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THE 1971 MIDYEAR REVIEW OF THE ECONOMY

WEDNESDAY, JULY 7, 1971 -,

Coxaress oF THE UNITED STATES,
Joint EcoNoic COMMITTEE, -
Washington, D.C.

The committee met, pursuant to eall, at 2 p.m., in room G-308, New
Senate Office Building, Hon. William -Proxmire (chairman of the
committee) presiding. ‘

Present: enatorsgljroXmire, Javits, Miller, and Pearson; and Rep-
resentatives Griffiths and Blackburn. ‘

Also present: John R. Stark, executive director; Loughlin F. Mc-
Hugh, senior economist; Courtenay M. Slater, economist; and Lucy
A, Falcone, research economist. :

[

"OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN PROXMIRE

Chairman Proxmrire. The committee will come to order.

Today the Joint Economic Committee begins its midyear review of
the economy. A midyear assessment of the state of the economy and
of the possible need for policy changes always an important respon-
sibility of this committee. This year, there are several ieasons why a
midyear review is especially timely and important. : ‘

. First, the policies so' far adopted do not. appear adequate to restore
healthy growth and reduce unemployment. Growth of real output is
falling far below. the hopes expressed by.the administration at the
beginning of the year, and far below the rate needed to restore full
employment.- . - - R o

: 'é)econd, progress in restoring price stability has been so painfully
slow as to be almost imperceptible. : o

Third, monetary stimulus has not produced the hoped-for response.
Interest rates have recently begun to rise despite the unusually rapid
growth of the money supply. o ' o

Fourth, in the face of continued high unemployment, continued in-
flation, and rising interest rates, the administration has just within
the past week indicated that it has no intention of adopting new
policies. Furthermore, recent statements by administration spokesmen
have cast doubt on the commitment of this administration to the goal
of full employment. -

These statements by administration spokesmen are both puzzling
and disturbing. One can only hope that the administration has been
misinterpreted. Surely, with the 2d quarter GNP figures not yet avail-
able, it 1s too early to be certain that no new policy measures are

1)
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. heeded. And surely, the suggestion that full employment in peace-
time 1s an unattainable “myth” was not meant to be taken as an indi-
cation that the present administration has abandoned the long-stand-
111% bipartisan goal of full employmnient.

. I hope that testimony by the administration during this set of hear-
ings will clear up any ‘misunderstanding. Tomorrow we will hear
testimony from the Council of Econoniic Advisers. We continue to
hope that the Secretary of the Treasury will also be able to testify. .
I regard it as of the utmost importance that during these hearings it
ecome abundantly clear that this government Kas a total bipartisan
commitment to the restoration of full employment with price stabilit
and a willingness to adopt the policies necessary to achieve this goal.
_ Today the committe¢ is both pleased and honored to welcome as our
leadoff witness the distinguished senior Senator from Montana and
majority. leader of the Senate, Senator Mansfield. The Congress as well
as the executive branch bears great responsibility for the properexeci-
tion of economic policy. Senator Mansfield, I know you are greatly
concerned about the present economic situation and anxious to foster
cooperation between Congress and the executive branch in developing
policies to restore full employment and pricé stability. We are very

happy you could meet with us this afternoon. .So please: go right
ahead in your own way. : ERE - '

STATEMENT OF HON. MIKE MANSFIELD, A U.S. SENATOR FROM
THE STATE OF MONTANA

-Senator Ma~srFierp. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee,
in accepting your kind invitation to testify, it should be made very
clear that I do so not; as an economist. I appear before you rather as'a
Senator who has responsibilities and worries; one who is deeply con-
«cerned about the present state of our economy and about the apparent
lack of adequate and effective policies designed to meet this critical
:situation. '

As a Nation, we have just celebrated our 195th anniversary. It is an
-appropriate time, I -suggest, to look at our economic posture in terms
-of immediate needs and long-range effects ; in terms of those who suffer
‘today because remedies were not pursued last year and the year before.
We do this in the hopes that by next year or the year after, we can
return to an economy of full employment and prosperity.

- The task will not be easy. The signs are by no means optimistic.
Just yesterday it was disclosed that the Federal deficit for last fiscal
year, which ended 7 days ago, will éxceed $23.3 billion. It was reported
as well that the national debt scored its biggest increase in 26 years—
a whopping $26 billion. ) o

Deficit spending is now the accepted economic practice of both
Republican and Democratic Administrations. Where should we spend
this deficit? Where will the best stimulus to the economy come to cut
down on the high unemployment? As a noneconomist, I wonder if
the Government is not spending its $26 billion in the wrong places.
There might very well be a more productive place to spend—where
the long term- investment in this eountry could be improved and a
more significant short term economic stimulus could be achieved. More
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in human development and less in hardware accumulation would be,a
good start. We do not fully fund the programs for education, man-
power training, and pollution but find the rationale to increase military
obligations in the coming year by over $5 billion from last year.

However, I must admit that there are some signals—though faint at
best—which give us reason for some encouragement. Housing figures,
for instance, show improvement. But of all the economic sectors bogged
down by this'économy, it is housing that has fallen among the furthest.
And I am not so certain that this positive sign will long survive. Wit-
ness yesterday’s announcement that some prime interest rates will be
raised to 6 percent. Housing investment gains would easily be choked
off by soaring interest rates. ‘ ‘

As for unemployment, the monthly figure announced by the admin-
istration last Friday showed an adjusted rate of 5.6 percent. On the
surface, this is a decrease over the preceding month’s figure, but the
Labor Department stated nevertheless that there were 1.1 million more
unemployed Americans in June than the preceding month. The in-
crease is due in great part to the influx of college-age students seeking
employment. It is a sad fact that in June 1971, 1.1 million more
Americans wanted to work and couldn’t find work than in May 1971.
The total number of Americans out of work today is 5.5 or 5.6 million.
It was 4.4 million just last month. . .

In truth, there are 800,000 Americans classified as completely dis-
couraged from seeking employment. In truth, there are 400,000 Viet-
nam veterans unable to find work on their return home. In truth, the
adverse economic statistics have been with us too long. In a very
graphic way, they have told the story of the American economy day
after day after day. They are alarming statistics. To repeat, 5.5 or 5.6
million Americans are out of work today. '

Scores of cities are categorized as having substantial unemployment.
Hundreds of so-called labor areas have reached the critical level.
Hundreds of labor areas have been identified as persistently critical—
having severe unemployment for a year or more. In Seattle, Wash.,
the situation is well known. But what about Marion, S.C., and Man-
chester, Ga., and Alexandria, La., and Butte, Mont., and all the rest?
Albuquerque, Charleston, and Johnstown, Pa., may have moved off
the most critical list last month. But they were quickly replaced by
St. Louis—America’s 10th greatest city.

And what about the effect of economic policies as they have been
applied to individual labor groups? Unemployment among teenagers
was 17.3 percent last month; among blacks, 9.4 percent. What about

" the effect on those major labor areas where significant unemployment
has more than tripled in the last 2 years? : -

Then there is the question of inflation. For too long, inflation has
continued at an unbearable level. For too long, the rosey and optimis-
tic predictions have been converted into gloomy and pessimistic facts.
In the month of May the fact was that prices went up by more than
one-half of 1 percent. The annual rate for that month was about 7.2
percent. That is the rate of inflation. This is anything but price sta-
bility. Combined with critical unemployment, adverse inflation has
given us the worst of both worlds—able-bodied Americans unable to
find work and facing at the same time ever-increasing bills at the
grocery store. This is the case today. It has been the case for too long.
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_We all share some responsibility. Democrats and Republicans alike.
For too Jong the various ups and downs of.the economy have played
havoc. with Iarge numbers of Americans, their families, and their fu-
ture plans. I do think it unfortunate that there has been conflict or
confusion and sometimes seeming duplicity from the various quarters.

As T said at the outset, I am not an economist, but I am troubled
when what seems to be recommended by the Federal Reserve is re-
jected out-of-hand by the Treasury with the Council of Economic Ad-
visers resting uncertainly somewhere in between.

I do think that our once firm goal of full employment should still be
sought. It should not be dismissed or replaced with a less rigid stand-
ard of partial employment. In short, high unemployment is intoler-
able and unacceptable in our land. What the American people have
‘had to endure these past months is too-great a price to pay for restor-
ing stability to prices. Such stability does not seem to be in sight.

Again, the most tragic and ironic aspect of this economic situation
today is that despite the increase in the number of the unemployed,
thére has been no substantial progress in the fight against inflation.
‘We have paid and paid dearly with the jobs of over 5 million Amer-
icans or more for a price stability which up to now has been a most
elusive objective. : : .

It is an economic situation where there is much room for burden-
sharing. It has granted the President twice wage, price, and rent au-
thority for the next 2 years. It.is presumably on the basis of such
authority that policies advocated by the Chairman of the Federal Re-
serve could-be implemented. Congress, as well, enacted last year the
selective credit control authority designed to assist those segments of
the economy most in need;- . .- .. o o t

On the jobs front, Congress is also doing its share. On. this score,
I was most disappointed that the dccelerated public works measure was
vetoed last week. It was with this-proposal that Congress.sought to
move quickly in establishing. building programs that -would in
turn mean jobs for countless numbers of Americans. At the same time,
I was pleased that the Emergency Employment Act was at long last em-
braced by the administration. By providing at least 150,000 jobs almost
immediately, it is certain that this measure initiated by Congress can
help alleviate the ravages of unemployment and at the same time pro-
vide the type of public services that are in such vital need. T
- It should be pointed out that those suffering in the wake of unem-
ployment today are by no means limited to the workers at the bottom
of the labor market. It has been the unemployed engineer, the skilled
worker;-and the .general laborer from whom I have been hearing as
well. And the problem is not limited to just one sick corporation or
enferprise. It is nationwide and affects us all. Indeed, I am concerned
about anattitude that urges the spending or guaranteeing of hundreds
of millions of dollars to save particular.companies or railroads in the
name of safeguarding the economy while refusing to initiate measures
aimed at taking the unemployed off the welfare rolls immediately.

As one economic reporter put it last week: fresh and vigorous initi-
atives are imperative to pull the Nation out of its economic quicksand.
It is suggested that the initiatives have been lacking or so obscured
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by divisiveness among the administration experts that all we are get-
ting is more of the same—more unemployment and more inflation.
What is happening in turn, I fear, is that disillusionment and frus-
tration are taking their toll among the American people. What has
been experienced with regard to the issue of Vietnam is being trans-
ferved now to the issue of the economy. It is frustration fed by prom-
ises and followed only by a plague of failures and fatigue. An infla-
tion of predictions will not make up the $15 billion differences be-
tween the projected $1,065 billion GNP of the administration and the
more realistic $1,050 billion GNP figure projected by most economists.
Do.not misunderstand me. What is happening to the economy today
1s,in part, .ot least, an outgrowth of what happened years and years
ago,. under Democratic administrations. ,
As for future steps, I would hope that at long last a sound wage and
Pprice program would be instituted. I have said so many times in the
past. I was frankly pleased with today’s news that the President is
knocking heads, I am speaking figuratively here, together in the steel
Jndustry. T hope all efforts in this direction are stepped up. But all in
all,in viewing the economic landscape from my perspective, I find
very little to celebrate as this Nation enters its 196th year. The few
-encouraging signs today have not grown into a basis for optimism.
Your leadership, Mr. Chairman, and the leadership of this committee
have served the people well by persisting in its demand for more ag-
.gressive economic policies. I would encourage your continued efforts.
It will be efforts such as these that ultimately will assure a strong
economy. In the end, a strong economy is essential to the future of
America. After all, it is the only tool we have in facing our domestic
needs in the years ahead.. What. we will do to educate our children, to
clean the air we breathe and the water we drink, to care for the aged
and the infirm will depend largely on the state of the economy. Only
if that state is strong and healthy can we be a better America. And if
we are going to be strong in safeguarding the best interests of.this
country. from abroad, then I want to say, ladies and gentlemen, we
have. to be just as strong in safeguarding the economy at home.
Thank you. I
Chairman Proxyrre. Thank you very much, Senator Mansfield, for
a very vigorous and effective statement. . '
. Senator Mansfield, it occurs to me that one big, economic fact that
frankly I didn’t mention in my opening statement, and you refer.to
briefly in your statement, but I think it is a very big economic fact in
the minds of many Americans, and in the mind of business and others,
as we look forward to this coming year, is that the Vietnam war is
now being wound down. We all hope and pray it will be over in 6
months, 9 months, or a year, and it may very well be over. As the war
is being wound down and the people are discharged from the military,
and more rapidly than they have been in the past, as defense con-
tracts may be reduced, we are going to have resources that will be
freed, we are going to have people who will be seeking additional jobs.
‘We went through the same kind of a situation, as you recall so well,
after World War II. In fact, it was far more dramatic and a far.big-
ger reduction than almost everybody expected. Many predicted we
would have a serious recession or depression after World War II and
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it didn’t materialize. The situation, of course, was quite different.
There ‘were' many pent-up demands. But there are somé pent-up de-
mandsnow, and savings are very highnow. "~ ce

What do you feel we should do in view of the certainty that we are
going to be discharging hundreds of thousands of ‘people from the
Armed Forces over the next few months and every likelihood that the
war will be wound down and perhaps ended in‘the next 12 months?

Senator Mansriep. Well, Mr. Chairman, first let me say that'itis
difficult to accept the words of those who advocate 3.6 to 4 percent as a
livable level of unemployment in this country. What ought to be
done is to use the tools provided in the laws which' the Congtess
passed ; the law, for instance, passed a year or so ago havirng to do with
regulating credit and interest rates in certain dépressed Sectors, the
Jaw which was renewed just a few weeks ago, renewed to -give the
" President standby wage-price and rent- controls. I think we ought not
to veto the legislation which has been vetoed this year and last.” We
ought to recognize the fact that by trying to wait out a'long term ob-
jective without taking any steps will only extend the rate of unemploy-
ment, up it, and at the same time increase the instability which marks
the economic situation in this country. ' o o

"We have wasted $130 billion in carrying on a war in Southieast Asia,
4 tragic war, a mistaken war and a war in an area which is not vital
nor essential to the security of the United States, _ L

We will pay twice that much before we are through and then we
will double that amount because the costs of the war in Vietham are
going into the next century just as the costs of the Spanish-American
War and to a limited extent the Civil War and to 4 still more limited
extent the War of 1812 have come into this century. * - , "

A1l this money which we have spent, wasted—it is getting to be a
popular term, they even apply it to human beings—could have been
spent so much better at home in taking care of the néeds of our people,
in controlling some of the difficulties which confront us, liké pollution
and the like, in stopping the devisiveness which has coime out of the
war, and in bringing us together, so that together we could work for
the common good and in that way make this a stronger and a better
and a more liveable country for all of us.

In this war I don’t think we are making any preparations to take
care of the men discharged from Vietnam. They are coming home un-
honored and unsung in many respects. They are thrown into the labor
market. I gave you the figures which indicated that their rate of un-
employment is very much above the average and it is in contrast to
other wars where despite all of the gloomy prophesies and depregssions
did not o¢cur unless they were of a limited nature. Unemployment
certainly didn’t reach the 6.2 level or 5,500,000 level, so I would think
that what we ought to do is to face up to the present, get away from
projections which we have been hearing about for the past 215 years
and do something for the young and the returning veteran and in that
way help to build up our country and to bring our people together.

Chairman Proxmire. Thank you. I would like to before I get into
the details of what we do, I would like to ask you more specifically,
you mentioned in'passing that you felt that even a rate of, as I under-
stand you to say, 314 percent to 4-percent unemployment was too
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high,.and you wouldn’t accept it. As you know, Secretary Connally,
speaking for-the adiinistration, says a 4-percent rate of unemploy-
ment is a myth, we can’t achieve it except in wartime. He claimed we
haven’t achieved itin the past. - T N
. At any rate, you conténd that we can reduce unemployment to what
Tevel,'say 3 percerit, and wWe can''do that consistent with stable prices,
and 1f 1ecessary in order to do it I take it from your statement that
yobu would advocate wige and price controls? is that correct ? L
=1 Senator ManNs¥TELD. Yes; sir; indeed for a limited period, because I
think someéthing has to be done to stop this'spiraling. It doesn’t do
the unions any good to get a sizable increase in wages if inflation is
going to overtake that increase. It certainly doesn’t do those who are
living on retivement or annuities any good if inflation is out ¢f control.
I reahize, of course, that it is impossible to reach zero unemployment,
but in general I would agree with the figure which you gave, Mr.
Chairihan, but exptress the hope that it could be reduced still further.
However, how, I do not know, except on the basis of the actions ini-
tiated by the Congress, which are now the law and which the Presi-
dent can use at his discretion. o

Something will have to be done. Otherwise we are going to be faced
with'this danomaly of a decreased percentage in unemployment to 5.6
percent-as announced a few days ago, but an actial increase in acti-
al@i;ly'in the number-of unemployed to somewhere between 5.5 and 5.6
million. : _ (

It appears to ‘me that despite all of this doubletalk coming ouf -
that the trend in both fields is upward and it is quite paradoxical to
find such a situation existing in that context. oo

‘Chairman Proxmmre, Now, regardless of the figure we take, whether
we take a 3-percent unemployment figire or-4 or even 414 or 5, it is
hard for me to see any stinjulus which the ‘administration is putting
into effect in the economy. The Secretary of Treasury. keeps talking
about a stimulative fiscal policy. Have you heard of the administration
suggesting a policy, have ‘they offered the Congress or leadership in
the Senate and House anything since last February that would indi-
cate that they want to stimulate the economy? You did speak about
how thiey finally accepted the public service employment bill which
is a very limited effort in this diréction, and commendable, but except
for 150,000 job proposal can you think of anything else that they
have done? i . e )

Senator MaxsrieLp. Frankly, no. I understand that the administra-
tion has an economic game plan. It was supposed. to stretch over a
period of time. Two and a half years is a long time with no let up in
sight. And conditions have Teached such a stage that people are. be-
coming more and more worried and according to some of the polls
which I have noted the economy has become the No. 1 question in the
minds of many of our people superseding the Vietnamese war which
I think is the No. 1 question and should be until it is settled. In my
opinion many of .our troubles are tied directly and indirectly to what
has been happening in Vietnam, in the case of expenditures, in the
case of losses and in the case of problems, which certainly have been
encouraged from there and which will leave their marks on our
people for decades to come. The costs will be paid by the rest of the
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people in the next century, as I have indicated..So I would hope that
Wwe could work together, the Democratic majority, if I can put it in
political terms, with the Republican administration.

As I tried to say earlier, I have my responsibilities as a Member of
Congress, as does every member of this committee, and as a citizen I
have my worries, as I think most citizens in this country do, and
what I would like to see is the administration and the Congress work-
Ing together cooperatively in tandem to the end that we could do
everything possible for the common good. As far as political effects
were concerned, they should be secondary because if the country-is in
good shape we will all benefit, if the country is in bad shape we will all
suffer, Democrats and Republicans alike.

Chairman Proxmire. My time is up. Congressman Blackburn.

Representative Bracksury. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you,

Senator. :

- I want to say for my own part I am gratified and flattered being a
Republican inyited to the Democratic kickoff for the presidential race
of next’year. ° ‘ , .

" "Senator Ma~srreLp. Would the gentleman yield ?

Representative BLackeurx. I would be happy to yield.

Senator MansrreLp. I noticed a statement that I was going to men-
tion but discretion is sometimes the better part of valor, U.P. dispatch
No. 7 from Washington under the héading “Economy,” “Democrats
open fire today on President Nixon’s decision to stand pat on the poli-
. cles he hopes will restore.momentum to the economy by the time the
presidential campaign opens next summer.”’ :

It kind of disturbs me because I am not appearing here in a political
context. I happen to be a.Senator from the State of Montana as well
as the majority leader, and I happen to feel that what we face is not a
Democratic problem or Republican problem but a national problem,
and I want to repeat again as far as I am concerned I would hope that
our political sensibility would not rise to the surface but that the
national good would always be in the forefront. : .

. Chairman Proxmire. Would you yield? As chairman of the com-
mittee I take full responsibility for having invited the majority leader
to appear and I ‘would point out to the distinguished Congressman
that we have a dilemma on the cornmittee. We listened to the spokes-
man for the administration and we should. We are very anxious, to
get Secretary Connally} We hope he can appear, we expect him to
appear later in the month, We, of course, are having the.chairman of
the council of economic advisers representing the President’s view,
and we think for balahce it is deisrable and necessary to have.at least
oné spokesman for the majority party and we make no apologies that
we have done that. Our spokesman happens to be Senator Mansfield
although he has decided that he Wwill present this as he says as much
as he'can and not'in a partisan way but‘from the standpoint of, as he
sees it, as a Senator.from'Montana. -, - :

" Representative BLacEBURN. Let me ask the Senator this ‘question.
Senator, T have read your statement, I have.heard your statement, and
T find that you emphasize the number of Americans who are out of
work. Of course,.there are more Americans working today than ever
beforc in the history of the cou_l}try. Isn’t that true? S
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Senator MansrieLp. That is true.

Representative BLacksurn. So, since we are dealing with a much
larger population, the numbers in‘the absolute themselves are not as
significant. In other words, 514 million people unemployed 20 years
ago would have been far greater or far worse a problem than it is
today because we are dealing with a much larger population.

Senator MaNSFIELD. That is true. You have'to divide the number
intothe wholé to get the percentage. But 5.5 or 5.6 milliofi Americans
out of work seeking work to me is an abominable figiire.” o
- Representative Bracrsury. Don’t we'glso hive to take in account
the seasonal factors of the college gradustes who are just coming out
of school just'now entering the Jabor'market? I know for myself
and L think it.is true for most young people, that when they gradu-
ate from college it takes them somé timée to find: a job that, they like
and:many times they work at three'or four different'jobs for several -
years until they, finally. find the’ one occtipation with wHhich they are
satisfied for the:rest of their life.This is all’patt of the mobility of
our.society;iisn’t that true? v~ /00 03 0 T e

Senator MaxsriLp. That is true,. =i 200 i 2 2 L "Jf“,“,’ '

Representative Backpuks: And therée®is always going ‘tobe some
mobility of people who are seeking:si¥étter: jobthtn hat“they had
before i it vty e e TN o paihnall -f»vl,.:s.oll‘.z“:‘;,'~‘.’£lé )
siiSenator. MansFmmrp.- Oh, -yesjiwelark < socitty Which: ‘moves, on
wheelssand! what happens-thist yéat haghapiséned Th' ‘j‘)'reaff;s{‘- oné by,
and. Etried to say;id:thiik hefore-yoteanie i Congressma; ,%hﬁt‘ the
difficulty lies not with this administration but lies with p¥evious
Pemocratic administrations asjwell,/so.4f iwe fire: going td'pint Gt any
blame I think we have enough to put out all the way-around. - -
. \{BRepresentative: BLackBurn:s:Well,i thepoint: T.am tiryifities iake is -
that we are going through an unsettling period right now in!which
wearg -trying st6 windup ‘acwar: ‘Welthave i discharged! 7 00,000 or
800,000 young men who were formerly in the thilitary. ¢ £ ne™ o
a3 Denator, Maxsripp. Pretty closeto'a milliomw wi’ oo tad T e o
roRepresentative. BLackBURN. “Werhave);seensomie- of- our ' ihhjor. de-
denge industries.cutback: The: -aerospace: intlustry i particular - is
undergoing {yather .serious i cutbacks.: ands-T .believe :your statemeh(t
pointed, out-that the, erigineers dre, Aniong the ‘group/who ate suffefing
‘the most right now from unemployment: ‘Well, this'is “ardéplorable
situation but,the alternative of goingito war o1 keeping &l §oing to
Xeep people employed:is.certainly not acceptable.-So, don’t you:think
‘that,the disruption, that we are undergoihginoy is one ‘ofsthenormial
prices that our society.has paid in-the pastiand'will pay i the future
wheneves it winds-down a militdry engagement and:tries' to' retuin
4o a.more civilian oriented ecanomyi? ,: .7 syt e

Senator- Mansrmrp. No; Mry' Congressman,: I -dont-béednise: that
wasn’t.the case after the Second Waryit wasn’t:the case after ‘Korea,
it;need not-be the-case now. 1 cannot-accept: a'6.2 percent;.ordf you
gvant to put,it another way; 5.6, percent, which amounts to 5.5 million
people out’of work. I cannot accept a 7.2:percentiinflation rate based
on last month’s figures; 2s'being something ive should accept, shrug
off and consider normal. To me it.is very,abnormal ahll-I' think it'is
up to us to take care of it and if we don’t I think we will pay a price.
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Representative Bracksur~. Don’t you think we should cons.ider
figures not solely on the basis of 1 month but perhaps on the basis of
quarterly figures. The rate of inflation for this year; the last-figure
I saw for the whole year, taking into account last month was well, was
something like 4.1-percent Consumer Price Index increase. That is the
annual rate of increase. Don’t you think that is a great improvement
over the 6.7-percent rate of increase that we faced in 1968?.

Senator ~sFIELD. I didn’t know that we faced a’ 6.7-percent in-
crease in 1968, but I will take your word for it. . S

Representative BLacxpur~. There were several periods there when
we did face the rate of inflation. : . :

Senator MansFiELD. On a monthly basis or quarterly? - . :

Representative BLacksurN. For the year it was about 6.4, I believe,
but I don’t have the figures in front of me. T

Senator MansrieLp. Speaking of these figures which you just gave,
I believe that last year the rate was about 5.2 percent, so if you have it
down to 4.8 I wou{d say that is a sizable gain in that area. - .
" Representative BLACKBURN. So we are making progress in our fight$

Senator MansrreLp. Not enough. - : Dot

Representative BLackBurN. Against inflation. T

Senator MansFIELD. Not enough. o

Representative Bracksury. Well, sir, are you suggesting the impo-
sition of wage and price controls with the vast bureaucracy, with the
estimated expense of $214 to $3 billion to establish the bureaucracy
to really fix wage and price controls, as an alternative to our present
method ¢ ‘ . S
- Senator MansriELp. Yes; on a temporary basis to see if ‘we can’t
halt.inflation. Cee oo R S BT
oo Rep_i';asentative Bracksurn.: How can we temporarily sperd $215

billion? =~ - o Lo

Senator MansrreLp. It wouldn’t cost $214 billion for a 6-month try-
out period. You know.that. =~ .-~ = .- L o

Representative BLacksurn. How are we going to just gét the data
on the millions of prices and wages and wage scales and commission
methods of payment in this country just to set up a data bank with all
of this vast store of information. It would require somewhere between
6 months and a year just to get the information accumulated, much
lessto implementthe wage and pricecontrols. =~ . - -+ -

Senator Mansrrero, ‘Well, I think we have & Bureau of Labor Sta-
tistics, we have lots of Government agencies, we have lots of bureat-
crats who are working in this, and I think the Chief of State of this
Nation before he went into the Navy in the Second World Wsr had a
g0ood deal of experience in the field of wage and price controls.

Representative Bracksurn. Well, as I recall some testimony before
my committee, the Banking Committee in the House, thére was an
estimate it would take something like 100,000 full-time employees and
possibly several-hundred additional part-time employees to really im- -
Plement and miake effective:wage and price controls. Ate you’'saying
these estimates are unrealistic? 3 " '

Senator MansrreLp. Noj: because I don’t know the source and it is

the first time T have heard the figures.
: U IR | LT

)

. T . P,
AR [P
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Representative BLacksurn. Don’t you think we should consider this
sort of evidence or at least gather evidence on this fact before we start
advocating the imposition of such drastic measures on our economy ?

Senator MansriELp. I couldn’t agree more, Congressman.

Representative BLacksurn. I have no further questions.

Chairman Proxmire. Mrs. Griffiths.

Senator Javirs. Would Mrs. Griffiths yield to me and I will yield
her my time?

Representative GrrrritHs. Yes, sir.

.. Senator Javirs. I am due on the floor, as the majority leader knows,
for the conquest of cancer-bill, which I am managing with Senator
Kennedy, and I just wanted to say to the majorityigﬁer that I came
out of respect, in deference to him. I think it is very constructive that
as the leader of his party, he should testify, and I think this is a criti-
cal subject, it is probably the most critical after Vietnam. I thoroughly
agree with Senator Mansfield about it being the bone in the throat of
America, o : ' :

I would like to make one suggestion, Mr. Chairman. I think we
should have either from the majority leader or from the chairman of
this committee a presentation of a program which can be juxtaposed
to the administration’s program. I t inir that this would be very%elp-
ful and very constructive. . . B

I appreciate the majority leader with his traditional modesty. He
said he is a noneconomist and he presented one major idea. We could
invoke the possibility of wage amf price controls. But I do think that
there ought to be a point-by-point program submitted which we could,
in connection with our impending report, lay beside the administra-
tion:proposals. I hope very much that he would give that and our
chairman would give that-every consideration. N .
- Chairman Proxumire. May I say to the Senator from New York he
is always very constructive. I think this is a most useful suggestion.
Frankly, when we invited Senator Mansfield to appear we didn’t
specify that was particularly swhat we .wanted, Many- witnesses will
appear and indicate courses of action which they espouse.

I have a statement here from Speaker Carl Albert, for example, of
the House, who, I think, has some detailed proposals here. The major-
ity of the committee will certainly propose alternatives and I think
this is a very helpful suggestion. '

Senator MANSFIELD. (%ould I interpolate this? May I say it is a good
suggestion, too, and just as I have advocated for years there ought to
be a greater degree of cooperation between the administration and the
Congress in the field of foreign policy, so I think the same thing
should be applied domestically and I would hope that the experts
within the administration would get together with the experts chair-
ing and the ranking members of the various committees most inter-
ested in the economy—Labor, Public Welfare, this Joint Committee,
Banking and Currency, and the like—and see if together we could not
work out something which would place the national good ahead of
party profit. ‘ ‘

Senator Javrts. Thank you very much, Mrs. Griffiths; it was very
gracious of you. : C
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Repl esentative GrirrrTHs. Thank you. I would like to say I appear
here, too, because of deference in gratitude to you for your kindness.
One of the points, I think, that Ieally should be made 1s where is the'
unemployment. I noticed your figures and I come, you know, from the
bomb burned city of Detroit and we have unemployment in ‘the inner
city, that runs as hwh as 6o pelcent of young men between the ages of
16-and 24.

It seems to me th%t 1t pr esents a danger and a cost that- mmlly ar ftot
made clear when you read mere statistics of 5 or 6 percent unemploy-
ment rate nationwide. So that we need to do something dlrect; exactly
tomxd those areas, those danger-points. = " ! g

 Another thing that I-think m’wht be Emphaclled is. the pr ob]cm now
with trade. For the first time in eur lifetimes’ we are 'faciiig almost'a
deficit in our' trade balance. Tt seems to me that'bothi pohtlca] p¢11t1es
should bé tremendously intér ested ahd should move toward thecking
the record to find ot what is causing this. This is"sométhing we-ean=
not afford, either. As you have said, there is plenty of blame for all:of
ns bat’ there is plenty of work for all of s and 'some of theseé' thlnws

should be wottked out beéfoid it is’tos: late for the vwhole coutrtry. <+
- “Sénator Maxsrrerp; Mdy Tisay I agree with you completely: ‘Yd{f
mentloned sorhe of the high’ uneinployment;’ rates 1 ‘Michigan. T: \\ as
astounded to hear the 65 percent figure which is exti aordmary 'y
W State of Montana the unemplovment tate has usuallybeer: higher
2 hiail "the national average aid now 1t must 'bé around 12 6113 percent,

aybe 14 percent because’of’the £act that the miners and $he Sméltéi: s
in'the ¢& Copper 1ndust1y went :out-on §trike 1agt Thitisdiy Qi tha'stasonil
work which cornpensates in-the sumine® will not be ablé tettake: up ‘the
dliek this'time and ¥ -esnnot emp]nsue'too fnuch the factithet we have
to, work together. This is not % Repubhc‘in problerti; 16*1s'hot; “Demo
gratic pro‘!él‘em 3818 A'national pr’oblem anidaf we donot get busy n’lt
I think we ai'e going t6 pay a terrific’ price. IR ey B Barhe

“T'his Coutitiy” cannotf #fford: Anothe depressxoh letialone & rééssion
bemué #ig will. not be able-to pull-otit 'OF it £his time’ hke iwe didsin:
the thirties. People. weére’ htmg’i v then; bhey ‘did not’ hfwe mueli; they ‘
were: striving 'to" bettér! themselves, thiere! wers not:so: dnhany people
liéte: But hers T find an ‘article 4n The New York Tilnesithis morning
by - Teoriard: Silk; an “econoniié writer:'of isbme rote; and he Iefels
to a study made by Prof. Robert Eisner of Notthwesteti, Umversﬁy, :
ﬁnd Pr ofeésor Elsner puts 1t’thls way ane‘l g (‘mofe A Wooer

' e 11st of War costs read 111\e a catang' Eé'é\ fls and suﬁeun"s in the Ameucan
econé)mv The wdr has, éaused inflation! thée' war has" cau$ed ‘hwh‘ ‘taxes, 'the “é‘x
has contributed’to ‘the ‘housing shortagé, the’ Aar has dmlned -ne‘{oux‘cesmﬂthe
areas'of edudation, transpoftation, ﬁousmv an& aIl. of: tha se&mées of go\ e‘nnmenb
from police protection to postal deluexv S 1,, R T A ey

~Add to that tlie rise of new pro’blems, the aggravatlon of oldf ones,
add to that the casualties; and.T-6hink t,hlsrcountry faces arthost diffis
cult. period-and I cannot -emphasize; and'I hope this committee' will
forgive me if. T reitérate and reiterate; I ciinot emphasize too much
the fact that what we are in is not a Republican recession or'a Demo+
cratic recession, both' parties had much -to do with bringing us where
we are today. \Ve are facing a national situation which calls-for the
best which all of us can produce because if we do ot as Congress-
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woman Griffiths has said, the results will be something which we will
regret, not only to our dwng day but perhaps to the dying days of
our chlldl en and grandchildren as well.

‘ Representative Grrrrrras. Thank you.

-Chairman Proxarire. Senator Miller.

