpened international competition,
manufacturing profitability could not but cave in, especially given the profound
lall in capacity utilization. Between 1977-78, when it hit its post-oil crisis peak, about
I'l per cent below its level of 1973, and 1982, when it hit its recession low, the rate
of profit in manufacturing fell by 43 per cent; by 1986, after four years of cyclical
recovery, manufacturing profitability still remained about 19 per cent below its
pre-recession peak. By comparison, profitability in the private business economy
outside of manufacturing, fell by 33 per cent between 1978 and 1982, and by 1986
il had recovered its pre-recession peak. It is by now a familiar story: profitability in
non-manufacturing could rebound because non-manufacturing firms were largely
immune from the international competition that held down prices in manufac-
luring. Between 1978 and 1986, costs in non-manufacturing once again rose a good
deal faster than in manufacturing, but these could be offset by increasing product
prices. The revaluation of the dollar, which sharply limited US producers’ ability
lo raise prices over costs on their tradables, was therefore heavily responsible, along
with worsening international over-capacity, for US manufacturers’ profitability
problems through the middle of the 1980s.

During the 1970s, corporate managers had sharply cut back dividend payments
and tried to invest their way out of the profitability crisis. Firms had benefited,
moreover, from extraordinarily low real interest rates. But, from the start of the
1480s, the trends were reversed. Stockholders ran out of patience and secured rad-
ically increased dividend pay-outs. At the same time, encouraged by the new tax
breaks, which ensured higher returns on unearned income and capital gains, by the
Jouse enforcement of anti-trust laws, by the deregulation of finance, by the lure of
tugher dividend payments, and by the vulnerability of labour, financial manipula-
lors borrowed heavily to purchase controlling interest in companies in expectation
ol wringing increased returns from them—especially by way of the stepped up
txploitation of labour, the speeding up of depreciation and refusal to invest, the

hedding of manpower, and downsizing in all forms. Especially in order to pay for
mergers and aquisitions, firms ended up financing themselves to a much greater
exlent than previously through debt rather than equity in a period of sharply
increased realinterest rates, and the weight of interest payments on company profits
prew accordingly. The outcome was that average annual retained carnings (the
residue after interest and dividends are subtracted from profits) in the manufac
turing sector fell to just 37 per cent of profits between 1982 and 1990, and 40) per
venl between 1990 and 1996, compared to 69 per cent between 1973 and 1979, and

per cent between 1950 and 1965 (see p. 214, Figure 12.5).

Wilh interest rates and dividend payments so high, retained earnings out
ol profits so low, and the investment climate so unpropitious, manufacturing
corporations were obliged to deeply cut investment. Between 1979 and 1990, the
nverage annual growth of manufacturing net capital stock fell to 1.8 per cent, from
1.0 per cenl during the years 1973-79. Between 1990 and 1996, it fell a bit further,
[0 Just 16 per cent.

It remains the case that, during this extended period of stress and stagnation
of vestment for the manufacturing sector, manufacturing labour productivity

rowlh actually improved very markedly, especially with respect to its reduced
levels of the oil crisis plagued 1970s. ”t'lW(‘l‘ﬂ 1979 and 1990, it averaged 3.0 per
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cent per annum, just about its average for the years 1950-73. Between 1990 and
1996, it further increased its momentum, growing at an average annual rate of
3.8 per cent, a speed of improvement surpassed during the postwar epoch only
between 1958 and 1965, when manufacturing productivity growth averaged 4.1
per cent.?

In the context of the major reduction in the growth of manufacturing capital
stock, the achievement of significantly increased growth of productivity appears
paradoxical. But it becomes immediately less puzzling once it is understood to have
resulted as much from the removal from operation of outdated and inefficient plant
and equipment—along with the workers who had manned it—as from the putting
into play of state-of-the art plant and equipment, and also as much from unmea-
sured increases inlabour input achieved through the intensification of work as from
actual gains in efficiency, that is, output per unit of labour input.

The revival of manufacturing productivity growth was prepared during the
recession years between 1979 and 1982. In these three years, manufacturing labour
input, in terms of hours, fell by no less than 13.4 per cent and, as a direct expres-
sion of this decline, the average annual growth of the capital-labour ratio leapt to
8.9 per cent. On this basis, labour productivity began to rise at what was in fact an
impressive average annual rate of 2.7 per cent, given that capacity utilization in
manufacturing intheseyearsfell by about 15 per cent.?*Since manufacturing output
and investment fell at average annual rates of 0.5 per cent and 2.05 per cent, respec-
tively, and since bankruptcies doubled, it was evidently much more by shutting
down old, incfficient facilities than by opening up new, efficient ones that US man-
ufacturing got its labour productivity recovery started.

During the remainder of the 1980s and the first half of the 1990s, manufacturers
kept labour productivity growing steadily, despite the continuing stagnation of man-
ufacturing investment, expressed in a manufacturing net capital-labour ratio that
grew al an annual average rate of just 1.1 per cent between 1982 and 1996,
compared 10 3.4 per cent between 1973 and 1979 and 2.7 per cent between 1950 and
1973. How was this made possible? Part of the answer clearly lies in more or less
conlinuous ‘downsizing’. On the eve of the recession of 1990-91, after the longest
peacelime expansion in US history, the absolute size of the manufacturing labour
force, in terms of hours, was still 4 per cent below its 1979 peak and, by 199, it
had fallen further, standing almost 10 per cent below that peak. Between 1978 and
1995, the top 100 US companies laid off, on a net basis, no less than 22 per cent of
their labour force? Part of the answer also must lie in the accomplishment of
significant, efficiency-increasing technical advance—secured, for example, by means
of robotization and the application of computer-aided production and design. Even
so, possibly contributing as much to productivity increase as any other factor was a
new form of ‘improvement’ that cameintoits own in this era. Knownby the omnibus

Ferm “lean production’, this represented the (partial) adoption in the US of Japanese

21 As to the 1970s, if one conlines one’s view to the briel, inter-oil crisis years 1975-78, manulacturing
productivity growth, at anaverage of 3.6 per cent per annum, was high; but, il one looks at the years 1973-79,
which included the two oil-crisis reconsions, manulacturing productivity growtly, al an average of 0.4 per
cent per anaan, musl be seen lo have (allen off drastleally

25 And desplie the fact tha productivity falled to grow at all in 1980
26 M. 1. Mandel, ‘Heonomle Anxlety’, Businese Week, 11 Mareh 1998, g, 50,
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methods of making labour input more intense, continuous, and effective.

On the shop floor, under the justificatory umbrella of the ‘team concept’—and
with the putative aim of raising productivity by means of increasing employees’
skills and their control over the labour process—employers carried out the de-
skilling of jobs by breaking them down into their simplest parts. This secured both
the maximum ‘flexibility” (or interchangeability) of the shop-floor labour force and
the greatest possible labour input per unit of time. The technique has been illumi-
natingly termed ‘management by stress’, the goal of which is not only to remove,
as far as possible, all ‘specialist’ labour coming from ‘reserve” off the assembly line
(maintenance, repair, housekeeping, quality checking, and the like) and all excess
materials at work stations, but also to make sure all workers labour constantly when
materials are at their station. Initially, teams of managers and group leaders work
on each job and provide, from above, a highly detailed specification of the tasks
making it up. Workers then carry through the same tasks under conditions in which,
to the greatest possible extent, all ‘safety nets’ in the form of surplus materials and
adjunct workers have been removed. Workers and their teams are not allowed to
let defects pass, to be dealt with at the end of the line—as on the traditional assembly
line—but are required to take responsibility for quality control by fixing each when
it is discovered and, in particular, by tracing the problem back to its source. By
these means, workers, as well as managers, are able to discover which tasks can be
allocated in less time and which jobs need to redesigned, so that the labour force
can be reapportioned in the most effective possible manner. Workers” enhanced
ability to carry out an ever greater proportion of the now-simplified tasks—which
can be called ‘polyvalence’ only if the most attenuated meaning of term is
intended—is conducive to the same effect. The outcome is neither to substantively
re-skill labour nor increase workers’ control (although jobs might become more
varied and less boring), but rather to augment employers’ power over production,
with the specific goal of increasing the number of seconds of every minute on the
job that workers are actually working.? It is often, in addition—precisely due to the
simplification of tasks—to pave the way to further mechanization.

Employers also sought more and more effective labour input through out-
sourcing operations formerly done in-house. Here the goal, again following the
Japanese example, was to be able to pay lower wages than those paid to unionized
workers, as well as to get around union work rules, by farming out tasks to (often
quite large and technologically advanced) independent suppliers unburdened by
union contracts and work rules. Indeed, the new ideal was, as much as possible, to
employ, directly or indirectly, what have come to be known as ‘contingent
workers’—non-union employees who, because hired for a limited period of time

27  For a path-breaking account of the Japanese-stylelabour process and team production, see M. Parker
and ). Slaughter, Choosing Sides. Unions and the Team Concept, A Labor Notes Book, Boston 1988, especially
ch. 3. Sec also J. P. Womack, D. T. Jones, and D. Roos, The Machine That Changed the World, New York 1990,
especially chs 3 and 4. These two studies, despite their very different attitudes toward team or lean
production, offer very similar, mutually corroborating accounts of just what it entails, heaping scorn on
thuse who wishfully believe that the new system is bringing about the rise of some sort of skilled,
aulonomous neo-artisanate. See also M. Parker, ‘Industrial Relations Myth and Shop-Floor Reality: The
“Team Concept” in the Auto Industry’, in N. Lichtenstein and H. ]. Harris, eds, Industrial Democracy in
Amerien, The Ambiguous Promise, New York 1993; H. Shaiken et al., "The Work Process under More Flexible
P'roduction’, timdustrial Kelutions, vol. xxv, Spring 1986
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orto complete a particular job, will be maximally exploitable, having the least pos-
sible leverage to negotiate decent terms of employment. Allowing for the
accelerated adoption of these processes in the 1980s was the new availability of
telecommunication and computer technologies that made possible unprecedented
levels of coordination between geographically separated productive units (as in
just-in-time production).?® It should be added that, since some of the jobs farmed
out by manufacturing companies were low-productivity services previously
counted within the manufacturing sector, thesector was able to further raise its rate
of productivity advance simply by shedding service jobs to the service sector.

The recovery of productivity growth in US manufacturing did mean the tran-
scendence of the manufacturing ‘productivity crisis’ of the 1970s but its scale should
not be exaggerated nor its significance misconstrued. Its contribution was a rela-
tively minor one to the quite major increase in US competitiveness that took place
during the decade following the Plaza Accord. From the middle of the 1980s, the
US manufacturing sector did, then, achieve a decisive reduction in its relative costs
of production in international terms, making possible a marked acceleration in the
growth of exports and a corresponding increase in its share of world exports. But
this improvement was attributable barely at all to productivity growth, and almost
entirely to the repression of real wage growth and the profound decline in the value
of the dollar. Between 1985 and 1995 (and between 1990 and 1995), average annual
US manufacturing productivity growth was slightly lower than that of Japan, Italy,
and the UK, and somewhat above that of Canada and Germany, but in all cases
(except for Canada) the difference between the US figure and that of the others was
minimal, no more than 0.5 per cent.?® During the same period, the average annual
increase of real hourly compensation in the US manufacturing sector was, on the
other hand, the lowest among the G-7 economies, averaging 0.15 per cent per annum,
compared to 2.9 per cent in Japan and 2.85 per cent in Germany. While real wages
in manufacturing in Germany and Japan thusboth grew by about 35 per cent during
the decade, in the US they grew by 1 per cent!

What mattered most, though, was the value of the currency. Between 1985 and
1990, and then between 1990 and 1995, the exchange rate of the yen and mark appre-
ciated against the dollar at the extraordinary average annual rates of 10.5 per cenl
and 12.7 per cent, respectively, and then 9.1 per cent and 2.5 per cent, respectively,
The way was thus prepared for an enormous gain in US manufacturing competi-
tiveness. Between 1985 and 1995 US nominal wages expressed in dollars rose at an
average annual rate of 4.65 per cent, while those of Japan and Germany rose respec-
tively at the average annual rates of 15.1 per cent and 13.7 per cent. Over the same
ten-year period, manufacturing unit labour costs expressed in dollars rose at an
average annual rate of just 0.75 per cent in the US, compared to 11.7 per cent and
11.3 per cent in Japan and Germany respectively. By 1995, therefore, hourly wages
for manufacturing production workers were $17.19 in the US, $23.66 in Japan, and
$31.85 in Germany. (See p. 209, Figure 12.4.)

Onthebasis of such extraordinary advances in relative costs, US producers cou d

28  For theseaspects of ‘lean production’, ag applied in both the manufacturing aned service seetory, sea
S. Head, “The New, Ruthless Teonomy’, New Y ork Review of Hooks, 29 Tebraary 1996
29 C.Sparks and M, Grednor, “US and Horetgn Productivity and Uit Lahor Contw’, Monthly Labor Review,

I’ul'numy 1997, p. 29.
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Figure 12.2. The growth of real hourly compensation in manufacturing
in Germany, Japan, and the US, 1973-2004.
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make major gains in overseas sales. US exports grew impressively, at their fastest
rate during the postwar period, shooting up at an average annual rate of 10.6 per
cent in the wake of the Plaza Accord between 1985 and 1990, and at an average
annual rate of 7.4 per cent between 1990 and 1995, compared to 2.1 per cent between
1979 and 1985, 5.8 per cent between 1973 and 1979, and 6.5 per cent between 1950
and 1973. By the early 1990s, the US had raised its share of world exports back to
the levels of the end of the 1970s.

The Plaza Accord marked, then, a major watershed, the opening of a new era in
which, in relative terms, the fortunes o f the manufacturing economy of theUS wouldl
dramatically improve, while those of the Germany and Japan would deleriorate.
liven so, through the 1980s and even through the first half of the 1990s, the US man-
ufacturing sector achieved only a limited recovery, attesting to the continuing
barriers to manufacturing dynamism anywhere within the advanced capitalist
world. The striking fact is that, while US manufacturing productivity growth in this
period was nearly as high as it had been in any other period of comparable length
during the postwar epoch, and manufacturing real wage growth was at unprece-
dented lows, US manufacturing profitability fell significantly short of its levels of
the boom. At the high point of the Reagan boom in 1989, manufacturing profitability
i reach its level of 1973, but this was still some 40 per cent below its level of 1965.
Alter collapsing again during the ensuing recession, manufacturing profitability did
rise impressively throughout the cyclical upturn of the 1990s. Still, only in 1994 did
[t again reach its level of 1973 and only in 1995 did it climb substantially higher. Even
by this juncture, it remained one-third below its 1965-66 peaks, and aboul one-
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Figure 12.3. Exchange rates against the dollar: the mark and the yen,
1968-2005.
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quarter off its average for the 1960s. But, the fact remains that the rebound achieved
was in long-run terms substantial. It must have been a significant factor in the new
acceleration of investment growth thatbegan at this time, again from very low levels,
and it opened up the potential for a decisive US economic turnaround. Whether that
potential would be realized, however, would be determined by developments not
only in the US, but in the world economy as a whole. (See p. 7, Figure 0.3 and p. 8,
Figure 0.4.)

The Rise of the Non-Manufacturing Sector and Deepening Decline
As the size of the manufacturing labour force hit its ceiling and began to decline
from 1979, the place of manufacturing employment within the economy shrank
sharply. Whereas the manufacturing labour force as a percentage of the total (meas-
ured in hours) had remained roughly constant between 1950 (at 25.5 per cent) and
1973 (24.3 per cent) and fallen only relatively little between 1973 and 1979 (to 22.2
per cent), thereafter it declined sharply, to 19.2 per cent in 1985, 17.4 per cent in
1990, and 15.9 per cent in 1996. The reverse side of this decline was, of course, the
rapid rise of service employment. While the manufacturing labour force (in terms
of number employed) fellby 1.1 millionbetween 1979 and 1990 and a further 830,000
between 1990 and 1996, service employment grew by 20 million between 1979 and
1990 and an additional 8.6 million between 1990 and 1996.

But, far from an expression of economic rejuvenation, the rapid net increase in
the number of US jobs during the 1980s and first half of the 1990s, all of them outside
manufacturing, was a manifestation ol US economic decline, While the non

manufacturing labour force came (o constitute an over larger proportion of the
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Figure 12.4. The growth of hourly compensation in manufacturing in
dollars, Germany, Japan, and the US, 1970-2004.
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lotal—84.3 per cent in 1996 (measured in hours)—non-manufacturing labour
productivity grew at what were by far the lowest rates in recorded US history.
Between 1979 and 1990, labour productivity growth in the non-manufacturing
private business sector averaged a shockingly low 0.6 per cent per annum, com-
pared to 2.6 per cent per annum for the years 1950-73, and was not that much better
between 1990 and 1996, at 1.1 per cent.

The key to the collapse of productivity growth outside manufacturing can be
lound in the emergence of the low-wage economy, which began to emerge as early
as the first part of the 1960s, with the turning point located sometime in the middle
1o late 1970s. We have seen that the sharp recession of 1974-75 dealt a powerful blow
lo labour, and worker resistance thenceforth rapidly declined, virtually collapsing
in 1he 1980s. In the labour force outside manufacturing, the level of unionization was
negligible. Workers had to take what they could get, and this was steadily less.
Between 1979 and 1995, the average annual growth of the product wage in the non-
m.nufacturing private sector was just 0.4 per cent, and there were only four years
n which product wage growth rose as high as 1 per cent. Real wage growth was
even worse in this period, averaging just 0.2 per cent per annum.

But aggregate figures do not begin to tell the story of the rise of the low-wage
economy. Between 1979 and 1995, average annual real wage growth for the bottom
10 pur cent of the labour force fell by almost 12 per cent, for the bottom 60 per cent
by 9.8 per cent. (Even workers in the 80th percentile saw their wages fall by 0.4 per
cent between 1979 and 1995).3° Put another way, over the course of this sixteen-year

W Mishet et al, State of Warking America, p. 1443, Tablo 3.6,
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period, the bottom 60 per cent o f the US labour force worked for progressively lower
real wages and, by the end of the period, was working for real wages that were, on
average, 10 per cent lower than they had been at the start.

In light of the collapse of real wages, the supposedly baffling US ‘productivity
puzzle’ is less mysterious than it might appear. In manufacturing, there is really not
much to explain: as has been emphasized, excluding the oil crisis recession years of
1974 and 1975 and of 1979 and 1980 (or, alternatively, the whole period 1973-80), the
averageannual growth of manufacturinglabour productivity more than held its own,
fromthe boom of the early 1960s, through the initial years of falling profitability from
1965 through 1973, right through to the middle of the 1990s. Outside of manufac-
turing, it is not hard to see why productivity growth should have fallen sharply.
During the period 1950-73, the product wage inthe private non-manufacturing sector
had grown at an average annual rate of 2.7 per cent, and the net capital-labour ratio
in this sector grew at an annual rate of 2.0 per cent. But between 1979 and 1996, with
the average annual growth of the product wage growth collapsing to just 0.4 per cent,
the average annual growth of the capital-labour ratio fell to just 1.0 per cent. With
average annual product wage growth reduced to near-zero, and no pressure from
foreign competitors, firms outside of manufacturing found it more profitable to add
workers increasingly fast as against machines, so that the growth of output per unit
of worker input could not but fall sharply. In addition, because more than half of the
labour force was available for work at decreasing real wages, firms could, with profit,
increasingly expand employment in jobs where productivity growth was very low
and slow, like restaurant services, and wholesale and retail sales. These lines absorbed
al least a third of those added to the workforce in this period.3

The slowdown in the growth in plant and equipment available to each worker
does not just explain the reduction in the growth of output per unit of labour input.
It would also seem to explain the simultaneous reduction in the growth of outpu
per unit of labour input and capital input combined (total factor productivity). This
is because the reduced speed of equipping each worker would have had as one of
its by-products a slowdown in the pace of improvement in the machinery available
to each worker and thus a slowdown in the gains in output from any given sum of
labour and capital inputs.

The ‘great American jobs machine’ of the 1980s and 1990s was, then, almost lit
erally just that: the growth of employment taking place outside of manufacturing
with hardly any parallel increase in the equipment at the disposal of each worker
and hardly any resulting increase in each worker’s productivity. Because there was

31 A comparison of US developments with those in Germany in this period tends to confirm the forg
going analysis. I Germany, between 1979 and the early 1990s, because product wages continued to grow,

though more slowly than hefore (at around 1.1 per cent per annum), and because continuing union strenglh
outside ol manutacturing prevented any increase of wage inequality—wage dispersion actually fell

German employers were much more motivated to adopt labour-saving techniques than were thelr
counterparts in the US, Al the same time, because German employers did nol gel access (o increasingly laws
wage labour, they could not profitably add employees, as did US employers, in lines with low productivity
such as wholesale and retail rade, restavrants and hotels, and (he like, Between 1979 and 1990 the number
of employees in wholesale and retail tracle in the US grew by 30 per cent, trom 7.6 million ta 22.7 milllion,
in Germany, by 8 per cent, from 3,385 million to 3.73 milhon. The result was that productivity growth in
non-manulaciring was much highor in Gormany thaa o the US in this perlocd, averaging 2.5 por cont per
annum, compared to 0.2 per cont per anaum, ORCEY, Nittonal lincome and Product Acconnts, Voloil, Detaited

Fablen (varloun imues), See aleo Buirda and Sachs, ‘Assesstng | Hgh Unemployment’
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essentially no real wage growth on average, and for much of the labour force
declining real wage growth, employers could profit even while productivity barely
cdged up. For the same reason, they could profit while precipitously increasing the
numbers hired and bringing down aggregate unemployment. In the latter part of
the 1980s and in the 1990s, the US had the lowest unemployment rate in the
advanced capitalist world outside of Japan, but, given the terms of employment,
this was not much to boast about. The upshot has been a truly vicious circle, in
which low wages have made for low labour productivity growth which has in turn
rendered ‘unrealistic’ any significant growth of wages and thereby provided the
basis for continued low productivity growth.3> So much for the Reagan-Bush-
Clinton ‘morning in America’.

A Golden Age for Finance and the Rich

The other side of capitalists’ refusal to place much of their capital in production
was their search for alternative ways to make money.3* With profitability down,
interest rates up, and instability heightened, investors had increasing incentive to
avoid the risks associated with longer-term placements of new plant and equip-
ment. Still, to profit merely by buying cheap and selling dear is normally no simple
task: for every gain there is an equivalent loss, for every winner a loser. Capitalists
and the wealthy accumulated wealth with such success during the 1980s largely
because the state intervened directly to place money in their hands—enabling them
to profit from their own business failure through lucrative bail outs, offering them
giant tax breaks which played no small part in the recovery of corporate balance
sheets, and providing them with an unprecedented array of other politically consti-
luted opportunities to get richer faster through fiscal, monetary, and deregulation
policies—all at the expense of the great mass of the population.

The pattern was clearly established under the Carter administration, which
initiated union-busting industrial deregulation in airlines, trucking, and the like.
Most definitive of the new trend, though, was the bail out of Chrysler in 1980. When
Chrysler threatened bankruptcy, the government not only intervened, at taxpayers’
expense, to save the company, but also as part of the bail out agreement, extracted
extensive concessions from the Chrysler workers, both to ensure the company a
more profitable future and to set a pattern for the labour force as a whole.

By the Economic Recovery Act of 1981, taxes on individuals were cut by 20 per
cent over three years, with the top bracket on unearned income—rents and
interest—reduced from 70 per cent to 50 per cent. The Tax Reformact of 1986 further
reduced that rate to 28 per cent. The capital gains tax, which had already been
reduced from 49 per cent to 28 per cent under Carter in 1978, was slashed to 20 per
cent. By contrast, the social security tax, which falls disproportionately on working-
class families, was increased by about 25 per cent over the course of the decade.*

32 The end towards the low-wage economy was not confined to non-manufacturing. Between 1970
ad 1992, the degree to which US manufacturing exports were specialized in high-technology and high-
wae lines actually fell somewhat. OECD, Industrial Policy Annual Review 1994, Paris 1994, p. 134.

33 1 wish to thank Bob Pollin for many helpful discussions on the material in this section, concerning
botlr the data mul its interpretation,

MK Philligs, The Politics of Rich and oor. Wealth and ihie American Eleclorate in the Reagan Aftermath,
New York 1990, pp. 76-H6,
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Between 1981 and 1992, personal and corporate taxes as a proportion of GDP thus
fell by almost 2 per cent, but the benefits were very unequally distributed. Because
the explicit objective of the supply-side tax reduction was to lower marginal rates,
and since only the well-off saw their incomes increase during the 1980s, only well-
off families saw any significant reduction in their taxes. According to the
Congressional Budget Office, between 1977 and 1989, the effective tax rate fell by
6.0 per cent on persons with income in the top 1 per cent, by 2.6 per cent on those
in the top 5 per cent, and by 1.7 per cent on those in the top 10 per cent, with effec-
tively no gain for the rest of the population.®®

The 1980s tax cuts not only benefited the rich directly, but were largely respon-
sible for record federal deficits, which had to be covered by federal borrowing.
Those with great wealth naturally did most of the lending. They were able to do so
at record-smashing real interest rates, helped out by the Federal Reserve’s failure
to accommodate with easier credit the unprecedented pressure on the money
markets that resulted from the government’s elevated demand for loans. Between
1950 and 1980, the share of interest payments in the federal budget had averaged
under 7 per cent, averaging 7.6 per cent between 1974 and 1979. But between 1982
and 1990, it almost doubled to 13.4 per cent. Of the total federal debt owned by US
individuals in 1983, the richest 10 per cent held nearly 80 per cent and the richest
1 per cent about one-third, with the distribution even more skewed if only the larger
denomination, marketable Treasury securities are considered.?® The interest pay-
ments accrued by the rich had, of course, to be directly covered by tax revenues
largely paid for by working-class citizens. As the conservative columnist George
Will observed, ‘To pay the interest component of the 1988 budget will require a sum
(5210 billion) equal to approximately half of all the personal income tax receipts ...
a transfer of wealth from labour to capital unprecedented in American history. Tax
revenues are being collected from average Americans (the median income of a
family of four is slightly under $30,000) and given to buyers of US government
bonds—buyers in Beverly Hills, Lake Forest, Shaker Heights and Grosse Point, and
Tokyo and Riyadh.” Not always such a keen student of exploitation, Will might well
have added that by 1990, the size of the interest component of the federal budget
was equal to almost 60 per cent of total corporate profits, up from around 10 per
cent in the mid 1960s before the long downturn began.*”

Withsecularly reduced profitability sinking further in the wake of the deep reces-
sion of 1981-82, the market value of assets compared to their replacement cost
collapsed; investors began therefore to have reason to believe that the time was
right to buy, because stock prices could only go up. The authorities removed almost
all reason for doubt when they moved first to cut taxes in 1981 and then, from the
summer of 1982, to loosen the supply of credit. With taxes on capital gains and
unearned income sharply reduced, the value of stocks to their owners automati-
cally went up. With the cost of borrowing suddenly down somewhat, the purchase

35 P.Krugman, Peddling Prosperity, New York 1994, pp. 155~6.

36 R. Pollin, ‘Budget Deficits and the US Fconomy: Consideralions in a Heilbronerian Mode’, in
R. Blackwell et al., ed., Economics as Worldly Pliilosoply. Essays in Political and Historical Economics in Honour
of Robert I.. Heilbroner, London 1993, pp. 124-5, 135

37 Phillips, The Dolitics of Rich and Poor, pp. B9-91 (quotation). NIPA Table 6,16 (corporale profite

adjusted); Economic Report of the Preident 1997, Wanhinglon, 1C 1997, Tatle 180 (gavernment nel interent)



THE US COUNTER-OFFENSIVE 213

of assets was made easier. Reagan made certain, moreover, that the subsequent
stock-market boom would have a real, if strictly limited, material foundation, when
he incurred record federal deficits to ensure that output, thus capacity utilization,
thus profitability would rise sharply, if for the most part only cyclically, from their
depressed levels of 1981-82.3¢ Like the increase in refurn on government bonds,
the stock-market rise benefited the wealthy almost exclusively, since (in 1989) the
top 1 per cent of wealth holders owned about 46 per cent of all stock, while the top
10 per cent owned 90 per cent.®

Those with money not only cashed in on the expanded opportunities offered by
Republocratic tax, spending, and credit policies to profit without producing; as the
government let it be known that it would no longer enforce anti-trust laws as in the
past, and found itself unable or unwilling to prevent insider trading, financiers
made huge killings by discovering creative new ways to squeeze higher returns
from existing assets, manifesting in the process their disdain for productive invest-
ment. Although retained earnings out of profits were, as noted, at very reduced
levels between 1982 and 1990, non-financial corporations found them more than
sufficient to cover all of the capital investment that they undertook in those years
because, as stressed, that capital investment was so restricted. Meanwhile, they
assumed record levels of debt either to repurchase shares from stockholders or to
gain a controlling interest in another firm, with the goal in both cases of profiting
by transforming the rules of the corporate game, especially in manufacturing.*
Manufacturing corporations’ interest payments as a proportion of profits, having
grown to 15 per cent during the years 1973-79 compared to just 3.8 per cent for the
years 1950-73, increased to 35 per cent between 1982 and 1990 and 24 per cent
between 1990 and 1996.

On the basis of their buy-backs, mergers, and takeovers, the financial tycoons
forced huge increases in dividends. In an effort to keep up investment levels,
corporate managers had cut dividend pay-outs as a proportion of profits from an
average of 25 per cent in the years 1950 to 1973 to an average of 16 per cent between
1973 and 1979. In contrast, their successors boosted dividend payments to 27 per
centbetween 1982 and 1990 and to an extraordinary 36 per cent between 1990 and
1996. They exploited, moreover, already existing creditors of the firm whose lending
terms had been set when risk was much lower because debt dependency was much
lower. Above all, they carried through, with a thoroughness and viciousness
perhaps unimagined by their predecessors, that ‘corporate downsizing’—the
weeding-out of all but the most productive and profitable means of production—
which was in fact demanded by redundant, often obsolete, productive capacity and
profoundly reduced profitability, especially on manufacturing capital stock. To do
s0, they simply ignored their firms’ implicit and explicit contracts with their labour

38 Greider, Secrets of the Temple, pp. 537ff; Pollin, ‘Destabilizing Finance’, p. 18. For the years 1973-81, the
ratio of market value of equities to replacement cost of assets of allnon-financial corporations fell to an average
ot 42 per cent (44 per cent in 1981) from 83.6 per cent in the years 1970~73 and 96.1 per cent in the 1960s.

39  Mishel et al, State of Working America, pp. 279-80.

10 Pollin, ‘Destabilizing Finance’, p. 18. ‘[I]n addition to their ... internally generated funds, corpora-
tions have borrowed in record amounts ... [and] ... have used an unusually large part of these funds for
purpeses olher than productive new investment. Companies have increasingly distributed their cash flows
outside the corporale sector, moslly through payments made to individual and institutional sharcholders

Priecdman, Day of Reckontng, pp. 264-5.
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Figure 12.5. Distribution of US profits in manufacturing among retained
earnings, interest, and dividends, 1950-96.
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forces, and imposed the sort of mass layoffs, wage reductions, benefits cuts, and
speed-ups at work that hitherto had been largely forced off the corporate agenda
during the postwar epoch. As has been seen, the application of this approach did
accomplish a major rationalization of the manufacturing sector over the course of
the 1980s and early 1990s, raising productivity growth and ultimately profitability.*!

Thisisnotthe place to attempt an in-depth analysis of the foregoing much-chron-
icled trends. But two of their effects do need emphasis: first, the sheer size of the
movement away from production and toward unproductive expenditure that they
involved; second, the extraordinary redistribution of income and wealth that they
helped to accomplish.

Between 1980 and 1989, there were 31,105 mergers and acquisitions, totalling in
value $1.34 trillion. This figure was roughly equal to one-third the amount spent in
the US on non-residential fixed investment overthe decade.*? It is sometimes argued

41  Inthislight, both of the main competing interpretations of the wave of mergers and acquisitions arnl
leveraged buy-outs that began in the early 1980s—that by Jensen, which understands them as aiming 1o
increase profits by increasing efficiency, and that by Schleifer and Summers, which understands them as
aiming to increase profits by breaking commitments so as to increase exploitation-—can be seen to be correct.
But both are marred by their failure to see the determinants to which they correctly point as themselves
emerging from the crisis of profitability in manufacturing and by their consequent over-concentration pn
the subjective attitudes of economic agents—Jensen with his preoccupation with the irresponsibility of
corporate managers beyond the control of stockholders, and Schleifer and Summers with their preoccupsi-
tion with the greed of the money men. Both see as causes what are in reality ellects. See M. C. Jensen,
‘Takeovers: Their Causes and Consequences’, fournal of Economic I'erspeciives, vol. ii, no. 2, 1988; A, Sclilelfor
and L H. Summers, ‘Breach of ‘I'rust in ostile Takeovers’, in A. |. Auerbach, ed., Corporate Takeovers: Cautes
and Consequences, Chicago 1988, . 33~67,

42 R. Pollin, 'llorrowing More but Inventing Leows: Heonomie Stagnation and the Rise of Corporate
‘Takeovers in the US', unpublished manuscripl, December 1994, p, 4. -
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Figure 12.6. The growth of real exports of goods and services,
1950-2000.
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that such figures have little or no meaning for the productive economy, since they
represent no using up of real resources, just the transfer of paper claims. Over
the years 1975-90, however, the proportion of the total investment on plant and
equipment in the private business economy annually devoted to finance, insurance
and real estate (FIRE) doubled, from about 12—-13 per cent to about 25-26 per cent.
Between 1982 and 1990, almost a quarter of all the plant and equipment investment
that took place in the private business economy was devoted to FIRE, more than to
any other sector, including manufacturing. During the first half of the 1990s, with
about 16 per cent of the private sector’s labour force, FIRE deployed more than
23 per cent of the private sector’s total net fixed capital stock, more than any other
industry. This was up by almost 50 per cent (from 16 per cent) in 1977. The shuf-
fling of paper through which so many fortunes were enhanced over the course of
the 1980s and 1990s added nothing directly to consumption or the productive power
lo raise consumption, but that did not stop it from wastefully absorbing massive
real resources, including a significant share of the computer power that was put
into play over the decade. Between 1980 and 1990, FIRE made use of some 35 per
cent of the net stock of office, computing, and accounting equipment employed by
the total economy; by contrast, manufacturing’s share was around 25 per cent.*?
Ironically, then—but all too understandably in view of the fortunes made there—
the most technologically dynamic of US industries during the 1980s and 1990s
probably contributed less than any other to raising US living standards by means
ol its own immediate output.

43 1) L Sichel, The Commiputer Revolution, An Economic Perspective, Washington, 12C 1997, pp. 44-5.



216 THE ECONOMICS OF GLOBAL TURBULENCE

Since productivity growth in the private business economy proceeded at an
historically low rate, not much new wealth could be created during the 1980s, and,
over the years 1977-89, average family income increased by just 11 per cent. But
the ‘Reagan Revolution’ was still able to work miracles for the very wealthy by
ensuring that theyreceived the lion’s share of the little wealth that was created. Of
the total growth in average family income that occurred between 1977 and 1989,
the top 1 per cent of all families (by income) received no less than 70 per cent, while
the top 10 per cent received virtually the entire increase. On this basis, the income
going to the top 1 per cent (averaging $800,000 per annum) more than doubled
during the decade, while that of the median family increased by just 4 per cent.*
Nor was the trend toward inequality discontinued in the 1990s. On the contrary,
during the first two years of the Clinton Administration, the share of national
income earned by the top 5 per cent grew at a faster rate than during the eight years
of the Reagan administration. Between 1992 and 1996, the share of income going to
the top one-fifth of the population increased from 46 per cent to 49 per cent.*

Toward Recovery?

The US economy entered the second half of the 1990s performing qualitatively less
well than it had in the later 1970s. Still, there was a bright side to this bleak picture,
at least for capital. On the condition that they could continue to prevent product wage
growth from increasing—as they were into the second half of the decade—US firms
outside of manufacturing could count on continuing to raise their profit shares and
thus their profit rates, so long as could they achieve even quite small increases in
productivity. They could, in addition, continue to mark up over prices to an extent
not feasible for their counterparts in manufacturing who were faced with withering
international competition. During the second half of the 1980s, non-manufacturing
profitability had actually fallen somewhat from its high points of mid-decade. But
by 1996, with wages continuing to stagnate, it had crept back up past its level of
1973 and was approaching its levels of the later 1960s. Manufacturing profitability
was still more than 30 per cent below its heights of the boom, but it had made a
major comeback, increasing at an accelerating rate over the course of the 1990s, and
contributing decisively to the overall profitability revival. The upshot was that, by
1996, profitability in the private economy as a whole had, for the first time, defin-
itively surpassed its level of 1973, and stood about 20-25 per cent below its
boom-time peaks. If wage growth could continue to be held down as the labour
market continued to tighten and if manufacturing profitability (only partially, but
still dramatically, recovered) could at least maintain itself as international compe-
tition intensified—both big ifs—the US economy had at last opened the way toward
a new boom in investment and thus the potential transcendence of the long down-
turn. (See p. 7, Figure 0.3; p. 8, Figure 0.4 and p. 109, Figure 8.1.)

2. Japan in the 1980s and 1990s: From Bubble to Bust and Beyond
During the second half of the 1980s and the first half of the 1990s, the Japanase

44 Kragman, Peddling Prosperity, pp. 1348,
45 S0 A, Holmes, ‘Income Disparity Between Poorest and Rlchent Rines’, Now York Fones, 20 hine 1996
S0 AL Nolmens, New Reporin Say Minorities Beneflt 1 Fseal Recovery’, New York 'Fies, 30 Seplember 1997,
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cconomy faced its greatest challenge of the postwar epoch, as the price it had to
pay to preserve its distinctive relationship with the world economy, and especially
theUS market, grew ever greater. Between 1979 and 1985, emerging from the second
major international recession in less than a decade, it derived its energy as usual
from a deficit-driven economic expansion in the US. Japan'’s export-oriented road
had already becomerockier duringthelate 1970s, as the US dollar plunged in value,
and it did not become much easier in the first half of the 1980s, even when the dollar
ballooned under the impact of high US interest rates. But traversing it proved a
truly gargantuan task in the decade following the Plaza Accord of 1985, as the yen
rose constantly and the US proved ever less willing to assume its old role of cre-
ating demand for the world economy.

Weak Recovery, 198085

TheJapanese recession of the early 1980s was far less serious than that which took
place simultaneously in the US and Germany, or in Japanitself in 1974-75. Between
1980 and 1983, the manufacturing and private business sectors experienced falls in
profitability of 20 per cent and 15 per cent respectively, as against their post-oil
crisis peaks of 1978. But these reductions were not remotely as great as those expe-
rienced in 1974-75, nor were their effects anywhere near so severe. Nominal and
real wage increases that were respectively less than a quarter and less than a half
of those of 1974-5 helped prevent profits from falling dramatically. So did the main-
tenance of high rates of growth of exports, helped by the new fall of the yen from
1979, atleast through 1981. Whereas both GDP and manufacturing output had actu-
ally fallen somewhat, and manufacturing investment had decreased very sharply
at the time of the first oil shock, during the cyclical downturn of 1980-83, both GDP
and manufacturing output continued to grow fairly well and manufacturing invest-
ment at least stayed positive.

From 1982-83, as from 1974-75, a combination of record US government deficits
and a fast-rising dollar pulled the Japanese economy from recession and drove a
new cyclical upturn, led by exports but limited in its dynamism. Between 1982 and .
1986, the obverse side of those record-smashing US trade and current account
deficits, Japanese exports to the US grew at the spectacular average annual rate of
23 per cent (in nominal terms). In just these four years, Japanese exports to the US
a5 a percentage of total Japanese exports grew by almost 50 per cent, from 26.4 per
cent to 38.9 per cent. By 1985, Japanese exports as a percentage of GDP, at 11.1 per
cent as recently as 1979, had grown to 14.5 per cent, while manufacturing exports
15 a percentage of manufacturingoutput, at 35.6 per cent in 1979, had grown to 47.7
per cent. The current account surplus, at 0.4 per cent of GDP in 1981, had risen to
4.2 per cent of GDP in 1986.

Despite the boom in exports, the Japanese cyclical upturn was weak. Fixated
on spurring exports and horrified by the build-up of state debt that had accompa-
nied its essay in Keynesianism in the late 1970s, the Japanese government, taking
the opposite course to that of the US, repressed the growth of domestic demand
by embarking on an extended campaign to reduce spending and balance the
budget. Between 1980 and 1985, Japan reduced its government deficit from 4.2 per
cont of GDP to (.8 per cent of GDP. At the same time, in response to the record-
high US interest rates that had brought aboul the super-high dollar, Japanese
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money poured into US Treasury instruments, and was thereby rendered unavail-
able for productive use in Japan itself. Given the still unresolved problem of
reduced profitability in manufacturing on a world scale, stimulating demand was
clearly becoming an ever more contradictory and difficult process. By incurring
record deficits, the US government powerfully increased the demand for Japanese
exports; but it could finance those deficits only by raising domestic interest rates
and tapping into Japanese surpluses, thereby undercutting Japanese (as well as
US) domestic investment. During the first half of the 1980s, Japanese capital for-
mation, particularly in manufacturing, grew significantly only in 1984 and 1985.
The rate of growth of GDP and especially labour productivity achieved in that
period thus fell far short of that of the second half of the 1970s. By 1985, when it
once again peaked, Japanese manufacturing profitability was still slightly below
its level of 1978 and barely half its average level for the years 1965-70. (See p. 7,
Figure 0.3 and p. 304, Figure 15.6.)

The Plaza Accord and the Bubble Economy, 198591

Nor could the increase of exports be counted on to power the Japanese economy
for very long. Export growth entailed the build-up of enormous US current account
deficits and giant Japanese current account surpluses; it was bound to undermine
itself. With the Plaza Accord, the dollar collapsed and the yen took off, subjecting
the Japanese economy to unprecedented stress. Between 1985 and 1988, the yen’s
value increased by 56 per cent in trade-weighted terms and 93 per cent against the
dollar, a much greater appreciation than those of either 1971-73 or 1975-78. In fact,
the yen-dollar exchange rate, at 260/$ as late as March 1985, had reached 120/$ by
1988, almost double the value of its previous peak of 210/$ in the late 1970s and
triple its value before December 1971 when the rate was 360/$. By 1990, the effec-
tive exchange rate of the yen had fallen back slightly, by 14 per cent, with its value
in terms of dollars dropping to 145. But, in the face of what remained a truly radical
realignment in relative international costs, the Japanese economy could no longer
proceed as before.

By 1986, with the effective (trade-weighted) exchange rate of the yen already
down by 46 per cent, the Japanese economy was obliged to confront what was
potentially its worst crisis since the end of the long boom. In that year, exports fell
in real terms by 4.9 per cent, private business growth slipped to 1.2 per cent, man-
ufacturing output actually declined, and the economy seemed headed for another
major recession. To turn the tide, over the course of 1986, the government launched
a policy of extreme monetary ease, sharply reducing the interest rate from 5 per
cent to 3 per cent and, in 1987, to a postwar low of 2.5 per cent. This programme
staved off an extended cyclical downturn and helped to force-feed a new boom,
whichlasted through 1990-91. But it signally failed toachieve its central goal, which
was to provide a new, more solid, foundation for Japanese capital accumulation.

The Japanese economy had suddenly entered an unprecedentedly difficull
phase. Yet from a longer-term perspective, what was transpiring was hardly novel,
but merely the deepening of a long-established trend. The istitutional and polit
ical arrangements that structured postwar Japanese development had, from the
start, biased the economy in favour of the growth of investment at the expense of
the growih of consumption, domestic demand, and imports, With the growth of
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domestic demand thus held back, the economy was thus ultimately dependent on
the growth of exports and tended to create external surpluses that could not but
continually drive the yen upwards. The trend toward a rising current account
balance had its origins in 1968, bore its first fruits with the upward correction in
the value of the yen in 1971-3, continued with the further yen revaluation between
1975-76 and 1979, and reappeared in the mid 1980s. But, to the degree it con-
tinued—and was not counterbalanced by offsetting improvements in costs of
production—it could not but bring about the progressive narrowing of Japanese
growth prospects.

What the government was thus attempting to accomplish with its loose money
regime was to fundamentally reorient the whole pattern of Japanese economic
cvolution. It intended to increase radically the assets of Japan’s leading industrial
firms— which possessed mammoth quantities of one another’s shares, as well as
huge holdings of land—so as to enable them to carry through sufficient invest-
ment to accomplish the formidable tasks not only of raising export competitiveness
by another order of magnitude, but also of reorienting the Japanese economy away
from exports toward the home market. The banks were supposed to channel
increasing supplies of credit to financial investors who could be expected to buy
stocks and land, driving up the value of these assets and enriching the
corporations in the process.* And this is exactly what happened. As in the
government’s attempt to bring down the rising yen through inflation during the
carly 1970s, ultra-cheap money led, as was hoped, to runaway speculation. Land
prices rocketed, with residential and commercial property prices doubling
between 1986 and 1989. Meanwhile, share prices on the Tokyo Stock Exchange
rcached their historic high at the end of 1989, also having doubled in price over
the previous two years.

From one standpoint, then, the government’s essay in easy money did have
pretty much the intended outcome, for the economy did enter a new and powerful
cyclical upturn, which lasted through the end of the decade. Real-estate compa-
nies borrowed massively to buy land with the intent to sell at a higher price.
Consumers reduced their savings rate and stepped up their spending, and resi-
dential construction boomed. Corporations appear at first to have used the
enormous increase in the value of their stocks and land to reduce their reliance on
debt finance, as well as to engage in financial manipulation (‘zaitech’), raising
lunds very cheaply on the money market and depositing them at higher rates of
return in interest rate deposits. But eventually, as had been hoped, the corpora-
lions took advantage of the growth of consumer demand, as well as the enormous
ncrease in their wealth—which derived from the explosion of the prices not only
of their stocks, but also of the large holdings of prime Tokyo land that many of

46 As one high-ranking Bank of Japan official summarized the government’s strategy in 1988, ‘We
intended first Lo boost both the stock and property markets. Supported by this safety net—rising markets—

wxport-oriented industries were supposed to reshape themselves so they could adapt to a domestically-led
economy. ‘This step then was supposed to bring about enormous growth of assets over every economic
noctor, This wealth-eftect would in turn touch off personal consumption and residential investment, fol-
lowed by aninerease of investment in plant and equipment. In the end, loosened monetary policy would
hoowt rerl ecconomic growtly” Quoted in T, Taniguchi, Japan’s Banks and the Bubble Economy’ of the Late 1980s,
Frincaton Unlversity, Center of international Studies, ’ropram on US-Japan Relations, Monograph Series,

na. 4, Prineeton 1999, p, g,
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them had bought up decades before at bargain basement prices—to carry through
a wave of plant and equipment investment on a scale not seen since the 1960s.
Between 1986 and 1991, the economy boomed, as private business plant and
equipment investment shot up at an average annual rate of 10.5 per cent and the
growth of GDP averaged 4.8 per cent per annum.*

Benefiting from the huge financial assistance that they were able to secure by
way of the state-sponsored bubble, Japanese manufacturers made Herculean efforts
to improve and transform manufacturing so as to maintain exports in the face of
the new rise of the yen after 1985, much as they had during the years of currency
revaluation of the mid to late 1970s. Between 1985 and 1991, they maintained an
average annual rate of growth of the gross capital stock of 6.7 per cent. US manu-
facturers, who were simultaneously benefiting from a collapsing dollar, increased
their gross capital stock in this period less than one-third as fast. In the same years,
Japanese producers raised their expenditures on research and development as a
percentage of GDP by about a quarter, compared to that for the years 1980-85 (from
about 1.75 per cent to about 2.2 per cent), while US producers were reducing theirs
by about the same amount (from about 2.1 per cent to about 1.75 per cent). The
average annual growth of manufacturing labour productivity in these years in
Japan thus reached 5.4 per cent, compared to 2.2 per cent in the US. As a result of
its developmental push, Japan had succeeded by the end of the 1980s in increasing
the proportion of its manufacturing output that was either high-tech or mixed high-
tech and capital-intensive to about 85 per cent, catching up in the process with the
US in its degree of specialization in high-tech and high-wage lines, and becoming
even less specialized than was the US in low-wage and low-tech production.*

Still, to have a hope of remaining competitive by improving technology and
moving up the product cycle, Japanese manufacturers were obliged to carry
through a decisive restructuring of their international operations. The high yen
obviously made it more difficult to export, but it also made it easier to invest over-
seas. In response, Japanese producers radically altered the directions of their trade,
in close connection with a major turn to foreign direct investment. At the heart of
the problem faced by Japanese manufacturing was their declining ability to access
the critically important US market. Already in 1981, as part of a pervasive protec-
tionist thrust by governments throughout the advanced capitalist world aimed at
stemming the tide of Japanese imports, the Reagan administration had introduced
so-called ‘voluntary export restraints’ (VERs) on a number of Japanese goods, par-
ticularly automobiles. When the dollar fell against the yen at the time of the Plaza
Accord, therefore, Japanese producers found themselves with much more costly
exports confronting a protected US market. Between 1985 and 1990, Japanese
nominal exports to the US grew by only 37 per cent in dollars terms, with the result
that Japanese exports to the US as a proportion of total Japanese exports fell from
a peak of 40 per cent in 1986 to 31.6 per cent in 1990.#

In part, Japanese producers responded to their declining ability to export to the
US simply by seeking markets where they were less disadvantaged by yen revalu-

47 Murphy, Weight of the Yen, pp. 209-18; ‘Taniguchi, Japun’s Banks; Y. Noguchi, ‘“The “Bubble” and
Economic ["olicica in the 19808", fournal of [apwnese Stiudies, vol, xx, na, 2, Suminer 1994
48 QOBCYY, Industeinl Polley in QLCD Countrien, Parin 1994, yoe. 117, 134

4 ORCH, Feonomde Swevey of Jupar 199091, Parin 1991, 172, Table )
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ation. Since the yen rose so much less against European currencies than against the
dollar, Japanese exporters were able to increase their exports to Europe by 168 per
cent in dollar terms between 1985 and 1990, with the result that the percentage of
all Japanese exports that went to Europe grew from 13 per cent to 22 per cent.>
But their really decisive new departures were tied to stepped-up foreign direct
investment.

