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D. The Path to Utopia, 1945-1973

-XIX. Present at the Creation-

A. Political Philosophy
1. What would replace laissez faire?

The Great Depression and World War II together ended the idea of laissez faire: the idea that

· the government should keep its hands off of the economy

· limiting government to enforcement of contracts and protection of property rights would necessarily generate both rapid economic growth and an acceptable distribution of income

· that government “intervention” into the economy beyond the role of a night-watchman state was guilty until proven innocent. 

The idea of laissez faire had in fact been dying for a while. Adam Smith had been its greatest and most creative exponent, under the name of the “system of natural liberty.” But even he had made exceptions: exceptions for public works on a scale that private individuals were unlikely to take, exceptions for public education to counteract the stultifying effects of the division of labor, and most of all an exception for the British Navigation Acts—for “defense is more important than opulence.”
 

The doctrine reached its apogee in Britain during the “hungry [18]40s,” when economists specialized in explaining how this or that government program—the provision of food to victims of Ireland’s potato famine, or restrictions on the length of the working day, or aid to unemployed handloom weavers—would inevitably backfire.
 But by the 1920s economists had become proficient at the analysis of external economies and natural monopolies, of situations in which laissez faire—the system of natural liberty—was not the way to reach the best of all possible worlds.

Thus the question, “one of the finest problems in legislation… to determine what the state ought to take upon itself to direct by the public wisdom, and what it ought to leave with as little interference as possible to individual exertion,”
 had to be “settle[d]… on its merits in detail,” for:

It is not true that individuals possess a prescriptive “natural liberty” in their economic activities. There is no “compact” conferring perpetual rights on those who have or on those who acquire. The world is not so governed from above that private and social interest always coincide. It is not so managed here below that in practice they coincide. It is not a correct deduction from the principles of economics that enlightened self-interest always operates in the public interest. Nor is it true that self-interest generally is enlightened; more often individuals acting separately to promote their own ends are too ignorant or too weak to attain even these…

And by the late 1930s the case “on its merits in detail” for laissez faire—for having the government take a minimal role in the economy and leave it to the private sector to sort things out—seemed very, very weak indeed.

If you had told anyone before 1914 or even before 1930 that by the end of the 1930s laissez faire would have been dead as a doctrine for guiding economic policy, they would almost inevitably have jumped to the conclusion that the end of laissez faire meant the arrival of socialism: the end of the market economy, and its replacement by a socialized, militarized economy in which the government owned everything of value and directed who should go where and work on what. 

Had not the years leading up to 1929 seen the increased monopolization and concentration of the economy? Were not the largest firms in 1929 bigger than whole economies had been half a century earlier? Did not major investment banking firms like J.P. Morgan and Company (in the U.S.), the Deutsche Bank (in Germany), or the Yasuda zaibatsu (in Japan) exercise a remarkable amount of command and control over the economy’s large-scale investment decisions?
 As Vladimir Lenin had written during World War I:

When a large enterprise… on the basis of exact computation of mass data, organizes according to plan the supply of primary raw materials to the extent of two-thirds or three-fourths of all that is necessary for tens of millions of people; when the raw materials are transported to the most suitable place of production, sometimes hundreds or thousands of miles away, in a systematic and organized manner; when a single center directs all the successive stages of work… then it becomes evident that we have socialization of production… that private economic relations and private property relations constitute a shell which is no longer suitable for its contents… [and] which will inevitably be removed…

Lenin—and many others—saw socialism already half-built in the large organizations of vertically-integrated manufacturing firms and in the loose financial empires of bankers: the new economy in the womb of the old.

And there was no doubt by the end of the 1930s that laissez faire was dead. Its advocates had promised that the market economy could deliver. And in the 1930s it had not. All factions that sought to achieve political power after the Great Depression agreed on one thing: that the days of the night-watchman state and the gold standard were over, and that they would do a better job in the future than the order that had led to the Great Depression.

A hard laissez-faire right continued to exist, and continued to argue that once the government ventured outside the limited bounds of enforcement-of-contracts and protection-of-property that iron laws of power would push it to totalitarian extremes that would destroy all human liberty, leaving universal serfdom.
 Its proponents even argued that the Great Depression showed not the bankruptcy of laissez faire but the bankruptcy of government interference: the government, they argued, not any natural instability in the private sector had caused the Great Depression.
 

But on closer observation the claim that the government had destabilized the economy in the 1930s turned out to be an almost Keynesian claim: a claim that an aggressive and well-informed central bank could have stabilized the economy in the1930s by carrying out massive stimulative open-market operations.
 And it was never clear just how the government had destabilized the economy and caused the Great Depression: was it through monetary policy that was overly expansionary in the late 1920s and early 1930s (as Hayek maintained) or through monetary policy that was overly contractionary in the late 1920s and early 1930s (as Friedman and Schwartz maintained)?

2. The Keynesian escape hatch


So what was to replace laissez faire?

Lenin had his answer. But this was not to be the case. What succeeded laissez faire was not socialism but something called the “mixed economy.” 

John Maynard Keynes stands as a symbol of the new ideology, the ideology of a middle road: Keynesianism and the “mixed economy.”
 Keynesian emerged in the nick of time, had by the end of World War II become the dominant ideology in the world economy’s North Atlantic industrial core. It provided North America and western Europe with a Keynesian escape hatch from what had been insoluble crises and contradictions in the interwar period.

The state socialist left did continue to exist. In the ideological battles of the generation after World War II its advocates acted as if they believed that the Keynesians, the compromisers, the ideologues of the “mixed economy” were in the process of stealing the future. They continued to argue that capitalism contained fatal and irresolvable contradictions that could not be forever avoided by Keynesian sleight-of-hand.
 

Authors like Paul Sweezy would confidently predict socialism and government planning would deliver a more efficient allocation of productive forces and a faster rate of economic growth. Indeed, many who supported the Keynesian escape hatch and the mixed economy agreed: they feared that a planned economy like that of the Soviet Union could be superior as a social mechanism for producing economic growth, although not as one for producing human liberty, happiness, or high mass consumption.


Nevertheless the Keynesian escape hatch did turn out to lead to solid ground between laissez faire on the one hand and some form of total state on the other. You could avoid the waves of mass unemployment and the extremes of relative wealth and poverty of the first without risking the dangers of the second. 

One way to read Keynes’s General Theory is as a confident prediction that all that was needed in order to remove the deficiency of laissez faire were relatively minor reforms, and that such relatively minor reforms could successfully stabilize the economy with nearly-perpetual full employment.
 An activist welfare-state government with a commitment to full employment had the tools to level the distribution of income, eliminate Great Depressions, and could put economies back onto the road to utopia. If governments would only lower interest rates and spend money freely (without raising taxes) in times when total demand was low and raise interest rates and raise taxes (without spending) in times when total demand was high, Great Depressions could be avoided.

Even the monetarist critics of Keynesianism in the intellectual battles of the 1950s and 1960s seem, in retrospect, to have been selling a slightly different version of the same doctrine. Macroeconomic policy according to Milton Friedman had a more cautious (and I would argue more correct) view of the limitations of stabilization policy—how it could prevent big depressions but not smooth out small recessions.
 Milton Friedman eschewed fiscal policy as a stabilization tool—both because he believed it would not work, and because he believed that deficit spending had long-run dangers of its own.
 But at the bottom the message was the same: a government that intervened daily on as large a scale as necessary to keep private-sector decisions to send the money supply on wild gyrations could guard the economy against Great Depressions without succumbing to the trap of socialist ideals leading to an over-mighty government that would in the end destroy political liberty and economic prosperity

Those countries that had attempted to exit through the Keynesian escape hatch (largely by fortunate accident) during the Depression had indeed done relatively well. The Great Depression was relatively mild in countries that had devalued their currencies early, printed money and inflated their price levels, ensured low interest rates, and had run large budget deficits. World War II provided further proof: in the United States unemployment that had been called “structural” or “permanent” during the 1930s and had appeared immune to the self-adjusting forces of the market as well as to the entire armament of the New Deal vanished entirely in the 1940s under the pressure of vastly expanded government spending. The United States fought World War II without reducing the real value of civilian consumption: all U.S. war production came from new capacity, or from capacity that stood idle at the end of the 1930s. 

In retrospect, the accidently Keynesian policies of moderate expansion, inﬂation, and devaluation in the interwar period may have owed some of their success to the fact that they were the exception rather than the rule. To the extent that the background assumptions of gold standard discipline and deflation remained in force, accidently “Keynesian” policies would be more effective. But there was a catch-22: any strong attachment to gold-standard principles would ensure that Keynesian policies would not be systematically undertaken—for central bankers and politicians shared the same background assumption about how the world should work. 

In later years once the workings of the Keynesian order became clear—in the second and third post-World War II generations—the tasks of macroeconomic management would prove harder, and the truth of the doctrines of Keynes’s disciples  would become less clear. But in the first post-World War II generation the Keynesian escape hatch provided governments, polities, and economies with what seemed like a miraculous solution to all the interwar dilemmas. It was no accident that U.S. Secretary of State Dean Acheson titled his memoirs Present at the Creation, for he and his peers truly had been present at the creation of an extraordinarily fruitful framework of political and economic institutions

So how did it happen that the first post-World War II generation of governments found their way to adopting the policies that led through the Keynesian escape hatch? And why was Keynes so right—why were his policy recommendations so apt for the post-World War II world?

B. The Coming of the Keynesian Order



1. The shadow of the past
A first, very important factor helping to make post-World War II economic reconstruction a success was the shadow of the past. Post-World War II reconstruction took place against the background catastrophe of World War II and of the preceding Great Depression. 

The political and economic struggle between parties and classes in interwar Europe had ended in the mutual ruin of the contending parties. Right-wing factions had wanted low wages, no welfare state, stable prices (along with social order and nationalist self-assertion); left-wing factions had wanted high wages and an extensive welfare state. The far left had no tolerance for the near left. Mainline politicians in the interwar period, whether social democrats looking forward to the implementation of the socialist Gotha Program or Clause IV, or right-wing politicians interested in demolishing the embryonic welfare state and restoring traditional authorities, had looked forward to establishing their vision of the distribution of wealth and the role of the government by overrunning opposition—at the ballot box if possible, and through street violence and purges if necessary. The end of this political and economic struggle had been the rise of fascism and Nazism, which had benefitted no one.
The magnitude of Depression-era unemployment also shifted politicians’, industrialists’, and bankers’ beliefs about the key goals of economic policy. Before the Depression a stable currency and exchange rate were key. But after the Depression even the bankers recognized that a high overall level of employment was more important than avoiding inflation: universal bankruptcy and mass unemployment were bad for workers, but they were worse for capitalists and bankers. 