Senator MiLLer. May I say to my distinguished leader that after
some of the talk I have heard about the dep1 ession and recession and
the suggestion that housing development gains would easily be choked.
off by soar ing interest rates, I am b(,o'lmnntr to wonder w lmt the stock’
market is 001110 to do tomorrow mor nnw :

Senator MANSFIELD. Probably go up some more. :

Senator Mi.Ler. Well, first, he- Senator has said there is much room
for burden sharing and indeed" ‘there isy but 1 do believe in fairness
I should say I think the ‘general tone of his statement, 'and I know
the sincerity -with which it is given; seems to emphasue the burden
on the Executive rather'than on the Congress.” Ca ‘ .

* Senator Maxsrierp. Thatis correct: - : :

" Senator MITLLER. Now, if that'is 504" then it would seem to me that
fauness would require us to explore some of the shortcomings of the
Congress. I do not see anything in here: except in a blank refereice
to what the Congress has done with respect'to granting thé' President
wage and prlce‘/and rent authority and selectivé credit-control au-!
thori ity, both of which.measures I-voted for. But if the Senator feéls’
so strongly about it why does he not as 1111301 1Ly lemdel see to it those:
- in-control of the Congtess mandate those? -~ * ..

-: Senator Maxs¥reLn.- Well, now; the Senatox is takmor a- lot of:frees:
dom when he attributes the: authorlty ‘to a.person who ]ust happens to.
be a Majority leader to do the thingsivhich-he advocates: I voted:for
the sane legislation.which the Senator did and I think as 4 matter-of
fact, the vote was unanimous-n:the Senste.on both pieces of legisla-’
taon, dncluding whge-price: -and. rent controls, which.was yenewed just
several Weeks ago, -but I do not believe that you -were here, Senator
Miller, when T said what we. -ought-to do—majbe you were—what_we
ocglwht to do 150 woxk in tandem Wlth the admmlstl amon and get thelr
ideas. 1" To ;
i I do;not:-know Whaﬁ thelr game plan 1s, to tell you. the t1uth I can
récall of no: proposals which they dhave sent to the Congress-asking
that-we work together to try and work-oux sélves-out-of: the dlﬂicultles.,
n-which we find. oulselves I mentioned the piece of legislation I did:
to indidate that: in my. opinion,-the Congress has- done .asmuch_ as-it
could up- torthis time; that .we are eager, willing, and want -to-hear
fromi.the President and-his advisers with legislative proposals,which:
they. thirik will be beneficial., But to irepeat, I do not know What the
administration game plan-is, it is;just a term I- have seen in the news-.
papers, but how you would deﬁne 1’r how you Would explam it; I am
at 4:1dssto say., - ey

Senator MILLER. \Vell I do not know whether thele has been a plece
of .paper issued-saying’ 'thls 1s the :administration game plan but I
think the Joint Economic: Committee for one, has 1ece1ved some rather
good outhnes of what the administration has 4in mind at least, cer-

tainly as” far as their targets and objectives are concerned., \Vhat I

think, and, of course, I thoroughly agree with the Senator, that this
67-650~71—2
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should be a bipartisan sharing of the burdens and coming up with the
necessary actions, but unfortunately, that laudatory approach does
not always find itself reflected in what is done out on the Senate and
House floors. But it seems to me that if there is concern that there
should be wage and price controls, if that concern is strong enough, all
the Congress has to do is legislate. _

Senator MansrieLp. Congress has legislated standby wage and price
controls and the President has indicated he does not intend to use it,
just as President Johnson before him said he did not intend to use it..

Senator MiLrer. If the Congress feels strongly enough about the
matter all they have to do is mandate it and they have not seen fit to do
so. As the Senator knows, they attempted to do that over in the House
and it was defeated by a very wide margin.

We can talk about wage and price controls, and I am not throwing
them out of the window as a possible solution to this. I hope we never
have to get to it. But I also think to-a degree it is a last resort propo-
sition and if things are getting better, even though they may not be
getting better as fast as we would like, I would hope that we would
not mandate wage and price controls at this time. : o :

- Senator MansrFieLp. May I say, if the Senator will allow me, that
the legislation passed calls for voluntary wage and. price controls to
be under the supervision -of the President whenever he wanted to put
it in operation. He has indicated he does not desire to do so and will:
not do so. S -

Senator MiLLER. I must emphasize if we want to see them actually
done and we do not want to.have 'to worry about whether the Pres:-
dent wants to.do it or not, all we have to dois mandate them 1in legis-.
lation passed by the Congress. We have that power. S -.
- Senator Mans¥FieLp. Yes, but the Senator knows that would be an
impossibility to takeaction-of that nature..- .- .. - .. i L.

enator Mmrer. Well, I do not know that it would be an impossi-
bility. I am sure the President:would carry out the law passed by the
Congress if we mandated wage and pricecontrols.. - .~ -: . 7

Now, the Senator quoted from some comment that fresh and vigor-.
ous initiatives are imperative and that is a very fine cliché, but I think
the Senator from New York had a very good point when he suggested
what ought to be done would be to have the leadership come up with
some of these fresh and vigorous initiatives spelled out in specifics.so
that we can take a look at them and preferably try to handle them-on
a bipartisan basis. A fter all, we are members of the separate independ-
ent branch of the Government, and I might say to my friend from
Montana if he wants to- get a mandatory selective credit icontrol au-
thority' going, T will be pleased to vote for it because I feel very
strongly on that point, even though the executive branch does not
want 1t. : - X o C o

Senator MansrreLp. Why does the Senator not introduce legislation
tothat effect if helikesitso well? - = - P I

Senator MiLrer. Well, I did not say T liked it so well. But T would
be pleased to vote for it. If the Senator feels as strongly as he does,
apparently, by referring to it in his statement, I will be happy to co-
sponsor it withhim. -~ = R
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It is true, and this Senator knows, there is not a soul in the Congress
on either side of the aisle who looks on 6 percent unemployment as
normal. We all deplore it and we want to do something about it. But
do you not think that fairness demands that we recognize that when
the defense and space contracts are cut by billions of dollars, when
you have upwards of 2 million men taken out by the reduction in the
Armed Forces, that we cannot have our cake and eat it too. We cannot
expect to get by without some unemployment and that the problem is
not whether we have unemployment because that is inevitable when we
have those actions taken by the Congress. The problem is how to make
the transition as short as possible. Is that not the real problem ?

Senator MaNSFIELD. WT;ll, that is true and I would agree that this
Administration has reduced our Armed Forces by something close to
1 million men, somewhere between 900,000 and a million, and what you
say about the unemployment in the aerospace industry is correct, also;
but I think you ought to go back a little bit further and point out how
profligate we were with our resources in giving contracts to some of
the aerospace manufacturers, how many billions of .dollars we have
wasted in exotic weapons and machinery of various kinds, and how
much those losses totaled up to, and you might get part of the answer
there because we really went hog wild in years gone by in spending
so much money in this area and, as a matter of %act, getting so little
in the way of results. o :

Senator Mir.LEr, And so we are reaping the rewards.

Senator MaxsrIeLp. In part. _

Senator MiLrEr. And we should expect to reap the rewards.

Senator MansFIELD. Not—— - .

‘Senator MrLLer. That is-not the problem, The problem is what do
you do about it to keep that transition as short as possible so that we
will be able. to get the unemployment which, we have got to expect
with those activities, to get-that unemployment rate down.

" Senator Mansr1eLp. Well, we have been withdrawing on a phased
basis from Vietnam for almost 214 years, in the meantime unemploy-
ment has gone up, inflation bas remained steadily, very likely gone up
over that 2-year period, and I do not see any measures being recom-
mended by.the- Administration to-cope with this except the so-called
“economic game plan” about which I know nothing and I only refer to
it because I see it mentioned so often in the newspapers. And the Sen-
ator from Jowa evidently does not understand what the game plan
is, either, because he says he has never seen such a diagram.

Senator. MiLLEr. I do not mean that I do not understand it. I think
that the %ame' plan has become sort of a cliche too. I do not think that
there will be any attempt by .anyone to put down an a sheet of paper
and call it the administration game plan, but I do think that some
guidelines have been given and they were given early this year before
our. Joint Economic, Committee WlZich satisfied many of us that the
objectives sounded pretty good, but I recounted before Arthur Burns
the objectives and I said. now, Mr. Burns, these objectives are fine but
they depend upon a number of assumptions, an assumption that things
on the domestic scene will be reasonably stable, the assumption that the
things on the international scene will be reasonably stable, including



16

our balance of tr ade, the assumptlon that those in control of the Con-
gress will keep pletty well within the administration’s budget, full
employment budget spending limits, and several other thmgs, and I
said, do you think we will be lucky if all of those assumptions work
out? And he said, I think you will be very lucky. So, I think the ob-
jectives have been spelled out but the uncertainties, at least some of
them, rest over on Capitol Hill.

. Senator Mawnsrierp. Nobody is arguing “with you about that.

Senator MmLeR. And so it 1s easy o criticize ut I think what we
need is constructive cr iticism which will be specific ] 1n what. ought to
be done.’

“The Senator hom \Tew York ‘has come up with the challenrre and

.the majority leader. has indicated that the challenge will be met, .

Senator Mixsvrerp. Just 'a moment. Not by me bt by those who
]\now what they are ta]kmg about, like the members of this commit>
tee on both' s1des, the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare,. the
Committee on Banking and Currency, ‘'and’ T want td see thé chdir:
men’and the phnking membexs and the, Demiocratic mémbers of those
comnnttees, Twould Tike t6 seb them'get together with their, 16t us say,
counterparts n the Admlmstra.tlon s0 that the quéestion of politics
would not come in'but that the common good, the: natlonal good would
beé'first and foremoét.

Now, I do not go on assumptions because Iam not an economlct I
am an ordinary guy yoit see in the street, who; knows ‘that, unempfoy«
ment is high and the numbers are going up,if not the percentage, who
knows that inflation ‘has not been-under control and who knéws that.
his maney can be stretched so, far and it can onlybuy so much’ and that.
the Tetiree and the’ f)ersonc llvm 0N annultles and social securlty, th’lt
they -dre’ S(iuee/ed ‘and the]v afe being given'no relief; o what can, we
do’together, not by thiowing' the ball back and forth what can we do.
togetl;ler to help the Nation as a Whole, and wh‘tt WIH we do together
ifistgad of just’ talking abdut it? :

"’Senator Mivrer. The Senator from’ Mo,ntan‘m ]S "mére ‘than' ]ust ‘the-
ordinary’ persofi. We atreall ‘ordinary people in, our "feactions  which:
you, Halve just described. But in addition to'that s we are e\tmordmmy
pédple bechuse we have the respohsibility t6 do somethlng about it. "’

Senator MANS]"IFLD - Not extraordinary, if T may interript, lucky-
pedple;’ because none of s woiild have ‘gotten elected to the’ jobs we
how hold'if 'we did not have a lot of]uck a'lot of friends and ‘a lot of
good fortime, but with the job does go responslblhtles and: 'we have-
got, to face up to] ‘those responsibilities as best we can, but T would hope
msl:ead 'of them being Democratic responsibiliites ‘or’ Repubhcan Te--
sponclb]htles, once 11‘1 a‘while we would get together and try and-for-
get’ the pohtlcs df the s1tuat10n and do somethlno for the commonv
vrood v ‘

~.Sehator MiirEr. We]] T thoroughly subscnbe to thit, Senfltor, and'
you know it; and T thmk that it might be helpfil not: only to havethe-
cormittees t}nt Vou ‘#efer to'and the chairmen and the rankmg mem-
bers but also T'am’sure that the minotity leadet would.j join with'the
ma]orlty leader 'so- W& ‘might get a bipartisan’ congresslonal approach
to‘seme of ‘these déeply sérious (problemis that we have, and: T would”
hope further that there would be a little restraint on the part of some-
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;people, and I am referring to some on both sides of the aisle, to.try to
restrain from negative criticism and come up with positive construc-
tive approaches to follow this bipartisan burden-sharing that you have
referred to, and I am sure the Senator from Montana knows that he
can count on me to do all I can to back him up in that respect.

Senator MansrieLp. I appreciate that. It is easy to criticize, 1t is
easy to praise too, if praise is deserved, and I would hope that out of
these hearings will come something which will do us all some lasting
good because we just cannot keep on at this rate of unemployment.
I do not care whether you use percentages or total numbers, we just
cannot keep on at this rate of inflation, because the days of luck which
this country has enjoyed for so many decades may be coming to an end
and we have to recognize that our resources are not unlimited, we have
to recognize that we have problems here at home, we have to do what
we can to face up to them rather than to avoid them, and it is going to
take some sacrifice, it is going to take some harsh legislation perhaps,
but if you are going to do something for the people, and you mean it,
then I'think you had better do it because we arc the people, too.

Senator MirLer. Thank you, Senator, and thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Proxmire. Senator Mansfield, you have been challenged
twice by both Senator Miller and by Senator Javits to come forward
-with a program. I think you have done that. In fact, I think you have
- said more in eight pages than the witnesses who appear here ordi-

narily do, and said more constructively.

You advocate, as I understand it, a temporary wage-price control
program which would be very far-reaching and have real impact, and
if you apply it, as I understood you to do so, you apply it to nterest
rafes, it would have immediate effect in stimulating housing. If you
hold down interest rates automatically you get a great stimulus in
housing. 4

You also, as I understand it, propose that we should proceed with
:an accelerated public works program that would, as I understand it,

- provide jobs. That is another part of your positive program, too. .

Now, 1 do not want to be too partisan but I want to call attention to
what the Secretary of the Treasury says in.his famous press confer-
ence that he had just a week or two ago in charting the future for the
administration economically. He set out a four-point program. The
four points consisted of: No. 1, we are not going to institute a
wage-price review board. No. 2, we are not going to impose man-
datory wage and price controls. No. 3, we are not going to ask the Con-
gress for any tax relief. No. 4, we are not going to, increase fiscal
spending. , o - o

Senator Maxspierp.. The Senator from Iowa is talking . about
negativism. L

hairman Proxmre. That is right. There are four negatives in a
row. I suppose if you had enough negatives together you would get
some kind of positive statement. , '

Let me ask you about a particular reference that you made in your
statement, you kind of ad libbed it in, about the President’s action
with respect to the possible steel strike, negotiations going on between
the management of steel and industry and United Steel Workers. The
administration seems to me to be playing a peculiar role here. They
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'did call the sidés together and appealed to them to make a reasonable
settlement that would not be excessively inflatioriary, that would help
us in world trade. What they did not do, what seemed to B¢ sensible,
was set any target, did not give any figure, did not provide any wage
or price guidelines of any kind at all, just called them- together:

enator MawsrreLp, That is' right. I think it was an introductory
step and it was a good idea, long overdue, but I do not think that one
meeting of that sort is going to bring aboutia solution to the diffi-
culties which face both labor and management in the steel industry;
and I must say the President was right when, as the press reports, he
pointed out to them if they do not get together and achieve better
methods of production and more productivity, that the end result is
goin% to be a decline in the world markets and in the domestic mar-
kets because Japanese steel, West German steel, South African steel,
and other kinds of steel will come in. This: steel will undersell our
products, it will mean more unemployment, mdré modernization in
some aspects by the steel industry itself, and in that respect he did a
good job. He placed before them what I ¢onsider the economic facts
of life. But one meeting is not going to bring about a settlement unless
agreement is in the works in the meantime. It is going to take a lot
of meetings among a lot of industries. The President is going to have
to use his great personal influence and-on occasion he is going to have
to lock management and labor into a room and tell thein to stay there
until they come out with a settlement. His emphasis on the needs of
the people, his concern for the national aspect of -the economy were
all good. When I used the term he brought them togetlier and knocked
heads, I made it very clear that I was speaking figuratively in using
that expression, but he did bring them together, I think, for the first
time on this basis and I hope that it results in'more and better jaw
boning in the months and weeks ahead because there will be other
industries which will have a pretty heavy impact on the economy and
the welfare of the Nation as a'whole, and ‘despite what the Senator
from Towa says, it is not the Congress which should take the initiative
but the leadership should come from the President, whoever he
may -be. -

Chairman Proxmrre. Well, I think that is'a very, very generous
statement and it may well be right. I hope it is. )

Once again, I would emphasize that it is a preliminary meeting and
there were no goals specified, either prices or wages, and previous
administrations have done that with considerable ‘success.

Let me ask you about this: The administration is making much of
the fact that housing starts at the rate of 1.9 million, that is an im-
provement over 1970 when it was 114 million, but there has been no
further improvement since last December and it is far short of the
goal set by the Congress in the 1968 Housing Act, which was 2.6 mil-
Iion housing starts. o o

Now, if we get 2.6 million housing starts that would be an addi-
tional 114 million jobs. That would go a long, long way toward solving
our employment problem plus helping to provide the sdfe, sanitary
homes that we all desire. ' : .

One thing that troubles me particularly, is that with the turn around
in mortgage rates, even the current production rate of 1.9 million is
threatened.
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Senator MansrrELp. Right. :

Chairman PrOX»RE. Igt always bothers me that housing and-the
building of public facilities is the first to feel the pinch of tight money.
Would you have some thoughts about what we should be doing to get
more housing? : .

Senator’ M_gA'NSFIELD. Well, T think that the administration—I do

not see how thé Congress could without enacting legislation, which I
do not think would be proper at this time-—to call bankefs in to dis-
cuss with them this question of interest rates and to point out to them
a fact théy already know, what its effect is on the economy, and I
think- there has also got to be a meeting .of the minds between the
contractors,- the construction management people and the workers
themselves to the end that they will not price themselves out of jobs.
But will be able to develop a longer time. period of productivity at a
. reasonable wage over a longer-period of time. :
- What a 16t of people seem to forget when they talk about the high
wages that construction workers are paid is that many of them—and
this is very true in Montana—work very few days, very few weeks a
year, and what they have to do in the meantime is to make out as
best they can or take a secondary job. So, those are matters which
should be gone into. It is going to take a lot of forebearance and
understanding on both sides, on all sides, really, but it has got to be
done, because 1f it is not then in the long run those directly concerned
~and the rest of us off on the sidelines, so to speak, will be hurt.

Chairman Proxmire. I just have one other question I would like to
ask and it is a question that troubles me very much as chairman of
this committee, and I have talked to other members of the committee
and it concerns them a great deal, too. .

I read in the paper that the éecretary of the Treasury, John Con-
nally, has been designated as chief economic spokesman for the ad-
ministration, and I do not know exactly how that designation de-
veloped, but-that was the press story, and I think undoubtedly, in view
of the great: weight he carries-and his unquestionable ability he may
well be their spokesman. : i

As you know, this committee was set up by the Employment Act of
1946 and was set up for the purpose of helping Congress to determine
the economic policy in cutting across all kinds of lines which affect
other standing committees. Now it is very difficult for us to arrive,
however, at an economic policy if the chief economic spokesman for
the administration will not appear before us.

Would you.not say that the chief spokesman for any administration,
Democratic or Republican, should find time to appear before our
comzmittee to tell us what the economic policies of the administration
are?

Senator MaxsrreLp. Well, it would be preferable if they did.

Speaking of John Connallﬁr, Secretary Connally, he is a very strong
man. When Secretary Connally appears before a committee you always
know where he stands. Secretary Iéonnally at the same time is not an
unreasonable man. He has had plenty of experience in politics both
at the State and national level. He is a man of exceptional ability, in
my opinion, and I do not know whether or not he is the chief economic
spokesman for the administration, but if he and Arthur Burns could
get together I think it would be an outstanding team because I have
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a high regard for the Chairman of the Federal Reserve System, Dr.
Burns,'and I have a high regard for Secretary Connally as well.
However, T do not know in view of the lineup which you have men-
tioned, Mr. Chairman, where that leaves the Council of Economic
Advisers. I suppose still back in the shadows. :
Chairman Proxare. Apnarently they are, although I have great
faith in Paul McCracken. I think he is a fine counselor, a very able
economist. We disagree with him on policy but I cannot fault him on
ability or dedication to his work. .
Here is the problem we have on this committee and I:think that it
should be discussed publicly, I think it is best to discuss it publicly,
I do not know any other effective solution. We are having difficulties
in getting Secretary Connally to appear. No. 2, the Secretary of Labor
has refused to meet with us to discuss the unemplovment rate and,
of course, the press conference which the Bureau of Labor Statistics -
used to hold on the unemployment -rate has been canceled, they no
Jonger will do that. - ‘
We have had difficulty eetting the Secretary of Defense. The Secre-
tary of Defense has consistentlv refused to anpear before this com-
mittee to discuss economic policies and the impact of the defense
program, which is probably the most significant of the direct effects
that the Federal Government has on the economy.
. So these are real problems for ns and I ask you this publicly because
vou are our leader and vou do have great concern for the Congress
and dignity and force of the Senate and the great responsibility we
have under the Constitution to determine policy. But it is very difficult
to do so when the administration will not cooperate by sending their
nrincinal spokesmen before us so we can develop a policy as we should
in'public hearings. ' : o o
"~ Senator Mansrrein. Well, Mr. Chairman, I think they shonld come
before any congressional committee when reauested to do so, if for no
other reason than to get the opnosite point of view, if there is an
onposite point of view, but I think in all fairness it should be said that
these . men are very busyv. If they are not very busy at home they are
undertaking responsibilties abroad. They also have to appear before
other committees, as the chairman well knows. and they have been ap-
pearing before Ways and Means, Appropriations, Foreign Relations,
Armed Services. and the like, so that they do not have the time they
should have really, to apvear before . . . :
Chairman Proxmire. Let me interrupt at this point to'say that is all
true, of course. and I am perfectly willing to hold a hearing Saturday;
we have held Sunday hearings of another committee which T chaired,
any time, nights, weekends, at any time, but just twice a year we think
we ought to have the spokesman, economic spokesman for the.admin-
istration before the Joint Economic Committee and at least. once in 4
vears we ought to have the Secretary of Defense appear before us.
He has not appeared before us ever.
Senator MaxsrirLp. I think this is a reasonable request and that is
one way perhaps which a meeting of the minds could be arrived at and
this spirit of cooperation and partnership working in tandem could
be put into effect, and in that respect it is a reasonable suggestion
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which the chairman of this committee has made, and I know from
personal knowledge, that he would be prepared to meet with any of
them at any time on any day, even including Sunday. He has held
many Saturday meetings, to my knowledge, here. He 1s, if T may say
- so publicly, a glutton for work. I do not envy but I admire your
stamina in more ways than one, and I think it would be a good idea
if they would come down. But the chairman knows there is no way he
can force them down, but if they would come voluntarily perhaps it
would be a benefit to both the administration and the Congress and
more important, to the Nation as a whole.

Chairman Proxmire. Well, as one glutton to another, I know you
do more work than I do. '

At any rate, let me thank you very, very much, Mr. Leader, for an
excellent statement and for fine responsiveness to our questions.

Senator Maxsrrerp. Thank you.

Chairman Proxmire. I ask unanimous consent that the prepared
statement of the Honorable Carl Albert, Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives, be included in the record at this point. ,

. (The prepared statement of Representative Albert follows:)

PREPARED STATEMENT OF. HON. CARL ALBERT, SPEAKER, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

. Mr. Chairman, thank you for giving me the opportunity to present my views on
the state of the economy in conjunction with the Joint Economic Committee’s an-
nual Mid-Year Review. . Lo

It is clear from the first six months’ performance that we are still mired in th
depths of the economic slump which characterized all of 1970, officially labeled
a recession year by the National Bureau of Economic Research. Faced with a
prolongation of the unprecedented. simultaneous recession and inflation plaguing
the nation, I find.it ihcredible that the Nixon Administration has announced.that
it i sticking-to its original “game plan,” That strategy is now clearly unfolding
and appears to have two essential ingredients, to wit: (1) ignore the facts, and
(2) attempt to pump up the economy with pep talks. This negativism flies in the
face of the imperative to act, to do something to get the country on the road to
economic recovery. . ’ ' L o L

Where are we in mid-1971? The consumer price index for May, the lasf month
measured, was up- 0.6 percent at a 7.2 percent annual rate, and the wholesale
price index was up 0.3 percent the same month. The inflation rate reflected by the
GNP deflator was 5.6 percent annually.during the first quarter, and it would be a
surprise indeed if the second quarter shows any improvement. '

The most distressing aspect of the prolonged economic slump is the persistence
of high unemployment. The second-quarter -average of six percent of the labor
force was up from the two prior quarters, and the 6.2 percent joblessness in May
equaled the 9-year high set last December. Five and a half million Americans
were out of work in June, up 1.1 million from May, and alarmingly the average
duration of unemployment continues to stretch out until it now has reached a
modern high of 12.7 weeks. There are 580,000 who have been unemployed 27
weeks or more and 375,000 veterans who, cannot find work, while the unemploy-
ment rate for minorities and youth, particularly in the inner cities, has reached
crisis levels. There are now 53 major labor areas suffering substantial unemploy-
ment, and 704 smaller labor markets characterized by substantial or persistent
joblessness.

The Nixon recession has worked hardship on untold numbers of Americans.
Approximately 1.1 million more individuals fell below the poverty line in 1970
after ten consecutive years of intensive and successful efforts to reduce the
number of poor. More than 25.5 million Americans are now in this category.
Further, a record high of 14.4 million Americans were forced to rely on welfare
assistance in March, and 20 percent of the increase for the month was attributed
to prolonged unemployment.
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The blight recognizes no class limitations. Engineers, technicians; and scientists
are hunting for work in record numbers, and college graduates are finding 26
percent fewer job opportun1t1es than they did in 1970, itself a poor year.

There are other signals warning that all is not well. American businessmen
have cut back on previously announced capital spending plans for 1971, and now
project only a 2.7 percent increase in spendmg over last year, the smallest in-
crease in a decade. American industry is still operating at less than 75 percent
of capacity, and consumer spendmg remains on the cautious side, with abnor-
mally high levels of deposits in savings accounts indicating a lack of confidence
in the future of the economy. Further, it is clear that interest rates have bot-
tomed-out and are starting to move back up toward 1970’s disastrous highs,
with - this week’s increase in the prime rate to 6 percent portending future
problems.

In the face of this bleak outlook, the Administration’s inactivity is dlﬂ‘icult to
fathom. Benign neglect is the wrong policy at this time, and Pollyanna-ish pre-
dictions of future improvements are obviously not buoying up the.economy. Rosy
forecasts from the White House have not prevented the stock market from going
into a steady decline over recent weeks, nor have they convinced the American
people, who everyday are confronted with rising prices and increasing numbers
of their neighbors out of work. A- maJonty of Americans recently guestioned by
pollsters believe that this nation is still in recession, and they.are the ones who
bear the brunt of do-nothing economic p011c1es

It is time for the Administration to drop its obstinate res1stance to any
form of incomes policy. The President has overcome his repugnance to using the
persuasive powers of his office, but he has not gone nearly far enough. If across-
the-board controls on wages and prices are anathema to him; he should at least
establish a wage-price review board as recommended by h1s own chief advisors
as a minimal first step. The tragic plight of millions of Amerlcans undet* the
twin yoke of recession and inflation can no longer be subordmated to the myth
of the inviolability of free enterprise.

I am pleased at the President’s conversmn to the principle of public-service
employment as one antidote to theé scourge of joblessness, and I deeply regret
his recent veto of the accelerated public works bill. Government initiatives are
obviously the key to economic recovery, and, we cannot afford the luxury of
partisan polities at this critical juncture. Business'as usual can no longer be the
byword if the American people are not to lose faith in their own 'future within
our system. We are not dealing with abstractions but with the welfare of our
fellow-citizens and the quality of life in this nation for years to come.

I appreciate having the opportunity to share my views with the committee and
applaud- your leadership in attempting to move the country forward.

Chairman Proxmire. The committee will stand in recess until to-
morrow afternoon at 2 o’clock when Paul McCracken and the Council
of Bconomic Advisers will appear in room 1202.

(Whereupon, at 3:15 p.m., the committee was recessed, to reconvene
at 2 p.m., 'lhm sday, July 8, 1971.) :
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The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 2 p.m.,'in room G-308,
New Senate Office Building, Hon. William Proxmire (chairman of the
committee) gresiding.
Present: Senators Proxmire; Fulbright, Javits, and Miller; and
Representatives Reuss, Conable, and Brown.
:_Also present: John R. Stark, executive director; Loughlin F. Me-
Hugh, senior economist; Richard F. Kaufman and Courtenay M.
later, economists; Jerry J . Jasinowski, research economist; George
D. Krumbhaar, Jr., minority counsel; Walter B. Laessig and Leslie
J. Bander, economists for the minority, =~

- OPENING STATEMENT oF CHATRMAN PROXMIRE

Chairman Proxsre. The committee will come to order.

This afternoon, we are continuing our midyear review of the econ-
omy. Our witnesses are Mr. Paul McCracken, Chairman, and Mr.
Herbert Stein, member, Council of Economic Advisers. As T said in
announcing these hearings, it seems to me that the present economic
situation can only be described as dismal. We have just learned that
the Federal deficit for the fiscal year just ended will probably exceed
$23 billion. This deficit was due entirely to the shortfall in tax re-
ceipts. Tax receipts were about $25 billion below what they would have
been in a full employment economy. Thus, had the economy been at
full employment, the budget would have shown a small surplus.

This budget deficit is one measure of how far the economy has fallen
below the level at which it could be operating. The $7 or $8 billion
by which State and local government tax receipts have fallen be-
low the full employment level in the past year is another. The approx-
imately $65 billion gap between actual and potential GNP during the
first half of 1971 is still another. And, of course, the 514 million per-
sons out of work and the continued rapid rise in the price indexes
are still other, and more obvious, measures of the situation.

In the face of these facts, and in the face of early reports that
GNP probably increased no more than $20 billion in the second
quarter—and most of this was simply inflation—everyone was startled
and concerned last week when the Secretary of the Treasury stated
emphatically that no new policy actions were contemplated.

This does not seem to me to be a time to close the door on new
initiatives. It seems rather a time to search vigorously for new ideas;
to examine carefully possible new policies for stimulating real eco-

(23)
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nomic growth without aggravating inflation. Certainly, it seems to
‘me to be a time for a vigorous and comprehensive incomes policy.

Yesterday, the Senate majority leader, Mike Mansfield, testified
before us. He stressed repeatedly the need for a bipartisan approach
to economic policy. He made clear his willingness to cooperate with
the administration in working out new policies to reduce unemploy-
ment and to control inflation. I share this willingness, and I think T
can speak for all the members of this committee when I state that
we hope, through these midyear hearings, to conduct a constructive,
objective evaluation of the present economic situation and of possible
new policies.
' Mr. McCracken, your testimony before this committee has always
been informative. We have learned to count on you for responsible
and undoctrinaire advice. Of course, we have not always agreed with
your- conclusions. No doubt we will again uncover some disagreements
today. So I want to stress again that our purpose this afternoon is a
constructive public exploration of the policy alternatives presently
available to us.

Mr. McCracken, you have a very fine prepared statement. I’ve had
- chance to read it, you handle it in your own way. If you abbreviate
it'in any part, it Wiﬁ be printed in full and the tables at the end will
‘be printed in full in the record. ' ' '

STATEMENT OF H‘ON.-PAUL Ww. McCRACKEN,‘ CHAIRMAN, COUNCIL
OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS, ACCOMPANIED BY HERBERT STEIN,
MEMBER - .

. Mr. McCracxex.Thank you, Mr. Chairman. S

"’ We welcome this opportunity to discuss with you the state of the
economy at midyear. We hope that the present hearings will help to
reduce the uncertainty which exists in the country by highlighting the
facts ‘about. the economy and the fundamental consensus on policy
‘which is sometimes concealed by the usual debate within Government
and-among students of economic policy more widely. ,

. For 3 years a basic objective of national policy has been to-check
thé inflation which began about 6 years ago. - S

. Tt was just about 8 years ago that a bipartisan majority of Congress
enacted. the Revenue and Expenditure Control Act-of 1968, imposing
a tax surcharge and a ceiling on expenditures. This was the beginning
of the turn in national, policy against inflation. At the end of 1968, .the
Federal Reserve embarked upon a policy of monetary restraint..The
present. administration carried through the policy of budget restraint
which had been begun shortly before it took office. In 1969 it held
expenditures down rigorously and worked for an extension -of the
surcharge, :

-It.also encouraged the Federal Reserve in a course. of continued
monetary restraint. Since 1969 both fiscal and monetary policy have
eased, but the degree of relaxation in both spheres has been limited by
continuing concern about inflation. S

ﬂ‘Wil;Lbcan now be said about the outcome of this anti-inflationary
effort ? . '

Tt seems to me that four cardinal facts stand out rather clearly.
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Mr. Chairman, I have some charts here which I would like to point
out,if I may.

Chart 1 1llustrates the extent to which we have seen a deceleratlon,
or at least a cessation, of the trend toward an accelerated rate of in-.
flation. Various measures of the price level are mdlcated ‘ ‘

(The chart referred to follows:)

CHART 1
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Mr. McCracken. This is the rate of increase in the GNP deflator,

sli%htly different from the previous one because of fixed weights. -

he very rapid acceleration in the rate of inflation has tended to
level out. We see a somewhat similar pattern in the wholesale indus-
trial price index.’ Once again the sharp acceleration through 1967,
1968, and during the early part of 1969 appears to have leveled off at
about 4 percent. Finally, we have the Consumer Price Index which
shows a deceleration in the rate of inflation since mid-1969.

In chart 2 we see the tendency for the rate of inflation to accelerate
from the early part of the period to 5 and 6 percent by the crest in
1969 and 1970. The rate of inflation has now receded; it now seems to.
be at about 4 percent. So one thing comes out very clearly in both
charts. The tendency for acceleration in the rate of inflation which
has been going on'did come to an end along about 1969, and there has_
been a recedence in the rate of inflation and the Consumer Price Index.

(The chart referred to follows:)
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Mr. McCracken. There was also a recedence in the wholesale price
index, the industrial wholesale price index from May 1969 through
1970, though I think it would be more cautious to say—— -

Chairman Prox»ire. Mr. McCracken, do you have a chart to show
the GNP deflator in the same way ?

Mr. McCRACEEN. Yes.

Chairman Proxmire. But right there you have consumer prices and
wholesale prices. It seems to me the GNP deflator doesn’t show quite
the same picture, does it? As far as the tailing off of the increase?

Mr. McCracken. This is shown in chart 1 which I showed you. I
think that this index and the industrial wholesale price index show
somewhat the same thing.