Before the 1970s, Japanese direct foreign investment was small, and mostly for
developing overseas supplies of raw materials in Southeast Asia and establishing
subsidiaries of trading companies in North America. But following successive trade
liberalization measures after 1969, and especially the yen revaluations of 1971-3
and 1975-78, foreign direct investment surged, as Japanese manufacturers sought
to get around their newly increased domestic labour costs by moving labour-inten-
sive production to East Asia. Even so, in the years between 1973 and 1980, Japan’s
cumulative foreign direct investment amounted to only about one-seventh that of
the US. Nevertheless, as in so many other respects, the Plaza Accord turned out to
be the turning point for Japan’s investment overseas. Between 1985 and 1989,
Japanese foreign direct investment tripled in terms of the yen and grew by a factor
of six in terms of the dollar. Between 1981 and 1990, it was more than 10 per cent
preater than that of the US, and almost double that of the US between 1987 and
1990.51

One fundamental thrust of Japan’s foreign investment offensive was to relocate
production in the US, both to get around import barriers and to make use of the
US’s increasingly cheap labour. Whereas the export of autos to the US peaked in
1985, due to the growth of US-based production, overall sales of Japanese cars in
the US continued to increase by more than 5 per cent a year in the later 1980s. Even
more significant in the longer run was the invasion by Japanese manufacturers of
liast Asia, by means of which they sought to gain maximum benefit from the emer-
pence of a new set of triangular trades linking Japan, East Asia, and the US. By
developing this commerce, Japanese manufacturers aimed not only to secure indi-
rect access to the US market, circumventing restrictions on Japanese imports and
exploiting cheaper Asian labour to do so, but also to tap into the new dynamism of
the East Asian economies themselves. Japanese manufacturers thus supplied the
liast Asian Gang of Four’s increasingly sophisticated producers with ever more
advanced means of production and intermediate goods, which they used to
produce textiles, consumer electronics, and as time went on, higher-tech items like
computer memory chips for the US market, and to some extent the growing Asian
markets. At the same time, they established increasing numbers of foreign affiliates
in Southeast Asia—Thailand, Malaysia, the Philippines and Indonesia—to which
(hey also shipped capital goods and intermediate goods for assembly and (re-)
export, mainly again to North America.>?

Japanese producers did have to cede a certain share of the North American and

50 Ibid,

51 OECD, Economic Survey of Japan 1981-82, Paris, July 1982, p. 43; OECD, Economic Survey of Japan
1987--88, Parig, August 1988, pp. 65-7; OECD, Economic Survey of Japan 1989-90, Paris, December 1990,
1. 52, Table 14; OUCD, fudustrial Policy Amnual Review 1994, Paris 1994, p. 146, Table 31.

OBCD, Economic Survey of Japan 1989-90, pp. 51-4; Park and Park, ‘Changing Japanese Trade Patterns
witl the Hant Amian NICS', p. 94



222 THE ECONOMICS OF GLOBAL TURBULENCE

the Japanese markets to increasingly competitive East Asian-producers able to
combine relatively cheap labour with relatively high technology in clothing, appli-
ances, and consumer electronics. This was especially because the East Asian
currencies were for the most part pegged to the dollar in the decade after the Plaza
Accord, and followed the dollar downward against the yen, vastly improving East
Asian competitiveness. While the Japanese share of imports into the US thus fell
from 22.2 per cent to 18.3 per cent between 1986 and 1991, the proportion held by
the East Asian NICs grew by about the same amount, from 11.75 per cent to 15.3
per cent. In the same period, East Asian exports to Japan grew perhaps three times
faster than did those of the US. Nevertheless, Japanese manufacturers were able
to gain much more through stepping up their exports to East Asia than they lost
as a result of East Asian incursions into their US and domestic markets. Japanese
exporters supplied East Asian producers with the ever higher-tech capital goods
needed to produce the labour- and capital-intensive consumer goods that they
were exporting to the US and, to some extent, to Japan itself. Between 1985 and
1990, Japanese exports to East Asia in dollar terms thus grew by 148 per cent, with
the result that Japanese exports to East Asia as a percentage of total Japanese
exports grew in these years from 18.7 per cent to 289 per cent. In particular,
Japanese machinery exports to the Gang of Four economies quadrupled between
1985 and 1992, while those to the ASEAN-4 quintupled. Japan’s dominance of the
whole process of East Asian growth was manifested in its growing bilateral trade
surpluses with all of the leading economies of the region. East Asia’s industrial-
commercial dynamism thus turned out to provide a crucial enabling condition for
the Japanese to improve domestic production to counter the high yen.%

Nevertheless, the fact remains that, even despite their multifaceted effort at
adjustment, and the enormous assistance they received from their government,
Japanese manufacturers proved unable to use the growth of exports to transcend
the structural problems inherent in their particular form of export-oriented devel-
opment. The increase in costs entailed by the massive revaluation of the yen was
simply too great to offset-—even by means of increasing manufacturing efficiency,
entering new, technology-intensive manufacturing lines where competition was less
intense, and refashioning their overseas commercial and production networks. In
the end, Japanese producers could neither avoid a sharp fall in the rate of growth of
manufacturing exports nor achieve a significant recovery of manufacturing prof-
itability.

Between 1985 and 1990, the yen'’s effective (trade-weighted) exchange rate rose
at an average annual rate of 6.9 per cent. The response of Japanese producers was
impressive. During this same period, in terms of yen, they were able to reduce man
ufacturing unit labour costs at an average annual rate of 0.7 per cent. Nevertheless,
even this effort could not prevent a decline in competitiveness, as the average
annual growth of unit labour costs among their trading partners was 2.6 per cent
Japanese producers were thus obliged to reduce the yen prices of their exports at
an average annual rate of no less than 3.5 per cent, making for an average annual

53 OECD, Economic Survey of Japan 1992-93, I’aris, November 1993, p. 64, Table 16; p. 1-41, Table |
P. A. Petri, ‘Market Structure, Comparative Advantage, and Japaneso Trade under the Strong Yet', In
. Krugman, ed., Trade with Jupan, Chicago 1991, pp. 87=65; Park and Park, ‘Changing lapanese Trade

Patterns’, pp. 93=6; Fatch and Yamamura, Asia fn lapar's Linthrace, pp. 17780
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increase in international terms of about 3.4 per cent.

During the years 1985-91, then, Japanese exports could grow at an average
annual rate of only 3.95 per cent, compared to 7.7 per cent for 1980-85 and 9.9 per
cent for 1973-79, and they would have grown even more slowly had they not been
so strongly subsidized by gargantuan US budget deficits. In the same period,
imports shot up at an average annual rate of 11 per cent, compared to 0.8 per cent
in the years 1980-85 and 4.1 per cent in the years 1973-79. As a share of the world
total, Japan’s exports fell from a peak of 10.3 per cent in 1986 to 8.5 per cent in 1990.5

With export prices held down so low, profitability on manufacturing exports
was naturally squeezed. According to the OECD, Japanese exporters could pass
through as price increases only about 75 per cent on average of the increased costs
brought about by the higher yen. Since, in these years, the share of manufacturing
exports in manufacturing output had risen to around 45 per cent, one can see what
Japanese producers were up against.® Understandably, by 1990, the manufacturing
rate of profit had failed to rise at all above its levels of 1985 or 1978.

The difficulties of a manufacturing sector hemmed in by over-production and
by intensifying international competition loomed especially large because they
could not, despite the best efforts of the Japanese government, be easily resolved
by redirecting production towards the domestic market. Japanese exports were
highly concentrated in (relatively few) manufacturing lines with the potential for
last-growing labour productivity. Any giveninvestment would generally raise pro-
ductivity in these lines substantially more rapidly than in most others, especially
lines outside manufacturing. During the years 1986 and 1991, in accord with the
hopes of the authorities, investment in non-manufacturing did rise significantly
faster than in manufacturing, with the non-manufacturing capital stock increasing
at an average annual rate of about 8 per cent, compared to about 6.5 per cent in
manufacturing. Nevertheless, the average annual growth of labour productivity
per person in manufacturing, at 4.6 per cent, was still higher than in non-
manufacturing, at 4.0 per cent. Because it cost so much in terms of the growth of
capital stock to raise labour productivity outside of manufacturing, the non-man-
ufacturing sector had been no more able to raise its profitability above its level of
the end of the 1980s than had the manufacturing sector.

Japanese producers could thus raise profitability by means of transferring
resources out of over-subscribed manufacturing lines into many (low-productivity
growth) service lines only to the extent that, in the process, they could decrease
wage growth even faster than they sustained reduced productivity growth with

51 By comparison, US exporters, enjoying a 50 per cent devaluation of the dollar against the yen in these

yeanrs, were able to increase their prices at an average rate of 2.3 per cent and still achieve a rate of growth
of exports that was triple that of their Japanese counterparts.
55 OLCD, Economics Survey of Japan 1988-89, pp. 93, 95. OECD, Economic Survey of Japan 1987-88, pp. 55-7.

56 Hatch and Yamamura, Asia in Japan’s Embrace, p. 71. In this period, the Japanese case appears to have
lallen somewhere between the US and German cases with respect to the expansion of service employment.
Fhe Japanese economy raised service employment significantly more rapidly than did Germany but less
rapidty than the US; it reduced service sector relative wage growth, as Germany did not, but not as much
as the US; and it raised non-manufacturing productivity growth faster than did the US, but not as fast as
il Germany, The upghot appears 1o have been that the non-manufacturing economy of Japan had greater
ditficudiy I radsing profitability than did those of either Germany or the US, because it could not tolerate
Corman levels of unemployment or impaose US levels of waye restraint, See also Econonic Planning Agency

of Japart, Econamic Survey of lapan 1995-96, Tokyo 1995, pp. 214-20,
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respect to both labour and capital inputs. Japanese employers do appear to have
succeeded in imposing some increase in wage dispersion between manufacturing
and service industries in this period, but nowhere near as much as their US coun-
terparts—or was apparently necessary for profitability to further recover.® It is no
wonder, therefore, that the government’s programme of strengthening domestic
demand at the end of the 1980s failed to succeed much better than had its prede-
cessors in reorienting the economy.

From Slump to Transformation?

By 1990-91 profitability in Japan’s private business economy as a whole had still
failed to rise above its level at the peaks of the previous expansions in 1985 and
1978. At the end of 1989, in order to gain control over the bubble, the Japanese gov-
ernment began slowly to raise interest rates. Following the start of another cyclical
downturn in the US in the second quarter of 1990, the Japanese economy entered
a new recession which turned out to be the longest and deepest of the postwar
epoch, GDP growing at an average annual rate of just 0.8 per cent between 1991
and 1995. Clearly the investment boom detonated by thebubble had failed to reduce
costs sufficiently to ensure its own perpetuation, let alone set the Japanese economy
on new foundations.

The deep recession that began at the end of 1991 and continued into the second
half of 1995 was, in part, a reaction to the bubble itself. After engaging for almost
half a decade in the most massive accumulation of capital stock, inventories, and
labour without succeeding in raising their rate of profit, Japanese corporations
could not but, sooner or later, cut back compensatorily on the growth of new plant
and equipment, inventories, employment, and wages. The reductions had to be
that much more severe because so much of the previous spurt of capital accumu-
lation had been financed through the accumulation of debt. When years of
record-low interest rates were suddenly replaced by sharply higher ones—6 per
cent in September 1990, up from 2.5 per cent a year before—Japanese firms could
not but impose across-the-board cuts. The resulting, extended collapse of both
investment and consumer demand was at the root of the recession. Moreover, just
as the positive wealth effect of sharply rising stock and land prices had fuelled the
boom, the negative wealth effect of collapsing stock and land prices could not but
exacerbate the downturn, further reducing investment and consumer demand.
Finally, when land prices collapsed, many real-estate companies were unable o
pay their debts, leaving many banks overwhelmed by non-performing loans. Their
consequent difficulty in making new loans impeded any movement towards
recovery.”

Yet, the cyclical aspects of the recession only exacerbated the economy’s under
lying structural difficulties, which the government had failed to overcome and
which were responsible for the unusual severity of the ensuing crisis. It was an old
story: despite the enormous changes wrought during the bubble, the Japanese
economy was faced in 1991 with the same predicament as in 1986, but it had now
exhausted its options, at least for the time being. Given the economy’s dependence
on manufacturing exports and the particular form which that dependence took,

57 ORCD, Feonomic Survey of Japan 199293, pp. 9, 14,
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manufacturers confronted an insurmountable task in restoring manufacturing
profitability in the face of the secularly rising yen and the continuation of interna-
lional over-capacity and over-production in manufactures. Yet, there was no easy
solution to the profitability problem by means of the reallocation of resources out of
over-subscribed manufacturing lines, in view of how costly in terms of investment
it was to raise labour productivity in other manufacturing industries and in the
non-manufacturing sector in general.

From 1991 through 1995, the yen once again took off. During the late 1980s,
encouraged by the government, Japanese investors had propped up the dollar by
means of the most extensive accumulation of US assets; but, with the onset of the
recession of the 1990s, they were obliged to liquidate properties, reduce or cease
lheir purchases, and bring their money home. Purchases of US Treasury instru-
ments, US securities, and other sorts of US assets fell sharply. At the same time,
with the collapse of demand at home and the earlier recovery from recession in the
US, the relative growth of imports as against exports slowed. The relative demand
for yen could not then but increase (and for dollars fall): between 1990 and 1995,
Ihe currency’s effective exchange rate grew at an average annual rate of 9.5 per cent,
cven faster than in the previous five years, and its value against the dollar grew by
a total of 54 per cent.%®

To make matters worse, the US was refusing to play its assigned role of bailing
out the Japanese, and the world, economy. The Clinton administration, as noted,
lailed to resort to deficit spending to speed recovery from the US recession of
1990-91, with the result that the US market was relatively slow to grow. Over the
lour years following this slump, real US imports grew at an average annual rate of
9.4 per cent, compared to 12.6 per cent in the four years following the recession of
1979-82.

Pressed on both the domestic and international fronts, Japanese manufacturers
laced their greatest crisis. Due to the over-investment of the previous years, and the
resulting over-accumulation of productive capacity and of labour that was hard to
lay off, as well as firms’ deep indebtedness and banks’ difficulties in lending,
domestic demand stagnated. Especially with the bursting of the bubble, it was
impossible to once again ratchet up capital accumulation so as to raise productivity
growth sufficiently to compensate for the rise of the yen. Between 1991 and 1995,
investment as a proportion of GDP fell from 20 per cent to 14 per cent and the
average annual increase of the capital stock fell by more than one-third, compared
(o that for 1985-91. These reduced figures were still higher than the comparable
ones for the US in the same period, but they were entirely inadequate to the formi-
dable task of maintaining competitiveness or profitability.

By 1995, Japanese manufacturers had managed to raise the technological level
ol their exports still another notch. They had increased the share in total exports
ol high-technology-intensive products—including sophisticated capital goods
(such as industrial robots), components (such as liquid crystal displays and other
devices for computers and telecommunications equipment), and industrial
intermediale materials (such as ceramics)—to 80 per cent, from just 55 per cent in

S8 Murphy, Weight of the Yen, pp. 287-8; QECD, Economic Survey of fapan 1993, p. 9.
89 OFCDY, Eeononde Survey of Japan 1994 95, Parls 1995, p. 9, Flgure 5.
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1985, while cutting back the share of capital-intensive but medium-technology
products, such as steel, automobiles, and home electronics. They had, in the same
period, raised the share of capital goods in total exports to 62 per cent from
48 per cent, while reducing the share of lower value-added consumer goods
correspondingly.®’ The government, meanwhile, had helped offset their cash flow
problems by stepping up subsidies for research and development. Nevertheless, in
contrast to the years 1985-91, when, by virtue of their increased productiveness and
ability to control costs, Japanese manufacturers had come close to maintaining their
international competitive position despite the vertiginous rise of the yen, during the
years 1990-95, they were unable to prevent relative unit labour costs, which grew
at the extraordinary annual average rate of 11 per cent, from rising even faster than
the effective exchange rate, profoundly reducing Japanese export competitiveness.

Between 1991 and 1995, Japanese producers managed to increase their exports
at roughly the same very reduced rate as between 1985 and 1991—3.1 per cent—
while maintaining their share of world exports; but they could do so only at great
cost. To maintain export growth and share, they were obliged to reduce their export
prices at an average annual rate of 3.9 per cent, but, given the huge increase in their
costs, doing so implied an enormous squeeze on the profitability of their overseas
sales.S! Between its 1980s peak, achieved in 1988, and 1995, the rate of profit of non-
financial corporations dropped by 37 per cent, and that for manufacturing a
stunning 55 per cent.

Limited in their ability to respond to the pressures of the high yen and slower-
growing markets through stepped-up investment in manufacturing, and restricted
in their capacity to raise profitability through productivity increase outside manufac-
turing, Japanese producers sought to maintain their established, export-oriented
production system by further expanding it into East Asia, where relative costs, during
the first half of the 1990s, were made even lower by devaluations of the local
currencies against the yen of the same order of magnitude as that of the dollar. This
process had, of course, been well under way since the second part of the 1980s, but
it was now radically accelerated, with the government once again playing a critical
role, by making possible improved coordination and the dissemination of informa-
tion. The idea was to take advantage both of relatively low-waged East Asian labour
and improving Asian know-how and infrastructure so as to increase efficiency
through the growth of the division of labour. It was to be implemented by rapidly
expanding the triangular trade, centred on newly-emerging Japanese production in
the Asian continent. Manufacturers in Japan would be enabled to further expand their
export markets in high-tech capital and intermediate goods needed by Asian pro-
ducers, while Japanese manufacturing plants relocated in Asia would be enabled to
secure the otherwise unachievable cost improvement needed to further penetrate
both the North American and rapidly growing Asian markets. But relatively limited

60 M. Yoshitomi, ‘On the Changing International Competitiveness of Japanese Manufacturing Since 1985,
Oxford Review of Economic Policy, vol. xii, no. 3,1996; OECD, Economic Survey of Japan 1995-96, Paris 1996, p. 31.

61  For the difficulties of passing through the cost increases resulting from yen revaluation in hipher
export prices, and consequent downward pressure on profitability, see OECD, Econonic Suroey of Japan
1992-93, p. 31; OECD, Economic Survey of Japan 1993-94, pp. 22, 27

62 Torthe foregoing paragraph, | have relied especlally on M. Bernard and |, Ravenhll, Beyond Product
Cycles and Flying Geose: Raglonalizaton, 1llararchy, and the Industialization of Ea Asta’, World ol le
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amounts of Asian-produced manufactures would be allowed to come back to Japan,
which would hold on, as much as possible, to advanced manufacturing production
as the basic condition for developing manufacturing technology, even in supposedly
‘mature’ lines.*?

At the core of this effort was a further huge increase of foreign direct investment
in Asia, centred on subsidiaries of Japanese multinationals but also including many
members of vertical keiretsu in Japan, which relocated to Asia to join newly
emerging production networks organized roughly on the old lines. In just the four
years between 1991 and 1995, annual foreign direct investment in manufacturing
by Japan grew by almost 50 per cent, from $12.3 billion to $18.9 billion, with almost
all of the increase absorbed by Asia, where Japanese manufacturing annual direct
investment almost tripled, from $2.9 billion to $8.1 billion.* Over the same period,
therefore, the share of manufacturing output produced abroad by Japanese firms
rose from 6.4 per cent to over 10 per cent (to 15 and 20 per cent, respectively, in
general machinery and transport equipment), by Japanese multinationals from 17
to 25 per cent. The dizzying ascent of Japanese production in Asia brought a con-
linuing reorientation of trade in that direction. By 1995, the share of Japanese
exports going to Asia had climbed sharply to 44 per cent, up from 31.1 per cent in
1990 and just 18.7 per cent in 1985. Imports from Asia into Japan grew less rapidly;
still, between 1982 and 1995, reverse imports from Japanese multinationals’ foreign
subsidiaries increased at over 40 per cent per annum, and by 1995 accounted for
14 per cent of total imports.**

The ultimate impact on the domestic economy of Japanese corporations’ spec-
tacular reorientation toward Asia remains to be seen. Even so, because ]apanése
corporations see their fate as tied to their ongoing accelerated improvement of
manufacturing technology across many lines, and view such improvement as pos-
sible only by actually engaging in manufacturing production, they have been at
great pains to nurture production in Japan itself. They have therefore done their
best to make their expansion into Asia aid improved productivity at home by facil-
itating the overall ‘Japanese’ manufacturing division of labour, and allowed the
substitution of Asian-based for Japanese-based lower-waged, lower-technology
production only to the extent that the latter could be compensated by the expan-
sion of Japanese-based higher-technology, higher-waged production.®> After an
I'l per cent fall from 27.8 per cent to 24.6 per cent between 1973 and 1979, the
Japanese manufacturing labour force as a proportion of the total, in sharp contrast
lo that of the US, ceased to fall through 1991. By 1996, it had declined to 22.5 per

03 OECD, Economic Survey of Japan 1995-96, Table 3, p. 19. It is estimated that in 1996 alone annual
loreign direct investment increased by $19 billion to $70 billion. Of this increase, by far the greater part,
something like $16 billion, was composed of manufacturing foreign direct investment, which doubled to
$35 billion. More than half of the increase in manufacturing direct investment went to Asia, where FDI
mcreased by about 80 per cent to $18 billion. W. Dawkins, ‘Moving Abroad’, Financial Times, 12 May 1996.

64 OECD, Economic Survey of Japan 1995-96, pp. 30, 32, 229; OECD, Economic Survey of Japan 1994-95,
P+ 23-5. n some sectors the share of overseas investment was much higher. For large manufacturing
companies that already had at least one overseas plant, foreign investment rose to about 40 per cent of
domestic mvestment (385 per cent in Fiscal Year 1995 for 158 manufacturing firms in the Tankan survey
anel 39 per cent of 170 firms i the survey by the Export-import Bank of Japan). OECD, Economic Survey of
Japan for 1996, p. 185, n, 3.

64 Hateh and Yamamura, Asla fin Japan's Enibrace, pp. 31, 97-114



228 THE ECONOMICS OF GLOBAL TURBULENCE

cent, but, in view of the extremity of the Japanese crisis, and especially of the yen
revaluation of that period, it would be premature to reach the conclusion that Japan
is “hollowing out’.

Towards Recovery?

The course and depth of the Japanese depression must be kept in perspective. The
highest level of unemployment in Japan during the downturn has been lower than
the lowest level achieved by the US during its parallel boom. Between 1991—when
the recession began—and 1996, manufacturing hourly real wages increased by 12
per cent in Japan, compared to 2 per cent in the expanding US. Throughout the
1990s, Japanese investment per employee continued to exceed that of the US.
Finally, despite the well-known proclivity of Japanese firms to retain labour during
recessions, Japanese productivity in manufacturing has not done too badly,
growing at an average annual rate of 2.7 per cent between 1991 and 1996, despite
two years of zero growth (although the figures are probably much worse outside
manufacturing).

The fact remains that the Japanese crisis has been extremely serious, especially
because recovery has been so very difficult, and because a Japanese failure to recover
(or worse) would jeopardize the world economy. Beginning in 1992, the government
launched repeated rounds of major public spending increases, while continuing to
bring down interest rates. But the stimulative effects of the macroeconomic expan-
sion were, on each occasion, more than counterbalanced by the depressive impact
of a new rise in the value of the yen. In the spring of 1995, in the wake of the crisis
in Mexico, a flight from the dollar pushed the yen’s exchange rate to the unprece-
dented height of 80/$, threatening the economy with collapse. It was only at this
point, when the G-3 governments intervened decisively to reverse the decade-long
decline of the dollar and force down the value of the yen, that the Japanese economy
began to right itself. Even then, it took the largest fiscal stimulus in Japanese history
in the late summer of 1995 to keep the upturn progressing.

Japan’s transcendence of its long recession has thus remained very much in
doubt, with major consequences for the system as a whole. As soon as the yen began
to fall, Japan’s leading manufacturing firms, generally capable of at least breaking
even at an exchange rate of 100 yen/$, succeeded in launching a major new export-
driven expansion. In part through exports and in part as a result of the earlier
stimulus package, Japan thus enjoyed a major revival of growth in 1996. But, by
1997, Japan'’s cyclical upturn had run out of steam, with rising exports unable to
catalyze a sustained recovery beyond manufacturing.

In part, Japan’s stalled recovery was clearly attributable to government policy,
specifically to the state’s over-anxiety to make up for the enormous increase in its
indebtedness during the previous half-decade. In early 1997, to begin to rebalance
the books, the government implemented a major tax increase, despite widespread
predictions that it would undercut the nascent business revival. To compound the
problem, the government was long reluctant to incur new deficits to jump-start the
economy, even as it slid back toward serious recession in 1997 and 1998. T'he fact
remains that the government policy could hardly have proved so negative in ils
impact had the domestic economy possessed greater vitality and less fragility in
the Hrst place, An It war, when the government turned to reduced- interest rates,
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rather than fiscal stimulus, to get the economy moving, the increased lending that
resulted financed not so much increased domestic investment, as the accelerated
flow of money out of the country into US Treasury Bonds and US securities. This
put ever greater downward pressure on the yen, not to mention the Japanese stock
market.

In the past, of course, a falling yen had generally been sufficient to generate a
recovery, because it had made possible access to the huge, absorptive US market.
I3ut, since the time of the previous export-led expansion driven by a devalued yen,
which had taken place between 1979 and 1985, Japan had been obliged to reorient
its commerce, away from the US and toward East Asia. The switch to Asia, however,
came with a catch. Whereas a rising dollar with respect to the yen had automatically
improved Japanese export prospects in the US market, rising East Asian currencies
with regard to the yen could very well end up undercutting Japanese export
prospects in East Asian markets because they could easily undermine the growth
|rrospects of heavily export-dependent East Asian economies. When the yen fell, that
15 exactly what happened. Korea and most of the other economies of Northeast and
Southeast Asia immediately ran into difficulties exporting, which eventually cut
short their expansion—with vast repercussions for Japanese exporters, Japanese
multinational investors, and banks, and the world economy as a whole.®

3. Germany in the 1980s and 1990s: Monetarism in the Name of Exports

l.ike the Japanese, the German economy faced, from thestart of the 1980s, unprece-
dented barriers to maintaining its economic momentum. Over the course of the
1960s and 1970s, it had already found it progressively more difficult to make its
export-oriented form of development bear fruit. During the 1980s and 1990s, the
prospects narrowed further, as fiscal austerity and tight money became the order
ol the day, as the mark hesitantly but relentlessly continued its upward ascent, as
the growth of world output and world trade fell below their levels of the 1970s,
and as the US ultimately reneged on its commitment to provide the demand needed
lor international economic growth and stability. In this situation, responding to
what they saw to be a failed experiment in Keynesianism at the end of the 1970s,
the German economic authorities, unlike their more interventionist (and more
adventurous) counterparts in Japan turned resolutely, and more or less perma-
nently, to their traditional remedy, the pursuit of balanced budgets and relatively
light money.¢”

I’erhaps more than ever before, the prospects for German economic growth
cime to depend on holding back the growth of domestic demand, with the goal
ol keeping down costs and prices, and intensifying competitive pressure on
domestic producers, so as to spur rationalization and improvement, in the interest
ol promoting the growth of exports and thereby investment. This policy had, of
course, a certain logic, since major sections of the German manufacturing plant
wd clearly become redundant in international terms, and required trimming,
rationalization, upgrading, and supersession. The authorities thus left it to the

6o See below pp. 262-6.
67 - Glerseh et al, Fading Miracle, pp. 1945 Allin all, demand management virtually disappeared from
Ihe potiey agenda ... i the 198K
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market to pressure the economy for change, and to Germany’s capitalist institu-
tions—its banks linked to manufacturers and especially its unmatched labour
force—to fabricate the required transformation. Yet, to pose such a challenge to
the German economy was hardly to ensure a successful response, especially since
the deep roots of the problem were not by any means mostly German, but lay
fundamentally in the over-capacity and over-production in manufacturing that
plagued the advanced capitalist world. Government policy was certainly suc-
cessful in securing its immediate end, the control of costs and prices, but deflation
proved, in itself, no panacea.

Growth Through Stagnation?
The German recession of the early 1980swas precipitated, much like that of 1974-75,
by a combination of runaway oil prices and a coordinated international turn to tight
money. It struck the German economy, at the peak of its deficit-driven boom, very
hard. During the three years 1980, 1981, and 1982, capacity utilization fell sharply,
the average annual growth of GDP fell to 0 per cent, and the rate of profit in man-
ufacturing, though not outside it, dropped to very low levels, on average 50 per
cent below its level of 1979. Nor, with the end of the wrench of the recession, did
the authorities much relax their pursuit of ‘sound finance’. Not only did they fail
to significantly loosen the supply of credit until 1987, they also, like the Japanese,
reduced the budget deficit as a fraction of GDP, from 3.1 per cent in 1980 to 1.1 per
cent in 1985.8 Meanwhile, with the record-setting deficits and borrowing of the US
government, on the one hand, and the continuing tight credit imposed by the US
Fed, on the other, the US authorities induced radically higher interest rates on a
world scale, and Germany saw its real interest rates rise from an average of about
2.5 per cent in the 1970s, to an average of 5.1 per cent for the years 1980-84 inclu-
sive and of 4.1 per cent for the years 1985-89 inclusive.®®

Under pressure first from recession, then from highly restrictive macroeconomic
policy, the economy certainly sustained a major reduction in the growth of costs.
With the growth of their output failing to rise even to 2 per cent in any year before
1986, manufacturers were able to reduce the average annual increase of the nominal
wage between 1982 and 1990 to 4.2 per cent, from 8.4 per cent between 1973 and
1979. They thereby cut average annual real and product wage growth inthose years
to 2.4 per centand 0.6 per cent respectively, from 3.7 per cent and 4.0 per cent respec-
tively, between 1973 and 1979. In this context, inflation was pretty much brought
under control, as the growth of the consumer price index fell from 6.2 per cent in
1981 to 0.6 per cent in 1987 and 1.3 per cent in 1988. Rationalization and downsizing,
now proceeded apace, bringing, virtually on their own (with the benefit of little
investment growth) a certain growth of productivity through the reduction
of outmoded plant and the shedding of labour. Between 1979 and 1985, as in the
analogous period of crisis between 1970 and 1975, the manufacturing labour force
fell precipitously, by 10.2 per cent in terms of hours. Between 1982 and 1990, the
average annual growth of unit labour costs in German manufacturing fell by more
than half, to 2.1 per cent, from 4.8 per cent between 1973 and 1979,

68 Giersch et al., Fading Miracle, pp. 192-5
69 Ibid, p. 21
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On the basis of these reductions in the growth of costs, the growth of exports
succeeded in bringing about a new cyclical upturn and in returning the economy
to very full capacity utilization by the end of the decade. But export growth could
not durably restore the economy’s dynamism. In 1989, the return to full capacity
utilization was thus accompanied by an 8.4 per cent rate of unemployment, almost
double the 4.8 per cent rate that prevailed at the end of the 1970s. The reason was
that the growth of the manufacturing capital stock had almost ceased in the inter-
vening period.

The expansion of exports was insufficient to revivify the economy for the simple
reason that it could not stimulate the required major increase in the accumulation
of capital. The increase of the manufacturing capital stock, already sharply reduced
in the 1970s, fell significantly further, to an average annual rate of just 1.4 per cent
between 1979 and 1990, from an already low 2.0 per cent between 1973 and 1979.
It is therefore not surprising that manufacturing labour productivity growth also
went down, increasing at an average annual rate of less than 2.0 per cent between
1979 and 1990, compared to 3.45 per cent between 1973 and 1979. During this period,
Germany had the lowest rate of manufacturing labour productivity increase among
the G-7 economies, except for Canada.

Given the intensity of international competition, unless productivity growth
could be raised significantly, German manufacturing could not increase competi-
tiveness sufficiently to found a real boom in exports. But the catch was that there
was no way to raise productivity growth substantially because the prospects of
raising profitability through exports were nowhere near promising enough to suf-
ficiently stimulate the growth of investment. As the stimulus from the US economy
under Reagan reached its peak, exports did, as in Japan, grow impressively in 1984
and 1985, at an average annual rate of 7.9 per cent. But, because this boom was
driven by a combination of US deficits and a high dollar and of German macro-
economic restrictiveness plus a low mark, it could not last. German domestic
demand was, of course, intentionally limited to keep down prices. But precisely
because this policy ‘worked’, it could not but give rise to a new round of German
current account surpluses and US deficits. Upward pressure on the mark thus
quickly materialized, and following the Plaza Accord, the German currency appre-
ciated sharply in 1986-87 and 1990, its effective exchange rate increasing at an
average annual rate of 4.6 per cent between 1985 and 1990. Since wage growth could,
for the time being, be reduced no further, and productivity could be made to grow
no faster, German manufacturing had to absorb almost all of the cost increase caused
by the currency appreciation, its relative unit labour costs in international terms
increasing at an average annual rate of 4.2 per cent in those years.

As usual, German producers went out of their way to keep export price increases
down so as to keep export growth up, actually reducing export prices, in terms of
the mark, at an average annual rate of 1.1 per cent between 1985 and 1990. This was
undoubtedly necessary to maintain and increase sales but obviously it was also
heavily to blame for the squeeze on export, and thus manufacturing, profitability.
Fven so, the gain secured in export growth through price restraint was not all that
great, Under the stimulus of an international expansion fuelled by universally easy
money in 1987-88, a major fall in oil prices, and the opening of the market to the
Fast with German unitication, exports boomed again at the end of the decade,
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increasing by 10 per cent and 11 per cent, respectively, in 1989 and 1990. Over the
decade of the 1980s, moreover, Germany slightly increased its share of OECD
manufacturing and world exports. The fact remains that between 1979 and 1990,
export growth averaged only 5.3 per cent per annum, and even between 1985 and
1990, no more than 5.5 per cent. These figures were not significantly higher than
those of the 1970s, and of course one-third to one-half off those of the 1960s, not
surprising given that the rate of growth of world trade remained, as in the 1970s,
at half what it had been in the years 1960-73, and that the manufacturing rate of
profit for the G-7 economies taken in aggregate remained more than one-third
below its, quite reduced, level of the late 1970s. It was not only the secular rise of
relative German production costs in international terms, but ongoing over-capacity
and over-production on a world scale, which rendered prospects for profitability,
and thus investment, in German manufacturing distinctly bleak.

The counterpart of the stagnation of manufacturing investment at home was the
explosion of investment overseas. Until 1985, German foreign direct investment had
been stable at around 10 billion marks per annum, and largely offset by an influx
of foreign investment into Germany. But, following the Plaza Accord, in just the
five years between 1985 and 1990, German foreign direct investment more than
tripled to 30 billion marks, while investment in Germany from abroad stagnated.”®
That the economy lacked opportunities for profitable investment in domestic man-
ufacturing could hardly have been more obvious.

That the problems facing German manufacturing were fundamentally systemic,
inherent in the condition of the world manufacturing economy and the form of
Germany’s relationship to it, is evident not just from the stagnation of manufac-
turing profitability at a low level, and from the rise of investment overseas, but also
from the relative dynamism of the non-manufacturing economy. Manufacturing
profitability had fallen sharply in the recession of 1979-83 and, by the end of the
1980s, had barely recovered its pre-recession levels of the late 1970s, when it was
already some 10 per cent below its much reduced level of 1973. But non-manufac-
turing profitability, which had already climbed slightly above its 1973 level at the
end of the 1970s, and had barely fallen during the recession of 1979-83, had by the
later 1980s reached its 1973 level and by 1990 had actually risen by 15 per cent above
it, attaining its level of the end of the 1960s.”! Part of the same process, between
1979 and 1990, the non-manufacturing capital stock rose almost three times as fast
as did the manufacturing capital stock. What made for the difference? (See p. 7,
Figure 0.3 and p. 8, Figure 0.4.)

As in manufacturing, wage growth outside of manufacturing was cut sharply
during the 1970s and 1980s. Between 1982 and 1990, the real wage and product
wage grew, respectively, at average annual rates of 1.4 per cent and 1.25 per cent,
compared to 2.2 per centand 1.6 per cent, respectively, between 1973 and 1979 and
5.65 per cent and 4.05 per cent, respectively, between 1960 and 1973. But, because
producers outside of manufacturing were largely immune from both the upward

70 P. Norman, ‘Savage German Shake-Oul as lndusirial Jobs Go Abroad’, linncial Times, 7 Vebruary
1997.
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pressure on relative costs resulting from the mark’s revaluation and downward
pressure on prices from intensifying international competitors, they could con-
linue to exploit the repression of wage growth in a way that manufacturers could
not. Were they to maintain the rate of growth of investment, they could raise pro-
ductivity growth above product wage growth, and thereby begin to recover their
profit rate. And this is exactly what they did. Between 1982 and 1990, non-manu-
lacturers increased the average annual growth of the capital stock at more than
[wice the rate that manufacturers did, 3.6 per cent compared to 1.7 per cent. Non-
manufacturing labour productivity rose at an average annual rate of 2.85 per cent,
compared to 2.1 per cent in manufacturing, despite the inherently greater
difficulty of raising productivity outside than within manufacturing. Non-
manufacturers were thereby enabled consistently to increase their profit share, and
thus their profit rate. Had the power of workers and pressure of wage growth rel-
ative to productivity growth been the main problem facing manufacturers, they,
o, could have pursued this route. That they did not is a further indication that
this was far from the main problem that the manufacturing sector was up against.

By the years 1989-92, the steady rise in non-manufacturing profitability had
made a major contribution to the restoration of profitability in the economy as a
whole. In these years, the rate of profit in the private business economy hauled
itself, for the first time since the start of the long downturn, back to—indeed slightly
above—its level of 1973. Nevertheless the recovery of profitability in the German
cconomy outside of manufacturing remained limited in its capacity to dynamize
(he German economy. Above all, it was insufficient to compensate for the still very
reduced rate of profit in manufacturing. Even in regaining its level of 1973, the
private sector rate of profit still remained, respectively, one-fifth and one-third
helow its levels of the second half and first half of the 1960s. Moreover, the very
same macroeconomic tightening that helped bring down wage growth and raise
the profit rate contributed significantly to increasing real interest rates and thereby
to undercutting the impact of the gain in profitability: in effect, the 2.5 per cent rise
in the real interest rate in the second half of the 1980s over that of the 1970s reduced
the effective profit rate for private business as a whole and for the non-manufac-
luring sector in these years by more than by 15 per cent and 12 per cent respectively.

Despite the marked recovery of non-manufacturing and private business prof-
ilability overthe course of the 1980s, therefore, the non-manufacturing and private
Ihusiness capital stocks grew respectively 18.5 per cent and 20 per cent more slowly
hetween 1979 and 1990 than they had between 1973 and 1979. By the same token,
the growth of the service sector labour force, at 17.2 per cent for the decade of the
1980s, was more than 25 per cent slower than during the decade of the 1970s, and
was insufficient to prevent unemployment from sharply increasing. While the
C.erman authorities” sound finance thus contributed significantly to the shakeout
ol over-extended German manufacturing lines in these years, it also very much

72 Giersch et al, Fading Miracle, p. 199. As in the 1970s, FIRE accounted for virtually all of the growth
11 wervice sector employment over the course of the 1980s. Again, because the strength of the German labour
movement prevented the sort of radical increase in wage dispersion that took place in the US, employment
could notexpand in low-productivity, low-wage services. Indeed, employment in retail and wholesale trade
aclually el by 6.6 per cent batwoen 1980 and 1986, Burda and Sachs, ‘Assessing High Unemployment’,
e 859
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fettered the entry of means of production into other lines. Over the course of the
1980s, the private sector labour force increased by a scant 311,000, with the service
sector increase of 1,146,000 in those years barely enough to compensate for the
decline of 390,000 in agriculture, 398,000 in manufacturing, 206,000 in construction,
and 21,000 in mining and utilities.”> Between 1982 and 1990, there appeared in
Germany for the first time since the late 1940s what could be properly called mass
unemployment, the rate of unemployment over that period averaging 8.5 per cent,
twice that of the second half of the 1970s.

The Crisis of German Manufacturing

The structural difficulties that the German manufacturing sector had failed to over-
come were concealed by the brief boom at the end of the 1980s and the beginning
of 1990s. In this short period between 1988 and 1991, not only did exports take off,
but investment boomed, and the growth of capital stock began to accelerate from
its low level. Nevertheless, when the conditions that had set off the boom proved
ephemeral, the German economy fell back into stagnation and worse.

From late 1987 through the latter part of 1988, the advanced capitalist countries
went all-out to make sure that the crash of October 1987 did not issue in a liquidity
crisis, flooding the world economy with credit. But, when the danger of collapse -
quickly passed, they promptly backed away from their temporarily expansionary
stance. Not long after, in the middle of 1990, the US economy entered into a short
but sharp recession, which further reduced the growth of demand. The enormous
transfer of state funds from West to East Germany that accompanied unification
had, meanwhile, given West German firms a major shot in the arm, pumping up
the call for their goods in 1990 and 1991. But, by 1991, a compensatory reaction had
set in. In that year, to counteract the inflationary effects of the huge government
deficits that had financed the East German subsidies, the German authorities cut
spending and raised taxes. They also initiated an extended period of high interest
rates to ensure long-term price stability. Rising German interest rates had a doubly
depressing effect: first, they further undercut growth in Europe, contracting the
market for German products at the very moment that the stimulus from the East
began to peter out; second, they drove up the mark. Once again, therefore, the
German authorities sought, through macroeconomic probity, to keep prices down
in the interests of anti-inflation and cheaper exports but ended up undercutting
German competitiveness. To make things worse, as the brief boom had strength
ened, German wages had finally begun to shoot up rapidly, to compensate for
many years of very slow growth. The German economy yet again came face to face
with the problem of relatively high costs in international terms, under conditions
of system-wide manufacturing over-capacity and over-production, and entered its
worst and longest recession since 1950. Between 1991 and 1995, GDP grew al an
average annual rate of just 0.9 per cent, the slowest for any comparable period since
1950.7

With the return to austerity at home, the German economy was from 1991 thrust
back into its standard dependence upon exports to mitigate recession and to securg

73 QECD, Economic Survey of Germany 1990-91, Parin 1991, pp. 15, 19=20; QRCI, Ecoromic Survey of
Gernuniy 1992 93, Parle 1990, p, 1) L
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its recovery under even more difficult conditions than previously. The basic
problem remained that investors continued to doubt the ability of significant
sections of German manufacturing to profit via exports. The growth of the capital
stock thus fell back, capacity utilization declined, and productivity growth
languished, increasing at an average annual rate of only 1.5 per cent between 1991
and 1995. At the same time, partly as an effect of the high interest rates that had
heen imposed to keep domestic costs down, the effective exchange rate of the mark
rose at an average annual pace of 4 per cent. Because the manufacturing sector was
totally incapable of increasing investment to reduce costs so as to compensate for
the rise of the currency, relative unit labour costs grew even faster than did the
exchange rate, at an average annual rate of 5.35 per cent.

West German manufacturers, for still another time, sought to keep up overseas
sales by keeping down the growth of prices, which increased at an average annual
rate of just 1.5 per cent between 1991 and 1995, far below the growth costs.” Even
su, exports fell by 0.3 per cent in 1992, then fell again by 4.7 per cent in 1993, so that,
by 1995, they were only 6 per cent above their level of 1991. In the latter year, the
German share of world exports was down to 10.4 per cent, from 12.1 per cent as
recently as 1990 and 12.4 per cent in 1987.

The combination of domestic austerity and export crisis brought a day of
reckoning to the West German manufacturing sector. The German economy had,
of course, by virtue of its export success, maintained an extraordinarily large
manufacturing sector, constituting close to 40 per cent of both output and the
labour force, right up to 1970. It had done so partly on the basis of its strong man-
ufacturing competitiveness in a period of rising demand for the goods in which it
specialized, partly on the basis of the increasing under-valuation of its currency.
But with the rise of German relative costs, especially from 1969, the viability of an
ever greater portion of this sector’s productive power was undercut. In the crisis
years culminating in the oil embargo of the early to mid 1970s and, then again, in
the crisis years of the early 1980s, the German manufacturing sector had lost 18.4
per cent and 10.25 per cent respectively of its labour force (in terms of hours).

‘The deep recession of the 1990s brought still another phase in this trimming
Jdown and weeding-out process. Starting in 1990, by which point it had risen only
lo its level of the end of the 1970s (whenitwas 30 per cent below the already reduced
level of 1969), the manufacturing profit rate fell by three quarters by 1993. By 1995,
mureover, it appears to have comeback to nomore than 50 or 60 per cent of its 1990
level” With manufacturing profitability so depressed, the growth of manufac-
(uring capital stock averaged 0.4 per cent for 1992 and 1993 (the last years for which
ata is available), while investment fell by 7.75 per cent and 23.7 per cent respec-
lively in those years. By 1995, the level of manufacturing output was 10 per cent
helow that of 1991, and, in the intervening years, the manufacturing labour force
had fallen by 16 per cent.

‘That the crisis was firmly rooted in the manufacturing sector could not have been
¢learer, and was evidenced in the continuing rapid growth of foreign direct invest-

74 OBECD, Economic Swrvey of Gernnny 1995-96, Paris 1996, p. 9.
bl po 15, Flgure 6,
7t Norman, ‘Savage German Shakeoat’
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ment, which averaged DM25-30 billion per annum between 1991 and 1994, then
leapt to DM50billion in 1995.7¢ Meanwhile, the non-manufacturing sector continued
to perform creditably. After peaking in 1992, a full 23 per cent above its level of
1973 and close to its level of the mid 1960s, non-manufacturers’ profitability appears
to have fallen only to a small degree, and was, by 1995, at most 11 per cent below
its early 1990s levels. Clearly, the immunity of non-manufacturing producers from
international competition continued to leave them a breathing space that was typ#
ically unavailable to their counterparts in manufacturing.” '

Towards Recovery?

As with the Japanese economy, the precipitous rise of the currency in early 1994
brought the German economy to new depths, while its subsequent fall, largely
engineered through the joint intervention of the German, Japanese, and US govern
ments, made possible a new cyclical upturn. Nevertheless, again as in Japan, while
exports responded promptly and vigorously to devaluation, the economy failed
dismally to respond to exports, and one does not have to look far to find the reason,
Even as the manufacturing sector began to revive, the rationalization of industry
and the relocation of production abroad continued apace, while a new investment
boom failed to materialize. ‘Faced with high costs at home and stiff competition
from abroad, companies have decentralized, stepped up foreign investment, and
adopted lean techniques’, while seeking to radically revise traditional collective
bargaining arrangements’® In 1996 alone, the manufacturing sector shed anothes:
4 per cent of its workforce (in terms of hours), and, largely as a result of the con
tinued shrinking of manufacturing, unemployment in West Germany in 1997, ros
close to 10 per cent, a postwar record. Put simply, the manufacturing sector, even
more than previously, could not get the economy turning over because, with pra
ductivity rising largely through labour-shedding and speed-up, investment failing
to take off, and wages growing very slowly, it could not generate much in the way
either of investment demand or consumer demand for the rest of the economy;
Nor would a German government—more convinced than ever that the market hael
to be allowed to work freely to bring down German costs—step in, especially ag
the need for greater austerity and monetary tightening to prepare the way for
European monetary unification became ever more pressing. To note that, in 199¢,
average hourly wages for German production workers stood at $31.87, comparecl
to $17.74 for their counterparts in the US, gives a crude idea of what German
manufacturing was up against. In any case, while the prospects for German man
ufacturing seemed to steadily improve as the process of slimming continued, the
same could not be said for the German economy as a whole. The German economy,
in short, was still in the process of adjusting to, and resolving, a problem of syslem
wide international over-capacity and over-production in manufacturing that
remained, even after a quarter of a century, to be transcended.

77  OECD, Economic Survey of Gernuiny 1996, p. 15, Figure 6. ‘Low Deutsehmark import prices roduced
the scope for price increases by domestic compotitors to foretgn exporters, Axa conseguenee, there has haan
a widening gap between the proflt-markups in the radable and nondradable goodu sectors,” (p. 9)

78 0. Norman and G, Bowley, “Turmoll and Paralysbe’, Financial “Tines, 29 May 199
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Prosperity Regained?



Chapter 13
THE LONG DOWNTURN AND THE ‘SECULAR TREND’

Since the victories of Reaganism-Thatcherism at the end of the 1970s, capital has
greatly deepened its domination, especially in the US. Wage growth has been effec-
lively repressed. Fiscal austerity, combined with tight credit, has brought universal
disinflation. The rich have benefited from several rounds of tax reduction. Industry
after industry has been deregulated so as to weaken unions. The global flow of
capital has been progressively unfettered so that multinational corporations and
hanks can better scour the world to find the most profitable location for their mul-
lifarious activities. Finance has been unshackled, to create ever more baroque means
lo squeeze more money from money. The brutal stabilization programmes of the
World Bank and the IMF have been accepted as gospel. What is more, the statist
regimes of the former Soviet Union and Eastern Europe have collapsed, and China
has taken the capitalist road. Yet, despite all this, things are not going smoothly for
(he world capitalist economy.

Ironically, there has been a very close correlation between the extent to which
capital has got its way and the extent to which the performance of the advanced
capitalist economies has deteriorated, cycle by cycle, since the 1960s. During the
1960s, when ostensibly over-strong labour movements, bloated welfare states, and
hyper-regulating governments were at the height of their influence, the plobal

economic boom reached historic peaks. Since then, as the neoclassical medicine has
heen administered in ever stronger doses, the economy has performed steadily lesa
well. The 1970s were worse than the 1960s, the 19808 worse than the 19708, and
1990s have been worse than the 1980s. Speaking only of results, and not for the
moment of prospects, the long downturn has continued to dety capital’s romecdics,

(ee p. 240, Table 13.1.)

Faced with this dismal trajectory, mainstream economics has recurred to its
slandard theory of last resort, but now inits purest form. For many years, supply-
side theorists located the source of secular stagnation in a crisis of productivity,
which they attributed to the slacking and resistance of undisciplined and rebellious
workers, emboldened by the social safety net, who precipitated and perpetuated
ihe long downturn by refusing to reduce the growth of their wages in line with
reduced output per person. But, with the downturn extending into the mid 1990s,
and with only a few signs of let up, orthodox economists—having little choice but
lor recognize how profoundly labour’s power has been reduced over the last two
decades, and with how little positive effect on the economy—have implicitly relin-
quished their sociologized and politicized versions of Malthusianism, and reverted
10 its most pure classical rendering. 'The economy has not grown more vigorously,



Table 13.1. Declining economic dynamism, 1960-2005.
(Average annual per cent change.)