Thus entepreneurs, the owners and managers of real capital—industry—and even the bankers found that they gained, not lost, from a commitment to maintain high employment first. High employment meant high capacity utilization. Rather than seeing tight labor markets erode proﬁt margins by raising wages, owners of property saw high demand spread ﬁxed costs out over more commodities and so increase proﬁtability.
There is a sense in which Christian and social democracy, the twin political powers of the post-World War II world, evaded class-conﬂict based dilemmas of the interwar and pre-World War I politics because the shock of the Great Depression shifted politics from a concern over redistribution to a concern over production. All would lose heavily from another Great Depression. It seemed much more worthwhile to compromise, and to pursue policies that would enlarge the pie to be distributed rather than for either side—either the left or the right—to engage in substantial redistribution. For all parties the post-World War II mission became, in Charles Maier’s words:

one of expanding aggregate economic performance and eliminating poverty by enriching everyone, not one of redressing the balance among economic classes or political parties. The true dialectic was not one of class against class, but waste versus abundance.

It is very hard to argue that accepting the “mixed economy” was a mistake for anyone. Had either owners or workers tried to hold out for more—as they did in the interwar period—they might well have ended up with far less. How far down must one go in the income distribution to ﬁnd citizens of the United States or West Germany who are worse off today, in a material sense, than the average citizen of Czechoslovakia? 



2. The Keynesian settlement: the United States

In America, the 1946 Employment Act declared that it was the “continuing policy and responsibility” of the federal government to “coordinate and utilize all its plans, functions, and resources... to foster and promote free competitive enterprise and the general welfare; conditions under which there will be afforded useful employment for those able, willing, and seeking to work; and to promote maximum employment, production, and purchasing power”. Laws that establish goals can and do serve as markers of changes in opinions, perceptions, and aims. When people then speak of the effects of such a law, in many cases they are using “the law” as a shorthand marker to describe changes in the hearts and the minds of the people. Whether the goal is achieved or pursuit of the goal effects and constrains public policy depends on the depth of the change in hearts and minds.
This law committed the federal government to the business of macroeconomic management. 

The largest shift in policy marked by the 1946 Employment Act is the post-World War practice of allowing the government’s fiscal automatic stabilizers to function. Not since the Great Depression have mainstream legislators or opinion leaders called for fiscal austerity—for raising taxes or cutting government spending—in the midst of recession. The argument that the federal deficit in time of recession is “cyclical” and that steps to reduce it would aggravate the recession has been an effective trump in public policy debates, and has kept policy makers from seeking budget balance when unemployment is high. As a result the federal government’s budget slides into deeper deficit in recessions, and moves toward balance or into surplus when the economy expands.

[Figure: U.S. automatic stabilizers]










The gap between this calm acceptance of automatic stabilizers and cyclical fiscal deficits and pre-WWII attitudes is very large. Recall that Franklin Roosevelt made Herbert Hoover’s failure to balance the federal budget in 1932 an issue in the 1932 presidential election. Or consider Joseph Schumpeter (in Brown, 1934), writing from Harvard in the middle of the Great Depression that there was a:


presumption against remedial measures [because] policies of this class are particularly apt to produce additional trouble for the future.... [For depressions are] not simply evils, which we might attempt to suppress, but forms of something which has to be done, namely, adjustment to change... [and] most of what would be effective in remedying a depression would be equally effective in preventing this adjustment...

The shift in the cyclical behavior of the federal budget, considered as a sea-anchor for the economy’s level of total spending, is impressive. A good deal of this increase comes from the increase in the size of the government as a share of national product. The pre-Depression government taxed and spent at most 5 percent, and more typically 2 of national product in peacetime. The Depression-era government taxed 5 to 7 percent and spent 8 to 10 percent of national product. The post-WWII federal government taxes and spends one-sixth or more of national product in peacetime.


[image: image1.png]5%

Federal Revenues and Expenditures as
Shares of National Product

0%

5%

0%

2%

20%

15%

10%

5%

o

Expenitures

Revenues,

1870

1o 1sio 1sm  1ss e 190








 With a large federal government, automatic stabilizers quickly become very important. In the post-World War II period, a 1 percentage-point increase in the U.S. unemployment rate has typically been associated with an 0.9 percentage-point increase in the federal deficit measured as a share of national product. About one dollar in three lost from private-side spending during a recession is made up by expanded government demand: decreased taxes and increased social welfare spending. Such automatic stabilizers are large enough to reduce by four-ninths the change in employment and GDP as a result of any negative economic shock. The coming to maturity of automatic stabilizers—or, rather, the blocking of previous moves toward budget-balance in recession that had been mandated by gold-standard ideology—has been a very important factor helping to stabilize the American economy since World War II.
The post-Great Depression settlement in the United States included a place for labor unions. In 1919, union membership in America was some 5 million. It fell to a trough of perhaps 3 million by Roosevelt’s inauguration in 1933, grew to 9 million by the end of 1941, and took advantage of the tight labor market of World War II to grow to some 17 million or so by the inauguration of Eisenhower in 1933. Before the mid-1930s there were very few employers who were not strongly opposed to unions: employers would compile and circulate “blacklists” of union organizers, hire permanent replacements for striking workers, refuse to hire known union workers, and refuse to negotiate with unions.
From 1933 to 1937 organizing unions became easier—in spite of high unemployment—because of the solid swing of the political system to the Democrats. The federal government was no longer an anti-, but a pro-union force. The federal government passed the Wagner Act, which gave workers the right to engage in collective bargaining. A National Labor Relations Board monitored and greatly limited the ability of anti-union employers to punish union organizers and members, which the post-World War II Taft-Hartley Act did not reverse. Employers in large mass-production industries learned to value the mediation between bosses and employees that could be provided by unions. And workers learned to value the above-market wages a union shop could negotiate.

[Figure: Union strength in the U.S.]

The third component of the post-World War II Keynesian settlement in the United States was the welfare, or social insurance, state. From a western European perspective the American social insurance state was anemic. Unemployment insurance provisions were low: Americans who lost their jobs and who were covered by the system were offered approximately half-pay for approximately half a year, a system about a third as generous as European systems. America’s Social Security system for retirees is roughly analogous to western European systems. But American free public education stops after high school, and American state-funded medical care did not exist at all until the 1960s, and even today the non-poor and non-elderly are excluded from Medicare and Medicaid. A typical British conservative like Margaret Thatcher would find the absence of state-sponsored medical care in the United States to be somewhat appalling, and not what one would expect from a leading civilization.

Means-tested programs for the poor also turned out to be significantly less generous in the United States than in western Europe: the American social insurance state did less leveling than did the European. Food stamps to subsidize diet, Aid to Families with Dependent Children to provide single mothers with some cash, and a small and rationed amount of low-quality public housing made up America’s effort to give the poor additional purchasing power in the first post-World War II generation. 

[Figure: Relative sizes of post-WWII welfare states]

How was it that the United States moved toward social democracy as a result of the Great Depression and World War II, but moved toward it only perhaps half as far as the democracies of western Europe, of Canada, Australia, and New Zealand?

From the perspective of what had existed before, however, the net impact of Roosevelt’s New Deal, Truman’s Fair Deal, and in the 1960s Lyndon Johnson’s Great Society carried the United States a long way toward social democracy: a society in which the government makes it its business to moderate the inequalities in income and in life-chances produced by the private market economy.

And the U.S. administrations of Franklin D. Roosevelt and Harry S Truman much did more than establish the post-World War II Keynesian settlement in the United States. Through a wide variety of means, they helped establish an analogous Keynesian settlement in western Europe. Post-World War II relief, offers of military cooperation and support against potential Soviet expansion, large-scale loans, and access to U.S. markets for European exports were all made available to western European countries that shaped their post-World War II policies in ways that gave the U.S. administration confidence. 

The flagship of U.S.-funded post-World War II support programs was the Marshall Plan—named not for the U.S. president, Harry S Truman, but for his Secretary of State George C. Marshall, who had been chief of staff of the U.S. army during World War II: for as Truman, said in October 1947, “Can you imagine [the plan’s] chances of passage in an election year in a Republican [majority] congress if it is named for Truman and not Marshall?”

3. The Keynesian settlement: Western Europe

[T]he world of suffering people looks to us for leadership. Their thoughts, however, are not concentrated alone on this problem. They have more immediate and terribly pressing concerns where the mouthful of food will come from, where they will find shelter tonight, and where they will find warmth. Along with the great problem of maintaining the peace we must solve the problem of the pittance of food, of clothing and coal and homes. Neither of these problems can be solved alone. 

—George C. Marshall, November 1945
The post-World War II reconstruction of the economies and polities of Western Europe was an extraordinary success. Growth was fast, distributional conflicts in large part finessed, and international trade boomed. The stability of representative democracies in Western Europe made its political institutions the envy of much of the world. The politicians who in the post- World War II years laid the foundations of the postwar order had good warrant to be proud. They were, as Truman’s Secretary of State Dean Acheson put it in the title of his memoirs, Present at the Creation of an extraordinarily successful set of political and economic institutions.
A sizeable—but not overwhelming—part of the credit for Europe’s successful post-WWII reconstruction belongs to acts of statesmanship: the Marshall Plan and other initiatives that sped Western European growth by altering the environment in which political and economic policy was made. In the immediate aftermath of World War II politicians who recalled the disasters of the Great Depression were ill-disposed to “trust the market.” They were eager to embrace regulation and government control if only to show that they would not fall into the trap that their predecessors had fallen into during the Great Depression. It is possible that European political economy could have taken a different turn, in which case post-World War II European recovery might have been hobbled by clumsy allocative bureaucracies that rationed scarce foreign exchange and placed ceiling prices on exportables to protect the consumption of urban working classes.
Yet in reality the Marshall Plan era saw the creation of the social-democratic “mixed economy”: the restoration of price freedom and exchange rate stability, and the reliance on market forces within a context of a large social insurance state, some public ownership of industry and utilities, and a great deal of public demand management. 