The rapid acceleration in the rate of inflation during this period
here seemed to press down and about——

Chairman Proxmire. Except the last point on the chart is the high-
est point on the chart for the GNP deflator. That is not true of the
other measures.

Mr. MoCracken. Yes; but I would be cautious about putting too
much into this. I think about all that we can say is that the rate of
increase in the private GNP deflator has been on essentially a plateau.

Chairman Proxmige. All right. '

- Mr. McCracken. There is one other aspect of this which I did not
go into in the lower right-hand corner of chart 1, and that is that a
somewhat similar, though more erratic, tendency for settlements for-
“wage costs and for the rate of increase in compensation in the private
economy to accelerate. These seemed to reach a crest at about a 7-
percent rate, perhaps slightly higher than that. ’

One of the dramatic things which has happened this year is that
with the resumption of gains in productivity in the first quarter at a
rate even more rapid than normal, we had a rather dramatic decline
in labor costs per unit output.

Now, the restrained growth of demand which first ended the accel-
eration of the inflation and then initiated the reduction also caused a
slowdown of output and employment and a rise of unemployment.
The deterioration was limited, however, and output and employment
have now risen from their lows, as you see here in the chart 3. The
recedence of real gross national product in the top panel; the picture
for both civilian employment in the middie panel and the unemploy-
ment rate in the lower panel are clearly depicted. '

(The chart referred to follows:)



29

OUTPUT EWPLOYMENT,  LNEWRLOMENT

BILLIONS OF DOLLARS, 1958 PRICES (ANNUAL RAfE)*

750 | REAL GNP -

700

650

600

/l/lll|lljl‘|'ll|lil|'lll‘|.‘lll‘||llL\[\

MILLIONS*

80 |- CIVILIAN EMPLOYMENT
78
“76
- 74
72
70

1/|||I||111|1]|||l|||I1||||11
PERCENT* ’

6 |- UNEMPLOYMENT RATE

.

21/|||I||11|-||~I|1|’4-I1|11r1|I|||

1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 . 1970 I97|.'

*SEASONALLY ADJUSTED. .
SOURCES: DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE AND DEPARTMENT OF LABOR )

67-650—71——3



30

Mr. McCrackexw. The reduction in output and employment was
limited and output and employment have now risen from their lows.
The rate of unemployment has flattened out and in June registered a
substantial decline. The mildness of the economic slowdown was due,
in part at least, to the prompt turn of policy, at the beginning of 1970,
in a more expansive direction.

Total output, as measured by the real gross national product, de-
clined about 1 percent from its peak in the third quarter of 1969 to
the first quarter of 1970. After a slight rise in the second quarter and-
a larger one in the third quarter, real output dropped again in the
fourth quarter under the impact, of course, of the auto strike.

However, output rebounded in the first quarter of 1971 to exceed
its 1969 peak rate and rose further in the second quarter, although
we do not yet know by how much. Total employment, seasonally ad-
justed, declined about one-half of 1 percent from the first quarter of
1970 to its low in the third quarter but has since risen and in the
second quarter of 1971 was one-fourth of 1 percent below its peak.
The unemployment rate rose to 5.9 percent in November 1970 and
hovered in the range 5.8 to 6.2 percent from then until June when, of
course, it fell to the rate of 5.6 percent.

In sum, progress has been made against inflation, the slowdown of
the economy associated with the start of the antiinflation effort was
mild, and it has given way to a rise in economic activity.

Progress against inflation has certainly come more slowly than we
hoped and expected. The decline of output and employment, while
mild by historical standards, was also more than we had expected.
These two facts are, of course, related. That is, given the rise of money
GNP, which was much closer to our expectations, the decline of out-.
put and employment would have been even smaller than they were if
inflation had subsided more promptly. :

There are probably several elements in an explanation of the stub-
bornness of inflation. First, a major factor was the extraordinary
strength and duration of the inflationary movement in the period
before the excess of demand was significantly reduced. It must be
remembered that although policy turned in an anti-inflationary direc-
tion in the second half of 1968, it was not until the second half of 1969
that the overall effects on demand became visible. Thus there were
about 4 years of demand-stimulated inflation, which generated strong
claims for further inflationary price and wage increases which sur-
vived the end of the excess demand period itself.

Second, the increased prevalence of 3-year labor contracts has
strengthened the tendency for large wage increases to continue to be
obtained after initial inflationary stimulus has passed.

Third, the relatively low productivity growth during 1968 and 1969
meant that the disinflationary process began from a condition in which
workers had not received the real wage increases they had come to
expect whereas profit margins were also exceptionally low. As a con-
sequence the pressure for lower price increases that was exerted by the
demand restraining encountered unusually strong resistance on the
cost side.

Fourth, the composition of unemployment may have weakened the
price and wage restraining force of the slowdown of demand. The
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unemployment rate for adult men was low, relative to the total, and
the geographical distribution of .the unemployment was somewhat
more uneven than in earlier periods of § percent unemployment. This
Jatter phenomenon may have been related to the incidence of defense
cutbacks. . K .

The moderateness of the whole slowdown, and the expectation that.

Government would keep the slowdown moderate, may have delayed
the inflation-restraining response. '
. These and other factors which might be listed, do not, in our opin~
ion, mean, that_we”ha,ve entered a new era to which previous experience:
does not apply. In fact, the general character of the events we are now
observing has been noted in the past. For example, the inflation rate
did not slow down during the contraction phase of the 1957—58 reces-
sion, although that was a relatively sharp recession leading many
people then to say that we were in a new, permanently inflationary
state. However, the inflation did subside as the economy recovered.

Let us turn now to the prospect before us. Two propositions stand
out. The first is that output and employment will continue to rise. The
second is that the rate of inflation will not rise, and it is reasonable to
expect further deceleration. I believe that these two propositions would
be agreed to by most analysts who try to make an explicit forecast
of the economy. ) '

There are many ways to reach the conclusion that output and em-
ployment will continue to rise. The conventional forecasting technique
of adding up categories of demand leads to that conclusion. Housing
starts have been rising, housing permits have recently spurted extra-
ordinarily, the supply of funds in savings institutions is large, and
the Federal support for housing through the budget is high and rising.
All of this points to a further increase in residential construction
above the levels already reached.

The expenditures of State and local governments have been rising
vigorously, these governments have recently been able to borrow on
more favorable terms, they have greatly increased the amount of funds
raised in this way, and grants to them from the Federal Government.
continue to expand.

The Federal Government’s own expenditures for goods and services
are now starting to rise, after 2 years of decline. Consumers’ dispos-
able income has been rising sharply as increased social security bene-
fits have been added to growing incomes earned in production, and:
this should be increasingly reflected in consumer spending.

Meanwhile, additions to business inventories have been low, and
inventory-sales ratios have declined sharply as the rise in sales has
outpaced these small increases in stocks. At some point, production
schedules must be stepped up further if inventories are to be adequate
ﬁor this rising sales volume, and this will boost the rate of expansion:

urther. ' : :

The behavior of the monetary aggregates also points to further ex-
pansion. The money stock narrowly defined increased 7 146 percent
from June 1970 to June 1971, and af the annual rate of 1014 percent
for the past 6 months. The money-supply including time deposits rose
by 1614 percent for the year and at the rate of 1614 percent, in other
words about the same, fzr the past 6 months. It would be extremely
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unusual if these rates of monetary expansion were not followed by
an increase of money GNP in the next 6 months sufficient to raise
production and employment further. '

Finally, the index of leading economic indicators has now risen for
7 months 1n a row. It would be unprecedented. for such a long rise in
thése leading indicators not to be followed by general expansion of
the economy. o ‘ : :

On the other side of the coin, it is reasonable to expect a further
deceleration of inflation. This statement is made cautiously, because
the record of economists and others in forecasting the behavior of the
price level in recent years has not been inspiring. However, the state-
ment I have just made is a cautious one. ‘ '

The explanations of the “peculiar” behavior, of the price level to
which I have already referred are explanations of the failure of the
rate of inflation to decline as rapidly as might have been expected.
They are not reasons for thinking that the rate of inflation would rise
under current and prospective conditions. L '

‘There are several cogent reasons for. expecting a decline in the rate
-of inflation in the next year." ’ . R '

First, even though the economy is rising, a good deal of slack will

_remain in the economy fot at least a year. o

Second, we can expect a rapid increase of productivity as total out-
put rises. We can see in the lowér right hand corner of chart 1 that
productivity has increased. _ e e
- Third, the last of the labor céntracts negotiated in 1968 and earlier
will soon have been renegotiated and we shall leave behind the time
when workers had a strong claim to big settlements to catch up with
an.amount of inflation that had not been anticipated in their previous
contract. ' o L

Fourth, the number of workers covered by new settlements and
therefore getting the large increases typical of the first year of a
3-year contract will be less in'1972 than in 1971 or 1970.
* *'his combination of conditions should lead to a slower rise of labor
costs per unit of output and therefore to a slower rise in prices, which
will in turn reduce the rate of wage increases, especially in view of the
prevalence of cost-of-living escalator clauses. ‘ o

The question today is not whether employment and output will be
rising and the rate of inflation declining. Every quantitative forecast
of which I am aware answers this question affirmatively. . )

The question is how fast these developments will occur and how far
they will go. - : : :

More specifically, will the economy rise fast enough, to achieve the
fundamental goals for the Nation—as, for example, stated in our 1971
Economic Report, namely, “that the rate of unemployment should
decline as fast as is consistent with a reasonably steady and durable
decline in the rate of inflation?” And operationally, the question has
been whether policy should be changed to try to make the economy
rise more rapidly. L S

Tn our Economic Report, we said that we thought the fundamental
goals for unemployment and inflation could be represented by the
achievement of. an unemployment rate in the 414 percent zone and a
decline of the inflation rate to approach the 3-percent range by
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around 1972. We also said that we believed those figures could be
reached with an expansion of money GNP along a path that would
yield $1,065 billion in 1971.

Money GNP so far this year has probably been running below the
path we envisaged in January, while inflation has continued higher
and the rise of real output and employment have risen less than we
had . expected. The lag in the increase of money GNP is reflected
mainly in the lower-than-expected inventory increase so far this year,
which as I have already indicated may portend greater gains in the
second half of the year.

Nevertheless, there is a danger that if money GNP were now to
vise, or be pushed up, to reach the targets previously put forward, that
would revive inflation or at least seriously delay its abatement. This is
because to regain the original path from the present apparent starting
point of money GNP would require a steeper rise of money GNP than
was originally contemplated and because the rate of inflation has been
very persistent. :

Even if a somewhat reduced target for the rise.of money GNP is
accepted, questions have been asked about whether existing and pro-
spective policies, added to the private forces in the economy, are likely
to be adequate to reach that target. In answering that question, we
must recognize that the budget for fiscal 1972 is already much more
expansive than the budget that was submitted in January.

Actions taken since January have reduced the prospective fiscal year
1972 revenues by almost $2 billion: Congressional actions on expendi-
tures have increased expected outlays for that year by about $3 bil-
lion, and further increases in “uncontrollable” outlays for public as-
sistance, medicaid, veterans benefits and farm price supports will
apparently add almost $2 billion to.what had been anticipated.

So we have already confronting us a net further expansive fiscal
-effect of $7 billion beyond that already put forward in the President’s
budget message, and many actions on appropriations for fiscal year
1972 have not yet been taken. y -

‘We should also give weight to the fact, which I have already noted,
that the money stock has risen from June 1970 to June 1971 by 714
percent and the rise during the first half of 1971 has been at the rate
of about 1014 percent per vear: The effects of this relatively rapid rate
of expansion, following, 1t ‘must be pointed out, an abnormally slow
rate of expansion in the latter part of 1970, have yet té express them-
selves in economic activity. ‘ :

The rate of monetary expansion in the future will, of course, be
determined by the Federal Reserve, and we cannot foretell it. How-
ever, if the rate of expansion in the second half of this year were to
be half the rate of the first half, the increase from the average of 1970
to the average of 1971 would not be much below 7 percent. Thus, even
with a substantial moderation of what most people would regard as
an exceptionally high rate of expansion during the first part of this
year, we would still have a large year-to-year change in the monetary
actions. .

Whatever the unemployment rate, we, of course, have unfinished
business so long as anyone is searching for work and unable to find a
job. In the light of the stance of both fiscal and monetary policy, how-
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ever, we regard it as probable that money GNP, output, and employ-
ment will rise, and unemployment will fall, about as rapidly as is
consistent with satisfactory reduction of the inflation rate.

Ot course, no one can be absolutely certain of this, and there are
risks in any policy that is chosen. The administration’s rejection of a
policy of yet further economic stimulation reflects the belief that we
cannot temporize with the inflation problem with yet more stimulus.
Indeed, it 1s now unlikely that even a very temporary gain on the
unemployment front can be obtained by so stimulating the economy
‘that the inflation rate would accelerate.

The system seems to be very sensitive to the expectation of infla-
tion, so that policy moves intended to be expansionary may so gen-
erate expectations which raise prices and interest rates and thereby
retard rather than advance recovery. This sensitivity to expansionist
government policy, which inhibits efforts to restore high employment,
1s the legacy of many years of inflationary action by the Government.

The decision against further stimulative measures is a difficult one.
Nevertheless, the administration believes that its responsibility for
the future of the American economy require it to take this course.

We are now seeing how difficult 1t is to remove from the economy
the consequences of the inflation that was allowed to develop after
1965. To permit the inflation to revive, for some short-run and doubt-
ful advantage to ourselves, would be highly irresponsible.

In decisions about the proper course for the domestic economy, and
the emphasis that is placed on achieving further progress against
inflation, we must also keep in mind our external payments position.

A strong and vigorous domestic economy is, of course, essential for
our international position. It is the economies with a strong domestic
performance that generally have done well in the international
arena

Mr. Chairman, I am not in very good voice today, and I'm going to-
‘ask Mr. Stein to complete the statement.

Chairman Proxare. All right.

Mr. Stein.

Myr. StEIN. It is the economies with a strong, domestic performance
that generally have done well in the international arena, and histori-
cal evidence 1s clear that for the United States the surplus in its bal-
ance of payments position tends to be positively related to the operat-
ing rate of its domestic economy.

Moreover, it is also true that our price performance now is better
than that for the industrial world generally. Even so, we cannot ignore
the fact that our trade position has not come back strongly from its
low in 1968, and in April and May the United States ran a new mer-
chandise import surplus.

There is another important reason for the administration’s decision
not to recommend tax reductions or expenditure increases at this time,
The reason is the long-run consequence for the Federal budget.

Once new expenditures are introduced to give the economy a tem-
porary stimulus, it is hard to get them out.

Therefore, we must realistically expect that further stimulative
fiscal action now would leave a permanent or at least long-continuing
residue of higher expenditures relative to revenues. This would be
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added to a budget trend which already shows the costs of present
programs for several years beyond fiscal 1972 exceeding the revenue
that the existing tax system would yield under conditions of high em-
ployment. -

The result would be a continuous drain by the Federal Government,
on the capital supply to finance large Federal deficits, the conse-
quently high interest rates, more difficult financing connditions for
housing and for State and local governments, and an inadequate rate
of investment in producers’ plant and equipment.

For these reasons, the administration does not favor further fiscal
actions to pump up the general economy. However, the administra-
tion does support actions, through the budget, that will have a large
effect on unemployment, per dollar of cost, and relatively small effect
on inflation.

It is for this reason that the administration has proposed an en-
larged manpower program, now embodied in the manpower special
revenue sharing, incluﬁing provision for increasing manpower funds
when the unemployment rate exceeds 4.5 percent.

Also for this reason the President has supported the temporary
public service employment bill. H.R. 1, the welfare reform bill, would
provide additional public service employment jobs and also training
subsidies for private sector jobs. The administration has initiated a
Federal program to provide 674,000 temporary summer jobs for teen-
agers and has enlisted the support of the National Alliance of Busi-
nessmen to find 150,000 additional summer jobs.

The suggestion is repeatedly made that our present economic dif-
ficulties could be resolved, or at least radically reduced, by somethin
called “income policy.” The underlying idea is that if workers ancgl
businesses can be kept from raising prices and wages, demand for out-
put can be stimulated and output and employment raised without any
nflationary consequences.

Few supporters of “incomes policy” mean comprehensive, manda-
tory price and wage controls. Congress has given the President au-
thority to impose mandatory price and wage controls, but when faced
with the opportunity to do so, the House of Representatives voted
overwhelmingly against imposing such controls on its own initiative.

Why this great reluctance to 1mpose mandatory controls?It is be-
cause the element of control makes clear that what is involved is
forcibly preventing workers, businessmen, lenders, and other individ-
uals from doing what they want to do, which they regard as equitable,
and which may, in fact, be equitable by a more objective standard, and
which may be 1n the general economic interest.

Naturally, there 1s reluctance to adopt measures which have this
transparent result.

But still, being determined to find a less difficult solution, many
resort to willing the end without willing the means, calling for the
results of control without the controls. This is what is meant nowadays
by an effective incomes policy—a policy that compels without being
compulsory and operates by force of government without legislation.

There is a question whether the end would be desirable even if it
could be achieved without compulsion. However, the question is moot,
as the lawyers would say, because there is no evidence to suggest that
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the results can be achieved voluntarily, except very temporarily or in
limited sectors of the economy. ‘ o ) L

No amount of repetition of calls for an effective incomes policy
will get around this fact, and neither will the repetition of calls sub-
stitute for the study of experience or the attempt to work out detailed,
specific standards and procedures. These matters have been the con-
tinuing concern of this administration, and particularly of this Coun-
cil, for 2 and a half years, o

We have studied American and foreign experience, we have had a
study made by outside experts, we have participated in numerous dis-
cussions of the subjects with responsible officials of other governments,
at the OECD and elsewhere. The lessons of this experience are clear.

There are countries where voluntary incomes policy seems to have
worked for a time. These are small countries, in which the social and
economic sectors are highly organized, like Finland and Austria. In
such countries representatives of labor, capital, and other claimants on
the national income can meet together and bargain over its distribu-
tion, each aware of the limits of the total and of a point at which
excessive demands become self-defeating.

However, the scope of the bargaining can extend to issues of public
policy that also affect the distribution of the national income, such
as taxation and social services. However, in large, complex, decentral-
ized societies, where the political and the economic organizations are
not congruent, this kind of voluntary agreement to divide up the na-
tional income without inflation does not work. I believe that the gov-
ernments of most of the large countries have cofe to that conclusion.

The reason for the general frustration of efforts at incomes policy
can probably be summarized as follows: If the policy is to succeed,
it depends on voluntary assent of millions of people fo not receiving
- the increases of prices or wages or other incomsés, in money terms,

that they could get. ' .

A necessary condition for this voluntary assent is the feeling of: the
parties that they are fairly treated, or that they are receiving what
they regard as their just desserts. However, the sum of what people
regard as their just desserts exceeds what the economy is capable of
delivering, an unfortunate fact of life, and the attempt to obtain their
assent by assuring them all that they will get their just desserts is
inflationary. '

Thus, wage standards under voluntary incomes policies commonly
allow for productivity increases, plus increases to keep pace with past
or future changes in the cost of living, plus increases for wages that
are absolutely %ow, or inequitably low relative to some other wages,
and increases where necessary to attract labor or raise productivity.

And price standards turn out in practice to be equally complex and
difficult to apply in an effective way. Thus comprehensive incomes
policy programs have turned out in practice to be ineffectual or with
temporary effects that have disappeared in a subsequent wage-price
explosion as the suppressed pressures erupted.

Now, the previous discussion as to what is a comprehensive income
policy, the attempt to reach a far-reaching restraint, the mechanism
of the wage-price review board, or some such device, the term “income
policy” has come to be very broadly used, nowadays, to include almost



37

everything except fiscal and monetary policy. This Government, as we
said in my testimony earlier this year, has been operating a great many
elements of what are commonly called “income policies.” By some
standards which might be used, it might be said that we have an in-
come policy.

Our discussion here, perhaps at this point, might be related to the
more ambitious, gullible and unspecified variance of this devise which
we are commonly called upon to embrace whatever is the next step.

Nevertheless, Government intervention in some particular cases may

be helpful. These efforts may occur when the Government has a spe-
cial involvement as purchaser or regulator, when even the parties in-
volved recognize that the increases being obtained exceed reasonable
norms, or-where there is a clear divergence between the short-run and
Jong-run interests of the parties. The leading case of intervention by
this administration has been in the construction industry, where all
three of these conditions were present.
_ A Tripartite Board has been established to pass on wage increases
in the construction industry. Increases approved by the Board up to
June 30, 1971, were on the average much lower than those commonly
obtained before it was est,ablishe%. Average approved increases have
been 9.7 percent compared to average actual increases of 15.3 percent
in 1970, in the construction industry. Parallel procedures are now
being established to restrain other incomes in the construction
industry.

And the President has said that the administration will also act in
other cases where the appropriate conditions exist.

“ When this Council first appeared before your committee in Febru-
ary 1969, we said that the country had run out of easy ways to do
things. Experience had exhausted the great national asset which is the
expectation of reasonable price stability. ‘ "

The country had run out of the credibility of Presidential guide-
posts. The slack in the economy and in the budget had been used up.
And a deep cynicism about Government policies had been generated.” .

Even though we pointed thiese difficulties out 214 years ago, we did
not appreciate how serious their consequences would be. That is water
over the dam now, and these conditions are in the process of being
corrected. . - :

But the experience leaves behind it a basic lesson.. That is how tran-
sitory are the gains and how abiding the losses from temporizing with
inflation. That lesson underlies the policy of this administration.

At the same time, much of the foundation for orderly and enduring
expansion of the economy has been established. The long acceleration
in the rate of inflation has been halted, and there is some evidence that
the rate has been moving to a lower level. Increases in labor costs per
unit of output are now on the average smaller than at any time since
1966, reflecting better productivity gains and a cessation of the tend-
ency for compensation per man-hour to accelerate. :

Monetary and fiscal policies are strongly expansive. Much of the
effect of these policies, 1f experience is any guige, has yet to express
itself in the economy. '

With the cautious inventory policies followed by businesses, rising
demand should translate fairly promptly into stepped-up production
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schedules. These are the building blocks of an improving economic per-
formance in the months ahead. _
(The prepared statement of Mr. McCracken follows:)

PRrEPARED STATEMENT OF HoN. PAuL W. McCRACKEN

We welcome this opportunity to discuss with you the state of the economy at
mid-year. We hope that the present hearings will help to reduce the uncertainty
which exists in the country by highlighting the facts about the economy and the
fundamental consensus on policy which is sometimes concealed by the usual
debate within Government and among students of economic policy generally.

I

For three years a basic objective of national policy has been to check the infla-
tion which began about six years ago. Domestically the inflation wag creating
major economic and social distortions and strains, and it had also produced a
serious erosion in our external position as our merchandise trade surplus de-
clined from $7.1 billion at its peak in 1964 to its low of $0.8 billion in 1968.

It was just about three years ago that a bipartisan majority of Congress
enacted the Revenue and Expenditure Control Act of 1968, imposing a tax sur-
charge and a ceiling on expenditures. This was the beginning of the turn in
national policy against inflation. At the end of 1968 the Federal Reserve em-
barked upon a policy of monetary restraint. The present Administration carried
through the policy of budgetary restraint which had been begun shortly before
it teok office. In 1969 it held expenditures down rigorously and worked for exten-
sion of the surcharge. It also encouraged the Federal Reserve in a course of con-
tinued monetary restraint. Since 1969 both fiscal and monetary policy have
eased, but the degree of relaxation in both spheres has been limited by concern
about inflation. )

‘What can now be said about the outcome of this anti-inflationary effort? Four
cardinal facts stand out. .

First, at a minimum the rate. of price increase, which had been rising, has
stopped rising.

iSecond, some important measures indicate that there has been a significant
decrease in the rate of inflation.

Third, although the evidence is less clear on this, the rate of wage increase has
probably also stopped rising.

" Fourth, the rate of increase of labor costs per unit of output has declined, as
productivity increases have accelerated while the rise in labor compensation per
hour has continued at a rather steady rate of just over 7 percent per year.

The evidence in support of these propositions is shown in the accompanying
tables. However, it may be briefly summarized.

The deflator for the private gross national product with constant weights (in
order to reduce the consequences of shifts in the composition of output) reached
an annual rate of increase of about 5§ percent early in 1969, and while it has
fluctuated since, possibly for sbatistical reasons, it shows no persistent tendency
to rise further. The index of industrial prices at wholesale reached an annual
rate of increase of about 4 percent early in 1969 and has remained in the neigh-
borhood since (if we look at 6 month spans to minimize erratic variations). Evi-
dence of a decline in the rate of inflation is found in the Consumer Price Index.
In the six months that ended in May 1971 the CPI increased at an annual rate of
4.1 percent, compared to 6.5 percent in the six months to May 1970 and 5.7 percent
in the six months to May 1969. The force of this comparison is somewhat weak-
ened by the erratic and transitory influence of mortgage rates and food prices in.
the total. If these two elements are removed the comparison becomes an annual
rate of increase of 5.0 percent in the six months ended in May 1971 compared to
5.8 percent and 5.2 percent in the similar periods one and two years earlier. On
this basis one could say that the measure of inflation that is most relevant to the
average American has slowed up significantly.

Measures of wage change are more varied and difficult to interpret. Probably
the most significant figure is compensation per hour for all persons engaged in
the private economy. The rise of this figure over the same quarter a year earlier
has been between 7.2 percent and 7.4 percent for each quarter since the beginning
of 1969 except for the fourth quarter of 1970 when it was depressed by the auto
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strike. This level, a little over 7 percent, is important to note because of the
impression of a much higher rate of wage increase commonly obtained from re-
ports of big settlements. The rate of increase of labor costs per unit of output,
-compared to a year earlier, has declined from 7.8 percent in the first quarter of’
1970 to 3.8 percent in the first quarter of 1971. °

The restrained growth of demand which ended the acceleration of the inflation
and initiated a reduction also caused a slowdown of output and employment and.
-a rise of unemployment. The reduction was limited, however, and output and
-employment have now risen from their lows and the rate of unemployment has
flattened out and in June registered a substantial decline. The mildness of the
economic slowdown was due in part at least to the prompt turn of policy, at the
beginning of 1970, in a more expansive direction.

Total output, as measured by the real gross national product, declined abont
1 percent from its peak in the third quarter of 1969 to the first quarter of 1970.
After a slight rise in the second quarter of 1970 and a larger one in the third
quarter, real output dropped again in the fourth quarter, under the impact of the
auto strike. However, output rebounded in the first quarter of 1971 to exceed its
1969 peak rate and rose further in the second guarter, although we do not yet
know by how much. Total employment, seasonally adjusted, declined about s
of one percent from the first quarter of 1970 to its low in the third quarter but
has since risen and in the second quarter of 1971 was 14 of one percent below its
peak. The unemployment rate rose to 5.9 percent in November 1970 and hovered
in the range 5.8 percent to 6.2 percent from then until June when it fell to 5.G
percent.

In sum, progress has been made against inflation, the slowdown of the econ-
omy associated with the start of the anti-inflation effort was mild, and it has
given way t0 a rise in economic activity.

' Progress against inflation has come more slowly than we hoped and expected.
The decline of output and employment, while mild by historical standards, was
‘also more than we expected. These two facts are, of course, related. That is,
given the rise of money GNP, which was much closer to our expectations, the
decline of output and employment would have been even smaller than they were
if inflation had subsided more promptly. There are probably several elements in
an explanation of the stubbornness of theinflation :

1. The major factor was the extraordinary strength and duration of the infla-
tionary movement in the period before the excess of demand was significantly
reduced. It must be remembered that although policy turned in an antiinflationary
direction in the second half of 1968 and it was not until the second half of 1969
that the overall effects on demand were visible. Thus there were about four years
of demand-stimulated inflation, which generated strong claims for further infla-
tionary price and wage increases which survived the end of the excess demand.

* 2. The increased prevalence of three-year labor contracts has strengthened the
tendency for large wage increases to continue to be obtained after the initial
inflationary stimulus has passed. )

3. The relatively low productivity growth during 1968 and 1969 meant that the
disinflationary process began from a condition in which workers had not received
the real wage increases they had come to expect whereas profit margins were
exceptionally low. As a consequence the pressure for lower price increases that
was exerted by the demand restraint encountered unusually strong resistance on
the cost side.

4. The composition of unemployment may have weakened the price and wage
restraining force of the slowdown of demand. The unemployment rate for adult
men was low, relative to the total, and the geographiecal distribution of the un-
employment was somewhat more uneven than in earlier periods of 6 percent
unemployment. This latter phenomenon may have been related to the incidence
of defense cutbacks. )

5. The moderateness of the whole slowdown, and the expectation that the
Government would keep the slowdown moderate, may have delayed the inflation-
restraining response.

These, and other factors, which have been or might be listed, do not in our
opinion mean that we have entered a new era to which previous experience does
not apply. In fact, the general character of the events we are now observing has
been noted in the past. For example, the inflation rate did not slow down during
the contraction phase of the 1957-58 recession, leading many people then to say
that we were in a new, permanently-inflationary state. However, the inflation
did subside as the economy recovered.
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II

Let us turn now to the prospect before us. Two propositions stand out. The
first is that output and employment will continue to rise. The second is that
the rate of inflation will not rise, and it is reasonable to expect some further
deceleration. I believe that these two propositions would be agreed to by most
analysts who try to make an explicit forcast of the economy.

There are many ways to reach the conclusion that output and employment
will continue to rise. The conventional forecasting technique of adding up cate-
gories of demand leads to that conclusion. Housing starts have been rising,
housing permits have recently spurted extraordinarily, the supply of funds in
savings institutions is large, and the Federal support for housing through the
budget is high and rising. All of this points to a further increase in residential
construction above the levels already reached. The expenditures of State and
local governments have been rising vigorously, these governments have recently
been able to borrow on more favorable terms, they have greatly increased the
amount of funds raised in this way, and grants to them from the Federal Govern-
ment continue to expand. The Federal Government’s own expenditures for goods
and services are now starting to rise, after two years of decline. Consumers’
disposable income has been rising sharply as increased social security benefits
have been added to growing incomes earned in production, and this should be
increasingly reflected in consumer’s expenditures. Meanwhile, additions to busi-
ness inventories have been low, and inventory-sales ratios have declined sharply
as the rise in sales has outpaced these small increases in stocks. At some point
production schedules must be stepped up further if inventories are to be adequate
for this rising sales volume, and this will boost the rate of expansion further.

The behavior of the monetary aggregates also points to furtber expansion. The
money stock narrowly defined increased 7% percent from June 1970 to June 1971,
and at the annual rate of 10% percent for the past six months. The money supply
including time deposits rose by 161% percent for the year and at about the same
rate for the six months. It would be extremely unusual if these rates of monetary
expansion were not to be followed by an increase of money GNP in the next six
months sufficient to raise production and émployment. :

Finally, the index of leading economic indicators has mow risen for seven
months in a row, and it would be unprecedented for such a long rise in the lead-
ing indicators not to be followed by general expansion of the economy. -

‘On the other side of the coin, it is reasonable fo expect a further deceleration
-of inflation. This statement is made cautiously, because the record of economists
-and others in foercasting the behavior of the price level in recent years has not
been inspiring. However, the statement I have just made is a cautious one. The
-explanations of the “peculiar” behavior of the price level to which I have already
referred are explanations of the failure of the rate of inflation to decline as
rapidly as might have been expected. They are not reasons for thinking that the
rate of inflation would rise under current and prospective conditions.

There are several cogent reasons for expecting a decline in the rate of inflation
in the next year. ‘ i o

1. Even though the economy is rising, a good deal of slack will remain in the
economy for at least a year. .

2, ‘We can expect a rapid increase of productivity as total output rises.

3. The last of the labor contracts negotiated in 1968 and earlier will soon have
been renegotiated and we shall leave behind the time when workers had a strong
claim to big settlements to catch up with an amount of inflation that had not been
anticipated in their previous contract.

4. The number of workers covered by new settlements and therefore gettix}g
the large increases typical of the first year of a three-year contract will be less in
1972 than in 1971 or 1970. .

This combination of conditions should lead to a slower rise of lebor costs per
unit of output and therefore to a slower rise in prices, which will in turn redl_lce
the rate of wage increase, especially in view of the prevalence of cost-of-living
escalator clauses. . .

The question today is not whether employment and output will be rising and
the rate of inflation declining. Every quantitative forecast of which I am aware
answers this question affirmatively. The question is how fast these developments
will occur and how far they will go. More specifically, will the economy rise fast
enough to achieve the fundamental goals for the nation—as, for example, stated
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in our 1971 Economic Report, namely, “that the rate of unemployment should
decline as fast as is consistent with a reasonably steady and durable decline in
the rate of inflation.”? And operationally, the question has been whether policy
should be changed to try to make the economy rise faster.

In our Economic Report we said that we thought the fundamental goals for
unemployment and inflation could be represented by the achievement of an un-
employment rate in the 4% percent zone and a decline of the inflation Tate to
approach the 3 percent range by mid-1972. We also said that we believed those
figures could be reached with an expansion of money GNP along a path that
would yield $1065 billion in 1971.

Money GNP so far this year has probably been running below the path we
envisaged in January, while inflation has continued higher and the rise of real
output and employment have risen less than we expected. The lag.in the Increase
of money GNP is reflected mainly in the lower-than-expected inventory increase
8o far this year, which as I have already indicated may portend greater strength
in the second half of the year. Nevertheless, there is a danger that if money GNP
were now to rise, or be pushed up, to reach the targets previously put forward
that would revive inflation or at least seriously delay its abatement. This is
because to regain the original path from the present apparent starting point of
money GNP would require a steeper rise of money GNP than was originally con-
templated and because the rate of inflation has been very persistent,

Even if a somewhat reduced target for the rise of money GNP is accepted,
questions have been asked about whether existing and prospective policies, added
to the private forces in the economy, are likely to be adequate to reach that
target. In answering that question we must recognize that the budget for fiscal
1972 is already much more expansive than the budget that was submitted in
January.