1960-69 1969-79  1979-90 1990-95 1995-2000 1990-2000 2000-05

GDP

Us 42 32 32 25 41 3.3 26
Japan 10.1 44 39 1.5 1.3 14 12
Germany 44 28 23 21 20 2.1 0.7
Euro 12 53 32 24 1.6 27 2.2 14
6-7 51 3.6 30 25 1.9 31 -
GDP per capita

us 3.3 25 1.9 25 41 3.3 26
Japan 9.0 3.4 40 1.5 1.7 1.6 13
Germany 35 28 19 25 1.9 2.2 0.8
6-7 38 2 19 21 28 25 1.7

(60-73)  (73-79)

Non-Residential Capital Stock (private business economy)

US (net) 4.5 40 32 23 38 31 2.
Japan (gross) 12.5 9.4 6.2 54 36 45 28
Germany (gross) 8.4 49 30 32 1.7 25 1.6
Industrial countries 5.0 42 31 53 3.6 3.3 21
Labour Productivity Total Economy (GDP/worker)

Us 23 12 1.3 14 20 17 22
Japan 86 37 30 08 1.3 1.0 15
Germany 42 25 13 28 24 25 15
Euro 12 5.1 29 18 21 13 17 14
6-7 48 28 2.6 1.7 = e o

(60-73)  (73-79)

Real Compensation Total Economy (per employee)

Us 27 1.0 08 06 0.6 2.4 1.6
Jupan 75 39 17 09 03 06 0

Germany 57 30 08 30 1.6 2.3 02
Euro 12 58 32 0.6 12 08 1.1 04
Unemployment Rate

Us 48 6.2 7.1 6.5 46 56 54
Japan 14 1.7 25 2.6 4.1 33 50
Germany 0.8 21 58 7.2 8.3 17 8.7
Euro 15 2.3 46 9.1 9.3 9.0 9.2 77
6-7 31 49 6.8 6.7 64 6.6 -

(60-73)  (73-79)

Sources: OECD, Historical Statistics, 1960-1995, 1995, luble 2.15, 3.1, 3.2; *Statishicol Anex’ Evrepean Economy, Autimm 2005, fobles
1 and 31; OFCD, Economic Outlook Natabose, IMF, Woikil Economic Outlook Databuse; Audrew Glyn, ‘imbalunces of the Glohol Economy,’
New lell Review 31 (luly- Awyusi, 2005); Amisicong ol ul, Capitolism Since 1945, p. 356, lobla Ad.
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many now contend, simply because its technological potential has, for the most
part, been exhausted.

On the eve of the long downturn, in the late 1960s and early 1970s, economic
orthodoxy, still under the sway of the neoclassical-Keynesian synthesis, saw no
reason why the postwar Golden Age of growth and prosperity could not continue
forever. Since the only potential problem for ongoing expansion was thought to be
insufficient aggregate demand, and since aggregate demand could always be sub-
sidized (and presumably reduced when necessary to control inflation), there was
no reason to doubt that the economy could remain perpetually dynamic. Scientists
and technologists, supported by ever greater expenditures on research and devel-
opment, would provide an endless array of technological possibilities; capitalists,
assured of growing markets, would adapt these discoveries to production and
implement them at accelerated rates. As the OECD expressed the received wisdom
in its early 1970s report: ‘the industrial and commercial exploitation of the existing
body of scientific and technical knowledge will continue to generate increases in
productivity for a long time to come.”

Today, however, economic orthodoxy has changed to adopt precisely the oppo-
site viewpoint. After a quarter-century marked by snail-like growth of investment,
productivity, and wages, more severe cyclical crises, weaker cyclical upturns, and
rocketing unemployment, mainstream economists cannot—any more than could
their boom-time predecessors—even consider the possibility that the individual
profit maximizing and the competitive market mechanisms that drive the capitalist
economy might themselves be responsible for secular economic problems. That the
capitalist system might, by its very modi operandi, actually breed crises and long
(though not permanent) downturns, as well as long booms, is simply not think-
able, despite the fact that long booms and long downturns have been chronic, if not
cyclical, throughout capitalism’s history from the start of the nineteenth century.
According to the newly purified Malthusian consensus, the economy proved
dynamic in the early postwar period and stagnant in the later postwar period for
exogenous, essentially technological reasons. In the early postwar period, the
economy boomed because stocks of unused technological knowledge allowed for
preternaturally high rates of productivity growth on the part of both followers and
leaders; but, as those stocks were used up, productivity growth slowed down. The
long downturn has manifested no underlying economic problems, but merely a
return to the technologically-determined norm after a period of abnormal
dynamism. The US leader initially availed itself of the backlog of apparently pow-
erful techniques left unused during the Great Depression but, as it did so, its growth
naturally slowed down.?2 The follower economies in Europe and Japan initially had
available to them the enormous shelf of unused technology already in use in the
US, but, they used this up to make possible their postwar booms. As they caught
up, their growth naturally fell back to the ‘secular trend’. Indeed, as the propo-

| OECD, The Growth of Output, p. 166. For official confidence in Keynesian demand subsidies as the
solution to the economy’s problems well into the 1970s, see P. MacCracken et al., Towards Full Employment
and Stability. Summary of a Report to the OECD by a Group of Independent Experts, Paris, June 1977.

2 The locus classicus tor this argument is W. J. Baumol, Productivity Growth, Convergence, and
Weltare: What the Long-Run Data Show’, The American Feonomic Review, vol. Ixxvi, December 1986,
enpecially pp. 1081<2, 1t in buld o, forinmlance, by Krugman, Peddling Prosperity, pp. 59-67,
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nents of this standpoint conclude, ‘If seen in a broad secular perspective, the
explanandum ... appears to be not so much the slowdown of the 1970s as the growth
spurt of the previous two decades.”® On the premise that the US economy could
grow at a maximum annual rate of 2.5 per cent, the US Federal Reserve committed
itself during the first half of the 1990s to essentially permanent tight money, and is
literally cheered on in so doing by leading mainstream economists, who urge the
Fed not to give in to irresponsible politicians, unions, and publicists demanding
looser credit and state subsidies to demand in the interests of impossible-to-secure
higher rates of growth.* We do live in the best of all possible worlds, these econo-
mists tell US, it’s just not as good as we hoped it would be.

Not all elements within the political and intellectual establishment, it must be
said, are entirely pleased by this Panglossian prognosis. More right-wing and less
politically insulated advocates of the free market are unable to accept so restrained
an endorsement of capitalism. After all, the implementation of Thatcherism-
Reaganism, given a massive ideological and material fillip by the fall of commu- |
nism, was supposed to unleash entrepreneurial energies previously restrained by
high taxes, inflexible labour markets, too large a welfare state, and too much state
regulation of business. But if, after more than two decades of wage-cutting, tax-
cutting, reductions in the growth of social expenditure, deregulation, and ‘sound
finance’, the ever less fettered ‘free market’ economy is unable to perform half as
well as in the 1960s, there might be some reason to question the dogma that the freer
the market, the better the economic performance.

Unable to admit the feeble results so far achieved by close to two decades in the
saddle of what could hardly be more profoundly pro-capitalist policy regimes, the
publicists in charge of the Economist and the Wall Street Journal, as well as business
economists of various political stripes, point to the striking advances in science and
technology that have undoubtedly taken place in recent decades and conclude that
growth and productiveness just must have been occurring at a rapid rate, especially
in that paragon of the free market, the US economy.® The low growth of measured
output and thus productivity, they conclude, is a statistical artefact, resulting from
the inability to properly gauge the national product, especially in the service sector
where the growth of output is notoriously difficult to measure.

The representatives of each of these standpoints, both the economists and the
publicists, have an important point to make with respect to the other. But the focus
of each is misplaced. Both mistake effect for cause, since both entirely ignore the
long-term crisis of capital accumulation, manifested in the near-universal, radical
and sustained slowdown in the growth of the capital stock—itself deriving from a
crisis of profitability in manufacturing—which has been at the root not only of the
sharply reduced growth of output and of productivity, but also cyclical instability
and elevated unemployment.

The publicists of capitalist revival are on strong ground when they call into ques
tion mainstream economists’ blithe accounting for sharply reduced productivity

3 N.Crafts and G. Toniolo, ‘Postwar Growth: An Overview’, in Craits and Toniolo, eds, Economic Girowth {y
Europe Since 1945. In ‘the perspective of secular trends in “modern economic growth”... the period 1930=73 wan
truly exceptional ... [and] the subsequent growth record can hardly be regarded as unwalistactory’ (. 2, 28).

4 See, tor instance, P. Krugman, ‘Stay on thelr Backw’, The New York Thines Magazine, 4 February 1996

5 Secespecially 17 Woodwall, “I'he | liichhikers Guide to Cybernomies’, The Loonominl, 28 Soptomber 1996
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growth after 1973, and for the quarter-century economic downturn more generally,
asareturn tonormalcy—as the expression of the exhaustion of abnormally elevated
postwar technological potentials and the reversion to a supposed ‘secular trend".
The very idea of a ‘normal’ growth path for capitalism, to which the economy can
be expected to return, as if to an equilibrium, appears speculative at best, in light
of the long periods of either strongly above average or significantly below average
growth that have marked the whole of capitalism’s history, as well as the extraor-
dinary transformations in the conditions under which capitalism has developed
over the last century or century and a half.* Inn view of the succession from the long
boom of the years 1850-73, to the ‘Great Depression” of the early 1870s to the mid
1890s, to the prewar upturn of the later 1890s through World War 1, to the Great
Slump of the interwar period, to the boom of the quarter-century following World
War II—why should one expect a return to an ‘average’ between 1973 and the
present? Given, moreover, the extraordinary qualitative changes that have taken
place in the advanced capitalist world over the last century—with respect to the
nature of scientific and technical knowledge, the size of the agricultural and small-
business sector, the level of demographic growth, the role and place of the state in
the economy, the nature of firms, the degree of education of the labour force, and
levels of expenditure on research and development (to name just a few important
variables)—why should we expect the economy to tend to anything like a constant,
or ‘trend’, rate of growth? Afterall, it is not the same economy as it used to be.

Far from appearing slow and stagnant, the scientific and technical progress of
the past quarter-century gives the impression to many analysts of having been as
rapid as before. It is noteasy to determine the level of technological potential at any
given juncture, or the rate of improvement in technology over any given period of
time. Still, by the necessarily crude yardsticks by which technical change is meas-
ured, virtually all of the systematic studies point in the direction of the maintenance
of past levels of improvement right through the long downturn, while virtually
none supports the opposite conclusion.” Continuity of technical change, but a reduc-
tion in the ability to make use of it, which has resulted from the appearance of
manufacturing over-capacity and over-production, the consequent fall in prof
itability, and the ensuing declines in the growth of investment and aggregate
demand would of course be congruent with the argument of this text.

Most directly telling, however, against the interpretation of postwar boom and
downturn in terms of technological potentials is that the actual historical path that
the growth of productivity—Ilet alone of investment, wages, or employment—has
taken does not conform to what should have been expected, had productivity growth
acceleration and deceleration been determined primarily by the appearance and
exhaustion of technological possibilities. Had the decline in productivity growth
been primarily driven by the using up of technological potentials, one would have
expected the following: first, paths of productivity growth on the part of both the
leader and the follower economies that declined both continuously and relatively

o Crafts and Toniolo “see the period from 1913 to 1973 as being an exceptional one in the history of
“modern economic growth”, in that it departed from the secular trend first (1913-45) by under- and then
(1945-73) by over-performing it’. Tostwar Growth’, p. 1.

7 See, forinstance, Z, Grilichen, 'Productivity, R&D, and the Data Constraint’, American Econonic Review,
vol, Ixxxiv, March 1994
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slowly over the long term; second, a generalized process of catch-up mainly located
in the manufacturing sector, where the pressures to compete internationally in trad
able goods are particularly intense; third, the onset of a productivity growth
slowdown only as the technological catch-up process by the followers in relation to
the leaders approached completion. But in neither temporal nor sectoral terms do
the postwar trends of productivity advance conform to the predicted patterns. Nor
did the onset of the postwar productivity growth slowdown await the closing of the
gap between followers and leader.

The USleader should have enjoyed its greatest productivity growthin the period
immediately following the Great Depression or World War II, and seen its produgs *
tiveness steadily decline thereafter. But there is virtually no correspondence
between what was theoretically the technologically-driven and the actual path of
productivity growth.

InUS manufacturing, the course of productivity growth simply bore norelations
ship to the theory. Indeed, in this sector there is little sign that technological
potential declined at all over the period. Between 1938 and 1950, when it should
have been at its peak, average annual manufacturing productivity growth, at 2,7
per cent, was slightly below that for the whole period between 1938 and 1973 Thery
between 1950 and 1958, it fell sharply, to under 2.0 per cent, only to accelerate dra
matically in the years between 1958 and 1973, to 3.5 per cent, when it should have
been slowing down. Nor is there evidence of an exhaustion of technology in the
subsequent period. In the years around the two oil crises of the 1970s, the averag
annual growth of manufacturing productivity did fall sharply. But from 1979 it once
again accelerated markedly, and from that point until the present has proceeded al
better than its average rate for the boom years of the long boom—at over 3 per cent
per annum. Over the course of the 1990s, manufacturing productivity growth hag
been more vigorous than at any time since the early 1960s.

The productivity trend outside of manufacturing, or forthe economy as a whole,
is as problematic as that for manufacturing from the standpoint of the thesis of tech
nological exhaustion, but for the opposite reason. Whereas the drop-off
supposedly driven by the exhaustion of technology is non-existent within manu
facturing, outside manufacturing the decline is far greater than could possibly be
explained by such an exhaustion. For the long period from 1938 through 1973,
productivity growth for the private business economy, as well as for the non
manufacturing sector, was fairly steady, except for modest fall-offs between 193()
and 1958 and 1965 and 1973, and averaged 2.6-2.7 per cent per annum. There 18
little evidence for much of a slowdown before 1973-—especially once capacity uti
lization is taken into account. Yet, when private business and non-manufacturing
productivity growth did fall, after 1973, the decline was not gentle, as in theory il
should have been, but catastrophic. If what lay behind the productivity growth
decline after 1973 was the using up of the exceptionally large backlog of majot
technological opportunities that had been left unused following the Greal
Depression, the rate of productivity growth outside of manufacturing, or in the
private business economy as a whole, should surely have fallen no lower than the
twenticth-century historical average. But, tor almost a quarter of a century,

8 US Department of Commaerce, Hintorlcal Statinticw of the United Stater, Washington, 12C 1970, Sertes [
6HB, . 162
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Table 13.2. US productivity growth, 1890-1996.
(Average annual per cent change.)

1890 1913 1929 1938 1950 1958 1965 1973 1979 1990 1995
-1913 -29 -38 -5 -58 -65 -73 -79 -90 -95 -2000

Mfgr - — - 2.7 20 41 33 04 29 37 57
Nmfgr - — - 27 25 25 24 19 06 09 22
Private business - - - 2. 22 33 26 1.2 15 1.7 26
GDP/hr 22 24 1.4 2.2 25 30 24 11 135 12 22
Total economy TFP~ 1.1 1.7 03 3.2 - - - - - - -
Private business TFP~ — - - - 1.1 25 16 05 03 07 09

Sources: for GDP/hr before 1950 and total economy TEP: A. Maddison, Dynamic Forces in Capitalist Development, Oxford 1991, p. 71,
Table 3.13; For manufacturing and private business TFP: BLS, ‘Multifactor Productivity Trends.” See also Appendices I ond II.

between 1973 and 1996, labour productivity in the private business economy and
that for the economy outside manufacturing has averaged 1.5 per cent and 1.0 per
cent, respectively. These rates were far below those which prevailed in any other
periods of comparable length since 1890—Ileaving aside the years of the Great
Depression.? Obviously, the productivity growth decline that has taken place
between 1973 and 1996 for the whole economy, as well as that outside of manufac-
turing, has been anything but a ‘return to trend’. (See Table 13.2.)

The follower economies diverged as sharply from the predicted pattern as did
the US leader. These economies should, according to the theory, have had the
greatest potential for catch-up at the start of the period, and seen it decline there-
after. But, in the G-7 economies outside the US, taken both in aggregate and
individually, productivity growth, far from pursuing a relatively continuous down-
ward path as technological potentials were used up, actually accelerated during the
1960s compared to the 1950s and, neither in manufacturing nor in the private busi-
ness economy, slowed down inany clear way before 1973. When the productivilty
growth decline occurred, moreover, it took place not in relatively contintiouws
fashion, but drastically and all at once, falling by at least half in the years 1973-79,
compared to the years 1960-73. It did so, moreover, in all of the follower advanced
capitalist countries at almost exactly the same point in time. It is very difficult to
sce how a process of using up technological potential could have brought about a
pattern of sharp, discontinuous, and universal fall in productivity growth such as
that which occurred after 1973.

Nor does the sectoral pattern of productivity decline among the followers
conform to theexhaustion of technologythesis any better than the temporal pattern.
According to the theory, the force that theoretically drives catch-up—the pressure
imposed by competition upon the followers to emulate the leader’s technology—

9 For the period before 1938, kee A, Maddison, Dynamic Forces in Capitalist Development, Oxford 1991,
1 715 A Maddison, Monblorlig the World Fronony 1820-92, OECD, Paris 1995, p. 41. Between 1973 and 1992,
tal factor produetivity In the [ntal seanoimy hak crept up ar an average annual rate of (0118 per cent,
compared 10 1.72 per cont betwesii TIRO and 1077 and 180 por cont between 1913 and 1950, (p. 42),
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is mainly applicable to the manufacturing sector, constituted mostly by tradables,
and not really to non-manufacturing, relatively untouched as it is by international
trade and competition. But,againstthe expectations of the theory, catch-up has gone
significantly less far in the manufacturing sector. In manufacturing, in the period
of the long downturn since 1973, the drive to catch up has been slow and patchy al
best; this is because US manufacturing productivity growth since 1979 has
actually been as fast or faster than that of Germany, France, and Canada, though
somewhat slower than that of Japan, Italy, and the UK. In contrast, in the private
business economy as a whole, the closing of the gap has continued apace between
1973 and the present, as the G-7 follower economies have continued to maintain
their superiority in their productivity growth rates over that of the US much better '
outside of than within the manufacturing sector. In fact, by 1992, in terms of output
per hour for the whole economy, West Germany, France, and Canada had actually
surpassed the US, and the US ranked only ninth in the world.1?

Nevertheless, one should be wary of attributing this closing of the gap outside
of manufacturing to any great vitality of the catch-up process during the period of
the long downturn. This is because the followers have caught up to the US in thig
sector in spite of the sharp slowdown in their own ratesof non-manufacturing pro-
ductivity growth from 1973, and only because non-manufacturing productivity in
the US in this era has barely grown at all. Had US productivity growth achieved
even its average rate between 1890 and 1973, catch-up outside of manufacturing in
the period since 1973 would have been minimal to non-existent.!

Finally—and perhaps most disconfirming of the thesis that the exhaustion of the
opportunities for catch-up can explain the decline in productivity growth—the
deep, discontinuous, and simultaneous drop-off in productivity growth that took .
place after 1973 occurred at a point when productivity levels in the G-7 economies
(aside from Canada) were still only 45-55 per cent of the US level in manufacturing -
and 55-70 per cent of the US level in the economy as a whole.!? It encompassed,
moreover, the US leader and the G-7 followers, and did so at precisely the same
time and more or less to the same degree. It is impossible to see how the exhaus
tion of opportunities for closing of the gap could have brought about such a pattern

The idea that productivity growth should be understood as taking place prima
rily by way of followers” adoption of the leaders’ technology, and leaders” ever
slower pushing back of the technological frontier is so schematic as to be positively
misleading. Over the long period between 1890 and 1950, the US actually extended
its lead over virtually all followers.!® By the same token, in the postwar half-century,

10 N.F.R.Crafts,'"EconomicGrowthin East Asia and Western Europe Since 1950: Implications for Living
Standards’, National Institute Economic Review, no. 4, October 1997, p. 81, Table 6.

11 Average annual growth of GDP per hour worked in the US between 1890 and 1973 was 2.4 per cent,
Between 1973 and 1987 it was 2.6 per cent in Germany, 3.5 per cent in Japan, 2.3 per cent in the UK, 2.6 per
cent in Italy, 3.2 per cent in France, and 1.8 per cent in Canada. S. N. Broadberry, ‘Convergence: What the
Historical Record Shows’, in B. van Ark and N. Crafts, eds, Quantitative Aspects of Post-War European Grow!li,
Cambridge 1996, p. 330, Table 8.1.

12 Broadberry, ‘Convergence’, pp. 336-7, Tables 8.3 and 8.4; Iulten, ‘Trom Productivity Slowdown to v
New Investment Opportunities’, in 11. Siebert, el., Capital Flows in the World Economy, Tubingen 1991, p, 68,

13 "From 1870 to 1950, 13 of the [16] advanced capitalist countries which Baunmol exanuned [to demon
strate catch-up and convergence after 1950] were falling behind US productivity levels” Maddizn,

Monitoring the World Eeanonty, p. 48,
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Table 13.3. Labour productivity growth of G-7 economies excluding the US.
(Average annual per cent change.)

1951-58 1958-66 1966-73 1973-79
Private business 36 51 52 2.3
Manufacturing 34 57 6.2 35

Source: AGH.

Japanese manufacturing productivity has not just caught up, but forged ahead of
that of the US in many key lines of production. By 1992, according to McKinsey
Associates, Japanese manufacturing productivity surpassed that of the US in five
of the nine industries studied (steel, automotive parts, metalworking, cars, con-
sumer electronics), was ahead by at least 50 per cent in metalworking and steel, and
was approximately equal in two others (computers, and soap and detergent). On
the other hand, in the two industries studied in which Japan lagged behind, indeed
very far behind, the US (food and beer), the explanation clearly had nothing to do
with technological potentials and everything to do with economic regulations and
protection that allowed, even encouraged, those industries to avoid adopting
readily available labour-saving techniques.!*

The notion that there is a given armoury of technology, which the leader is best
at improving, but which the followers can draw on to increase productivity more
rapidly than the leader can through innovation, is too simple to grasp the actual
processes of technical change. In the first place, levels of expenditure on research
and development and on human capital (including the education of technicians or
engineers, skilled workers, and unskilled workers), will certainly have a significant
effect on technological advance, and thus productivity growth, yet these can be
quite independent from technological leadership or followership. In addition, tech-
nological advance usually takes place in the course of capital accumulation itself
through learning by doing, economies of scale, and so forth. Technical advances
achieved inthe process of production will, moreover, often stimulatebreakthroughs
in the laboratory, as well as vice versa. It follows that the speed-up of economic
growth, made possibleby rapid capital accumulation, itself tends to lead to the aceel-
cration of productivity growth, making it possible for the leader to stay ahead or
the follower to leap ahead.

The point is obviously not to challenge the proposition that, all else being equal,
a greater availability of unused technology will allow for faster growth. It is rather,
to point to the need, in explaining the postwar growth process, to expand the focus
beyond the degree of unused technology to include the economy’s capacity to adopt
what technology exists and, in particular, its capacity to create new technology, as
well as to maintain cognizance of the idea that technological advance may be as
much a function of economic growth—and thusthe (not-immediately-technological)
conditions making for growth—as vice versa.

14 McKinsey Clobal Institute, Manuficturing Productivity, Washington, DC, October 1993.
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Catch-up was thus certainly critical in explaining the accelerated growth of the
period of the boom between 1950 and 1973. But it could assume such a central role
only because of certain, historically quite specific, conditions that came to prevail
in the postwar epoch: first, the dramatic increase in the capacities for capital accu-
mulation and technical change accrued by the European and Japanese economies
as a result of the internal socio-economic, political, and institutional transforma-
tions that took place in these economies in the wake of World War II; second, the
corresponding reduction in the capacity for capital accumulation and technical
advance which affected the US economy, not only as a result of domestic socio-
economic and institutional developments, but especially the stepped-up orienta-
tion to overseas investment of its leading manufacturers and financiers; and third,
the dramatic reduction in barriers to the free flow of goods and investment, which
was itself fed, and overseen, by a US hegemon that, at least for a time, appreciated
the necessity to nurture the economies of its partners and rivals in order to realize
the interests of its own leading capitalists and its state. Catch-up did not, moreover,
work by itself to power accelerated productivity growth; it was heavily supple-
mented by large-scale, ‘indigenous’ technological improvements in the follower
economies themselves, advances that emerged from learning by doing which was
itself a by-product of their unusually high levels of investment in new plant and
equipment. In line after line—textiles, cars, steel, consumer electronics, machinery
and so on—the followers did not just match the state of the art established in the
US, they surpassed it by introducing major technological advances of their own.

As to the period of the long downturn from 1973 to the present, the exhaustion
of opportunities for catching up is incapable of explaining the productivity decline,
let alone the long downturn itself, because, as emphasized, the pattern of sudden,
sharp, universal, and simultaneous productivity growth drop-off during the years
1973-79, which followed upon an extended period of quite high, universal, and
steady productivity growth increase, simply cannot be explained in terms of the
exhaustion of backlogs of technological opportunities-—especially since so much of
that backlog was still available and unused in the follower economies when the pro
ductivity growth decline began.

That pattern is, however, explicable in terms of the reduction in the advanced
capitalist economies’ capacity to realize and develop their technological potentials,
which resulted, as I have argued, from the sudden, sharp, universal, and simulta
neous falls in growth of the capital stock, especially in manufacturing, that took
place across the advanced capitalist world. The reduction of capital accumulation
was a function of the decline in the rate of profit, especially in manufacturing, that
took place between 1965 and 1973—and also between 1973 and 1982—in all of the
advanced capitalist economies, taken individually and in aggregate. Sharply
reduced manufacturing profitability and investment growth brought aboul
sharply increased instability, manifested in three recessions more serious than any
that had occurred between 1950 and 1973, as well as unemployment at Great
Depression levels (outside the US). It is impossible to see how a reduction in
technological potential could have universally occurred i such a sharp and dis
continuous way as to have accounted for such developments, But, the sharply
reduced growth of invesiment—as well as the increased instability, decreased
capacity utilization, and elevated anemployment that accompanied that reducad
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growth of investment—must surely account for a great part of the productivity
drop-off, as must also (in the US at least) the growing use of labour relative to
capital in production that followed from the holding down of wage growth that
was itself the direct, immediate response to the fall in profitability. An exhaustion
of opportunities for catch-up cannot account for the secular decline of productivity
growth, let alone the long downturn; but the long downturn is itself largely respon-
sible for the secular decline in productivity growth. By the same token, were the
conditions that have held profitability down and that precipitated the long down-
turn to be transcended, the economy would find no overriding technological
barriers to very substantially raising investment, and on that basis, productivity
growth and economic dynamism.



Chapter 14
A NEW LONG UPTURN?

While the long downturn is inexplicable in terms of the exhaustion of technolog-
ical opportunities, its great length, specifically its extension through the middle of
the 1990s, certainly cries out for further explanation. After all, the processes of wage
repression resulting from the success of capital in class conflict, and of the shakeout
of high-cost, low-profit means of production resulting from the sharpening of inter-
capitalist competition and periodic recession, have been proceeding for quite along
time, with a good deal of intensity, especially in the US, but also in Germany and
Japan. Why have these processes failed to bring about a reduction of production
costs sufficient to restore the rate of profit, particularly in manufacturing, and found
anew boom? To this question, a broad range of commentators in the business press,
the mass media, and multifarious journals of opinion have been saying, in effect,
that in fact they have—that the international economy has suddenly entered an era
of “turbo-charged capitalism” and that the performance of the US economy in par-
ticular, going back at least to the start of the 1990s, if not the 1980s, and most
especially in the last few years, manifests an economic revolution that has opened
up a ‘new era’. Even the normally cautious head of the US Federal Reserve, Alan
Greenspan, has allowed that the US economy just might be going through a ‘once
in a lifetime’ spurt in productiveness. Have we finally transcended the long down-
turn and entered a new secular boom? And, if not, why not?

1. A New Age of US Growth and Hegemony?

Although the view thatthe US economy has entered a ‘new age” hasbecome some-
thing of a commonplace, the empirical foundations for this claim are, as has been
emphasized, remarkably hard to find in the basic macroeconomic data for the
cyclical upturn of the 1990s. What, then, has been behind the view’s increasing
acceptance?

The fundamental, intuitive basis for the idea that a new economic epoch has
arrived, requiring a ‘new paradigm’ to understand it, is unquestionably the spec
tacular performance of the stock market. Between the second half of 1989—when
it recovered its level on the eve of the crash of October 1987—and October 1997,
the stock market tripled in value. From the end of 1994 through October 1997, it
somewhat more than doubled. In the two years ending April 1998, it rose by 60
per cent. Between the cyclical trough of March 1991 and July 1996, the tinancial
net worth of the US public mushroomed by over $5.5 trillion, the equivalent of the

total amount of new saving which American houscholds had accumulated over
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the previous twenty-five years.! Such spectacular gains, itis widely assumed, just
must be indicative of a positive transformation of the real economy.

Yet it should be obvious that, in itself, the performance of the stock market in
the short and even medium run is at best a gross indicator of the performance of
the underlying economy. As recently as 1991, a boom in the Japanese stock market
of roughly the same order of magnitude—which accompanied, moreover, a half-
decade or so of economic growth that was rather more impressive than that which
the US has recently experienced—issued, unceremoniously, in deep recession. True,
the analogy with Japan is, in important respects, off the mark, since the US
economy’s upturn in the 1990s has brought significantly greater gains in prof-
itability than did Japan’s of the second half of the 1980s. Still, there can be little
doubt that the bull run of the 1990s has far out-distanced any parallel gains in the
underlying economy.

By spring 1998, the ratio between stock prices and earnings had soared into the
high 20s, well above its pre-crash level in October 1987, more than double its
average of 13.7 between 1871 and 1992, and an all-time high. The so-called ‘Tobin’s
Q’, which measures the ratio of companies’ stock-market value to their net assets
at current cost of replacement was, at 130 per cent of underlying corporate net
worth, higher than at any time since 1920, double its long-run average, and about
three times higher than a decade ago. There are two possible responses to these
figures. One is to believe that the US economy has entered a ‘new era’. The other
is to conclude that the stock market has overshot the recovery of the economy. It
is true that the profit picture has improved significantly for US firms in recent
years—between 1989 and 1997, corporate profits increased by about 82 per cent
and a gain in profits. Yet such a gain in profits cannot justify the tripling in stock
prices that took place in the same period, and gains in actual economic perform-
ance over the 1990s that parallel the gain in profits are, as emphasized, hard to
locate.

The main direct argument for the notion that there has been a qualitative
improvementin US economic performance is that the fundamental macroeconomic
statistical series denying the reality of such a qualitative improvement—namely,
that for the growth of output and thus productivity in the private business
economy—is fatally flawed. US productivity growth, il is argued, exploded
upwards, but the statistical evidence documenting this explosion has eluded the
data gatherers because i thas occurred in new lines within the service sector, where
the growth of output is difficult or impossible to measure. Nevertheless, the fact
remains that, while some gains in productivity outside manufacturing over the past
quarter-century or so may well have gone unregistered in the official statistics, it
appears to be statistically impossible that even their full incorporation in the data
could much alter the official picture. The point is that those who argue that pro-
ductivity growth outside manufacturing has gone so under-recorded as to account
for the recorded (but in their view non-existent) productivity crisis cannot explain
how productivity growth outside manufacturing could possibly have been so much
more under-recorded in the quarter-century following 1973 than in the quarter-

1 M. Woll, 'On a Wing and a Prayer’, inancial Tunes, 17 September 1996; M. Woll, *1929 and All That’,
Financinl Times, 7 Qetalwy 1609
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century before as to have determined the enormous fall-off that occurred between
these two periods. The reason that they cannot is that the increase in size of the
sectors where productivity growth is plausibly under-recorded was far too small
to have accounted for more than a fraction of the change for the worse in aggregate
productivity growth that took place, even on the most generous assumptions about
the degree of under-recording that took place.

According, then, to Zvi Griliches, aleading contemporary student of US produc-
tivity growth, the ‘unmeasurable sector’ of the economy—where productivity
growth either cannot be properly gauged or is at least subject to legitimate doubt—
could very well include all of the service sector (aside from the transportation and
utilities industries, which are tolerably well-measured) plus the construction
industry. By this definition, the output of perhaps half of the private business
economy was measurable with a good degree of confidence in the immediate
postwar period, whereas the fraction today may be under one-third.? Still, as
D.E. Sichel has pointed out, the growth of this ‘unmeasurable sector’ was limited to
just 5.6 per cent for the years 1973-79 as against 1950-72 and another 3.8 per cent
for the years 1980-90 compared to the years 1973-79. For this reason, even if the 1
amount of unmeasured productivity growth that took place in the ‘unmeasurable
sector’ is assumed to have been (an extreme maximum) of 2.4 per cent for the years
1973-90—so that productivity growth in the ‘unmeasurable sector’ averaged 3.4 per '
cent, rather than the 1.0 per cent that was recorded—only a fairly trivial 0.23 per
cent of the total productivity growth drop-off of 1.5-2 per cent that took place in the
years 1973-90 from the years 1950-73 would be accounted for.? The point, again, is
that the only unrecorded productivity growth relevant to the explanation of the
change for the worse in measured productivity growth that took place after 1973
occurred in the addition to the ‘unmeasurable sector that was made after that date;
this is because all other unmeasured productivity growth, whatever its estimated
size, would presumably apply equally to, and thus raise the productivity growth
totals equally for, the periods both before and after 1973.

To reach the same conclusion another way: even on the extreme assumptions,
first, that, before 1973, all of the non-manufacturing labour productivity growth
that occurred was perfectly recorded and, second, that after 1973, 50 per cent of the
non-manufacturing productivity growth that actually took place went unrecorded,
the average annual rate of US labour productivity growth outside manufacturing
from 1973 to the present, at 0.75 per cent rather than 0.5 per cent as recorded, would
still have been less than one-third its level of something over 2.5 per cent for the
period 1968-73, and still at record lows.®

2 Griliches, ‘Productivity, R&D and the Data Constraint’.

3 D. E. Sichel, "'The Productivity Slowdown: Is a Growing Unmeasurable Sector the Culprit?’, Tha
Brookings Institution, unpublished manuscript, November 1995.

4 Itshouldbe noted thatif to take account of hypothetically unmeasured productivity growth that togk

place in the years 1948-73, one were to accept an upward adjustment of the rale of productivity prowth that
was symmetrical with one for the years 1973 to the prasent sufficient to significanily raise the rate of
productivity growth and thus output growth for thoge years, il would have the effect of lowering levels of
productivity and oulpul in 1948 far helow the lowest levels that couid possibly have obtained. It would, for
example, suggest very implaasible [evels ol poverty,

5 Rohen ). Gordon suggests 1hat ai most one-third of powt-1973 productivity grow(h e unmeasured

Comments and 1 cunnlon’, In Pupern on Eeonomic Activity, no. 2, 1994, o,
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In fact, much reduced productivity growth outside of manufacturing is just what
was to be expected, given the greatly reduced rate at which workers have been
equipped with new plant and equipment over the course of the long downturn, espe-
cially since the start of the 1980s. Between 1982 and 1996, labour productivity in
non-manufacturing grew at the feeble average annual pace of 0.5 per cent. But this
was hardly surprising since in these days the non-manufacturing net capital-labour
ratio grew at an average annual rate of 0.3 per cent. Between 1950 and 1973, when
non-manufacturing labour productivity was growing at an average annual rate of 2.6
per cent, the net capital-labour ratio grew at an average annual rate of 2.0 per cent.

Those who believe productivity growth has been greatly under-measured
in recent years might point out, in response, that investment in computer and
peripheral equipment, as well as other sorts of information-processing technology
has been growing extremely rapidly, and might therefore suggest that under-
measurement of its contribution may account for a significant part of ostensibly
unmeasured productivity growth. The capital stock of computers and peripheral
equipment increased at the phenomenal average annual rate of 30 per cent between
1975 and 1985, and near 20 per cent between 1985 and 1993. The fact remains that,
even by 1993, the share of computer and peripheral equipment in net capital stock
was just 2 per cent. This was more than triple its level of 1975, but, even granting
huge productive powers to computers, clearly too small to make much of a dent in
aggregate private business productivity.®

Beyond unjustifiable deductions from the stock-market boom and unsubstanti-
ated claims about unmeasured productivity growth and the impact of computers,
il is the combination of low rates of price increase and low unemployment that has
heen most vaunted as indicative of the emergence of a so-called ‘new paradigm’.
In recent years, the average annual increase of the consumer price index, at under
3 per cent, has fallen to levels not seen since the mid 1960s, while unemployment
has fallen below 5 per cent for the first time since 1970. Had all else been equal,
these might have been significant achievements. As it is, they are hardly a cause for
cclebration, for the costs of their achievement far outweigh the pains that they rep-
resent for the great majority of the working population.

[t should be noted first that even contemporary economic orthodoxy has railed
lo establish that inflation rates of up to 8 per cent have uny negative impact on the
cconomy’s vitality. As even the International Monctary Fund has been obliged to

admit, thereis no evidence that reducing inflation below 8 per cent yields any gains
whatsoever in terms of growth or living standards.” For this reason, there are strong,
prounds for believing that the grand crusade to control inflation, while very costly
to most people, has had little positive effect, except, of course, for the owners and
lenders of capital.

‘The low rates of inflation and unemployment of the recent period are unremark-
able, for they are the direct result of the extraordinarily slow growth of both demand
and wage costs. The slow growth of aggregate demand is evident in the slow growth
ol GDP. Following the recession of 1990, the US economy experienced ‘the most

6 S, 12. Oliner and D. E. Sichel, ‘Computers and Output Growth Revisited: How Big is the Puzzle?’,
Hrookigs 'upers on Economic Activity, no. 2, 1994, pp. 276, 279.
I, Waorld Economic Outlook, Qctober 1996, pp. 120-1. See also M. Sarel, ‘Non-Linear
Htecin of Intlation on Beonomie Growth', IME Staff Pupers, vol. xliii, March 1990,
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sluggish recovery in modern times’.® Even by the end of 1996, the average annual
rate of growth for the six years of cyclical upturn from 1990 through 1996 was 2 per
cent (24 per cent in 1996). Nor is the slow growth of aggregate demand a mystery;
it is the direct expression of the slow growth of investment demand, arising from
low profit rates and secularly high real interest rates, the stagnation of consumer
demand resulting from the long-term stagnation of wages, and the collapse of gov-
emmental demand stemming from the sharp turn to budget balancing under Clinton.

If the growth of demand pulling up prices has been muted, the growth of costs
pushing up prices, especially as represented by the growth of wages, has been all
but non-existent. Between 1990 and 1996, the average annual growth of the real
wage in the business economy was 0.2 of 1 per cent. By the end of 1996, as one con-
sequence, median income for a family of four was still 3 per cent below its level of
1989 and just 1.6 per cent above the level of 19737 It is true that such very low wage
growth as has prevailed throughout the 1990s has not always been compatible with
the relatively low rates of unemployment that have recently been achieved. But it
can hardly be surprising in light of recent economic history. It is not only that
workers’ organizations have been profoundly weakened under the decades-long
assault of employers. It is also that conditions in the labour market itself, specifi-
cally high levels of job insecurity and intensified competition for falling numbers
of decent jobs, have powerfully and directly depressed wage aspirations. While the
proportion of jobless has been low, the proportion of those laid off has been
extremely high. In the 1990s, the share of workers losing jobs (held a year or longer)
jumped significantly, to 15 per cent for the three years ending 1995. This rate of job
loss was higher than at any other time since the Bureau of Labor Statistics began
gathering data on job loss in 1981—including the recession years of the early 1980s
and early 1990s—and is especially significant in light of the fact that displaced
employees who find new jobs earn on average 14 per cent less in their new posts.
Nor has the pace of downsizing shown any sign of slowing down.!

Similarly, while the size of the unemployed population putting downward pres-
sure on wages has been relatively small, the size of the employed population putting
downward pressure on wages has been very great. The rise of a low-wage economy
has been a central theme of this text, and it has been noted that over half of the
labour force experienced wage declines of between 8 per cent and 12 per cent during
the period between 1979 and the present. One of the manifestations of this trend is
that, today, ‘nearly a third of all workers are stuck in lower-skilled jobs paying less
than $15,000 a year. So employers can find plenty of eager applicants willing to
jump ship and trade up to fillwell-paying jobs that don’t require a college degree—
a category that ... covers three-quarters of all jobs.”! Put another way, at least a
third of the employed labour force, though actually holding jobs, constitute a huge
‘surplus army of employed’, functioning along with the unemployed to place
powerful downward pressure on wages.

8  Business Week, 14 July 1997.
9 Fioreand Brownstein, ‘All But the Poor Gol Richer in "96" 1os Angeles 'I'inies, 30 September 1997
10 As G.Koretz summed up his report on the most recently reported data on job loss varly in 1997, ..,
the downsizing lrend continues unabated’ “Uhe Downmide of Downswng’, Busiress Week, 4 Aprit 1997
11 For the material in this paragraph, and much elwe of Intereat on current scohomic conditions, see
A, Berostedn, ‘Shaving Prowperity’, Hualiesn Week, | Seplember 1997,
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Table 14.1. The cost of controlling inflation in the US: comparing 1950-65 to
1990-97.
(Average annual per cent change.)

Consumer Unemployment Real hourly

price index rate GDP wages
199097 30 6.2 28 05
195065 18 50 40 31

Sources: See Appendix Il Sources for Main Varigbles.

The US government, along with those of all the other advanced capitalist coun-
tries, has, of course, for almost two decades, made the reduction of price, and
especially wage, increases the supreme goal of policy, and has, to this end, con-
sciously and intentionally traded off economic growth and the living standards of
the vast majority for reduced inflation. But just how modest has been its achieve-
ment can be grasped when the 1990s numbers on unemployment and the rise of
prices are juxtaposed to the corresponding figures for the growth of output and of
wages, and then compared with their counterparts for the years 1950-65.

The fact remains, however, that, in terms of its own raison d’étre, the unending
campaign against ‘inflation” has been an unmitigated success. The control of infla-
tion has been manna from heaven—or perhaps, more precisely, from the Federal
Reserve—for the leading capitalist interests in today’s economy. The benefit for the
‘finance industry’ in particular has been enormous, its loans retaining virtually all
their nominal worth and the flow of its investments to the stock market eased by
stable interest rates. Still, the overriding significance for capital of the misleadingly
termed ‘fight against inflation’ is to be found in the repression of wage growth; it is
only the stagnation of wages that has made possible the continued making of profits
in a private business economy outside of manufacturing that has been unable to raise
average annual productivity growth much above 1 per cent a year during the period
from 1990 through 1996—or in fact over a quarter of a century. Most indicative of
the real condition of the US economy, then, has not been its ability to control prices,
but its dependence on controlling the price of labour, its incapacity to accommodate
virtually any real wage growth. Alan Greenspan made clear how much confidence
he has in the view that the US economy has entered a new era when in October 1997,
in the wake of little more than a year of 3—4 per cent growth of GDP, he warned that
he might soon have to raise interest rates. This was not, as he made explicit, to keep
down the growth of prices, which had in fact been decreasing, but to control the
increase in wages. Greenspan admitted that there was still ‘little evidence of wage
acceleration’.’? What he failed, however, to point out was that the real wage in the

12 In Greenspan’s words, ’... the performance of the labor markets this year suggests that the economy
hag heen on an unsustainable track ... Short of a marked slowing in the demand for goods and services and,
henee, labor—ora degree ol acceleration of productivity growth that appears unlikely—the imbalance between
the growth m lahor demand and the expansion of potential laborsupply of recent years must erode the current

tate of mflalion quibescence,” " Fxowrpte lrom Fed Chief’s Stalement’, New York Times, 10 Seplember 1997,
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business economy had succeeded in reaching its level of 1988, and that in the man-
ufacturing sector its level of 1986, only by the middle of 1997.13

2. A New Global Boom?

It is, however, one thing to demonstrate that actual US economic performance
during the 1990s has shown little sign of a decisive economic turnaround; it is quite
another to demonstrate that a new secular boom is off the agenda. From the stand-
point of this text, the fundamental condition for a definitive transcendence of
the long downturn is the overcoming of the secular problem of manufacturing
over-capacity and over-production, as manifested in a system-wide recovery of
profitability. Has such a recovery occurred, or is it in the offing?

The decade of the 1990s has been mostly one of crisis for both the Japanese and
German economies, with the rate of profit in their private business sectors falling
by mid-decade below their levels at the end of the 1980s, largely due to steep
declines of profitability in their manufacturing sectors. For these one-time eco-
nomic miracles, recoveries in profitability sufficient for the restoration of their
former dynamism would require major turnarounds. (See p. 7, Figure 0.3 and p. §,
Figure 0.4.)

In the US, in sharp contrast, profitability had rebounded significantly. Despite
the weakness of the cyclical upturn, the rate of profit in the private business sector
had increased steadily over the course of the 1990s. By 1996, it had, for the first
time since the start of the long downturn, decisively surpassed its level of 1973,
achieving its level of 1969, 20-25 per cent below its boom time peaks, and, by 1997,
it had risen 7 per cent further. Making this recovery possible was, in part, the
resiliency of the non-manufacturing sector. There profitability had never fallen all
that greatly, had made significant recoveries in both the late 1970s and the early
to mid 1980s, and had risen over the course of the 1990s above its 1969 level, to
within 15-20 per cent of its heights in the boom. But the truly dynamic element
was obviously the manufacturing sector: rising by 25 per cent above its average
for the second half of the 1980s, 100 per cent above the terrible lows of the early
1980s, and about a third above the levels registered at the end of the Keynesian
1970s, the manufacturing profit rate managed by 1995 and 1996 to exceed its level
of 1973 for the first time and to come to within about 30 per cent of its level at the
peak of the boom.

The practical significance of this recovery was considerably amplified by corpo-
rations’ success during the 1990s, first, in reversing the trend of the 1980s toward
the accumulation of debt and, second, in exploiting the tax breaks that they had
secured with the massive shift in political power in favour of capital that had taken
place since the 1960s. Net interest payments had taken 35 per cent of manufacturing
corporate profits between 1982 and 1992, up from just 15 per cent between 1973 and
1979. But they consumed only 17 per cent of corporate profits between 1992 and
1996. Between 1965 and 1973, after-tax profitability in corporate manufacturing fell
41.6 per cent to set off the long downturn, a couple of points nore than pre-tax prof
itability had fallen in the same period. But by 1996, whereas the recovery of pre-tax

13 T'he BLS's inclices of real Imurly compansation in the business economy and manufa turing atood,
venpectively, al 9.1 in WHH and 1006 in 1986, and 99,7 and 100K, renpectively, in early to mid 1997
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profitability had leftit still 30 per cent short of its boom-time peaks of 1965-66, that
of after-tax profitability left it only 16 per cent below that high point.

Very recent positive developments in the US economy, notably in its manufac-
turing sector, have not only reflected the rise in profitability, but have helped to
carry it further. Above all, year-on-year increases in investment in new plant and
equipment, which were almost non-existent between 1985 and 1992, havesuddenly
become very large indeed, averaging approximately 10 per cent between 1993 and
1997 in both the private business economy and in manufacturing.!* This new and
rapid investment growth had a positive impact on already rising manufacturing
productivity growth, which averaged an impressive 4.4 per cent between 1993 and
1996, contributing centrally to the parallel rise in the manufacturing profit share,
and thereby the manufacturing profitability revival. Moreover, coming on top of
a decade-long fall of the dollar against the mark and yen, the acceleration of
manufacturing productivity growth, in combination with still stagnant wages,
made it possible for manufacturing exports to rise sharply, at 11 per cent per annum
between 1993 and 1997, thereby enhancing the growth of manufacturing output,
feeding back into the revival of profitability, and making for a virtuous cycle of a
sort last seen in the early 1960s. Outside manufacturing, there is still little sign of a
break from the long-term stagnation of productivity. Nevertheless, the profitability
rise that has taken place there has made for an even greater increase in investment
growth than in manufacturing, and brought about a major increase in the expan-
sion of output. Indeed, in 1997, the US economy finally achieved—for the first
time during its supposedly miraculous recovery—a true boom year, securing
outstanding gains in just about every significant variable: GDP, investment, pro-
ductivity, wages, and employment.

The ultimate issue, of course, is whether the economy can sustain its momentum.
This amounts to the question of whether or not it can extend and consolidate its
recovery of profitability by continuing to ward off or counteract both upward
pressures on costs resulting from rising wage growth (or falling productivity
growth) at home, and downward pressures on prices, resulting from intensifying
competition from its leading international rivals. This question takes on special
urgency in light of the fact that the US recovery was built precisely upon histori
cally unprecedented wage repression and dollar devaluation.

In 1997, for the first time in five years, real compensation rose noticeably, by
1.5 per cent, and was growing much faster than that in the second half of 1997 and
the first half of 1998. Clearly, ever lower rates of unemployment and recent rapid
growth, as well as the lengthening expansion, have begun to hit home. Even now,
however, the pressures militating against the disruptive growth of wages are
extraordinarily powerful, and provide perhaps the strongest basis for believing that
the ongoing US revival can continue. Even in 1997, the growth of unit labour costs
forthe private business economy as a whole was stilllagging behind price increases.
This is not to deny that wage growth could conceivably undercut profitability. It is
rather to contend that the limits of the US recovery in the medium to long run are
likely to be found more in limitations on the broader capacity of the US economy

11 Thengh thewe are not yel large enongh (o bring aboul a decisive ncrease in the rate of growth of the
capltal siock
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to maintain its vitality, and thereby to accommodate increased wage growth, than
in any autonomous push from wages beyond productivity and prices. What will,
in the last analysis, determine the fate of the upward trend of profitability in the
US will not be domestic economic developments alone, but those developments in
relationship to systemic and international ones. The fundamental question is
whether, in the course of its current halting cyclical economic recovery, the world
economy can finally transcend the over-capacity and over-production in manufac
turing which have fettered economic growth in the advanced capitalist economies
since the long downturn began at the end of the 1960s.