To some degree the creation of the social-democratic mixed economy came about because and no one in Europe wanted a repeat of interwar experience; to some degree it came about because the governments in power were Christian democratic and social democratic rather than socialist. They believed that the “mixed economies” they were building should have a strong pro-market orientation. For such governments Marshall Plan and other aid gave them room to maneuver—without such aid, they would have soon faced a harsh choice between contraction to balance their international payments and severe controls on imports.

To some degree the creation of the social-democratic mixed economy came about because Marshall Plan administrators and others pressured European governments to decontrol and liberalize their economies in a more “American” mold even when they wished to do otherwise.
Without the Marshall Plan, it is at least conceivable that the pattern of post-World War II European political economy might well have resembled the overregulation and relative economic stagnation of post-World War II Argentina, a nation that has dropped from First to Third World status in two generations. It is at least conceivable that post-World War II Europe might have replicated the financial instability-alternate episodes of inflation and deflation-experienced by much of Europe in the 1920s, as interest groups and social classes bitterly struggled over the distribution of wealth and in the process stalled economic growth.

In the immediate aftermath of World War II, it was not clear that western Europe would utilize market mechanisms to coordinate economic activity. Belief in the ability of the market to coordinate economic activity and support economic growth had been severely shaken by the Great Depression. Wartime controls and plans, while implemented as extraordinary measures for extraordinary times, had created a governmental habit of control and regulation. Seduced by the very high economic growth rates reported by Stalin’s Soviet Union and awed by its war effort, many expected centrally-planned economies to reconstruct faster and grow more rapidly than market economies. 

Memory of the Great Depression was fresh, and countries relying on the market were seen as likely to lapse into a period of underemployment and stagnation. A not uncommon judgment was that, in the words of Paul Sweezy, “the socialist sector of the world would [after World War II] quickly stabilize itself and push forward to higher standards of living, while the imperialist sector would flounder in difficulties”: history was expected to dramatically reveal the superiority of central planning. 

British historian A.J.P. Taylor spoke in 1945 of how “nobody in Europe believes in the American way of life—that is, in private enterprise; or rather those who believe in it are a defeated party—a party which seems to have no more future.”

Moreover, it seemed at least an even bet that the United States would withdraw from Western Europe. The U.S. government had done so after World War I, when the cycles of U.S. politics had led to the erosion of the internationalist Wilson administration and the rise to dominance of a Republican isolationist Congress. The same pattern appeared likely after World War II: Republican Congressional leader Robert Taft, the dominant figure in the Senate after the election of 1946, was extremely isolationist in temperament. By all indications, the American commitment to relief and reconstruction was limited. The Truman administration was internationalist, but weak. Congressional critics called for balanced budgets. The 1946 Congressional elections were a disaster for the Democratic Party.

Considerable economic aid had been extended to Europe from the U.S. after World War I, first by the Herbert Hoover-led relief and reconstruction effort and then by private capital speculating on a restoration of monetary stability. Post-World War I reconstruction loans had been sold as sound private investments. They did not turn out to be so. Seymour Harris calculated that in present value terms nearly half of American private investments in Europe between the wars had been lost. Once burned, twice shy. With strong Communist parties in Italy and France, a nationalization-minded Labour government in Britain, and a Germany once again pressed for reparations transfers, capital flows from American investors gambling on European recovery and political stability seemed unlikely.

Nevertheless, within two years after the end of the war it became U.S. government policy to build up Western Europe politically, economically, and militarily. The Truman Doctrine inaugurated the policy of “containment” of the Soviet Union. Included in the Doctrine was a declaration that containment required steps to quickly regenerate economic prosperity in Western Europe. And as columnist Richard Strout wrote, “one way of combating Communism is to give western Europe a full dinner pail.”

Employing Secretary of State George C. Marshall’s reputation as the architect of military victory in World War II, conservative fears of the further extension of Stalin’s empire, and a political alliance with influential Republican Senator Arthur Vandenberg, Truman and his administration outflanked isolationist and anti-spending opposition and maneuvered first the Truman Doctrine, then the Marshall Plan, and then an open-ended commitment through NATO to the defense of Europe through Congress. 

4. The Marshall plan

 








 

In the first two post-World War II years the U.S. contributed about four billion dollars a year to relief and reconstruction through UNRRA and other programs. The Marshall Plan continued these flows at comparable rates and was a multi-year commitment. From 1948 to 1951, the U.S. contributed $13.2 billion to European recovery. $3.2 billion went to the United Kingdom, $2.7 billion to France, $1.5 billion to Italy, and $1.4 billion to the Western-occupied zones of Germany that would become the post-World War II Bundesrepublik.

Two years after the end of the war, coal production in Western Europe was still below levels reached before or during the war. German coal production in 1947 proceeded at little more than half of the pre-World War II pace. Dutch and Belgian production was 20 percent below, and British 10 percent below, pre-World War II 1938 levels. Demands for coal for heating reduced the continent’s capacity to produce energy for industry. During the cold winter of 1946-47 coal earmarked for industrial uses had to be diverted to heating. Coal shortages led to the shutdown of perhaps a fifth of Britain’s coal-burning and electricity-using industry in February 1947.

Western European industrial production in 1946 was only 60 percent, and in 1947 only 70 percent, of the pre-World War II norm.

Western Europe in 1946-47 had four-fifths its 1938 supply of food. Its population had increased by twenty million—more than a tenth—even after accounting for military and civilian deaths. Traditionally, Western Europe had exported industrial and imported agricultural goods from Eastern Europe, the Far East, and the Americas. Now there was little prospect of rapidly restoring this international division of labor. Eastern European nations adopted Russian-style central planning and looked to the Soviet Union for economic links. Industry in the United States and Latin America had expanded during the war to fill the void created by the cessation of Europe’s exports. Imports of food and consumer goods for relief diverted hard currency from purchases of capital goods needed for long-term reconstruction.

Changes in net overseas asset positions reduced Western Europe’s annual earnings from net investments abroad. Britain had liquidated its entire overseas portfolio in order to finance imports during the war. The reduction in invisible earnings reduced Western Europe’s capacity to import by approximately 30 percent of 1938 imports. The movement of the terms of trade against Western Europe gave it in 1947-48 32 percent fewer imports for export volumes themselves running 10 percent below pre-World War II levels; higher export volumes might worsen the terms of trade further. The net effect of the inward shift in demand for exports and the collapse of the net investment position was to give Europe in 1947-8 only 40 percent of the capacity to import that it had possessed in 1938.

By contrast, after World War I Europe’s external position had been much more favorable. 

Thus Europe after World War II was in worse economic shape than it had been after World War I. Another episode of financial and political chaos like that which had plagued the Continent following World War I appeared likely. U.S. State Department officials wondered whether Europe might be dying—like a wounded soldier who bleeds to death after the fighting. State Department memoranda in 1946-7 presented an apocalyptic vision of a complete breakdown in Europe of the division of labor-between city and country, industry and agriculture, and between different industries themselves.

A Communist political triumph was seen as a definite possibility.

Yet the pace of post-World War II recovery soon surpassed that which followed World War I. As figure 4 shows, by 1949 national income per capita in Britain, France, and Germany had recovered to within a hair of pre-war levels.




By 1951, six years after the war and at the effective end of the Marshall Plan, national incomes per capita were more than 10 percent above pre-war levels. Measured by the yardstick of the admittedly imperfect national product estimates, the three major economies of Western Europe had achieved a degree of recovery that post-World War I Europe had not reached in the 11 years separating World War I from the Great Depression. 

Post-World War II recovery dominated post-World War I recovery by other economic indicators as well: in steel, cement, and coal production. The recovery of coal production after World War II also outran its post-World War I pace by a substantial margin, even though coal was seen as in notoriously short supply in the post-World War II years. By contrast, the recovery of coal production after World War I was erratic. Coal production declined from 1920 to 1921—falling from 83 percent of pre-World War I levels in 1920 to 72 percent in 1921—as a result of the deflation imposed on the European economy by central banks that sought the restoration of pre-World War I gold standard parities, accepted the burden of deflation, and allowed the 1921 recession in the United States to be transmitted to their own countries. 

After World War II, no central bank or government pursued monetary orthodoxy so aggressively to roll back price and wage increases and preserve the real wealth of rentiers. Coal production fell again in 1923-1924, when the French army occupied Germany’s Ruhr valley because reparations were not being delivered fast enough. And coal production fell in 1925-26, when the aftermath of Britain’s return to gold put heavy pressure to lower wages on Britain’s coal producers, and triggered first a coal and then a brief general strike.

Thus the major factors hindering a rapid post-World War I recovery were not strictly economic but social and political. Post-World War I Europe saw the recovery of output repeatedly interrupted by political and economic “wars of attrition” between contendng classes and interests. In the aftermath of World War I, the distribution of wealth both within and between nations, the question of who would bear the burden of postwar adjustment, and the degree to which government would act to secure the property of the rentier were all unresolved issues. Social classes, political factions, and nation-states saw that they had much to lose if they did not aggressively promote their claims for favorable redistribution.

After World War II such “wars of attrition” were less virulent. Memories of the disastrous consequences of the aggressive pursuit of redistributional goals during the interwar period made moderation appear more attractive to all. The availability of Marshall Plan aid to nations that had accomplished stabilization provided a very strong incentive to compromise such distributional conflicts early, and gave European countries a pool of resources that could be used to cushion the wealth losses sustained in restructuring. 

Post-World War II reconstruction did more than return western Europe to its previous growth path. French, Italian, Low Countries, and West German growth during the post-World War II boom raised national product per capita at rates that far exceeded pre-World War II, pre-1929, or even pre-1913 trends. The reconstruction after World War II appears to have created economies capable of dynamic economic growth an order of magnitude stronger than had previously been seen in Europe. Postwar Europe saw “supergrowth,” as Charles Kindleberger has termed it.

Yet a Latin American country like Argentina, as rich in the years before and immediately after World War II as industrial Western Europe, grew slowly even under the post-World War II expansionary Bretton Woods regime. Fast post-World War II growth and catchup to American standards of productivity were to a large degree specific to Western Europe, and thus to the countries that received Marshall Plan aid.

Marshall Plan dollars did affect the level of investment: countries that received large amounts of Marshall Plan aid invested more. Eichengreen and Uzan (1991) calculate that out of each dollar of Marshall Plan aid some 65 cents went to increased consumption and 35 cents to increased investment. The returns to new investment were high. Eichengreen and Uzan’s analysis suggests that social returns may have been as high as 50 percent a year: an extra dollar of investment raised national product by 50 cents in the subsequent year.