Actions taken since January haye reduced the prospective fiscal year 1972
revenues by almost $2 billion. Congressional actions on expenditures have in-
creased expecteéd outlays for that year by about $3 billion, and further increases
in “uncontrollable” outlays for public assistance, medicaid, veterans benefits and
farm price supports will apparently add almost $2 billion to what had been
anticipated. So we have already confronting us a net further expansive fiscal
effect of $7 billion beyond that already put forward in the President’s Budget
Message, and many actions on appropriations for FY 1972 have not yet been
tiken. . -

We should also give weight to the fact, which I have already noted, that the
money stock has risen from June 1970 to June 1971 by 714 percent and the rise
during the first half of 1971 has been at the rate of about 10%% percent per year.
The effects of this relatively rapid rate of expansion (following, it must be
pointed out, an abnormally slow rate of expansion in the latter part of 1970)
have yet to express themselves in economic activity. The rate of monetary ex-
pansion in the future will, of course, be determined by the Federal Reserve, and
we cannot foretell it. However, if the rate of expansion in the second half of
this year were to be half the rate of the first half, the increase from the average
of 1970 to the average of 1971 would not be much below 7 percent. Thus, even
with a substantial moderation of what most people would regard as an excep-
tionally high rate of expansion during the first half we would still have a large
year-to-year change.

Whatever the unemployment rate we, of course, have unfinished business so
long as anyone is searching for work and unable to find a job. In the light of
the stancé of both fiscal and monetary policy, however, we regard it as probable
that money GNP, output, and employment will rise, and unemployment will fall,
about as rapidly as is consistent with satisfactory reduction of the inflation rate.
Of course, no one can be obsolutely certain of this, and there are risks in any
policy that is chosen. The Administration’s rejection of a policy of further eco-
nomie stimulation reflects the belief that we cannot temporize with the inflation
problem with yet more stimulus. Indeed, it is now unlikely that even a very
temporary gain on the unemployment front can be obtained by so stimulating the
economy that the inflationary rate would accelerate. The system seems to be very
sensitive to the expectation of inflation, so that policy moves intended to be
expansionary may generate expectations which raise prices and interest rates
and retard rather than advance recovery. This sensitivity to expansionist govern-
ment policy, which inhibits efforts to restore high employment, is the legacy of
many years of inflationary action by government.
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This decision against further stimulative measures {s a difficult one. Neverthe-
less, the Administration believes that its responsibility for the future of the
Awmerican economy requires it to take this course. We are now seeing how difficult
it is to remove from the economy the consequences of the inflation that was:
allowed to develop from 1965 to 1968. To permit the inflation to revive, for some
short-run and doubtful advantage to ourselves would be highly irresponsible.

In decisions about the proper course for the domestic economy, and ithe
-emphasis that is placed on achieving further progress against inflation, we must
also keep in mind our external payments position. A strong and vigorous domestic
economy is, of course, essential for our international position. It is the economies
with a strong domestic performance that generally have also done well in the
international arena, and historical evidence is clear that for the United States
the surplus in its balance of payments position tends to be positively related to
the operating rate of its domestic economy. Moreover, it is aiso true that our price
performance now is better than that for the industrial world generally. Even
S0, we cannot ignore the fact that our trade position has not come back strongly
from its low in 1968, and in April and May the United States ran a net mer-
chandise import surplus. !

There is another important reason for the Administration’s decision not to
recommend tax reductions or expenditure increases at this time. That Teason
is the long-run consequence for the Federal budget. Once new expenditures are
introduced to give the economy a temporary stimulus it is hard to get them out.
Therefore we must realistically expect that further stimulative fiscal action
now would leave a permanent or at least long-continuing residue of higher
expenditures relative to revenues. This would be added to a budget trend which
already shows the costs of present programs for several years beyond fiscal 1972
exceeding the revenue that the existing tax system would yield under conditions
of high employment. The result would be a continuous drain by the Federal
Government on the capital supply to finance large Federal deficits, high interest
rates, more difficult financing conditions for housing and for State and local
governments, and an inadequate rate of investment in producers’ plant and
equipment.

For these reasons the Administration does not favor further fiscal actions
40 pump up the general economy. However, the Administration does support
actions, through the budget, that will have a large effect on unemployment, per
dollar of cost, and relatively smal effect on inflation. It is for this reason that
the Administration has supported an enlarged manpower program, now embodied
in the Manpower Special Revenue Sharing, including provision for increasing
manpower funds ‘when the unemployment rate exceeds 4.5 percent. Also for this
reason ithe President has supported the temporary public service employment
bill. H.R. 1, the welfare reform bill, would provide additional public service
employment jobs and also training subsidies for private sector jobs. The Admin-
istration has dinitiated a Federal program to provide 674,000 temporary summer
jobs for teenagers and has enlisted the support of the National Alliance of
Businessmen to find 150,000 additional summer jobs.

IIX

The suggestion is repeatedly made that our present economic difficulties could
be resolved, or at least radically reduced, by something called “incomes policy.”
The underlying idea fis that if workers and businesses can be kept from raising
prices and wages, demand for output can be stimulated and output and employ-
ment raised without any inflationary consequences. Few supporters of “incomes
policy” mean comprehensive, mandatory price and wage controls. Congress has
given the President authority to impose mandatory price and wage controls,
but when faced with the opportunity to do so the House of Representatives voted
overwhelmingly against imposing such controls on its own initiative. Why this
great reluctance to impose mandatory controls? It is because the element qf
control makes clear that what is involved is forcibly preventing workers, busi-
nessmen, lenders and other individuals from doing what they want to do, which
they regard as equitable, and which may be equitable by a more objective stan(_i-
ard, and which may be in the general economic inferest. Naturally there is
reluctance to adopt measures which have this transparent result. .

But still, being determined to find a less difficult.solution, many resort t(_) will-
ing the end without willing the means, calling for the results of control without
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the controls. This is what is meant nowadays by an effective incomes policy—
a policy that compels without being compulsory and operates by force of govern-
ment without legislation. There is a question whether the end would be desirable
even if it could be achieved without compulsion. However, the question is moot,
as the lawyers would say, because there is no evidence to suggest that the results
can be achieved voluntarily, except very temporarily or in limited sectors of the
econoiny.

No amount of repetition of calls for an effective incomes poliey will get around
this fact, and neither will the repetition of calls substitute for the study of
experience of the attempt to work out detailed, specific standards and procedures.
These matters have been the continuing concern of this Administration, and
particularly of this Council, for two and a half years. We have studied American
and foreign experience, we have had a study made by outside experts, we have
particivated in numerous discussions of the subjects with responsible officials
of other governments, at the OECD and elsewhere. The lessons of this experi-
ence are cleal. There are countries where voluntary incomes policy seems to have
worked for a time. These are small countries, in which the social and economic
sectors are highly organized, like Finland and Austria.’In such countries repre-
sentatives of labor, capital and other claimants on the national income can meet
together and bargain over its distribution, each aware of the limits of the total
and of a point at which excessive demands become self-defeating. Moreover, the
scope of the bargaining can extend to issues of public policy that also affect
the distribution of the national income, such. as taxation and social services.
However, in large, complex, decentralized societies, where the political and the
economic organizations are not congruent, this kind of coluntary agreement to
divide np the natonal income without inflation does not work. I believe that the
governments of most of the large countries have come to that conclusion.

The reason for the general frustration of efforts at incomes policy can prob-
ably be summarized as follows: If the policy is to succeed it depends on volun-
tary assent of millions_of people to not receiving the increases of prices or wages
or other incomes, in money terms, that they could get. A necessary condition for
this voluntary assent is the feeling of the parties that they are fairly treated,
or that they are receiving what they regard as their just deserts. However, the
sum of what people regard as their just deserts exceeds what the economy is
capable of delivering, and the attempt to obtain their assent by assuring them all
that they will get their just deserts is inflationary. Thus, wage standards under
voluntary incomes policies commonly allow for productivity increases, plus in-
creases to keep pace with past or future changes in the cost of living, plus
increases for wages that are absolutely low, or inequitably low relative to some
other wages, and increases where necessary to attract labor or raise productivity.
And price standards turn out in practice to be equally complex and difficult to
apply in an effective way. The comprehensive incomes policy programs have
turned out in practice to be ineffectual or with temporary effects that have dis-
appeared in a subsequent wage-price explosion as the suppressed pressures
erupted. .

Nevertheless, government intervention in some particular cases may be help-
ful. These occur when the government has a special involvement as purchaser
or regulator, when even the parties involved recognize that the increases being
obtained exceed reasonable norms, or where there is a clear divergence hetween
the short-run and long-run interests of the parties. The leading case of interven-
tion by this Administration has been in the construction industry, where all
three of these conditions were present. A tripartite Board has been established
to pass on wage increases in the construction industry. Increases approved by the
Board up to June 30, 1971, were on the average much lower than those commonly
obtained before it was established. Average approved increases were 9.7 percent
compared to average actual increases of 15.3 percent in 1970. Parallel procedures
are now being established to restrain other incomes in the construction industry.

And the President has said that the Administration will also act in other
cases where the appropriate conditions exist.

v

When this Council first appeared before your Committee in February 1969
we said that the country had run out of easy ways to do things. Experience had
exhausted the great national asset which is the expectation of reasonable price
stability. The country had run out of the credibility of Presidential guideposts.
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The slack in the economy and in the budget had been used up. And a deep cyni-
cism about government policies had been generated. Even though we pointed
these difficulties out two and a half years ago we did not appreciate how serious
their consequences would be. That i3 water over the dam now, and these condi-
tions are in the process of being corrected. But the experience leaves behind it
a basic lesson. That is how transitory are the gains and how abiding the losses
from temporizing with inflation. That lesson underlies the policy of this
Administration.

At the same time much of the foundation for orderly and enduring expansion
of the economy has been established. The long acceleration in the rate of inflation
has been halted, and there is some evidence that the rate has been moving to a
lower level. Increases in labor costs per unit of output are now on the average
smaller than at any time since 1966, reflecting better productivity gains and a
cessation of the tendecy for compensation per man hour to accelerate. Monetary
and fiscal policies are strongly expansive. Much of the effect of these policies, if
experience is any guide, has yet to express dtself in the economy. With the cautious
inventory policies followed by businesses, rising demand should translate fairly
promptly into stepped-up production schedules. These are the bullding blocLs of
an improving economic performance in the months ahead.

TABLE lA.—PRICES, WAGES, AND COSTS
[Seasonally adjusted annual rates]

Percentage change from 6 months earlier '

Private GNP R . Consumer prices
L deflator . .-
percentage : ' Allitems less
change from . : Wholesale : food and
. s . . 2 quarters : industrial mortgage
Period ) earliert Period prices All items interest

' . o

NA May____..._. 1.2 1.8 1.9
" NA November__.. 2.0 L7 1.1
NA May_ . ...... 2.8 “39 2.7
3.6 November.... 1.6 3.3 3.3
2.4 May_........ .8 2.0 3.1
3.1 November.... 2.4 3.7 3.6
3.5 May 2.8 4.4 4.2
4.4 November..-. 2.4 5.1, 4.7
45 Ma L)' R 4.0 5.7 5.2
5.0 November.... 3.8 5.8 4.7
4.8 May_____.... 3.9 6.5 5.8
4.8 November..-- 3.3 4.7 5.9
5.2 May......... 4.0 4.1 5.0

3 1965-1V weights.
Source: Department of Commerce and Department of Labor. ,
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TABLE 1B.—PRICES, WAGES, AND COSTS
[Parcentage change from year earlier]

Total private (all persons) Total private (all persbns)
- Compensation Unit tabor Compensation Unit laber
Period per man-hour costs Period per man-hour costs

3.9 1.4 7.3 3.8
20 1.4 6.9 4.3
41 5 7.6 4.8
4.4 -6 85 5.3
. 6.0 11 7.3 5.4
7.3 2.3 7.2 6.6
71 38 1.2 6.7
75 43 7.3 71
6.1 4.8 7.4 7.8
5.9 3.4 7.3 6.3
5.9 3.0 7.2 5.5
53 35 6.7 5.2
7.3 3.8

Source: Department of Labor,

TABLE 2.—OUTPUT, EMPLOYMENT, AND UNEMPLOYMENT °
[Seasonally adjusted] i

GNP, ) ) GNP, -
billions Civilian  Unemploy- - billions Civilian  Unemploy-
of dollars, employ- ment Lo of dollars, employ- ment
o 195! - ment - - _rate . .- 1958 . ment vate
Period pricest  (millions) {percent) Period ‘prices! ' (millions) (percent)
601.6 70,19 4.9 77.36 +3.4
610.4 70.90 4.7 77.58 3.5
622.5 71.37 4.4 - 78.11 3.6
636.6 71.82 4.1 78,58 . 3.6
649.1 72.18 3.9 78.90 4.2
655.0 72.61 3.8 78.60 4.8
660.2 73.09 3.8 18.52 5.2
668.1 73.66 3.7 78.57 5.9
666.6 73.81 3.8 78.63 5.9
671.6 73.98 38 78.70 6.0
678.9 74.64 3.8
683.6 75.11 3.9
693.5 75.32 3.7
705.4 75.91 3.6
712.6 76.05 3.5
717.5 76.42 3.4

1 Aﬁnual rate.
Source: Department of Commerce and Department of Labor.

67-650—71——4
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Chairman Proxmigre. Thank you gentlemen very much for a very
informative and candid statement.

Last week, the White House indicated that the economics spokesman
of the administration would be the Secretary of the Treasury, Mr.
Connally. I have the greatest admiration and respect for you and for
your economic capability.

I always thought the Chairman of the Council of Economic Advisers
was the economic spokesman for the administration, at least in many
senses. To the best of my recollection, this is the first time that I can
recall, since the Council of Economic Advisers was established under
the 1946 act, in which an administration has designated a person who
is not chairman, as the economics spokesman, and it puts this com-
mittee in a dilemma. When you come before us, I have always thought
of you as being the spokesman for the administration and qualified
professionally to speak on economic policy, but now we hear the Sec-
retary of the Treasury is the spokesman for the administration in
economic policy.

What does that do to your position ¢

What does that do to your authority ?

Mr. McCracken. I don’t think the basic position of the Chairman
of the Council of Economic Advisers or the Council itself as an agency,
is changed. We are still where we were before, both organizationally,
and otherwise; we are here today speaking for the administration.

" On the other hand, there is no question but-that the Secretary of the
Treasury is the ranking administration official in the broad financial
and economic area.

Chairman Proxmire. Well, in view of the fact that he’s been desig-
nated apparently as economic spokesman, can you spéak with assur-
ance that you speak for him? ‘ :

For example, was your statement that you just gave to us cleared
with the Secretary of the Treasury?. ‘

Mr. McCracren. We always have a very elaborate clearance pro-
cedure. Yes, I can say that this statement is far more than just a CEA
document.

It represents the administration.

Chairman Proxmire. It was cleared with the Secretary of the
Treasury ?

Mr. McCracken. It was cleared, as usual, with OMB and
Treasury.

Chairman Proxmire. I think this statement is disturbing and dis-
tressing. Essentially your statement seems to say three things:

No. 1, that despite the high prices we have paid in unemployment,
our progress against inflation has been very limited and disappointing.

No. 2, the employment goals set by the administration earlier this
year are not being met.

No. 3, because the administration is so concerned about inflation.
what you seem to say in your prepared statement would imply that no
further action is going to be taken to try to reduce unemployment.
except as it is possible to do so consistent with also reducing inflation.

I refer to, and I will quote you expressly. You say:

Unemployment will fall about as rapidly as is consistent with satisfactory
reduction of the inflation rate.
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‘Now, «loes that mean that the principal guide to your economic
policy 1s rate of inflation and that unemployment policy will hinge on
that?

Mr. McCracken. The management of economic policy always re-
«quires taking cognizance of a great many different objectives and
trying to have, or trying to find, an appropriate balance among these
.objectives. ‘

We certainly consider the unemployment problem and the objective
:0f reducing the rate of unemployment to be a very high priority
-objective.

On the other hand, because of what has happened over the last
:several years as the distortions of inflation have been built into the
.economy, it has to be given high priority too.

But I want to go back to the beginning. To say that we would like
to have made further progress is not to say very important progress
has not been made. ‘

If one looks at these charts here

Chairman Proxmme. Well, the second one, as I pointed out, the
‘GNP deflator, leave that chart up there. And in the upper left hand
-corner, the GNP deflator, many feel, is the best indication of inflation.

Of course, there’s dispute about that, but that is the general view
-of many in the economic profession, and it is clear, as I say the last
«date for that figure is the highest of all. The rate of inflation seems
‘to be on the basis of the statistics you give us to be as high as it has
been at any time on your chart. ,

It goes up to apparently over 5 percent. '

Mr. McCrackeN. Yes, but here is the point I am talking about.

This is the kind of track the economy was on. Now, if you follow
-that kind of a track, and if nothing had been done to try to counter
-the inflation, then this would suggest that the rate of inflation would
‘be up to the 6 to 8 percent range or more.

The only thing one can confidently say in regard to the GNP de-
flator at this moment is that it has a more level rate of increase. After
‘having risen for a period of years, it has recently been on essentially
-a platean. It may be—I won’t try to fortell the future here—it may
be that the rate will go on up. But the last upward shift is only 0.2 of
-2 point and T would not try to make anything out of that.

If one looks beyond the GNP deflator, if you look at the Consumer
Price Index, which for most people is probably the most meaningful
index, this 1s broadly speaking the kind of trend that inflation was
-on during that period. If that trend had continued, we would be look-
ing at something like an 8-percent rate of inflation today. In fact, thus
far this year it’s only about a 4-percent rate. We haven’t made as much
progress here as I would have liked. Certainly, even here there was
-a trend which, if projected, would bring you substantially above where
we are now.

Now the question can be raised whether this is getting up into
numbers that have little relevance to the American economy. No one
knows, _

I think 2 or 3 years ago we might have raised the question as to
whether numbers in the rate of inflation that you are seeing in the
“United Kingdom would ever be seen in that kind of economy.
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But, on the first basic question, very important progress has been
made. The acceleration has been halted, and in this case there has been
some decline. In all of the indexes, there has at least been a deceleration.

Chairman Proxumire. Let me tell you why this is so disturbing to me.

I understood Secretary Connally last week to say that the notion of
a 4-percent unemployment level was a myth. He argued, I think, with
complete inaccuracy, that we never achieved it in peace time.

We have, in fact, as you know. We achieved it many times in peace
time. It is not easy and it has been the goal of this action until what
I think is an historic statement by this administration that they
don’t feel that they can responsibly try to achieve a 4-percent level
of unemployment.

Now, 1s this your position too? Because I understood the council to
make that statement to us earlier this year saying that the goal is
4-percent unemployment, o '

Have you now modified that so your goal is 4.5 percent ?

Mr. McCracken. First, with regard to the comment that Secretary
Connally made, the Secretary certainly was not in any sense trying to
make light of the problems of unemployment. I don’t think there’s
any question about that. , C

What the Secretary was trying to point out is the complexity of this
matter of unemployment, and the importance of looking behind some
one ratio, such as the overall rate of unemployment, as a shorthand
for a very complex phenomenon. :

It is interesting, for example, to take the composition of the labor
force -as it existed in 1956 and apply to that the unemployment rates,
group by group, which prevail now. The average unemployment rate
would, in fact, be about 0.5 percent lower than it is, because today we
have a relatively larger percentage of people with a somewhat looser
attachment to the labor force. In other words, the composition has
changed.

The importance of not just having this total unemployment phe-
nomenon described by one single figure, is increasingly important.

Chairman Proxmire. Well, Secretary Connally was very explicit,
very clear I thought in his statement. He said that it is 2 myth; it has
never happened—that is, 4-percent unemployment has never been on
an annual basis, unemployed at the rate of 4 percent, so 4 percent is
not the norm. We have never achieved it.

He goes on to say, “I don’t think the American people are willing
at this point in time to continue the work, to conutinue all it means
in order to achieve a 4-percent level of unemployment.”

So he was—two or three times in this statement he made it clear
that 4 percent was being abandoned as far as he was concerned.

Now, you say that you are just not sure the precise figure, but vou
don’t think the figure is satisfactory. But he seemed to be very explicit.
in dismissing the 4 percent.

Do you disagree with that? .

Mr. McCracken. We have always said, as we did here in our state-
ment again today, that so long as people are looking for work and can’t
find a job we have unfinished business. But I would emphasize the
importance of our looking at the multi-dimensional aspects and not.
trying to identify some specific figure as the target at which point we
quit and that short of which we haveto keep at it.
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I think that is the basis.

Mr. SteIx. I think perhaps the Senator misspoke in saying we have
put forward a goal of 4 percent in our most recent report. Qur Janu-
ary report spoke of the goal for the middle of 1972 as being in the
zone or neighborhood, some such words, of 4.5 percent unemployment.
Now, we have previously spoken of lower number. In fact, at one
time we held 3.8 percent as a goal, but I think it is important to bear
in mind that then we were talking about goals which might be achieved
over a considerable period of time as a result of considerable improve-
ment in labor market conditions, which could be furthered by public
policy and not, to be achieved sole’ly as a result of pumping up demand.

Chairman Proxmize. Well, maybe I'm deceived, but the memoran-
dum that was written to us, and I quote from it, a year and a half ago,
you clearly point to a long-term goal of at least 4 percent unemploy-
ment with inflation of 2 percent. )

Now, Secretary Connally, you say, in saying 4.5 percent as referring
only to a temporary goal. A goal for the next 2 or 3 years, something
of that kind ? That 1s what this 4.5 percent means?

Mr. Steix. I think this is a time-related goal and also a policy
related goal. When we spoke of the 4.0 percent and at one time the 3.8
percent goal, we were talking about the results to be achieved through
a process of improving labor markets and improving employment
services and all that sort of thing which we said would work out slowly
in any case.

Chairman Proxmme. Well I hope you have further conversations
with the Secretary because he was so emphatic when he said 4 percent
is not the normal. He said, “Never have we achieved it except in war
time.” He was about as clear and explicit as I think an official can be
on that and you gentlemen are indicating that that isn’t your view as
far as a long term goal is concerned.

Senator Miller.

Senator MrrLer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. McCracken, as jux-
taposed to my colleague from Wisconsin I find your statement mod-
erate, logical, comprehensive, and hopeful.

Chairman Proxmire. What was that last adjective, wholesome?

Senator Mir.Ler. Hopeful. [Laughter.]

In your prepared statement you point out the money stock increased
7.5 percent from June of 1970 to 1971 and at the annual rate
of 10.5 percent for the past 6 months. I believe you also pointed out
elsewhere that there were large supplies of money in savings. Now,
how do you reconcile that with the recent increase in the prime rate of
interest ?

Mr. McCrackeN. I note in the newspaper there seems to be some
evidence of a tightening up in the money market which may suggest
such actions as we try to move away from this 10.5 or 16.5 percent
track. And, of course, any kind of a change such as that would put
pressure on the money market. Apparently what we have seen, at least
among other things, I think are two things that are pertinent to the
interest rate development. One of them is that we have had an enor-
mous volume of financing of corporations and also of State and local
governments. The volume of flotations so far this year in each case is
roughly 50 percent larger than last year and about double that of 2
years ago. So the market has been under heavy pressure. This evidently
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tends to transmit itself to some extent across the interest rate spectrum,.
including short term rates.

Having said that, I must say I think we have to watch this. Cer-
tainly, the high interest rates are not good news for housing or for-
State and local financing either for that matter. Tt is another concern.

Senator MiLLer. Well, if I follow what you have said, your sug-
gestion is that there might have been a lowering in the increase in.
the money stock for the month of June which is not included in that-
10.5 percent rate of increase for the first 6 months of this year and
that-on a short range, a matter of days, that this could be reflected in-
the prime interest rate?

Mr. McCrackeN. Well that would be a rather brief transmission:
process. I was merely trying to tick off the various factors which may
be impinging on the market. Certainly most students of monetary-
conditions have indicated that the rate of monetary expansion we’ve:
had so far this year ought not to be continued indifinitely as we move-
away from that path to a somewhat more modest rate of expansion..
This could have a rather immediate effect on the money market. I'm
talking about relatively short term rates. :

At the same time, as I say, I am not happy with either the rising-
rates or the level of rates we have.

Senator MirLer. Well I understand you would’t be happy although:
I can see some possible benefit on our balance-of-payment situation.

Mr. McCracgen. That is true.

Senator MrrLer. With respect to foreign market ?

Mr. McCRACKEN. Yes.

Senator Mirirr, But I am just wondering if another reason is pos-
sibly the expectation on a part of the major banks which set a tone
of continued inflation at about the same rates because of what is hap-
pening on the fiscal front here in the Congress. Is that another
possibility ¢

Mr. McCrackry. That is & very important point and we hear this
cited over and over again. A substantially more expansive policy could
be counterproductive because it could support fears of inflation and the
inflation premium, the added interest rates, would be that much larger.
This would have an adverse effect on housing and so on. This does
seem to be very much on the minds of financial managers and we
alluded in our statement to the high sensitivity of the economic sys-
tem to things which may indicate a quickening in the pace of inflation.

Senator MirLer. Well, as an economist would you say that the factors
you pointed out totaling $7 billion in further expansive fiscal effort
and the 10.5-percent increase in the money stock during the first 6
months of this year would have an inflationary impact which could
be reflected in that increase in the interest rates?

Mr. McCrackex. These developments may well have played some
role in expectations about inflation 2s they are translated into interest
rates. I would point out that these developments to which we allude
are, or have been, of course, relevant to the question of whether we
should go for further measures to expand the economy. If the lags be-
tween fiscal and monetary policy on one hand and the economy on the
other are anything like what the evidence seems to suggest the visable
effects of these more expansive effects on the economy are yet to show
up. They ought to be showing up in the latter part of the year.
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Senator Mrurer. Well, T take it that prudence wonld indicate or
dictate that it was these factors which you call attention to and with
the increase, the very substantial increase, in the money stock for the
last 6 months and now with this increase in interest rates that prudence
would dictate that we had better be very, very careful about any fur-
ther fiscal expansionary activities here in the Congress.

Mr. McCrackr~. Yes, very definitely. And we do have to take cog-
nizance of the fact that these would have a significant backlash effect
on financial markets, interest rate levels, and so forth.

Senator MirLer. I don’t want to bore you with an old classroom

uestion but I have always been taught that if there is persistent in-
flation that sooner or later it is going to result in unemployment and
especially when we have such a great dependence upon our foreign
trade that if we let the inflation keep right on going sooner or later it
is a matter of more imports coming in and fewer exports going out ;
it is going to mean higher prices, lower purchases and therefor less
employment at least in the long run. :

Now are we trying to straddle here? Are we trying to follow a policy
of short term gain in employment, which in the long run because of
the inflation that will persist, will lead to greater unemployment?
What is the policy we are trying to solve here or am I wrong in what
I have been taught all those years?

Mr. McCrackeN. No; I think that has been an important rationale
included in our policy that it would be irresponsible not to face up to
the inflation problem. We could not ignore the unemployment con-
sequences just by failing to face up to them because in a variety of
ways if we ran out the inflation or allowed the rate of the rising price
level to continue to accelerate there is no assurance that we could
thereby avoid the unemployment problem.

Now, having said that, we have tried of course to hold the adjust-
ment in the economy to a fairly narrow proportion. Obviously we
have to be concerned about that side of it too but we do not, I think,
have the option of being able to handle the unemployment problem if
we are just willing to accept more inflation. :

Senator MrrLer. Well, what you are trying to do is steer a middle
course between long- and short-range results.

- Mr. McCrackex. Exactly.

Senator Miruer. By expanding the economy to attack the unem-
ployment problem without aggravating inflation, you ave avoiding
short-range rapid expansion which would aggravate infiation on the
one hand and overriding a stagnant economy to stop inflation at the
costs of long-range_ high unemployment on the other hand.

Mr. McCrackgex. Yes.

Senator MrLrer. Thank you.

Chairman Proxmizre. Senator Fulbright.

Senator Foiericar. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. McCracken, in your statement you say April and May the
United States had net merchandise import surplus. Is this the same
thing as a deficit in our balance of trade ¢

Mr. McCracgen. Yes, sir; that it is. That could have been worded
the other way, the net merchandise export deficit. In other words we
have a net merchandise export deficit. We have a net excess of imports
over exports of roughly $200 million in each month.
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Senator FurBricuT. The word “surplus” has a more euphonius
sound. Is that the reason why? [Laughter.]

It reminds me of the “protective reaction” strikes. That sounds
better than a bombing raid. Do the same people rephrase these state-
ments whether they are made in the Pentagon or CEA ¢

Mr. McCracgeN. No, the CEA will take full responsibility for this
line here.

Senator FurericaT. What was the deficit, if I may use that word,
in our balance of trade in fiscal year 1971%

Mr. McCracgeN. 1971 or 1970¢

Senator ForericHT. 1971, which has just ended. Do you have those
figures on 1971 fiscal year?

Mr. McCracken. The balance of trade ?

Senator ForerigaT. Do you keep them on that basis?

Mr. McCracken. We don’t have the final ones.

Senator FurericaT. What is the last one you have?

Mr. McCracren. Well, the last month we have is May.

Senator ForsrigaT. That was a deficit of $200 million ¢
4 Mr. McCrackEeN. About $200 million. I can give you the monthly

gure.
~ Senator FurericaT. Well, I don’t want to burden the record with all
of them but the point is these last 2 months you did develop a deficit
in trade, did you not ? .

Mr. McCracken. That is right.

Senator FursricaT. And how long has it been since we’ve had a
comporable deficit in our trade balance?

Mr. McCrackeN. One would have to go back roughly 20 years to
find 2 consecutive months with a trade deficit. ’

Senator FursricHT. Don’t you find that rather ominous?

Mr. McCracgeN. Yes; I am disturbed. I think this is something we
have to be concerned about. If one goes back and projects what would
seem to be the basic pattern or trend of both exports and imports; it
would suggest that there may have been some special factors in those
2 months. The accumulation of foreign steel inventory and that
sort of thing may have added some unusual things. We don’t
have the full detail yet so I just can’t be sure, but the basic trends
would still suggest that we should be having a net export surplus in
this period of %100 to $150 million per month. ‘

Senator FurericHT. But hasn’t the trend ever since inflation took
over been toward a lessening in our balance of trade? I mean infla-
tion is gradually pricing us out of the market isn’t it?

Mr. McCrackEN. Well, that is the peculiar thing.

We had our strongest trade surplus, that is the excess in mer-
chandise exports over imports in 1964 of $590 million per month or
roughly $7 billion per year. That generally moved downward in suc-
ceeding years and in 1968 it averaged only $70 million per month.
Then in 1969 it went up to $107 million. In 1970, to $225 million. But
in the latter part of 1970 it deteriorated again somewhat.

Senator Fuiericatr. Mr. McCracken, what assumption did the
council make with regard to the continuation of the war in Vietnam
in making these estimates. Do you assume that it is going to be over
in the foreseeable future ?
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Mr. McCracgen. In making our projections for the economy we
make our projections on the basis of the President’s budget.

Senator FuLsriGHT. So that means you make it on the assumption
that the war will continue at the present level ¢

Mr. McCracgen. Of course, there has been a substantial decline in
defense spending.

Senator ForsricaT. Oh, has there? Would you elaborate that? I
thought the Defense request in this present 1972 fiscal year was up
to $76 billion. I wasn’t aware there was any substantial decrease in
military spending.

Mr. McCracreN. The point I made was that there has been a sub-
stantial decline in defense spending in real terms.

Senator FurericHT. What do you mean by that?

Mr. McCrackeN. Washing out the effect of inflation, in other words,
in terms of real goods and services allocated to the defense effort, on
the national income basis. Defense spending reached a peak in calen-
dar year 1968 of $96 billion in first-quarter 1971 prices. It was run-
nin§ at the rate of $74 billion in the first quarter of 1971. That is a .
decline of over 20 percent.

Senator FursricET. Well I am not sufficiently agile mentally to
follow those changes. The dollars are still as high or higher as they
have been ; the nominal dollar, however depreciated they may be. The
budget figures are still up, aren’t they ?

Mr. McCracren. According to my record here national defense
budget outlays in fiscal 1969 were $81.2 billion; 1970, $80.3 billion;
$76.4 billion in 1971; and then a projected figure of $77.5 billion in
1972. Now if you also allow for the price rise, in real terms from 1968
to 1971, there has been close to a 20-percent decline. . :

Mr. Stern. Twenty billion dollars. In retrospect there has been a
$20-billion decline in the annual rate of expenditure. Now if we are
discussing the real question we should keep this thing in real terms
and not in nominal terms. The fact is an enormous increase in the rate
of pay granted to the Armed Forces and an enormous increase in the
prices paid for military supplies just as for other things, No real ques-
tion is answered by looking at these nominal amounts. .

Senator FuLericaT. Well, is your income in real dollars or fancy
dollars? Does your income come in on these real dollars that you are
talking about? Your taxes, are they in real dollars or these other kinds
of dollars? _

Mr. Stern. Well, I don’t know whether you are asking a real ques-
tion now or not. [Laughter.]

Senator Fuusrieur. Well, I don’t think I got a real answer. But
Jet’s come back to another matter. :

Mr. McCracgex. Is it correct to- interpret from what you say in
your statement that you think it is the responsibility of Congress to
take hard decisions and not the President? Is that what that means?
That if anybody is going to take the hard decision of putting in con-
trols that it has got to %e Congress; the President shouldn’t be ex-
pected to take the hard decision ¢

Mr. McCrackex, Well, it means several things.

Senator Fursricat. What is its real meaning ?
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Mr. McCrackex. It means several real things. The President did
indicate when he signed the act in regard to the authority for wage
and price controls, that this was the kind of action of such momentous
nature that he wanted to come back to the Congress if a thing like
that were ever contemplated. However, I think the basic point beyond
the question of how the Government’s decision ought to be made, is
a caution against excessive hopes or something, which as we use the
term, would compel without being compulsory, and so forth.

We do have a vexatious and stubborn problem of inflation, of prices
and, of course, costs. It is a phenomenon of the industrial world gen-
erally. There has been enormous experiences now internationally with
various forms of what is coming to be called incomes policy. As we
indicated in our statement, it is very difficult to read that record and
be very encouraged about what, in fact, it is realistic to expect. We
have examined that record rather carefully ourselves. There have been
other studies. The OECD recently published a study reviewing this.