Slowing Demand, Accelerating Exports

From the start of the long downturn, of course, the advanced capitalist economies
sought to restore economic dynamism by imposing ever greater restrictions on the -
growth of wages, direct and indirect, as well as, from the end of 1970s, on the supply
of credit and the size of government deficits. This programme was supposed o
raise profitability in aid of revived capital investment and thereby renewed
dynamism, directly by holding down costs and indirectly by intensifying intercape
italist competition so as to weed out less productive, less profitable means of
production. Nevertheless, it failed to accomplish its purpose, mainly because the
underlying problem behind reduced profitability was not so much generalized
upward pressure from direct and indirect wage costs, as downward pressure on
prices resulting from over-investment leading to over-capacity and over-produc-
tion in manufacturing. Since the required investment surge never materialized, the
accelerating reduction in the growth of wage and social spending costs and in the
availability of credit throughout the period could not but issue in the ever declining
growth of aggregate demand, exacerbating manufacturing over-capacity and
slowly strangling the economy.

The Keynesian subsidies to demand that marked the era from themid to late 1960s
to the end of the 1970s were helpless to alleviate manufacturing over-capacity anc
over-production because they facilitated the survival of precisely those redundant
means of production that most needed to be eliminated. The monetarist macroeco-
nomic restrictiveness that came in the 1980s did, no doubt, somewhathelp to resolve
the problem by forcing the more rapid expulsion of high-cost, low-profit firms from
over-subscribed lines; but it also exacerbated it by making it more difficult to set up
new establishments outside those lines. Monetarism might have ‘worked’ better had
capitalist governments been willing to sustain more severe recessions in aid of more
severely reduced wages and the more extensive (and indiscriminate) destruction of
capital. As it was, theincreased assumption of credit especially by Reagan’s military
Keynesian state, as well as by consumers suffering decreased income growth, by
corporationshitby reduced retained earnings,and by financial operators undertaking
leveraged buy-outs and mergers and acquisitions, made for a certain degree of sta
bility, but slowed the shakeout. Coming on the heels of severe monetarist restrictions
on lending, they also caused a sharp rise in real interest rates. Since profitability did
not much recover, investment growth actually fell during the 1980s, as against the
1970s, intensifying the slowdown in the growth of aggregate demand that was the
result of severe wage repression and (in most places) g reater lamits on the growth of
state expenditures and deficit
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The launching near the start of the 1990s of Clinton’s budget-balancing campaign
In place of Reagan’s record deficit spending and the paralle] commitment by the
I\uropean governments to ever-increasing austerity in preparation for monetary uni-
tication further tightened the noose around the neck of the world economy. For the
lirst time during the long downturn, virtually all of the advanced capitalist economies
were systematically tightening both fiscal and monetary policy in unison. Since
mvestment growth fell still further, domestic markets stagnated even more, leaving
the world’s economies with little choice but to step up their reliance on exports to
spur growth. But, as the ratio between the growth of exports and the growth of
Jomestic output reached record levels for the postwar epoch, the contrast between
the booming 1960s and 1990s could not have been starker: whereas in the earlier
period the acceleration of trade had amplified rapidly growing domestic markets,
in the latter it sought to compensate for declining ones. (See p. 265, Table 14.2.)

Since the growth of output of (mostly manufactured) tradables was accelerating
discontinuously as domestic markets stagnated, over-capacity and over-production
were made worse. When Germany and Japan, on one side, and the US, on the other,
once again went in opposite directions in response to a further and unprecedentedly
drastic reversal in the value of their currencies, the divergence was more extreme
than before. Germany and Japan suffered what were by far their longest and deepest
cconomic downturns of the postwar epoch. In contrast the US manufacturing sector,
helped by the declining competitiveness of its leading rivals, succeeded in expanding
its overseas sales at rates that it had long been unable to approach. Largely on this
hasis, it achieved a significant recovery of manufacturing profitability and dynamism.
Nevertheless, this bifurcated evolution was hardly symmetrical in its nature, since,
over the first half of the decade the reductions in manufacturing profitability and the
consequent damage to the German and Japanese economies were by no means com-
pensated for by US gains, and the world economy was exhibiting less dynamism than
for any comparable period since 1950. (See p. 240, Table 13.1.) Is there any reason to
loresee an escape from this pattern during the second half of the decade and in the
years to come?

The Optimistic Scenario
l'rom autumn 1996 to autumn 1997, the advanced capitalist world would appear
lo have been following a textbook pattern of growth through the expansion of the
division of labour. During that year, the US merchandise exports surged spectacu-
larly by 24 per cent, accounting for no less than 42 per cent of the economy’s growth
and thereby for the first really major annual increase in economic growth, of 4.3 per
cent, during the highly restrained cyclical upturn of the 1990s. The US boom con-
(ributed substantially, moreover, to setting off more robust export expansions in
both Europe and Japan.!® It has therefore held out the possibility that the advanced
capitalist economies are finally ready to follow a Smithian recipe of mutually self-
reinforcing growth through specialization and the gains from trade.

In this classic scenario, a US economy—in which profitability had finally been
restored by means of wage repression and painful, very large-scale processes of

15 (i Koretz, 'Amaeriea Htluv In Capital Goods?, Business Week, 22 September 1997; G. Koretz, ‘All Eyes
on the US Teonomy', Duaftiene Week, 39 Hopremler 1997,
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rationalization and technical change in manufacturing—would lead the world
economy out of its doldrums. It would do so by accelerating the growth of the US
market not, as before, through Keynesian deficits and declining competitiveness,
butby sustaining and stepping up its nascent investmentboom. The latter, by taking
advantage of economy’s newly won competitiveness on the world market and its
highly exploitable labour force, would bring about the increase of output and pro-
ductivity at rates not seen since the long postwar upturn. For their part, the US’s
chief trading rivals, having profited from the huge shakeouts of redundant means
of production that took place during their 1990s recessions, would now grow
through providing cheaper goods for the US (and world) market, while soaking up
ever greater quantities of US exports.

This new and optimistic scenario certainly cannot be ruled out, for the US prof-
itability recovery has been major and its positive economic effects real. Even so,
there are grounds for doubting that the intemational conditions are in place to
realize it, for we may be on the verge of still another, perhaps even more brutal,
round of that heavily zero-sum battle for world markets in manufacturing, under
conditions of slow-growing demand, that has for so long stood in the way of
renewed international economic dynamism. The fundamental point is the obverse
of the Smithian hypothesis just referred to—that since virtually all of the world’s
leading economies are seeking to emerge from their difficulties through major,
simultaneous increases in their reliance on the world market, based on still another
and deeper phase of wage repression and macroeconomic austerity, the inevitable
flood of exports is more likely to issue in redundancy of output, intensified com-
petition, and over-supplied markets than in the mutual gains from trade.

Most strikingly, even the US economy was able to secure its first whiff of boom
conditions during the current extended cyclical upturn only on the basis of extraor-
dinarily accelerated export growth. At the end of 1997, the growth of manufacturing
capacity in the US was increasing at 43 per cent per annum, well ahead of the
growth of consumption, and expenditures on business investment more generally
were expected to rise at double the rate of consumer spending.! Barring the unlikely
appearance of massively increased wage growth, the growth of consumer spending
can hardly grow much faster, because so much of it has been powered by a precip-
itous decline of savings—justified by consumers’ reference to the vastly increased
personal wealth that has ostensibly been created by the rocketing of stock- market
values.” It would seem then that much of the recent expansion in US productive
power will be realizable only if sales on the world market can be substantially
increased. Yet the international conditions required to make this possible seem
unlikely to materialize for all-too-familiar reasons.

Barriers to Systemic Recovery

US economicsuccess and the weaknesses of its leading rivals have already issued
in yet another adjustment of currency values, with the result that US manufac-
turing is already seeing eroded perhaps the single most significant prop of its

16 M. Mandel et al, ‘The ‘Iweal of Deflation’, Business Week, 10 November 1997,

17 G. Koretz, “I'he Uncertain Wealth Liffect’, Business Week, 20 October 1997, Sinee 1992, xavings as a
percentago of disposable personal Income haw fallen by more than one-third, from 6 per cont to under
4 por cont, the latter being the lowest rate reglrtered In iy years, .
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decade-long export boom. Since the ‘reverse Plaza Accord’ of spring 1995, agreed
to by the G-3 governments to prevent the collapse of the Japanese economy, the
dollar has appreciated substantially against the mark and the yen (by 20 and 50
per cent, respectively). The conditions are thus being been created, not only for yet
another reversal of the loci of competitive advantage, but, in addition, for the
further exacerbation of manufacturing over-capacity and over-production. For,
while both the German and Japanese economies are relying on the growth of
exports as the basis for their recoveries, their overseas sales have, less than on any
previous occasion, succeeded in catalyzing economy-wide expansions. The
outcome can only be even slower-growing domestic demand and even greater
reliance on exports.

In Germany, as stressed, theradical programme of cost-cutting thathas prepared
the way for a new and vibrant export boom has proceeded largely through various
forms of rationalization and the slowing of the growth of direct and indirect wage
costs, and not through growing investment or employment. So the revival of man-
ufacturing through exports has provided little demand pull on the rest of the
cconomy. Despite increasing unemployment, moreover, the German authorities
have not budged from their long-held conviction that subsidies to demand only
cover up the underlying, ‘structural’ cost problem. To underscore the point, they
sharply raised interest rates in the summer of 1997. The upshot has been predictable:
the German economy has recovered only slowly; the other European economies, in
lieu of the German market, have depended much more than usual on the US; and
Germany itself will look even more to exports.

In Japan, the situation is analogous, though far worse, with much more serious
implications for the world economy. The export boom that followed the initial fall
of the yen proved even less successful in providing impetus for the economy than
in Germany. The Japanese government meanwhile demonstrated its determination
lo make sound finance the basis for revived growth with a spectacular essay in
deflationary hubris—a 2.5 per cent increase in indirect taxes—and thereby put a
quick end to the weak upturn, opening the way to the worst recession of the postwar
epoch. To prevent recession becoming depression, the government did finally
launch, in the first part of 1998, a new, very major round of fiscal stimulus; yet it is
hard to see how this can do much more than secure some temporary stability.
lispecially with the yen at lows not seen since the start of the 1990s, and with no
apparent alternative force to drive the economy forward, the Japanese economy
continues to look to exports to revive. Even so, there are grounds for believing that
it has already, precisely by securing through yen devaluation the conditions appar-
ently necessary for the revival of its manufacturing sector, ended up actually
undercutting the foundations of its recovery by undermining its manufacturers’
markets.

It has been a central theme of this text that, under the prevailing conditions of
international over-capacity and intensified competition, competitive advantages
secured by one major economy have tended to imply losses for others. It need
hardly be added that, in this situation, where even the strongest of the developing
cconomies have been vulnerable, the weaker ones—such as Mexico or Argentina
or India—have ‘survived’ in competition only by inflicting major reductions of
living standards on thelr populations, I was thus the reduction in the value of the
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yen beginning in spring 1995, so vital for keeping the Japanese economy afloat,
which propelled the Asian economies into their current profound crisis and ended !
up threatening not only Japanese recovery but that of the entire system.

The East Asian Crisis

The economies of Northeast Asia and Southeast Asiahad exploited the super-high

yen of the post-Plaza Accord decade to grow impetuously, initially by invading:
markets previously held by Japanese producers, particularly in North America:*
Japanese multinationals, of course, played a central role in underwriting the Asian

economies’ export boom through substantial direct investment in relatively lows
cost production facilities, made all the more attractive by local currencies whichj

because pegged to the dollar, fell against the yen by 40 per cent or more between

1990 and 1995. What appeared to be the unlimited possibilities for the growth af

manufacturing through exports allowed these economies access to apparently

unlimited supplies of capital which fed enormous building booms, as well as the

construction of ever greater productive capacity in manufacturing sectors thiil

began to cater not only to North America, and to a lesser extent to Japan, but ta

growing domestic markets on the Asian continent.

With the fall of the yen, however, the continuation of the super-fast growth thii
had come to be taken for granted throughout the region was put in jeopardy:
Nevertheless, the general response throughout most of Northeast and Southeasl
Asia to intensified competition and weakening demand for their goods was to pouii
even more money into new plant and equipment. This appears paradoxical, but, i
view of their overwhelming dependence on exports, and the impossibility of reori
enting to the home market in the short term, manufacturers in the region had littl¢
choice but to try to improve their export competitiveness through greater invesf
ment. Existing over-capacity, the consequence of years of investment growth il
20 per cent per annum, was thus made worse. Inevitably, virtually all of thesi:
economies suddenly suffered sharp reductions in their export growth and/ai
profits, especially under the impact of intensified Japanese, as well asChinese, cony
petition, not only in other markets but in Japan itself, as the growth of overseas
sales in the region as a whole (excluding Japan) fell from 20 per cent in 1995 to 4~
per cent in 1996-97. As current account deficits suddenly rose, it became obviou
that the region’s growth prospects had been significantly reduced—even thougli
local construction and stock-market booms temporarily continued, driven by overs.
valued currencies. The influx of outside funds soon slowed, however, anil
speculative attacks on local currencies mounted, ultimately forcing very majo;
competitive devaluations across the region.!®

In this situation, Western and Japanese banks, which had recently been pouring
in money to finance both manufacturing over-production and domestic ovagre
building, suddenly began a rush to withdraw their mostly short-term capital,
precipitating a run on the money markets. East Asia found itself suffering from tha

18 P. Lewis, ‘Export Growth Slows for Asia’s Tiger Econonies’, New York Times, 3 August 1990
P. Montagnon, ‘Overcapacity Stalks the Economies of Asten Tigers’, Financial Times, 17 hune 1997; ) Rnddin",
‘Chilled by an Ul Wind', Financial Times, 23 October 1997; B, Bremner, ‘'Who's Really Pounding Asfaiy
Egonomies?’, Busiean Week, 22 September 1997; ‘18 The llakt Aslan lnggernant Sputtering?” Husiriers Wl
26 August 1997, .
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familiar domino effect that marks an accelerating debt crisis, the same sort of down-
ward spiral that is experienced in a stock-market panic. Each foreign lender feared
that all the others might withdraw their money, and tried to get out as quickly as
possible. The result was the self-fulfilling disappearance of almost all overseas
credit from the economy of the region, which made it impossible for producers,
used to routinely rolling over their loans, to honour their commitments. The situa-
tion was made much worse by the fact that Asian manufacturers generally operated
on the basis of high levels of debt and that Asian borrowers were having to repay
their loans with currencies that had lost much of their value.

It was here that the IMF stepped in. The IMF might have attempted to get the
international banks to agree formally to act together to keep their money flowing
into Asia so as to counteract the panicky withdrawal of credit, for pouring in money
is the normal remedy for a liquidity crisis. After all, the underlying problem facing
many Asian firms was the insufficient international demand for their goods, not
the inefficiency of their production, let alone their dependence upon (non-existent)
povernment deficit spending. Some firms would no doubt have had to be trimmed
back; others would have had to go under. But the whole regional economy did not
have to go down. As it was, the IMF, mainly concerned that European, US, and
Japanese banks be repaid in full, demanded, in Hoover-like fashion, that credit be
tightened and austerity imposed, radically exacerbating the debt crisis and ensuring
a devastating depression.!”

Inless than a year, the fall of Northeast and Southeast Asian currencies against
the dollar has been in the range of 35-40 per cent and the broader destruction of
values has been much greater. Since June 1997, stock markets have fallen by 89 per
cent in Indonesia, 75 per cent in South Korea, 73 per cent in Malaysia, 71 per cent
in Thailand, 57 per cent in the Philippines and 47 per cent Hong Kong. ‘This is no
orderly reversal; it is a panic-led rout’, and it cannot but bring about a very major
reduction of global demand vis-a-vis supply and consequent intensification of
international competition.’ First, Asian goods will obviously be much cheaper,
piven the size of the currency devaluations.?' Second, Asian markets, in the grip of
depression, will be able to absorb far fewer capital and consumer goods, thus lar
lewer imports.?? Third, since a smaller proportion ol Asian-produced goods will be
sold within the region, Asian economies will depend to an even greater extent on
exports to the rest of the world. Finally, the flood of Asian exports into markels
outside Asia will be all that much greater, since so much of recently constructed
plant and equipment was predicated on the continuing growth of the Asian
cconomies at their former rates of expansion and will therefore have to find oullets
il lower prices beyond the region.?

19 This is not the place to discuss the other terms imposed by the IMF, to break down and open up the
I-ast Asian statist and organized capitalisms, notably in Korea. But see R. Wade and F. Veneroso, ‘The Asian
¢ riwis: The High Debt Model Versus the Wall Street-Treasury-IMF Complex’, NLR 228, pp. 3-23.

0 M. Woll, ‘Flight to Quality’, Financial Times, 13-14 June 1998.

21 I’ Lewis, ‘For Asia, Austerity and Exports’, New York Times, 9 September 1997.

22 Tor example, in Southeasl Asia as a whole, car sales grew by 20 per cent a year between 1993 and
1995, hait iy only 6 percent in 1996 and a forecast 5 per cent in 1997. “The Downpour in Asia’, The Economist,
{ November 1997

2 See, for hatance, M, 1, Cliftord and 0, Port, "Thin Island is Crazy €or Chips’, Business Week,
16 September 1996; “The Downpour in Axla
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The sudden squeeze on the East Asian economies, it must be stressed, has come
not just from Japan, but from the growing presence of China on the world market.
When China devalued its currency in 1994, it sharply increased its cost competi-
tiveness in low-end production, just as Japan was to do in high-end production in
1995. In recent years, moreover, there has been a major slowdown in the growth of
consumer demand in China, which has reduced capacity utilization to 58 per cent,
while bringing down inflation from 30 per cent in 1994 to less than 2 per cent
presently,obliging Chinese producers to orient to an ever greater extent toward the |
world market. The decision by the Chinese authorities to shrink the enormousstate-
owned industrial sector can only bring about an even greater fall in the growth of
domestic employment and consumption. But, given the devaluations in Southeast
Asia, Chinese producers will face fiercer competition in mainstay exports like
apparel and textiles, and will thus find it sensible and obligatory to accept lower |
prices; indeed, the Chinese government may ultimately have little choice but to
further devalue its currency, thereby increasing the downward pressure on
Northeast and Southeast Asian manufacturing prices.*

It can be too easily forgotten that, over the past decade and a half (through 1996),
Northeast and Southeast Asia was the only centre of dynamic capital accumula-
tion within a stagnant world capitalism. Some indication of the depressing impact
that the struggling region could have on the world economy is conveyed by the fact
thatin 1996 the Asian economies combined (excluding Japan) invested no less than |
$914 billion, almost exactly the same amount as did the very much larger US
economy in the same year.?> Given, moreover, that these economies are already
responsible for perhaps 20 per cent of the world’s exports, the inevitable decisive
increase in their export orientation is bound to be strongly felt everywhere on world
manufacturing markets. It is conceivable that, were the East Asian economies the i
only ones in the process of sharply stepping up their overseas sales and experi-
encing the slowed growth of domestic purchases, the increased supply could be
absorbed without too much disruption to the system. But in view of the fact thal
Japan, Germany, and Europe, as well as the US, have been pursuing analogous pat-
temms of export-dependent growth with slow-growing domestic markets, it is not
easy to see how the world economy will avoid a further major worsening of man-
ufacturing over-capacity and over-production, with rising exports in the face of
stagnant domestic demand pushing down profit rates.?6

In particular, it is difficult to see how the depressing impact of the Asian crisis
can fail to communicate itself, and be very much amplified, as a consequence of ils
effect on Japan. The Japanese economy, it has been emphasized, has sought for
more than a decade to extricate itself from the profound crisis of its export-oriented
form of development, mainly through a very rapid and profound reorientation o
Northeast and Southeast Asia. By 1996, Asia was absorbing 45 per cent of Japan’s

24 T. Walker, ‘Slack Demand Mars China Outlook’, Financial Times, 30 July 1997; ]. Harding, ‘Jifters in
Beijing’, Financial Times, 10 November 1997; G. Koretz, ‘Low Price: Bad Omen for China’, Business Wegk,
10 November 1997.

25 Mandel, ‘The Threat of DNeflation.’

26 The US current accoumt deficit has already been exploding throughout 1997, ander the impact of
Japanese and Chinese exports, and will undoubledly got much worxe quickly, ax the eflects of the dollar's
revaluation kick in fully
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Table 14.2. Exports accelerate as output stagnates.
(Average annual percent change.)

1960-74 1970-80 198090 1990-97
OECD exports 88 54 49 6.5
OECD output 49 32 30 22
Ratio of exports fo output 18 1.7 1.5 3.0

Sources: Glynet al,, ‘Rise and Foll of the Golden Age’, p. 111, Toble 2.22; OECD, Economic Outlook, no. 62, pp. A4 and A43, Tables 1 and 39.

exports and approximately the same percentage of its foreign direct investment in
manufacturing. Japan’s banks were responsible, moreover, for between 30 and 40
per cent of all of East Asia’s outstanding loans from the advanced capitalist
economies. There can not be much doubt therefore that the Asian collapse has been
an absolutely pivotal factor in undermining the Japanese recovery. Not only has
the depression in Asia reduced Japan’s export growth, while exacerbating its banks’
already major problem with bad loans and thereby further restricting credit; it has
profoundly darkened the overall outlook for the economy by blocking what has
long been viewed as the most promising pathway to renewed Japanese economic
dynamism. Simply put, the crisis in East Asia has at least partially enveloped the
world’s second largest economy, and in so doing must exacerbate already deep-
eninginternational difficulties with shrinking demand growth and the over-supply
of manufactures.

It could possibly still be the case that, with a sufficiently sustained expansion of
investment and employment, the US economy can provide the growing market
which the international economy needs to offset and absorb its emerging explosion
of exports. In this—again optimistic—scenario, the flood of low-priced goods
coming from Japan and the rest of Asia would mainly serve, like those coming from
the rest of the export-oriented advanced capitalist economies, not so much to force
down US producers’ prices and profits as to reduce their production cosls,
enhancing their competitiveness, increasing their mark-ups, and stimulaling
further capital accumulation. They would, by the same token, revive the local
cconomies, making possible the greater absorption o f US imports. Complementarity
would, in other words, override competition, setting off a virtuous upward spiral,
with the US pulling along the world economy toward a new boom.

Given, however, how rapidly and discontinuously the growth of world exports
is likely to increase and how sharply the growth of world markets is likely to con-
tract, the perpetuation and exacerbation of longer-term trends toward international
over-capacity and over-production seems more likely than their transcendence. In
particular, because East Asia, including Japan, has been absorbing one quarter to
one third of the US economy’s manufacturing exports during the latter’s boom, it
is nol casy to see how the growth of US overseas sales can fail in the coming period
to be very significantly reduced. Given, moreover, the radical devaluation of Asian
currencies, il is difficult to understand how Japan’s manufacturers, who have
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prepared themselves to compete at an exchange rate of 100 yen/$, can fail, in |
tandem with their Asian counterparts, to place excruciating downward pressure '
on US manufacturers’ prices with the exchange rate at 130 to 140 yen/$. But, in
view of the absolutely crucial role that has been played by the reviving US manu-
facturing sector in the broader recovery of US capital, any substantial reduction in
that sector’s prospects must have major consequences for the sustenance of the US
boom. Yet, given the emerging conditions on the world and US market, such a nar- |
rowing seems unavoidable. :

Intensifying competition seems almost certain, then, to squeeze manufacturing -
profits especially by reducing US exports to Asia and increasing the pressure from |
especially Asian tradables on US import markets and US prices. But if manufacturing ¢
profitability falls, the ramifications will be extensive indeed. Investment growth |
would fall,but then so would productivity growth, opening the way for further pres- |
sure on profits from wage growth. The stock market would have to fall too,
sustaining the long-expected downward adjustment, but, if stocks did fall, the
growth in consumer demand required to make up for falling export and investment j
growth could not easily materialize. In this more probable scenario, redundant pro-
duction would for still another time undermine the gains from trade and competition
would end up trumping complementarity. The accelerating supply of world exports in
the face of shrinking markets, far from fuelling US profits and sustaining the boom,
would undercut them and thereby the recovery, in this way cutting short a system-
wide secular upturn and risking a serious new turn downward of the world
economy. '




Afterword
DEEPENING TURBULENCE?

Almost eight years have passed since the original publication of The Economics of
Global Turbulence. Written at the height of the ‘New Economy’ boom, it questioned
lhe foundations of the upswing of the late 1990s, suggesting that the persistence of
chronic over-capacity in the international manufacturing sector would continue to
prevent the advanced capitalist economies from transcending the long downturn.
The emergence of new data and the perspective of historical distance since then have,
| believe, both confirmed that analysis and allowed for a deeper and more detailed
account of the recent period. In what follows, I briefly retrace the transition from
long boom to long downturn between the mid 1960s and mid 1970s and the initial
responses by the advanced capitalist economies to the accompanying crisis of prof-
itability, as the newly industrializing East Asian economies entered the stage. From
that point of departure, I review the significant revival achieved by the US economy
between the mid 1980s and mid 1990s, its trajectory and foundations, and go on to
locate its ultimate limitations in the factors making for the declining economic
dynamism of the world economy as a whole during this period. On thatbasis, I explain
why the very forces that unleashed the New Economy boom and stock-market
bubble could not but issue in the stock-market collapse and recession of 2000--01. I
conclude by analyzing the hesitant cyclical expansion that has marked the first half-
decade of the twenty-first century with the goal of confronting the fundamental but
slill-unresolved question of the future of the long downturn. What forces are making
for its transcendence? What factors are contributing to its still further perpetuation?!

The fact remains, however, that, according to the official story, the disconcerting
cconomic developments of 1997-98, 2000-01, and since represent no more than
minor glitches in an ongoing story of US economic progress. In this account, during
the second half of the 1990s, the US economy, by virtue of its freed-up markets and
its unmatched entrepreneurial-cum-financial institutions, achieved a breakthrough
unavailable to its stodgier counterparts in Western Europe and Japan, who
remained mired in the slowed growth that had plagued the advanced capitalist
cconomies for more than two decades. Taking advantage of epoch-making

I I'here build on, and sometimes borrow from, a series of studies that  have completed since the pub-
hcation of The Economics of Global Turbulence. See in particular: The Boom and the Bubble, London 2002, along
wilh the "Postscript’ to the paperback edition published in 2003; ‘New Boom or New Bubble?’, New Left
Review, no. 25, lanuary-February 2004; ‘The Capitalist Economy, 1945-2000’, in D. Coates, ed., Varieties of
Cupialisn, Varielies of Approaches, Basingstoke 2005; and ‘After Boom, Bubble and Bust: Where is the US
Lconomy Going?,” in M. Miller, ed., Worlds of Capitalism: Institutions, Economic Performance, and Governance
in the Cra of Globalization, London and New York 2005..Compare. “Toward the Precipice’, London Review of
Hovks, & Lebruary 2003,



268 AFTERWORD

advances in information technology, the US stock market was able to hothouse
production revolution and economic boom on the basis of its ability to single oul
those companies that promised the best profits by virtue of their technologiciil
dynamism. Institutional investors piled into those firms’ equities, driving up theii
prices, and signalling to bond markets, banks, and equity markets the desirability
oflending to them and buying their shares. On the basis of the increased borrowiny;
and stock issuance thereby made possible, these same corporations—dispropot:

tionately in high-tech industries, but also to be found throughout the manufacturing
durable goods sector and related industries—were enabled to accelerate investment
in advance of profits, making for faster productivity growth and even greater poler

tial returns. Higher ‘expected profits” made for still more elevated equity prices,
which enabled further stepped-up borrowing and stock issues, allowing still mors
rapid capital accumulation, making for further leaps forward in technology,
enabling productivity growth to rise even higher, making possible even highes
expected profits ... issuing in what Fed chairman Alan Greenspan celebrated as’a
‘virtuous cycle’ of economic expansion.?

But this analysis proved topsy-turvy for the simple reason that expected profits
failed to materialize as actual profits. During the long expansion of the 1990s, th
average rate of profit rate in the private economy remained 15-20 per cent below
thatforthe 1950s and 1960s, and a good deal more depressed than that in Germary
and Japan. From 1997, moreover, profitability plummeted in the US and across thit
world economy, even as the New Economy boom ascended to its zenith. Rathey
than setting the US and world economy on a new course, the forces driving thi
New Fconomy actually exacerbated the fundamental problem making for long
term slowed growth—namely, persistent chronic over-capacity in manufacturing
and related sectors making for secularly reduced profit rates for the economy af
whole. As a consequence, they ensured the still further extension of the long dowr
turn, rendering unavoidable the equity price crash and sharp cyclical fall-off thaf
brought a dramatic climax to the long expansion of the 1990s and opened the way
to a new period of turbulence opening in the early years of the new millennium;!
To explain this dénouement and its sequels is the ultimate goal of this Afterword;

The US Recovery and lts Limitations

Between 1985 and 1995, the US economy, led by its manufacturing sector, initiated
a very real and, in its own terms, well-founded recovery. This was based upon the
spectacular, if ultimately incomplete, reversal of the deep decline in manufacturing
profitability that was heavily responsible for driving the US and the advanced
capitalist world from long boom to long downturn. Nevertheless, the resurgence

2 ‘Testimony of Chairman Alan Greenspan Before the Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urbari
Affairs’, US Senate: The Federal Reserve Board’s semi-annual monetary policy report, 21 July 1998, Fiederal
Reserve Board website. Compare ‘Annual Report of the Council of Economic Advisers’, Economic Rejort of
the President 2001, Washington, DC 2001; A. S. Blinder and J. L. Yellen, The Fabulous Decade, New York 2001
For Greenspan's retrospective reiteration of this standpoint, sece, for example, “I'he Economy: Reinarks by

Chairman Alan Greenspan at the Bay Area Council Conference’, 11 January 2002 and “I'he US Economy!
Remarks by Chairman Alan Greenspan Before the Independent Community of Bankers of Amerlea’, 1
March 2002, both at the F'RB website

3 lor US, German, Japanese, and G=7 net profl rates, nee p. 262, Table 15.1; p. 240, Table 13.1; p. 304
Figure 15,6, s
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of the US manufacturing sector and the private economy as a whole ultimately
proved abortive, because the profit rate revival on which it was founded turned
out to be unsustainable in the context of a world economy that remained fettered
by reduced rates of return and ever weaker economic growth.

The advanced capitalist economies had originally been projected from long
hoom to long downturn as a consequence of the extension and intensification of the
same process of uneven development that had underpinned the postwar expan-
sion. Exploiting the potential advantages of coming late, the statist and organized
capitalist manufacturing economies of Japan and Germany achieved unprece-
dented rates of development between 1950 and 1970, especially by focusing on
exports and the appropriating of large chunks of the world market from the US
hegemon. The latter managed, however, to perform quite creditably by defending
its own domestic market, while its leading corporations turned to foreign direct
investment in manufacturing and the internationalization of finance. But the oper-
ation of this initially symbiotic relationship between earlier and later developers
ultimately proved self-limiting, because it took place increasingly by way of the
accelerating growth of redundant output. By the middle 1960s, manufacturers of
the later-developing blocs were not only succeeding in imposing their relatively
low prices on, so as to swell their shares of, the world market, but were simultane-
ously able, by virtue of their relatively reduced costs, to maintain their old rates of
profit. US producers thus found themselves facing slower growing prices for their
output, but caught with inflexible costs as a result of being weighed down by out-
ated plant and equipment, as well as relatively high wage levels that could not
«uickly be squeezed downward. The outcome was the emergence of manufacturing
over-capacity system-wide.

Over-capacity struck the US first during the second half of the 1960s, and, owing
lo the US economy’s preponderant place within the advanced capitalist world, it
made for the reduction of profitability in both manufacturing and the private
economy as a whole for the G-7 economies taken together. But Japan and Germany
did not long remain immune. With the deep devaluation of the dollar, and corre-
sponding appreciation of the yen and the mark, that resulted from the international
monetary crisis of 196973, Japan and Germany also came to shoulder a significant
share of the overall profitability decline. Symptomatically, non-manufacturers in
Ihe US, and across the G-7 economies, shielded as they were from the pressures of
international competition, experienced the crisis of profitability to only a relatively
small extent, despite sustaining higher increases in unit costs than their counter-
parts in manufacturing; this was because, unlike the latter, they were able to raise
|rices sufficiently to protect profits. (See p. 108, Table 8.1 and p. 109, Figure 8.1.)

The initial response by US manufacturers to the intensification of international
competition leading to sharply falling profitability was to try to invest their way
oul of its crisis. This they sought to accomplish by falling back on their proprietary
capital, especially their capacity for technical change, in order to raise productivity
prowth so as to restore their competitiveness and rate of return. Between 1969 and
1179, despite their reduced profit rates they accumulated capital almost as rapidly
a8 between 1959 and 1969, The US government provided all-out support for this
eltort by forcing down the dollar and erecting major new protectionist barriers,
while unleashing o macravconomic stimulus of hisloric proportions. Bul US
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producers’ Japanese and German rivals refused to yield ground. They accepted
lower prices and further reduced profit rates in order to retain their shares of the
world market, rather than gracefully ceding the field in textbook fashion, thereby
thwarting the efforts of US producers to restore their rates of return.

Simultaneously, the processes of uneven development that had initially driven
theworld economy fromlong boom to long downturn extended themselves further;
as the manufacturing economies of the Northeast Asian NICs exploded onto the
scene, making for still fiercercompetition and greater over-capacity in international
manufacturing during the 1970s and after, in much the same way as had their
Japanese and European predecessors in the 1960s and early 1970s. South Korea and
Taiwan led the way, matching the record rates of growth achieved by Japan by’
recurring to Japanese-stylestate intervention, organized capitalism, and export ori-
entation, as well as by tying their trajectories of development very closely to that
of Japan.* As Japanese manufacturers rose rapidly up the technological ladder and
faced ever higher wage costs, they sloughed off industries where technique was
less advanced and less skill was required. South Korea and Taiwan took up these
same industries, accelerating the process of technical advance through the purchase
of Japanese capital and intermediate goods, participation with Japanese multis
nationals in joint ventures, and reliance on Japanese distribution facilities, so as to
penetrate the US market withremarkable rapidity. By nurturing South Korean and
Taiwanese manufacturing, Japan’s government and its manufacturers cultivated
fast-growing markets for Japan’s own high-tech inputs for manufacturing produc-
tion and gained indirect access for Japan’s producers to the US market in a period
of rising protectionism. The triangle trade thus constituted among Japan, the
Northeast Asian NICs, and the US—-with only restricted exporting back to the
Japanese market—would constitute the elementary model or template for the
spectacular development of East Asian manufacturing that ensued, although sub- |
sequent variations on this basic theme of regional economic integration would
become ever more complex, soon entailing large-scale foreign direct investment for
the relocation of manufacturing as well as trade. By ascending by these means the
product cycle with unexpected speed, South Korean and Taiwanese producers—
and their East Asian successors—exacerbated the problem of international
over-supply by duplicating rather than complementing already-existing produc-
tion and seizing market share at the expense of their competitors in the advanced
capitalist economies as rapidly as had the Japanese themselves.

By the end of the 1970s, due to the combination of an insufficiency of exit from
over-supplied manufacturing industries by producers in the core economies and a
surfeit of entry by producers in the emerging periphery, manufacturing over
supply vis-a-vis demand was exacerbated, and manufacturing and private sector
profitability in the advanced capitalist economies taken individually and in aggre
gate fell even lower than in 1973. (See p. 142, Figure 9.1.) In this context, Keynesian
deficits, along with the increases of private borrowing that they facilitated,
provided the additions to demand that made it possible for the economy to sustain

4 For the inextricable interdependence of Korean and Taiwanese development and that of Japan, see
R. Castley, Korea's Economic Miracle. ‘The Crucial Role of Japan, New York 1997; V. Chibber, ‘Budding a
Developmental State: 'The Korean Case Reconsidered’, Politiea and Society, vol xxvil, September 1999
TI.B. Gold, State and Society in the Taiwan Miracle, New Yorlg 1956,



DEEPENING TURBULENCE? 271

worsening over-capacity yet avoid crisis and continue to expand. But they also held
back the shakeout of high-cost, low-profit means of production that was needed to
restore profitability. Against this background, inflation exploded out of control and
current account deficits reached historic highs, precipitating runs on the currency
that demanded decisive action if the dollar’s very status as international key cur-
rency was to be preserved. The Federal Reserve found itself with little choice but
to impose ‘structural adjustment” upon the American economy itself.

The turn by the Federal Reserve to monetarist tight credit at the start of the 1980s
was aimed, in the first instance, to force up unemployment so as to further reduce
wage pressure and break the back of inflation. But it was also intended, with the
help of big tax breaks for the corporations and a major dose of financial deregula-
tion, to detonate a major restructuring of the US economy—by eliminating the huge
overhang of high-cost low-profit means of production that continued to hold down
manufacturing profit rates, by dealing a death blow to unions so as to make increases
in real earnings ever more difficult, and by opening the way for a reallocation of
means of production out of industry into financial services. In fact, the cataclysms
and shifts that were detonated by the Volker quake did set the US economy on a
new course—toward manufacturing revival, the expansion and consolidation of a
low-wage economy outside of manufacturing, and the dramatic ascent of finance.

Manufacturing. The Fed’s historic tightening brought real interest rates to their
highest level of the twentieth century, and, in turn, an ultra-high dollar. As a conse-
quence, during the early 1980s, as the USand world economy sank into their deepest
recession since the 1930s and the dollar ascended to unprecedented heights, the US
manufacturing sector entered into its most severe crisis of the postwar epoch. Not
only did already-serious system-wide over-capacity in international manufacturing
get much worse as a consequence of the collapse of global demand, but US manu-
facturing competitiveness plummeted, with the consequence that both exports and
profitability plunged. When the Reagan administration invited record Keynesian
deficits in the face of already ascending real costs of borrowing, it forced up interest
rates further, encouraging the real effective exchange rate of the dollar to rise into
the stratosphere. It thereby supplied the demand to drive the domestic economy and
that of the rest of the world from its cyclical downturn, but at the same time incited
a crisis of US trade. Between 1980 and 1985, the explosion of federal borrowing in
the context of an ascending dollar enabled US purchasers to suck in manufacturing
imports at a pace unprecedented during the twentieth century; but meanwhile
export growth virtually disappeared. For the first time in the postwar epoch, there-
fore, the US current account balance, in surplus as late as 1982, went deeply negative.
This descent was almost entirely accounted for by the parallel reversal of the man-
ufacturing trade balance, which went from a surplus of $27 billion in 1980 to a deficit
of $124 billion in 1987. In that turnabout, exporters from Japan and the Northeast
Asian NICs played the leading role, as they appropriated hugely increased shares
of the US import market. The resulting increase of the trade deficit with East Asia
(including Japan) accounted for the entirety of the increase in the US manufacturing
trade deficit in this interval. It was a sequence that would be repeated several times
over the next quarter-century—with the explosion of debt, the elevation of asset
prices, and the rocketing of the dollar leading, on successive occasions, to record
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breaking current account deficits, major jumps forward for East Asian manufac-
turing, and devastating hits to the US manufacturing sector.?

In 1981-82 the US manufacturing profit rate dropped to its postwar nadir, and,
even by 1986, remained 20 per cent below its level of the late 1970s. Under this
degree of stress, the manufacturing sector had little choice but to contract in order
to cut costs, sloughing off a great mass of redundant high-cost, low-profit means
of production—both labour power and plant and equipment. In 1982, the business
failure rate reached its highest level since the Great Depression of the 1930s, and it
continued to rise past the middle of the decade.® The resulting gargantuan shakeout
constituted a turning point. For it established the necessary, if not sufficient,
condition for the revival of the manufacturing profit rate and thereby that of the
private economy as a whole. (See p. 273, Figure 15.1.)

Over the next ten years, between 1985 and 1995, US manufacturers were able to
achieve a dramatic turnaround, which set the US private economy as a whole on a
path toward revitalization. They held down the growth of real compensation
(wages plus benefits) to near zero, benefiting meanwhile from steadily falling real
long-term interest rates, which declined from a peak of 8.7 per cent in 1984 to 4.65
per cent in 1990, as well as the substantial reduction of corporate taxes.
Rationalization, moreover, continued apace, as the growth of manufacturing capital
stock between 1979 and 1990 fell off by more than half compared to that of the 1970s,
while manufacturing employment (in terms of hours) stagnated between 1985 and
1990. Out of the resulting processes of capital and labour shedding, the rate of man-
ufacturing productivity growth rose impressively with the benefit of little
investment, surpassing that for the postwar boom. Most important of all, with the
Plaza Accord of 1985, the G-5 powers (the US, Germany, Japan, the UK and France),
acling in response to the devastation of US manufacturing wreaked by record high
interest rates and therocketing currency, detonated a decade-long plunge of thedollar.

The huge resulting improvement in relative international costs made possible a
great leap forward in US international competitiveness, and US exports increased at
their highest rate since World War II. On this basis, the US manufacturing sector was
able to achieve an extraordinary 65 per cent increase in its rate of profit between 1985
and 1995 of 65 per cent. In the same interval, profitability outside manufacturing
failed, in effect, to rise at all. The ascent of the manufacturing profit rate was there-
fore entirely responsible for the parallel comeback in the profitability of the private
economy as a whole, lifting its rate of profit above its level of 1973 for the first time
in two decades. (See p. 274, Figure 15.2.)

Because it was achieved mainly by means of rationalization and the reduction of
costs, the recovery of profitability in manufacturing failed, for an extended period,
tolead to any improvement in manufacturing dynamism to speak of, let alone any
contribution by manufacturing to economy-wide growth. Manufacturing corpora
tions rendered themselves that much less capable of inciting economic revitalization
whenthey assumed a vanguardrole in the greatleveraged merger and buyout mania

5 UNCTAD, Tradeand Development Report, 2005, New York 2005, p. 18, figure 1.2.

6 Time series on the business failure rate and liabilities ol failed businesses, 1950-97, wene conatrisclud
by M. Naples and A. Arifaj. T am gratelul to Michele Naples for making them available to me, Compare
Naples and Arifaj, “The Rige i US Busimess Failures: Corvecting the 1984 Discontinuity’, Contribnitions to
Political Econonny, vol. 16, 1997,



DEEPENING TURBULENCE? 273

Figure 15.1. US business failure rate and liabilities of failed businesses,
1950-97.
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of the 1980s. This entailed record-breaking borrowing by manufacturing corporations
for the purpose of purchasing the equities of other corporations, and left manufac-
turers by the end of the 1980s saddled with previously unheard-of levels of debt.
When theeconomy entered into a new recession in 1990, manufacturing corporations
across the economy confronted still anotherlife-threatening crunch, and between 1990
and 1993, the business failure rate reached and exceeded the postwar records set in
the recession of the first half of the 1980s.

Had it not been for the bail-out engineered at this point by the Federal Reserve
Board, the debacle in manufacturing might well have been worse, as financial
institutions, especially commercial banks, were themselves weighed down by
mountains of bad debt and in no position to come to the aid of crippled manufac
turers. Between 1989 and 1993, the Fed reduced the Federal I'unds rate—the rate ol
interest that banks charge one another, by six percentage points, bringing the real
cost of short-term borrowing in the US close to zero. The real cost of long-term
borrowing had, meanwhile, continued its extended slide, falling from 4.65 per cent
in 1990 to 3.6 per cent in 1993. Under these favourable conditions, simply by effec-
lively ceasing to borrow, as well as by selling equities rather than purchasing them
as they had persisted in doing throughout the previous decade of mergers and
acquisitions, manufacturers were able, in a relatively short space of time, to repair
their balance sheets, preparing the way to finally translate their profit rate recovery
into economic expansion.

Beginning in the fourth quarter of 1993, with profitability on the rise and balance
sheets righted, the manufacturing sector was finally ready to shake off its lethargy.
Manulacturing investmenl, oulput, and exports all suddenly thrust forward,
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Figure 15.2. US net profit rate indexes, 1978-2001.
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initiating an extended acceleration and providing a major stimulus to the rest of the
economy. Non-manufacturing industries in general, and the financial sector in
particular, evinced new life and, during the middle third of the decade, the private
economy as a whole appeared to be verging on a new era. (See Figure 15.2.)

Non-Manufacturing. While the manufacturing sector laid the foundations for a US
economic resurgence by means of a process of self-transformation achieved prima-=
rily through slimming down, cost-cutting, dollar devaluation, and, only late in the
day, stepped-up GDP growth and capital accumulation, most of the non-manufac-
turing sector did something like the opposite—achieving fairly rapid growth but
with virtually no development, consolidating in the process what was in effect a
vast, and ever-expanding, low-wage economy. This process had its origins as far
back as the early 1960s, but came into its own in the 1970s, with employers’ stepped-
up assault on unions and the government’s deregulation of a number of industries,
which also had the primary purpose of reducing union power. It was brought to
fruition in the 1980s when, under the approving eye of the Reagan administration,
employers engaged in systematic violations of the National Labor Relations law so
as, in effect, to obliterate private sector unionism, especially outside the manufac-
turing sector. The implicit or explicit goal was to bring down wage growth—indeed
absolute wage levels-—especially in those industries where these had hitherto been
relatively high due to union strength.

Employers’ cutbacks of wage growth in response Lo the fall in the rate of profit
and economic slowdown had been—and continued to be—powertul, and lasting,
As carly as 1972-73, the sudden rise in the rate of inflation, which doubled in the
latter year, had begun 1o suffocate the increase of salaries and benetita, But
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employers sustained the downward pressure on earnings even as the rate of price
increase fell back, and by 1995 in the private sector as a whole they had succeeded
in reducing the level of real wages (excluding benefits) for production and non-
supervisory workers 8.5 per cent below their level in 1973. The carnage was
particularly extreme in such industries as construction, transportation, and mining,
where workers had hitherto been relatively well-organized and well-paid, but were
now subjected to enormous cuts, the result of systematicemployer attacks—by way
of carefully planned union-busting, deregulation, or radical shifts in location and
technology, or a combination of these. As the manufacturing sector entered into
crisis, this revolutionary reduction in earnings growth, indeed absolute earnings
levels, opened the way for a huge redirection of capital and labour, enabling the
giant sector of the US economy outside of manufacturing to expand impressively,
and on an entirely new basis.

From the early years of the 1980s, the jolt to demand imparted by the Reagan
administration’s record budget deficits pushed the non-manufacturing economy
forward. With real wages falling, firms in non-manufacturing industries found it
easy to add jobs, and they increased employment at breakneck speed, at twice the
average annual rate of the postwar boom. Meanwhile, in view of the decline of real
earnings, employers had every incentive to substitute labour for capital, and, the
growth of output per unit of labour input collapsed. Contrary to received opinion,
labour productivity in the economy outside of manufacturing had grown about as
fast as that in manufacturing during the long period between 1939 and 1965 and
decelerated only to a small degree as profitability declined between 1965 and 1973.
But in the wake of the sustained onslaught on real earnings that followed, the rate
of growth of productivity in the non-manufacturing sector between 1979 and 1995
plunged to levels previously unheard of during the twentieth century. (See p. 245,
Table 13.2.) Employers thus turned to labour-using techniques to exploit the lack
of wagegrowth;by the same token the snail-like pace of productivity growth meant
that they could not afford to allow wages to rise much. The US had emerged as a
low- wage economy par excellence.

Employers’ success in forcing down real wages of production and non-
supervisory workers for the better part of a quarter-century did not however enable
them to restore the indispensable basis for sustained dynamism, viz a satistactory
rate of profit. The non-manufacturing economy, producing mostly non-lradables
and therefore largely shielded from international competition, sustained nothing
remotelylike the deep fall in profitability that struck manufacturing in thelater 1960s
and 1970s. Henceforth, however, the situation darkened considerably. The non-man-
ufacturing sector was hard hit by the Volcker shock, and the elevated real interest
rates that subsided only gradually during the remainder of the 1980s. Perhaps most
decisive, between 1985 and 1995, while the manufacturing sector was relying heavily
on the deep decline of the dollar to restore its competitiveness and help found its
profitability recovery, industries outside manufacturing were undercut by the rising
cosls of imported goods that resulted from that same dollar devaluation. During the
decade, the average rate of profit for the non-manufacturing sector as a whole fell
1o 20 per cent below that of the postwar boom. (See p. 109, Figure 8.1.)

From its postwar nadir in the recession of 1990-91, the non-manufacturing rate
ol profit did begin to tloal upwards, although it was not until 1995 that it reached
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evenits level of 1986. Shortly before this point, moreover, inresponse to the impetus
imparted by the revitalization of the manufacturing sector, as well as falling costs
of borrowing and perhaps the start of the ascent of its own profitability, the non-
manufacturing sector began to revive. Industries such as construction, retail trade,
and wholesale trade were suddenly expanding at annual rates of between 6 per
cent and 7 per cent, and would continue to do so, enabling the non-manufacturing
sector as a whole to assume ever-increasing vitality across the middle years of the
decade and thereby to complement the takeoff in manufacturing. (See p. 274, Figure
15.2.)

Finance. When the manufacturing sector entered into deep crisis at the start of the
1980s, there began a major reallocation of capital in the direction of financial activity.
This shift had been delayed during the length of 1970s especially by the govern-
ment’s expansionary macroeconomic economic policies, which issued in fast-rising
prices, the reduction in the value of the dollar, and the deep decline of real interest
rates. The latter trends were supposed to help bring about the revival of manufac-
turing, but were obviously the opposite of helpful to the financial sector.
Nevertheless, when the effort to sustain the expansion of manufacturing ended in
unambiguous and ignominious failure, the late Carter and especially the Reagan
administrations sought to make up for lost time. They moved decisively toward
financial deregulation, breaking down hitherto existing barriers that confined finan-
cial institutions to specialized functional and geographic spheres. They also
adopted a series of policies designed to raise the rate of return on financial activity.
But the fact remains that lenders, promoters, and speculators, as well as the gov-
ernment, still faced an overriding problem. How could firms in financial services
make a killing by doing business with companies and households in a situation in
which non-financial corporations were producing such sharply reduced surpluses
with respect to their capital stock and when wage earners were so hard pressed?
How could the financial sector succeed when the real economy struggled, not really
to take off again until 1993-94?

The Reagan regime, in its early years, could hardly have catered more directly
to the needs of financiers. The imposition of unprecedentedly tight credit, certainly
the defining policy departure of the period, was designed to break the back of
inflation and in that way raise returns on lending. Commercial banks saw their
profits soar almost immediately. The deep reduction of corporate tax rates in 1981,
followed by the Fed’s partial easing of interest rates in 1982, ensured that the stock
market, and thus returns to investors in equities, would escalate, especially once
the government’s deficit spending on the military brought about the more rapid
prowth of aggregate demand. Finally, with a growing gap between federal tax rev
enues and federal expenditures producing record-breaking federal deficits that had
to be financed, with real rates of interest at historic highs, and with the value of the
dollar rising inexorably, investors in financial assets from the US and abroad could
(or an extended period make enormous l}rufits on the purchase ot US Treasury
bonds, and money poured into US financial markets.