Another channel through which Marshall Plan aid stimulated growth was by relaxing foreign exchange constraints. Marshall Plan funds were hard currency in a dollar-scarce world. After the war, coal, cotton, petroleum, and other materials were in short supply. The Marshall Plan allowed them to be purchased at a higher rate than would have been possible otherwise. Marshall Plan dollars added to Europe’s international liquidity and played an important role in restoring intra-European trade.

The judgment that the Marshall Plan—$13 billion of late-1940s dollars provided to Europe as a grant without strings attached—helped economic recovery is not shared by all. It certainly allowed European countries to ignore their—very large—balance-of-payments deficits vis-à-vis the United States and continue the fiscal and monetary policies that supported rapid growth.
 But should such fiscal and monetary policies, and the accompanying very large trade deficits which quickly acquired the name of the “dollar shortage”, been allowed to persist? The tone, at least, of Alan Milward’s Reconstruction of Western Europe implies that they should not have been allowed to persist: that American generosity allowed European governments to avoid recognizing reality for a while, and thus to live beyond their means on their wits. The remnants of the old laissez-faire right preferred policies of substantial devaluation to boost European exports, coupled with monetary austerity to tighten Europe’s belt and reduce imports; this, they thought, would have been vastly preferable to using American taxpayers’ hard-earned money to support socialist experiments in western Europe.

As Eichengreen assesses this debate:

We will never know whether the rapid dismantling of controls on current-account transactions would have boosted European exports sufficiently to eliminate the dollar shortage. For instead of removing them, Western European countries maintained and, in some cases, elaborated their wartime restrictions…. [Removing controls] wouldhave entailed a substantial depreciation of exchange rates to render their exports more competitive internationally. Governments resisted this on the grounds that it would have worsened the terms of trade and lowered living standards…. A substantial worsening of the terms of trade and decline in living standards threatened to provoke labor unrest and disrupt the recovery process…. If governments had not attached priority to sustaining investment [and growth], the external constraint would not have bound so tightly.

In my judgment the laissez-faire road of fiscal and monetary austerity, slower growth, and lower living standards through devalued exchange rates in post-World War II Europe was closed. Even if such policies might have worked in the sense of being compatible with political stability and the continued reduction in communist influence in western Europe, they would not have worked because the United States would not have allowed the large-scale purchase of the extra exports that the U.S. would try to ship it. The one point at which the post-World War II U.S. Congress balked at the internationalist commitments of the Truman administration was in its refusal to ratify the Havana Charter of the International Trade Organization—the organization that was supposed to manage the move to free trade in ther aftermath of World War II. Too many protectionists opposed moving too far, too fast toward free trade. 

Yet the alternative strategy proposed by critics of the Marshall Plan assumes—contrary to fact—that the U.S. would have been willing and eager to be an importer of last resort of commodities from Europe in the years immediately after World War II.
5. Pro-market policies

Renewed growth required, in addition to financial stability, the free play of market forces. Though there was support for the restoration of a market economy in Western Europe, it was far from universal. Wartime controls were viewed as exceptional policies for exceptional times, but it was not clear what was to replace them. Communist and some Socialist ministers opposed a return to the market. It was not clear when, or even if, the transition would take place.

On this issue the Marshall Plan left Western Europeans with no choice. Each recipient had to sign a bilateral pact with the United States. Countries had to agree to balance government budgets, restore internal financial stability, and stabilize exchange rates at realistic levels. Marshall plan aid was available only if Europe was committed to the “mixed economy” with the market playing a large part in the mix.

The demand that European governments trust the market came from the highest levels of the Marshall Plan administration. Secretary of State Dean Acheson described the chief Marshall Plan administrator, Paul Hoffman, as an “economic Savonarola.” Acheson describes watching Hoffman “preach his doctrine of salvation by exports” to British Foreign Secretary Ernest Bevin. “I have heard it said,” wrote Acheson, “that Paul Hoffman missed his calling: that he should have been an evangelist. Both parts of the statement miss the mark. He did not miss his calling, and he was and is an evangelist.” 

Post-World War II Europe was very far from laissez faire. Government ownership of utilities and heavy industry was substantial. Government redistributions of income were large. The magnitude of the “safety nets” and social insurance programs provided by the post-World War II welfare states were far beyond anything that had been thought possible before World War I. But these large welfare states were accompanied by financial stability, and by substantial reliance on market processes for allocation and exchange.




6. What if?

A live possibility in the absence of the Marshall Plan was that governments would not stand aside and allow the market system to do its job. In the wake of the Great Depression, many still recalled the disastrous outcome of the laissez-faire policies then in effect. Politicians were predisposed toward intervention and regulation: no matter how damaging “government failure” might be to the economy, it had to be better than the “market failure” of the Depression. Had European political economy taken a different turn, post-World War II European recovery might have been stagnant. Governments might have been slow to dismantle wartime allocation controls, and so have severely constrained the market mechanism. 

An alternative scenario would have seen the maintenance and expansion of wartime controls in order to guard against substantial shifts in income distribution. The late 1940s and early 1950s might have seen the creation in Western Europe of allocative bureaucracies to ration scarce foreign exchange, and the imposition of price controls on exportables in order to protect the living standards of urban working classes—as happened in Latin America, which nearly stagnated in the two decades after World War II.

In contrast to post-WWII Europe, the experience of post-WWII Latin America—especially Argentina—is also one of relative economic failure. Before the war, Argentina had been as rich as Continental Europe. In 1913 Buenos Aires was among the top 20 cities of the world in telephones per capita. In 1929 Argentina had been perhaps fourth in density of motor vehicles per capita, with approximately the same number of vehicles per person as France or Germany. Argentina from 1870≠1950 was a country in the same class as Canada or Australia. Yet after World War II, Argentina grew very much more slowly than France or Germany, rapidly falling from the ranks of the First World to the Third. Features of the international environment affecting Argentina as well as Europe—the rapid growth of world trade under the Bretton Woods system, for example—do not explain the latter’s singular stability and rapid growth.





In the absence of the Marshall Plan, might have Western Europe followed a similar trajectory? In Carlos Díaz-Alejandro’s estimation, four factors set the stage for Argentina’s relative decline: a politically-active and militant urban industrial working class, economic nationalism, sharp divisions between traditional elites and poorer strata, and a government used to exercising control over goods allocation that viewed the price system as a tool for redistributing wealth rather than for regulating the pattern of economic activity.

From the perspective of 1947, the political economy of Western Europe would lead one to think that it was at least as vulnerable as Argentina to economic stagnation induced by populist overregulation.

The war had given Europe more experience than Argentina with economic planning and rationing. Militant urban working classes calling for wealth redistribution voted in such numbers as to make Communists plausibly part of a permanent ruling political coalition in France and Italy. Economic nationalism had been nurtured by a decade and a half of Depression, autarky and war. European political parties had been divided substantially along economic class lines for two generations.

Yet Europe avoided this trap. After World War II Western Europe’s mixed economies built substantial redistributional systems, but they were built on top of and not as replacements for market allocations of goods and factors. Just as post-World War II Western Europe saw the avoidance of the political-economic “wars of attrition” that had put a brake on post-World War I European recovery, so post-World War II Western Europe avoided the tight web of controls that kept post-World War II Argentina from being able to adjust and grow.

Financial instability was pervasive in post-World War II Europe. Governments responded to inflation by retaining controls, prompting the growth of black markets. The post-World War II food shortage reflected not merely bad weather in 1947 but the reluctance of farmers to deliver food to cities. Moreover, manufactured goods farmers might have purchased remained in short supply. Manufacturing enterprises had the same incentive to hoard inventories. As long as food shortages persisted, workers had little ability—or incentive—to devote their full effort to market work. 

The market-oriented solution to the crisis was straightforward. Prices had to be decontrolled to coax producers to bring their goods to market. Inflation had to be halted for the price mechanism to operate smoothly and to encourage saving and initiative. Budgets had to be balanced to remove inflationary pressure. With financial stability restored and market forces given free reign, individuals could direct their attention to market work. 

For budgets to be balanced and inflation to be halted, however, political compromise was required. Consumers had to accept higher posted prices for foodstuffs and necessities. Workers had to moderate their demands for higher wages. Owners had to moderate demands for profits. Taxpayers had to shoulder additional liabilities. There had to be broad agreement on a “fair” distribution of income, or at least on a distribution of the burdens that was not so unfair as to be intolerable. Only then could pressure on central banks to continually monetize budget deficits and cause either explicit or repressed inflation be removed.

Such a “social contract” is advantageous only if it is generally accepted. If workers continued to aggressively press for higher wages, management had little incentive to plow back profits in return for the promise of higher future profits. If management failed to plow back profits, workers had little incentive to moderate current wage demands in return for higher future productivity and compensation. If labor relations were conflictual rather than harmonious, productivity would be the casualty. The post-WWII reconstruction shifted Europe onto this “social contract” equilibrium path, for once workers and management began coordinating on the superior equilibrium they had no obvious reason to stop—at least not until the mid 1970s.

U.S. aid policy after WWII encouraged European governments to pursue investment-friendly policies. Productivity soared in the wake of financial stabilization and the advent of the Marshall Plan. The advantages of the cooperative equilibrium were suddenly clear. Within the group of reconstructing nations, those where the United States had most leverage had the fastest-growing economies. Within Europe United States influence was strongest in Germany, weaker in France and Italy, and weakest in Britain. In the post-World War II period the German economy was the most successful, the British economy least. And Japan, where General MacArthur was America’s proconsul, is the extreme example that proves the rule.

To make the point another way, a social revolution to reduce the excess share of income received the top 20% by two-thirds—from 50% to 30% of national income—would raise average income of the bottom eighty percent by about two-ﬁfths. This difference is smaller than the difference between the U.S. and France, between Canada and Australia, or between Venezuela and Brazil. This is a difference that is made up in twenty years of economic growth at the post-World War II pace. Thus the question: 

is upsetting the political and economic order of the industrial west worthwhile in order to attain a given level of wealth for the median citizen twenty years early? And can the order be transformed without losing more than 20 years’ of growth in the uproar? 

The social democratic answer since World War II has been that it is probably not worthwhile. Given the track record of the revolutions that have occurred in the twentieth century, this position appears crrect. Certainly communist revolutions have established régimes that have destroyed far more wealth than the property-owning strata at the top of industrial market economies have exacted. Overturning the political and economic structure of the industrial west, and replacing it with a large bureaucracy, can seem a possibly worthwhile goal if market capitalism cannot deliver economic growth. Not otherwise.