Everyone seems to get a pattern something like this: In some cases,
+ after a period of following the more voluntary type of approach, the
country moves into direct wage and price controls. Finland, for ex-
ample, is often cited as a successful example of income policy. If I
remember correctly, something like 70 percent of the items in their
cost-of-living index are under price control. In other words, Finland
moved on into price control. In other cases, it does appear that in initi-
ating some kind of program such as this there was, for a time, a dis-
placement effect. In other words, the rate of price and wage inflation
did seem to level out, but not infrequently the brief experiment
resulted subsequently in an explosion in wages and prices. It has been
a very characteristic experience in the United Kingdom. It also char-
acterized the experience in the Netherlands in the mid-1960%s. In
Germany, which I suppose is as sensitive as any country to the problem
of inflation, they have been trying what they have called concerted
action policies since about 1967. They have one of the most difficult
wage and price problems of any country in the world today.

These experiences caution against holding out excessive optimism,
that an extremely vexatious problem has some kind of solution in this
term of incomes policy.

Senator Furerieurt. I can only say that the Executive’s concern for
the Congress, its opinion in this field, is in marked contrast to the
Executive’s concern about Congress’ concern in foreign policy, such
as invading Cambodia or ending the war.

My time is up, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Proxmire. Mr. McCracken and Mr. Stein, a big economic
problem in this country now is 514 million Americans are out of work,
the largest number of people we've had out of work in 10 years, and
in spite of that you have made a decision which as you say in your
paper against further stimulative measures you say it was a tough
decision to make and T am sure that is true. But in view of the large
number of people unemployed and in view of what I thought was a bi-
partisan determination to reduce unemployment as rapidly and com-
pletely as we could, I am concerned as to why you didn’t at least wait
for the second quarter GNP figures. Why you didn’t wait until you
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‘had a case more clearly documented, that we are moving ahead or
‘that unemployment is going to improve.

I hope and trust that you aren’t placing your reliance primarily on
‘those very tenuous and questionable unemployment figures that we had
-on the 2d of July.

Mr. McCrackexN. I think I can confidently say that the decision
was not based on this one statistic alone. I want to emphasize that the
decision not to go for yet more expansive measures is not a decision to
:stop further economic expansion, obviously.

The budget message, for example, which the President put forward
-calls for something like $1614 billion in-additional expenditures from
1971 to 1972. As I indicated in the statement, some further actions
‘have increased that expansion by, I believe, $5 billion more and other
actions had produced a somewhat similar effect on the revenue side of
:about $2 billion, so that we already have in place a highly expansive
fiscal policy. Also, we had in the first half of this year a highly expan-
.sive monetary policy. ‘

Chairman ProxMire. Now just at that point can we really argue
that these are highly expansive fiscal policies when the full employ-
‘ment budget is really in balance ? :

Mr. McCracken. Yes, I would. Let me ask the question if the econ-
.omy is otherwise holding in a level position, what kind of things in
the budget would tend to move the economy up? Well, there are ob-
viously two things. One of them would be a direct increase in spend-
ing. The second would be a reduction in tax rates and therefore an in-
crease in after-tax incomes. .

Now if you look at the magnitude of this expansive fiscal thrust
on both sides of the budget, both the rise of spending and the change
of tax rates from 1971 to 1972, it is very large. And, it is larger now
than was projected in the February budget message. -

Chairman Proxmire. Earlier this year when you appeared before
this committee in February or March I understood you to testify that
a balanced full employment budget was neither stimilative nor re-
strictive, that it was pretty much neutral. :

Mr. McCracken. Relative to the full employment growth path.

Chairman Proxmire. Yes; and now taking a look at what you have
said at that time at that point you were aiming at a $1,065 billion
‘budget. It seems less realistic with every month that passes. And you
-said this: :

We are saying that that is the probable outcome and this surely differs with
‘the concensus. There is one basic reason of this difference. We incorporate in
-our view of 1971 as earlier private forecasters have not always done the fact
-that 1 trillion, 65 billion GNP is the target of government policy for 1971. That
the government has the means to achieve the target and that the government

will use them. That is the target of government policy because it describes the
‘path that would reduce unemployment as rapidly as is consistent with the redue-
“tion of inflation.

And so forth.

Now in view of the fact that you are not going to achieve that
$$1,065 billion, and correct me if I am wrong about that—it seems to
me that you simply are not using, the government is not using the
tools that it has to reduce unemployment to achieve a greater degree
of economic growth. Isn’t that the case?
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Mr. McCracken. The $1,065 billion projection really was, of course,
an arithmetic expression of a path to try to find a balance that would
make progress against inflation and also economic expansion.

Chairman Proxmire. Well you called that a probable outcome. T
just quoted your own statement Mr. McCracken.

Mr. McCracken. One must evaluate or monitor the situation as we
go along. The persistence and stubbornness of inflation was indicated
1n our statement. I think it would be irresponsible to try to push the
economy now hard enough to achieve in a second half of the year what
would be necessary in order to achieve $1,065 billion for the year 1971.
It certainly would reactivate widespread fears of inflation and this
would be counterproductive. The path that we are on is still the path
where we have, I think, a reasonable chance of making good progress
on both fronts. Of course we will have to watch it as we go along.

Chairman Proxmire. Now constantly in your testimony and in your
response to questions Mr. McCracken, you’ve indicated your fear that
if you stimulate the economy you will reactivate fears of inflation and
that it might become counterproductive as well as harmful because
of the inflation effect. We are having in a couple of days, in a few days
we are having Professor Gordon of the University of Chicago who
has quite a contrary view and I would like you to comment on what
he says. He says this:

A policy to hold the unemployment rate at its present level of about 6 percent
for another two years to beat the inflation out of the system will cost an addi-
tional 171 billion dollars in real output to achieve a further reduction in the
inflation rate which reaches a maximal of 1.5 percentage points but then dis-
appears. In short, whatever the target for the unemployment rate in the long
run, the best short run stabalization strategy is to guide the economy to it as
rapidly as possible and remain there permanently.

Now how would you evaluate that by a reliable and competent
economist ? o
~ Mr. McCrackex. Well T am certainly all for getting to the optimum
position and remaining there permanently. :
~ Chairman Proxmire. But if you are going to get there the argument
by Mr. Gordon, as I understand it, you might as well get there rapidly
because in the long pull the effect on inflation is going to be no more
if you get there rapidly than if you get there slowly.

Mr. McCracken. I am familiar with Gordon’s paper. I think it is
a very interesting paper on an extremely complex subject. I think it is
fair to point out that we got there rapidly the last time we gained full
employment and I think this is one of our problems. We didn’t ease
into the full employment growth path and therefore never really had a
chance to avoid breaking things loose. It is once again a question of
balance. There are those who suggest we must stay stuck on dead
center because any expansion in the economy would simply carry with
it a parallel acceleration to inflation. That 1s a view I would not buy.
'We go through a sequence of phases in trying to restabilize the econ-
omy. We do have to go through a period of disinflation. That is a
period, a painful period, when businesses are cutting costs. So long as
the economy is sluggish of course you don’t see improvement in output
per man-hour, but then as the economy starts to expand we get stronger
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gains in output per man-hour and that helps to relieve the pressure, the
cost pressure, underneath the price level—so that we can, as we indi-
cated in our statement, have strong gains in the economy without auto-
matically tripping off and accelerating the rate of inflation. There is no
question on that. - ' ) )

Now, on the other hand we do have to recognize that if we would

o all out for expansion we would certainly reactivate widespread
%ears of inflation and the fact of the matter is the inflationary record
of the last 5 years or so is such that it is a little hard to argue about
this. And this in itself would produce severe distortions. It is a ques-
tion of balance again. _

Chairman Proxmmre. Well, I am going to yield to Senator Javits
right now but what this panel hasn’t gotten into that I want to get
into iii the next-round of. course is the question of strategy. The only
way you can réconcile this if you can stimulate the economy to reduce
unemployment as rapidly as possible with a lessening degree of in-
flation at the same time 1s either wage price controls or a wage price
guideline system which you gentlemen have dismissed with some vigor
in your statement. But I don’t think we questioned you adequately. I
exgect to do that when our next round comes up.

enator'Javits. o

Senator Javrrs. Mr. McCracken, I have one fundamental question
on the importance of this statement. Is this an answer by the adminis-
tration to the attadks upon it that its so-called game plan for the
economy has been demonstrated to be invalid by the fact that both
unemployment and inflation have continued at unacceptable rates?

- Mr. McCracken. It is put forward here, of course, as a straight-
forward statement on the status of the economy and economic policy.
The fact’ that unemployment and particulary inflation have turned
out to be more stubborn than we had expected, does not invalidate the
basic strategy of economic policy. I am sure economic policy is like
football. If you are a Monday morning quarterback you can see a
number of things possible that one would do different. The basic
strategy was one of pursuing a policy of trying to hold any decline of
business activity to a fairly limited level and then starting a policy of
expansion again while trying to avoid having it so strong that you
reactivate price increases. It seems to me the experiences of this effort
based on the response patterns of the economy, suggest that a lot of
these things are on track. '

Senator Javirs. Well, there are major elements in your calculations
that could.change, that is, 1, the ending of the Vietnam war, and 2, a
major burst in productivity ; is that correct ?

Mr. McCrackeN. Yes, sir; both would be quite significant.

Senator Javirs. Now has any concept of the ending of the Vietnam
war, which many predict is going to be signaled this very year, been
cranked into these estimate expectations

Mr. McCracken. These projections, or expectations, take the Presi-
dent’s budget together with the changes which have come into the pic-
ture that we can take cognizance of. T outlined them in my statement.
About $7 billion more of fiscal expansiveness has been added since the
January public message. But they are based on the budget message.
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Senator Javrrs. Does this assume then that we will have or we will
be operating for the whole of this fiscal year with 184,000 troops in
Vietnam and the continuence of that war? .

Mr. McCracxexn. This is based on the projections for the military
budget in the budget. I don’t have the numbers at hand. I could check
that. , . -
Senator Javirs. Well the 184,000 men are the December 1st level
which the President has stated he will achieve. But suppose there was
an announcement by the President on November 1st, let’s say, that
we are getting out of Vietnam within the next 6 months. What impact
would t%at have in this whole outlook ? . -

Mr. McCracken. Anything that altered the budget picture sub-
stantially of course would have to be taken into account. And if
something along that Jine developed which substantially altered the
budget picture, we would have to add that into our analysis.

Senator Javirs. Well, is it only the budget picture that counts or is
it also consumer confidence and work motivation that counts, and if
so, what do they count for? :

Mr. McCrackex. I was addressing myself just to the budget problem
as such. Consumer confidence is a very important matter. The work
which has been done at my own University of Michigan has pretty
well established that consumer spending swings are associated with
changes in consumer sentiment. Now you alluded to one other thing,
namely, a substantial burst in productivity, a major change in
productivity. :

Senator Javrrs. Right.

Mr. McCrackeN. This of course would be enormously important.
We see in the lower right hand of chart 1—the lower line—which is
labor costs per unit of output. This rate of rise declines because in-
creases in compensation per man-hour are rather flat while there have
been much stronger gains in productivity. So, rate of increase of labor
costs per unit, of output is lower than at any period of time since 1966
or 1967. This is a very important factor.

Senator Javirs. And right now yvou say in vour statement that we
have had a gain in productivity. You say that that gain is a plus to
the viability of the economy in the terms that you speak of or is it
just relative to the various points of performance which have pre-
ceeded it ?

Mr. McCracrex. The gain of productivity in the first quarter was
large, very large. Now it is true, if you look at our experience for the
first year or so of resumed expansion that you normally get a large
gain. During each recession during the postwar period, the four or
five such periods, the first annual gain in productivity after the expan-
sion begins is apt to be in the neighborhood of 5 or 6 percent. Of course
in thelong run it is nearer to about 3 percent. :

We are getting once again strong gains in productivity from the
combination, T think, of the actions taken earlier on the cost cutting
side and the resumption of a better operating rate for the economy.

Senator Javirs. You indicate that properly anticipated increases in
wages is 7 percent a year. At that rate, considering the improvement
in productivity, are we beginning to catch up so that wage increases
are no longer coming out of the bone and sinew of the economy but:
are rather equal to productivity increases ? :
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Mr. McCrackex. Productivity increases aren’t large enough to neu-
tralize that and give us stable costs per unit of output where the com-
pensation for men are rising that fast. On the other hand we are getting
much better gains in productivity and the rise in labor costs per unit
of output is much lower than it has been for some time.

Senator Javits. So we are not yet home free but we are improving.
Is that fair tosay ? ‘ .

Mr. McCracken. That is fair to say.

Senator Javrrs. Alright now, under those circumstances, what has
happened to the President’s Productivity Commission which has been
gong for about a year and from which one doesn’t hear a single
word ?

Mr. McCrackeN. The Productivity Commission is active. As a
matter of fact we had a meeting of the commission last week. This is
the kind of operation which gets underway a little slowly, probably
because we were having to feel our way along concerning the develop-
ment of the program. The members, of course, can meet only infre-
quently. But I fiInd myself very encouraged about this. I think it can
make quite g difference, over a long period, of course.

Senator Javits. In World War IT we had local productivity council
right down to the factory level. In an emergency like this when we
are at war why shouldn’t we revert to that experience ?

Mr. McCracken. This is something we will want to look at.

*.Senator JaviTs. But you haven’t looked at it yet ?

Mr. McCracken. Not yet, but this is the kind of thing I think that
the Productivity Council will be examining, .

Senator Javits. Now you have expressed, as has been noted, funda-
mental opposition to any kind of an incomes policy or a wage price
board and/or wage-price freeze except some modified plan which
even the President is beginning now to engage in with respect to the
steel indusry. But would you give us your opinion of the effect upon
consumer confidence if the administration did adopt some kind of
a wage price board approach? I might tell you personally I am
deeply convinced that the two are intimately tied together and that
one of the great reasons for the wage price board approach, aside from
doctoring their economics, is that it will make consumers feel that
well now it is safe to buy.

Mr. McCracken. The thrust of our statement here was not to take
a doctrinaire position, but to examine the lessons of experience. By
now there has been an enormous amount of experience in Canada,
the Netherlands, United Kingdom, Austria, Finland, Norway, and
Belgium involving a variety of experiences with differenf formula-
tions. And, of course, we have had our own guidelines in the United
States. T think it is fair to summarize that evaluation as indicating
that this approach has not been very effective in getting at the prob-
lem. If it starts to be effective, it tends to bottle up pressures which
subsequently erupt into wage price explosions. This has been the ex-
perience in the United Kingdom. In the Netherlands, there seemed
to be a significant effect in 1968, but then, I think it was a year later,
they had a 15-percent wage increase.

In other countries the machinery is set up and for a variety of
reasons it just doesn’t get hold of the problem. In the more recent
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Canadian experience, they did have some short run effect on their
prices. It was destined to be short run unless they could get at the
wage problem. This they were unable to do. Finally after less than
a year they gave up on this. There has been very much the same experi-
ence in Germany with the policy of so-called concerted action.

" So the basic thrust of this statement is to introduce another caution
about what experience has suggested is reasonable to expect. If there
is no substantive differences, then I think the contribution to con-
sumer sentiment has to be short lived. : .

Senator Javirs. Well, as a practical matter, Mr. McCracken, it all
dépends, does it not, on the frame of reference in which you speak?
We have a situation in which increases in compensation have for a
number of years outstripped productivity gains. You have a serious
errosion of consumer confidence which has been our enemic difficulty
in bringing the economy back for health and theréfore aren’t we
entitled to consider wage price board methods? You are no less an
authority than the chairman of the Federal Reserve Board who speaks’
in the same vein. Wouldn’t such an approach allow us balance?

Mr. McCracken. Yes; but in examining this we are also able to ex-
amine the lesson of experience where these kinds of approaches have
been tried. Now as to the impact on the lower level of consumer confi-
dence, most measures of consumer sentiment are lower than they were
2 years ago. I think the inflation problem is a part of that but it is a
very complex thing. The unemployment problem would be a part of
this also. So the thrust of our statement was: let us examine the ex-
perience, so that we have a realistic expectation about what this kind
of thing might produce.

Senator Javirs. Well, the Chair has given me permission for a
couple of more questions and I shall return in a minute. But aren’t we
in a generous situation? We fought a war without any of the economic
accompaniments of war and now we want to reclaim the peace with-
out making up for it in any way.

Do you think that can possibly work? We fought a war without
controls, without the necessary taxation, without the necessary belt
tightening, without the necessary restraints and now you say that we
can make up for it and we can get over it without doing anything
about it ; just allow the natural processes to continue.

Does this seem logical ¢

Mr. McCracken. I am sure that all of us, if we had the last 5 or 6
years to run through again, would suggest some differences. Certainly
Federal spending should not have taken off on the track it did in early
1966 without a major tax increase. I think the very large deficit even
though the economy was at full employment during that period is in
many ways the source of our_economic problem today. But, on the
%thexé hand, that is history and the question is, where do we go from

ere?

Now, I think we are making progress. The administration has cer-
tainly not foresworn moving g%eyond or outside fiscal and monetary
policy. A great deal has been done. What it has tried to do is be selec-
tive in what kinds of action in those areas where there is some reason
to think you can be effective. I think action in the construction area is
an example. There is no question in my mind but what the settlements
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that we would have had so far this year would have been significantly
more had it not been for what was done. The President did suspend
Davis Bacon for a period. There were factors there that made this
look like the place where something could be done. More generally,
the evidence, I think, is less encouraging. .

Senator Javirs. Well one last %uestion and my time is up.

Suppose this sticky situation, 7 percent inflation, 6 percent unem-
ployment, continues for another year. Can you see any situation in
which the administration would go for a freeze or a wage price board
or an income policy or some change in the game plan? What do we
. look forward to? : '

Mr. McCrackEn. The current situation, by the way, I think is more
nearly something like a 4-percent rate of inflation and the basic unem-

ployment path slightly below 6 percent now. The policy has been
evolving. Overall the monetary and fiscal policies are quite expansion-
ist now, and there is certainly a lot of coal under the boiler which has
not yet burned. -

Outside of that, the tempo of activity has increased. The recent
activity in construction being the case in point, or, for example, the
meeting with the steel industry. This tempo has been stepping up,
but we have not attempted to claim more than what a realistic ap-
praisal of the Tesults would lead one to expect. There is the possibility
that there will be further actions, although I do nét want to prejudge
in advance what that would be. I would merely want to register that
economic policy is an evolving thing that changes as you go along. -

Senator Javirs. Well, Mr. McCracken, I think that the big weak
point of the national picture right now is the national economy, and
I hope that just asiwe try to-learn from you, you perhaps may try
to take some messages home from us, and perhaps improvements can
be made which we all devoutly hope for. But I must tell you in all

.honesty that I just cannot see- how we can make up for these admitted
sérious. deficiencies and accept the suffering which it-entails and the
natural remedies on natural development will bring it back. .

I really think, for myself as a Senator from my State, that we have
to take, even if overdue, some of the action we should have taken before
‘in ‘order:to:bring the situation into a stable chdracter.: . T

I will tell:you, however, Ithope the administration is prepared.for
‘what I think™will be a trémendous unleashing. of receptivity by the
American people; increased productivity, and consuiner .confidence if
the end of the Vietnam war is signaled by-the President. I-hope very
much that the administration will have clearly in mind another major
reference point, and that point will be the feeling of the American
people that inflation is behind them and that they can get value for

whatthey spend. e - ‘

‘Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Proxuire. Senator Miller. T
. Senator Mrirek. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. =~ . -

Mr, McCracken, going through your prepared statement, it appears
that you-traced some history %or us. -Did I understand it we had 4
years of déemand pull inflation, tapering off somewhere in late 1969 ?
And that then the.cost push inflation has continued until now, but it
seems to be abating somewhat.:Anid that being the case, the adminis-

67-650—71——5
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tration hopes that the Congress. will sti]l manage our national fiscal
‘policy. as to not get us back into-the demand pull inflation cycle all
ovér again ;is that so? AT . L

© Mr. McCrackrx. Yes; I think that is crucially important.

Senator Mirier. And then you more or less underscored that by
your statement that-the administration believes thaf its responsibility
for the future of the American economy: requires it to take the courses
you have outlined. - . : o . :

We are now seeing how 'difficalt it is:to remove from the economy
the tonseGuehces ‘of the inflation that was allowed to .develop from
1965 to 1968. To permit the inflation to revive for some.short run,
doubtful advantage to ourselves would.be highly irresponsible. Isn’t
that pretty miich.the dnswer to the statement from Professor Gordon
" that the'chairman réad? cre PRI

. Mr~McCracken. Well, yes;.this does simply lay out in words the
‘crucial .impotrtance: of” finding the-harrow.-and somewhat. Jindistinct
{)at‘h between overdoing it one way or the other. The policies are at
east based on what we now know ‘would be a reasonable expression
-of the path. - G

Senator Mirrer.-Well, your statement, while prepared by the press
department, pretty well represents administration thinking all the
way through; you say therefore, and it seems to me to be very signifi-
‘cant, we must realistically expect that further stimulative fiscal ac-
tion—and, of course, you are now speaking to Congress, because Con-
gress has the fiscal stimulative power—-now would leave a permanent or
at least long continuing residue of high rate expenditures relative to
revenue. This would be-added to a budget - trend which already shows

_ the cost of present programs—just present programs—for several years -
beyond fiscal 1972 exceeding the revenue that the existing tax system
will yield under conditions of high employment. ‘

Now, if you have high employment, which T would assume is pretty.
close to full employnient, and you have :the spending exceeding the
revenue, you will end up back in that demand pull inflation situation
again; won’t you? | . ‘ ‘

Mr. McCracgen. Yes, sir; that is the problem. -~ -~ -

Senator MiLLEr. Well, then, what you are really saying here is you
‘are saying to the Congress which has control over the fiscal policy of
this country, let’s not kid ourselves about that, that if the Congress
isn’t very careful about how it handlés this budget business, that sooner
or later we are going to be hit by some increased taxe$unless we want
‘to have inflation—more demand pull inflation; isn’t that it#

- Mr. McCracken. That's about it. I"would like to make-this one
general statement.-When .one.looks bacl ovér history it seems to me
the major problem of economic policy is the tendency to-take actions
on the spur of the moment which leaves.extremely difficult long-range
problems to deal with. We want-to‘avoid that.this.summer, if we can.

Senator MiLrer. Finally, you said that the:administration does sup-
port actions through the budget that will have a large effect on unem-
ployment per dollar of cost and a relatively small-effect-on inflation.
T assume that the President’s veto of the accelerated public-works-bill
:indicated tHat that bill failed to meet that guideline. - - .. . .-
-1 'Mr. MoCracoxEN. The bill failed to meet the guideline?. .. °
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Senator Mir.Ler. That you just enunciated here.

- Mr. McCracren. Yes; I think that it’s characteristic of the kind of

an action which won’t get underway soon enough to have a significant

effect on the problem, but leaves you with a longer range problem.

It leaves you with an activity when it’s not needed. :

Senator MrLer. Well, you used the term large effect on unemploy- -
ment per dollar of cost. I)o you recall what the per dollar of cost was
for this public works acceleration bill?.

Mr. Sterv. Well, there have been estimates of the first round cost
per dollar of employment generated of $30,000 to $50,000 for the public
works program. Theén, of course, there would be indirect consequences,
but this is a much more expensive program per dollar of employment
generated than public services. : )

.Senator MiLLER. You said $30,000 to $50,000 per job-per year?

Mr. Strin. Yes. } . :

Senator MirLer. Now, you recognize there’s going to be some capital
investment and other benefits, but if you are tr ing to get unemploy-
ment down fast at a low-per-ciollar cost, or low-dollar cost per job, this
$30,000.to $50,000 seems to be extremely high. T

Mr. Steiv. Well, the public works. program -employs, in the first
place, a high rate of labor, and then there’s large capital and material
mput.” o S0 . .

Senator Miirer. Do you know what the estimated dollar per job
cost was'for the public service hill?" '~ - : S

.Mr. StEIN. Something like $5,000 or $6,000. _ ) C

Senator MiLier. So, I take it that the administration feels that
stimulated activity to.relieve unem loyment within, a range of cost
per job of $6,000 per year is acceptable and is desirable, but-when you
- “get into the $30,000 to $50,000 per job per year range; then that is off
Iimits. . ;- "0 T L,

. Mr. Srerx. Well, that was also the point that Mr. McCracken made
about the time and hew the ¢ffects. would be felt. The effects would be
felt promptly in the public-service case.” ' o ‘

- Senator MiLLer. In other words; the public werks takes much longer
to have the impact, but ‘even if it has a short range impact-doesn’t that
$30,000 to $50,000 per job per year cost_seem pretty high? Isn’t.there
some way we can.get it better, like the public service bill ¢ L

. Mr. Sten. Certainly. That js the administration’s conclusion. ...

" Senator MrLrer. Yes.” - -, U ‘ ‘

I have no further questions.” . . | .

Thank you gentlemen. Thank you, Mr, CHairman. S

Chairman Proxpige. Gentlemen, I'm just astounded that you indi-
cate your present ¢oncern about demand pull inflation. It doesn’t make
any sense at all to, ;pe. We are operatifig an economy now with a plant
capacity of about,75 percent, where 90 percent is the preferred and
eflicient rate. We are- operating with 514 million people out of work.

It seems to me we.could have a tremendous stimulus of the economy
without getting into a, position of demand.pull inflation. A cost push
is something else. Maybe now you have a psychological situation where

Jabor insist-on higher wage settlements that tend to push up prices.

But do you really seriously argue that there is any prospect that if
we taok such action-as, for example, stepping up the tax reductions of

» . B . e . "
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1972 and 1973, pulling them into this year, or had any kind of a pub-
lic works program. Incidentally, I tend to agree with you on the ef-
fects of the public works program. Say we went ahead with them.
Would you seriously argue that this could put us into a demand pull
inflation situation ?

Mr. McOracren. If we moved in that direction there are two or
three adverse consequences, that is if we were to move substantially
‘more rapidly. Incidentally, concerning the 75-percent figure—I think
“we need to bear in mind that in terms of the overall operating rate
-of the economy it is probably not 25 percent below par. In other words,
:if we try to increase sharply the output by a third in order to get from
75 to 100, long before that, we would have all kinds of pressures in the
economy. :

Chairman Proxmire. Well, that may well be, but we're still far
below that, so we should get to a level of 85 percent. But you still have
such a long, long way to go. Such a tremendous improvement we need
in demand to put people to work and to use our great resources that
it would seem to me that to have the spector of demand pull inflation
as something inhibiting economic policy makes no sense at all.

~ Mr. McCrackex. The gap in the economy is probably in the neigh-

borhood of 5 to 6 percent 1n terms of the short fall of output rela-

tive to reasonably full employment. But, that is not the only reason.

The degree of pressure that you put on the economy, in other words,

the rapidity with which you try to regain reasonably full. employment

is itself a factor in increasing the possibility of demand pull. And fin-

ally, we have to recognize there is an enormous sensitivity or sensiti-

zation of the economy to concern about inflation. If we started to go

all out through fiscal and monetary actions to regain full employ-
ment as quickly as we could, we would certainly court the risk of

triggering inflation rather promptly, and we would probably make it

almost impossible to effect a reentry into full employment without-
having a recurrence of the same thing as occurred in 1965. S

Chairman Proxmire. Well, I suppose it would be easy to. design
a program that would insure inflation, that would insure demand pull
inflation within.a year and a half or two. But that would be so enor-
mous and so unrealistic. The kind of recommendations we have had
from competent economists who have appeared before us is that we
step up the income tax reductions we are going to get in 1972 and
1973, we provide for more ambitious public service employment pro-
grams instead of 160,000 jobs, perhaps twice that many. L

This kind of an approach which is rather moderate, it seems to me,
and certainly doesn’t fall into an all or out category, or a category
that could conceivably stimulate demand pull inflation. B

Let me get into something else, because the hour is late and T did
say at the end of my last line of questioning I wanted to come to
‘this incomes policy. Senator Javits discussed it with you, and that
was useful, but I'd like to go a little further. What you seem to be say-
ing is that workers are motivated solely by desires to maximize their
gain in the short run. And I think that is an extreme view of eco-
nomic man, one that I just don’t think is true on the basis of our
experience. o : : o

lgeople are responsive to the needs of society if these are honestly
and vigorously presented by the President. I think the best evidence
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of that is the one experience this country had had only less than 10
yearS ago with wage-price guidelines. :

Now, there’s one study I know of by John Sheehan of Brookings.
It’s probably the most definitive study made, of this Nation’s experi-
ence with incomes policy. John Sheehan does not conclude this is the
answer to all of our problems by any means. As you well know. But he
does make the conclusion. That policy gave us the following anti-
inflation advantage. For wholesale industrial prices the change that
would be expected on the basis of prior behavior appears to have been
about eight-tenths percentage points better per year on the lowest
basis of estimation, and 1.6 percentage points on the highest, from the
period of 1961 to 1965.

He also pointed out it had a cumulative effect and there isn’t any
question that during that period when we had it, our wage costs were
stable. They weren’t increasing. So, if studies are :the answer to
whether or not we ought to try the prescription that some of the econ-
omists have urged on the committee, and the Chairman of the Federal
Reserve Board said we ought to try, what study do you have that is
more acceptable or comprehensive than Sheehan’s study ?

Mr. McCraceex. The basic point that I cin make in my statement
can be expressed something like this.

Here’s the kind of problem that we have that is not singular to the
Uhited States. It characterizes the entire industrial world. We see it
in Europe. We see it in almost all industrial countries. All right. And
it is a very vexatious problem. Looking at what might be appropriate
in the United States, 1t is-crucially important that we examine care-
fully the experience of these nations that have the sanie kind of prob-
lem we do to see what lesson we canlearn; -'~. - : -

And, as I examine experience, and- there has been an enormous
amount of this experience, it is very difficult to see where the successes
are. There are temporary successes, as I say, which- ©

Chairman Proxmire. We.certainly would welcome a temporary
success here. : : »

Mr. McCracken. Not necessarily. : .
~ Chairman Proxmure. We' don’t have any success at all so far. We
have both serious inflation and very serious unemployment.

Mr.- McCracken. Not necessarily. Because if this temporary success
is followed by a wage-price explosion, then it is not good. It is not
good to do that at all. And it’s not automatic that you are better off.
You are worse off. And I think if you look at this experience it is fair
to say, as I indicated, that in some cases it just seems to have no effect
at all. '

Chairman Proxmire. But Mr. McCracken, I didn’t talk about a
study of what went on in Luxenboug or what went on in Japan, or
what went on in Thailand. I talked about a study of what went on in
the United States of America from 1962 to 1966 when we had a wage-
price guidepost policy. And I agree that it wasn’t everything that we
hoped it would be, and it didn’t succeed as much as we hoped. But the
most comprehensive study I’ve been able to get my hands on said it
did help hold down the cost of living by a substantial amount.

Mr. McCracgen. All right. Let’s comment on the U.S. experience.
There is an enormous amount of econometric analysis. Various studies
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have tried to measure the extent-to which these guide rbst‘éolicies may
have had a_ displacement effect.=T think thé ‘most straightforward
statement that one can'make is that the evidence 'is extremely incon-
clusive- as to whether there wis any Treal effect. There are studies
which seem to suggest that for a period it may have had some effect.
There areother studies equally technically credible, including, inci-
dentally, the Gordon study which you alluded to, which come to the
conclusion that they find no visible effects. : ,

I don’t think one -can point to one study. There are a variety of
studies, and I.think the most you ¢an say 1s that verdict is still out.
i&nd' if the evidence is that inconclusive, 1t is a fairly slender reed to

ean on. . .

In any case, the guidelines went by the board. When we had the
airline mechanics strike in 1966—— )
« :Chairman Proxmire. They did, indeed:

‘Mr. McCrackeN. In other words, when we begin to move into this
basic problem it didn’t hold.

- Chairman Proxmire. Well, we didn’t tiy to hold them. President
Johnson, I thought in error, maybe hé was right in doing so, but 1
thought, in error, failed to recommend after the airline strike he
failed to recommend a guideline for us. ‘

- Mr. McCrackEN. But recognizing international experience he may
simply have been recognizing reality because several countries have
tried the guideline approach and it simply has had no visible effect.

Chairman Proxare. Well, as T said, the Chairman of the Federal
Reserve. Board has proposed this, and I think for a very significant
reason. As you know, he’s a competent economist. He’s a conservative
man. He has great sympathy for the administration. Hé simply doesn’t
want to cause any embarrassment. .

But he s in the position you alluded to in your statement, and I
think the full consequences have been-—haven’t quite been spelled
out. You said a very sharp increase in“the money supply, you said had
increased at the rate of 7 percent in the last year and 10 percent in the
first part of this year. S

Now, what does that mean ? On the basis of everything you’ve told
this committee, it would seem to me, then, in the latter half of this
year he is going to reduce the rate of increase in the money supply.
If he does that, say you come out to a 6- or 7-percent average for the
yéar. it would seem to me that would mean several things. .

One, it would mean high interest rates.

Two. it would mean less stimulus for the economy.

Three, it would probably mean that this element, at least, in the
economic picture is going to be restraining rather than expanding.

What is vour reaction to that? ‘ b

Mr. McCrackrn. Well, my reaction to that, in relationship to the
proposal for an intomes. policy, is really what T have said already.
FExnerience with incomes policy has been one of almost unrelieved
failure. '

So the auestion about an incomes policy is not one you need theorize
abont. Tt is one that we’ve.had a lot of experience with. And it is very
diffierilt to point to the conciderable body of experience that we’ve had
and-find anything that is a success. ’ : .
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Chairman Proxyire. Well, there’s a lot of indications in this coun-
try with inflation and unemployment. You mean, when we write an
income policy that it won’t work, the next step that we have to take, if
we don’t accept that and are determined to' do what we can to reduce
unemployment, might well be price controls and wage controls.

At what point do you feel that we ¢ould seriously consider taking
that big step ¢ : T

Mr. McCracren. I wouldn’t want to speculate as to when or the
circumstances that might promote that.