The Reagan administration’s novel policy package was designed, apparently for
the first time during the postwar epoch——though certainly not the last—to inten
tonally directly stimulate both the moacroeconomy and the financlal sector, though
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it would certainly not be for the last time. Nevertheless, the contradictions entailed
by such decided government support for finance, both domestic and international—
as well as, implicitly, for overseas exporters into the US—manifested themselves
immediately. During the first half of the 1980s, record high real interest rates, a
runaway dollar, and historic federal deficits not only buttressed financial sector
earnings, but also nourished the manufacturing sectors of the US’s leading rivals
and partners, making for record-breaking external deficits and the decimation of
the US manufacturing sector. By 1985, chief executive officers (CEOs) of some of
the greatest US manufacturing corporations were organizing an unprecedented
political campaign to defend US industry against foreign competition by bringing
down the dollar, and Congress was clamouring for protectionist legislation. The
administration was compelled to back off its campaign to make America ‘theinvest-
ment capital of the world’, as Ronald Reagan had put it in his State of the Union
address of January 1995, and reverse course.

Nevertheless, the Plaza Accord and the new protectionist measures that accom-
panied it, designed to defend US manufacturing, entailed contradictions of their
own. As the G-5 drove down the currency and US interest rates fell relative to those
abroad, the value of US assets in international terms declined in tandem. Just as inter-
national capital had hitherto flowed inexorably toward the US as interest rates and
the dollar had risen, it now began to recoil from the US as interest rates and the dollar
descended, threatening US equity and bond markets with disaster. US policy makers
were caught in a bind, needing relatively low interest rates and a low dollar to spur
the manufacturing sector and the opposite to prop up finance. This was a conun-
drum that they were never able to solve, and the outcome, sooner rather than later,
was the stock-market collapse of 1987, soon to be followed by the mini-crash of 1990.7

The difficulty of profiting from financial investment through purely private ini-
tiatives in a period of powerful downward pressure on profits in international
manufacturing had already been forcefully brought home to private investors over
the course of the 1970s. Facing the drying up of opportunities in the advanced cap-
italist economies, where the demand for credit had declined as growth slowed and
real interest rates had gone negative in the face of casy money and runaway infla
tion, commercial banks from the US and the advanced capitalist economies more
generally piled into lending to the newly indusltrializing countries, which were
themselves dependent for their own growth on the continued expansion of markets
for their exports in the US and Europe. When Thatcher, Volcker, and Reagan put a
violent end to the inflationary 1970s, these banks were caught in the maelstrom of
the LDC (less developed country) debt crisis, holding the debt obligations of Third
World states that had little or no hope of fulfilling their obligations in the face of
record high borrowing costs on a world scale and contracting purchasing power in
the core of the global economy. The flooding of US savings and loan institutions
into commercial real estate, which came in the wake of the deregulation of the
savings and loans in 1980, followed a similar pattern. Over-lending led inexorably
lo bubble, and then collapse, by the end of the decade.

Nor did the leveraged buyout craze turn out much differently. At the start,

7 For this, atd the previous paragraph, see C. R. Henning, Currencies and Politics in the United States,
Germany, amd lapan, Wanhington, 1XC 1994, pip 273-87.
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during the early 1980s, the financial engineers in charge did net impressive returns
through huge layoffs, refusing to invest, and running down the capital stock, a8
well as by breaking contracts with unions and cutting off long-standing relation«
ships with suppliers. Indeed, at this juncture, their approach made a certain amount
of sense, as manufacturing corporations faced mammoth over-capacity and the col-
lapse of demand, so had little choice but to impose upon themselves the harshest
of austerity measures. But the fact remains that the resulting gains, achieved by
once-and-for-all increases in productivity and reductions in input costs, were soon
wiped out by the rising price needed to play the game. As ever more investors tried
to getin on the action, stock values rose ever higher, and as the cost of buyouts rose
correspondingly, corporate debt and interest obligations skyrocketed.

Noris there much evidence that the ‘discipline of finance’ served to increase the
efficiency of manufacturing production by facilitating technological advance or
reallocating capital from unprofitable to profitable lines. On the contrary, freed-up
financial markets opened the way for an enormous allocation of credit to non-finan-
cial corporations, which made possible in turn an orgy of speculation in the form
of mergers and acquisitions. Manufacturers thus stepped up their borrowing to his=
torically unprecedented levels, not to fund investment in new plant and equipment,
but for the most part to buy up the equities of other corporations. As a consequence;
by the time the decade was over, the non-financial corporate sector was immobi-
lized not only by rates of profit that had failed to rise above their depressed levels
at the end of the 1970s, but also by unprecedented, paralyzing levels of debt
Meanwhile, commercial banks, which had sought to profit by financing the booms
in leveraged mergers and buyouts, as well as commercial real estate, found thems
selves in their worst condition of the postwar epoch. Over the course of the 1980s;
the ostensible decade of financial takeoff, their returns on both equity and assets
fell to the lowest levels of the postwar epoch, and as the decade drew to a close they
experienced their greatest wave of bank failures since the Great Depression (see
p- 298, Table 15.7 ).8

The US financial sector, and particularly its commercial banks, entered the 1990s
in deep trouble. But the Fed’s decisive intervention at this juncture made for an
even more astonishing turnaround for the financial sector than for manufacturing,
During the recession of 1990-91, Alan Greenspan not only brought short-term
interest rates down dramatically, enabling banks to pursue with ever-improving,
results their standard policy of borrowing cheap short-term and lending dearlong
term. In addition, he allowed banks, in violation of government regulations, to hold
onto enormous quantities of long-term bonds without setting aside funds to cover
the associated risk. These appreciated spectacularly as long-term interest rates
declined precipitously, miraculously restoring the banks’ balance sheets.’ Between
1993 and 1995 inclusive, commercial banks’ rate of return on both equity and assets

8 W.F.Long and D.]. Ravenscraft, ‘Decade of Debt: Lessons from LBOs in the 1980s’, and M. M. Blalr,
‘Financial Restructuring and the Debate about Corporate Governance’, both in Blair, ed., e IDeul Decade,
What Takeovers and Leverage Buyouts Mean for Corporate Governance, Washington, D 1993; ). R. Crotty and
D. Goldstein, ‘Do US Financial Markets Allocate Credit? The Case of Corporate Restruchuring in the 19807,
in G. Dymski et al., eds., Transforming the US Financial System, Armonk, NY 1983; R. E. Litan, The Revolutlon
in US Finance, Washington, DC, p. 6 and pasgimy; 1. White, Why Now? Change ard Tl in 118 Ilm:klng,
Group of Thirty, Washington, DC 1992, p, 13

9 I Stiglitz, “The Roaring Ninetlew', Atluntic Monilidy, October 2002,
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shot up by almost 100 per cent with respect to 1989 through 1991, to their highest
levels of the entire postwar epoch. The financial sector thus emerged from its worst
crisis of the postwar epoch more than well-placed to make the most of any break
toward economic growth. When the non-financial economy finally entered upon
its long-delayed revival during the middle years of the decade, the financial sector
took off in epoch-making fashion (see p. 298, Table 15.7).

In late 1993 and early 1994, as the manufacturing sector gathered steam, GDP

was suddenly rising at a rate of 4.5 per cent, and ‘expectations for real GDP growth

. were continuously revised upward”.!” Had the economy been left to its own
devices, the expansion of the 1990s would have gained momentum uninterrupt-
edly from that point onwards. However, the newly installed Clinton administration
could not regard economic growth without ambivalence, for it was committed to
sustaining the economy by enforcing what might be called a low-pressure regime,
its top priority the control of prices. Instead of falling back on public deficits and
consumption-led growth, the administration would depend on holding down costs
across the board in aid of increased competitiveness, profits, and sales abroad and
in that way increased investment, employment, and productivity growth, not to
mention lower interest rates, reduced inflation, and higher returns to the financial
sector.

In the event that the administration’s first lines of defence were somehow
breached, the Federal Reserve, led by Alan Greenspan, was prepared to fill the gap.
The Fed was fully committed to Milton Friedman'’s doctrine that views accelerating
inflation as resulting from wage-price spirals, in which rising wages drive up prices
that in turn force up wages and so on. It therefore stood poised to intervene the
moment unemployment threatened to fall below its ‘natural’ level. In early 1994,
‘full employment was generally thought to be achieved’ but ‘the economy was still
picking up steam’. As a consequence, the Fed launched ‘an aggressive path of tight-
ening monetary conditions’. In reality, the cyclical recovery had in effect only just
begun and the unemployment rate had barely reached 6 per cent. Nevertheless,
between February 1994 and February 1995, the Fed raised interesl rates by three
percentage points, setting off an international bond market crisis and interrupting
the upturn for a full year.!

It was testimony to the transformation that had been wrought by (he resurgence
of profitability over the previous decade, as well the recent righting of corporate
balance sheets, that the economy was able to regain its momentum almost imme-
diately, as the manufacturing sector steamed ahead. Manufacturing GDI> and
investment had grown at average annual rates of 1.9 per centand 1.3 per cent respec-
tively between 1979 and 1992. But between 1993 and 1997, they jumped ahead at
average annual rates of 5.7 per cent and 9.5 per cent. With the growth of the man-
ufacturing capital stock doubling in the same interval, manufacturing labour
productivity accelerated, jumping ahead at 4.4 per cent per annum between 1993
and 1997, while capital productivity also grew smartly.

During the middle years of the 1990s, the economy assumed a new pattern of
growth, rooted in the recovery of profitability and competitiveness. Between 1979

10 QECD, Econonic Survey. United States 1995, Paris 1995, p. 14.
11 Ibid,, pp. 489,
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and 1990, it had been the increase of consumption, itself heavily dependent upon
government deficits, that was primarily responsible for economic expansion,
explaining in growth accounting terms 71 per cent of the increase of GDP, with
investment responsible for just 12.4 per cent. But between 1993 and 1997, the con-
tribution of investment to GDP growth jumped to 30.5 per cent, while that of
consumption declined to 63 per cent. Exports continued to account for between 25
and 30 per cent of GDP increase, as they had since the Plaza Accord, compared to
zero during the years of crisis for manufacturing and trade between 1980 and 1985.
For the firsttime in a quarter-century, the economy was functioning on all cylinders,
with the manufacturing, non-manufacturing, and financial sectors mutually
supportive. Based on the recovery of profitability and competitiveness, this was the
real boom of the 1990s. Had its foundations held up, it could well have brought an
end to the long downturn.

A Tightening Noose around the Global Economy
Nevertheless, the US economy wasintheend unable to prolong its economic revival
on a satisfactory basis much past the mid-1990s, because it could not sustain, let
alone extend, that rise of profitability that had served as its indispensable enabling
condition. The ultimate reason was that the US economy remained profoundly
imbricated within, and powerfully limited by, an advanced capitalist world that,
as a whole, remained fettered by reduced profitability and mired in quasi-stagna-
tion, evincing ever-decreasing vitality, business cycle by business cycle, between
1973 and 1995. In such an interdependent global economy, it turned out to be impos-
sible for the US segment to sail ahead while most of the rest of the world fell back.}?
As a consequence of the continuous, precipitous fallin profit rates that resulted
from the worsening of global over-capacity and intensifying international compe-
tition between the later 1960s and early 1980s, there emerged, in classical fashion,
a dual problem of weakening aggregate demand and weakening productivity
growth, which tended to be self-perpetuating. In order to restore profit rates, firms
across the advanced capitalist economy moved immediately and decisively to
reduce the growth of real wages, while governments cut back sharply on the
increase of social spending. Because, as an expression of reduced profitability, firms
could secure only declining surpluses for any given increase in their capital stock,
they were simultaneously obliged to reduce the growth of investment, as well as
employment. As a result, the growth of consumption, investment, and government
demand were all forced down, leading to the reduced growth of purchasing power
economy-wide. Meanwhile, because firms, in the face of declining profits and
prospects, neither wished to nor could expand their plant, equipment, and software
as rapidly as before, a decline in the rate of growth of productivity naturally
resulted. Of course, the slower growth of productivity further threatened profits,
leading firms to exert further downward pressure on wages and, thereby, aggre-
gate demand, especially as each additional person hired brought a declining
addition to aggregate purchasing power. Slower growth of aggregate demand itself
undermined profit rates further and firms responded by reducing, capital accumu-

12 On the declining economic clynamism ot the advanced capitalist economics over the lengih ol the
long downturn, see p 210, Table 13,1
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lation and wage growth even more, leading to the further reduction of productivity
and aggregate demand growth, and, in turn, profitability ... a sell-sustaining,
indeed self-intensifying, process. Between the late 1960s and 1995, as profit rates
fell and failed to recover on a system-wide basis, private investment (capital stock)
forthe US, Japan, Germany, the eleven members of the EU taken together, and the
G-7 grew ever more slowly, business cycle by business cycle, as also did produc-
tivity, employment, and real wages, as well as private consumption and
government demand, along with GDP. (See pp. 282-83, Tables 15.1-15.6.)

Against the background of the ever-increasing downward pressure on the
growth of productivity and aggregate demand, the advanced capitalist economies
were obliged to rely, as they had already begun to do in the middle to late 1960s,
on ever larger government deficits to keep them expanding. From the mid-1970s,
US federal deficits were responsible for pulling the world economy out of every
cyclical downturn. By contrast, the US’s partners and rivals turned ever more
systematically to macroeconomic austerity, reducing government deficits and tight-
ening credit, restricting the growth of the domestic market and becoming perforce
ever more dependent upon exports for growth. The outcome was that the US gov-
ernment ended up providing an increasingly large fraction of the macroeconomic
stimulus required by an international economy that came to depend upon it to
provide the market of last resort.

Nevertheless, recourse to Keynesian deficits, and the increased private bor-
rowing that they tended to facilitate, proved counter-productive with respect to the
system’s fundamental underlying problem—uviz, to restore profitability. Deficits
buttressed employment and thereby wage growth. Above all, they slowed the
shakeout of that huge mass of redundant means of production that continued to
hold down profit rates system-wide. To complicate matters, the high-cost low-profit
firms sustained by Keynesian deficits were obliged to respond to greater demand
less by raising output than increasing prices. Government stimulus therefore stoked
inflation but secured decreasing output per dollar of deficit, ever less bang, lor the
buck. By failing, moreover, to address in any decisive manner the underlying
problem of reduced rates of profit, it appeared o consign the economy o wors
ening stagnation.

The Volcker shift to monetarism at the start of the 19808 was intended to break
beyond the foregoing syndrome by directly confronting over-capacity and reduced
profitability, so as to pave the way for the inauguration of a new liberal order in
which markets for manufacturing exports, short-term capital, and financial serv-
ices would be forced open, especially in the developing world. Nevertheless, the
Reagan administration was unprepared to give up dependence on Keynesian
deficits, with the result that although the economy was stabilized for the remainder
of the decade, the shakeout of high-cost, low-profit firms was slowed system-wide.
By the end of the 1980s, the aggregate private business rate of profit for the G-7
cconomies taken together, or for the US, Japan, and Germany taken together, was,
at best, only slightly above its already much-reduced level at the end of the 1970s,
while real interest rates were still an order of magnitude above what they had been
al thal juncture. The investment climate remained discouraging. (See p. 8, Figure
0.4 p. 142, Figure 9.1; p. 282, Table 15.1; p. 312, Figure 15.8.)

It was only during, the early 19908, with the Clinton administration’s epoch-



The Decline of Profitability and its Consequences

Table 15.1. US, Japan, Germany, and G-7: manufacturing and private sector net
profit rates, 1949-2000.

us us Japan Japan Germany Germany  G-7 67 |
MFGR Private MFGR  Non-financial MFGR Private  MFGR  Private
Corporate
(per cent)
1949-59* 250 13.5 316 173 30.3 234 268 16.9
196069 24.6 142 36.2 254 19.8 175 26.3 183
1970-79 150 115 245 205 134 128 17.8 14.0
1980-90 13.0 99 249 167 101 11.8 13.9 124
1991-2000 17.7 1.9 145 10.8 52 105 - -

* Japan 1955--59 only, Germany 1950—59 only; German figures are for West Germany through 1990 and for United Germany for 1991—2000.
Sources: See Appendix | on Profit Rates; 6-7 Armstrong et al, Capitalism Since 1945, 1991, p. 352--53, Tables A1 and A2.

Table 15.2. The growth of private sector real non-residential capital stock,
1960-2005.

Industrial

Countries us Japan  !Germany France Italy Korea China
1960-69 50 45 *12.5 8.4 11.6 8.0 8.9 1.9
1970-79 42 4.0 9.4 49 8.3 6.0 14.6 72
1980-90 31 3.2 62 30 46 35 112 8.4
1991-2000 33 31 45 25 3.3 25 9.6 10.9
2001-05 - 2.1 24 1.4 32 2.6 - -

tGermany 1960—90 is West Germany; 1990—present is United Germany; *lapan 196069 is actually 1965—69.
Sources: OECD Database; A. Glyn, ‘Imbalances of the Global Ecanomy,” New Leff Review, no. 34, July—August 2005, p.14.

Table 15.3. The growth of labour productivity, 1960-2005.

(GDP per employee.)

us Japan Germany Euro-12
1961-70 23 8.6 42 51
1971-80 1.2 3.7 25 28
1981-90 13 3.0 13 1.7
1991-2000 1.7 1.3 1.6 1.5
2001-05 24 1.9 .9 0.8

Source: ‘Statistical Annex,” European Economy, Autumn 2005, Table 1.




Table 15.4. The growth of private sector employment and real compensation per
employee, 1960-2005.
(Average per cent change.)

us Japan Germany Euro-12
Employ Comp Employ Comp Employ Comp Employ Comp
196069+ 25 2.7 3.9 75 0.7 57 - 58
1970-79 23 1.0 15 39 0.3 30 - 3.2
1980-90 1.9 0.8 21 1.7 0.6 0.8 - 0.6
19912000 20 1.6 09 0.6 0.0 1.8 - 1.1
2001-05 -0.7 1.7 *0.4 0 1-0.6 0.2 - 0.4

Employ = Employment, Comp = Compensation; *Average of period 1960—69 is actually 1961-69;
Japan employment 200105 is actually 2001-02; Germany employment 200105 is actually 2001-03.

Sources: OECD STAN, on line; “Statistical Annex,” European Economy, Autumn 2005, Table 31.

Table 15.5. Private sector employees’ total real compensation.
(Average annual per cent change.)

us Japan Germany
1960-69 51 11 59
1970-79 35 6.8 47
198090 28 35 20
1990--2000 3.6 09 05
200005 1.6 -13 -05

Adjusted by OECD private consumption expenditure deflator; West Germany 1960-1991; United Germany 1991-present; Jupan and United
Germany 200005 = 200003 only.

Sources: BEA GPO By Industry; OECD Notional Accounts, I, Detailed Tables; OECD Dota Base; OE(H unline.

Table 15.6. The growth of real private and government consumption expenditures,
1960-2005.
(Average annual per cent change.)

us Japan Germany Euro-12
Private Government Private Government Private Government Private Government
1961-70 44 3.5 9.0 48 51 44 55 43
1971-80 3.2 1.0 47 48 3.4 3.8 3.6 3.9
1981-90 35 3.0 3.7 3.5 2.2 14 2.3 24
1991-2000 35 0.9 15 33 2.1 1.9 2.0 18
2001-05 31 3.1 1.0 2.3 0.4 0 14 18

Suurca, ‘Statlsiicol Anney,” European Economy, Autumin 2005, Tubles 16 and 18.
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making move to balance the budget and Europe’s macroeconomic tightening in the
run-up to Maastricht, that the advanced capitalist countries shifted in earnest
toward governance by way of the freemarket. The core of the world economy was
now obliged, as the neoliberal advocates of free enterprise had long been
demanding, to operate to an ever-increasing extent on the basis of private sector
initiative. It was left to its constituent firms to increase capital accumulation and
employment and in that way raise investment and consumption and thereby drive
aggregate demand and economic growth.

But as the advanced capitalist economies came during the first half of the 1990s
to eschew the subsidies to demand that had hitherto kept them turning over and
to rely more exclusively on purchases of plant and equipment and labour power
by private businesses, they became that much more urgently dependent upon the
revival of profitability. Yet, there was no evidence that, by this juncture, profit rates
had achieved a sufficient recovery system-wide to underpin a new expansionary
spurt. On the contrary. As a consequence, in the face of declining public stimuli to
demand, firms across wide swathes of the advanced capitalist world were obliged
to seek ever more systematically to restore their rates of profit not by stepping up
investment and employment so as to raise aggregate demand and productivity, but
by accelerating the scrapping of high-cost, low-profit means of production, while
sharply downsizing labour and further suppressing wage growth. Their so doing
made for the weakening of purchasing power system wide and deepening reces-
sion in much of the world economy between 1991 and 1995, and risked detonating
adownward spiral in which declining investmentand job creation and decelerating
aggregate demand fed upon one another.

The situation was rendered that much more precarious by the fact that, in the
face of the slowed growth of domestic purchasing power, producers everywhere
could not but ratchet up their orientation to exports even more. During the first half
of the 1990s, the ratio of the growth of exports to the growth of GDP reached its
highest point during the postwar epoch. Since manufacturers were [thereby,] for
the most part, simply directing a greater proportion of what they had been pro-
ducing away from the domestic market and toward the world market, the increase
of redundant production was the unavoidable result.

The main exception to the rule of ever slower growth was, of course, the
emerging manufacturing economies of East Asia. The Northeast Asian NICs had
led the way, but Southeast Asia’s Little Tigers had followed in their footsteps, their
political economies not so much modelled after that of Japan, as made a subordi-
nate part of it, when Japanese corporations launched a massive process of relocation
into the region from the middle 1980s in the wake of the revaluation of the yen. Just
a short time later, the Chinese behemoth began to stir. The East Asian economies,
virtually alone within the developing world, had managed to sustain their
momentum through the deep recession of the early 1980s and the international delbt
crisis. Over the subsequent decade, they reached the zenith of their postwar
dynamism, very much aided by financial developments in the core. Because their
currencies were, for the most part, tied to the dollar, both NICs and Little Tigers
enjoyed rising manufacturing competitiveness between 1985 and 1995 as the auto
matic result of the US currency’s decade-long decline againat the yen, When the
advanced capitalist cconomies entered into recension in 1990-91—1trlggering a
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stock-market mini-crash, financial crisis, and the Fed’s move to sharply reduce
short-term interest rates—
financiers from the core, in search of higher returns, detonated the so-called
‘emerging markets’ boom. According to the IMF, portfolio capital flows to the LDCs
totalled $350 billion between 1990 and 1995; of this amount, no less than $261
million, or 74.5 per cent, went to East Asia.®

Following in the footsteps of the Japanese, South Korean producers had already
moved up the technological ladder into steel, petrochemicals, and shipbuilding.
But, in order to maintain their momentum by progressing to the next rung, they
faced the imposing task of developing the capacity to produce such technologically
sophisticated products as cars, electronics, and semi-conductors in head-to-head
competition with the Japanese and the US, while extricating themselves from such
labour-intensive lines as footwear and apparel, where they could no longer cope
with the intensifying competition of lower-wage producers based in Southeast Asia.
In this endeavour, they were able to succeed rather well, at least for the time being,
not only by exploiting to the full the declining won, but especially by tapping into
the flood of cheap money that suddenly became available on the world market,
access to which was opened up to them when the South Korean government took
the fateful step to end capital controls.!

Meanwhile, under pressure from the yen’s unceasing ascent, Japanese corpora-
tions further stepped up the level of their specialization in high-end production at
home and unleashed a torrent of foreign direct investment in the direction of
Southeast Asia, so as to relocate low-end production there in order to take advan-
tage of inexpensive labour made that much cheaper by the rising yen. The outcome
was a qualitative deepening of the East Asian triangular trades, as Japanese pro-
ducers, fully supported by Japanese supplier networks that also relocated to
Southeast Asia, sent high-tech capital and intermediate goods to their own pro-
cessing plants, to be worked up for export, largely to a US market that had been
rendered much more difficult to penetrate by rising protectionist barriers, as well
as the cheap dollar, but also increasingly to Asia itself. Playing a major role, along
with the state, in orchestrating this process, Japanese banks supplied huge loans o
Japanese corporations initiating operations in East Asia, as well as to Easl Asian
businesses, and came to constitute the largest external source of bank loans to every
country in the region except for Taiwan and the Philippines.'®

The East Asian economies, like their Japanese precursor, continued lo base their
economic growth to an important extent on the very rapid appropriation of ever
larger shares of the world market, challenging the advanced capitalist economies
in an ever broader range of goods of ever higher technological content. Between
1990 and 1995, the Northeast Asian NICs plus the Southeast Asian Little Tigers plus

13 S. Griffith-Jones, Global Capital Flows. Should They be Regulated?, New York, St Martin’s Press 1998,
p. 29, Table 2.2.

14 S. Kim and B. Cho, 'The South Korean Economic Crisis: Interpretations and an Alternative for
Iiconomic Reform’, in Studies in Political Economy, no. 60, Autumn 1999.

15 See W. Hatch and K. Yamamura, Asia in Japan's Embrace. Building a Regional Production Alliance,
Cambridge, Cambridge University Press 1996; M. Bernard and J. Ravenhill, ‘Beyond Product Cycles and
lllying Geese: Regionalization, Hierarchy, and the Industrialization of East Asia’, World Politics, vol. xlvii,
lanuary 1995; R. Bevacqua, ‘Whither the Japanese Model? The Asian Economic Crisis and the Continuation
ol Cold War Polithen I the Pacttic Rinw’, Review of biternalional Political Economy, vol. v, Autumn 1998,
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China raised their fraction of world goods exports from 11.7 per cent to 16.4 per
cent, while those of the US and Japan stagnated and those of the European Union
and Germany fell. In so doing, the emerging East Asian economies could not but
contribute to the further build-up of that redundant manufacturing productive
power that was holding down profitability on a world scale.’®

With macroeconomic austerity the order of the day across the advanced capi-
talist economies, the shakeout of high-cost, low-profit means of production pursued
ever more relentlessly, and international competition intensifying, economic expan-
sion could not but slow further. Between 1990 and 1995, the growth of world GDP
fell to 2.6 per cent per annum, compared to 3.3 per cent per annum between 1979
and 1990 and 4.6 per cent per annum between 1969 and 1979. At the same time, all
three of the great capitalist economic blocs experienced their poorest economic per-
formances for any five-year period since 1950. This included not just the European
and Japanese economies, but also that of the US, which did not enter decisively into
its cyclical upturn until the end of 1993 (see p. 240, Table 13.1).

Against this backdrop of long-term international economic deceleration and
market contraction, because the economic pie grew ever more slowly, economic
advance tended to take the form of a zero sum game. The advanced capitalist
economies could not, therefore escape the grip of a kind of hydraulic dynamic in
which the export-based growth spurts of one major country or group of them,
secured largely through the devaluation of its currency, found its counterpart in
the manufacturing downturns and rapid rises in asset prices of those which
revalued. In this process, the US and East Asia, with its currencies tied to the dollar,
tended to move together, as did, inversely, Germany and Japan, with the system as
a whole dependent for its sputtering growth on the US market. The result was that
the US economy was able to put in place the conditions for its manufacturing-based
revival of profitability between 1985 and 1995 only at the expense of its leading
partners and rivals. From the time of the Plaza Accord, as the flip side of the US
recovery, Japan and Germany saw their international competitiveness forced down,
not only by the rapid increase of their exchange rates against the dollar, but also by
wage growth that was much faster than that in the US. This even as they were
obliged to confront the deceleration of the US market for their exports, the growth
of which was slowed even further by the refusal, from time of the Clinton admin-
istration, of the US government to assume its customary role of incurring federal
deficits so as to pump up demand for the world economy.

Both Germany and Japan had, of course, based their postwar dynamism on
an orientation to exports, if in different ways. Japan relied on state intervention and
its organized capitalism to secure the ongoing restructuring of its manufacturing
sector in the direction of ever more technologically advanced production. Germany
depended on unending macroeconomic austerity in order to keep prices down and
shake out high-cost, low-profit producers, while looking to the continued
upgrading of its highly skilled labour force to sustain its competitive position. Yet,
as a consequence of their very success, both Japan and Germany were plagued,
through somewhat different mechanisms, by the same inherent difficulty—the
tendency to build up ever larger trade and current account surpluses andl, for that

I World Trade Organization, data set, WO website
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reason, relentlessly ascending currencies that continually forced down competitive-
ness and profit rates.

With the transition from long boom to long downturn, both Germany and Japan
saw disappear the indispensable condition for their extraordinary dynamism
during the first two decades of the postwar epoch—namely the historically unprece-
dented expansion of the world market. So, as the dollar fell in response to the US
government’s inflationary policies, they had to run ever harder just to stay in place
as their own currencies soared. Reaganomics in its initial finance-oriented phase
did offer them a brief reprieve by driving up interest rates and the dollar, thereby
opening up the way to the devastation of the US manufacturing sector. But, as the
counterpart of the record current account deficits absorbed by the US, both Japan
and Germany sustained record current account surpluses, which brought intensi-
fying upward pressure on their own currencies. When the dollar plunged from
1985, while US manufacturing compensation basically ceased to grow, the exchange
rates of the mark and yen soared, and both economies experienced excruciating
downward pressure on manufacturing profit rates that had already by 1980 sus-
tained very major declines. (See p. 288, Figure 15.3.)

At successive points in the later 1980s and early 1990s, both the Japanese and
German economies did secure temporary relief by way of huge, artificial subsidies
to demand, which appeared momentarily to offer means by which their dynamic
manufacturing sectors might counteract their rising currencies by way of the accel-
erated improvement of productiveness. In Japan, from 1985 through 1989, the
government forced interest rates down and induced banks to offer easy credit to
real estate companies and brokerages in order to drive up equity and land prices.
By nurturing asset pricebubbles, it hoped to swell the treasuries of manufacturing
corporations, which possessed large quantities of one another’s equities, as well
as much land, in order to enable them to step up capital accumulation. Japanese
corporations responded as they were supposed to, making use of the enormous
windfall profits that fell to them as a result of the rising prices of their assets to
unleash a storm of investment of a sort not seen since the 1960s. Productivity
surged, and, for a time, it looked as if the historic Japanese bubble was being driven
by the Japanese economy’s unparalleled dynamism, rather than vice versa.
In Germany, on the morrow of unification, the former lederal Republic of
Germany (West Germany) provided huge subsidies to the former German
Democratic Republic in order to accelerate rebuilding. In the process it created a
huge new ‘export’ market for West German manufacturers, and the economy
enjoyed an all too brief surge of growth. But in neither case were these expedients
sustainable.

By means of their titanic surge of investment, Japanese manufacturers managed
by way of the increase of productivity—and with the help of the moderation of
wage growth—to reduce costs sufficiently to make up for theenormousrise in costs
that resulted from the ascending yen and thereby to temporarily prevent prof-
itability from falling further. But their doing so, given their already reduced
profitability, depended upon their capacity to derive rising income from the reval-
uation of their land and equity holdings, and the latter could not of course go on
torever. By 1990-91, the Japanese government had little choice but to tighten credit
80 a8 to rein in equity and land prices, and as the bubble deflated, the economic
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Figure 15.3. Manufacturing net profit rate indexes: US, Germany, Japan,
1978-2001.
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expansion expired. About the same time, the East German reconstruction boom was
issuing in accelerating price increases, and the German government, permanently
intolerant of inflation, put on the macroeconomic brakes. In both places, the ensuing
economic slowdowns had the effect of reducing imports, increasing current account
surpluses, and inciting still another wave of currency appreciation, which only
further depressed profitability and the economy.

From 1991, with costs of borrowing soaring, demand collapsing, and currencies
ascending, manufacturing profit rates in Germany and Japan plunged to previously
unplumbed depths—averaging 50 per cent and 33 per cent less, respectively, than
even during the 1980s—and there would be little revival for either during the
remainder of the decade. During the first half of the 1990s, both Germany and Japan,
along with Western Europe as a whole, fell into their worst recessions of the postwar
epoch, at the very time that USmanufacturing was completing its impressive ascent.
Right through 1995, in other words, the hydraulic dynamics that expressed system-
wide over-capacity in manufacturing and the slowed growth of the global economy
remained in force, as the long downturn extended itself still further. (See p. 7, Figure
0.3; p. 282, Table 15.1; p. 288, Figure 15.3.)

A New Economy?

It was out of the international effort to overcome the deep cyclical downturn of the
first half of the 1990s that the forces making for the so-called New Economy were
unleashed ... asphyxiating in the process the decade-long revival of US profitability
that had underpinned the US recovery. By 1995, with the yen reaching an all-time
high of 79/% as a consequence of the devastating run on the dollar set off by the
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Mexican peso crisis, the Japanese manufacturing sector was threatening to seize up.
With what came to be known as the ‘reverse Plaza Accord’, the G-3 powers (the US,
Germany and Japan) therefore resolved, in the interest of system-wide stability—
and to counter the threat of a sudden fire sale of US Treasury bonds by the
Japanese—to take collective action to bail out Japan and Germany in a manner pre-
cisely analogous to the way the G-5 governments had together rescued the US a
decade earlier with the Plaza Accord—by bringing down the value of the yen and
the mark and forcing up the value of the dollar, in this way returning the situation,
in a rough and ready way, to that of the first half of the 1980s, when the dollar was
also revalued and both yen and mark were devalued. In keeping with this agree-
ment, the US, the German, and most especially the Japanese government let loose a
huge flood of funds onto US money markets, mainly through the purchase of US
Treasury instruments. East Asian governments, as well as hedge fund speculators
from around the world, followed suit. Meanwhile, the Bank of Japan forced down
domestic interest rates, in order to render the purchase of US debt and therefore the
US currency that much more desirable.

It was a stunning turnaround of policy, and the Clinton administration could
not have made it withoutdue consideration. After all, sustaining the revival of man-
ufacturing competitiveness and profitability in order to provide a foundation for
investment- and export-led growth had been the centrepiece of its programme for
US economic revival, and a low and declining currency was at the heart of that
effort. After talking down the currency in its early days, the Clinton administration
happily welcomed the further deep decline of the dollar during the first half of 1995
and did not hesitate to exploit the resulting pressure on the Japanese manufacturing
sector to threaten to close off the US market to Japanese cars if Japan did not agree
to open its market to US auto parts.’” Nevertheless, with the yen now worth four
times more with respect to the dollar than it had in 1971 and with the Japanese
growth machine seeming to be grinding to a halt, while Germany still languished,
the fundamental contradiction of the US growth strategy was made glaringly
obvious. Pursuing thelow-pressure economy—based on a cheap dollar, budgel bal-
ancing, and inflation hawks at the Fed—might well pump up US competitiveness,
profitability, and exports. Nevertheless, against a background of still-rechiced prot
itability and chronic over-capacity system-wide, it threatened in so doing to
undermine the leading capitalist economies that were not only the main rivals of
the US but also its main markets, not only by seizing their market share and driving
down their profits, but also by depriving them of the US market of last resort upon
which they ultimately relied. The Clinton administration thus turned on a dime, so
as to embrace what was virtually the opposite way forward—a new economic tra-
jectory based on cheap imports, rising asset prices, and the influx of foreign money
to buy US Treasuries, corporate bonds, and corporate equities.

In broad terms, the Clinton administration was exchanging the low-pressure
economy as the road forward for the political economy of the Reagan administra-
tion. As in the first half of the 1980s, financiers would be favoured not just by low
inflation enforced by inexpensive commodities from overseas, but by asset prices

17 R'T. Murphy, The Weight of the Yen, New York 1996, pp. 292--5;]. B. Judis, ‘Dollar Foolish’, The New
Republic, 9 December 1996; OUCD, Economic Surocy. United States 1995, Paris 1995, pp. 54-8.



290 AFTERWORD

that would be drivenupininternational terms with the value of the dollar. Businesses
that relied on imports, either for inputs into production or to sell directly, not least
wholesalers and retailers, would also stand to benefit. Still, the fact remains that
manufacturers would experience declining competitiveness and the same kind of
pressure on corporate earnings that only a decade earlier had impelled the Reagan
administration to relinquish the approach that the Clinton administration was now
adopting. The administration’s economic policy team may have believed that a
slimmed-down, toughened-up US manufacturing sector would be able, by thisjunc-
ture, to withstand a new ascent of the currency. It may have also felt that increasing
profitability and economic dynamism in industries outside of manufacturing would
make up for declining manufacturing competitiveness and exports. In addition, led
as it was by Robert Rubin, former CEO of Goldman Sachs, it could hardly have looked
with disfavour on the idea of tying the future of the economy to an ever- increasing
extent to financial services, where the US enjoyed a comparative advantage. Still,
whatever the calculations behind it and the interests in play, the striking volte-face
had to have been viewed as something of a gamble, if a largely unavoidable one.

The reverse Plaza Accord of 1995 turned out to be the turning point for the US
economic expansion of the 1990s and thereby the world economy, as it both set off
the New Economy boom and ensured that it would have feet of clay. The stepped-
up purchases of US Treasury instruments by foreign governments drove down
long-term interest rates, even as the Federal Reserve Board simultaneously reduced
the short-term cost of borrowing (to stabilize the economy in the wake of the Mexican
peso crisis). The stepped up purchases of dollars that these purchases required drove
up the dollar’s exchange rate against the yen and the mark. Taken together, these
two lrends—toward cheap credit and an expensive dollar—would persist through
the end of the decade and shape the path of economic development on a global scale.
‘There followed, as a consequence, alongside one another, the following epoch-
making developments: a new, sharp decline of the US manufacturing profit rate,
which immediately found an echo in falling rates of return in manufacturing leading
to financial crisis in East Asia; the greatest stock market bubble in American history;
an accelerating economic expansion driven by the wealth effect of rocketing equity
values; and a radical worsening of already existing manufacturing over-capacity,
which resulted from a massive wave of mis-investment in high-tech industries set
off by the bubble in New Economy equities. It was an explosive mix, which could
persist without self-destructing for only the shortest of intervals.

Between 1995 and 2000, the real effective exchange rate of the dollar shot up at
4.4 per cent per annum, after having declined at 4.6 per cent per annum between
1985 and 1995. As a consequence, the weight of international over-capacity shifted
once again away from Japan and Germany and back toward the US as well as Easl
Asia, which, as already mentioned, for the most part, pegged its currencies to the
dollar. The US manufacturing sector thus saw brutally cut short that extended rise
of international competitiveness and overseas sales that had underpinned the US
profitability revival. Between 1990 and 1995, the first five years of the new business
cycle, as the dollar persisted in its long descent, US relative unit labour costs had
continued to fall briskly at 2.1 per cent per annum (4.8 per cent per year between
1985 and 1995), opening the way for export prices to rise at the vate of 1.8 per cent
per year and for the US manufacturing profit rate to increase by one-third, essen
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tially completing its spectacular decade-long ascent. But in 1996 and 1997, as the
dollar reversed course, relative unit labour costs exploded upward at 5 per cent per
year and export prices declined at almost 1 per cent per year. With its competitive-
ness thus collapsing, the manufacturing sector could not prevent its rate of profit
from flattening out, even though productivity growth rose at a rate of 32 per cent
per annum and unit labour costs fell at a rate of 1.5 per cent annum. This was because
manufacturing prices fell in both 1996 and 1997. They would continue to decline in
every year through the end of the century. Indeed, the manufacturing sector avoided
an outright decline of its profit rate only by holding nominal wage growth to 1.5 per
cent per annum, which worked out to a simultaneous total fall of real compensation
by 1.5 per cent over the two years 1996 and 1997.

The years between 1995 and 1997 represented the climax of the spectacular
recovery of the manufacturing profit rate, but also the beginning of its descent into
crisis. Henceforth, the manufacturing profit rate would decline precipitously,
depriving the economic expansion of the 1990s of what had hitherto been its main
objective foundation. Even at this late date, it must be emphasized, the health of
the manufacturing sector was absolutely essential to the health of the economy as
a whole. By 1995, manufacturing had come to constitute only 29.3 per cent and 32.7
per cent respectively of corporate and non-financial corporate GDP. But it still
accounted for 42.5 per cent of corporate and 50 per cent of non-financial corporate
profits (before payment of interest). Problems for manufacturing thus implied prob-
lems for the whole economy, and, all else equal, a deceleration of investment, job
creation, and GDP appeared on the agenda. Nevertheless, thanks to the spectacular
take-off of the stock market that now ensued, the expansion actually speeded up.

By 1995, the US stock market had already been enjoying a historic boom, which
originated at the time of the Volcker recession of the early 1980s. Yet until that point,
its ascent could be said to have been fully justified as, during that interval, the
increase of equity prices had found a real basis in the striking restoration of US
profits, which rose roughly to the same extent as stocks. Between 1995 and 1997,

however, the already rapid equity price rise actually gathered speed and corporate
profits fell palpably behind, while between 1997 and 2000 they entered into absolute
decline even as share values rocketed to their zenith. A bubble began to inflate,

endowing the economic expansion with further life. (See p. 292, Figure 15.4.)

It has become standard to link the stock market takeoff 1o the stunning returns
from Netscape’s initial public offering at the start of August 1995, which is rou-
tinely viewed as indicative not just of the enormous promise of information
technology, but of a contemporary takeoff of productivity. But this view seems at
best partial. During the years 1995-1997 inclusive, manufacturing output per hour
grew at the very good, but hardly epoch-making, rate of 4.1 per cent, yet in doing
so it did not better the rates achieved by its major competitors in the same period—
Japan at 5.4 per cent, France at 4.8 per cent, or West Germany, at 4.1 per cent. At
the same time, productivity growth for the US private sector as a whole averaged
amere 1.9 per cent. What appears to have played the decisive role in sending equity
prices into flight was a much more palpable shift—namely, the major easing of
credit brought about at just that moment by the implementation of the reverse Plaza
Accord, which provided the fuel for the ensuing fire.

Between April and September 1995, the Bank of Japan cut its interest rate,
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Figure 15.4. Index of corporate profits net of interest after tax versus
New York stock exchange composite index, 1980-2000.

HY stack exchonge index

o 150
3
I
n
o
o
a(; 100
el
e
gl e * Corporale profits after fax

l9.80 1985 1990 1995 2000

Source: EconomicReport of the President; see Appendix 1 on Profit Rates. *With capital consumption and inventory adjustments,

already a very low 1.75 per cent, to 0.5 per cent. This did, as intended, lead to a
sharp reduction of the yen’s exchange rate, opening the way to a recovery of
Japanese competitiveness and exports. But it also had the effect of pumping up the |
global supply of loanable funds. US investors in particular fabricated a very profs |
itable ‘carry trade’, borrowing yen at the ultra-low Japanese rate of interesty 3
converting these into dollars, and using the latter to invest in the US stock market.*
Meanwhile, purchases of US securities by Japanese and East Asian governments,
as well as Japanese insurance companies and international hedge funds, skyrocks -
eted, with the result that in the years 1995-1997 inclusive, foreign purchases of U§
Treasury instruments, totalling more than half a trillion dollars, covered not only
the total new debt issued by the US Treasury in this interval, but also a further
quarter trillion dollars’ worth of Treasuries that was already in the hands of US cit-
izens. The consequence was a dramatic reduction of long-term interest rates, witli
the interest rate on 30-year bonds diving from 7.85 per cent in January 1995 to 6.05
per cent in January 1996. This 23 per cent drop in the cost of borrowing over the
course of 1995 had to have been a further major factor in fomenting the stock
market’s rapid rise, especially as it detonated a sharp, parallel acceleration in the

18 R. T. Murphy, ‘Japan’s Economic Crisis’, New left Review, new series, |, January-tebruary 2000,
pp- 42-3; Bevacqua, ‘Wither the Japanese Model?” . 415, .

19 Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System, I'low of Funls Accounts of the Unated States, Flowd
and Outstandings (available at FRB website; henceforo FRB, How of Funds), Table 1107, Rest of Warld and
Table F. 209, Ireasury Securitien; OEC, Feonomle Survey. Hnited States 1995, Pavie 1998, pp. 98-8; ORCN,
Economic Suroey, Lnited States 1996, Parin 1996, pp. 49-81; O1CD, Fronomic Survey, United Stites 1997, paria
1997, pp23=8; Economie Report of the Prexldent 2000, Washington, 10 2000, p. 31, Table B-71
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increase of the money supply, which grew four times faster in 1995 thanit had in
1994. So, finally, did the rocketing dollar itself, which broughtabout, by itself, a cor-
responding rise in the value of US equities from the standpoint of investors from
overseas.”

But if the sudden shift toward cheaper long-termborrowingand an increasingly
expensive dollar that resulted from the reverse Plaza Accord accelerated the
stock-market rise, the US Federal Reserve kept it going, blowing up a bubble. By
late 1996, Alan Greenspan was voicing worry, in public, about ‘irrational exuber-
ance’ in the stock market. But he was clearly more concerned, in private, about the
possible stumbling of the real US economy. Thanks to the Clinton administration’s
move to balance the budget, federal deficits were now drying up and with them
the subsidies to demand that had helped to stabilize the US and world economy
for most of the previous quarter-century. The problem was exacerbated by Europe’s
parallel persistence in macroeconomic tightening, even in the face of recession and
stagnation through the first half of the 1990s. It is true, of course, that, from 1993,
the US economy, led by its manufacturing sector, had evinced impressive vitality.
But, asGreenspan was surely aware, the US manufacturing revivalhad been heavily
dependent upon a deep devaluation of the dollar that was now being dramatically
reversed. With federal deficits evaporating, the ascent of the dollar threatening
profits, and Europe and Japan looking to the US to drive growth, from whence
would come the corporate investment or consumer buying power required to keep
the expansion going?

Greenspan'’s answer was to turn to the equity markets and their wealth effect
to stimulate demand. Indeed, the strategy that he evolved during the second half
of the 1990s—and has continued to implement ever since—might usefully be called
‘stock market, or asset-price, Keynesianism’. In traditional Keynesian policy,
demand is ‘subsidized’ by means of the federal government’s incurring of rising
public deficits so as to spend more than it takes in taxes. By contrast, in Greenspan’s
version, demand is increased by means of corporations and wealthy households
taking on rising private deficits so as to spend more than they make, encouraged
to do so by the increased paper wealth that they effortlessly accrue by virtue of
the appreciation of the value of their stocks, or other assets.

In the early 1990s, the advanced capitalist governments had moved to reduce
their reliance on traditional Keynesian fiscal stimuli and launched an experiment
with unadulterated neoliberal regulation. Governments would resist incurring
deficits; private firms would drive demand; central banks, putatively politically
neutral, would fine-tune by way of monetary policy. Here was another opportunity,
like that of the early 1980s, to allow for the survival of the fittest, expunge the over-
capacity that had managed to reproduce itself for more than two decades, and set
(he economy on a firmer foundation. But the Fed under Greenspan, no more than
the Treasury under Reagan, was prepared to let the free market work its restorative
magic in the only way it is capable of doing—via deep and ‘cleansing’ crises. So,
when Europe and Japan descended into their worst recessions of the postwar epoch,
while the US endured its slowest cyclical recovery since 1950, it felt it had no choice
but to ride to the rescue, quickly restoring the subsidies to demand to which a profit-
short world economy had been addicted since the late 1960s. This time however it
would be private businesses and the rich who did the borrowing and the spending,
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not the government, thanks to the rapid rise in the value of their equities courtesy
of the Fed. Having been suitably supplemented by a new and politically more accept-
able—if also radically more destabilizing—form of Keynesianism, the free market
could be allowed to continue its nominal governance of the economy.

Although the stock-market’s rise actually speeded up in the wake of his waming,
Greenspan henceforth refrained from mentioning irrational exuberance. Far from
seeking to dampen investor enthusiasm or control the emerging bubble, the Fed
nourished them both. Greenspan has been lauded for his supposed wisdom and
courage in breaking at this juncture from both the orthodox belief in a ‘natural rate . :
of unemployment’ and his earlier incamation as aninflationhawk and allowing the
economy to gather steam even as unemployment fell sharply.?’ In reality, inflation
had by this juncture been brought firmly under control by the brutal downward
pressure on prices from abroad that resulted from the rising US currency. Nor, as
Greenspan himself observed, was there much cause for concem about upward pres+
sure on prices from below, in view, as he put it, of ‘the evident insecurity felt by
many workers despite the tightest labor markets in decades’, due to the ‘heightened
level of dismissal’ that continued to result from a business failure rate that persisted
during the later 1990s at levels that were nearly twice the post-war average through
1980 (see p. 273, Figure 15.1). In fact, between 1990 and 1995, the average annual |
increase of the GDP deflator was already down by about 25 per cent from 1985-90,
to 2.45 per cent from 3.2 per cent, and at that point the dollar’s exchange rate was
still falling. Greenspan'’s real worry was thus quite the opposite: that the same dis-
inflation that was being driven by international over-capacity and the irrepressible
dollar was forcing down the manufacturing profit rate at a time when federal deficits
were drying up, and that, unless he continued to stoke the wealth effect by keeping
cquities rising by means of ever-easier credit, the US economic expansion would
peter out due to insufficient growth of aggregate demand—government, consump-
tion, and investment. The reverse Plaza Accord had derailed the attempt to drive
the recovery via the low-pressure economy—by means of the repression of wages,
prices, and currency in aid of increasing competitiveness, exports, investment, and
manufacturing profits. Greenspan evidently concluded, not without reason, that
stock-market Keynesianism was his best alternative.

Between 1995 and the middle of 1999, Greenspan failed to raise interest rates,
aside from a single one-quarter-point increase in early 1997. As a consequence,
during the second half of the decade, the money supply increased at quadruple the
rate during the first half. Meanwhile, the Fed intervened with ever-easier credit at
every sign of instability in the stock markets. Greenspan rationalized the ever
greater divorce between runaway equity prices and underlying corporate earnings
in terms of the infinite promise of the New Economy, evidenced, he argued, in tha
ever higher estimates o f expected, that is, future, corporate profits on the part of secu

20 See B. Woodward, Maestro. Greenspan’s Fed and the American Boom, New York 2000.

21  Aslateas his testimony to Congress of 13 February 2001—on the cve of the corporate scandals thyt
would definitively expose the bent of security analysts and their predictions—Greenspan was citing ‘thres
to five year earnings projections’ ‘of equity analysts, who, one must presume, obtain their insights from
corporate managers’ as a basis for predicting ‘continued strength in capital aceumulation’ , .. even an tha
economy plunged into recession. “Testimony of Chairman Alan Greenspan before the Committoe on
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affaira’, US Senate: Federal Reserve Board’s Seml-annual Monetary Policy
Report to Congrans, 13 l?l'brl.l.lry 2001,
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rity analysts (who had every interest, as Greenspan should have known, in over
stating the value of corporate shares for the benefit of the investment banks who
employed them as well as their corporate customers).?! It was equily investors’
belief in the so-called ‘Greenspan put’—that the Fed would bail out the equity
market come what may—that kept the equity price boom going strong in the
face of one after another economic disruption right through to the end of the mil-
lennium. As a result, as it had through the length of the long downturn,
government-supported borrowing continued to drive the US and world economy.