Here the Marshall Plan may have played a critical role. It did not obviate the need for sacrifice. But it increased the size of the pie available for division among interest groups. Two-and-a-half percent—Marshall Plan aid as a share of recipient GDP—was not an overwhelmingly large change in the size of the pie. But if the sum of notional demands exceeded aggregate supply by five or seven-and-a-half percent, Marshall Plan transfers could reduce the sacrifices required of competing distributional interests by a third or as much as a half. 

Moreover, its potential availability if the government’s stabilization plan met the criteria required by Plan administrators provided a powerful incentive for governments to impose financial discipline. With Marshall Plan aid available, the benefits for quick resolution of “wars of attrition” were greater, and so the Plan in all likelihood advanced the date of financial stabilization. While internal price stabilization after World War II took four years, the German hyperinflation took place in the sixth year after the end of World War I, and France’s post-World War I inflation lasted for eight years. 


C. The 1950s

1. The Korean war

The Marshall Plan was followed by the Korean War. And the Korean War had important long-run consequences for U.S. relations with Europe. As a result of the Korean War, by the middle of the 1950s there was a full U.S. army—corps, divisions, airwings, and the standard enormous logistical tail—sitting in West Germany waiting for Stalin’s successors to attempt in Germany what Stalin, Mao, and Kim Il Sung had attempted in Korea: the reunification by force of a country that had been divided in the armistice that ended World War II. Stalin’s successors were largely unknown: the only solid thing about them was that they had flourished under Stalin and shot a couple of their own number in the power struggle that followed Stalin’s death. 

Stalin had exhibited a taste for snatching up territory when he thought it could be taken cheaply—starting with the suppression of the Mensheviks in Georgia, including the annexation of Moldova, Latvia, Lithuania, and Estonia. That Western Germany could probably not be snatched up cheaply was not wholly reassuring, because Stalin had also exhibited a certain degree of bad judgment: in addition to allowing Kim Il Sung to launch the Korean War, there was the unsuccessful attack on Finland in 1939 and the mother of all miscalculations, the belief that the way to deal with Hitler was to become his ally and then watch Nazi Germany and the western democracies exhaust themselves in trench warfare. Perhaps Stalin’s successors would exhibit a similar appetite for conquest on the cheap, and a similar weak grasp of geopolitical realities.

So by the mid-1950s a full U.S. army was sitting in Western Germany as a deterrent. And the U.S. was spending on a relatively large scale to project its Cold War military power beyond its borders. Roughly three-quarters of a percent of U.S. national product in the mid 1950s was “net military transactions”—expenditures abroad by the U.S. army which generated no dollar inflow.

As the figure above shows, the increase in net U.S. military transactions partially offset the winding-down of the Marshall Plan. Thus the forces of the Supreme Allied Commander, Europe, provided one secure source of demand for European production during Europe’s boom in the 1950s.

And boom in the 1950s the European economy certainly did.



 
 

2. The Post-World War II welfare state

The fact that the Great Depression was the major impetus for the leftward shift from a laissez-faire to a more managed “mixed” economy had an impact on the form of the post-World War II welfare state. In Europe the mixed economy had a somewhat egalitarian bent: it was to level the income distribution as well as insure citizens against the market. In America the major welfare state programs were sold as “insurance” in which individuals on average got what they paid for. They were not tools to shift the distribution of income. Social Security made payments that were proportional to earlier contributions. The pro-labor Wagner Act framework that set up the National Labor Relations Board was of most use to relatively skilled and well-paid workers with secure job attachments who could use the legal machinery to share in their industries’ proﬁts. And the degree of progressiveness in the income tax was always limited.

Thus the fact that the expansion of the welfare state took place in the wake of the Great Depression when everyone felt threatened by the possibility of unemployment (rather than through social democratic election victories in normal times) had a strong impact on the substance of the mixed economies. It severely limited the redistributive content of welfare states, for the pro-welfare state coalition that ensured liberal political dominance in the years after World War II was focused not on working class, egalitarian but on middle class, social insurance concerns.
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The problem with pinpointing the reasons for the different conclusions that I reach and that Milward reach is that he is one of those historians who does not think analytically—thus it is very difficult to trace out how he thnks that western European post-World War II development would have been different in the absence of the Marshall Plan. As best as I can pull together the threads of Milward’s argument from the conclusion to his Reconstruction of Western Europe, it is roughly as follows:





The first claim is that Europe’s 1947 balance-of-payments crisis was a result not of the failure but of the success of reconstruction: "...the economic crisis of 1947 which... produced the European Recovery Program was not caused by the deteriorating domestic economic situation of the western European economies.... It was... attributable to the remarkable speed and success of western Europe's economic recovery.... The main cause [of the balance of payments deficit] ...was the sustained high level of capital investment in western Europe, expressed in a marked increase in capital goods imports from the United States in 1947. The response of the European economies to their increasing international payments difficulties was not, however, as it had been in 1920, to deflate but, with the exception of Italy, to maintain inflatonary boom conditions while increasing the level of control over foreign trade." (p. 465).





The second claim is that: "The underlying causes of the dollar shortage were more diffuse, but they did not lie, as is sometimes argued, in a reduction of dollar outflows from America after 1946 nor in long-run structural alterations in the pattern of world trade and payments caused by the war." (p. 465). Here he makes a bad misstep. Europe's balance of payments difficulties in the late 1940s had multiple causes: structural alterations in the pattern of world trade, heavy European demand for dollar-zone products, and a lack of private investment money willing to bet on the recovery of Europe, to name three. To claim that any one of these was not the unique cause is correct, but to claim that it was not a cause is simply wrong.





Milward continues with the declaration that "...[Marshall aid] allowed some western European governments to continue to pursue... the extremely ambitious, expansionist domestic policies which had provoked the 1947 payments crisis.... It thus postponed, without resolving, the problem of combining self-sustained recovery with foreign equilibrium." (p. 466). Here I think Milward is led astray by his implicit judgment that the policies the Marshall Plan allowed were inappropriate. Milward sees them as “ambitious, expansionist,” and provoking crisis. Yet they were effective—and generated rapid income and productivity growth. 





The alternative—policies of deflation to deal with balance-of-payments difficulties as in the 1920s—had had disastrous long-run effects. Western European govenrments were wise to avoid them, and the U.S. was wise to provide them with the resources to allow them to do so. As Milward states: "High and increasing output, increasing foreign trade, full employment, industrialization and modernization had become in different countries, as a result of the experience of the 1930s and the war, inescapable policy choices, because governments could find no other basis for political consensus. The ERP permitted European governments to continue to translate these domestic political imperatives into economic policy." (p. 466).





Yet in spite of these benefits, Milward appears to believe that Marshall Plan aid played only a small role because it only "postponed, without resolving" the problem of reattaining balance of payment equilibrium. But that was the entire point: to allow western Europe governments to postpone dealing with the dollar shortage until something else came along that would eliminate it. But Milward goes on to say that “Marshall Aid only postponed the hour of reckoning until an American recession did arrive or the ERP came to an end. The question was, what would happen then?" (p. 471). The answer is that strong demand from Germany made up the slack: "The reabsorption [of West Germany] into the western European trade and payments framework... was essential for sustaining... recovery." (pp. 471-2).





Milward’s apparent conclusion is that Marshall Plan aid played only a small role because in the long run the engine of rapid growth and expanded demand was the revival of the German economy and Germany’s reintegration into the European trade and payments framework. Here I am left scratching my head. Hasn’t Milward just said that without the Marshall Plan there would have been no recovery to be sustained? Hasn’t he just implied that in the absence of the Marshall Plan western Euorpean countries would have been following deflationary policies in the late 1940s. What chance a successful reabsorption of West Germany into the western European trade and payments framework then?





So either I have badly misread the structure of Milward’s argument, or his argument for the realtive unimportance of the Marshall Plan is unsustainable.


� See Henry Hazlitt (1947), Can Dollars Save the World? ().


� See Barry Eichengreen (1997), Globalizing Capital ().
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FISCAL YEARS

Responsiveness of Federal Budget to Unemployment: Pre-World War I, Interwar, and Post-World War II