Chairman ProxyIre. You reject the wage-price controls. You reject
a wage-price guideline policy. Now, would you comment, and T didn’t
mean to move around too fast for you, but would you comment on the
implications of this monetary situation where we’ve had the sharp in-
crease in money supply in the first 6 months of the year and the likeli-
hood that the Federal Reserve, if it follows the policies that it assured
this committee, that it would try to have a 6 percent annual growth in
the money supply, that it would probably have to reduce the rate in
the rest of the year. '

What does that mean for the economy ?

Mr. McCracren. Well, just translating the pattern for monetary
expansion thus far into what it subsequently would mean to the econ-
omy, it of course ought to mean that some acceleration in the rate of
the expansion of the economy in the second half of the year.

Chairman Proxmire. Acceleration? If the rate of increase in the
money supply declines? :

Mr. McCracken. Noj; the expansion of the economy.

Chairman Proxmire. Because of the lag?

Mr. McCracgen. Because of the lag.

Chairman Proxmme. Well, I can understand this effect on industry
and so forth as far as that is concerned. But isn’t it likely on the basis
of all of our past experience that—if the Board does slow down the
increases in the supply of money which is-logical to expect, that it
would have a prompt effect on interest rates and a rather prompt effect
.on the one clear stimulus our economy enjoys from housing. ]

Mr. McCracrEen. Yes. I think so. As a matter of fact, we may be
seeing this now. And our housing starts, of course, have remained high.
Apartments are very strong. I think that housing is going to continue
to be very strong this year as well as next year. But this is something
that is going to have to be watched caréfully. o ‘

Chairman Prox»re. I know the depressing élement in the situa-
tion is the policy to be followed with respect to social security taxes.
As you know, those were deferred. We didn’t increase our social se-
curity tax at the beginning of this year. We postponed that until the
beginning of January 1972. As I understand it, it would be the-biggest
-single increase in social security tax this country has ever had.

Does this come at a propitious time? We have a rising interest rate,
slowdown in housing, and a sharp increase in social security taxes.
Aren’t those elements .that could be depressing in our economy ?

Mr. McCraciex. It might be. Of course, t%ere are several things.
Anything that improves the basic position of the budget and forces
the Treasury to borrow less will have a therapeutic effect. The thera-
peutic effect that you have in mind. Incidentally, the impact of fiscal
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changes on the economy through the impact on the capital market 1s
one aspect of economic analysis which economists tend. to neglect.

Chairman ProxMire. But the major effect certainly is that it would
be rstraining rather than expansionary in a tax increase.

Mr. McCrackEex. That probably is true. :

Chairman Proxmire. Well, the big element that’s disturbed us very
much, I’d like to have your reaction to it. You don’t discuss it.in your
statement, but I think it is right over the horizon, is the steel situation.

Now, we have been praying all of us next month that we won’t
have a steel.strike. If we have a steel strike this will have an adverse
effect on the economy. If we don’t have a steel strike, as I understand
it, there has been a tremendous amount of stockpiling of steel so that
in any event there will be a sharp slowdown in the production of steel
as that particular inventory is worked off. .

What effect is that likely to have on the economy? Is that likely
to be negative too?

Mr. McCracxen. As such, of course, that has a negative effect, but

“we do have to remember that the steel industry, as important as it is,
does not determine the pace of the entire economy. It counts for some-
where around 1 to 1.5 percent of the gross national product. And one
has to evaluate that in the context of the inventory situation,
generally. : o , . _

As T read the inventory situation for the whole economy, actually
inventories are fairly thin and it is not at all inconceivable that what
we could see, outside of the steel inventory situation, devélopments
that would tend to balance it. :

Chairman Proxmire. Well, I notice that you place quite a bit of
reliance on inventories, and that’s a helpful point, but the actual dif-
ference is only about $1.5 billion, I understand, in inventories, and
we have about a $15 billion shortfall in GNP, so this would be a very
modest overall element ; would it not? ‘ ' -

Mr. McCrackEeN. Fairly modest, but the changes, the differences,
are nonetheless rather important. In the first quarter of 1971, inven-
tories were rising at the rate of $1.4 billion. I would think on a normal,
ongoing basis with the size of the economy, inventory accumulation
would be close to $8 billion, and might even be $10 billion. This is a
big economy. So this rate of inventory accumulation together with the
fact that inventories are already low does suggest that as the basic
demand continues to rise and sales hold up pretty well, production
schedules are going to have to step up.

Chairman Proxmire. Let me ask you what alternatives are open for
the President in the event the steel settlement exceeds the reasonable
limits he’s hoping. Can he do anything in that area such as he-did
in construction ¢ After all, we have some—we have some kind of power
with respect to (a) Government purchasing, (b) importation of for-
eign steel. We've had Presidents enter into the steel situation in the
past with some success. Will this President go farther than he has gone?

He’s called a general meeting. He hasn’t suggested any wage or price
guidelines. Perhaps that’s the policy he should follow at the beginning
of this situation. But what should he do now ¢

Mr. McCrackeN. There are several things. In principle there is the
question of imports of steel. I think we have to recognize, though, that
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he has a very difficult problem with an industry which is itself not any
longer a strong industry. The profitability position is very low, rela-
tive to other industries. Generally its basic costs are high. I think the
costs of incremental investment pertaining to steel-producing capacity
here are probably close to four times what they would be in Japan,
for example. '

On the other hand, it isn’t just a simple matter, either, of shielding
the domestic market for steel and allocating it for domestic producers.

Chaierman Proxmire. Did you say four times what it would be in
Japan?

1{)11". McCracken. Three or four times.

Chairman Proxmire. Is that correct ? Four times. You're talking not
only about wage costs but other costs? :

Mr. McCracken. No; I’'m talking about the investment required per
ton of steel-making capacity, but of course, wage factors are important
here because of construction costs.

Chairman Proxmire. Why is there the sharp difference in invest-
ment per ton of steel-making capacity ¢ :

Mr. McCracken. I think directly and indirectly it is the wage
differential as much as anything. :

Chairman Proxmire. There’s not that much difference in wages now,
is there? '

Mr. McCracken. I would think so. I don’t have the figures at hand,
but construction activity has a substantial labor content.

Chairman Proxmire. You make the case that this is an industry
which isn’t as healthy as it has been in the past but it is still our belle
weather. It’s enormously important in setting prices. What other
courses are open to the President? :

. Mr. McCracken. I wouldn’t want to speculate on what he has done
now.

Chairman Proxarre. Well, I’'m not asking what he has done, I’'m
asking what his alternatives are, what he can do.

Mr. McCracken. Well, obviously he could initiate a series of actions
that might influence the market. The factors associated with imports,
or other kinds of action which might help to improve productivity.
This is obviously one factor.

Or it might be done more directly in the area of labor costs and
other costs.

Chairman Proxmire. Mr. McCracken, I want to thank you very
much. You are highly competent and you’ve done a fine job today. I do
hope you will provide the committee with your studies that you said
that you had made of incomes policy, and in your prepared statement
I think you referred to a study and I hope you would give that to the
committee. We would like very much to have it.! :

The committee will stand in recess until Tuesday, July 20, when we
hear from John Kenneth Galbraith, Homer Jones, and Franco
Modigliani.

(Whereupon, at 4:22 p.m., the committee was recessed, to reconvene
at 10 a.m., Tuesday, July 20, 1971.)

1 The study referred to, by Lloyd Ulman and Robert J. Flanagan, entitled ‘“Wage Re-
straint: A Study of Incomes Policles in Western Europe,” was subsequently provided by
the Council of Economic Advisers and is available in the committee files.
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. The committee met,.pursuant to recess, at 10:10 ga.m., in room S-
407, the Capitol, Hon. William Proxmire. (chairman of the -commit-
.teeig presiding. : g oo .

resent : genators Proxmire and Javits; and Representative
Blackburn. , - ‘

Also present : John. R. Stark, executive director; Loughlin F. Mc:
Hugh, senior economist; John R. Karlik, Richard F. Kaufman, and
Courtney M. Slater, economists; Lucy A. Falcone and Jerry J. Jasi-
nowski, research economists; George D. Krumbhaar, Jr., minority
counsel ; and Walter B. Laessig and Leslie J. Bander, economists for
the minority. -~ - : = :

OPENING STATEMENT oF CHAIRMAN PROXMIRE

. Chairman Proxmire. The .committee will come to order. = . - |
Today we resume hearings on the present state of the economy and
the prospects for the months ahead. Earlier this month .we heard from
the majority leader 6f the Senate, Senator Mike Mansfeld, and from
Mr. Piul McCracken, Chairman of thé'Council of Economic Advisers,
We have been attemipting to arrange.a hearing with Secretary of
the. Treasury Connally who wasirécently designated as chief economic
spokesman of the administration, but as yet he has not agreed to ap-.
pear before this committee—evén though we have given him carte
blanche, any day, week day, Saturday, Sunday, daytime, nighttime.
- Today and for the next 2 days we shall b¢ hearing from private ex-
perts,’and on Friday we shall have the benefit of testimony by Mr.
Arthur Burns, Chairman of the Board of Governors of the Federal
Reserve System. . oo : o T
- There is continuing need to stress the gravity of our present economic
Elight. For the past 6 months unemployment has stayed uncomfortably
igh in the neighborhood of 6 percent. Inflationary price increases
persist despite a “game plan” which involved a created recession to
get prices under control. And now the chief economic spokesman comes
forward with a program which at best promises more of the same.
He points to the second quarter production results, describing the in-
crease as broad in sweéep and deep in the track. Yet the increase was
yesterday described by Mr. Houthakker, just resigned as a member
: NG :
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of the Council of Economic Advisers, as inadequate to reduce un-
employment. And this morning’s paper reported that the British
Government is adopting a vigorous effort to stimulate their economy,
which suffers from the same kind of difficulties ours does, by both a
reduction in taxes and an effort to limit price increases which seemed
to have at least.an initial success. ... T
Our witnesses today are three most distinguished economists;
John Kenneth Galbraith, Warburgprofessor of economics at Harvard,
former Ambassador to India, and author of some of the most widely
read books on economics; Homer "Jones, just retired as Vice Presi-
dent of the Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis and a long-time student
of monetary policy; and: Franco Modigliani, professor of economics at
MIT, one of the foremdst experts in the country on business cycles.
~We look forward to hearing from these gentlemen, who are not only
top economists but who have béen-long-time advisérs to policymakers
at the top levels of government..™ =~ "7 0 T e T F
Mr. Galbraith, are you the president of the Americdn Ecohoniic
‘Association.at the present time? ~ =~ 7 UTE Tt TR
Mr. Garerarra. I am president-elect, Mr. Chairman. But'I think
T should'stress that T-am speaKing here as an’individual, The associa-
tion does niot have any official spokesman, no doubt fortunately. * .
‘Chairman Proxmire! That.sounds liké the Demiocratic Party. Go
right ahead. VT e o

L .- : AP o
v L V.

STATEMENT OF JOHN KENNETH GALBRAITH, PAUL M. WARBURG
PROFESSOR. OF ECONOMICS, HARVARD UNIVERSITY

Mr. GarerartH. 1 shall not detain the committee with a detailed
review of the economic situation as now revealed by theé figures for-
the first half of the year. No aspect.of this situation gives satisfaction.
Unemployment continues high and very high for blacks, women, and
the young. There is no good evidence that inflation has abated. If out-
put expands satisfactorily in the months ahead, inflation will increase.
The well .publicized production goals established earlier in the-year
have now been formally abandoned. Mr, McCracken has, indeed, called
their continued pursuit irresponsible. The payments balance is still
lodging a troublesome excess of dollars in Europe. . . L
" We have now.fallen behind West Germany as an exporter of indus-
trial products. The policies pursued by the administration to contain
inflation, high interest rates, and tight meney in particular, until their
easing a few months ago, operated with particular effect’ on farmers.
and other small borrowers. As ever, the large corporations with in-
ternal sources of funds and favored access to the banks were, much less
affected. On few matters is economics so misguided and so cruel 48 in
the supposition that an’ active monetary policy is neutral as between
big business and small. L S

It is important, nevertheless, to keep-perspective. This is poor per-
formance; it is not a disaster. Some of the unemployment, and much
of the new affluent unemployment, is to be attributed to the effective
efforts of the administration to lessen military indulgence, especially
in the aerospace industries—1I think something must also be said for
the efforts of the chairman on this point—this all must welcome and,
indeed, ask for more. But the pain here would have been eased had
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the economy been.stronger.. And one,cannot be happy about the most
recent step. That, broa(ﬁy spealking, has been to concede that the re-
sults of past policies have been unsatisfactory and then strongly to
affirm the decisionmot tochange them. - .. . : ‘ R

Still, in seeking to explain why'so many things have gone so wrong,
not everything can be attributed to this particular administration. It
has brought a certain-unexpected talent to ‘making the worst ous of a
bad situation. But its major difficulties are the consequence of the cur-
rent crisis in-economics and. economic policy. This crisis would also
have afflicted Democratic policymakers of the traditional sort had
they been in power in these past years. Let me ask you to consider this
crisis for a few moments. It is a'development on no slight importance.

The first cause of the crisis in economic policy is an error that is
implicit in nearly all economic thought. This is to suppose that under-
lying change in economic institutions is sufficiently slow so that, for
purposes of practical action, it can be ignored. So it is assumed that
policies that have worked in the past will work in the present and fu-
ture. Nothing will have changed to render them ineffective. In fact,
institutional change is persistent and rapid. In the 19th century, in
an economy in which capital was scarce, trade unions weak, wages
flexible, and firms small, and the propensity to consume high, there
was, when recessions or depressions were experienced, great power of
recuperation in the economic system. By the 1930s, more abundant cap-
ital, more powerful corporations, greater rigidity in labor and product
markets, greater affluence, perhaps other changes had sufficiently
changed the underlying structure of the economy so that its recupera-
tive powers were lost. Economists, the establishment economists as.they
were not yet called, still agreed on nonintervention as the best cure for
depression. A whole generation went down on' that ship with- Mr.
Hoover. - o _

The Keynesian intervention which became policy during the thirties
was an accommodation to theé new institutional setting. Tt held that
fiscal policy. in some combination with monetary policy, could recon-
cile reasonably full employment with tolerably stable prices. That
policy worked in its time. But in the- last 30 years, thére has been
further institttional change. The market power of the great corpora-
tionshas increased. There has been continuing accession of trade union
power: ‘Arid-what is clearest of all, there has been a diminishing con-
flict between management and labor. an increasing tendency to resolve
difficulties not by the traditional conflict but, after some ceremonial
insult, for the corporation to concede the more urgent demands of the
unions and pass the cost along, in higher prices, to the public. This
the modern corporation has the market power to do. This it can do
at a level of demand that sustains effectively full employment and
one that falls considerably short of that level. The occasional strike,
conducted as it now is with considerable decorum, does not alter this
pattern of accommodation. In failing to recognize that this new insti-
tutional change has rendered them irrelevant, a new generation of
economists has been 'booking passage for the same journey as those
that went with Mr. Hoover.* It would be amusing were it not sad that

1The 1971 Economic Report, pp. 61-62, describegs this Institutional change in com-
mendably precise form but, alas, only as a prelude to affirming the previous faith.
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Mr. Nixon has proclaimed himself a Keynesian at the moment in
history when Keynes has become obsolete. . - ' IR

The current crisis in economics has been disguised by the dispute
between the advocates of fiscal policy and the so-called monetarists.
This dispute is enchanting in its inconsequence although it cannot
be doubted that each side 1s right in its belief that the other side is
wrong. The exponents of fiscal policy are right in believing that
monetary policy involves a grave uncertainty in the linkage between
action and result. This has long been recognized. Indeed, the opera-
tions of the Federal Reserve Board itself are founded on the belief
that seven men acting in ignorance of the effect of a given easing or
tightening of the money supply on the economy will achieve a wiser
solution than one man acting with a similar absence of knowledge.
The recession we are now experiencing reflects, in its severity, the
unforeseen result of a tight money policy. If this effect had been fore-
seen, no one can be so partisan as to suggest that the administration
and the Federal Reserve would have been so callous as deliberately to
invite 1t, ‘

But those who question the efficacy of fiscal policy are equally right.
There is not the slightest reason to suppose that any combination
of tax and expenditure policy exists which, under present conditions,
would curb cost-push inflation with such effect as to reconcile reason-
ably full employment with reasonably stable prices. While the mone-
tarists and the fiscalists, so-called, have been arguing with each other,
the institutional changes that have made cost-push inflation the domi-
nant fact of our time have rendered both irrelevant.

I must, in this connection pay tribute to Arthur Burns, of whom in
the past I have occasionally been critical. He is the rare case of a
central banker who concedes and indeed urges this point. The more
common tendency of the members of his union is to exaggerate the
omnipotence as well as the mystery of the instrument, mainly, mone-
tary policy, which they command. I hope that my endorsement of
Mr. Burns will not damage his standing with the administration.

The crisis in economics has also been disguised by a series of ration-
alizations, some of them of no slight artistry in their assault on simple
truth and logic. The most prominent example is the emergency of the

rmanent inertial force theory of inflation. This convenient doctrine

believe to be original with economists in the present administration.
It holds that once 1nflation establishes itself in the economy, it will, by
its great inertial power, continue despité the most vigorous counter-
inflationary policies that may be brought to bear. And it may, indeed,
get worse without any blame for ineffectiveness attaching to these
policies. In accordance with this doctrine, the administration econo-
mists. contend that the present inflation is to be blamed more or less
‘exclusively on the deficit financing of the previous administration.

This year’s economic report begins with the sentence: “1970 was
the year when we paid for the excesses of 1966, 1967, and 1968.” And
although inflation has greatly worsened under the present administra-
tion, it has really gotten better because these policies have been over-
coming the inertial force which inflation had established. It follows
from this doctrine that what happens to prices in the next administra-
tion will all be decided in these years by Mr. Nixon. It is hard to know
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-what to say about such nonsense ; perhaps it is sufficient to observe that
it has no sanction in any known economic model. It is, in fact, a trans-
parent device for evading resi)lonsibility for policies that do not work.
It is the wage-price spiral that primarily has defeated the admin-
istration efforts to prevent inflation. If anything had an inertial effect
-on inflation, it was Mr. Nixon’s proclamation of a hands-off attitude
.on wages and prices when he took office.in 1969, with the sanction this
gave to unions and corporations to practice jungle law in these matters.
Serving also as an excuse for not facing up to the wage-price prob-
lem is the argument that any overt action in this area will interfere
-with the natural operation of the market—and it will invite a black
market. This argument, also, is unworthy of any reputable economist.
“The problem of cost-push inflation arises only because the unions have
ithe power to bargain for, that is, set, wages that are in excess of pro-
-ductivity gains, and corporations the power to set prices that pass the
. ‘resulting cost increase—usually with something more—on to the pub-
lic. The problem arises, in other words, because there is already private
‘wage and price fixing. o :

Tet me emphasize this: We have this problem because we already
‘have private wage and price fixing. The market isn’t allocating re-
-sources; it is the unions and-the corporations that are doing so. Thus
the appeal to the market is-a disguise for inaction. The specter of the
‘black market:is also a fraud. Controls are not a substitute for a fiscal
:and monetary policy that maintains a general balance between aggre-
-gate demand and.supply; no.sensible. economist. regards them as a
'substitute. They are an essential supplement to such a policy, one that
keeps it from being destroyed by cost-push inflation. If demand and -
supply are.in balance—if there:is no excess of demand in search of
‘goods—there will'be no black market. .

Anether consequence.of the present crisis in economic policy is the
-effort 6 convert failure into success by:Tesort to psychological meas-
ures—by the use of faith, hope, prediction and appeal for positive
-thought as instruments of policy. These devices, it may be ohserved,
‘were also extensively used, in a sense pioneered, by Mr. Hoover. For
‘the last 214 years, price stability has been persistently pictured, as
was recovery 40 years ago,-as just around the next corner. For the last
_year and & half, the same prospect has been held forth on employment.
Statistics that seemed to suggest progress have been brightly featured;
-any retrograde tendencies have been passed over in dull and heavy
silence. : ‘

One is tempted to suppose that part of this policy derives from the
President’s unquestionably very wholesome interest 1n spectator sports.
‘The football fan has always attached a somewhat exaggerated im-
portance to the impact of the cheering section on the outcome of the
game. In any case, we aré by way of learning once more that psycho-
logical factors are not very important in business behavior. It is firm
.orders derived from effective demand that count. Even so drastic a step
as the recent changing of cheerleaders—of pulling Mr. McCracken out
-of the game plan and sending John Connally in—will not, one may
safely predict, make much difference. ] ]

If T might be allowed one mildly partisan comment, I do not think
it is even sound politics. One can understand why, given the present
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‘state of the economy, and. with an election:in prospect, the President
would. wish to-have it-identified in all public utterances with:a Demo-
crat. But I:would remind the President.and my Republican friends
that!the ‘Secretary’s credentials as a member of our party cannot be
considered all that permanent.” " . T UV

. Letmenow turn to whatis required.” i\ - . - e o0 o
-"There is:only one way'to have an effective economic policy. That
is to. leave the monetarists and fiscalists to continue their academic
-quarrel and recognizance that.adequaté employment and reasonably
stable prices can only be reconciledofoy coming to grips with the wage-
price spiral. That réquires controls. Perhaps I. will be thought in'this
statement to have been a'bit liard on my friends who serve.a Republi-
‘can administration: .+ fooeolo T b T

+ - Lét me ‘assure themithat I-have even less to siy for those, who, in
‘asseciation’ with-Democrats; agree that cost-push inflation is the cause
-ofvour difficulties; that the wage-price.spiral must be brought under
‘¢ontrol and who, having - willed these ends; then resolutely refuse to
will the means. The economist or statesman who identifies the nature
of the wage-price problem. and.then takes:cormfort in' the belief that
-mandatory controls-can be avoided that the problem will yield to in-
cantation, rhetoric or a uniquely virtuous personality, should be re-
garded only with amusement. . o

The first step in getting an effective economic policy must be a gen-
eral freeze. This is necessary to break the structure of inflationary
expectations on which all collective bargaining now proceeds. But it is
not necessary in the longer run to control all wages and prices; the

“main: burden of that task, as I have said, still rests with the control
of aggregate demand. It is only necessary to control where wages act
on the prices of firms that have power in théir markets and prices act
-on the bargaining of unions. The permarient control, which should be
worked out in the wake of the temporary freeze, heed only extend to a
few thousand corporations and a-few hundred collective-bargaining
contracts. ) © ; Do o -

Once the wage-price spiral is tied down, the next step is to expand
émployment. This should be done by measures that involve the short-
est possible- linkage as between governmental expenditures and jobs.
The first claim should be funds for-pressing urban and welfare re-
quire of all kinds. And I would place special stress on public service
employment—on providing funds well beyond the recent step to en-
able the cities which are in urgent need of manpower to be employers
of last resort. Particular attention must.also be accorded to the new
problem of the afffuent unemployed. Here the emphasis should be on
direct employment in education, urban rehabilitation and other cl-
vilian functions. I would hope that; the Congress would be very resist-
ant to trickling down expenditures and socialism for.the rich, such as

‘that manifested in the loan guarantee to Lockheed. Interest rates,
since they no longer anticipate inflation, would be greatly reduced.
This does not mean, let me repeat, that aggregate demand may be
allowed to outrun supply. .

Given the pressure of social need, there should be no talk of any kind
of tax reduction. This, like loans to indigent corporations and acceler-
ated depreciation allowances, is also social action for the rich. It is
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a very -incfficient way of expanding the economy. I would also be
strongly opposed to any revival of the investment credit. This is a poor
economic device which works best when investment is strong and it
1sn’(ti Jéeeded and. Works worst ‘when 1nvestment 1s dep essed and it is
needed. + - e

The hard de"ISIOH needless to sw, is bhat mvolvm« contr ols Here is
a point that I would Tike to emphasize. It is a lot less hard in the United
States than, for example, Britain, for we have a practical-minded labor
movement’ which, given equltable application of the controls, accepts
the'need. No Brltlsh, and very few continental, trade union leaders are
as sensible on this matter as George Meany. The barrier is not the
unions or businessmen, but the intellectual vested interest—the terrible
wrench this action involves for those whose mental capital is tied up
in the belief that fiscal and monetary policy are sufficient, that the
market is still virginal, and that the real debate is between ’the effect
of money supply and the budget. We must -all have sympathy for men
whose ideas are being so intr lelSlgently discarded by history. But we
do not minimize their suffering by prolonging the agony. And we
must consider the cost to the country as well.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. '

Chairman Proxmre. Thank you Mr. Galbraith, for another most
mterestmg and highly competent statement.

In your statement you conclude that the first step hasto be getting
the inflation under control and you contend this does not mean a com-
prehensive set of price controls and wage controls, the kind we had in
World War. I, for examiple. You indicate that a relatively small part
of the economy would be controlled. Can you give us any idea of how
extensive this would be and what areas of ‘wages and prlces would
haveito be brought under control? - = .

Mr. Garbrarra. Well, roughly speaking, about 2,000 corporatlons
have around half.of the private economy—of ‘the non-Government
GNP. This is, roughly speaking, the area in which one would have to
function. Tt is a little more difficult to estimate the number of collective-
bargaining contracts which would be involved, but it would be in the
hundreds.

The point which T-would repeat here, Mr. Chairman, is T think not
a difficult one ; one must still at full employment, have an approximate
balance between total demand and total _supply. One needs to support
this with action to.suppress the wage-price spiral. This spiral does not,
for example, occur in agriculture. One does not have unions there for
better or worse. One does not have to worry about retail prices. The
individual retailer, even the larger retailer, does not have the market
power which allows him mdependently to shove up prices.

Small businesses are mostly unorganized. The aggregate of agri-
culture, service trade, retailing, and small manufacturing, comprises
about half the total economy. These total some 10 or 11 million of the
total number of firms. We have very skewed distribution here. None
of those would one want to keep under control. One should not have
controls because one still depends here on the market, on demand in
that part of the economy.

One does not need to control where one does not have the wage-price
spiral. This leaves, as I say, the relatively highly organized area of

67-650—71——6
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the economy. This makes control a manageable job, much more man-
%‘greabﬁ than what was attempted in the Korean war or in World

ar IL

Chairman Proxmire. So this control would be, No. 1, confined to
the large firms and large labor unions and, No. 2, at that level of pro-
duction and distribution which is largely manufacturing. You would
not apply it, you say, to the retail areas, so that as I envision it then,
you would set up a system of wage and price controls at the manufac-
turing level covering a couple thousand firms and any other part of the
economy subject to oligopoly or monopoly to such a point where you
might have price leadership.

Mr. Garsrarra. One had a very good demonstration of this in recent
years in the area of agriculture. Agriculture prices have not been lead-
ing. Agriculture prices have been following. And the tight money and
tight budget policy has been effective in that industry as any farmer
will tell you. :

‘Chairman Proxmire. Perhaps I have not followed this ag closely as
I should. This is the first time I have heard this kind of limited pro-
posal, although I have heard the proposals of Robert Roosa and
Congressman Henry Reuss, who reflected a similar view. They pro-
posed that there be a freeze without controls, just an appeal by the
President but for a very short period of a few months there be a freeze,
while some kind of a system be set up. .

Would you feel that kind of appeal would be necessary first ?

Mr, GarerartH. Oh, yes, I would agree. I have talked to Congress-
man Reuss and to the House Banking and Currency Committee at some
length about this. If 1 may say so, I think there has been some general
understanding on this strategy. One has to have the freeze at the start
to break the cycle of inflationary expectations. Every trade union
contract is now being negotiated on the expectations of z-increases in
price, plus productivity gains, plus what some competitive union may
be getting. This situation can be only remedied by saying no more
price increases, no more wage increases, that bargaining will hence-
forth be on productivity gains, plus equalization factors.

Chairman Proxmire. How do you make that effective ?

Mr. Garerarra. I would, as 1n the legislation which the Congress
has passed, make this subject to penalties, both on manufacturers, on
sellers, and on the unions. ‘

‘Chairman Proxmire. You would say as of a certain date, if the
President makes a statement as of a certain date, no increase would
be legalin prices or wages above a certain level ?

Mr. Garerarta. This is a ceiling for 6 months. I do not think one
can hold this for more than 6 months. It is a very short-run measure,
but it then breaks the cycle of expectations. I am following Robert
Roosa’s suggestion on this.

During that 6 months one would have to do one other thing. One
would have to give increases to those unions which are caught at a
stage in the bargaining process, different from some union which
" has just completed its bargaining. One would make all of those adjust-
ments by allowing increases so that you do not have completely level
prices under this process. You have to be sensible about it. You have



79

to allow unions that were about to complete their contract comparable
with, for example, what the UAW completed last year, to have a
comparable increase. .

Then I would move during the 6 months to exclude retail prices,
agricultural prices, all prices of service enterprises, perhaps all prices
of corporations employing fewer than 3,000 to 5,000 people from the
freeze. ' ‘

Chairman Prox»ire. Did you say 20,000 %

Mr. Garerarrs. 3,000 to 5,000. That, roughly speaking, limits you to
about the thousand largest corporations. And then for the rest—and
here I depart from the House-Senate bill—I see no practical alterna-
tive, Mr. Chairman, to this being permanent. We have strong unions
and strong corporations and we are going to have to live with them

. forever and we should face the fact. A

Chairman Proxmire. It would be confined to a thousand corpora-
tions orso, and the labor unions ?

Mr. GawsrarTH. Given the kind of institution change we have, I see
no possibility of our ever getting away from it.

é)}mirman Proxmire. How large a bureaucracy would you expect to
require ? ,

%KII:. GawrsrarTH. I think it would be done with a few hundred people.

Chairman Proxwire. A few hundred people?

Mr. Garerarra. Yes. And I do not think you would need regional
offices. I think it could be all done with a relatively small staff hers in
Washington. It is very important not to think of this in terms of the
vast bureaucracies which were set up in World War 1T and the Korean
war.

Chairman Proxmire. Has there been any precedent, any experience
in any other country ? ’

Mr. GarerarrH. Yes. The British tried it, not with a great success,
until a couple of years ago, with a relatively small staff. The Scandi-
navian countries are doing it now, F inlan({ is doing it now——

Chairman Proxmire. The Scandinavian countries are so much
smaller, more uniform. .

Mr. GaLeratra. In some ways this is a policy which, in the non-
Communist world, will work only when the United States does it.
Because as long as our prices are going up, and as long as other coun-
tries are as dependent as they are on our imports, it 1s very difficult
for them to maintain price stability in face of continuing inflation
here. The classic case is, of course, Canada, which has experimented
with this in the past year or two but has found so many of its prices are
made in the United States, that it has no possibility really of main-
taining price stability on its own.

Chairman Proxumire. Is one of the reasons why you argue that this
would involve such a relatively small group of enforcement officials
compared with our previous experience, that we are in a position where
supply is ample and you would not have shortages?

Mr. Garerarra. This is an extremely important point and some-
what a technical one. In World War II we ran the economy with a
deliberate excess of demand. One of the great mobilization devices of
World War II was to fix all prices and then have substantial excessive
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demand, 20 or 80 percent in excess of supply, which meant that people
were'in éffect working for'savings, working for future goods: We used:
the excess of demand as an Incentive against.future production..
And indeed one of the reasons we had a relatively easy transformation
from World War IT to the post war period was.the very lirge volume
of savings people had to spend. We ran what amounted to a-disequi-
librium system. One had to tie down every price because we had excess.
demand searching for every single article, every-single service, or
every single'good that was available. . oo

"‘This-is something we are not talking about now. We are talking'
about  price and wage control in the much simpler context as a sup-
plemient to an equilibrium policy—a policy which keeps demand’ and.
supply, broadly speaking, equal, and where one is seeking only to sup-
press the destructive influences of the wage-price spiral. :
- Chairman Proxmire. My time is just about up. Let me ask one other:
question. A very large proportion of the economists—I do not know
if it is-a majority, I suspect it may very well be, and very many
others—have argued that the wage-price policy does not have to be
mandatory, you do not have to have the kind of legal requirements-that
you suggest. They point to the period in the early sixties and say with
all of its'shortcomings, with all of its weaknesses, it did accomplish a
great deal. And they argue that we would follow that kind of policy
- at the present time with some success. What is your answer.to that?

‘Mr. GarsrarTe. ' Well, I would point out that'in a way the policy in
the early sixties had mandatory aspects. When the steel corporation got
out of line, President Kennedy penalized them by some very extremely
vigorous language. This carried its own penalty in public opinion.
There. were also threats of anti-trust action. I think this is- wholly
unfortunate; the anti-trust laws were not meant for this purpose. The
FBI was invited to have a look to see if there were any violation.of
the anti-trust laws. Now this was action invloving informal-and in-
deed possibly extra-legal penalties. I think it is much more straight
forward—is better government—to legislate the penalties.. The Con-
gress should specify the punishment appropriate to the particular
mijsbehavior. = -

* T dislike to attribute motives to my fellow economists, but T am will-
ing to do so if I am forced. I think that some who urge voluntary
steps are simply trying to evade the hard question. They want to iden-
tify the problem but then-when it comes to saying what you do about
- it, they say well, of course; I would not like to be involved in anything
that ‘suggests controls. They back away from the hard part of the
answer. 1 frankly think if we are going to do this, we had better do
it right. S o

Chairman Proxwmire. Congressman Blackburn.

Representative Brackpurn. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. .

Of course, I always enjoy having Professor Galbraith before us. He
is quite famous for his wit, if not for his logic on occasions.

Mr. GaprarrH. I congratulate the Congressman on being an apt
student on this matter. : : ' : o

Representative Bracksurn. I notice with some interest in your
statement you refer to the Democrats as “our party.” Are you allow-
ing the Democrats to return to John Kenneth Galbraith, after you
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renounced them.some time ago, or are you allowing them back in your
fold as long as they purge John Connally? Is that one of the condi-
itions of your rejoining them? . - ™ e N

Mr. GarsrartH. No; I was not aware that T had departed, Congress-
man. I am aware some of the southern Wing of the party have had
some problems in the past; but we who are in the mainstream of the
party, Congressman, have never been troubled by this problem of
consclence. . o S )

Representative BLacksUrN. I suspect that is true. ,

Mr. Galbraith, I have noticed for some-years you.are famous for
-your predictions and prognostications. I recall about 8 years ago you
announced the collapse. of the:Saigon government in 2 weeks. Has the
2 weeks extended or are you still waiting for this to come about?
~ Mr. GaLerarTH. I have accumulated a reasonable list of erroneous
predictions, of which that was certainly one. I did not estimate the
.extent of the expenditure that we wére willing to make buttressing up
that gerry-built organization in Saigon:, RINNE

~ Representative BLACKBURN. You aresaying Yankee-built? .