The titanic wealth effect unleashed by the record boom in equity prices allowed
the US expansion not only to continue, but to accelerate in the years between 1995
and 2000, even as downward pressure on profit rates deprived it of its initially
solid foundation. Although profits became increasingly hard to come by, corpora-
tions were able to fund stepped-up capital accumulation with consummate ease
on the basis of runaway stock values that bloated market capitalization and thus
apparent collateral beyond recognition. Between 1950 and 1995, US non-financial
corporations had relied mainly on internal funds to finance their spending on new
plant and equipment, with retained earnings covering about 90 per cent of their
capital expenditures. But after 1995, their borrowing as a proportion of their GDP
climbed to levels previously matched during the postwar epoch only during reces-
sions (see p. 317, Figure 15.9). By the end of the decade, they were using borrowing
to fund capital accumulation at the highest rates in history. Meanwhile, the less
creditworthy among them were able to finance investment to an extent without
close precedent through issuing over-priced shares. In 2000, gross equity issues by
non-financial corporations rose to a level four times their previous peak (in the
1980s).22

Households also treated therapidrise in equity prices as an opportunity forrad-
ically stepped-up borrowing and, on that basis, spending. Between 1994 and 2000,
the market capitalization of households’ shares tripled, rising from $4 trillion to $12
trillion. They thus felt justified in raising their annual borrowing, as well as their
debt outstanding, tonear record levels as a fraction of GDP (see p. 317, Figure 15.9).
As the flip side of the coin, they felt free to sharply reduce their rate of savings as
a proportion of consumption, so as to raise their rate of spending,. Between 1950
and 1992, the personal savings rate had fluctuated between 11.2 and 7.0 per cent,
averaging 9.0 per cent. But between 1992 and 2000, it crashed from 7.7 per cent to
2.3 per cent. The top 20 per cent of the population by income was almost entirely
responsible for this collapse of savings and rise of spending, which is hardly sur-
prising since they own 95 per cent or more of all financial assets. As one pundit put
it, the boom of the later 1990s was the first in US history to be heavily driven by
yuppie expenditures.??

The equities boom had, it must be stressed, a certain self-perpetuating character,

22 FRB, Flow of Funds, Table D.2, Borrowing by Sector; FRB, Flow of Funds, Table F.102, Nonfarm
Nonfinancial Corporate Business: Line 58, Financing Gap, and Lines 5 and 7, Internal Funds Plus Inventory
Valuation Adjustment; Gross Equity Issues by Nonfinancial Corporations, 1984-2000, Federal Reserve Board
unpublished time series. I wish to thank Nellie Liang for forwarding the data on gross equity issues to me.

23 1RB, Flow of F'unds, Table B.100, Balance Sheet of Households and Nonprofit Organizations; D. M.
Maki and M. G. I"alumbo, ‘Disentangling the Wealth Effect: A Cohort Analysis of Household Saving in the
1990N', Liederal Roserve Finance and | iscussion Series, April 2001, lederal Reserve website.
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because the increased collateral it provided for corporations and households could
be used for borrowing not only for the purpose of increasing investment and con-
sumption, but for the purchase of more equities. During the second half of the 1990s,
non-financial corporations allocated as much of the huge sum that they borrowed
to buying shares as to accumulating capital. As a consequence, during this interval,
they were the largest net purchasers on the stock market. Through share repur
chases funded by borrowing, corporations avoided the tedious process of creating
shareholder value through actually producing goods and services at a profit, and
directly drove up the price of their own equities for the benefit of their stockholders,
as well as their corporate executives who were heavily remunerated with stock
options. Higher equity values made for still more collateral, further borrowing;
greater stock purchases, and so forth.24 The same sort of process would soon be at
work once again in the escalation of housing prices.

Between 1995 and 2000, the New Economy boom thus took flight, underpmned
by the wealth effect of rising equity prices on both businesses and households;
and GDP rose at an average annual rate of 4.1 per cent compared to 2.5 per cent
between 1990 and 1995 and 2.9 per cent between 1973 and 1995 (and 4 per cent
between 1948 and 1973). Even as profits fell away, non-residentialinvestment con=
tinued to explode upwards, increasing at an average annual rate of about 10 per
cent accounting for about one-third of the increase in GDP in the same interval
Employment growth also speeded up and, in the last few years of the century;
was accompanied by a significant jump in the rate of growth of real wages, after
a very long period of stagnation. With aggregate real compensation (real compen=
sation per employee multiplied by total employees) therefore rising rapidly, while
household borrowing levels flew upwards and personal saving simultaneously
collapsed, the growth of consumer expenditure naturally also leaped forward—
lo an average annual rate of 4.4 per cent between 1995 and 2000—and helped in
a big way to soak up fast-growing output. All told, according to the Federal
Reserve Board and the Council of Economic Advisers, rising equity prices
accounted for about one-third of the increase in consumption that took place
between 1995 and 2000 and between one-quarter and one-third of the increase in
GDP during that interval.® In the absence of the wealth effect of rising equily
prices GDP growth, at around 3 per cent per annum, would, during this five-year
interval, have been no higher than during the 1970s or 1980s.

Constrained as it was by a rising dollar and ultimately dependent forits vitality
on escalating aggregate demand generated by runaway equity prices, the expan
sion of the 1990s could not but assume a distorted and contradictory character and
could contemplate only a very limited future. Its vitality was undeniable, but super
ficial and therefore temporary. As the manufacturing sector’s rate of profit flattened
and thenfell, the sectorlost itsengine of growth. But, itcontinued to expand impettt
ously by tapping into the mountain of virtually costless credit made available by
the stock-market rise, its high-tech industries providing a glittering vencer for the

24  Brenner, The Boom and the Bubble, pp. 146-52.

25 ‘The Annual Report of the Council of Economic Advisers’, Economic Report of ihe President 2001,
Washington, DC, January 2001, p. 61; “Testimony of Chsivman Alan Greenspan Before he Committes on
Banking and Tinancial Services, US House of Representativas: The Federal Reserve's Somi-Annual Report

on the Beonomy and Monetary 'olley’, (7 Tebruary 2000, RIS webalte
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New Economy boom. Meanwhile, much of the economy outside manufacturing,
and especially those of its constituent industries able to cater to the rise of debt-
driven consumer spending and/or benefit from cheaper imports made possible by
the rising dollar, surged ahead as it had not done since the 1960s, as it also took
advantage of easy access to investment funds to accelerate expenditures on new
plant, equipment, and software, as well as to expand employment. Between 1995
and 2000, in the non-manufacturing sector both output and the capital stock accel-
erated remarkably, their average annual rates of growth rising above those of
1979-90 by 60 per cent and 30 per cent respectively, while equalling or bettering
those for the long postwar boom. Apparently as a consequence, this huge region of
the economy experienced a doubling in the rate of increase of its capital-labour
ratio and, in turn, of its labour productivity.

Benefiting from an astonishing, seemingly unending, increase in the demand
for homes, construction enjoyed what would turn out to be a decade-long boom,
its rate of profit smashing all previous records for the industry. Directly fuelled by
the consumer spending spree plus ever cheaper imports, often from East Asia,
retail trade and wholesale trade did extraordinarily well too. Both of these indus-
tries experienced a major leap forward in output growth, which provided the
foundation for remarkable accelerations in their productivity growth, arising in
turn largely from economies of scale. In fact, outside of manufacturing, retail trade
and wholesale trade were, along with finance and real estate, virtually the only
industries to experience increased productiveness, compared to the 1980s and early
1990s, and accounted for the better part of the productivity acceleration experi-
enced by the non-manufacturing sector as a whole. Hotels and restaurants was still
another consumer-based industry that prospered. Meanwhile the increasingly cor-
poratized health services sector registered what has come to look like permanent
growth, its profits quintupling between the end of the 1980s and beginning of the
2000s.2¢

Last but not least, the financial sector continued to enjoy a historic ascent that
was transforming the face of the economy. Livery major trend ol the period ran in
favour of finance. Non-financial corporations expanded their operations as if there
was no tomorrow, and radically increased their borrowing. Inflation was sup
pressed, due mainly to the rising dollar, but also to the ever-increasing insecurity ol
an American working class being buffeted by intensifying industrial competition,
as well as growing threats from overseas imports and US investment abroad, even
while union protection was disappearing. The Clinton administration pushed
banking deregulation to its logical conclusion, abolishing the landmark Glass-
Steagall Act of 1934 so as to open the way to the rise of huge conglomerates that
combined commercial banking, investment banking, and insurance, typified by
Citicorp and JP Morgan Chase. The stock-market bubble offered historically

20 The average annual growth of labour productivity in retail trade and wholesale trade between 1993
and 2000 reached the lofty levels of 4.6 per cent and 5.2 per cent respectively, compared to 2.2 per cent and
1 () per cent respectively between 1982 and 1990. Productivity growth in finance and real estate also increased
notably, to 2.1 per cent between 1993 and 2000, compared to 0.2 per cent between 1982 and 1990. In all the
alher non-manufacturing industries—including transport and public utilities, communications, construc-
tion, mining, and miscellaneous services—productivity growth failed to grow or actually fell. Brenner, The
Bovi amd the Bubble, p. 235, Table 9.2. Compare W. Nordhaus, ‘Productivity Growth and the New Economy’,
Hrookings Papers on Economde Aclivity, 2002, no. 2, especially p. 233, Table 6.
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Table 15.7. US commercial banks: rates of return on equity and assets,
1949-2004 (per cent).

1949-59 1960-69 1970-79 1980-90 1991-2000 2001-04
Return on equity 9.2 105 1.9 9.7 13.2 134
Return on assets 0.7 08 0.7 0.6 1.1 13

Source: Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, on-line at http://www.fdic.gow/hsob.

unmatched opportunities to rake in fees for superintending share issues and
mergers and acquisitions, while simultaneously managing the explosion of house:
hold and corporate borrowing. Meanwhile, the nascent run-up in residential
housing offered still another huge field for making profits.

During the long business cycle between 1990 and 2000, commercial banks” rati
of return on assets rose one-third higher than in any other comparable period in
the postwar epoch, on equity about 12 per cent higher. Between 1994 and 2001,
profits of the financial sector as a whole, including interest received, doubled, and
accounted for a stunning 75 per cent of the increase in total corporate profits after
payment of interest accrued in these years. Already accounting for 30 per cent al
total corporate profits net of interest by 1997, financial profits amounted to almosl
40 per cent just three years later in 2000. (See p. 299, Figure 15.5.)

The years between 1995 and 1997 constituted a brief era of overlap and transi:
tion, between the extended period of manufacturing-led profitability revival
culminating in economy-wide revitalization between 1993 and 1997 and the period
of stock-market-driven expansion leading to New Economy boom and profitability
crisis between 1995 and 2000. Due to the lagged effect of the revaluation of thi
dollar, the recovery of manufacturing profitability had not yet ceased to impart its
momentum to the economy. The wealth effect of the equity price boom was already,
moreover, providing its own impetus. As a consequence, the economy displayed i}
vitality not seen in decades. The manufacturing sector could not prevent its profil
rate from ceasing to rise, but managed to keep it from falling. Manufacturing expor|
growth continued to rise impressively, reaching its zenith at 13.5 per cent in 1997,
and spurred the ongoing acceleration of manufacturing output. Most fundamental;
however, was the major increase in profitability in the non-manufacturing sector;
which, after having languished for a decade, bounded upward by 18 per cent as i
consequence of the sudden outrunning by productivity growth of real (product)
wage growth, made possible by the aforementioned jump-up of non-manufacturing
productivity growth against a backdrop of continuing wage stagnation. The rise of
non-manufacturing productivity growth at this juncture appears attributable, as
noted, to the parallel increases in the rate of growth of the sector’s output and its
capital-labour ratio, which themselves can most likely be explained, in general
terms, by the mutually reinforcing impulses provided by the manufacturing:led
recovery and the growing wealth effect of the stock-market boom, as well again afi
the revaluation of the dollar, To complete the picture, it must be emphasized that
the non-manutacturing sector prospered in this interval, even though its produe



DEEPENING TURBULENCEY 299

Figure 15.5. US financial sector profits, 1980-2001.
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tivity growth was only slightly more than half that of the manufacturing sector,
with the consequence that non-manufacturing unit labour costs increased at a rate
of 1.3 per cent per annum, while manufacturing unit labour costs declined at a rate
of 1.5 per cent per year in manufacturing. The non-manufacturing profit rate could
nonetheless soar while that for manufacturing stayed flat, because the non-
manufacturing sector was unaffected by the intensifying competition that held back
manufacturing, while it benefited from the same ascending dollar that was placing
downward pressure on manufacturing returns. Thanks especially to dollar revalu-
ation, it was therefore able to raise its prices between 1995 and 1997 at an average
annual rate of 2 per cent, while manufacturers were obliged to reduce theirs at a rate
of 045 per cent per year.

In 1997, with the manufacturing profit rate still holding up and the non-
manufacturing profit rate rising rapidly, the rate of profit for the private economy
as a whole reached its level of 1969 for the first time in almost thirty years. The US
economy flourished as it had not in recent memory and pulled the rest of the world
with it, out of the doldrums of the first half of the 1990s and into generalized pros-
perity. For the first time in a long time, all three leading regional capitalist blocks,
as well as East Asia, grew rapidly together. The US and the world system seemed
on the verge of regaining their 1960s vibrancy. Nevertheless, as it turned out,
this was an illusion, for the foundations of the international boom were already
crumbling.

From International Crisis to High-tech Mania
As the rising dollar, accompanied by easy credit, enhanced US asset prices and
thereby US economic growth trom 1995, while shifting the weight of international
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over-capacity and reduced profitability from Japan and Germany to the US, similar
forces brought about similar effects and a similar pattern in the economies of East
Asia at the very same time, setting off a chain reaction of crisis that would ultimately
engulf the US itself. During the previous half-decade, the East Asian economies had
reached the height of their postwar dynamism, their growth amplified by the same -
declining dollar that was simultaneously paving the way for the recovery of manu-
facturing profitability in the US, as well as the flood of portfolio investment that
poured into the region in search of higher earnings in the wake of the US cyclical
downturn. Meanwhile, as Japan’s recession deepened while the yen continued its
precipitous ascent, Japanese multinationals radically increased foreign direct invest-
ment in Southeast Asia and a great swath of Japanese financial capital accompanied
it, the latter vastly swelled by cheap credit made available by the Bank of Japan in
its attempt to reflate the economy upon the bursting of the bubble (much of which
was redirected toward the mainland via the ‘carry trade’).

By 1996, total capital formation in East Asia (excluding Japan)—the sum of cor-
porate, government, and housing investment—had grown by nearly 300 per cent
over its level of 1990, compared to slightly over 40 per cent in Japan and the US and
just 10 per cent in Europe. In that year, investment in East Asia (excluding Japan)
accounted for more than 18 per cent of the investment in these four regions com=
bined, three times its share just six years earlier. Nevertheless, by this juncture, the
foundations of East Asia’s long historic boom were (like those of the US) rapidly
deteriorating as a result of the sudden huge appreciation of the region’s currencies, .
which rose in tandem with the dollar in the wake of the reverse Plaza Accord, as
well as the worsening of international over-capacity in manufacturing to which East
Asia itself had made such a signal contribution over the previous decade.?”

The deep devaluation of the yen, which declined by 60 per cent between 1995
and 1997, coming hard on the heels of the devaluations of the Chinese renminbi in
1994 and the Mexican pesoin 1995, placed the East Asian NICs and Little Tigers in
a tightening vice-—squeezed between intensifying competition from Chinese and
Mexican manufacturers, who were accelerating their exports of low-end goods on
to the world, market, and newly competitive Japanese producers, who were
asserting their accustomed place inhigh-end goods. Theenormous accretions made
to the region’s plant and equipment over the previous years, which had hitherto
yielded fast-rising profit rates, turned out suddenly to manifest over-accumulation,
due to the combination of worsening international over-capacity and the precipi
tate ascent of the region’s currencies. Between 1992 and 1995, South Korea, the
region’s leading economy, had enjoyed a spectacular 67 per cent increase in ilg
annual nominal exports and by 1994-95 its manufacturing profit rate had soared to
its highest point since 1988, double the average for 1991-93. But the ensuing turn
around could not have been more abrupt. In 1996, as export prices and export values
plunged, the South Korean manufacturing profit rate declined by 75 per cent and
plummeted deep into negative territory in 1997 and 1998.28

Nevertheless, as in the US, even as manufacturing profitability fell, assel prices
rocketed. As the value of their exports soared through 1995, the Northeast Asian

27 Bevacqua, ‘Whither the Japanese Modol?’ p. 414
28 Beevwor, The Boont amd the Bubble, pp, 188-62, Tablen 6.1 anci 6.2,
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NICs had enjoyed rising trade and current account surpluses. When these were con-
verted by governments into local currencies, they tended to swell the domestic
money supply, easing the cost of borrowing. As a consequence, land, housing and
equity prices were, by 1995, already being forced upwards. Paradoxically, when from
that juncture their manufacturing economies sagged under the impact of the sudden
revaluation of local currencies, the rise of asset values accelerated, amplified in inter-
national terms by the region’s rising exchange rates and pumped up further by the
ensuing influx of foreign speculative monies. As US equity prices ascended into the
heavens, an East Asian asset price bubble blew up alongside it, even as the founda-
tions of the East Asian manufacturing export boom disintegrated.

The growing divergence between falling profits and rising asset prices was
unsustainable. As export remittances fell sharply, East Asian producers found it
ever more difficult to repay loans. From the beginning of 1997, a succession of South
Korea'’s leading chaebol, the great corporate financial-industrial conglomerates that
dominated its economy, went bankrupt. In expectation that loans would henceforth
be more difficult to collect, funds began to quit the region, and with ever greater
speed. As a consequence, asset prices began to crumble, which accelerated the
outflow of funds and soon made for downward pressure on the local currencies.
But devaluation only raised the dollar value of foreign debts in terms of the local
currencies, making them that much more difficult to repay. Central banks raised
short-term interest rates to stem the exodus of capital and prevent currencies from
collapsing. But, this caused financial institutions, which depended on borrowing
from central banks, to go bankrupt, leading to the collapse of asset prices and the
panicked flight of capital. Over the course of 1997, East Asia suffered a historic net
decline in capital inflows of $105 billion, from an influx of $93 billion in 1996 to a
withdrawal of $12 billion in 1997, and the region entered free fall.

The crisis in East Asia, which broke out in the summer of 1997, steadily wors-
ened over the following year. Through much of 1998, asset prices continued to fall
and, as money flew out the region, currencies collapsed and the price of East Asian
goods fell with them, placing great pressure, direct and indirect, on the rest of the
world economy. During the summer of 1998, the East Asian crisis spilled over into
the less-developed countries. In August, the Russian government defaulted on its
debt. The Brazilian economy started to melt down shortly thereafter. The core of
the capitalist world system now came under threat: not only a Japanese economy
barely emerging from recession, but also a US economy enjoying an enormous,
though highly unstable, boom.

Japan had benefited immediately from the deep yen devaluation set off by the
reverse Plaza Accord. Between 1995 and 1997, exports boomed. Hitherto deeply
depressed manufacturing profit rates began to rise as a consequence and so too did
capital accumulation. Manufacturing investment had plummeted at an average
annual rate of 14 per cent in 1992-94 inclusive, but suddenly jumped up at an
average annual rate of 11 per cent in 1995-97 inclusive. The economy seemed to be
returning to health, driven as usual by rising exports.?

Nevertheless, the Japanese recovery turned out to be fragile, and in the end

29 OKCD, Economic Survey. Japan 1998, Paris 1998, p. 154, Figure 32; OECD, Economic Survey. Japan 1999,
Parin 1999, p. 33,
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unsustainable. Anxious to repair government balance sheets that had gone deeply
into the red as a consequence of massive deficit spending during the first half of
the decade to pull the economy from its doldrums, Japan’s economic authorities
overestimated the strength of the cyclical upturn. They not only cut back abruptly
on the growth of government expenditures but also, in March 1997, imposed a hefty
new value-added tax. The resulting shock to demand brought a sharp slowdown
of growth, which was made worse by the government’s reluctance to incur new
budget deficits to jump-start the economy, even as it slid back towards recession.
By the same token, in view of the situation by this time facing Japanese corpora-
tions, the government’s turn to monetary ease to stimulate the economy in place of
fiscal deficits was entirely insufficient to restart the expansion.®

When the great land and equity price bubble had burst in 1990-91, it had left the
Japanese economy burdened with an enormous overhang of excess capacity, the
residue of the historic wave of investment that the rapid rise in asset prices had
provoked, but then left behind. Yet, with the growth of exports collapsing to 2.5
per cent per annum between 1991 and 1995, over-capacity proved especially diffi-
cult for Japan to cope with. The Japanese political economy was designed to repress
consumption and imports and to subsidize investment and exports, with the goal
of accelerating the growth of productiveness. In this it had succeeded to an histor-
ically unprecedented extent, but a tendency to produce more goods and services
than the domestic market could absorb was an unavoidable by-product. Surplus
output drove Japan’s exports systematically upward, which helped to amplify
growlh, especially by nurturing economies of scale, but it also rendered the
cconomy dependent upon those exports to prevent the emergence of over-capacity.
Yet, when exports flagged and over-capacity did arise, the economy was struc-
turally ill-prepared to respond. This was because multiple mechanisms, ultimately
defended by the state, tended both to prevent leading corporations and banks from
going out of business and to stand in the way of layoffs. In this respect, the Japanese
economy was the polar opposite of that of the US, where the politico-legal system
rendered bankruptcies both less avoidable and less onerous for corporations, while
il placed few if any restrictions on discharging employees. Because, in Japan, the
reallocation of means of production and labour from less profitable industries into
more profitable ones could not easily be facilitated through defaults and firings, it
tended to have to take place through existing firms’ and industrial groups’ reallo-
calion of resources into new lines via new investment. But the latter could not easily
happen against a background of slowed growth, let alone recession—when firms’
obligalory retention of redundant means of production and labour would exag
gerale the decline in profitability and make investment difficult to undertake. Ii
requared the expansion of demand, and this placed a premium, once again, on the
growl(h of exports. It was the Japanese economy’s inability either to slough off
means of production sufficiently, or to detonate an export boom, that doomed it to
stagnation, and worse, through most of the 1990s.

laced with the build-up of over-capacity dwing the bubble economy of the later
1980s, no doubt made worse by the burst of investment between 1995 and 1997,
Japan’s corporations now found themselves hamstrung in their efforts to cut back,

W ORCY, Leontomic Survey. fupun TOOR, ppy, 28, doc48
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Toreduce their labour force, they were obliged to depend largely upon retirements,
using dismissal very sparingly, with the result that excess labour was, by 1998,
running, in some estimates, at over 10 per cent. At the same time, excess plant and
equipment was at a postwar high, with capacity utilization in manufacturing far
below its average for the previous thirty years. Meanwhile, as the unavoidable con-
comitant of the rise of industrial over-capacity, firms were hugely burdened by
long-term debt, much of it incurred to finance the enormous burst of investment
made possible by the bubble but barely reduced in subsequent years because the
feeble growth of output and profits had failed to allow it. The outcome was that by
1998 the rate of return on equity, at just 2 per cent, was less than half the average
rate for the fifteen years before 1991. According to OECD estimates, in order to bring
the rate of return back up to the latter level, Japanese assets would have had to be
reduced by 47 per cent.?!

Against this background of over-capacity making for vastly reduced prof-
itability, it is not surprising that the government’s reduced interest rates did little
to spur capital accumulation, but rather provoked a huge revival of the ‘carry trade’,
as a great flood of money borrowed at rock-bottom interest rates in yen and con-
verted to dollars left the country for investment in US equities and other assets. The
lowered cost of borrowing plus the flight of funds did, however, very much bring
down the value of the yen against the dollar, historically the surest way to get the
economy turning over. In the not too distant past, yen devaluation had been a reli-
able route to economic vibrancy because it made it possible for Japanese exporters
to gain better access to the US market, and it appeared to have begun to do so again
in 1995-97, before the government’s precipitate turn to macro-economic austerity.
Nevertheless, the fact remains that between 1985 and 1995 the Japanese economy
had been countering the irrepressible rise of the yen precisely by reducing its
reliance on the US market and reorienting investment, trade, and bank finance to
East Asia. In 1985, Japan had sent 40 per cent of its exports to the US market, but
by 1996 it sent only 29 per cent. During the same period, Japanese exports to East
Asia as a share of the total increased from 19 per cent to 37 per cent. The ironic
outcome was that, at the very time when, in the wake of the reverse Plaza Accord,
the decline of the yen was restoring competitiveness to Japanese exports and raising
hopes of renewed growth, it was destroying the ultimate basis for economic
recovery by exacerbating the crisis of East Asian manufacturing. With the aid of the
low yen, Japanese exporters undercut East Asian exporters on world markets and
Japanese manufacturers stifled East Asian importers in Japan’s domestic market.
Then, starting in spring 1997, Japanese banks rushed their money out of the region
as fast as they had rushed it in, as East Asian manufacturing profits collapsed and
the asset price bubbles that had inflated during the previous two years began to
deflate. Japan’s leading market—which was by now of course East Asia—disinte-

31  OECD, Economic Survey. Japan 1999, pp. 47-58. ‘It would have been no surprise if firms had already
engraged in a round of severe cost reductions years ago, in response to disappointing sales and profit out-
comes. But this did not occur .... Instead, both personnel and sales and administrative expenses have
continued their inexorable rise as a share of sales. The result has been a further dwindling in recurring profit,
swamping the rige that occurred in the brief recovery from the post-bubble recession’ (p. 55).

32 Murphy, ‘Japan’s Eeonomic Crisis’, pp. 37(F; Bevacqua, ‘Whither the Japangse Model?”; OECD,
Leonomde Survey, Tapan 1998, pp. 2=5, 36=45; ORCD, Economde Surveyy, fapan 1996, Parls 1996, p. 181, Table 1,;
OHCY, Economde Suevey, lapan 1997, Parls 1997, p. 229, Table |,
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Figure 15.6. Manufacturing net profit rates: US, Japan, Germany,
1949-2001.
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grated. In 1998, Japanese exports to the region fell by more than 30 per cent, causing
total Japanese exports to decline.?? :
Profitability now fell back sharply, as did capacity utilization and investment =
growth. With GDP going negative by 2.8 per cent in 1998, the Japanese economy, -
having never really recovered from the deep cyclical downturn of 1991-95, recoiled
into its worst recession of the postwar period, delivering still another crippling blow '
to the already reeling East Asian economies, a blow that boomeranged back upon 3
Japan itself. Between 1995 and 2000, the average manufacturing profit rate fell a
further 15 per cent from its average level between 1990 and 1995, and in 1998, 1999,
and 2000 hit its postwar nadir. Not surprisingly, during this half-decade the growth
of GDP, capital stock, and real wagesin Japan, as well as the level of unemployment,
were the worst for any comparable period since World War 1II. (See Figure 15.6.)
Nor could the US economy escape the East Asian contagion. In1998,as the dollar
continued to ascend, East Asian markets contracted, and East Asian distress sales
on the world market increased, the annual increase of US goods exports collapsed
virtually to zero (0.6 per cent) after having reached its apex just the year before at
above 13 per cent. Corporate profits (net of interest) had begun to decline as early
as the last quarter of 1997 and by the second quarter of 1998 had fallen (on an annual
basis) more than $90 billion dollars, or about 13 per cent, from their peak i the
third quarter of 1997. In acknowledgement of the fall-off in earnings, as well as the
looming threat from East Asia, from just after mid-year the S&I’500 stock index,
having doubled from the end of 1995 to July 1998, suddenly reversed direction and,
by the time of the Russian default, had slithered downwards by 20 per cent, threats
ening to extinguish the wealth effect and theveby terminale the oxpansion. By late
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September a major crisis was unfolding, signalled by the opening up of enormous
spreads, or differentials, between interest rates paid on the relatively safe bonds
issued by the US Treasury and more risky corporatebonds and loans to Third World
governments. Hedge funds and investment banks’ investment operations in their
own name, both of which tend to be highly leveraged—that is, heavily dependent
upon borrowing—were hardest hit, losing untold billions.3

The nadir came on 20 September 1998 when the huge Long Term Capital
Management (LTCM) hedge fund admitted to the authorities that it was facing cat-
astrophic losses. The international financial system seemed to be freezing up. But,
at this decisive juncture the Federal Reserve Board entered the fray, bringing
together a consortium of fourteen Wall Street banks and brokerage houses to
organize a $3.6 billion rescue of LTCM. The Fed justified this bailout of a non-bank
on the grounds that, had it failed to act, the solvency of the international financial
system would have been put in jeopardy, with credit markets seizing up.3* In order
to stabilize the situation, the Fed followed up, in short order, with three successive
cuts in interest rates. In case anyone failed to get the message, throughout the first
half of 1999 Greenspan announced, again and again, in no uncertain terms, that
information technology had worked a remarkable transformation of the US
economy and, in particular, its capacity to yield profits3® In the latter part of
November 1999, just to be sure, he used the excuse of the potential breakdown of
international computer networks at the turn of the millennium to pump sufficient
liquidity into the system to push down the Federal Funds Rate, the interest rate at
which banks borrow from each other, from 5.5 per cent to below 4 per cent, accom-
plishing thereby an unprecedently rapid reduction in the short-term cost of
borrowing % This was like throwing gasoline on a raging fire.

The effect of the Fed'’s series of interventions and Greenspan’s supplementary
reassurances was electrifying. It did not just rescue the markets but propelled them
into orbit. In the short period between the Fed's interest rate reductions of autumn
1998 and spring 2000, the S&P500 index recovered its lost ground from the summer

33  For this, and following, paragraph, P. Warburton, Debt and Delusion. Central Bank Follies that Threaten
Economic Diasaster, London 2000, pp. 263-6; OECD, Economic Survey. United States 1999, Paris 1999, pp. 43-55.

34  In the words of William McDonough, President of the New York Fed, who orchestrated the rescue,
‘There was a likelihood that a number of credit and interest rate markets would experience extreme price
moves and possibly cease to function for a period of one or more days and maybe longer. This would have
caused a vicious cycle: a loss of investor confidence, leading to a rush out of private credits, leading to a
further widening of credit spreads, leading to further liquidations of positions, and so on.’ ‘Statement by
William J. McDonough, President, Federal Reserve Bank of New York, Before the Committee on Banking
and Financial Services, US House of Representatives, 1 October 1998’, FRB website. To get a feel for the
wave of panic that was enveloping financial circles at this juncture, see the insider’s account in M. Mayer,
‘I'he Fed, New York, Free Press 2001, pp. 4-14.

35 ’‘Something special has happened to the American economy ... The synergies that have developed,
especially among the microprocessor, the laser, fiber-optics, and satellite technologies, have dramatically
raised the potential rates of return on all types of equipment that embody them. Thus, ‘[t]he remarkable
gieneration of capital gains of recent years has resulted from a wide variety of technologies that produced
crucial synergies in the 1990s’. ‘High Tech Industry in the US Economy: Testimony of Chairman Alan
Greenspan Before the Joint Economic Committee, US Congress’, 14 June 1999 and ‘State of the Economy:
‘I'estimony of Chairman Alan Greenspan Before the Committee on Ways and Means, US House of
Representatives’, 20 January 1999, hoth at FRB website. Compare ‘[Tlhe process of recognizing the greater
value |of our capiial stock| has produced capital gains in the equity markets’ [emphasis added}.

36 IME, tuternational Capiltal Marketw, Developments, Prospects, amd Key Policy Issues, Washington, DC
Septembier 2000, po 12) OECD, Boononde Suroey, Uimted States 2000, Paris 2000, p, 69, Table 11



306 AFTERWORD

of 1997 and shot up by 50 per cent. Most spectacular of course was the high-tech=
and internet-dominated NASDAQ index, which doubled between autumn 1998 and
May 1999 and, after a lull during summer 1999, doubled again in the brief interval
from early October 1999 to March 2000. Symptomatically, from October—-November
1998 through March 2000, stock values outside the New Economy remained essen~
tially flat, so that the rapid rise in equity prices in the final, most fevered phase of
the bubble was accounted for virtually entirely by technology, media, and telecom-
munication shares.¥

The new take-off of the equity markets spurred a climactic acceleration of the
long 1990s expansion. Between, 1997 and mid-2000, GDP growth quickened, driven
to an even greater extent than before by stepped-up capital accumulation that wag
itself dependent upon the wealth effect of rampaging equity prices. In this interval;
in both manufacturing and non-manufacturing, the rate of growth of non«
residential investment (that is, investment in plant, equipment and software);
already elevated between 1993 and 1997, reached its highest point of the decade, af
11 per cent and 14 per cent, respectively, and the contribution of non-residential
investment to GDP rose to a postwar high of 37 per cent. As one consequence}
between 1995 and 2000, the manufacturing sector increased its productive capacity:
faster than during any other comparable interval in the postwar epoch, atan average
annual rate of almost 7 per cent.

Finally, just as between 1995 and 1997, but with far greater force, the US expans
sion, now in its culminating phase, pulled the rest of the world from its recession
and motivated a new global expansion, most especially in East Asia. Because the
acceleration of growth in the US took place while the dollar continued to escalate;,
US domestic supply fell to an ever increasing extent behind the rise of US demand:.
By 2000, the increase of gross domestic purchases was outpacing the growth of gross
domestic product by 25 per cent, and imports had to rise to fill the gap. With U§
investment in general and high-tech plant and equipment expenditures in partic:
ular leaping skyward, imports of investment goods now rose 20 per cent faster that
imports of consumption goods. East Asian producers, led by Taiwan and South
Korea, as well as Singapore, raised their telecommunications and components
exports in spectacular fashion, transcending their regional crisis with a speed oth
erwise inconceivable. Japan followed a similar route out of its recession, pulled
upwards not only by US demand for its high-tech capital and intermediate goods,
but also that of the very same East Asian economies whose crisis had initially
plunged it into recession but which were now cresting on the US wave. During the
two years 1998-1999, Japanese exports to the Northeast Asian NICs and the
Southeast Asian Little Tigers had declined at the average annual rates of 17 per cent
and 33 per cent, respectively, compared to 1997. But in 2000, Japanese exports to
both these regions jumped by 20 per cent. Last but not least, Western Europe itself
emerged from stagnation, driven forward by its German dynamo, which was, as
usual, finding its way toward revitalization by way of exports, especially of cars

37 IMF, World Economic Outlook. Fiscal Policy and Macroeconomic Stabilily, Washington, DC, May 2001,
p. 59.

38 UBS Warburg, US Hurd Landing—Ewropean Outperformance? London, July 2000; UBS Warburg, Global
Economic Perspectives, London, 19 April 2001; Bank for International Seitlements, 7181 2Amal Report 1 April

2000-31 March 2000, Banel, 11 June 2001, pp. 12, 13, 43,
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and machine tools, to the US market. In the year 2000, the rest of the world rode
the US recovery to an enormous global boom, but it was riding the tail of a tiger.3

The sucking in of record goods imports at a time when the rest of the world was
capable of absorbing only very limited US exports could not but detonate a history-
making explosion of US trade and current account deficits. Between 1993 and 1997,
as the US economy grew rapidly, the current account deficit had increased, but
slowly, because US competitiveness remained relatively strong (especially because
the impact of the currency revaluation was felt only with a lag). In 1997, as a per-
centage of GDP, it was still at only half the record level of 1986. But in the brief
periodbetween 1997 and 2000, under the impact of both dollar revaluation and East
Asian crisis, the current account deficit tripled, its increase totally accounted for by
a parallel record-smashing increase of the trade deficit by a factor of 3.5. At the root
of this explosion was the takeoff of the manufacturing trade deficit, which rose by
two and a half times, accounting for about 70 per cent of the increase in external
deficits (the ascent of the trade deficit in oil explaining most of the rest). An increase
in the trade deficit is not necessarily problematic, as it can be caused simply by the
faster growth of the deficit country than that of its trading partners. However, in
this case, as during the first half of the 1980s when analogous rapid increases of
debt and asset prices detonated a similar economic pattern, rising trade and current
account deficits emerged against a background of worsening over-supply in inter-
national manufacturing and were driven by a huge revaluation of the dollar, which,
along with the crisis and ensuing currency devaluation in East Asia, led to runaway
imports and difficulty in exporting. These external deficits therefore brought with
them enormous downward pressure on manufacturing profits, making a crisis for
the manufacturing sector unavoidable. As in the early 1980s, the East Asian man-
ufacturing economies (including Japan) were responsible for the greater part of the
decline in manufacturing competitiveness and accounted for an overwhelming pro-
portion of the manufacturing trade deficit in the years between 1997 and 2000.

In the end, there was no escaping the fact that the explosion of investment and
consumption that drove the last phase of the US expansion—as well as the major
uptick in productivity growth to which it gave rise—was heavily dependent upon
a historic increase in borrowing, which was itself made possible by a record equily
price run-up that was powered by speculation in defiance of actual corporate returns.
Rather than discovering and funding the most promising fields for expansion—as
in the fables of the Federal Reserve and the Council of Economic Advisers*®*—the de-
regulated US financial sector ignored the paucity of underlying corporate profits
and drove an epoch-making misallocation of funds into hi-tech paper assets and, in
lurn, as a consequence, a parallel, and equally titanic, misdirection of new plant,
cquipment, and software into over-subscribed manufacturing and related lines,
especially information technology. The logic behind this behaviour lay in the pecu-
liar constraints under which financial markets operate, which could not be further
from the fantasies of orthodox economic theory. As equity prices began to rise

39 See “The Annual Report of the Council of the Economic Advisers’ for 2001, which, though completed
as late as 1ecember 2000, constitutes a triumphalist paen to the New Economy, accepting the trends of both
the realand financial economy of the previous five years at face value and attributing to the financial markets
n revolutionary role in ushering in a new high tech order. Econoniic Report of the President 2001, especially
PP 6867, 16110
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strongly from 1995-1996, fund managers were thus under heavy pressure to buy,
even if, in light of the growing gap between stock prices and profits, they doubted
the long-term viability of their purchases. This was because the criterion by which
they are judged and rewarded by their employers is the (short-term) profitability of
their investments. Had fund managers refused to buy equities, especially of New
Economy companies, they would have failed to make the (short term) returns that
their rivals were in fact netting as share prices rose, and thus risked losing their jobs.
Atthe same time, even if, in thelonger run, the assets that they had purchased went
sour, as of course they did, they could not be held responsible, since so many of their
competitors had done the same thing that they had. Keynes’s famous ‘beauty contest’
dynamic thus drove the inherently speculative process: to maximise profits, finan=
ciers had little choice but to base their investment decisions on their best guess as to
what assets everyone else would be deciding to buy and sell in the shortrun, not on
their own evaluations as to the intrinsiclong-term worth of those assets. Thesenorms
constitute, of course, a recipe for the herd behavior so characteristic of financial
markets ... and the momentum of the ensuing stampede reached epic proportions
because the Fed was there to counter the equity markets’ every move toward selfs
correction, while providing a rationale for the markets” apparent irrationality.

The gigantic scale of the misallocation of financial investment was evident in the
unprecedented gap that opened up between corporate equity values and corporate
earnings, especially in high technology. Between 1997 and 2000, the final frenetic
phase of the upward explosion of share values, total corporate profits after taxes
net of interest fell in absolute terms by a stunning 20 per cent even as the index of
the New York Stock Exchange rose by 50 per cent. (See p. 292, Figure 15.4.) In the
wake of the Fed'’s rescue of the economy, between November 1998 and March 2000,
prices of stocks in the technology, media, and telecommunications (TMT) sector
rose no less than four times faster than profits in that sector.®* The huge misdirec-
tion of plant, equipment, and software was manifested in the intensification of the
already-existing problem of overcapacity and falling profitability in the manufac-
turing sector, especially by its extension deep into the heartland of the New
Economy—computers and microchips, as well as telecommunications and telecom-
munications components. Constituting just 8 per cent of GDP, information
technology industries accounted for an amazing—and quite unsustainable—33 per
cent of the economy’s total GDP growth between 1995 and 2000. Within the infor
mation technology sector, the growth of telecommunications and theindustries that
supplied its components, took on truly gargantuan proportions. Making up at besl
3 per cent of GDP, they added a stunning 331,000 jobs between 1996 and 2000, and
in 2000 they provided 25 per cent of economy-wide growth of investmentin equip
ment and software. In 1999, expenditures on information technology equipment
and software were responsible for more than 11 percentage points of the huge 14
per cent growth in total real equipment and software spending by business. Taken
together, between 1995 and 2000, productive capacity in computers, communica
tion equipment, and semi-conductors grew by a factor of five, accounting in the

40 Bank for International Settlements, 718/ Annal Repori, p. 103, Table V11, as well as underlying data
pravided by the Bank for International Settlements, The felecomnnmications odistry ln ot techinieally,
located In the manufacturlng sector, although the producers ol componets for it are
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process for more than half of the record-breaking increase of productive capacity
in the manufacturing sector as a whole in this quinquennium.

Thanks to the rapid rise of manufacturing investment growth made possible by
the last phase of the equity price bubble, the average annual growth of manufacturing
productivity, already rapid between 1993 and 1997, at 4.6 per cent, increased stil |
further to 5.5 per cent between 1997 and 2000, compared to 2.9 per cent between
1985 and 1995. On this basis, despite the fact that the growth of nominal manufac-
turing compensation suddenly zoomed to 545 per cent per annum in the same
interval, from just 1.6 per cent between 1995 and 1997, manufacturers were able to
keep the average annual growth of unit labour costs from rising. Nevertheless, this
impressive effort was insufficient to prevent manufacturing profitability from with-
ering under pressure from the runaway dollar, which continued its rise at the
average annual pace of 5 per cent, as well as rapidly intensifying US and interna-
tional manufacturing over-capacity, which was made all the greater by the East
Asian financial crisis. Between 1997 and 2000, world export prices measured in
dollars declined at the average annual rate of 4 per cent and the average annual
increase of US manufacturing exports was limited to 5 per cent, compared to 11 per
cent between 1993 and 1997. Even so, one might still have predicted that, with US
personal consumption of (manufactured) durable goods rocketing skyward at the
astounding pace of 12 per cent per annum in the same period (compared to 5 per
cent per annum between 1993 and 1997), the expansion of US demand would have
been sufficient to assure the prosperity of the manufacturing sector. In fact, due to
the worsening of international competition and further build-up of excess capacity
in the US and on a world scale, between 1997 and 2000 capacity utilization in the
US manufacturing sector actually declined significantly. At the same time, US man-
ufacturing product prices fell at an average annual rate of 1.25 per cent, even faster
than unit labour costs, thus squeezing profits. As a consequence, the manufacturing
rate of profit dropped by 15.5 per cent in that interval.#! (See p. 310, Figure 15.7 and
p- 312, Figure 15.8.)

Due to the amplification of the wealth effect in the last phase of the equity price
bubble, the cyclical expansion of the 1990s, which technically originated in March
1991, was able to reach the historically unprecedented length of ten ycars. With
employment growing without cease during this period, at an average annual rate
of just about 2 per cent for the nine years between 1991 and 2000, wages eventually
had to break from their torpor, and between 1997 and 2000 they finally did. But this
could only spell trouble for that hugeportion of the economy outside manufacturing.
Over the long period between 1973 and 1995, non-manufacturing employers had not
only managed to prevent real wages from rising, but had come to depend on doing
so, because of the exceedingly slow growth of non-manufacturing productivity.
Between 1995 and 1997, thanks to the speed-up in its productivity growth, the non-

41 ‘Thanks to enormous over-investment, especially in Asia, the world is awash with excess capacity in
computer chips, steel, cars, textiles, and chemicals ... None of this excess capacity is likely to be shut down
(quickly, because cash-sirapped firms have anincentiveto keep factoriesrunning, even at a loss, to generate

economic income. The global glut is pushing prices relentlessly lower. Devaluation cannot make excess
capacity disappear; |t wlimply shafts the problem to someone else” ‘Could It Happen Again?’ The Economist,
22 Babruary 1999, Fop o very similar account, see Bank for International Settlements, 69th Annual Report

1998-1999, Banel, 7 June 1999, pp. 8, 146
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Figure 15.7. The growth of US manufacturing product prices, US goods
export prices, and world manufacturing export prices, 1979-2000.
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manufacturing sector did briefly break free of this syndrome. But because produc-
tivity growth in the non-manufacturing sector had hitherto been so very low, the

near doubling of its pace of the previous decade during this two-year interval raised
it only to 1.7 per cent per annum. This was sufficient to make possible an increase in
the non-manufacturing rate of profit by almost one-fifth in this short period, but only
because wage growth continued to lag. Between 1997 and 2000, non-manufacturing
productivity growth rose a bit further, to almost 2 per cent per annum, thanks to the
further speed-up of non-manufacturing output and capital stock growth, which was
itself facilitated both by the equity price boom and by declining import prices made
possible by the same ascent of the dollar that was simultaneously crushing manu-
facturing. But during the same period, the unending increase in the demand for
labour finally caused wage growth in the non-manufacturing sector to break its
bonds. Having languished at 0.25 per cent per annum between 1993 and 1997, non

manufacturing real compensation leaped forward at 3 per cent per annum. Because
the rate of growth of non-manufacturing productivity was still so restricted, unit
labour costs jumped ahead at 2.8 per cent per annum between 1997 and 2000, 75 per
cent faster than during the previous couple of years of rising profits. Although non-
manufacturers, benefiting from the rising dollar and mostly exempt from
international competition, were able to raise prices at a rate of 1.6 per cent per year,
whereas manufacturers squeezed by the same rising currency and by system-wide
over-capacity had to reduce them during the same i nterval at 1.25 per cent per
annum, this was not nearly fast enough to prevent their profit rates from falling,
Even as the New Economy appeared (o be rising into the heavens, the structural lime-
itations of the low-wage economy thus pulled the non-manufacturing-sector back to
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earth. Between 1997 and 2000, the profit rate in the non-manufacturing sector fell by
a very major 18 per cent, and this, combined with the 15.5 per cent decline in the
manufacturing profit rate, brought about a 16.5 per cent fall-off in the profit rate for
the private sector as a whole. With the gap continuing to grow between accelerating
economic growth and rocketing equity prices on the one hand and falling prof-
itability on the other, it was only a matter of time till the bubble-led boom would
reach its terminus. (See p. 312, Figure 15.8.)

Recession

From July 2000, ever-worsening earnings reported by corporations precipitated a
stock-market collapse and, in turn, a sharp cyclical downturn, both by reversing
the wealth effect and by revealing the mass of redundant productive capacity and
the mountain of corporate indebtedness that constituted the dual legacy of the
bubble-driven boom. With their market capitalization sharply reduced, firms found
it not only more difficult to borrow or issue new shares, but also less attractive to
do so, especially since declining profits and the growing threat of bankruptcy led
them to try to repair balance sheets overburdened by debt. Having purchased far
more plant, equipment, and software than they could profitably set in motion, they
could not think of adding means of production or labour, but were obliged either
to reduce prices or leave more capacity unused. Either way, they sustained further
reductions in their rate of profit. With not only profits but also loans so much harder
to come by, it was inevitable that the growth of jobs and new plant and equipment
would be cut back, undercutting both investment and consumer demand, and det-
onating a self-sustaining downward spiral. The crisis of profitability had, in classical
fashion, brought about a crisis of aggregate demand.

The rest of the world followed the US downward. Just as the stock market’s last
upward thrust had rescued not only the US but also the world economy as a whole
from the international financial crisis of 1997-98, setting off a short-lived hyper-
boom, the collapse of US equity prices and investment reversed the process. As the
economy rapidly lost energy, US imports plunged, with the result that the
economies of Japan, Europe and East Asia lost steam as fast as the US, while the
developing world, notably Latin America, was, after a brief honeymoon, projected
back into crisis. A mutually reinforcing international recessionary process was thus
unleashed, rendered all the more problematic by the degree to which the rest of the
world had, over the previous two decades, in the face of stagnating domestic
demand, oriented their economies to exports—and thus perforce to the US domestic
market. As the rest of the world, deprived of its US motor, sank ever further into
recession, the US could look only to itself to launch an economic recovery upon
which most of the global economy depended.

The eye of the storm was to be found in the manufacturing sector, as its over-
capacity caught up with it. In the single year 2001, manufacturing GDP, having
increased by 4.7 per cent in 2000, plunged a staggering 6 per cent; capacity utiliza-
tion dropped by 7.1 per cent; and employment in terms of hours plummeted 5.4 per
cent. Traditional industries such as apparel, textiles and steel were hard hit, as were
closely related non-manufacturing industries such as business services. But the core
of the problem was to be lound in high-technology lines—microprocessors,
computers, and telecommunications components, a8 well of course as telecommu-
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Figure 15.8. US private, manufacturing and non-manufacturing private
net profit rates, 1948-2001.
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Source: See Appendix | on Profit Rotes. Note: adjusted for indirect business foxes and inventories.

nications itself—which saw their ability to make use of the enormous additions to
capacity that they had made during the previous half decade suddenly collapse. .
Capacity utilization in 1999-2000 in computers, communications equipment, and

semi-conductors had reached 85.9 per cent; by 2001-02, it had dropped to 59.7 per
cent. The extraordinary depth of the crisis in high-tech was revealed in an analysis
of the 4,200 companies listed on the NASDAQ Stock Index, home of New Economy

industries. The losses these firms reported for the twelve months following 1 July

2000 amounted to $148.3 billion. This was slightly more than the $145 billion in

profits that they had realized during the entire five-year boom of 1995 to 2000. As

one economist wryly noted, ‘What it means is that, with the benefit of hindsight, the

later 1990s never happened’.? So much for the New Economy boom.