Year

Federal Receipts

Federal Expenditures

National Product

Unemployment

Year

Budget Balance/NP

Year

Federal Expenditures/NP

Federal Revenues/NP

Year

Romer-Weighted Unemployment

Surplus/NP

1870.0

1870.0

1870.0

0.045

0.057

1870.0

Period

Unemployment Rate

Post-1982 Period

SEE

Year

Debt Held by the Public/GDP

Year

Unemployment Rate

Budget Deficit

1871.0

0.383

0.292

6.7

1871.0

0.013582089552238809

1871.0

0.0435820895522388

0.05716417910447761

1871.0

0.013582089552238809

1970.0

0.287

1950.0

0.053

0.007724719101123605

1872.0

0.374

0.277

6.9

1872.0

0.01405797101449275

1872.0

0.04014492753623188

0.05420289855072463

1872.0

0.01405797101449275

1890-1916

-0.056

0.307

0.002

1971.0

0.288

1951.0

0.033

-0.02314250913520098

1873.0

0.333

1873.0

0.00605633802816902

1873.0

0.04084507042253521

0.04690140845070423

1873.0

0.00605633802816902

0.023

1972.0

0.281

1952.0

0.03

0.0

1874.0

0.304

1874.0

5.40540540540541E-4

1874.0

0.040540540540540536

0.04108108108108108

1874.0

5.40540540540541E-4

1973.0

0.267

1953.0

0.029

0.01453647833241908

1875.0

0.288

1875.0

0.002368421052631574

1875.0

0.03552631578947369

0.03789473684210526

1875.0

0.002368421052631574

1920-1940

-0.317

0.847

0.01

1954.0

0.055

0.006030701754385972

1876.0

0.294

1876.0

0.0030379746835442994

1876.0

0.03417721518987342

0.037215189873417716

1876.0

0.0030379746835442994

0.045

1975.0

0.261

1955.0

0.044

0.007537688442211055

1877.0

0.281

1877.0

0.0050000000000000044

1877.0

0.02926829268292683

0.03426829268292684

1877.0

0.0050000000000000044

1976.0

0.283

1956.0

0.041

-0.009541984732824428

1878.0

0.257

1878.0

0.0019767441860465136

1878.0

0.027906976744186046

0.02988372093023256

1878.0

0.0019767441860465136

1950-1995

-0.894

0.526

0.013

1977.0

0.286

1957.0

0.043

-0.007482993197278905

1879.0

0.273

1879.0

3.3333333333333365E-4

1879.0

0.030000000000000002

0.030333333333333337

1879.0

3.3333333333333365E-4

0.188

1978.0

0.282

1958.0

0.068

0.006711409395973154

1880.0

0.333

1880.0

0.0067021276595744675

1880.0

0.02872340425531915

0.035425531914893615

1880.0

0.0067021276595744675

1979.0

0.263

1959.0

0.055

0.026708074534161474

1881.0

0.010204081632653059

1881.0

0.026530612244897958

0.03673469387755102

1881.0

0.010204081632653059

1950-1995*

-0.68

-0.021

0.746

0.01

1980.0

0.268

1960.0

0.055

-5.964214711729565E-4

1882.0

0.403

1882.0

0.014019607843137258

1882.0

0.025490196078431376

0.03950980392156863

1882.0

0.014019607843137258

0.127

0.004

1961.0

0.067

0.006538461538461522

1883.0

0.398

1883.0

0.012897196261682245

1883.0

0.02429906542056075

0.03719626168224299

1883.0

0.012897196261682245

1982.0

0.294

1962.0

0.055

0.01267857142857142

1884.0

0.348

1884.0

0.009642857142857142

1884.0

0.02142857142857143

0.031071428571428573

1884.0

0.009642857142857142

1983.0

0.341

1963.0

0.057

0.007966101694915259

1885.0

0.323

1885.0

0.005526315789473684

1885.0

0.02280701754385965

0.028333333333333332

1885.0

0.005526315789473684

1984.0

0.352

1964.0

0.052

0.00933544303797467

1886.0

0.336

1886.0

0.008205128205128209

1886.0

0.020512820512820513

0.02871794871794872

1886.0

0.008205128205128209

1985.0

0.378

1965.0

0.045

0.0023391812865497202

1887.0

0.371

1887.0

0.008487394957983192

1887.0

0.0226890756302521

0.03117647058823529

1887.0

0.008487394957983192

1986.0

0.411

1966.0

0.038

0.005073431241655518

1888.0

0.379

1888.0

0.008934426229508196

1888.0

0.02213114754098361

0.031065573770491805

1888.0

0.008934426229508196

1987.0

0.424

1967.0

0.038

0.010970996216897878

1889.0

0.387

1889.0

0.006960000000000002

1889.0

0.024

0.03096

1889.0

0.006960000000000002

1988.0

0.426

1968.0

0.036

0.029050925925925952

1890.0

0.403

1890.0

0.0063358778625954215

1890.0

0.024427480916030534

0.030763358778625956

1890.0

0.0474

0.0063358778625954215

1890-1916: Simple Regression Results

1989.0

0.423

1969.0

0.035

-0.003548387096774206

1891.0

0.392

0.054

1891.0

0.001629629629629631

1891.0

0.027407407407407408

0.02903703703703704

1891.0

0.05622

0.001629629629629631

1970.0

0.049

0.002968270214943711

1892.0

3.496503496503499E-4

1892.0

0.024475524475524472

0.024825174825174823

1892.0

0.0411

3.496503496503499E-4

Regression Statistics

1991.0

0.474

1971.0

0.059

0.021863117870722433

0.117

1893.0

3.623188405797105E-4

1893.0

0.02753623188405797

0.02789855072463768

1893.0

0.09591

3.623188405797105E-4

Multiple R

0.5774483579171138

1992.0

0.506

1972.0

0.056

0.020942408376963352

1894.0

0.306

0.184

1894.0

-0.005079365079365079

1894.0

0.029365079365079365

0.024285714285714285

1894.0

0.13812

-0.005079365079365079

R Square

0.33344660606117116

1993.0

0.518

1973.0

0.049

0.010954616588419406

1895.0

0.324

0.137

1895.0

-0.002589928057553955

1895.0

0.025899280575539568

0.02330935251798561

1895.0

0.10851000000000001

-0.002589928057553955

Adjusted R Square

0.306784470303618

1994.0

0.518

1974.0

0.056

0.004273504273504274

1896.0

0.338

0.144

1896.0

-9.022556390977409E-4

1896.0

0.02631578947368421

0.025413533834586468

1896.0

0.11291999999999999

-9.022556390977409E-4

Standard Error

0.002173247473710589

1995.0

0.514

1975.0

0.085

0.03507610853739246

1897.0

0.347

1897.0

-0.001575342465753426

1897.0

0.025342465753424658

0.02376712328767123

1897.0

0.11354999999999998

-0.001575342465753426

Observations

27.0

1996.0

0.506

1976.0

0.077

0.04391691394658754

0.124

1898.0

-0.0021874999999999985

1898.0

0.0275

0.0253125

1898.0

0.10031999999999999

-0.0021874999999999985

1977.0

0.071

0.027604166666666666

1899.0

-0.005459770114942528

1899.0

0.03505747126436782

0.029597701149425292

1899.0

0.06315

-0.005459770114942528

ANOVA

1978.0

0.061

0.02736549165120594

1900.0

0.567

1900.0

0.002513368983957216

1900.0

0.027807486631016044

0.03032085561497326

1900.0

0.0537

0.002513368983957216

df

SS

MS

F

Significance F

1979.0

0.058

0.01644736842105263

1901.0

0.587

1901.0

0.0032367149758454083

1901.0

0.025120772946859906

0.028357487922705312

1901.0

0.0474

0.0032367149758454083

Regression

1.0

5.906765544202881E-5

5.906765544202881E-5

12.506372673716081

0.001611151616734913

1980.0

0.071

0.027977315689981096

1902.0

0.562

0.037

1902.0

0.0037962962962962993

1902.0

0.02222222222222222

0.02601851851851852

1902.0

0.045509999999999995

0.0037962962962962993

Residual

25.0

1.1807511454973647E-4

4.723004581989459E-6

1981.0

0.076

0.02664418212478921

1903.0

0.561

0.039

1903.0

0.0017903930131004384

1903.0

0.022707423580786028

0.024497816593886466

1903.0

0.04677

0.0017903930131004384

Total

26.0

1.771427699917653E-4

1982.0

0.097

0.04096

1904.0

0.541

0.054

1904.0

-0.002139737991266373

1904.0

0.02576419213973799

0.02362445414847162

1904.0

0.05622

-0.002139737991266373

1983.0

0.096

0.062405788362978595

1905.0

0.544

0.043

1905.0

-0.0010358565737051757

1905.0

0.02270916334661354

0.021673306772908366

1905.0

0.04929

-0.0010358565737051757

Coefficients

Standard Error

t Stat

P-value

Lower 95%

Upper 95%

Lower 95.0%

Upper 95.0%

1984.0

0.075

0.05031106302407357

1906.0

0.594

0.017

1906.0

8.362369337979102E-4

1906.0

0.019860627177700346

0.020696864111498257

1906.0

0.032909999999999995

8.362369337979102E-4

Intercept

0.0036139041928195444

0.0011308169374526027

3.195834863387

0.0037540853325057854

0.0012849447458085448

0.005942863639830544

0.0012849447458085448

0.005942863639830544

1985.0

0.072

0.05338705615713926

0.028

1907.0

0.00279605263157895

1907.0

0.019078947368421053

0.021875000000000002

1907.0

0.03984

0.00279605263157895

Unemployment

-0.055687656515368375

0.01574683435413069

-3.5364350232566237

0.001611151616734913

-0.08811884622869647

-0.02325646680204028

-0.08811884622869647

-0.02325646680204028

1986.0

0.07

0.0523696682464455

1908.0

0.601

1908.0

-0.0021299638989169694

1908.0

0.023826714801444045

0.021696750902527075

1908.0

0.0726

-0.0021299638989169694

1987.0

0.062

0.03368515607455648

1909.0

0.604

1909.0

-0.0025748502994011966

1909.0

0.020658682634730537

0.018083832335329342

1909.0

0.0537

-0.0025748502994011966

1988.0

0.055

0.032224532224532226

0.059

1910.0

-4.2492917847025225E-4

1910.0

0.019546742209631728

0.019121813031161478

1910.0

0.05937

-4.2492917847025225E-4

1989.0

0.053

0.02936630602782071

1911.0

0.701

0.067

1911.0

3.0726256983240255E-4

1911.0

0.019273743016759777

0.01958100558659218

1911.0

0.06441

3.0726256983240255E-4

1990.0

0.055

0.04048878351267554

1912.0

0.692

0.046

1912.0

5.0761421319797E-5

1912.0

0.017512690355329947

0.017563451776649745

1912.0

0.051179999999999996

5.0761421319797E-5

1991.0

0.067

0.04757709251101322

1913.0

0.714

0.043

1913.0

1.0101010101010109E-4

1913.0

0.017929292929292927

0.01803030303030303

1913.0

0.04929

1.0101010101010109E-4

1992.0

0.074

0.048928631685507

0.079

1914.0

-1.2953367875647679E-4

1914.0

0.018911917098445596

0.018782383419689117

1914.0

0.07197

-1.2953367875647679E-4

1993.0

0.068

0.04069581870411746

1915.0

0.683

1915.0

-0.0016749999999999988

1915.0

0.01875

0.017075

1915.0

0.07575000000000001

-0.0016749999999999988

1920-1940: Simple Regression Reults

1994.0

0.061

0.030759951749095297

1916.0

0.761

0.051

1916.0

0.0010559006211180134

1916.0

0.014699792960662527

0.015755693581780538

1916.0

0.054329999999999996

0.0010559006211180134

1995.0

0.056

0.025106904056248595

0.046

1917.0

-0.014900662251655627

1917.0

0.033112582781456956

0.018211920529801327

1917.0

0.051179999999999996

-0.014900662251655627

Regression Statistics

1996.0

0.052

0.013

0.014

1918.0

-0.11910994764397904

1918.0

0.16623036649214656

0.04712041884816753

1918.0

0.03102

-0.11910994764397904

Multiple R

0.9242452798963828

1997.0

0.048

0.004

0.014

1919.0

-0.15952380952380954

1919.0

0.22023809523809523

0.06071428571428571

1919.0

0.03102

-0.15952380952380954

R Square

0.8542293374107431

1998.0

0.052

1920.0

0.002185792349726768

1920.0

0.06994535519125683

0.0721311475409836

1920.0

0.054959999999999995

0.002185792349726768

Adjusted R Square

0.8465571972744664

-1.0

0.117

1921.0

0.005747126436781615

1921.0

0.07327586206896552

0.07902298850574713

1921.0

0.09591

0.005747126436781615

Standard Error

0.010034464051023317

Year

National Pdt

Exp/GDP

Rev/GDP

Romer Unempl.