Mr. GaLerarre. What other areas of prediction do you:have in
mind? - - .. e ' Sl

Representative Bracksury. I am.afraid we have to go'into.other
areas at this point. I notice in some instances we just cuss ‘out big
‘business and labor leaders whenever prices go up. I do not think it is
going to work as a permanent method.. - - . b ouo

I find myself wondering how you are going to impose: partial wage
:and price controls and you have completely ignored the public sector
and how ‘we are going to control tax increases or control .Govern-
ment expenditures. Now, don’t you think if we are going to curtail
‘business and labor, they have got to live within their means, and we
are going to.fix the prices at which they can sell their goods and serv-
ices, that we should also impose a tax freeze on Government? -

" " This.is one of the. big items that contributes to increase in cost of

living. Real estate taxes are going up around the country, as our local
;governments try to cope with the demands on' their treasuries. Of
.course, the Federal deficits :are becoming more famous or infamous
-every year. You have spoken out many times in the past that we are
living in a society controlled by big business, big Government, and big
labor. How do you propose that we control Government? .

Mr. Garerarrs. I would want completely, to disagree with the Con- .
_gressman on this point. There is a problem implicit in all economics of

cal discipline. As one comes close to full employment, one must have
this discipline in the budget which keeps the budget from adding to
«demand at that level. I do not find myself too critical of the administra-
tion here; my impression is they have not allowed the budget to get
in excess of the amount that would be roughly right if we had full
-(}elniployment as distinct from the volume of unemployment we now
have. ‘

I also point out that part of the pressure on States and localities
js the result of the inflation from which we are so persistently suffer-
ing. As the Congressman is aware, active and ‘aggressive trade union
:development in the last 3 or 4 years, has been in the public services.
"This is not because unions here have suddenly become militant cr

1
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aware of ‘their rights. It is becaunse the persistent inflation in'the pri-
vate sector of the economly, including the persistent wage-price infla-
tion has forced the public services and public services employees to
organize in their own behalf. They, in turn, have gone for larger
increases. Pittsburgh municipal workers fall behind the steelworkers.
‘Having then caught up, this imposes further increases in the property
taxes. This has been one of the great misfortunes of the period and it is
one of the reasons why I would welcome the Congressman as a strong
supporter of wage-price control. '

- Representative BLackpurn. Well, the thing that bothers me about
any wage or price control movement is it would become permanent,
as you yourself have said, that there are certain sectors in which it
would become permanent. And when T look at the performance in those
nations. which have a controlled economy, even though we have some
turbulent days in our economy and we have had some in the past,
and I suspect we will have some in the future, still overall the growth
in our economy, the increase in the affluence the average citizen enjoys,
is such a remarkable and refreshingly greater improvement than in
controlled economies, that I find myself more willing to accept the
occasional lumps and headaches with a free-market economy than I
would with a controlled economy. . - ,

Mr. Gacerarra.. I would point out to the Congressman, if I might

interrupt, nothing is more deeply in the American tradition than a
practical and pragmatic accommodation to circumstances. This is what
I am urging. 0 .
- - Representative Bracksury. Well, I question your statement that
-our lall),or leaders would be so completely happy about wage and prics
control. ey ' : '

“Mr. Garsrarra. I am not suggesting that, but I am suggesting the
are much more sensible than trade union leaders abroad. :

Representative Bracksurn. I suspect they have been a lot more rea

sonable than somé others could-have been. But yet I recall Mr. Wood °
cock appeared before our Banking Committee, before his own unior
‘'started their negotiations, in vigorous opposition to wage and price
controls. So it seems everybody is in favor of control of the other
fellow’s wages and prices but not their own. I do not think you could
«change this very human tendeney, by-any form of controls that you
would impose on the largér corporations or the smaller. - .
.- .Let me ask you this: Have you ever considered the possibility o

something akin to the antitrust laws for labor unions as a possible
means of avoiding this cost-push, which I frankly agree with you,
I think that that is one of the big problems we are facing. I think that
isone of the things that has-priced us out of the international markets.
I know you disdain the market as a factor but in a very real sense
the market is a factor; because our merchants, our producers, are
competing not with other American producers in many instances, but
they are competing with Japanese producers and German producers
and Italian producers. And our laborer in a like manner is competing
with the Japanese. The textile industry is competing with Hong Kong
and Taiwan and other places in the Far East. The market is determin-
ing whose goods are being bought. - S
. Mr. Gareratra, I must say, Congressman, that I would disserit com-
pletely and I would do it as a practical man and obviously one who is
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decidedly more conservative on this issue than you are. Nothing is so
intrinsically a part of the American life and American economy as
trade union organizations. Nothing, incidentally, is more intrinsically
a part of our economy than the large corporations. I do not believe
that any congress, any parliament, proceeds to pass legislation that
malkes its basic institutions as illegal. :

I do not believe, therefore, there is any chance of our passing legis-
lation which outlaws the present structure of trade unions as illegal,
nor do I think there is any chance of our ever enforcing the antitrust
laws in such fashion as to disintegrate the large corporations. Being
practical in such matters, I then look for other solutions.

Representative Brackpurx. What you address yourself to is the
political realities and not the possible desirability from a theoretical
economic standpoint? . ‘

Mr. Gausrarra. That is right. I would dislike, as a professor, to
come before the Congress to lecture a Congressman on practical pol-
itics, but again if I am compelled to do it, I will. ,

Representative BLackBurN. I get them quite frequently from others
who have been elected to office, Mr. Galbraith.

I have no further questions. I always enjoy having you with us.

Chairman Proxmire. Senator Javits. -

Senator Javrrs. Professor Galbraith, welcome to the committee. I
have gone through your statement and I think I get the general thrust
of it. I agreewith the general thrust of it.

" I would like to expand a bit on your views and ask you about two
critical points. . ‘ ,

One, you say that controls are an essential supplement to fiscal and
monetary policy, and an instrument that could keep the economy from
being destroyed by cost-push inflation. I fully agree. Under those
circumstances, would you give the President aunthority to turn on or
off the controls as the fiscal and monetary situation may dictate? -

" Mr. GareraiTH. Well, as a practical matter, I. would act asthe Con-
gress has acted in the past. T would give anthority rather than compel
the Executive to act. Ce : ‘ .

Action should only be undertakéen by the Executive that really wants
to do it -and believes in it. L

Senator Javits. Under those circumstances——

Mr. Garerarra. But I do not think, Senator Javits, that this is an
on-and-off action. I think we are going to continue to have strong
unions, continue to have strong corporations, we are going to have
competition that is natural between the unions for the wage increases
that they exact. We are going to continue to have the power of the big
corporations to pass those wage increases on to the public to export
their attentions, in.other words, to the society. This is something that
has become built into our system. I think we are going to have to
continue to deal with it.

Senator Javrrs. Now, leadin'%l from ‘that proposition, I noticed that
you say that the next step in that appreach would be to expand em-
ployment: : )

The first claim should be funds for pressing urban and welfare requirements.
And I would place special stress on public service employment.
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- Would you say that this would be likely, no matter what we did—
and you know I have been the'¢entral figure in getting the administra-
tion at long last to authorize some public service employment from a
bill we passed—but: wouldn’t you feel that such steps could only con-
tribute marginally ? - o

You are never going to approach the number of jobs really required
and a much better bet would be a real productivity drive in this coun-
try which would make American business very much more competitive,
remembering that its competitive stand is not only in respect to meet-
ing competition in foreign markets where we are being bested right
now very badly, but-also meeting the competition of imports? ’

It is my judgment, for example, just to comment on the question,
that the erosion of our surplus is heavily attributable to the fact that
because of inflation and an erosion of the motivation of the American
worker; imports. are underselling us at home very much more than
they should? Would you be good enough to comment. : o

Mr. GarerarrH. Yes, I would agree with that. There is a problem),
when one talks about increasing productivity; of how one goes about
doing it. And this gets into a’ wide, varied set of actions, some of
which, as in' the case of research, development, and education, and so
forth, have a very long time horizon. In: the meantime, one has the
problei of cities and one has the problem of the urban unemployment.

I must confess, Senator Javits, I'would be a little bit more opti-
mistic than you about the possibility of making the cities; making the
employers, the last resort on a much larger scale than we are doing. T
was struck by Mayor Daley’s comments about the enormous number
of men he could use.in Chicago. I think this also should involve a de-
gree of permanence, 50 one can work with these people into more
skilled ‘jobs, work out the permanent arrangements for the urban
unions, for bringing them in as'additional employees without breaking
down the wage structure. It-involves provision for moré than employ-
ment just at the minimum levels. It involves employment of people
up the salary scale. o . e

I have thought at times, I must confess, that the whole move into
revenue' sharing should take this form rather than the more direct
grant—— : e

Senator Javrrs. That is services instead of money ?.

. Mr. Gatrarra. Yes., - o '

Senator Javits. However, isn’t it a fact, Professor Galbraith, that
in-those ‘American cities where there has been a real explosion of con-
struction and development, it has rarely been a municipal effort. It
has most often been a determined band of local boosters, mainly busi-
nessmen, who have combined together to really break through with a
major development? That is the history of Philadelphia, for example,
Pittsburgh, even Boston, where this kind of a development took place.
It is what I find—and you know how much of a native I am—the de-
ficiency in my home city, notwithstanding the fact it is the citadel of
American business. What is your experience in that? Isn’t that a, prac-
tical point we must bear in mind here ?

Mr. Garsrarta. I think this is true, Senator Javits, but I do.not
think a New Yorker should be apologetic about this, because [ think
the tendency is very much away from this possibility.
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The 19th century, and the early part of the 20th century, extending
down to our own time, there was In the large American city—this is
something I have been writing about recently and I could easily get
into a long lecture—a recognizable power structure. This was true of
cities such as Atlanta, Pittsburgh, even Philadelphia. But in the very
large metropolis, New York, Chicago, Los Angeles, there is a tendency
for power to become so diffused and so disintegrated that it ceases to
be a force in the community. One cannot beyond a certain size, beyond
a certain stage of urban development, rely on it.

It is signi(%cant that when one thinks of this, one thinks of Wilming-
ton where there was the Dupont influence, or Pittsburgh, where one
had an exceptional concentration of corporate power. Or Atlanta,
where one had great basic industry like Coca-Cola. :

When one gets_to the larger cities, one does lose this degree of
concentration. :

_ Senator Javits. But would you agree with us on the following, Pro-
fessor? After all, this committee is really a committee to establish
doctrine, it is not a legislative committee. Mr. Blackburn, Senator
Proxmire-and I belong to many other committees where we can imple-
ment the doctrine.  would you agree with us, therefore, granted the
posture of controls, with which I thoroughly agree—I do not think
there is any other way of arresting this combination of economic leu-
kemia, which is weakening us, and at the same time stimulation which
is just giving us a fever—but would you agree with us that the choice
of means thereafter, whether it should be your means, to wit, a big
investment in the public sector, or whether it should be my means,
which entails a major drive in the private sector is not as critical as
_ the fact that we will then have a field in which to operate. Presently, -
we are paralyzed from moving in that direction by the fact that the
disease is consuming us constantly ¢

© Mr. Gareratra. I would agree with that. I might want, after this
stage, to reserve some right to argue as to the recent steps. But I do
agree that the first step 1s to tie this down, the wage-price spiral, and
to establish the platform of stability from which one then goes to a
variety of policies, certainly. - - o : :

- Senator Javrrs. I am glad to hear you say that because there are
other things you stand for that I do not agree with.

T was very interested in your answer to Congressman Blackburn
about the antitrust laws for trade unions and I know your position.
But don’t you think that under existing circumstances at home and
abroad, the whole basic premise of the present antitrust laws, for ex-
ample, that the public interest demands that there be the ultimate or
the utmost in competition, no matter how small or inefficient the unit,
so long as they are fighting with each other, is obsolete? In light of
present conditions, isn’t that a rather ultraconservative automatic
theory, and wouldn’t you agree that what we need is some new form-
ulation of the antitrust laws which would take into account the very
things which you mentioned, especially the inability of the antitrust
laws, as a contrary philosophy, to accomplish what we ought to be do-
ing with respect to these enormous economic units, both in business
and in labor?

Mr.. GarerarrH. You couldn’t have stated my position better, Sena-
tor Javits. I completely agree. I have long felt, as you know, that the
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antitrust laws are a diversion, that a certain amount of liberal pro-
gressive energy that we need for other purposes is diverted into hope-
less efforts to dissolve General Motors’ hopeless efforts to break up
the trade unions; our task must be to learn to live with these institu--
tions. A man who-talks about breaking up General Motors does not talk
about the: parameters—those concerning the problems of the environ-
ment and the problems of safety and the problems of relations with the
customer—within which we must require General Motors to live.

It diverts attention from that. And similarly, as I indicated in my
interchange with Congressman Blackburn as regards the unions. I do
not suggest that the antitrust laws have been wholly unuseful for
maintaining a certain decency in trade and between competitors. But
I do regard them as basically a diversionary reform.

- Chairman Proxmire. Mr. Galbraith, I have another question. We
have two other witnesses to come. I cannot resist going after one part
of your very interesting and very attractive proposal. If it would
work, it would certainly be a very logical and appealing solution to
the problems that plague the administration and plague the Congress.

What you are saying is we can get inflation under control with a
relatively $mall investment in terms of resources, a few hundred people
and by concentrating on the big industries and labor unions. The diffi-
culty 1s when you look at the statistics—I have been looking at them
since I questioned you last—the commodity part of the price struc-
ture has not been going up very rapidly. What is produced by the big
industries, the big concentrated industries. The price of their product
has not been rising very rapidly. They didn’t in 1968, 1969, and 1970.
They haven’t been lately. The big price increase has been in services.
As a matter of fact, I think the increase in services overall has been
rising at the rate of 8 percent.

And since this, as you say, is characterized by small business and
not by a few units whose prices you would control, I just wonder if
your solution of controlling prices that are produced by big business
firms, whether that would really work. -

Mr. Garerarra. This is a very important question, a_very important
amendment to what I said. But one must, I ’é}ﬁnk, go a little bit behind
these statistics you cite. In the first place, the service figures are greatly
influenced by two facts. First, they are specifically influenced by the
very great increase in medical costs. That series includes the explosive
increase in medical costs, which is in some degree sui generis, some-
thing of an exception which has its own causes associated with the
development of medicare and medicaid and the great pressure on
medical services.

The second thing one must also, of course, bear in mind, is the serv-
ices not having any important factor for productivity to catch up with
the full extent of the increase in the wage cost.

Notwithstanding, it is the organized section of the country that has
led the inflationary movement. It is the persistent, steady increase in
industrial prices which went right through the tight money policy the
last couple of years. Agricultural prices, for example, subject to market
influences, leveled off and even declined. '

This was not always reflected in food prices because one has an
enormous margin effective there, with the strong unions operating in
the food industries. : o ’
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Chairman Proxaire. Buf don’t agricultural prices constitute now
such a relatively small sector of our total cost? As I understand-it, food:
represents about 18 percent of:the cost of living for-the typical:Amer-.
ican and, as you say, food prices are quite different from'agricultural
prices. The farmer only gets a third of thaf, so the agrieultural.costs
would only represent about 6 percent of the overall cost. So this rep-
resents a large and rapidly increasing share. - - : i

Mr. Gavsrarrn. There.is a peint T must emphasize. My argument
depends heavily on this:poeint. Tet us exclude medical eosts as having
their own special cause and effect result. Then I would go on my argu-
ment depends on:the fact'there is no original cost-shove effect in serv-
ices, that services are part stimulated by the cost-push movement else-
where in the economy. respond to it, and are in the process of catching.
up. That the barber shop back in the days when people had haircuts,
did not increase its price, except in response to general movement, of.
wages in the community and responded. But since there are no pro-
ductivitv gains in that industry, when it increased, the whole effect-
came through on the price of haircuts. :

Therefore, my argument is right or wrong, depending on whether
vou agree or do not agree that the organized industries have a leader-
ship role in the movements in the price structure. . o

Chairman Proxmire. In the past.10 vears there is a consistently
greater increase in prices of services than in prices or commodities.

Mr. Garsrarra. Yes: T would emphasize as strongly as I can, how-
ever, one must not rely on the crude statistics. This is the part of the
economy which does not have productivity gains. Therefore, any
increase in wages that comes fully through.

So I would still urge that it is the steel, automobile, building trades,
that those are the lead industries. That was the theorv in the early
sixties which caused the economist of that period * seek to tie down-
those wages. The theory of the gnidepost was correct. '

Chairman: Proxmme. Fine. Unfortunately, there is a rollcall going
on now. Senator Javits, I presume you will have to go down with me
to meet that rolleall.

Congressman Blackburn, do vou have any questions ?

" Congressman Brackrur~. I have one ortwo. '

Chairman Proxmrre: You do that and we will be back in a very few
minutes. You may call the next witness. ,

Representative Bracksury. Mr. Galbraith, as you were talking to
Senator Javits a minute ago. you suggested a great expansion in the
public sector, that is making State and Tocal governments the employer
of the last resort. To et back to the question I raised earlier about how
will we control fiscal and ‘monetary policy if the government itself
is irresponsible, if we do go through this great expansion in the public
sector, how can we do it without increasing taxes? What do you pro-
pose to finance this? _

Mr. Garsrartr, T would use this as the budgeet stimulus. I would
do it by the Federal government and as an added budget stimulus
which can be afforded now that we are not relying on hudget and
monetary policy exclusively as the instruments 6f controlling inflation.
The strategic problem is an interesting one. As long as vou are relving
on these two inadequate instruments. vou have to have more of them.
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You have to have a tighter budget and tighter monetary policy and’
a lot more unemployment than you need to have. Once you no longer
are placing that degree of reliance, you can afford to ease up on the
budget, you can afford in the present circumstance to run  amount of
deficit at full employment levels. '

Representative Bracksurn. Which would then be financed through.
increased monetary supply ? ' -

Mr. GaLerarrH. Or through borrowing, yes. -

Representative Bracksur~n. That generally results in increased
monetary supply ? '

Mr. GarerartH. Yes. You can offset it, if you want to.

Representative Bracksurx. If we should go to our major pro-
ducers—and understand, I have publicly defended “bigness” on occa-
sion. In fact, I was on the radio last week in debate and pointed out
that the biggest financial combines in Japan have proven to be very
effective in the international market. So we just cannot automatically
say because something is big, it is necessarily unproductive. It might.
well be more productive than a number of small enterprises.

But if we did fix prices and wages for our major producers, them
what would be the incentive on those major producers to innovate or:
to improve their operations, if they were guaranteed a profit by main-
taining the status quo in operations, if labor knew that it would earn
no more, no matter what the company did, by way of innovation and
unique techniques and technology ; what would be the incentive on these:
enterprises to improve their productivity ? 5 .

Mr. Garerarra. I think this is a question which certainly requires:
an answer. I do not think, however, that this kind of control does:
destroy the traditional incentives. * = : o

One tells the steel corporation that in return for holding wages:
within the limits set by productivity gains, we would expect them to-
keep the average of their prices the same. One would not preclude:
adjustments as between the individual products. (As a matter of fact,.
this sort of control has been used in the past.) This does not exclude-
increasing profits from expanding volume. As a matter of fact, if one:
were to hold the present level of steel prices for a year or two, one:
would hope that the steel industries would recapture some of the-
domestic export markets which they have been losing. :

As a practical matter, the corporation would expect to get some of
the gains from productivity. These, after all, are the basic profit in-
centives at the present time. So one would not have altered either of'
the basic incentive structures. The basic incentive to go for improved:
methods. .

Representative BLacksurN. Mr. Galbraith, I won’t take any more
of your time. I see we have two more witnesses. I do appreciate your
coming and being with us today. ) o

For those we have Mr. Jones and Mr. Modigliani, and we will have
Mr. Jones lead off.

Mr. Garerarti. Professor Modigliani assures me he will support
everything I said. :

Representative BLacksurn. Everybody else here has, so far, but me.
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‘STATEMENT OF HOMER JONES, FORMER VICE PRESIDENT,
FEDERAL RESERVE BANK OF ST. LOUIS

Mr. Jones. I possibly may say just a word about my reaction to
‘Professor Galbraith by way of giving some transition to our remarks.
At one time I thought I was agreeing with about 65 percent of what
Mr. Galbraith was saying. Whether 1t will appear so to you I don’t
know. I do not see the cost-push thing exactly as he does. From 1957
o 1965, I think that the economy worked pretty satisfactorily. By the
:end of 1964, the beginning of 1965, when we were up to what I would
consider to be approximately full level employment, the cost-push
;phenomenon was not dominating the economy. o :

Then we turn to the period from 1965 to 1969. Here, I think that
«everybody would agree, as least most people would agree, that the
inflation resulted from excess demand, excess total spending, excessive
fiscal stimulus, excessive monetary stimulus. So it would seem this
.cost-push thing as a practical matter was something that only came
supon us in this past couple of years, in an extreme way.

Well, this is in a sense true. But I prefer to look upon it asa lagged -
«effect of the excessive total spending of the 1965 to 1969 period, and
I think we should have some hesitancy at introducing measures or
-practices which change the nature of our society.

I think that it is a much more competitive world, much more free
:market world than Professor Galbraith does. The world changes, it
~changes in certain respects, but I think that in this matter it has con-
tinued in the main to be guided by market forces and competition.
These are great forces. o

Neither am I too impressed with the big union, big corporation mat-
:ter. Maybe there are things that need to be done here. I think there
.are. Most people agree. But after all, Professor Galbraith has himself
pointed out on occasion that the total union force in the country is
only 28 .percent of the labor force, and I think we might roughly di-
-vide this in half and say only half of.that is exercising extreme power.
-So I just give this by way of a little background in my view of things
‘before turning to some other matters.

. I thought I would not read the prepared statement that I have sub-
mitted, but I did submit six charts, which I believe may have some
‘bearing on matters of interest to this committee. The first of these
-charts concerns interest rates. And, of course, we are not interested in
history per se, we are interested in the problem of interest rates now
.and the problem of interest rates in the future. But T think it is well
-to look a‘little-at the past. . '

We had a situation in 1964 and 1965 when at least these interest rates
T have plotted here—and they properly represent movements though
you may be more interested in some other specific interest rates—were
-at about-a 4.5-percent level ; and then they rose, and rose and rose, up
to the 8-percent level. And, of course, many of them a year ago, a year
and a half ago, were up at the 9- and 10-percent level.

So I thirk it is worth our while to examine how this happened and
-why it happened in order to have some background as to what we can
«Lexpect-now.
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I conceive of interest rates as a market price, not something that is
fixed by Government or fixed by the Federal Reserve. I think the Fed
has been tremendously ineffective in this regard and this has of neces-
sity been the case. Interest rates are determined by the supply and de-
mand for Joan funds. So during this period, the interest rose more
than any other one reason because of the inflation. When people ex-
pect inflation of 2 percent, they demand and are willing to pay a 2-
percent premium. And when people expect an inflation of 4 percent,
they expect and are willing to pay a 4-percent premium. So the rise
in interest rates pretty much went along with the inflation and the in-
flation expectations. :

Why did we get the inflation? I will just run through this briefly

.and maybe come back to it a little later on. We got the inflation because
of the excessive total demand, the excessive phenomenal GNP, the
excessive total spending, which in turn came from fiscal and monetary

-policies. We have disagreement as to what extent it was fiscal and
what extent monetary, but some combination of these explain the great
inflation—the public expenditure growth, the budget deficit, and the

. excessive monetary expansion.

Let me mention for a moment my view of the role of the Federal
Reserve in this connection. I have not seen anybody maintain that the
interest rates rose because the Federal Reserve on the whole was re-
strictive during this period. On the contrary, it was at the very time
that as a trend the Federal Reserve was expanding and expanding and
expanding. So we came to a new recognition that under some circum-
stances, and I think basic circumstances, if the Federal Reserve operates
in an extremely expansionary way, it increases the demand for every-
thing, it increases the demand for loan funds. Rapid fiscal and mone-
tary expansion causes high interest rates, and not low rates under such
circumstances. :

So on the whole we have gotten to this high level of interest rates
from, and its continuation is very dependent upon, expectations of
inflation; which we still have with us.

We had some decline of interest rates last fall and in early winter.
One likely cause of the decline was a short-run effect of the Federal
Reserve expanding very rapidly. Rapid Federal Reserve expansion does
have a somewhat depressing short-run influence on interest rates. Fur-
ther, we were having some recession, so there were some declines in
-real demand for loan funds. And to some extent, the decline may have
been a technical reaction from interest rates just having run up
higher in late 1969.and early 1970 than the basic conditions justified.

Now we have had a rise of interest rates.since March and this has
been despite very rapid monetary expansion. So to me this is an indica-
tion that we are simply in a high interest rate world, unfortunately,
which has resulted from the great inflation. I think there will be
nothing that will bring the interest rates down again until we dissipate
the expectations of inflation. If inflation and expectations of inflation
were to rise again for some unfortunate reason from 4 to5 to 6 to 7 to
8 percent rate a year then we will have a rise in nominal interest rates
again from 7 to 8 t09, to 10. There is very great correlation between
the amount of inflation of various countries and the level of-their
interest rates.



91

So with respect to cures, the first is to avoid inflation. A second
general- public policy conducive to low interest rates is any measure
which promotes high savings, a basic supply of loan funds large
enough to promote low interest rates. One such measure would be a
substantial high-employment budget surplus as our general public
policy over the years.

Now, there are some false cures that have been falked about and
attempted in connection with interest rates. First, is public controls
of the regulation Q-type. We have now had some experience with
ceilings on interest rates paid by commercial banks and other financial
institutions. I believe these controls have been harmful to the public
interest. They have not kept down interest rates in general. They have
not, been helpful to housing. They have not been helpful to the average
citizen. Indeed, they have restricted the flow of funds to institutions
which finance the small person and businessman. But at the same time,
they have made for a relatively greater flow of funds through the open
market where the large, and not the small borrower is at home. I al-

.luded to the situation a year or two ago. The regulation Q-types of
controls have forced the small saver to bear the brunt of inflation
without compensation. _ :

A second ineffective way to avoid high interest rates is rapid mone-
tary expansion. We cannot basically reduce interest rates by monetary
expansion. This works to a degree 1n the short run but the experience
in the past 6 years shows that as time goes on, rapid monetary expan-
sion leads to high intérest rates, not to low rates.

Regarding the relation of interest rates to changes in the level of
general economic activity, I believe that the dominant effect runs from
business activity and the demand for loan funds to interest rates and
not from interest rates to business-activity. :

Consequently, I do not agree with the suggestion that if interest

" rates continue to.rise in the next few months, this may abort the re-
covery. If rates continue to go up, it will be because of an economic
recovery taking place or because inflationary expectations are revised
upward. The rates would rise largely because of a greater demand for
loan funds.

‘With respect to housing construction, there has recently been a bene-
it from the moderation of credit conditions-since a year ago. Only
gradually, as anticipations of inflation may be reduced, can we expect
to achieve those basic interest rates which are conducive to a reason-
ably steady high-level finrancing of housing. Housing would be most
benefited by sound monetary action which would reduce inflation.and
thereby hold down the price of houses. -

. There has been a lot of talk about the prime rate, a lot of talk about
the discount rate. Most of this discussion is not very much to the point.
The prime rate is a market rate. The prime rate, 1f we had the chart
here, moves along with other short-term rates very closely. It is not an
arbitrary, managed rate, in my opinion. :

With respect to the discount rate, it is terribly overemphasized as an
important factor in the economic system. We kept 1t down at 6 per-
cent for 2 years when market rates went to 9 percent and 10 percent,
and I ‘thinﬁ keeping down the discount rate did nothing whatsoever
at keeping the general interest rates down. It simply created 2 wind-
fall, a bonanza to those banks which were able to borrow.
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I think it would be desirable, as do many other people, for the dis-
count rate to either move along with interest rates in general, or tobe a
rate above the general market rates. It does not effect or control the
market rates. .

Let’s return to the next chart, “Federal Government Expenditures,”
since one of the issues is whether Government expenditure should be
increased. The acceleration of the rate of increase of Government, ex-
penditures back in 1965 is one way of looking at what caused the great
increase in total demand. Trom 1958 to 1964, Federal Government
expenditures increased at a 5-percent rate and you will see this jumped
to a 14-percent rate for the period from mid-1965 to mid-1968. As to
the immediate situation, total Government expenditures have increased
at about a 10-percent rate in the past four or five quarters. I personally
do not see that it would be a sound thing to increase them at a greater
rate than this 10 percent rate. ’

Nondefense expenditures, we may note, have in the last five quarters
increased at a 20-percent annual rate. You can see that tremendous
spurt. Defense expenditures are going to level out most likely, or
according to the budget, increase somewhat, so that if we were to con-
tinue increasing the nondefense expenditures at a 20- or 21-percent rate,
and the defense expenditures go up at a 7-percent rate, as has been
forecast by the budget, we would probably have about a 15-percent
tate of increase in total expenditures.

Well, I only use this as a background for considering the question of
whether it is good policy to increase Federal expenditures further. In
all of this, T-would like to emphasize my views that fiscal and monetary
policies operate with a lag, and that when we have a long history of
taking definite, positive actions at a time when we think we: see the
need, and that they come into effect at a later time, when they do the
greatest harm. ', : . .

Turning to the next chart, here is a chart which is conceptually used
a great deal. There is the surplus and deficit of the high.employment
budget, and the surplus and deficit of the national income accounts
budget. We see how they both went into great deficit in 1966, 1967, 1968,
and indirectly, or directly, depending on how one sees things, contrib-
uted to the inflation. We can see that the national income accounts
budget is in a great deficit at the present time.

As to the high employment budget, there are differences of opinion
as to how to measure it and what is happening to it. But as T see it by

“conventional interpretations, this budget is more simulative than in
1969 and the first half of 1970. I think that we do not know how to
manipulate this budget in a useful short-run fine-tuning way. T think
we should hesitate at taking steps to throw it into a great deficit most
frequently when such action becomes effective, when the results appear,
it is just at the wrong time.

Chairman Proxmire. In your presentation and your charts, you talk
about expenditure policy and then you talk about fiscal measures. You
‘have no _chart, no reference here in your remarks, as to taxation and
the fiscal measures; is that putting the two together? ‘

Mr. JonEs. Yes; that is right.

" The full employment budget would represent the net of the two.

Chairman Proxyme. What assumptions, then, do you make about
the future of tax revenues? '
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Mr. Jongs. They are essentially what was in the budget somewhat
adjusted by the things that Mr. McCracken was saying 2 weeks ago
when he was here before you.

Chairman Proxmire. You assume then no change, in effect?

Mr. Jonkes. That is right.

Chairman Proxmire. In taxes?

‘Mr. JonEs. That is right.

Chairman Proxmire. Do you make any assumption about the social
security tax increase going into effect January 17

Mr. Jones. It assumes just what is planned.

Chairman Proxmire. I see. Sorry to interrupt. Go ahead.

Mr. JonEs. Well, we come to the matter of monetary policy, and, of
course, there is great disagreement as how to measure monetary pohcy.
I do not want to make any great brief at this time for this particular
measure, but one would get about the same impression if one used
Federal Reserve credit, if one used total bank reserves, or if one used
the total so-called monetary base.

So, here, I feel that we have a basic explanation of the inflation that
we have. Money supply from 1952 to 1964 increased at a 2-percent rate.
In 1964-65, it was about a 5-percent rate, and then in 1965 we took
off with a 6-percent rate. Inordinately changing the rate of increase
of money in 1965 was a major turning point in the inflationary
situation. At the end of 1965 or by the beginning of 1966, the Federal
Reserve began to take tightening steps. I think that was right.

In my opinion the acceleration of monetary growth in 1965 was done
because of a gerat public demand for taking steps to keep interest rates
down..This was one of the major illustrations of the past.that when
monetary policy takes steps to keep interest rates down, it may result
in inordinate monetary expansion and inflation.

Again, we had such a situation of course, and a fortiori from late
1966 or early 1967, up to the beginning of 1969, when the money sup-
ply increased at a 7-percent rate.

There were some corrections in the excessive monetary expansion
made in 1969 and 1970 which, I believe, were moderate. I do not think
they are subject to criticism.

Now most recently in the last two quarters, the money supply has
increased at a 9-percent annual rate. This seems to me to be excessive,
but if-it is not continued it is not necessarily going to bring upon us
tremendously excessive total spending and tremendous inflationary
expectations again. I think it should be tapered off to a 4- or 5-percent
annual rate. ‘ . .

The next chart, “Demand and Production,” is simply a graphic rep-
resentation of things that I have been saying. You see that, from 1965
to 1969, total spending went up at about a 9-percent annual rate, which
is about twice what is generally supposed to be the rate of increase of
our productive potential, and it was in an era of certainly full use
of resources, I would say this is to be looked at as the basic transitional
link between money and fiscal policy and the price inflation that we
got and the interest rate rises that we got. ' :

Now, as to the recent past, I think with the new figures, the annual
rate of increase of total spending from the fourth quarter to the second
quarter was 10.8 percent. But I recognize that in a sense the fourth
quarter was an unusual quarter, and in making some adjustment for

67-850 0—171 T
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that I would say that total spending has been going up at about an
8-percent rate. . ‘

This is twice our potential, but may be justified in view of the lack
of unused resources. But I would not think it would be good public
policy to plan for total spending to go up at more than this 8- or
9-percent rate. :

As I interpret what has been happening in the last two quarters, the
growth of real product-has been at about a 6-percent annual rate. It
might be well to adjust this to say it was about a 4-percent rate.