In 2001, the rate of profit in the manufacturing sector as a whole fell by 21.3 per
cent, to a level over one-third down from its 1997 peak, while that of the manufac-
turing durable goods sector, site of all the high-tech lines as well as most of the
mainline industries exposed to international competition, dropped by 30 per cent
and a breathtaking 46 per cent from 1997. Between 1997 and 2001, as corporate
indebtedness soared, manufacturing net interest as a proportion of manufacturing
net profits rose from 19 per cent to 40.5 per cent, a postwar record. Partly as a cons
sequence, by 2001, manufacturing profits after payment of interest paid had fallen
a total of 44.4 per cent from their high point in 1997.

In telling contrast, the economy outside of manufacturing—neither plagued by
systemic over-capacity nor subject lo intensifying inlernational compelition, yel .

42 Wall Street Journal, 16 Augusl 2001
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continuing to enjoy the high dollar—largely held its own during the recession.
Perhaps most critical in the longer run, non-manufacturing employers took advan-
tage of the sudden sharp weakening of the labour market that accompanied the
recession to bring down the growth of real compensation, which fell from 3.2 per
cent in 2000 to 1 per cent in 2001. Simultaneously, they succeeded in maintaining
productivity growth at around 2 per cent by sustaining the growth of real output
at almost 2 per cent, while slightly reducing their labour force. Meanwhile, whereas
manufacturing prices fell another 0.4 per cent, non-manufacturing prices rose by
2.4 per cent. The outcome was that the non-manufacturing sector suffered no further
fall-off in its profit rate in 2001. Still, because of the profitability decline in the man-
ufacturing sector, the rate of profit for the private economy as a whole did drop by
an additional 7 per cent, making for a total decline of 21.5 per cent between 1997
and 2001. (See p. 312, Figure 15.8.)

Aswastobe expected, employers sought to restore their profitability by making
deep reductions in their production costs and expenditures. Manufacturing was
the place where over-capacity was mainly focused, so it is understandable that it
was also the sector where cutting back for the most part took place. Deep reduc-
tions in economy-wide purchasing power were the unavoidable result. Between
2000 and 2003, manufacturing output stayed essentially flat. Capacity utilization
fell from 81.5 per cent for 1995-2000 to 73.6 per cent for 2002-3, lower than in any
other years in the postwar epoch, except for 1982 and 1975. Manufacturing invest-
ment growth also dipped sharply between 2000 and 2003, and in 2004 was still 5
per cent below its 2000 peak. As a result, the manufacturing capital stock failed to
grow at all between 2000 and 2004, bringing down the average annual growth of
capital stock for the whole of the private economy to 1.9 per cent, less than half its
rate during the second half of the 1990s. Above all, manufacturers profoundly
reduced employment, eliminating 2.98 million manufacturing jobs between July
2000 and July 2004. This was more than 150 per cent of total private sector jobs lost
in the same period, meaning that the economy outside of manufacturing actually
gained jobs. Between 1997, its most recent peak, and 2004, manufacturing employ-
ment (measured in hours) fellby fully one-fifth. After having increased atan average
annual rate of 3.8 per cent between 1995 and 2000, aggregate rcal compensation
(real compensation per employee, including benefits, multiplied by employment)
in manufacturing thus fell at the average annual rate of 3.1 per cent between 2000
and 2003, thereby accounting for most of the decline in aggregate real compensa-
tion that took place in the private economy during that period. Finally,
manufacturing exports fell 12 per centbetween 2000 and 2002 and remained in 2003
about 10 per cent below their level in 2000; this decrease was responsible for more
than 100 per cent of the fall-off of total goods and services exports in these years.
Manufacturing net exports—exports minus imports—accounted for the entirety of
the decline in US net exports during this interval. These major reductions—in the
level of manufacturing output, employment, and net exports, as well as the rate of
growth of manufacturing investment—delivered a powerful shock to aggregate
demand that, all else being equal, would have thrown the economy into deep and
extended recession.

Housing Prico Bubblo Drives the Upturn
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Between mid-2000 and mid-2001, GDP and investment growth tumbled to minus
1 per cent and minus 5 per cent, respectively, compared to 5 per cent and 9 per
cent, respectively, during the previous twelve months. The growth of economy-
wide aggregate real compensation (real compensation per employee, including
benefits, multiplied by total employment), which had soared to 4.6 per cent in 2000,
fell back below zero in 2001. The growth of real exports of goods and services, at
an impressive 8.7 per cent in 2001, collapsed to minus 5.4 per cent in 2001. The
economy had entered a tailspin. Conceivably, the Fed could have allowed the deep-
ening recession to run its course, letting the economy purge itself of its enormous
over-capacity and allowing asset prices to find their own level. But with the growth
of GDP, investment, and exports declining faster than in any other twelve-month
period since 1945, the Fed felt it could not take the risk, especially with the stock
market and its wealth effect in free fall, the NASDAQ stock index having dived
by 40 per cent between September 2000 and January 2001. To stem the tide, begin-
ning in January 2001 the Federal Reserve lowered the cost of borrowing with
unprecedented rapidity, reducing short-term interest rates on eleven occasions,
from 6.5 per cent to 1.75 per cent, over the course of the year—and then a further
total of 0.75 per cent in November 2002 and June 2003, to the level of 1 per cent,
where it stayed until the middle of 2004. The outcome was to depress the real
Federal Funds rate below zero for three full years. Nevertheless, as the Fed soon
discovered, interest-rate reductions are much more effective in reviving an
economy in which the immediate source of recession is a fall in consumption
resulting from the tightening of credit—as in all previous cyclical downturns of
the postwar period—than in restarting an economy driven into recession by
declining investment, employment, and net exports, resulting from over-capacity
on a world scale.

Vastly oversupplied with means of production and overburdened by debt,
corporations had little incentive to increase hiring or step up the purchase of plant,
equipment, and software, let alone to increase borrowing to make these possible,
no matter how far interest rates came down. Between 2000 and 2004, private firms
eliminated 1.97 million jobs. In the same interval, the average annual growth of
non-housing investment remained below that of 2000. Having risen sharply to help
power the investment boom of the second half of the 1990s, average annual
borrowing by non-financial corporations as a percentage of GDP dropped precip
itously, from just under 4 per cent between 1996 and 2000 to just over 1 per cent
between 2000 and 2004. Nor could the Fed look to exports to drive the recovery in
a world economy reeling from the collapse of US demand and heavily dependent
upon the recovery of the US market to regain its own momentum. Even by 2004,
real exports of US goods and services were still just 2.2 per cent above where they
had been in 2000, whereas real imports of goods and services were 16.5 per cent
abovethatlevel.

With respect to private business, the Fed was pushing on the proverbial string,
its stimulus eliciting little response. It was thus left to rely on households and their
consumption. But because jobs were disappearing and wage growth was falling,
households had declining capacity to increase their borrowing. Even by 2004, aggre
gate real compensation (real compensation per employee, including benefits,

multiplied by employment) in the private sector had visen only 2.7-per cent above
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its level of 2000. In order to stimulate the economy, the Fed had little choice
therefore but to revert to—or, more precisely, continue with—the ‘asset-price
Keynesianism’ it had been implementing since the second half of the 1990s. But this
itself posed a problem: because of the collapse of the stock market in 2000-1, the
Fed could not fall back, as it had during the previous decade, upon pumping up
corporate equities to spur not only corporate borrowing and thereby corporate
investment, but also household borrowing and thereby household consumption. It
had to seek instead to force down mortgage rates and inflate the value of residen-
tial housing so as facilitate stepped up household borrowing and, in that way,
amplify personal consumption. Thanks in large part to the Fed’s actions, long-term
borrowing costs did fall significantly and housing prices did rise precipitously.
Between June 2000 and June 2003, the interest rate on 30-year fixed mortgages fell
from 829 per cent to 5.23 per cent, a total of 37 per cent. Between 2000 and 2004,
housing prices rose, in real terms (adjusted by the consumer price index) at the
average annual rate of 6.3 per cent, compared to minus 0.6 per cent between 1990
and 1994 (which also encompassed a recession year plus three years of recovery)
and just 2.7 per cent in the boom years between 1995 and 2000.** These changes
together laid the basis for the cyclical upturn.

While the Fed implemented its stimulus by way of the wealth effect of rising
real-estate values, the George Bush Jr administration added what had the appear-
ance of a major fiscal stimulus modelled after that of Ronald Reagan, forcing
through Congress enormous cuts in taxation and substantial increases in military
spending. But these measures were less potent than they appeared. Since most of
the reduction in taxation was accounted for by a decrease in the levy on divi-
dends, it benefited the very rich almost exclusively. Its effect was therefore more
to increase the purchase of financial assets than to boost expenditures on con-
sumption, or aggregate demand. Then, too, the fact that tax cuts at the federal
level had the effect of reducing revenue to money-strapped state governments,
forcing them to cut back on spending and in some cases to increase taxation, coun-
teracted much, though not all, of what stimulus they did impart. Military
spending amounted to more than three-quarters of the increase in federal expen-
ditures between 2000 and 2004, and did help the economy stay afloat. Even so, it
accounted for just 1.1 per cent of the total 9.3 per cent increase in real GDP that
took place during that four-year period. With the economy falling into recession,
traditional Keynesian policies were no doubt in order, and the Bush administra-
tion’s spending increases and revenue reductions did bring about a gigantic shift
from a hefty federal budget surplus of 3 per cent of GDP in 2000 to a major federal
budget deficit of 3.2 per cent of GDP in 2004. But, because they were aimed less
to stimulate the economy than to achieve the particular political goals of building
up the military and redistributing income to the rich from everyone else, they
proved only minimally effective in aiding the economy’s revival. The economy
would have to continue to rely mainly, as it had been doing since the later 1990s,
on asset-price Keynesianism.

Households did assume the vanguard role assigned to them. Between 2000 and

43 Indlex of US Touxing P'rices’, Office of Federal Tlousing Enterprise website.
44 FRB, Ploswnf indn, Table 1.2, Borrowing by Sector
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2004, they took advantage of rocketing housing values and falling interest rates to
raise their annual borrowing as a percentage of personal disposable income to an
unheard of 11.8 per cent.* This was more than double its level at the peak of the
equity price bubble in 2000, and almost 20 per cent higher than the previous record,
setin 1985. (See p. 317, Figure 15.9.) On this foundation, real personal consumption
expenditures, increasing at an average annual rate of 3.0 per cent, drove the cyclical
upturn and accounted for all the growth of GDP that took place in those four years
(See p. 318, Table 15.8.)

Thanks to the huge subsidy to consumption that derived from sharply declining
interest rates and the wealth effect of rising residential real estate prices, along with
the failure of the dollar to fall all that much, during the first half-decade of the
twenty-first century the US economy ended up following a paradoxical and dis-
torted two-track trajectory that had its origins in the last half decade of the twentieth
century. The manufacturing sector and related industries experienced a profound
contraction, once the stimulus to investment and consumption that had been pro-
vided between 1995 and 2000 by the wealth effect of the stock-market bubble ceased
to counter the effect of the fall in the manufacturing profit rate. In sharp contrast,
due to the rise of housing values, much of the economy outside manufacturing
continued to do well. This was especially true of those industries able to respond
to the uninterrupted rise of debt-driven consumer spending or to take advantage
of falling costs of borrowing or to profit from the build-up of wealth in the form of
residential real estate, or to gain from a still relatively high currency. Benefiting
from the historically unprecedented ascent in the demand for homes, the construc-
tion industry continued to enjoy a record-smashing boom that by 2005 had lasted
more than a decade. Retail trade, fuelled by the unbroken rise in private consump-
lion expenditures, also did remarkably well, its real output increasing by 25 per
cent in just the four years between 2000 and 2004 and its profits amplified by fast-
rising imports, especially from China, themselves puffed up by the undervalued
exchange rate of the Chinese currency. Similarly, hotels and restaurants enjoyed
ongoing prosperity. Finally, the health services sector continued the meteoric ascent
that had begun as long ago as the later 1980s. In the face of the default of manufac-
turing, it was these industries, plus finance along with real estate, that were mainly
responsible for the growth of employment, output, and profits in the real economy
throughout the recovery that began at the end of 2001.

Therise of the financial sector had of course already assumed revolutionary pro
portions and had redrawn the map of the US economy over the course of the 1990s,
Amazingly, during the opening years of the new century, the collapse of stock prices
and ensuing recession failed to hold it back. On the contrary, the red-hot housing
market replaced the equity market and households replaced corporations as gener
ators of business. Less than zero real short term interest rates between mid 2001 and
mid 2004, ensured by the Fed, did the rest. By piling up profits in mortgage-related
business, as well as in bond trading and underwriting, banks and securities firms

were thus able to prosper to an extraordinary degree, even in the face of slowed
growth and the huge decline in corporate borrowing. With the Fed effectively guar
anteeing foran extended period that it would not raise interest rates—and then, when
it finally began to raise them, telegraphing the precise speed at which it would do

so—financial institutions could not help but make unprecedented profita with little
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Figure 15.9. US borrowing by sector as a per cent of GDP, 1960-2005.
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or no risk, simply by borrowing short cheap and lending long dear. Between 2000
and 2004, commercial banks’ rate of return on equities and assets actually rose above
their record levels of the 1990s, and profits for the financial sector as a whole
ascended with them (see p. 298, Table 15.7). Indeed, as the non-financial economy
languished through 2003, the growth of financial profits far outran non-financial
profits and came temporarily to constitute, according to Morgan Stanley, (after the
payment of interest) something like 50 per cent of total corporate profits.*®

A Self-limiting Trajectory

The Fed’s turn to ever-easier credit brought a semblance of order to the economy,
in much the way it had intended. Between 2000 and 2004 , the US private business
sector, in the midst of a titanic process of retrenchment in aid of prolits, could
contribute precious little to the increase of aggregate demand and thereby economic
growth by way of employment, non-residential investment, aggregate real com-
pensation, and net exports. What therefore ultimately proved indispensable in
driving the cyclical upturn that began in November 2001 was the ability of the
wealth effect of the rapid rise in housing prices, incited by the Fed, to take over
from the wealth effect of the equity price bubble of the later 1990s in providing the
demand to push the economy forward. Economic growth in the opening years of
the new millennium thus continued to follow the same asset-price-, wealth-rather-
than-income-, driven trajectory that it had pursued in the closing years of the old
one. But it did so, as between 1995 and 2000, by means of—and at the cost of-—

45 Steve Galbraith el al., ‘Bank of America’ and ‘Fading Fog’ in Morgan Stanley US and the Americas
Investment Research, 21 June 2001 and 21 September 2003 respectively.
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Table 15.8. Consumption driven growth.

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 Total
GDP (Annual per cent change) 08 1.6 27 42 35 128

Percentage points of GDP
growth accounted for by:

Personal consumption expenditures 1.7 1.9 21 27 25 10.9
Nonresidential Investment 05 -11 0.1 0.9 0.9 0.3
Residential Investment 0.0 0.2 0.4 06 04 1.6
Inventories -0.9 0.4 0.1 0.4 -0.3 -04
Net exports of goods and services 02 07 -0.5 -0.7 -0.3 -24
Government consumption expenditures 0.6 08 0.5 0.4 0.3 27

and gross investment

— Nationat defence 0.2 0.3 04 0.3 01 1.2

Source: BEA NIPA. Note: negative numbers indicate per cent GDP growth reduced by, just os positive numbers indicote per cent GDP growth
increased by.

inflating financial asset bubbles and inviting economic imbalances that threatened
its very capacity to sustain itself.

As shareholders accumulated wealth by way of the rapid stock market rise of
the second half of the 1990s, they were able to demand more expensive houses faster
than could be supplied, detonating the rise of real estate values. As their house
prices increased, homeowners were enabled to pay ever-increasing sums for their
residences, on the assumption that housing values would continue upwards, in the
same way as had equity prices. When the stock market crashed and the New
Economy boom came to an end in 2000-1, not just the Fed’s record interest-rate
reductions, but also a major transfer of funds from the equity to the housing market,
kept the game going. Like the stock-market bubble, the real-estate bubble fed upon
itself, and increasingly so, with increased borrowing facilitated by rising paper
wealth and easy credit making for greater housing demand and still higher real
estate values, which provided the collateral for still more borrowing making for
more demand and higher housing prices, and so on.*

Between 1995 and 1999, as household wealth (on an annualized basis) in the form
of equities (including mutual funds) rocketed from $5.3 to $12.05 trillion, house
hold wealth in the form of real estate also rose briskly, though somewhat more
modestly, from $8 trillion to $12.5 trillion. Between 1999 and 2002, as houschold
equity values tumbled by almost fifty per cent to $7.3 trillion, household real estate
continued to rise in value to $13.7 trillion, going a significant distance to compen
sate for the stock- market decline. Over the next two and a half years, houschold
residential wealth exploded upwards, increasing by more than 30 per cent 1o $18.4
trillion in the middle of 2005, dwarfing household equity wealth which continued
to languish at just under $10 trillion. In just the four years Between 2000 and 2004,

46 D.Baker, ‘The Run-Up in Tlome Prices: s it Real ords It Another Bubble?’, Ceoler for Economi Polley
Research, 5 August 2002, CEI’R website
47 FRB, Flow of Pondw, Yable 13100, Balance Sheet ol T ousgholds and Nonprofit Organlzation
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household wealth in the form of real estate increased by more than 50 per cent, and
by mid-2005 it was more than 80 per cent greater than household wealth in the form
of equities.”” (See p. 320, Figure 15.10.)

On the basis of this huge on-paper appreciation of the value of their residences,
households were able to withdraw dramatically increased funds from their home
equity—by selling their houses at prices surpassing their mortgage debt, buying
new ones, and still having cash left over; by refinancing and increasing the size of
their existing mortgages, extracting cash in the process; and by taking out new home
equity loans in the form either of second mortgages or lines of credit. If one adds
these three sources together, households were able to raise, by way of mortgage
equity withdrawals, the astounding sums of $492 billion, $693 billion, and $734
billion dollars respectively, in the first three years of the recovery, 2002, 2003, and
2004. The increase in mortgage equity withdrawals during this period, between 2001
and 2004, at $373 billion, actually outdistanced the increase in private sector dis-
bursements on wages and salaries (that is, excluding benefits), at $321 billion. In
the first quarter of 2005, mortgage equity withdrawals, at $794 billion on an annu-
alized basis, amounted to no less than 9 per cent of personal disposable income (see
p- 321, Figure 15.11). According to the Federal Reserve, households use roughly
fifty per cent of their mortgage equity withdrawals to finance consumer expendi-
tures. All told, taking also into account residential investment and purchases of
home
furnishings, as well as mortgage equity withdrawals, housing accounted for an
astonishing 27.1 per cent of total GDP growth between 2000 and the middle of 2005.
By virtue of housing’s contribution during this interval, the average annual growth
of GDP, which would without it have been 1.7 per cent, reached 2.4 per cent.*® (See
p- 322, Figure 15.12.)

Nevertheless, it is hard to see how housing’s huge subsidy to the economic
expansion can long sustain itself. This is for the same reason that record borrowing
against rising equities leading to stepped-up investment and consumption during
the later 1990s was bound, sooner rather than later, to fall back sharply: that is, res-
idential real estate had entered a bubble. Throughout the postwar period, between
1950 and 1995, house prices grew at approximately the same rate as inflation, that
is, the consumer price index. This was no less true during the great postwar hoom
than in the long downturn that followed. But between 1995 and the middle of 2005,
house prices rose by more than 45 per cent after taking inflation into account. 'This
historically unprecedented rapid rise in house prices has generated $5 trillion in
housing wealth more than would have been created had housing values risen at
the same rate as the consumer price index. A sizeable part of the latter should there-
fore most probably be considered bubble-generated, and thus subject to
disappearance via a housing price correction.?

48 The figures on mortgage equity withdrawals were provided by the Federal Reserve Board.
liconomy.com calculated the contribution of housing to GDP growth, based on simulation results using its
macroeconomic model system. I wish to thank Mark Zandi, chief economist at Economy.com, for kindly
making both sets of data available to me. See M. Zandi, ‘Through the Roof’, Regional Financial Review,
Nov ember—December 2004, p. 16 and note 2.

49 D, Baker, “he Housing Bubble Fact Sheet’, Center for Economic Policy Research, July 2005, CEPR
waebnite
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Figure 15.10. US household wealth: equities versus real estate,
1990-2005.
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The growth of housing prices compared to that of housing rentals points in the
same direction. One would expect these to be the same, since, all else being equal,
housing values are merely capitalized rentals. Nevertheless, between 1997 and 2002
the increase of rental prices was already falling behind that of housing prices, and
by mid-2005, the ratio of house prices to house rents was 35 per cent above its
average level between 1975 and 2000. Put another way, between 1997 and 2005
housing prices increased by 51 percentage points more than did rental prices, an

»

entirely unprecedented divergence. This is a clear indication that housing prices
are not being driven up by fundamentals—such as rising incomes, population
growth, or a change in consumer preference in favour of housing—which would
equally affect rental and housing prices, but by what is in essence speculation. That
people are increasingly buying houses for the purpose of reselling them at a profit,
or because they expect their values to keep rising, is indicated by the fact that over
thelast year or two a rapidly rising percentage of house purchases were financed
by way of exotic mortgages, requiring zero or negative equity and/or delayed
balloon interest payments. According to a study by the National Association of
Realtors, one quarter of all houses bought in 2004 were for investment, not owner
occupation, and the proportion was no doubt higher in 2005.5°

Sooner or later the price of residential real estate must be brought into line with
rental prices, and this must happen eitherby way of a rise in rents ora fall in prices,

50 D. Baker and D. Rosnick, ‘Will a Bursting Bubble Trouble Bernanke? 'I'he Evidence for a Housing
Bubble’, Center for Economic Policy Research, Novenmiber 2005, especially . 7, Figiire 1, CEPR walwile; ‘GHll
Want to Bny?(-’lolml Flouse Prices’, The Economist, 5 March 200%; S, Cocechetti, ‘) {founing Binge Will Flave an
Inflation Hangover’, U'iancial T'lrnes, 19 1ecember 2008, .
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Figure 15.11. US mortgage equity withdrawals, 1991-2005.
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or a combination of the two. Were the adjustment to take place entirely by way of
the former, rents would have to rise by about one-third. This would make for
stepped up inflation of one per cent per year on the best case assumption that it
could be spread out over five years. On the other hand, were the adjustment to take
place entirely by way of the decline in home prices, the value of residential real
estate would have to drop by 25 per cent, or $6 trillion. Since, according to the
Federal Reserve, consumption is driven down at the rate of four to six per cent for
every dollar of housing price decline, this would imply a $325 billion decline in con-
sumption, which translates into a decrease of GDP growth by 2.6 per cent, a serious
blow to the economy even were it to take place over several years. Put another way,
were rents to continue to rise at their current annual pace of about 2.5 per cent,
house prices would need to remain flat for more than ten years to bring the ratio
of house prices to rents back to its long-term norm.*

The propensity of homeowners to borrow, in order to buy a home or for any
other purpose, seems likely to decline under any circumstances. The equity held by
households in theirhomes has fallen sharply as a percentage of their houses’ value.
Meanwhile, in 2005, their debt smashed all records, reaching 120 per cent of per-
sonal disposable income, 25 per cent higher than it was as recently as 2000, while
their interest payments as a percentage of personal disposable income also hit an
all-time high. Many US households apparently believe that the appreciation of their
houses” values is doing their saving for them, in the same way that they previously

51 Baker, ‘Burting Bubble’; Cecchetti, ‘Tlousing Binge’; ‘Still Want to Buy?’.
52 FRB, Flowof Funmdw, Table 1) Credit Market Debt Outstanding; ‘The Global Hlousing Boom: In Come
the Waves', The Eeanamial, 16 [une 2005; and Zandi, “Through the Roof’.
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Figure 15.12. Contribution of housing to GDP growth, 2001-05.
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thought the increase in prices of their equities was. As a consequence, in 2005, the
US personal savings rate fell to minus 0.5 per cent, the lowest since the Great
Depression. Should there be any palpable reversal in the trend in house prices,
households might very well rapidly reduce their consumption to compensate, in
which case the savings rate would shoot up, making for a devastating blow to aggre-
gate demand.®

By pumping up the wealth effect of rising residential real estate values and in
that way stimulating consumer spending, the Fed not only catalyzed the US cyclical
upturn, but also coaxed the rest of the world economy from its slump. The nose-
dive of the US economy in 2000-1 was of major proportions and its comeback
belated, with the consequence that real goods imports actually dropped by 3.2 per
cent in 2001 and rose by just 3.6 per cent in 2002, driving the world economy into
recession and keeping it there. Between 2000 and 2003, the average annual growth
ofworld GDP and real merchandise exports was limited to 1.7 per cent and 3.0 per
cent respectively, compared to 3.2 per cent and 7.0 per cent respectively between
1995 and 2000.5

It was only as the US economy finally accelerated from the latter part of 2003 and
especially 2004, with signal assistance from the wealth effect of housing, that US
imports once again grew substantially, and it was only from that juncture that US
purchases once again detonated an export-driven cyclical recovery throughout the
world economy, though with less force than during the later 1990s. Of course, for ils
part, the rest of the world was unwilling or unable to rel); on debt to subsidize -
demand and thereby spur the growth of GDI’ to anything like the same extent as the

53 World Trade Organization Databawe,
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US. Due, moreover, to the pervasive turn to austerity of the previous two decades,
other countries had become increasingly dependent upon exports to drive growth,
while possessing a lower propensity to import than did the US. The rest of the world
was therefore capable of helping drive US growth (by pulling up US exports) only
after the acceleration of US GDP and import growth had stimulated its own growth
... and to a much lesser degree. US exports continued to depend on US imports.

Between 2000 and 2005, the growth of US external deficits thus proved indispen-
sable, once again, in keeping the world economy turning over, just as it had between
1980 and 1985 and again between 1995 and 2000, in which intervals borrowing was
also exploding upwards, asset prices were ascending, and manufacturing was
plunginginto crisis. Between 1997 and 2000, the current account deficit had increased
in a way that was entirely unprecedented. But between 2001 and 2005, it rose much
further, establishing a historic high every single year and in 2005 arching upward
as a percentage of GDP 50 per cent above its then-record level of 2000. As had been
the case during the first half of the 1980s and second half of the 1990s, it was the
manufacturing trade deficit that did most of the work in propelling the current
account deficit upwards, though it was now joined, to a greater extent than earlier,
by the rising trade deficit in oil. While manufactured exports in nominal terms
increased by 10.6 per cent between 2001 and 2004, manufactured imports soared by
237 per cent. The rise of these deficits was rendered all the more alarming because
they took place—by contrast to the parallel increases between 1980 and 1985 and
1995 and 2000—despite a significant decline in the trade-weighted exchange rate of
the dollar, which fell by about 20 per cent between December 2001 and December
2004 (and then came back somewhat in 2005). In fact, between 2000 and 2004, even
as the greenback fell by more than 10 per cent, the US share of the world market in
manufactures, having remained roughly flat at 11-12 per cent for the long interval
between 1987 and 2000, suddenly dropped by a shocking 25 per cent, from 12.1 per
cent to 9 per cent, to its lowest level of the postwar epoch (see p. 326, Figure 15.14).
Competitive pressure onthe US manufacturing sector was further intensifying.

As between 1980 and 1985 and again between 1995 and 2000, between 2000 and
2005, it was the increase in the trade deficit with the East Asian export-oriented
manufacturing economies, including Japan, that accounted for the lion’s share of
the gargantuan US current account deficit and of its increase. But from around the
turn of the century, the Chinese economy took the lead in—and indeed domi-
nated—this movement, as its already spectacular trade-centred developmental
process suddenly assumed strikingly greater dynamism. From the early to mid
1990s through 2000, Chinese trade had already been expanding impressively in the
wake of the country’s turn toward the world market, signalled by the famous
southern tour of Deng Xiaoping in spring 1992. In this upward thrust, the turning
point came during the first half of the 1990s, when the government opened the way
for banks to impose a major tightening of credit and producers to reduce surplus
labour in any way they chose, while itself implementing a major devaluation of the
renminbi. Over the course of the decade, China’s exports grew at the remarkable
average annual rate of 15.6 per cent. Even so, by 2000, China’s share of world exports
was still a bit smaller than that of the Southeast Asian Little Tigers taken together.
But from 2000 onwards, the Chinese economy took off as never before, its exports
growing at the average annual pace of over 25 per cent over the next four years
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(despite an increase of only 6 per cent in 2001) and reshaping in the process the
commerce of Asia, the US, and indeed the world.

Like that of the Northeast Asian NICs and Southeast Asian Little Tigers, Chinese
development derived its extraordinary, and increasing, dynamism from its integra-
tion into themultipletriangle trades and productionnetworks that link them to one
another, to Japan, and to the US. China’s nearly endless supply of low-cost wage
labour was, of course, anecessary condition for its spectacular expansion, and par«
ticularly its capacity to sustainit. But like its East Asian predecessors, Chinarefused
to allow its economy to be shaped by comparative advantage—though it of course
made ample use of its cheap wage labour. On the contrary, it achieved extraordi-
nary growth of GDP and GDP per capita by means of rapid technological advance
that was itself made possible by its ability to assimilate the technological achieve
ments of its more advanced neighbours. Still, in contrast with the NICs, who like
their Japanese predecessors tightly controlled foreign direct investment in statist
and mercantilist fashion, China—in this respect more like the Little Tigers of
Southeast Asia—enabled its epoch-making growth of trade by welcoming a huge
influx of foreign-owned companies, itself facilitated by an enormous flood of
foreign investment. Like all its East Asian predecessors, China has thus climbed
quickly up the technological ladder by means of the import of ever more sophisti
cated capital and intermediate goods from elsewhere in East Asia—particularly the
NICs and Japan—which has enabled it to export ever more sophisticated consumer
goods, above all to the US, and in this way to pay for its imports. Bul, following in
the footsteps of the Little Tigers of Southeasl Asia, it has depended in this process
of trade-centred prowth and—to an extent hitherto unprecedented—upon the relo
cation of production, no longer just from Japan but now increasingly from the NICs,
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which have continued to raise their own technological level by themselves
sloughing off their lower-end, more labour-using, industries to China. By 2004-05,
foreign firms had come to account for no less than one third of Chinese manufac
turing output and 55--60 per cent of its exports.

Like its East Asian predecessors, China has, throughout its initial stage of export-
oriented growth, focused on the overseas sale of labour-intensive goodslike footwear,
toys, apparel and sporting goods. But, by relying on foreign-owned firms, especially
from Taiwan, China has quickly become a major exporter of high-tech products, con-
sumer electronics and especially what is called information technology hardware
-—computers and the like. Taiwanese firms led the way in producing for export from
China computer peripherals such as power supply units, keyboards, and mice in the
early 1990s, moved up to PCs in the mid 1990s, progressed to laptops in the later
1990s, and of late are making liquid crystal displays. Speaking generally, the higher
the technological content of the good, the higher the proportion of exports that foreign
firms control, and this trend has only intensified. As Chinese exports of industrial
machinery were growing twenty-fold in real terms between 1993 and 2003, foreign-
owned firms increased their share of the total from 35 per cent to 79 per cent. Over
the same period, exports of computer equipment rose from $716 millon to $41 billion,
and the share of foreign-owned firms rose from 74 per cent to 92 per cent. All told,
by 2002, foreign-owned firms had become responsible for no less than 85 per cent of
total exports classified by the Chinese government as high-tech—including pharma-
ceuticals, aircraft and aerospace, electronics, telecommunications, and medical
equipment—up from 74 per cent in 1998. On this basis, by 2002-03 China had passed
Japan and the NICs as the largest exporter of high-tech products into the US.5*

It may be reasonably asked to what extent such a form of expansion of trade,
however spectacular, can bring about all-around development in China, given its
control by foreign companies. But, there can be no question whatsoever that it has,
in a very short time, made China an enormous power in the world market. In the
process, following in the footsteps of its East Asian predecessors, China has become
a major contributor to the expansion of the US current account deficit and a key
perpetuator of over-capacity in international manufacturing. In the brief period
2000-2004, Chinese imports into the US doubled, from $100 billion to $197 billion.
In so doing, they increased their share of the US import market in manufactures
from 9.6 per cent to 16.3 per cent and accounted for about two-thirds of the increase
in the US manufacturing trade deficit during the interval. It is true that the increase
in China’s share of the US import market also appears to have been largely respon-
sible for the 3 per cent decrease of the share taken by the Northeast Asian NICs and
Southeast Asian Little Tigers taken together in this interval, as well as some part of
the simultaneous 3 per cent decrease in the share of the Japanese. It is true as well
that the trade of China by itself was responsible for virtually all of the increase in

54  For this and the previous paragraph I amendebted to, N. R. Lardy, ‘The EconomicRise of China: Threat
or Opportunity?’, in Federal Reserve Bank of Cleveland, Economic Commentary, 1 August 2003 (available
online); N. R. Lardy, ‘The Economic Future of China’, in Asia Society, Resources, 2005 (available online);
N. R Lardy, ‘Trade Liberalization and its Role in Chinese Economic Growth’, International Monetary Fund,
1416 November 2003 (available online); G. J. Gilboy, ‘The Myth Behind China’s Miracle’, Foreign Affairs,
July-August 2004. Cf. A Glyn, ‘Imbalances of the World Economy,” New Left Review, no. 34, July-August 2005.

55 ‘'US Manufaciures tmports from Individual Countries’ in ‘Aggregate Foreign Trade Data, Foreign
trade Highlighta', UB Offiee of Trade and Bconomic Analysis website.
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Figure 15.14. Shares of world market in manufactures, 1970-2004.
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the US manufacturing trade and current account deficits accounted for by the East
Asian economies, including Japan, during that period. But it would be quite mig~
leading to interpret these developments as a zero-sum game.>

Between 2000 and 2004, Japan reduced the share of its total exports going to the
US by 7 per cent. But it simultaneously increased the share of its exports going to
China by 6 per cent. The Northeast Asian NICs were doing something similar,
Meanwhile, foreign direct investment into China was averaging $53 billion per
annum. This sum was greater than that for any other country in the world except
the US, and the NICs and Japan were responsible for the greater part of it.5% What
was thus taking place was a still further deepening of East Asian economic integra~
tion, with Japan and the NICs stepping up their exports of high-technology capital
and intermediate goods to China, there to be processed, often by firms from these
places, and sent on to the US. The shrinkage of Japanese and NIC exports to the U
thus represents, to a large degree, their reorientation to China so as to better enter,
if indirectly, the US market—as well, of course, as the domestic market of China
itself. It goes a good way, moreover, toward explaining the remarkable dynamism
of China’s exports in general and their rapid penetration of the US market in par-
ticular. When the US economy gained momentum in 2004, the NICs and [apan,
coming back far more slowly from the international recession of 2001 than they did
from the international crisis of 1997-98, finally expanded with some vigour. But, -
they did so far less by raising their exports to the US—which for both Japan and
the NICs remained below their levels of 2000—than by stepping up their overseas -

56 United Nations Conference on ‘I'tade and Development, ‘Overview’ World nvestment Report 2008 -':
New York, 2005, p. 2, Table 1, :
57 ‘Aslan Demand |ifin Japan's Teade', BEC Newn UK Fdition, 26 May 2004 (onling),
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sales and foreign direct investment in China. It was China’s exports to the US, not
their own, that took off, but this enabled the NICs’” and Japan’s commerce and
foreign direct investment to grow with them.>

Between 2000 and 2004, China, having doubled its share of the world market in
manufacturing exports during the previous decade, doubled it again in less than half
the time. This was, of course, the same interval in which the US share was suddenly
sinking by 25 per cent, and it would be surprising indeed if these developments were
unrelated to one another. They manifest the increasing power of a Chinese export
machine that has leapt ahead by focusing the energies and capacities of the more
advanced East Asian economies upon itself. But that export machine, and the East
Asian economies that increasingly both drive it and rely upon it, remains as
dependent as ever upon a US market that, for almost a decade, has itself gone
forward mainly via borrowing and bubbles and, during the past five years, heavily
courtesy of the historic surge of housing prices.’ (See p. 326, Figure 15.14.)

The prodigious rise of the US current account deficit between 2000 and 2005
depended of course on the willingness of the rest of the world to finance it. During
the first half of the 1980s, when real interest rates on US Treasury Bonds soared to
historic heights, and during the second half of the 1990s, when the New Economy
seemed to offer unprecedented possibilities to prosper both in physical and paper
assets, the rest of the world was generally happy to do so. In the latter period,
investors from overseas made huge direct investments in the US and bought up
enormous quantities of corporate equities and corporate bonds in expectation of
endless profits. In so doing, they amplified the equity price bubble and its resulting
wealth effect, while keeping the exchange rate of the dollar going up. In that way,
without necessarily intending it, they also helped enable their own countries’
exports to the US to continue to increase and their own economies to continue to
grow. However, following the crash of the stock market and the descent of the US
economy into recession in 2000-1, private investors from the rest of the world came
to find US assets ever less attractive, especially stocks and direct investments. In
the years 1999-2001 inclusive, annual purchases of equities and direct investments
in the US by the rest of the world averaged $142 billion and $286 billion dollars
respectively. But for 2002-04 inclusive, the analogous figures were just $49.5 billion
and $79.5 billion dollars respectively. Indicative of the same trend, in the latter three
years, US purchases of the rest of the world’s equities and direct investment abroad
outran by significant amounts the rest of the world’s purchases of US equities and
its foreign investment in the US>

As the current account deficit has risen ever higher, downward pressure on the

58 The dependence, direct and indirect, of Chinese exports on the US market was apparently
confirmed in 2001, when the US recession and the ensuing collapse of imports were accompanied by a star-
tling reduction in the growth of Chinese exports, from an annual average of nearly 16 per cent between 1990
and 2000 to just 6 per cent. But noting this is no substitute for an analysis of the deeper sources of Chinese
economic growth—as opposed merely to the growth of its exports—which I do not pretend to offer here.

59 FRB, Flow of Funds, Table F.107, Rest of the World.

60 Central bank interest ralgs in the US that have risen higher than in Europe and thus attract invest-

ments in dollar-denominated ‘I'reasuries are no doubt largely responsible for preventing this. Tt is also true
that US GUP and producilvity growth I the past several years has been higher than in Euroland. TMF, Global
Fowancial Stability Reporl, Meplember 2008, pp. 16-18, 81l it is not clear that the latter hag actually helped the

dollar, winee there lu e evideme thar much Buropean (or other forelgn) private money has tlowed into
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greenback has thus become more intense, leading to a fall in the exchange rate of
the US currency against the euro by about one-third between the end of 2001 and
the end of 2005 (including a dollar recovery against the euro of more than 10 per
cent in 2005). Since the US trade deficit with the Euro-economies rose by more than
70 per cent during that interval despite the euro’s revaluation, it is not self-evident
how the dollar can avoid falling further.®* Were the dollar’s decline to become more
severe, the Federal Reserve could be faced with an excruciating choice: either let
the currency drop and invite a wholesale liquidation of US properties by foreign
investors that would risk an asset price crash, or raise interest rates to defend the
currency and possibly set off a new recession.

Infact, through the end of 2005, the overall declinein the dollar’s trade-weighted
exchange rate was held to a (still substantial) 12 per cent, because it took place to
such a great extent against the euro and to a relatively limited extent against the cur-
rencies of East Asia. This was the case even though the US trade and current account
deficits emerged to such a large degree out of the commerce with East Asia. The
dollar held up against East Asian currencies for the straightforward reason that East
Asian governments led by Japan and China, but also prominently including the
smaller economies of Korea, Taiwan, and Hong Kong, in order to sustain their coun-
tries” exports to the US, entered the international currency market, while devoting,
an overwhelming proportion of their mounting external surpluses to the purchase
of dollar-denominated assets, so as to hold down the exchange rate of their curren-
cies against the dollar. Since the demand of overseas private investors for US assets
could no longer be counted on to finance the US current account deficit and thereby
sustain the exchange rate of the dollar, East Asian governments sought to fill the
pap in order to make sure that the US market would continue to drive their export-
oriented economies. In 2003, East Asian governments increased their dollar reserves
by $485 billion and in that way covered no less than 90 per cent of the $530 billion
US current account deficit. In 2004, they acquired another $465 billion in dollar
reserves and thereby financed roughly 75 per cent of the US’s $670 billion dollar
current account deficit. By increasing its dollar reserves to the extent it did, the
Chinese centralbank played a significant part inenabling the USeconomy to absorb
a 57 per cent, $70 billion, increase in exports from China in those two years.®

The huge acquisitions of dollar-denominated assets by East Asian central banks
not only prevented the US dollar from falling, but kept the US recovery on track
by covering the great bulk of the Bush administration’s growing federal deficit and
in that way keeping the cost of US borrowing artificially low. Between 2000 and

equities or direct investment in the US, especially on a net basis. As a consequence, it is not cvidenl how
the marginally greater return on US government bonds can outweigh the apparent risk of dollar devalia
tion and keep money flowing into the US.

61 These figures for foreign dollar holdings are significantly higher than those to be found in the stan
dard US Treasury reports. The latter understate central banks’ buying of Treasurics from the VIS, becaung
much of this is accounted for by private parties serving as agents for the central banks. 'Ie actual increanes
in centralbanks’ dollar-denominated reserves canbe accurately determincd, because they are report od annu
ally by the central banks to the Bank for International Scttlements. See N. Roubini and 1%, Setser, ‘WAl thi
Bretton Woods 2 Regime Unravel Soon? ‘Ihe Rigk of Hard Landing in 2005-2006, New York Utiiversity,
unpublished manuseript, 2005, p. 1, available al Roubuv Global Macro website, Compare, M, Ihgghm and
T. Klitgaard, ‘Reserve Accumulation: implications for Global Capital Flows and Financlal Markets’, Curranl

Insunn n Ecanomibew and Finance, vol, x, no. 1, Hederal Resorve Banl of New York, Seprember—(ctober 2004
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2004, as the US federal budget balance fell from 3 per cent of GDP in the black to
3.2 per cent of GDP in the red, overall holdings of US Treasury bonds increased by
about $960 billion. Yet private parties in the US not only failed to make any net pur-
chases of these Treasuries, but actually slightly reduced their Treasury holdings in
this period. The Federal Reserve and state and local governments did account for
almost one-third of this increase in Treasury holdings. But the rest of the world
accounted for slightly more than two-thirds, and East Asian central banks were
responsible for the great bulk of the latter. East Asian central banks’ enormous
subsidy to demand for Treasuries held down US interest rates—by exactly how
much is disputed—and thereby enabled the housing market to continue to explode
upward and US households to play their assigned part in driving consumption and
thereby economic growth.®? By helping so mightily to close the financing gaps
resulting from the US current account and federal budget deficits, East Asian central
banks enabled the Fed and the Bush administration to pursue hyper-expansionary
policies so as to stoke a recovery that, in the absence of their intervention, would
have almost certainly come to grief due to rising costs of borrowing and a declining
currency leading to plummeting asset prices.

Nevertheless, the longer East Asian central banks, and in particular that of China,
fund the greater part of the US current account deficit, the longer the dollar will stay
artificially high and US interest rates artificially low, the larger will be US manufac-
turing imports from East Asia, and the higher will the US current account deficit
climb. In 2005, the latter rose from 5.7 per cent to 6.5 per cent of GDP to set still
another record. But given the rising costs it is imposing, it is difficult to see how this
syndrome can long be sustained. It requires the East Asian central banks, above all
that of China, to count onever larger future losses by way of the devaluation of their
enormous dollar-denominated reserves when the US currency is finally allowed to
fall, just as the Japanese had to do between 1985 and 1995. It compels the Chinese
to risk the build-up of ever greater internal inflationary pressures as they inject
money into the domestic economy in order to buy up the dollars that are derived
from both export surpluses and speculative dollar inflows betting on a revaluation
of the currency. Perhaps most threatening to stability and growth in the short-to-
medium run, as a consequence of the growth of the money supply and the flooding
in of funds from overseas, it leads China to sustain ever greater asset price bubbles,
the deflation of which could seriously threaten the real economy. At the same time,
by virtue of the reduced US interest rates and high dollar that this syndrome per-
petuates, it induces the US economy not only to rely for much of the force behind
its expansion on debt-based consumption that is dependent in turn on a real estate
bubble that can have only a restricted duration, but also to direct its resources toward
speculation in financial assets rather than investment in plant, equipment, and soft-
ware, even as it continues to sustain the erosion of the US manufacturing trade
balance and simultaneously its manufacturing productive base. It need hardly be
mentioned that a not dissimilar combination of forces brought crash and recession
to the world only a few years ago.

At this late date, it is not easy to see how a break from this syndrome can be
accomplished without a good deal of pain. The US government, under growing pres-

62 Roubint and Hetser, "W the Hretton Woods 2 Regime Unravel Soon?’, . 5-10
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sure from an increasingly protectionist Congress, is demanding that China revalue
its currency. But the US must be careful what it wishes for. For if China allows the
renminbi to rise to any great extent by significantly reducing its purchases of dollar-
denominated assets, particularly Treasuries, it is difficult to see how US interest rates
can fail to rise and how US asset prices across the board—from government and
corporatebonds to corporateequities to residential real estate—can fail to fall, risking
a new descent into recession.®® For its part, the Chinese government is well aware
that were it to allow any significant (upward) flexibility in the currency, it would
risk, as did much of East Asia from 1995, having to cope with a devastating combi~
nation of massive inflows of foreignportfolio capital leading to enormous asset price
bubbles and declining manufacturing competitiveness, profitability and exports—
in other words a replay of the East Asian financial crisis of 1997-98.% In fact, due to
what appear to be irreversible political proclivities on the part of both the US and
the Chinese, inertia seems likely to prevail everywhere—with China seeking to
sustain export-led growth by continuing to finance the US external deficit so as tg
avoid the wrench of reorienting its dynamic manufacturing economy toward the
home market, and with the US seeking to sustain debt-led expansion by leaving the
renminbi as it is and continuing to welcome large-scale inflows of Chinese credit so
as to avoid the wrench of reducing consumption growth to balance its books. It is
therefore difficult to see how one or another form of financial shock can be avoided
in the not so distant future ... unless the US economy can suddenly find internal
sources of radically increased dynamism.

A Wedk and Hesitant Expansion
The economic stimulus unleashed by US governmental authorities and buttressed
by the East Asian central banks between the start of 2001 and the present—featuring
negative real short term interest rates for more than three years and historic federal
deficits, supplemented by a significant (if partially limited) devaluation of the
dollar—was the greatest in US history. Nevertheless, despite the huge boost ta
demand, the cyclical recovery remains problematic, its future uncertain. In 2001
2002, and 2003, the economy struggled, increasing at an average annual rate of jusf
1.7 per cent, despite an enormous lift in 2003 from the Bush administration’s tax
rebate and a sharp rise in military spending resulting from the Iraq War. In 2004
and 2005, GDP growth did jump to 4.2 per cent and 3.5 per cent respectively, and
the economy performed well all around. The fact remains that GDP growth during
the first five years of this business cycle (2001-2005 inclusive), at 2.56 per cent pei
annum, was as slow, or slower, than in any other comparable interval going back
to 1950.65

The weakness of US economic performance between 2000and 2005 was mirrored,
moreover, across the advanced capitalist world. In fact, in the US, Japan, Germany

63  This leaves out of account the damage that would be done by renminbiappreciation to US corpora
tions in China exporting back into the US market.
64 Itistrue that, in contrast to most of the East Asian economies of the 1990s, China has not opened L)

its markets in financial capital, so retains a trump card that those economies lacked. Still, it is one thing %
have rules restricting foreign financial inflows and outflows; it would be another thing actnally to praVir(
these, under the pressure that would almost certainly emerge it the renminbi were to he sllowed to risg anil

financial assets took off with it
65 Between 1990 and 995 US GDP growth was virtually the same an between 2000 and 2006



DEEPENING TURBULENCE? 331

and the Euro-15, the average annual growth of GDP, GDP per person employed, the
capital stock, and real wages, as well as the level of the unemployment rate, were,
in virtually every case, as bad as or worse than during what had hitherto been the
worst half-decade of the postwar epoch, 1990-95. Astonishingly, the advanced cap-
italist economies have continued the very extended process of deceleration, business
cycle by business cycle, that has persisted since the 1970s—a process that was
interrupted only in the US during the bubble-driven boom of the second half of the
1990s. Even through the first half-decade of the twenty-first century, the long down-
turn thus remained very much alive and well (see p. 240, Table 13.1).%

The objective of the Fed in turning to easy credit and the wealth effect was to
pull the US and the world economy from recession and keep them turning over,
while allowing time to the corporate sector, especially in manufacturing, to work
off its over-capacity, return to health, and resume responsibility for driving the
economy. But even through 2005, the contribution of the private business sector
was still not much to write home about. Above all, the jobs recovery continued to
be by far the least good of the postwar epoch, total employment having risen a
paltry 1.1 per cent in the three years of cyclical upturn following the cyclical trough
of November 2001, compared to an average of 8.3 per cent for the same interval in
previous postwar business cycles.”” Only in May-June 2005 did private sector
employment return to its pre-recession peak of January 2001. Annual jobs growth
was in the negative in 2002 and 2003, and much worse than in the ‘jobless recovery’
of the early 1990s. Even in 2004 and 2005, at 1.3 per cent per annum, the growth of
employment was still one-third lower than its average for the whole of the eco-
nomic expansion between 1990 and 2000, at 2.0 per cent.

To make matters worse, the pattern of job creation offered little evidence that cor-
porations at the heart of the economy had finally embarked on an enduring
expansion. As of December 2005, manufacturing employment had sunk to its lowest
level in the postwar era, 3.02 million below its amplitude in July 2000 and 78,000
below that of December 2004. In non-manufacturing, employment had still failed to
come back to its July 2000 level in information, which includes telecommunications
(minus 593,000), transportation and warehousing (minus 44,700), utilities (minus
39,000), and wholesale trade (minus 147,500). For these industries, including manu-
facturing, taken together, employment was in December 2005 about 3.936 million
below its July 2000 level. By contrast, employment had risen above its July 2000 level
in retail trade (17,000), construction (45,000), finance, insurance, and real estate
(563,000), and leisure (996,000), along with professional and business services
(620,000) and other services (25,000), as well as health services and education serv-
ices (2.411 million). Total jobs growth of 5.285 million in these industries—including
aremarkable 1.988 million or 38 per cent of the total in health services alone—insured
that total private employment would, by December 2005, rise 1.349 million jobs above
its level of July 2000. This amount of employment growth, is without close compar-

66 The only exceptions were with respect to GDP per person employed, where US and Japanese

performance was better between 2000 and 2005 than they had been between 1990 and 1995.