Exp/FEGDP

FER/FEGDP

Year

FEDef/FEGDP

Year

Act Def/FEGDP

0.067

1922.0

0.009446693657219975

1922.0

0.04453441295546559

0.05398110661268556

1922.0

0.06441

0.009446693657219975

Observations

21.0

1922.0

74.1

0.04453441295546559

0.05398110661268556

0.06441

0.04328688493173304

0.05549326179296743

1922.0

-0.012206376861234387

1922.0

0.009364102275153122

0.012206376861234387

0.034

1923.0

0.009400705052878964

1923.0

0.036427732079905996

0.04582843713278496

1923.0

0.04362

0.009400705052878964

1923.0

85.1

0.036427732079905996

0.04582843713278496

0.04362

0.03689855767584984

0.04523610815724271

1923.0

-0.00833755048139287

1923.0

0.0097191028626597

0.00833755048139287

1924.0

0.011806375442739079

1924.0

0.034238488783943324

0.04604486422668241

1924.0

0.0537

0.011806375442739079

ANOVA

1924.0

84.7

0.034238488783943324

0.04604486422668241

0.0537

0.0339869850942459

0.04638309332662031

1924.0

-0.012396108232374407

1924.0

0.011957034072046872

0.012396108232374407

0.032

1925.0

0.007518796992481205

1925.0

0.031149301825993556

0.038668098818474765

1925.0

0.042359999999999995

0.007518796992481205

df

SS

MS

F

Significance F

1925.0

93.1

0.031149301825993556

0.038668098818474765

0.042359999999999995

0.03163264869810053

0.03806808201172127

1925.0

-0.006435433313620745

1925.0

0.007793760876193309

0.006435433313620745

0.018

1926.0

0.009278350515463916

1926.0

0.029896907216494843

0.03917525773195876

1926.0

0.03354

0.009278350515463916

Regression

1.0

0.011211050751334939

0.011211050751334939

111.34172763237667

2.200207145795461E-9

1926.0

97.0

0.029896907216494843

0.03917525773195876

0.03354

0.03091461638798739

0.037841707783106464

1926.0

-0.006927091395119073

1926.0

0.009796797013413776

0.006927091395119073

0.033

1927.0

0.011591148577449948

1927.0

0.030558482613277132

0.04214963119072708

1927.0

0.04299

0.011591148577449948

Residual

19.0

0.0019131189070343058

1.0069046879127926E-4

1927.0

94.9

0.030558482613277132

0.04214963119072708

0.04299

0.03099300453688425

0.0415502906064414

1927.0

-0.01055728606955715

1927.0

0.01199936704429693

0.01055728606955715

0.042

1928.0

0.009278350515463916

1928.0

0.030927835051546393

0.040206185567010305

1928.0

0.042

0.009278350515463916

Total

20.0

0.013124169658369244

1928.0

97.0

0.030927835051546393

0.040206185567010305

0.042

0.03143072667840081

0.03955242645209957

1928.0

-0.008121699773698761

1928.0

0.009624844933053852

0.008121699773698761

0.032

1929.0

0.007759456838021337

1929.0

0.03006789524733269

0.037827352085354024

1929.0

0.032

0.007759456838021337

1929.0

103.1

0.03006789524733269

0.037827352085354024

0.032

0.03119076270470196

0.03641471238092171

1929.0

-0.005223949676219752

1929.0

0.008219763599598872

0.005223949676219752

0.087

1930.0

0.008849557522123892

1930.0

0.036504424778761056

0.04535398230088495

1930.0

0.087

0.008849557522123892

Coefficients

Standard Error

t Stat

P-value

Lower 95%

Upper 95%

Lower 95.0%

Upper 95.0%

1930.0

90.4

0.036504424778761056

0.04535398230088495

0.087

0.03398922232659316

0.04847893080206323

1930.0

-0.01448970847547007

1930.0

0.008396164631996104

0.01448970847547007

0.159

1931.0

-0.006596306068601583

1931.0

0.0474934036939314

0.040897097625329816

1931.0

0.159

-0.006596306068601583

Intercept

0.024028649789875903

0.004167389428148729

5.765875784867579

1.480983056679151E-5

0.015306200762806916

0.03275109881694489

0.015306200762806916

0.03275109881694489

1931.0

75.8

0.0474934036939314

0.040897097625329816

0.159

0.03899294227744778

0.04821693940063515

1931.0

-0.009223997123187368

1931.0

-0.005506098554759254

0.009223997123187368

0.236

1932.0

-0.048275862068965524

1932.0

0.0810344827586207

0.03275862068965517

1932.0

0.236

-0.048275862068965524

Unemployment

-0.31739153149883137

0.03007920524052157

-10.551858965716736

2.200207145795461E-9

-0.3803480511638883

-0.2544350118337744

-0.3803480511638883

-0.2544350118337744

1932.0

58.0

0.0810344827586207

0.03275862068965517

0.236

0.05906303408062734

0.04164069568714185

1932.0

0.01742233839348549

1932.0

-0.03570699857172007

-0.01742233839348549

0.249

1933.0

-0.04676258992805755

1933.0

0.08273381294964027

0.03597122302158273

1933.0

0.249

-0.04676258992805755

1933.0

55.6

0.08273381294964027

0.03597122302158273

0.249

0.05918012371218903

0.04621195747264849

1933.0

0.012968166239540543

1933.0

-0.033935116058096904

-0.012968166239540543

0.217

1934.0

-0.05529953917050691

1934.0

0.10138248847926268

0.04608294930875576

1934.0

0.217

-0.05529953917050691

1934.0

65.1

0.10138248847926268

0.04608294930875576

0.217

0.07599886692598401

0.0576209591057006

1934.0

0.01837790782028341

1934.0

-0.04208488521347558

-0.01837790782028341

0.201

1935.0

-0.038781163434903045

1935.0

0.09002770083102493

0.05124653739612189

1935.0

0.201

-0.038781163434903045

SUMMARY OUTPUT

1935.0

72.2

0.09002770083102493

0.05124653739612189

0.201

0.06914569956299918

0.06313321504099809

1935.0

0.006012484522001094

1935.0

-0.03025051749992437

-0.006012484522001094

0.169

1936.0

-0.05333333333333334

1936.0

0.10181818181818182

0.048484848484848485

1936.0

0.169

-0.05333333333333334

1936.0

82.5

0.10181818181818182

0.048484848484848485

0.169

0.08224408870612425

0.057805845204875896

1936.0

0.024438243501248354

1936.0

-0.04378762999452655

-0.024438243501248354

0.143

1937.0

-0.029867256637168143

1937.0

0.08517699115044247

0.05530973451327433

1937.0

0.143

-0.029867256637168143

Regression Statistics

1937.0

90.4

0.08517699115044247

0.05530973451327433

0.143

0.07181871091942874

0.06398394245549105

1937.0

0.007834768463937686

1937.0

-0.02561514291352328

-0.007834768463937686

1938.0

-0.025974025974025976

1938.0

0.08028335301062574

0.054309327036599755

1938.0

0.19

-0.025974025974025976

Multiple R

0.7323488710522452

1938.0

84.7

0.08028335301062574

0.054309327036599755

0.19

0.06272136953955136

0.06618949232585596

1938.0

-0.003468122786304595

1938.0

-0.02061430632859205

0.003468122786304595

0.173

1939.0

-0.0419889502762431

1939.0

0.0972375690607735

0.055248618784530384

1939.0

0.173

-0.0419889502762431

R Square

0.5363348689314982

1939.0

90.5

0.0972375690607735

0.055248618784530384

0.173

0.07803978255278772

0.06615645202770412

1939.0

0.011883330525083599

1939.0

-0.03424873595125865

-0.011883330525083599

0.146

1940.0

-0.027081243731193572

1940.0

0.09628886659979939

0.06920762286860582

1940.0

0.146

-0.027081243731193572

Adjusted R Square

0.5257970250435777

1940.0

99.7

0.09628886659979939

0.06920762286860582

0.146

0.08077925050318742

0.08035515943804569

1940.0

4.240910651417268E-4

1940.0

-0.023106863251871647

-4.240910651417268E-4

0.099

1941.0

-0.03855421686746988

1941.0

0.11244979919678715

0.07389558232931727

1941.0

0.099

-0.03855421686746988

Standard Error

0.013288660417120735

1941.0

124.5

0.11244979919678715

0.07389558232931727

0.099

0.10241329617193728

0.08049099860279002

1941.0

0.021922297569147264

1941.0

-0.03576457965442474

-0.021922297569147264

0.047

1942.0

-0.12286257124762506

1942.0

0.21849271690943634

0.09563014566181127

1942.0

0.047

-0.12286257124762506

Observations

46.0

0.019

1943.0

-0.2807933194154489

1943.0

0.4117954070981211

0.13100208768267224

1943.0

0.019

-0.2807933194154489

0.012

1944.0

-0.2198952879581152

1944.0

0.447405997144217

0.22751070918610186

1944.0

0.012

-0.2198952879581152

ANOVA

0.019

1945.0

-0.21236432279377065

1945.0

0.4492685228881548

0.23690420009438415

1945.0

0.019

-0.21236432279377065

df

SS

MS

F

Significance F

0.039

1946.0

-0.08729016786570745

1946.0

0.2959232613908873

0.20863309352517986

1946.0

0.039

-0.08729016786570745

Regression

1.0

0.008987660919397547

0.008987660919397547

50.89607272947908

7.272783715134531E-9

0.039

1947.0

0.028534370946822315

1947.0

0.15953307392996108

0.1880674448767834

1947.0

0.039

0.028534370946822315

Residual

44.0

0.007769893809988266

1.7658849568155148E-4

0.038

1948.0

0.03454968944099378

1948.0

0.14169254658385091

0.1762422360248447

1948.0

0.038

0.03454968944099378

Total

45.0

0.016757554729385813

0.059

1949.0

0.003898635477582846

1949.0

0.15828460038986356

0.1621832358674464

1949.0

0.059

0.003898635477582846

0.053

1950.0

-0.007724719101123605

1950.0

0.15133426966292135

0.14360955056179775

1950.0

0.053

-0.007724719101123605

0.0

0.053