67 Thanks to Doug Fenwood for this calculation.

68 The huge expanaion of health aurvices manifested a new takeoff in the cost of medical care in the US,
and, while endowing MO and Insurance compaies with outstanding profits, was for the resl of the

economy an hne |n-.t-|ll1|:ly diffeull burden 10 bear,
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ison, the lowest recorded during the first four years ofa cyclical upturn in the postwar
epoch. It is, moreover, difficult to see how those industries that have increased
employment can play much of role in sustaining the expansion, since jobs growthin
the retail trade, construction, FIRE, and leisure industries has been heavily bubble-
driven, while that in health services represents the runaway explosion of costs in this
sector and will therefore more likely hold down than stimulate growth.%

In 2005, largely as a consequence of thehistoricweakness in employment growth,
aggregate real compensation in the private economy (real compensation per
employee, multiplied by employment) having increased between 2000 and 2005 at
the lowest rate of the postwar epoch—at half the rate recorded between 1980 and
2000—was only 8 per cent higher than in 2000. (See p. 283, Table 15.5.) Meanwhile, .
even despite its increasing at an average annual rate of 9 per cent in 2004 and 2005,
the growth of real non-residential investment in 2005 was only 4 per cent above its
level in 2000. As a consequence, the increase of non-residential investment con-
tributed a feeble 0.34 of a percentage point of the total 12.8 percentage point growth
of GDP between 2000 and 2005. To complete the picture, in the same interval, annual
net exports (that is, the trade deficit) went a further 60 per cent into the red, reducing
total growth of GDP over the period by 2.4 percentage points or 18.4 per cent. (See
p- 318, Table 15.8.)

With the increase in effective demand and thereby GDP growth accounted for
by private business so very weak over the course of the recovery, even if signifi
cantly better in 2004 and 2005, the economy continued to depend overwhelmingly
on the growth of consumption and residential investment, itself dependent upon
record household borrowing and dissaving, reliant in turn on rising mortgage equity
withdrawals, to keep it going. Over these two years, thegrowth of private consump-
tion plus residential investment continued to account for 90 per cent of the growth
of GDP. Meanwhile, fromthe third quarter of 2003 through the third quarter of 2005,
the personal savings rate tumbled from 2.5 per cent to minus 1.8 per cent. This was
no doubt made possible by theascent, during 2004 and the first half of 2005, of mort=
gage equity withdrawals to almost 9 per cent of personal disposable income.
Housing accounted for more than one quarter of the growth of GDP. The salient
issue of the day thus continued to be whether private business would generate suf-
ficient investment and jobs growth to keep the economy expanding before the huge
economic stimulus petered out, especially as the Fed continued raising short term
interest rates and the housing bubble with its wealth effect reached its limit. This
appeared all the more pressing in view of the fact that, four full years into the expan
sion, real long-term interest rates actually fell during 2005, indicating the weakening
of aggregate demand and of the economy more generally.

Can Profitability Recover and Revive the Economy?

The necessary, if not sufficient, condition for the sustained growth of US—and
global—expenditures on new plant, equipment, and software, as well as produc
tivity, employment, and GDP is a dramatic and sustained_increase in the rate of
profit, the critical missing factor in the expansion of the 1990s after 1995-97, and of
course for the whole period since the end of the 1960s. The average rate of profit in
the US non-financial carporate sector during the business cycle of the 1990s did not
rise palpably above it level during those of the 19708 and 1980, remaining about
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20 per cent below the average for the postwar boom (1948-69), and proved il
ficient to underpin a decisive break from the long downturn, In essence, for the L8
economy to support anew long upturn, it must resume, and take a good deal higher,
the impressive ascent of profitability that began in the mid 1980s but came to grief
after the mid 1990s, as the New Economy took off. (See p. 288, Figure 15.3; p. 312,
Figure 15.8.)

From the end of the recession in November 2001, the revival of profitability,
though at first quite slow, sharply accelerated in 2003 and, especially, 2004 and 2005.
Nevertheless, because the profit rate had to come back from such a depressed level,
it still had a good distance to go and could well face increasing difficulty in contin-
uing its upward movement. After having declined by about 10 per cent between
1997 and 2000 as the boom reached its apex, the rate of profit in the non-financial
corporate sector dived a further 21.3 per cent in the recession of 2001, or a total of
28 per cent between 1997 and 2001, to its lowest level since 1945 (with the single excep-
tion of 1980). By mid 2005, the non-financial corporate profit rate had rebounded
impressively, toslightly above its level of 2000. But that still left it at about the average
for the whole of the 1990s business cycle.”’ (See p. 282, Table 15.1; p. 334, Figure
15.15.) The failure of the non-financial corporate profit rate to ascend sufficiently to
motivate firms to raise to a greater extent than they did their expenditures on new
plant, equipment, and software or on increased employment had to have been a
major factor in accounting both for the economy’s weak response to the govern-
ment’s stimulus programme and for the uncertain character of the recovery right
through 2005.

It is a real question, moreover, whether the revival of profitability can be sus-
tained. With output and investment growth muted through much of the cyclical
upturn, corporations sought to restore their profit rates primarily by means of
raising productivity and holding down wages. In fact, between 2000 and 2004,
including the recession year 2001, the growth of real output per hour in the private
economy averaged 3.4 per cent, compared to just 2.5 per cent between 1995 and
2000, the years of the ‘economic miracle’. As a consequence, some leading economic
analysts, not to mention Fed chair Alan Greenspan, have asserted that the miracle
of productivity growth that never quite materialized in the 1990s is now upon us,
with New Economy technology being implemented more speedily and effectively
than hitherto. By implication, a path to longer term profitability revival and eco-
nomic dynamism has been opened up.”

But such a deduction is premature, to say the least. Its Achilles’ heel is obvious:
so far, increases in output per hour have taken place in the face of a sharp reduction
in investment growth, that is, the slower introduction of plant, equipment and soft-

69 It is evident, moreover, that non-financial corporate profits are over-stated. The underlying corpo-
rate profit numbers are gathered not by establishment but by company, which are categorized by the Bureau
of Economic Analysis as either non-financial or financial. But since a number of major companies, such as
GE, GM, and Ford, categorized by the BEA as non-financial, have made in recent years a huge share of their
profits through financial operations, which are nonetheless recorded by the BEA as profits of the non-
financial sector, official non-financial profits are misleadingly swelled at the expense of financial profits. In
addition, in late 2005, the under-funding of corporate pension plans totalled a staggering $450 billion, for-
mally al least an enormous subtraction from future corporate profits. R. Lowenstein, “The End of Pensions’,
Ve Near York Times, 30 October 2005.

70 R, Gordon, “America Wins the Prize with a Supermarket Sweep’, Financial Times, 20 August 2003.
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Figure 15.15. US non-financial corporate net profit rate, 1949-2005.
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ware, compared to that of the 1990s expansion. Is it really believable that technolog-
ical advance speeded up so discontinuously and so rapidly as to yield arate of private
sector productivity growth between 2000 and 2004 that was 60 per cent higher than
between 1995 and 2000, even though the growth of real capital stock in this interval
was about half as fast as during the second half of the 1990s? The more plausible
explanation is that the recorded gains in productivity largely represent not so much
increased efficiency—meaning more output from the same labour input—as more
output from more labour input per hour, that is, speed-up. It seems telling in this
respect thatbetween 2000 and 2003 the manufacturing sector spearheaded the ascent
of productivity growth by increasing its output per hour at a spectacular rate of 7
per cent per annum, without increasing its capital stock (or output) at all, but reducing
hours worked at the stunning average annual pace of 6.2 per cent. It is hard to resist
the conclusion that the manufacturing sector achieved its apparently impressive
increase in productivity during this three-year interval simply by keeping real output
constant, cutting down the labour force by 18.6 per cent, and obliging its reduced
labour force to produce the same amount as before with the same amount of plant
and equipment.

As speed-up was making possible a big jump in recorded productivity growth,
corporations were taking the fruits of the overall increase in GDP to an extent prob
ably unprecedented in US history. During the first three and a half ycars of the
cyclical upturn, between the last quarter of 2001 and the second quarter ol 2005, net
profits (including interest) in the non-financial corporate sector rose a cool 84.1 per -
cent, while compensation increased just 15.8. per cent. Put another way, the increase
in profits accounted for an astounding 438 per cent of the total increase in net value
added during this interval, On this basis, the net non-financial corporate profitshare |
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(adjusted for indirect business taxes) leaped up by an unheard-of 50 per cent, from
12.6 per cent to 18.7 per cent, in just those three and a half years.

The increase in profitability achieved during the cyclical upturn has thus been
made possible, probably to the greatest extent in US history, simply by means of
an increase in exploitation—that is, the intensification of labour plus a shift in the
distribution of income from labour to capital. Because inflated profits were
extracted with relatively little recourse to increases in either labour or capital stock,
they were translated more or less directly into increases in the profit rate. Yet, one
is entitled to ask whether corporations can go much further than they already have
in improving their profit rates by extracting still more labour inputs per hour for
relatively less pay from their employees, especially if the rate of GDP growth is sus-
tained. The point is that, to the extent that companies must, in future, rely on the
more rapid increase of employment, while adding plant, equipment, and software,
productivity growth will almost certainly slow and wage growth accelerate, so that
the increase of profitability will likely slow. To the degree, on the other hand, they
continue to depend on holding down the growth of employment and of wages to
sustain earnings, they will continue to place downward pressure on consumer
demand. As the cyclical recovery lengthens, the ride toward higher profit rates is
likely to become bumpier ... yet it will also become more urgent, as the exogenous
stimuli that have hitherto driven the expansion rapidly dry up.

Two Scenarios
It is still conceivable that the scenario sought by the Fed will ultimately materialize.
For it is possible that the US and world economy have finally sufficiently scrapped
high-cost, low-profit manufacturing productive power and have sufficiently
reduced unit labour costs—by means of job cutting, intensifying labour, and the
holding down of wage growth—to create the prospect of a sustained rise in manu-
facturing profitability and, in turn, capital accumulation. From thestart of the cyclical
expansion that began in November 2001, through the end of 2005, manufacturing,
and overall industrial productive capacity barely increased. This may indicate that
the US manufacturing sector has shed not only a gigantic swathe of labour, but also
a significant amount of ineffective, redundant plant, equipment, and software. In
2004, the growth of real manufacturing output leaped to 4 per cent, after stagnating
during the previous three years, and manufacturing productivity increase stayed as
high as 4.6 per cent, while wage growth remained moderate. Perhaps most indica-
tive that the capacity to supply manufacturing output had fallen back in line with
demand, in that year, for the first time since 1994, the price of manufacturing output
(the implicit price deflator) actually rose, and by more than 2 per cent, while unit
labour costs were prevented from growing at all. Indeed, by 2004, the manufacturing
profit rate had increased by 29 per cent over its depressed level of 2001, returning
to its level of 2000, still about 15 per cent below its most recent peak of 1995-97. There
is some indication, moreover, that, in the first half of 2005, manufacturing invest-
ment was surging ahead, while the growth of manufacturing exports (not of course
the level) was finally catching up to that of imports.”!

Were these trends in costs, prices, profitability, capital accumulation, and trade

71 A Anton and M, At ‘A Head of Sleam on the Factory Floor!, Business Week, 8§ Auguat 2005
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to continue, it could portend an economy-wide turnaround, for manufacturing was
thesectormainly responsible forthefallintorecession in 2001 and for holding down
the ensuing cyclical upturn ... as well as, of course, for the long-term incapacity of
the economy to transcend slow growth. Were the profit rate to continue to rise, pro-
ductivity growth could begin to proceed much more by way of capital accumulation
and technological advance relative to speed-up than it has been doing and gain
thereby a better chance to sustain itself. It might then be possible to create more
jobs and accommodate over the longer run more rapid wage growth and to gen-
erate by that means a sustained increase in aggregate demand that could allow the
economy to reduce its reliance on consumption growth driven by asset-price
bubbles. The same trend could enable, via more rapid exports, at least some stabi-
lization of the current account deficit, and, in particular, a greater willingness of
private investors abroad to finance it. Tax returns might accelerate sufficiently to
hold down the budget deficit. The underlying point is straightforward: what makes
the new century’s bubbles and imbalances potentially so lethal is that they have so
far covered up and compensated for serious underlying weakness in the real
economy. Were the latter to be returned to strength, the threats they pose would
not disappear, but would likely be much mitigated. There would be nothing like a
healthy economy to dispel financial clouds, and nothing like a manufacturing turn-
around to secure a healthy economy.

There is a further consideration. In forging an economic revival, US corporations
hold a trump card—a labour force that has, so far, proved not only incomparably
more exploitable than, say, those of Western Europe or Japan, but increasingly so
over time. Since the end of the New Economy bubble-driven boom, between 2000
and the present, corporations and government have unleashed one of the fiercest
assaults on workers in US history. Workers have been unable to prevent huge cuts
in employment, especially of higher-paying jobs, a major intensification of work, and
a sharp deceleration of real wage growth (excluding benefits), which have made it
possible for employers to achieve major gains in productivity and profitability. To
this must be added workers’ inability, so far, to do anything about employers’
increasing tendency to raise their profits by reneging on their enormous, contractu-
ally established pension obligations, as well as to negotiate great reductions in what
they are obliged to pay for workers” health care, not to mention monumental tax
cuts for the very rich, as well as employers. As emphasized earlier, during more than
twenty years after 1973, real wages (excluding benefits) in the non-manufacturing
sector for production and non-supervisory workers slowly but steadily declined, yet
employers in that sector could not take much advantage of this to raise their profit
rates, except during thetwo years between 1995and 1997, because up through 1995
they were unable to increase productivity ateven 1 per cent per annum and because
between 1997 and 2000 real wage growth rose impetuously to very much exceed
somewhat improved productivity growth. However, between 2000 and 2005, after
having averaged 1.6 per cent per annum between 1997 and 2000, the growth of real

72 Inthelatter part of 2005, Delphi, the country’s largest parts producer, as well as Northwest Alrling

appear to have been able (o forge their workers to accept reductions in hourly wages from the $25-30 range
to something like $15, while GM extracted concessions worth several billion dollors per annum in hgalth
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wages (excluding benefits) of production and non-supervisory workers in non-
manufacturing averaged less than 0.3 per cent per annum. In fact, in both 2004 and
2005, even as the cyclical expansion lengthened and the growth of GDP and employ-
ment gathered steam, real wage growth fell to minus 0.6 per cent per annum.”
Meanwhile, over the same interval, the rate of non-manufacturing productivity
growth did not decelerate, continuing to grow at close to 2 per cent per annum.
Were these trends to continue, longer-term prospects for the private economy
would brighten, especially if the manufacturing sector could sustain its revival of
profitability.

Yet, even today, the weight of evidence appears to point to a different scenario,
entailing a still further loss of dynamism by the world economy and the renewal
of global turbulence, rather than a break towards sustained growth and increased
stability. The titanic, still-continuing destruction of jobs—which was and is the man-
ufacturing sector’s main response to the collapse of profitability that it experienced
at the turn of the millennium—delivered a shock to demand that for a time threat-
ened deep recession or worse and continues to depress the growth of purchasing
power and, in turn, investment. The explosion of household borrowing induced by
the Fed to counter it—with indispensable support from East Asian governments—
succeeded in temporarily stabilizing the economy by means of jacking up
consumption. But, rather than paving the way to the transcendence of the under-
lying problem it was designed to contain, it may actually have sustained and
exacerbated it.

In this scenario, the Fed’s interest rate reductions came so quickly and the
ensuing housing price bubble so puffed up consumer demand that not only was
insufficient productive power scrapped during the brief nine-month recession of
2001, but too much redundant, high-cost means of production was kept in opera-
tion during the ensuing cyclical recovery, both in the US and on a world scale. This
was all the more the case in view of the fact that, during the epoch-making invest-
ment boom of the previous five years, manufacturing production capacity had
expanded at a rate hitherto unmatched during the postwar era, growing by close
to 40 per cent and very much exacerbating already existing global over-capacity.
Meanwhile, East Asia, with China now in the vanguard, continued to expand
capacity faster than it could be scrapped system-wide and to rain down torrents of
redundant, increasingly high-tech goods upon the world market. It is fundamen-
tally for these reasons that the overall rate of return on capital stock in the US and
system-wide has failed to recover sufficiently to motivate a satisfactory new wave
of capital investment or job creation. As a consequence, firms across most of the
advanced capitalist world have sought to increase profits via two main routes. They
have continued to make use of their already paid-for sunk capital, and raised output
by way of increasing capacity utilization and confining their productive expendi-
tures to increases in variable capital—raw materials and intermediate goods, as well
as wages—rather than expenditures on additional fixed capital. At the same time,
they have sought to hold down, if not actually cut back, their employment costs by
repressing wage growth, reducing the growth of jobs, and intensifying labour. The
resull of the implementation of these strategies is that too much capital continues
in operation and too little aggregale demand is created. In fact, even though US
manufacturing capacity utilization did rige by about 5 percentage points between
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2002 and 2005, it remained in 2005 at 78.8 per cent, not only palpably below its level
of 2000, but 4-5 percentage points below its 1997 peak and lower than at any pre-
vious point since the recession year of 1991. The corporations upon which the world
economy ultimately depends thus see the prospective return on new investment in
plant, equipment, and software and on the addition of employees as insufficient to
justify expanding their productive power, and this because existing productive
capacity remains too high and effective demand too low. This is, of course, the same
syndrome, marked above all by the weakening of the rate of profit, that has under-
pinned the long downturn from 1973 through 2005.

It is the fact that realized and prospective returns have been sufficient to warrant
only decelerating capital accumulation over such an extended period of time right
into the present that explains what has been a slowly ripening crisis of investment
on a system-wide scale going back to the 1970s. Even though it increased by a solid
8.5 per cent in 2005, annual real non-residential investment in the US, four full years
into the cyclical upturn, barely rose above its level of 2000. Meanwhile between 2000
and 2004, the US private non-residential capital stock grew more slowly than in any
comparable period during the entire postwar epoch. This extended still further the
slowdown of US capital stock increase that began in the 1970s, continued through
the 1980s and into the early 1990s, was briefly interrupted during the remainder of
that decade as a consequence of the abortive recovery of the manufacturing profit
rate and then the bubble economy, but has resumed after 2000. (See p. 282, Table |
15.2)

The trend towards ever weaker investment has hardly been confined to the US.
It has been of even longer standing, more continuous, and recently more pro-
nounced throughout the remainder of the advanced capitalist world. Between 2000
and 2005, in Japan, Germany, and the Euro area, average annual growth of private
non-residential investment averaged 2.5 per cent, minus 2.1 per cent, and zero pet
cent, respectively. Moreover, since the 1970s, in Japan, Germany, and Western .
Europe the growth of the capital stock, as well as the ratio of investment to GDP,
has declined decade by decade, business cycle by business cycle, and between 2000
and 2005 both of these indicators of capital accumulation were at their lowest for
any comparable period since 1950. (See p. 282, Table 15.2 and p. 341, Figure 15.16,)
The Northeast Asian NICs and Southeast Asian Little Tigers, the loci of a three
decade-long investment boom of historic proportions, had long constituted the
exception to the rule of secularly slowing investment growth. But, the massive
build-up of excess capacity in manufacturing through 1995 and the rise of East Asian
currencies between 1995 and 1997 together issued in the great regional-cum-intezs
national financial crisis of 1997-98 and the deep recession of 2001. And from these
setbacks, the East Asian economies have still been unable to rebound. As a conse
quence, during the first half-decade of the new millennium, investment in East Asia
as a percentage of GDP was about one-third lower than between 1990 and 1995
Whereas private non-residential investment in Korea had grown at an average
annual rate of around 11 per cent between 1990 and 1996, and 15 per cent in 1999

73 IME, ‘Global Imbalances: A Saving and Investiment Perspective’, World Econonie Outlook, Building
Tustitutions, Seplembior 2000, See alio Bank for Iternational Settloments, 250 Apnnal Report T April 2004-31
March 2005, Bawsl, 27 Juna 2008, .
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through 2000, it increased at just 5.5 per cent per annum between 2000 and 2005.
As the International Monetary Fund observed, ‘in the industrial countries ... invest-
ment [has] been trending downward since the 1970s’, with the result that, over the
same period, investment as a percentage of GDP for the world economy as a whole
has fallen steadily, declining by about 20 per cent between 1973 and 2004.7® (See
p- 282, Table 15.2 and p. 341, Figure 15.16.)

The accelerating attempt by corporationsallacross the advanced capitalist world
to counter secularly reduced rates of profit that had been forced down further in
the post-bubble recession by cutting back sharply on their costs of employment
brought the growth of real compensation, like that of capital stock, to unprece-
dented lows, or near them. Between 2000 and 2005, the increase of wages and
benefits per worker in the advanced capitalist economies was at or near the lowest
levels of the postwar epoch. In view of the very negative trend in employment
growth in the same period, especially in the US, it is therefore unsurprising that,
during the same interval in the US, Germany, and Japan, the growth of total private
sector real compensation (real compensation per employee times employment)
simultaneously dropped to postwar lows, extending a continuous downward trend
that, like that of the increase of investment, finds its origins in the 1970s. (See p. 283,
Table 15.5.) It is no wonder that the growth of real private consumption expendi-
tures—which also fell without cease in the US, Japan, Germany, and the EU from
the 1970s through the present—reached postwar lows in all these places between
2000 and 2005 (see p. 283, Table 15.6) ... or that the world economy has had to rely
to such a great extent for the growth of aggregate demand upon the rise of US house-
hold purchasing power, itself made possible by rising debt, reliant in turn on the
inflation of ever more spectacular financial bubbles.

In the foregoing context, the much-discussed decline of long-term interest rates
and of credit spreads so far into the cyclical recovery, seems less paradoxical than
it has sometimes appeared to be and requires for its explanation little or no-refer-
ence to a so-called ‘global savings glut’, famously invoked by Ben Bernanke, chair
of the Council of Economic Advisers and heir apparent to Alan Greenspan. The
supply of savings for the world economy in general and the industrial economies
in particular has slowly declined during the last couple of decades, and actually
dipped more sharply in the last few years. But because demand on the part of non-
financial corporations for new plant and equipment has fallen so substantially, their
demand for loanable funds has naturally fallen in tandem, and this, by itself, goes
a good distance to account for the failure of real long term interest rates to ascend.”*
In the US, over the course of the cyclical expansion between 2001 and 2004, non-
financial corporations sharply reduced their average investment as a percentage of
GDP to 7 per cent, from 9 per cent at the peak of the boom between 1997 and 2000,
with the consequence that they were able to reduce their average demand for bor-
rowed funds as a percentage of GDP in the same interval to a mere 1.7 per cent,
from 4 per cent.

With prospective returns on investment less than satisfactory, non-financial cor-

74 See, e, "Vhe Great Thrift Shift: A Survey of the World Economy,” The Economist, 24 September 2005;
For dec Hnius raten of waving, see IME, ‘Global Imbalances: A Saving and Investment Perspective, ‘p. 92,
ligure 2.1 Thik s in o way (0 deny, of courke, that East Asian, as well as OPEC, official purchasas of dollar-

dgnominated ansets have helped keep down US lierent vates
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porations have chosen to use their profits to reward, directly and indirectly, the
owners of their shares and stock options, rather than purchase new plant, equip-
ment, and software. Between 2000 and 2004, non-financial corporations paid
dividends as a percentage of profits (after interest paid) at the highest level of the
postwar period—at an average of 59.9 per cent, compared to 42.5 per cent between
1990 and 2000, 32.6 per cent between 1979 and 1990, and 24.7 per cent between 1969
and 1979. In the first three quarters of 2005, dividends fell back significantly, but
rocketing share buybacks by non-financial corporations took their place, leaping to
their highest level of the postwar epoch, even above the heights reached during the
stock market bubble of 1995-2000. As a consequence, in this same interval, divi-
dends plus share buybacks as a percentage of non-financial corporate profits (before
interest paid) also established a postwar record.”

The same pattern has been replicated across the globe, notably in such erstwhile
manufacturing powerhouses as Germany and Japan, where profit rates at the start
of the new millennium were at postwar lows, as well as South Korea. In Japan and
South Korea, corporations had already come into possession of far too much plant,
equipment, and software at different points during the 1990s. Receiving little
encouragement fromthe world market to add to this, they have since the later 1990s,
been not only eschewing investment but devoting enormous sums to paying off the
enormous debts that were the legacy of their epoch-making investment booms, the
resultant over-capacity, and the ensuing bursting of asset price bubbles.”® Even the
oil giants, whose profits have been driven into the stratosphere by record high
prices, have so far nevertheless failed to unleash a new wave of investments, prob-
ably mindful of the long stagnation and decline of oil prices that mirrored global
economic deceleration from the early 1980s through the later 1990s and apparently
not yet convinced that the economic expansion will sustain itself for long enough
to enable them to derive adequate returns from capital spending.

The main exception to the rule is to be found in China, where investment-led
growth continues at a breathtaking rate, defying and exacerbating world manufac-
turing over-supply. This is, on the one hand, because the supply of inexpensive
Chinese labour that can be combined with ever more advanced technique has till
now been essentially unlimited, fuelled by massive disguised unemploymentinagris
cultureand the huge number of layoffs thathave stemmed fromtherapid contraction
of state-owned industry. It is, on the other hand, because the US market has con
tinued to expand, not least as a consequence of ever-larger Chinese purchases of US
Treasury bonds, which have facilitated US households’ greatest borrowing binge of
all time, and in that way, ever-increasing consumer purchases of Chinese (and other)
imports. By virtue of the increasingly sophisticated productive techniques that
Japanese, Taiwanese, and South Koreanexporters to, and foreign direct investors in,
mainland China embody in their products, Chinese exports directed toward the us
and the rest of the world market rise rapidly up the technological ladder. But, this
tends to exacerbate system-wide excess capacity because fast-growing exports from

75 FRB Flow of Funds, Table F.213 Corporate Equities (FRB website); BEA NIPA 1.14 and Fixed Asot
Tables 4.7; T. Petruno, ‘Buyback Surge is Stoking Debate,” Ios Angeles Times, 17 August 2005,
76 ].Loeysetal., Corporates Are Driving the Globul Swvings Glut, 1P Morgan Research, |1* Morgan Securities

1.td, 24 June 2005 (online); R. Miller et al, “Tao Much Money’, Business Wegk, 11 july 2005; “The Creat Thirift
Shill’ .
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Figure 15.16. Investment as a percentage of GDP, 1973-2004.
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China tend increasingly to duplicate goods already being produced elsewhere, only
with much lower costs of production and prices. Of course, the fundamental mani-
festation of this trend is the inexorable rise of the US current account deficit, along
with the recent but spectacular rise of the Chinese current account surplus.

The Chinese contribution to the over-supply of manufactures system-wide has,
in recent years, been amplified by worsening over-capacity within China itself. In
2005, Chinese fixed investment rose to an estimated 46 per cent of GDP, surpassing
the investment shares of Japan and Korea, even at the height of their dynamism.
At an annualized pace of almost $1.1 trillion for the first three quarters of 2005,
Chinese fixed investment (at market exchange rates) was, remarkably, higher than
the annualized totals for the US, at $987 billion, Japan, at $733 billion, and the Euro-
zone, at $651 billion.”” These extraordinary investment numbers are reminiscent of
those chalked up by the East Asian economies in the early 1990s, when the pace of
their capital accumulation, jacked up like that of the Chinese by an undervalued
exchange rate and easy credit on a global scale, also surpassed that of the leading
economies ... and soon made for over-capacity and regional cum international eco-
nomic crisis. Should this trend continue, it implies even stronger downward
pressure on prices, and thus on profitability, not only in China, but throughout a
world economy that has, four years into the cyclical expansion, shown little incli-
nation to sufficiently revive investment and job creation. Were Chinese capital
accumulation and growth henceforth to decelerate—in response to over-invest-

77 S. Roach, ‘Chlna Slowdown—Early Not Wrong,’” Morgan Stanley Global Economic Forum, 2
December 2008, an wiell an A, Xie, ‘China: The Slowdown Has Begun,’and “Towards a Deflationary Landing,’
Morgan Stanley Global Heonomic Voram, 2 Augost and 23 Novenmber 2005, available al Morgan Stauley
wel Njte
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ment, falling domestic profit rates, and/or tightening domestic credit—the
resulting slowdown in Chinese imports would place renewed pressure on Japanese
and East Asian producers whose hopes for revitalization depend upon an
expanding Chinese market, while forcing up further and faster the US current
account deficit with the attendant pressures and risks. The dynamo of the world
economy, China is also a looming threat to global economic security.

On the other hand, outside of China and perhaps a few other places like India,
because the rate of return on additions to the capital stock remains unsatisfactory
and because real long-term interest rates have remained so low, economic surpluses
in the hands of both capitalists and workers—the rich and the not-so-rich—tend to
be directed toward the purchase of financial assets rather than productive ones. The
enabling condition for this trend is, of course, the enormous reduction in short-term
interest rates implemented not just by the US Fed, but also by financial authorities
across the advanced capitalist world. The European Central Bank was obliged to
keep rates down exceptionally long to counter the precipitous rise of the euro
between 2001 and 2004. The Bank of Japan engaged in an historic burst of credit
creation in 2003-04 to bail the economy out of its most recent recession. These efforts
brought the real cost of borrowing systemwide below zero for several years—to
their lowest level since the inflationary seventies—and, even today, after a year
and a half of tightening by the Fed, the real cost of money has barely risen. As a
consequence, according to The Economist, the global supply of dollars (the sum of
America’s monetary base plus global foreign exchange reserves) has been rising at
a rate of 25 per cent per annum, close to the fastest pace in the last thirty years.”®

The outcome of this extended period of ultra-cheap credit and unprecedented
borrowing has been to encourage risk and to stoke demand for the on-paper rep-
resentation of wealth rather than the real thing, which has led, in turn, to the
blowing up of innumerable bubbles—in equities, in bonds of all sorts, and, most
especially, in residential real estate. Even by the end of 2005, the cyclically adjusted
price-earnings ratio of the S&P500 index, at 26 or 27 to 1, was higher than at any
other time since data became available in 1881, except during the equity price
bubbles at the end of the 1920s and the end of the 1990s.” In the case of bonds, the
search for yield has been pushed so far that the difference between interest rate
paid on emerging market debt and that on US Treasury Bonds has plunged from
10 per cent in the latter part of 2002 to just 2.5 per cent in mid 2005, while long
term interest rates in the US have come to just about equal short term ones, espe
cially as the Fed has continued to pursue its campaign to raise the cost of shorl
term borrowing and long term rates have unexpectedly fallen back. Above all,
financial speculation has produced a real estate mania that is unprecedented|y
global and that has driven up the value of housing in historic fashion. The total
value of residential property in developed economies rose by more than $30

78  ‘Still Gushing Forth: the World Economy,’ The Economist, 5 February 2005; ‘Central Banks Move to
Mop Up Excess Cash,” Reuters, 1 December 2005.

79 Timeseries constructed by RobertShiller and updated by Smithers and Company, London, kindly
forwarded to me by Smithersand Company. This is caleulation of the price-earnings ratio is far higher than
the unadjusted one, because, hased on he hislorical record of previous business cycles, il enlailg, the X
tation that profits growth will decline as the cycle lengthens

80 ‘Global Hovsing Boom
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trillion over the past five years, to over $70 trillion, an increase equivalent to
100 per cent of those countries’ combined GDPs. Not only does this dwarf any pre-
vious boom in housing prices, it is 25 per cent bigger than the global stock-market
bubble of the late 1990s, which entailed an increase in equity values of ‘only’
80 per cent of the countries’ combined GDP in five years. ‘In other words,” says
The Economist, ‘it looks like the biggest bubble in history’.8

There is, in sum, reason to doubt that the downward pressures on the world
economy that have long ultimately derived from the persistence of chronic over-
capacity in the international manufacturing sector have been sufficiently
lifted—and/or that non-manufacturing productivity and profitability have risen
sufficiently spectacularly—so that the world economy can generate sufficient
dynamism to transcend or integrate its imbalances and cushion the effects of
deflating bubbles. This is especially because the result of the US Fed’s continuing
dependence on cheap credit and asset-price bubbles to provide the subsidy to
demand to keep the economy turning over appears to have only delayed, but not
really avoided, the economy’s obligatory responses to the over-capacity, fall in prof-
itability, and asset-price crash of 2000-01. Producers, as expected, moved to restore
profits via cutting employment, wages, and capital costs, and this issued, unavoid-
ably, in a powerful and extended hit to aggregate demand. But, thanks to the Fed’s
huge subvention to consumer demand—by way of record household borrowing
dependent in turn on runaway home values—they avoided the large-scale bank-
ruptcies and scrapping of means of production that tends to be imposed upon
business as a result of the fall in aggregate purchasing power that tends to result
from its own cost-cutting to restore profitability. They have managed, instead, to
maintain already existing plant and equipment in operation and in that way render
less necessary stepped-up investment. Instead of purchasing additional capital
stock or adding many more jobs, they have tended to turn over their surpluses to
shareholders, thereby making additional funds available to the wealthy and in that
way for speculation in financial assets. Private business has thus continued to gen-
erate little in the way of aggregate demand, but the stimulus provided by easy
credit, fiscal deficits, and the declining dollar is evaporating. The odds therefore
favour a still further opening up of the already enormous chasm between the income
and profits actually produced by the world economy and the paper claims gener-
ated by it—the build-up of external surpluses and credit in the hands of East Asia
and of external deficits and household debt in the US being one highly sympto-
matic manifestation of the broader syndrome. The reversal might come directly
through the petering out of demand growth—as a result of a slowdown of invest-
ment and/ or job creation by corporations dubious about business prospects-—or it
might come through a fall-off of consumption by households hit by the deflation
of the housing bubble, central banks’ rising short-term interest rates, and/ or a jump
in long-term cost of borrowing in response to the increased GDP growth of the last
couple of years. Alternatively, it might be set off by way of a run on the dollar or
an asset price drop-off, triggered by rising long-term interest rates, themselves the
result of a failure to cover the current account deficit. But, whether the reversal takes
place with a whimper or a bang, economic slowdown and new turbulencestill seem
much more likely than a leap into a new long upturn.
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PROFIT RATES AND PRODUCTIVITY GROWTH:
DEFINITIONS AND SOURCES

I. Profit Rates

The Rate of Profit in the Private Economy and its Component Industries
i). Unless otherwise stated, the rate of profit (r) always refers to the net rate of

iii).

iv

~

~

profit, defined, standardly, as net profits over the net capital stock. Net profits
= net value added minus the sum of compensation and indirect business taxes,
with net value-added equivalent to gross value-added minus depreciation or
capital consumption. Capital stock equals plant and equipment (and also soft-
ware in the US) and, in this text, is always non-residential unless otherwise
stated. So: r = P/K.

The profit share (P/Y) is the ratio of profits (P) to output or value added
(Y). The output capital ratio (Y/K) is the ratio of output or value added (Y) to
the capital stock (K). By decomposing, the profit rate equals the profit share
times the output capital ratio. So: r =P /Y x Y/K.

. Unless otherwise stated, both compensation and wages mean wages plus ben-

efits. It should be noted that compensation in the context of the calculation of
the profit rate includes not only compensation of employees, but also ‘com-
pensation of the self-employed’. The self-employed are thus attributed
compensation at the same rate per hour or per person as employees in their
industry, or the relevant aggregate. Self-employed compensation thus equals
employees’ compensation per hour or per person times the number of self-
employed hours or self-employed persons (full-time equivalents).

Unless otherwise stated, profits are always given with indirect business taxes
subtracted, but pre-corporate taxes.

Profit is thus defined as the surplus after depreciation, compensation, and
indirect business taxes. This means that it includes net interest paid. The term
‘profits’ in this text therefore is always meant to include net interest, unless it
is explicitly stated otherwise, as in ‘profits net of interest’, or ‘profits minus
interest’, or ‘profits excluding interest’.

Therate of profit is generally given for the “private economy’ or ‘private business
economy’ or a specific major industry. The private economy is, unless otherwise
stated, always non-farm and non-residential, meaning that the value-added of
farms and that attributed to the residential sector is excluded. The value-added
of government enterprises is also excluded. Sometimes profit rates (and other
data) are given for the ‘business economy,” which refers to the non-farm economy

minus the goveriiment sector but including government enlerprises,
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US Profit Rates: The Private Economy and Specific Industries
Below arethe sources, unless otherwise stated, for the calculation of profit rates for
the US private economy and specific industries, notably manufacturing:
i). Bureau of Labor Statistics, folders on the business economy and non-farm
business economy, available on request;
ii). Bureau of Economic Analysis, ‘Gross Product Originating by Industry’, avail-
able at the BEA website;
iii). Bureau of Economic Analysis, Fixed Asset Tables, available at the BEA
website.

US Profit Rates: SIC and NAICS

In 2002, US economic statistical agencies switched from the Standard Industrial
Classification System (SIC) to the to the North American Industry Classification
System (NAICS). Profit rates for the period through 2001 are based on SIC data,
unless otherwise stated. Profit rate data for the period from 2001 through the present
are based on NAICS data, unless otherwise stated.

US Profit Rates: The Corporate Sector, the Non-Financial Corporate Sector, and the Corporate
Manufacturing Sector

i). Sometimes, the rate of profit is given for the corporate sector, or for the corpo
rate financial sector, or for the non-financial corporate sector (i.e. the corporate
sector with the financial sector excluded), or for the corporate manufacturing
sector, or the corporate non-financial non-manufacturing sector (i.e. the non
financial corporate sector minus the corporate manufacturing sector). These
profit rates are also net profit rates, defined as above. Unless otherwise stated,
profits are always after capital consumption adjustment and inventory valua
tion adjustment. They are always pre-corporate tax, unless otherwise stated.

ii). Thebasic source for the calculation of the net profit rate for the corporate sector
and the non-financial corporate sector is Bureau of Economic Analysis, NIPA
Table 1.14. Net profits here are given after capital consumption adjustment
and inventory valuation adjustment. ‘Net profits’ are here defined as above—
i.e. as value-added minus the sum of compensation, capital consumption, and
indirect business taxes—but they are net of interest. It is thus necessary to sum
‘net profits’ and ‘net interest’ to get a measure of profits as defined above for
the private economy and its component industries. The corporate and non
financial corporate profit rates are always ‘net profits’ plus ‘net interest’ over
net capital stock, unless otherwise stated. Corporate and non-financial corpo
rate taxes, net interest, and dividends are also provided in Table 1.14. Nat
capital stock for the corporate and non-financial corporate sector can be found
in Bureau of Economic Analysis, Fixed Asset Tables, available at the BEA
website.

iii). The switch to the NAICS from SIC introduces a complication, since data in NIFA
Table 1.14 are in SIC form through 2000 and in NAICS form from 2001 through
the present. In presenting data on profit rates for the non-financial corporate
sector, I have chosen to adjust the profit rates calculated on a NAICS bagls from
2001 to the SIC profit rates through 2000, cather than simply attach the latter (@

the former, This makes very little difference, since corporate and non-financial
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corporate sectors are very similar in the two classification systems.
Calculating profit rates for the corporate manufacturing sector poses certain
difficulties, since ‘profits’ for the manufacturing sector provided by the Bureau
of Economic Analysis—on an establishment basis in ‘Gross Product Originating
By Industry’ and on a company basis in NIPA Table 6.16—are without capital
consumption adjustment. Since changes in the tax law made over the course of
the post-war period affected how much manufacturing corporations declared
as their capital consumption allowances, the corporate manufacturing profit
figures are not consistent with one another over time; more specifically, the cor-
porate manufacturing profits provided are, over time, increasingly too low. I
have therefore calculated the corporate manufacturing profit rate ‘from
scratch’, using the numbers in ‘Gross Product Originating by Industry’ for the
corporate and quasi-corporate sector, i.e. excluding self-employed. This is made
viable by the fact that virtually all firms in the manufacturing sector are corpo-
rations. This was confirmed by comparing profit rates calculated ‘from scratch’
with profit rates calculated using corporate manufacturing profits on an estab-
lishment basis, from ‘Gross Product Originating by Industry’ (without capital
consumption adjustment), for the early years of the post-war epoch (before
significant changes in the tax law) and finding that these were nearly identical.
Time series on corporate manufacturing capital stock and capital consumption
were kindly provided by the Bureau of Economic Analysis. I wish to thank
Shelby Herman for forwarding these to me.

Profit Rates for Japan
The sources for the calculation of profit rates for the private economy are as follows:

i).
ii).

The

OECD, National Accounts, Volume II, Detailed Tables; OECD, Flows and Stocks
of Fixed Capital. These have been updated in the new ‘STAN’ series.
Japanese Economic and Social ResearchInstitute, System of National Accounts.
This is available at the Japanese System of National Accounts website:
http:/ /www.esri.cao.go.jp/en/sna/menu.html

profit rate series for the Japanese manufacturing sector depend on the

following sources:

ii).

iv).

V).

Manufacturing net capital stock, current and constant prices, 1955-91. ‘Data
on Japanese Manufacturing Capital’, 28 February 1996: 1 wish to thank Edward
Dean of the BLS for making these series available to me.

Manufacturing net capital stock, current prices (1955-2003), in Japan,
Ministry of Finance, Financial Statements Statistics of Corporations by
Industry, Historical Data, Assets. This is available at Ministry of Finance
website, http://www.mof.go.jp/ /English/files. htm.

‘Underlying Data for Indexes of Output per Hour, Hourly Compensation,
and Unit Labor Costs in Manufacturing, Twelve Industrial Countries,
1950-2004," available on request from BLS, Office of Productivity and
Technology. I wish to thank John Rodgers for all his help and collaboration
in putting together the Japanese profit rate series.
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Profit Rates for Germany

i).

OECD, National Accounts, Volume I1, Detailed Tables; OECD, Flows and Stocks
of Fixed Capital. These have been updated in the new ‘STAN’ series.

For the years, 1950—-60 and 1990-2000, I rely on time series composed from
the German national accounts, and generously made available to me, by
Wendy Carlin and Andrew Glyn.

Il. Productivity Growth

i),

ii).

iid).

v).

vi).

vii).

viii).

Productivity is always labour productivity, unless otherwise specified. It is
defined as real value-added per hour or per person.

Unless otherwise stated, the productivity measures given for the US private
economy or, equivalently, the private business sector are for the non-farm non-
residential private economy.

Productivity measures for the US private economy and for individual indus-
tries, such as manufacturing, are, unless otherwise stated, based on real
value-added indexes provided in ‘Gross Product Originating by Industry” and
hours provided by the Bureau of Labor Statistics.’

. Figures on US productivity are often given for the ‘business economy’, which

always means non-farm business economy. These are provided by the Bureau of
Labor Statistics in its folder on the business economy. Real value-added for
the business economy is almost equivalent to that for the private economy as
defined above, with the difference that it includes government enterprises.
Unless otherwise stated, productivity measures for the German and Japanese
private economies or private business sector use real value-added figures or
indexes and figures for all persons (FTEs), provided in OECD, National
Accounts, Volume II, Detailed Tables.

Figures for US, German, and Japanese manufacturing productivity are pro-
vided directly by the Bureau of Labor Statistics, Program on Foreign Labor
Statistics, in ‘International Comparisons of Manufacturing Productivity and
Unit Labor Cost Trends’, news release, available at the BLS website.

The Bureau of Labor statistics publishes data on US real value-added by
industry going back only to 1977. For the years 1950-77,  have therefore relied
on unpublished, unofficial time series on manufacturing and non-manufac-
turing real value-added generously made available to me by Bill Gullickson
of the BLS Office of Productivity and Technology. I wish to thank Bill
Gullickson for forwarding me these series.

The Bureau of Economic Analysis does not publish data on real value-added
for the private non-farm sector or the private non-farm non-manufacturing,
sector. I have therefore relied on an unpublished series for these variables gen
erously made available to me by Brian Moyer and Erich Strassner of the BEA.
I wish to thank them for forwarding me these series.
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SOURCES FOR MAIN VARIABLES

I. Data on the National Domestic Economies of the United States, Germany, and Japan

United States:
Below are the sources, unless otherwise stated, forthe variables listed (there is some
overlap):

i).

i).

iii).

iv).

v).

US Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA), ‘Gross
Product Originating By Industry’, current dollars, 1947-present, and chain
dollars, 1977-present, BEA website: nominal value-added; nominal compen-
sation of employees; indirect business taxes; proprietors’ income; output of
government enterprises; corporate profits (plus capital consumption and
inventory valuation adjustments); corporate net interest; real value-added; all
persons (FTE); employees (FTE).

US Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, ‘Industry Analytical
Ratios” and ‘Basic Industry Data”: for the Non-farm Business Sector; for
Manufacturing; for the Non-Financial Corporate Sector; and for the Total
Economy: all persons and employees, 1949—present (numbers and per cent
change): nominal value-added; nominal compensation; real value-added;
hours at work; hourly compensation; real hourly compensation; value-added
per hour (labour
productivity); consumer price index; employment. Available on request.

US Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis, National Income
and Product Accounts, BEA website (numbers plus annual and quarterly per
cent change): GDP nominal and real; gross private fixed non-residential
investment (structures, equipment, and software) nominal and real; personal
consumption expenditures (durable goods, non-durable goods, services)
nominal and real. Contributions to per cent change in real gross domestic
product by personal consumption expenditures, by gross private non-
residential investment, by gross private residential investment, by exports of
goods and services, by government expenditures.

US Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, manufacturing and non-
manufacturing indexes of real value-added, 1950-present. Unpublished series
provided by Bill Gullickson. (See above, Appendix 1, on Profit Rates and
Productivity Growth.)

US Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis, Fixed Asset
Tables, BEA website: net capital stock current and constant prices, consump-

tion of fixed capital current and constant prices, gross investment current and
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constant prices.

. US Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, BLS website: Historical

Data for ‘B’ Tables of the Employment Situation Release, in Employment,
Earnings, and Hours from the Current Employment Statistics Survey: earn-
ings of production and non-supervisory workers: total economy, private
sector, private non-farm sector, and by industry; employment for total
economy, private sector, private non-farm sector, and by industry.

I wish to thank Edwin Dean, John Glaser, Bill Gullickson, Mike Harper,
Phyllis Otto, Larry Rosenblum, and Steve Rosenthal of the BLS and Mike
Glenn, Shelby Herman, Randal Matsunaga, Brian Moyer, Ken Petrick, George
Smith, Erich Strassner, and Bob Yuskavage of the BEA for help with these data.
Economic Report of the President, Washington, DC, (annual): unemployment
rate, manufacturing capacity utilization; real government consumption expen-
ditures; consumer price indexes; money supply; interest rates; federal, state,
and local government current receipts and expenditures.

US Office of Trade and Economic Analysis, Foreign Trade Highlights,
Aggregate Foreign Trade Data: goods exports, goods imports, goods trade
balance; services exports, services imports, services trade balance; manufac-
tures exports, manufactures imports, manufactures trade balance; exports to
individual countries, imports from individual countries, trade balance with
individual countries; manufactures exports to individual countries, manufac-
tures imports from individual countries, manufactures trade balance with
individual countries.

. Federal Reserve, Industrial Production and Capacity Utilization, Table G. 17:

historical statistics for production, capacity, and capacity utilization for
manufacturing; historical statistics for production, capacity, and capacity
utilization for manufacturing industries.

Germany and Japan:

i).

ii).

OECD, National Accounts, Volume II, Detailed Tables, 1960-94: by industry:
value added, current and constant prices; compensation of employees; indi-
rect business taxes; all persons at work; employees.

OECD, Flows and Stocks of Fixed Capital, various issues back to 1960: for private
business economy, manufacturing, and services: gross and net capital stock
current and constant prices; consumption of fixed capital current and constant
prices; gross investment current and constant prices.

See also above, Appendix 1 on profit rates and productivity growth.

Il. Comparative Data on the Domestic Economies of the United States, Germany, and

i).

ii).

Japan

OECD, Economic Outlook, Paris (semi-annual): annual per cent change: GDP
nominal and real, private; consumption deflators; real gross private non-rea-
idential fixed capital formation; unemployment rates; government financial
balances; government structural balances;

US Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor, Statistics, ‘International
Comparisons of Manufacturing Productivity and Unit Labor Cost Trends, 15
countries, 1950-present’, at BLS website: manufacturing: total hours, employ



iii).

iv).

APPENDIX Il 351

ment, real output per hour, real output per person, real hourly compensation
in national currency, nominal hourly compensation, hourly compensation in
US dollars, unit labour costs in national currency, unit labour costs in US
dollars.

US Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, ‘International Comparisons
of Hourly Compensation Costs for Production Workers in Manufacturing’,
29 countries, 1975—present, at BLS website: hourly compensation costs in
US dollars for production workers in manufacturing; annual per cent change
in hourly compensation costs in US dollars for production workers in
manufacturing.

US Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, ‘Comparative Civilian
Labor Force Statistics, Ten Countries, 1959—present’, BLS website: civilian
labour force employment and unemployment; civilian labour force by
economic sector.

lll. Data on International Variables

i).

ii).

ii).

Data Archives of the International Monetary Fund: The United States,
Germany, Japan, 1950-94: growth of real exports of goods and services; growth
of real imports of goods and services; rate of increase of export prices; rate of
increase of import prices; per cent share of world exports; nominal exports of
goods and services/nominal GDP; exports of goods and services/GDP (price
adjusted); growth of exports to and imports from one another in dollars; trade
balances with one another.

Korea, Taiwan, Singapore, and Hong Kong, 1950-94: growth of real
exports, per cent share of world exports, growth of exports to the US, per cent
share of total US imports, growth of exports in US dollars to US, Germany,
Japan; growth of imports in US dollars from the US, Germany, and Japan.

(I wish to thank Staffan Gorne and Pete Kledaras of the IMF for forwarding
these data to me.)

IMF International Financial Statistics, Washington, DC (monthly and annual):
The United States, Germany, Japan, and other countries: nominal effective
exchange rates, exchange rates vis-a-vis dollar; goods exports values and
volumes; services exports values and volumes; goods and services exports
values and volumes; goods imports values and volumes; services imports
values and volumes; goods and services imports: values and volumes; goods
export prices; goods import prices; goods and services prices.

OECD, Economic Outlook, Paris (semi-annual): The United States, Germany,
Japan, and other countries: export volumes, import volumes, relative unit
labour costs, share in world exports, share in world imports, trade balance,
current account balance as a percentage of GDP.