-0.007724719101123605

Coefficients

Standard Error

t Stat

P-value

Lower 95%

Upper 95%

Lower 95.0%

Upper 95.0%

0.033

1951.0

0.02314250913520098

1951.0

0.1394640682095006

0.1626065773447016

1951.0

0.033

0.02314250913520098

0.0

0.033

0.02314250913520098

Intercept

0.030699200205983136

0.007498657035738052

4.093959766351893

1.7849701150173244E-4

0.015586650525864724

0.04581174988610155

0.015586650525864724

0.04581174988610155

1952.0

0.0

1952.0

0.19681620839363242

0.19681620839363242

1952.0

0.03

0.0

0.0

0.03

0.0

Unemployment RATe

-0.8936618940826302

0.12526539256035374

-7.134148353481251

7.272783715134239E-9

-1.1461176950674736

-0.6412060930977868

-1.1461176950674736

-0.6412060930977868

0.029

1953.0

-0.01453647833241908

1953.0

0.21064179923203508

0.196105320899616

1953.0

0.029

-0.01453647833241908

0.0

0.029

-0.01453647833241908

1954.0

-0.006030701754385972

1954.0

0.1943530701754386

0.18832236842105263

1954.0

0.055

-0.006030701754385972

0.0

0.055

-0.006030701754385972

0.044

1955.0

-0.007537688442211055

1955.0

0.1721105527638191

0.16457286432160803

1955.0

0.044

-0.007537688442211055

0.0

0.044

-0.007537688442211055

SUMMARY OUTPUT

0.041

1956.0

0.009541984732824428

1956.0

0.16817748091603055

0.17771946564885496

1956.0

0.041

0.009541984732824428

0.0

0.041

0.009541984732824428

0.043

1957.0

0.007482993197278905

1957.0

0.17392290249433107

0.18140589569160998

1957.0

0.043

0.007482993197278905

0.0

0.043

0.007482993197278905

Regression Statistics

0.068

1958.0

-0.006711409395973154

1958.0

0.18478747203579418

0.178076062639821

1958.0

0.068

-0.006711409395973154

0.0

0.068

-0.006711409395973154

Multiple R

0.8703402274294516

1959.0

-0.026708074534161474

1959.0

0.1906832298136646

0.1639751552795031

1959.0

0.055

-0.026708074534161474

0.0

0.055

-0.026708074534161474

R Square

0.7574921114819496

1960.0

5.964214711729565E-4

1960.0

0.18330019880715706

0.18389662027833

1960.0

0.055

5.964214711729565E-4

0.0

0.055

5.964214711729565E-4

Adjusted R Square

0.7462126748066915

0.067

1961.0

-0.006538461538461522

1961.0

0.18807692307692306

0.18153846153846154

1961.0

0.067

-0.006538461538461522

0.0

0.067

-0.006538461538461522

Standard Error

0.009721516790148545

1962.0

-0.01267857142857142

1962.0

0.1907142857142857

0.1780357142857143

1962.0

0.055

-0.01267857142857142

0.0

0.055

-0.01267857142857142

Observations

46.0

0.057

1963.0

-0.007966101694915259

1963.0

0.18864406779661017

0.1806779661016949

1963.0

0.057

-0.007966101694915259

0.0

0.057

-0.007966101694915259

0.052

1964.0

-0.00933544303797467

1964.0

0.18765822784810127

0.1783227848101266

1964.0

0.052

-0.00933544303797467

0.0

0.052

-0.00933544303797467

ANOVA

1965.0

-0.0023391812865497202

1965.0

0.17309941520467836

0.17076023391812864

1965.0

0.045

-0.0023391812865497202

0.0

0.045

-0.0023391812865497202

df

SS

MS

F

Significance F

0.038

1966.0

-0.005073431241655518

1966.0

0.17983978638184245

0.17476635514018693

1966.0

0.038

-0.005073431241655518

0.0

0.038

-0.005073431241655518

Regression

2.0

0.01269371551523679

0.006346857757618395

67.15690980769769

5.910254895236548E-14

0.038

1967.0

-0.010970996216897878

1967.0

0.19962168978562422

0.18865069356872635

1967.0

0.038

-0.010970996216897878

0.0

0.038

-0.010970996216897878

Residual

43.0

0.004063839214149023

9.450788870114007E-5

0.036

1968.0

-0.029050925925925952

1968.0

0.20694444444444446

0.1778935185185185

1968.0

0.036

-0.029050925925925952

0.0

0.036

-0.029050925925925952

Total

45.0

0.016757554729385813

1969.0

0.003548387096774206

1969.0

0.19838709677419356

0.20193548387096774

1969.0

0.035

0.003548387096774206

0.0

0.035

0.003548387096774206

0.049

1970.0

-0.002968270214943711

1970.0

0.20122824974411463

0.19825997952917093

1970.0

0.049

-0.002968270214943711

0.0

0.049

-0.002968270214943711

Coefficients

Standard Error

t Stat

P-value

Lower 95%

Upper 95%

Lower 95.0%

Upper 95.0%

0.059

1971.0

-0.021863117870722433

1971.0

0.19961977186311788

0.17775665399239543

1971.0

0.059

-0.021863117870722433

0.0

0.059

-0.021863117870722433

Intercept

0.024389720184689035

0.005577515242064061

4.372864819937843

7.651835889845702E-5

0.013141596429156204

0.03563784394022187

0.013141596429156204

0.03563784394022187

0.056

1972.0

-0.020942408376963352

1972.0

0.20157068062827224

0.1806282722513089

1972.0

0.056

-0.020942408376963352

0.0

0.056

-0.020942408376963352

Post-1982

-0.021265862671906235

0.003395948763406451

-6.2621270677165946

1.5191977668287053E-7

-0.028114441349050032

-0.01441728399476244

-0.028114441349050032

-0.01441728399476244

0.049

1973.0

-0.010954616588419406

1973.0

0.19170579029733958

0.1807511737089202

1973.0

0.049

-0.010954616588419406

0.0

0.049

-0.010954616588419406

Unemployment Rate

-0.6804593750027544

0.09775990249049676

-6.960516097782543

1.4678385603669581E-8

-0.8776108723664796

-0.48330787763902927

-0.8776108723664796

-0.48330787763902927

0.056

1974.0

-0.004273504273504274

1974.0

0.1915954415954416

0.18732193732193733

1974.0

0.056

-0.004273504273504274

0.0

0.056

-0.004273504273504274

1975.0

-0.03507610853739246

1975.0

0.21972203838517537

0.1846459298477829

1975.0

0.085

-0.03507610853739246

0.0

0.085

-0.03507610853739246

0.077

1976.0

-0.04391691394658754

1976.0

0.22077151335311573

0.1768545994065282

1976.0

0.077

-0.04391691394658754

0.0

0.077

-0.04391691394658754

0.071

1977.0

-0.027604166666666666

1977.0

0.21302083333333333

0.18541666666666667

1977.0

0.071

-0.027604166666666666

0.0

0.071

-0.027604166666666666

0.061

1978.0

-0.02736549165120594

1978.0

0.21289424860853431

0.18552875695732837

1978.0

0.061

-0.02736549165120594

0.0

0.061

-0.02736549165120594

0.058

1979.0

-0.01644736842105263

1979.0

0.20682565789473684

0.1903782894736842

1979.0

0.058

-0.01644736842105263

0.0

0.058

-0.01644736842105263

0.071

1980.0

-0.027977315689981096

1980.0

0.22344045368620039

0.19546313799621928

1980.0

0.071

-0.027977315689981096

0.0

0.071

-0.027977315689981096

0.076

1981.0

-0.02664418212478921

1981.0

0.22866779089376055

0.20202360876897132

1981.0

0.076

-0.02664418212478921

0.0

0.076

-0.02664418212478921

0.097

1982.0

-0.04096

1982.0

0.23872

0.19776

1982.0

0.097

-0.04096

0.0

0.097

-0.04096

0.096

1983.0

-0.062405788362978595

1983.0

0.24359360868254445

0.18118782031956587

1983.0

0.096

-0.062405788362978595

1.0

0.096

-0.062405788362978595

1984.0

-0.05031106302407357

1984.0

0.23045712740059507

0.1801460643765215

1984.0

0.075

-0.05031106302407357

1.0

0.075

-0.05031106302407357

0.072

1985.0

-0.05338705615713926

1985.0

0.23822714681440443

0.18484009065726517

1985.0

0.072

-0.05338705615713926

1.0

0.072

-0.05338705615713926

1986.0

-0.0523696682464455

1986.0

0.23459715639810427

0.18222748815165876

1986.0

0.07

-0.0523696682464455

1.0

0.07

-0.0523696682464455

0.062

1987.0

-0.03368515607455648

1987.0

0.2254659779923647

0.1917808219178082

1987.0

0.062

-0.03368515607455648

1.0

0.062

-0.03368515607455648

1988.0

-0.032224532224532226

1988.0

0.22120582120582122

0.188981288981289

1988.0

0.055

-0.032224532224532226

1.0

0.055

-0.032224532224532226

0.053

1989.0

-0.02936630602782071

1989.0

0.22082689335394126

0.19146058732612056

1989.0

0.053

-0.02936630602782071

1.0

0.053

-0.02936630602782071

1990.0

-0.04048878351267554

1990.0

0.22852453036658762

0.18803574685391208

1990.0

0.055

-0.04048878351267554

1.0

0.055

-0.04048878351267554

0.067

1991.0

-0.04757709251101322

1991.0

0.23330396475770926

0.18572687224669604

1991.0

0.067

-0.04757709251101322

1.0

0.067

-0.04757709251101322

0.074

1992.0

-0.048928631685507

1992.0

0.23300151847477646

0.18407288678926945

1992.0

0.074

-0.048928631685507

1.0

0.074

-0.048928631685507

0.068

1993.0

-0.04069581870411746

1993.0

0.22470475582508778

0.18400893712097033

1993.0

0.068

-0.04069581870411746

1.0

0.068

-0.04069581870411746

0.061

1994.0

-0.030759951749095297

1994.0

0.22029553679131483

0.18953558504221954

1994.0

0.061

-0.030759951749095297

1.0

0.061

-0.030759951749095297

7010.023999999999

0.056

1995.0

-0.025106904056248595

1995.0

0.2184015347165716

0.193294630660323

1995.0

0.056

-0.025106904056248595

1.0

0.056

-0.025106904056248595

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0
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