T come, finally, to the “prices” chart which shows the course of the
inflation, the inflation that we did get. Whereas, back in 1963 to 1965,
the consumer price index was going up at a l-percent rate; this ac-
celerated to 3 to 4 to 5 and to 6 percent, and built up tremendous infla-
tionary expectations and we have been given excessive promises or
talk as to how rapidly this could be cured. It has not been rapidly
cured. I-think there are no practical ways for a quick cure. It is a slow
process. '

If you will permit me, I will summarize my remarks by saying,
in conclusion, we live with the problems created by past mistakes. Both
the inflation and our shortfall of production result from the past gyra-
tions of policy. The best cure is to avoid making more mistakes similar
to those of the past. We must be mature enough to recognize that there
are no miraculous ways of suddenly curing the inflation and restoring
employment. Fiscal and monetary policies that would inflate total
demand more rapidly than at present run too much risk of a renewed
burst of inflation. Then we would again have to have restraint and
more unemployment. Along with steady fiscal and monetary policy,
we need to look to changes in law which will increase the efficiencies
of the markets for labor and for commodities. These basic steps will
give us sound basic lower unemployment and higher production in
relation to our potential. oo

Thank you. : -

(The prepared statement, with attached charts, of Mr. Jones and
his November speech, “Observations on Stabilization Management,”
follow :) e

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HOMER JONES

-VIEWS ON THE CURRENT ECONOMIC SITUATION

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I propose to give briefly my
views with respect to the current economic situation, with emphasis on interest
rate movements and the mix of monetary and fiscal policy.

INTEREST RATES

_Recent interest rate history may be considered in three periods: First, the
great and unprecedented rise from 1965 to 1970. Second, the decline from the
first half of 1970 to March of this year. Finally, the rise of rates since March.
(See chart 1.) :

Interest rates are market prices, resulting from supply and demand forces,
like other prices. They change in response to changes in the supply of, and the
demand for, loan funds. From 1965 to early 1970, the demand for funds burgeoned.
This demand resulted from the great total demand for goods and services, which
in turn followed from the' expansionary fiscal and monetary actions of 1965
through 1968. . . - : -

Interest rates rose from, 1965 to 1969, in part because of the Federal budget
deficit and great financing demands by local governments, and real demands of



95

the general public. But, as time went on, the course of interest rates was domi-
nated more and more by the inflation and by anticipations of inflation. When
potential borrowers anticipate inflation, they are willing to pay a higher interest
rate and hence they bid rates up ; correspondingly, when potential lenders antici-
pate inflation, they are willing to lend only at interest rates which will compen-
sate for expected inflation. In a rough way, when a 5 per cent inflation rate
is anticipated, a 4 per cent basic interest rate means a 9 per cent market rate,
and this is what we got by 1969 and early 1970. This experience points up the
irony of an activist policy to stabilize stated interest rates, but which resulted
inthe most volatile actual interest rates ever.

The sharp rise of interest rates from 1965 to 1969 did not result from restric-
tive monetary actions. In fact, in those years, monetary expansion was par-
ticularly rapid. Federal Reserve credit, bank reserves, and money all increased
very rapidly. The great increase of interest rates was, in large part, an indirect
result of the rapid monetary expansion. Monetary and fiscal developments led
to excessive total spending. This, in turn, led to inflation and to the high interest
rates. Rapid monetary expansion in 1965-68 resulted from an attempt to keep
interest rates down. But the longer-run effect was, instead, the great rise of
market interest rates. This brief historical reference helps understanding of
recent and prospective developments.

The decline of interest rates in ithe last half of 1970 and up to March of this
year was, in my opinion, mainly a superficial short-run development. It was,
in part, a reaction from a run-up above equilibrium rates in early 1970, in part,
a short-run effect of renewed rapid monetary expansion in 1970 and early 1971,
and, in part, a result of a temporary decline in real demand for loan funds. But
the basic forces that pushed up interest rates from 1965 to 1969 have remained
in operation. There tis no reason to suppose that anticipations of inflation have
greatly abated, and so long as this is true we cannot expect a basic reduction
of interest rate levels. Consequently, we should not be surprised by the upward
reaction of rates since March, and we should also not be surprised if there is
further upward ‘movement toward the levels of 1969. Basic reduction of interest
rates will be fostered chiefly by public policies which reduce inflation and thereby
inflationary anticipations. Low rates could also be fostered by long-run fiscal
policies designed to create Federal budget surpluses in times of normal economic
conditions.

In my view, therefore, the principal way that public policy can moderate inter-
est rates is to gradually reduce inflation and expectations of inflation. If we
perpetuate inflation we will perpetuate high interest rates. If we accelerate
inflation we will raise interest rates yet further. But if we reduce the rate of
inflation, and consequently anticipations of inflation, we can thereby reduce basic
interest rates.

We cannot reduce interest rates by rapid monetary expansion. This may
work to a degree in the short-run, but the experience of the past six years
shows that as time goes on rapid monetary expansion leads to high interest rates,
not to low rates.

Short rates have always been more volatile than long. This has been true in
the last half of 1970 and in the first half of 1971. Short rates fell mueh more
than long, as the public undertook to refinance its short-term debt into long-
term. Experience of many years seems to show there is little that the mone-
tary authority can do to control the relation between long- and short-term
interest rates. Market forces are largely dominant in this connection.

Regarding the relation between interest rate changes and the level of general
economic activity, I believe that the dominant effect runs from business activity
and the demand for loan funds to interest rates and not from interest rates to
business activity. Consequently, I do not agree with the suggestion that if
interest rates continue to rise in the next few months this may abort the
recovery. If rates continue to go up, it will be because an economic recovery is
taking place, or because inflationary expectations are revised upward. Rates
will go up largely because of a greater demand for loan funds which accom-
panies the recovery and the expected inflation.

We have now had some experience with ceilings on interest rates paid by
commercial banks and other financial institutions. I believe these controls have
been harmful to the public interest. They have not kept down interest rates
in general, They have not been helpful to housing. They have not been helpful
to the average citizen. Indeed, they have restricted the flow of funds to insti-
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tutions which finance the small person and businessman. At the same time,
they have made for relatively greater flow of funds through the open market
where the large, and not the small, borrower is at home. They have forced the
small saver to bear the brunt of .nflation without compensation.

With respect to housing construction, there has recently been a benefit from
the moderation of credit conditions since a year ago. But this development may
prove ephemeral. Only gradually, as anticipations of inflation may be reduced,
can we expect to achieve those basic interest rate trends which are conducive
to a reasonably steady high level financ.ng of housing. Housing would be most
benefited by sound monetary action which would reduce inflation and thereby
hold down the price of houses.

MIX OF MONETARY AND FISCAL POLICIES

With respect to an appropriate mix of fiscal and monetary policy, I believe
policies of the past three years have, on the whole, been reasonable. The fiscal
action of June 1968 was three years overdue, but better late than never. Sub-
sequently. Federal expenditures have gone up at a more modest 7 percent annual
rate, compared with a 14 per cent rate in 1966-68. (See chart I1.) In the past
five quarters these expenditures have risen at about a 10 per cent rate, and I
should not think that a greater rate would be in the long-run social interest.
Total Federal, state and local government expenditures now amount to about
32 per cent of gross national product. Expenditures of Federal and state and
local governments combined are increasing at about a 9 percent annual rate.

Growth of Federal expenditures at a 7 per cent annual rate in the last three
years has been the net result of military expenditures declining at a 3 per cent
rate and of non-defense expenditures growing at a 13 per cent rate. In the last
five quarters, nondefense expenditures have risen at about a 20 per cent rate.
If military expenditures cease to decline and other expenditures continue their
present rate of growth, there will be a sharp upturn in the rate of growth of
total Federal expenditures.

Experience seems to indicate that a change in Government expenditure policy
would not be effective for solving the employment-inflation problem. Manipu-
lations of Federal expenditures are so cumbersome that they are likely to have
their effects at uncertain delayed times when they will generally cause more
harm than good. Similarly, with respect to the manipulation of tax rates.
The timing of effect of changes in tax rates and tax rules is uncertain and
problematic.

Present provisions for Federal Government expenditures and for Federal
taxes are such that it is estimated the Federal budget under conditions of high
employment would be yielding a slight surplus. (See chart II1.) In my opinion,
no steps should be taken to raise expenditure growth rates or reduce tax rates
to alter this relation. The effect, if such there was, would very likely come at
just the wrong time.

With respect to monetary developments, I believe they were on the whole
reasonable in 1969 and 1970. The stock of money increased at about 4 per cent
rate compared with a 7 per cent rate in 1967 and 1968. (See chart IV.) A move to
less expansion was necessary if the excessive growth of total spending were
to be limited in order to reduce the rate of inflation, and this move was relatively
moderate. It may be that a sharper reduction in monetary growth would have
been desirable in order for total spending and inflation to be affected more
rapidly.

Looking more closely at the monetary growth of the past two years, we see
about 3 per cent growth in 1969, a rate low enough te produce a monetary basis
for some correction of excessive total spending and inflation trends. Then from
the first quarter of 1970 to the fourth quarter, growth was at a 5.4 per cent
rate. In the past two quarters, growth of money has been at 9.4 per cent rate.
In my view, monetary growth may already have become excessive in 1970.
I feel yet more certain that the 9.4 per cent rate of the past two quarters has
been far too much. If the monetary growth of the recent past has been too
rapid, it is too early as yet to see the adverse effects. Experience has shown
that changes in the rate of growth of money affect total spending with a lag
of about two or three quarters, and that prices are affected with a further
average lag of another three quarters.
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{Total spending, that is, nominal GNP, seems to me to have grown at a reason-
able rate from mid-1969 to late 1970, namely, at about a 4 per cent rate. (See
chart V.) Subsequently, in recent months, spending growth seems to have been
at about a 10 per cent annual rate. I am fearful that if we were to continue to
increase the money stock at the 9 per cent rate which has prevailed since the
fourth quarter of 1970 we would be laying the basis for excessive growth of
total spending and a resurgence of inflation.

The recent Trates of growth of money may be compared with some observations
that this Committee has made on the subject in the past. The Committee has
emphasized the desirability of a rather steady growth of money and avoidance
of large and sudden policy shifts. For example, in 1968 this Committee suggested
money growth be kept within a 8 to 5 per cent per year range. With this view I
agree. The great growth of money this year has been inconsistent with such a
policy. The lagged effect of this growth of money may give us a burst of total
spending just when it is not desirable, thereby leading to accelerated inflation.

While we have learned from experience that monetary actions can be very
powerful, we have also learned that we do not have adequate knowledge to manip-
ulate them usefully. in a short-run, fine-tuning way. This feature it has in com-
mon with fiscal policy. The best course for both fiscal and monetary policy is to
avoid manipulations. A steady high-employment budget balance, a growth of
Government expenditures commensurate with expanding needs of a growing
society, and a steady growth of the money stock, will give us the best chance for
the economy to provide the greatest social welfare.

‘With respect to a reasonable growth of money for the next half year, we should
rather rapidly draw back from the 9 or 10 per cent rate of the past half year.
I would suggest that we get back to a 4 or 5 percent rate which would be sustain-
able for a relatively long period.

We are all very unhappy that there has not been more rapid improvement in
the inflation situation, and that employment and production have not improved
more rapidly. But, in view of the extreme inflationary trends that developed in
1965-68, subsequent developments have been the unavoidable price to be paid.

7 INCOMES POLICIES

There have been widespread suggestions that we might correct the inflation
more rapidly by some version of incomes policy. These proposals are so multi-
tudinous in nature, and generally so vague, that it would be impossible for me to
comment upon them precisely. ILet me only say that, in my view, the inflation
beginning in 1965 was not caused by administered price and wage rises but by
excessive total demand. Prices and wages were bid up by excessive total spending,
which in turn resulted from extreme fiscal and monetary policy. Similarly, there
is no basic cure for the inflation but restraint on total spending to be fostered by
moderation in fiscal and monetary policy. The current inflation is not a cost-push
inflation, but rather reflects the lagged effects of a demand-pull inflation.

Experience with incomes policies in this and other countries point up many
problems with them. They are virtually impossible to administer, misallocate
resources, slow economic growth, reduce consumer welfare, and reduce freedom.
Rather, we need enforcement of anti-trust laws with respect to both business and
labor and a recasting of labor law. This would be of benefit not only to the infla-
tion and unemployment problems but also to consumer welfare, economic growth,
and the balance of payments.

INTEREST RATES OUTLOOK

For the near future, the financial demands of the budget deficit and of an
economic recovery, and the demands for loan funds due to anticipations of infla-
‘tion, seem likely to put considerable upward pressure on interest rates. This is,
in a sense, regrettable. But I hope that we will not foolishly attempt to keep
interest rates down by the Federal Reserve buying more Government securities
than would otherwise be appropriate. To do so would be to repeat the mistakes
of 1965-66 and 1967-68, induce another acceleration of inflation, and yet higher
interest rates. The only defense against high interest rates is to refrain, over a
gogsigerable period of time, from inducing excessive total spending which fuels
inflation.
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In January and February there were some who thought that the Federal
Reserve could successfully and soundly foster continued decline of interest rates,
particularly long-term rates. But such has proved not to be the case. Market
forces have again provided the dominant elements in the money and capital
markets and the practical immediate influence of the monetary authority on
interest rates has proved to be minor.

PRIME RATE AND DISCOUNT RATE

As market interest rates rise in response to supply and demand forces, it is
reasonable to expect the rates charged by banks to rise along with the others,
as illustrated by the recent move of the prime rate, even as it was reasonable
for them to decline when other interest rates were declining. Similarly with
respect to the Federal Reserve discount rate. If market interest rates rise, no
social benefit would derive from the banks being able to borrow at a preferential
rate. Keeping the discount rate far below the commercial paper rate, the prime
rate and the Federal Funds rate in 1969 and 1970 did not help to keep down
interest rates. Rather, such a policy necessitated rationing of funds by the Fed-
eral Reserve and provided a socially undesirable windfall to those banks that
did borrow.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, we live with the problems created by past mistakes. Both the
inflation and our short-fall of production result from the past gyrations of policy.
The best cure is to avoid making more mistakes similar to those of the past. We
must be mature enough to recognize that there are no miraculous ways of sud-
denly curing the inflation and restoring employment. Fiscal and monetary policies
that would inflate total demand more rapidly than at present run too much risk
of a renewed burst of inflation. Then we would again resort to restraint with a
result of more unemployment. Along with steady fiscal and monetary policy, we
need to look to changes in law which will increase the efficiencies of the markets
for labor and for commodities. These basic steps will give us a sound lower
unemployment and higher production in relation to our potential.
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Observations on Stabilization Management

A Speech by HOMER JONES, Senior Vice President,
Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis, to the Joint Luncheon,

Southern Economic Association and Southern Finance

~Association, Atlanta, Georgia, November 13, 1970

THERE IS a prevalent idea that dynamic govern-
ment action is necessary to effectively restrain prices
and promote employment. This has been the pre-
vailing view during the past twenty-five years.

I wish to pose two questions: First, is there evidence
that active stabilization management has, on the
whole, been desirably effective in the last twenty-
five years? Second, does that quarter century of ex-
perience suggest that active stabilization manage-
ment can be desirably effective in the future?

We may list five classes of stabilization tools which
are most commonly considered as means of achieving
more stable high-level non-inflationary growth,
namely, fiscal, monetary, investment funds flow con-
trol, changes of economic structure, and price and
wage controls. I would like to look at each of these
tools in turn.

Fiscal Management

Let us first look at fiscal management. In undertak-
ing to judge the record of fiscal management, we are
faced with a problem of measurement. There are a
variety of possible measures of fiscal action: among
these are Federal Govemment expenditures, high-em-
ployment tax receipts, national income accounts tax
receipts, high-employment surplus or deficit, and
national income accounts surplus or deficit. Scholars
are far from agreement as to which of these measures
best indicates the influence of fiscal management on
total demand, or how they could be amalgamated as
a single indicator of fiscal influence. In view of such a
confused situation regarding the measurement of fis-
cal management, it is no wonder that fiscal manage-

ment has been less than successful in the past twenty-
five years.

In any case, no matter how one measures fiscal
management, I find no evidence that these magni-
tudes have followed courses which, in any plausible
way, have been related to a desirable course for total
spending, for real product, or for prices. In my read-
ing of economic history, I do not find a consistent and
predictable relation convincingly demonstrated be-
tween any fiscal measure and economic activity. In-
deed, I would suggest it is more likely that the fiscal
management which we have had has contributed to
instability and to limitations on average growth, either
directly or indirectly, through its influence on mone-
tary management.

Let me turn to the question of what we now know
about whether fiscal management may in the future
be able to contribute to stabilization, high employ-
ment and growth. That fiscal variations have not on
the whole contributed to a successful course of the
economy in the past does not necessarily mean that
they have not had an effect, or that they could not
conceivably have a desirable effect in the future.

Whether fiscal manipulation might be capable of
promoting desired economic ends in the future de-
pends on two considerations, the economic and the
political. With respect to the economic, we have not
been lacking in theories about fiscal influence during
the past forty years. Where we stand now about the
theories, I shall not attempt to comment. But I shall
comment on what research seems to show about a re-
lation of fiscal developments to economic activity. My
chief point is that research has not found consistent
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relations, independent of monetary action, between
any of the standard measures of fiscal action and
simultaneous or subsequent changes in aggregate eco-
nomic events. The large models which have dealt
with this matter have not successfully disentangled
the influence of fiscal from the influence of monetary
factors. Casual empiricism of observing the course of
fiscal management, together with total spending, real
production, and prices, does not yield positive con-
clusions. Our econometric studies at the St. Louis Fed-
eral Reserve Bank have not yielded positive relations
between high-employment taxes or the high-em-
ployment surplus-deficit, when the monetary fac-
tors have been held constant. These studies have
yielded some positive results with respect to the in-
fluence of Federal expenditures, but they are not very
impressive.

Some observers may not be impressed with our re-
sults. In response, I can only say that we await either
suggestions as to how we can make better tests, or
the results of the work of others which find, from
experience, plausible useful independent relations
between fiscal actions and crucial economic
developments.

But, if we were to find significant and stable rela-
tions between fiscal actions and economic develop-
ments, could we put them to practical use? Success-
ful application of the knowledge would depend
upon useful forecasting of other economic variables
which would need to be offset or supplemented.
Given the general record, I think we cannot be op-
timistic about the imminent practicality of such
forecasting. .

Finally, experience with respect to the political
implementation of fiscal management is not impres-
sive. 1 am not sure that the political problem has
made past experience any more adverse than it other-
wise would have been; but even if economists did
know how to actually manage a budget beneficially,
the application might very likely be adverse after
political manhandling. It may be that the less it is
suggested that the budget is something to be manipu-
lated, the less likely politically we are to get adverse
budget results.

Monetary Management

Let me now turn to our monetary experience. On
the whole, it is similar to the fiscal. As in the case of
fiscal management, we are plagued by lack of agree-
ment as to proper magnitudes of measurement. But

using any of the common measures, examination of
the experience of the past twenty-five, fifteen, or ten
years, does not indicate that active monetary man-
agement has in fact contributed beneficially to sta-
bility and optimum levels of employment, prices,
and growth. Here again it seems possible that fluctua-
tions in strategic monetary variables may have con-
tributed more to failure to achieve these objectives.

But, even though active monetary management may
not in actuality have contributed desirably, experi-
ence suggests that monetary developments have had
reasonably predictable effects on total spending, real
product, employment and prices. Casual empiricism,
the research of others which is persuasive to me, and
our own econometric studies at St. Louis, have long
indicated strong, roughly predictable, relations be-
tween monetary action, intentional or unintentional,
and the course of the economy. Here, as with our own
studies of fiscal management, ! realize that many
students of these matters may not be fully impressed,
if at all. But, here again, we are open to suggestions
as to better means of studying past relations between
monetary actions and total spending, real product
and prices.

Assuming that we have found relations between
monetary actions and the course of strategic economic
variables, does this mean that we can expect to en-
gage usefully in active monetary management in the
future? Here again, we may question whether active
monetary manipulation, any more than fiscal, can be
expected to eliminate short-run fluctuations as en-
visaged by the proponents of fine tuning. Because of
lags in the effect of monetary actions, we would have
to forecast successfully, many months in advance,
the course of other factors to be offset or supple-
mented, and the forecasting record is very poor. And,

while I believe that we have positive results regard-

ing monetary effects, we cannot claim that the tim-
ing of results is a very exact matter. I therefore con-
clude that we cannot in the near future engage
intelligently in short-run manipulative monetary
management.

Other Stabilization Tools

I now tumn briefly to three other social controls
which are frequently offered as stabilization tools,
though sometimes only as supplements to general
fiscal and monetary controls: namely, administrative
allocations of the flow of investment funds; structural
changes in economic institutions, such as changes in
the labor market; and wage and price controls.
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Proposed and actual investment fund allocation
management really has nothing to do with stabiliza-
tion management, but rather with providing a general

alternative or supplement to allocation by means of

market forces. It is frequently said that tight money
squeezes especially and unjustly particular fields of
real investment. This matter has entered into ration-
alizations of Regulation Q management. Actually,
adverse effects on certain sectors, such as housing,
arise not from tight money policy but from great
monetary expansion as in the 1965-68 period. A
steadier monetary expansion, which would probably
be desirable on all counts, would remove much of
the alleged need for administrative allocation of in-
vestment funds. But if there were still a call for alloca-
tion different from that provided by the market, this
would have nothing to do with stabilization manage-
ment but with continuous noncyclical economic
policy.

With respect to structural changes such as reducing
unemployment through improvements in the labor
market, these stand on their own merits and have
nothing to do with cyclical stabilization policy.

With respect to labor power and corporation power,
and their contributions to inflation, I am inclined to
say that possible improvements here have little to do
with cyclical stabilization. But I suppose there are

two ways in- which wage-price controls or guidelines

may be brought in. First, proponents suggest that
wage-price controls are an instrument that should al-
ways be available and would come into play in the
boom phase of a cycle and then could be. held in
abeyance at other times. A second, closely related,
suggestion is that wage and price controls will be
used continually. In this latter instance fiscal and mone-
tary policy would foster a total demand so high that
production, employment, and growth would be
maximized while demand would not be dissipated in
higher prices. '

Experience with wage-price guidelines has not
been propitious. The guidelines were instituted at a
time when we were not having an inflation problem
in 1962-64. Then, as they obviously failed in 1965 and
1966, they were quietly dropped. Now, in a time of
recession (I do not consider this an evil word, or that
it is evil for anything ever to recede, ever so slightly),
those who inaugurated the guidelines in recession and
abandoned them in inflationary boom propose their
reinauguration as a price panacea. It would appear
that wage-price controls, rather than being an instru-
ment to be always in effective operation or to be

used in boom and laid aside otherwise, are instead to
be abandoned during inflationary boom and at all
other times to be actively used. On the contrary, I
believe, as Paul Samuelson has recently written, “No
mixed economy has been able yet to find a satisfac-
tory incomes policy.” (New York Times, October 30.)

1 personally conclude that experience shows wage-
price controls have no semblance of beneficial prac-
ticality in any economy which retains any pretence
of market determination of the allocation of resources.
And we have no evidence that a chronic policy,
pressing up inordinately on total spending, will give
a higher or steadier employment or production than
otherwise, without chronically accelerating inflation.
The apparently widespread popular call for adminis-
tered prices and wages indicates that we have done
a poor job teaching economic history and of teaching
the role of prices in allocating resources and product.

Historical Background

It may be useful to try to reconstruct why and how
we developed the dogma that active fiscal manage-
ment was necessary and practical to avoid stagnation
at and about a low level of activity. I suggest that out
of desperation in the 1930’s we had to find something
that we could do. The desperate and largely wrong
panaceas of the Keynes of 1936 resulted because the
prescriptions of the Keynes of thirteen years earlier
were ignored.

Possibly we now have again an opportunity to profit
from the Keynes of the Tract on Monetary Reform of
1923. Then, Keynes was fighting to achieve monetary
management for sound domestic economic stability,
freed from the shackles of fixed exchange rates. But
Keynes lost, and so occurred one of the great tragedies
of modem economic and political history. England
returned to the shibboleth of the fixed exchange rate,
and this, in tumn, led to the suicidal world monetary
policies of 1925-33. Then, in desperation, were created
all the elaborate theories that fiscal management
could substantially solve the problems of economic
instability, and along with this the theory that in the
absence of finely-tuned fiscal policy an economy might
most likely stabilize at or fluctuate far below optimum
employment and production.

Now we should put ourselves back with the Keynes
of 1923. We should abandon the chimera that it is
either necessary or practical to actively manage a
fiscal policy in the interest of stable high-level eco-
nomic activity. Qur experience indicates that, even
as in 1923, the main key to a satisfactory operation of
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the economic system is not to permit a fixed exchange
rate system to dictate disastrous monetary contrac-
tion, as in 1925-33. The other side of the coin is that,
given this freedom, we should equally avoid inor-
dinate monetary expansion.

It may be instructive to consider how much happier
we might have been in the last forty years if Keynes
' had been successful in 1923-25 — if Britain had not
" hung about her neck the albatross of a $4.87 pound,
and the other leading nations of the world had not
subsequently been preoccupied with defending their
currencies. We would have had a good chance of
avoiding 1929-33 and all the troubles which that pe-
riod brought in train economically, politically, and
militarily. .

If we have had bly good ic perform-
ance during the past twenty-five years in this coun-
try, and in most other countries, we cannot ascribe it
to the success of active manipulation of fiscal and
monetary management. Rather, it is due to the in-
herent strength of what are still, on the whole, free
market economies. It has depended upon avoiding,
on the whole, shocking monetary and fiscal misman-
agement such as in England in 1925, and in the United
States in 1929-33 and 1938-37.

Having said so many negative things, let me make a
few positive remarks. In the field of fiscal manage-
ment we should avoid gyrations of the high-employ-
ment surplus or deficit. For purposes of promoting
national saving, investment and growth, I would pre-
fer a substantial high-employment surplus. But this
is less crucial than budget stability. Similarly, in the
monetary field, the most important objective for pol-
icy is to avoid gyrations. Until we can get better in-

formation upon which to base our actions, I believe,

a steady growth of money gives a better chance of

getting a steady growth of total spending, real pro-
duct and employment, and a tolerable price trend”

than does any other procedure. In such a fiscal and
monetary setting, the market economy has a better
chance of following the high stable growth trend
which we desire than does any altemative procedure
apparent to us at present. But this is not easy. We
know from experience that avoiding unintended gyra-
tions in strategic fiscal and monetary variables re-
quires eternal vigilance. .

Conclusions

In conclusion, I have two points, one concerning
what economists should be teaching, and the other
dealing with the problem of current policy.

87-650 O - 71 - 8

Economists have spent a generation teaching that
there are some magic tools of fiscal policy, and more
recently of monetary policy, which, if managed ac-
cording to some scientific principles, supposed to be
well known to the experts, can be used and must be
used incessantly and with finesse to give us satisfac-
tory operation of the economy. Will the profession
now have enough fortitude to face and teach the
facts? We should now, while saving as much face as
possible, tell the public that we do not know how to
finely manage the economy, and that, the way the
fiscal and monetary tools have been used in the last
twenty-five years, manipulation has probably done
more harm than good. We should inform the public
that-the best we can do — and it will be a major im-
provement —is, on the one hand, to avoid mistakes
such as the monetary and fiscal excesses of 1965-68
and, on the other hand, to avoid letting monetary
expansion be led around by fixed exchange rates and
by money market conditions.

Finally, where are we just now and what course
shall we follow? Despite my negative remarks about
active, positive fiscal and monetary management, bad
management can give us massive trend disturbances,
as did the monetary collapse of 1929-33, the war in-
flations, and the inflation of 1965-69.

Such massive disturbances, which could and should
have been avoided, not only have their immediate
social evils, but they create the problem of what, if
anything, fiscal or monetary management can do to
restore stability. It is this last problem we have now
been struggling with for the past two years.

Let me emphasize that our present not too happy
situation derives from gross fiscal and monetary mis-
management in 1965-68, when with shocking sudden-
ness, we accelerated Federal expenditures, tumed a
high-employment surplus into a great deficit, and
accelerated monetary expansion. Having made these
grave errors, which brought inflation and expecta-
tions . of inflation, what to do has been a great
problem.

It is sometimes said that we are experiencing the
worst of all possible worlds — we continue to have
inflation and real product is not growing. But I be-
lieve that this situation is the mewtable result of the
best possible choice among the three altematives
which were available to us. First, we could have fos-
tered a total spending which would have temporarily
better maintained production and employment, but
which would have provided accelerating inflation.
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Second, we could have achieved a faster reduction
of inflation, but that would have involved less real
product and more unemployment than we have
achieved. Third, we could choose a course between
these altematives, and this we have done.

The course we chose has meant, is meaning, and,
if pursued, will continue to mean, only slowly de-
clining inflation, retarded growth of real product, and
rising unemployment. If we had not made the gross
errors of 1965.68, we would not subsequently have
had the painful choice between accelerating infla-
tion and the restricted production and employment
which we are now experiencing.

Given our decisions and our present situation, we
can now expect that, if we avoid erratic fiscal and
monetary action, real product and employment
growth will accelerate gradually over the next few
years, and the upward trend of prices will end or
become nominal. In time we can obviate the results
of the 1965-68 mistakes and can achieve a practical

optimum of employment, real growth and price
trends.

In my judgment, given the errors of 1965-68, subse-
quent developments have been as good as could be
expected. One trouble has been that the economics
profession has led the public to believe that there
could be miraculous correction of the price trends
without pain. That was not possible in 1969-70 and it
is not now possible in the immediate future.

We should not pretend to the public that there is
some “game plan” which will magically and pain-
lessly avoid the results of the errors of 1965-68 along
some time-path of short duration. It is sometimes said
that the fiscal and monetary actions since June 1968
or since January 1969 have grossly failed. I do not
think they have failed. They have done what was in
the nature of the economic universe that they could
accomplish. And I cannot see, on a basis of hind-
sight, that we could have made another choice that
would have given us a better pattem of results.
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Chairman Proxmire. Thank you very much.
Mr. Modigliani, go right ahead.
You have no prepared statement ?

STATEMENT OF FRANCO MODIGLIANI, PROFESSOR OF ECONOMICS,
MASSACHUSETTS INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY

Mr. Mobrgriaxi. Mr. Chairman, I am afraid, as you perhaps know,
there was some failure of communication in connection with my appear-
ance and although it had been discussed for some time, I was only
firmly notified over the weekend that I would appear today. The pres-
sure of other work has prevented me from writing out a statement.
You will have to put up with me, relying on my oral testimony. Nor
have I had time to prepare a polished statement and a comprehensive
program or policy for you to follow. All I can do is to share with you
my concern about the present state of the economy and give you a
broad idea of the kind of measures that I feel Congress ought to push,
whether or not the administration is asking for these measures.

I would also like to make another statement.

Mz, Chairman, this appearance today marks an important event
for me, because, for several years now, I have felt that I could not in
good conscience continue to provide advice and counsel to an adminis-
tration, to a series of administrations, that pursued a policy in South-
east Asia which was leading to bloodshed, and the support of a corrupt
government, and I have felt I would not therefore provide advice.
1 have changed now, because I feel there is a glimmer of hope. I have
been very impressed by the Senate reasserting its functions, commenc-
ing with the Mansfield amendment, and I am hopeful that, by the
time the draft bill is completed, there will be some such statement in
that law.

Also, I have really been very much concerned with what has hap-
pened to the economy and the administration’s program for handling
or not handling what is happening, and that is the second reason why I
felt that I should come out of retirement, as it were, and tell you what
my feelings were about the situation.

Chairman Proxmigre. This is most encouraging. I will tell Senator
Mansfield. I know he will be delighted to hear that one effect of his
resolution is that we are going to get better economic advice.

Mr. MopicLiaNT. You are very kind to say so. I am not sure it is
better advice. '

Chairman Proxmire. I am sure it is better.

Mr. MobicLIaNT. Perhaps, it is a good idea to start out by expressing
some disagreement with some of the propositions made by my col-
league, Mr. Jones. I agree with much of what he said, but I disagree
with his diagnosis of the present situation.

The administration seems to tell us that they are very pleased with
the remarkable recovery we are making. I submit that, if you will look
at the facts, you will find that the recovery is miserable and is nothing
to brag about.

In the first quarter of this year, the revised GNP figure, real GNP,
seems to be put at $730 billion. That looks like a $14 billion rebound
from the previous quarter : but you must realize that the previous quar-
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ter was verg much depressed by the strike and the first quarter was
conversely boosted by the purely transient recouping of the losses
of the strike. If you take an average of the two quarters to wash out
the effect of the strike, the real GNP was $723 billion ; or, below the
third quarter of 1970, suggesting that up to the first quarter we had
actually brought to a halt and reversed the very sluggish recovery
which had begun in the second quarter of 1970.

Now, if you look at the very last figures which have been released—
unfortunately, I have not had access to them; I have just seen some
reference to them—we are told the real GNP rose by $6 billion, roughly
to $736 billion. This is a rate of growth of only about 3.6 percent.
That is no more than roughly the long growth potential of the econ-
omy and therefore makes no dent whatever in the 6-and-plus percent
in the unemployment rate which we now have.

‘Furthermore, it is generally agreed that the figures for the second
quarter were somewhat boosted by another transient effect; namely,
accumulation of inventory in view of a likely steel strike in the third
quarter. When you allow for this extraordinary boosting effect, I think
the growth in the second quarter can only be regarded as dismal and
disappointing.

As a matter of fact, you will notice most people expected a larger
increase in the second quarter, and the evidence for it, if you need
some, 18 Mr. Jones, himself, gives us a chart in which his figure for
the second quarter was $742 billion. That was more or less the modal
forecast, an increase of about $10 billion over the previous quarter.
And the truth has been just over half as much, $6 billion.

Now, it is disappointing to be told the administration is very pleased
with this development.of the economy, and to make us swallow the
proposition that we ought to be satisfied with it.

What have they done? They have merely scaled down the modest
goals they first set up.

So, what they are saying is, “We are doing very well because we are
no longer aiming for something which was too high, but we are aiming
for something lower.”

On top of that, we hear the President’s newly appointed official
spokesman for economic affairs, tell us that we should forget the 3.8
percent about which the administration spoke in the first report to
the Council. As you remember, they spoke of 3.8 percent as the target.
You should forget the 4 percent everybody agreed was the sensible
target, because we are told by Mr. Connally that 4 percent in this coun-
try has never been achieved except in wartime. And, if I may quote
him, he said: “The American people are not willing to continue the
war to get employment down to 4 percent.” N

I submit this is one of the most incredible statements one has ever
heard, particularly coming from an administration which has the
peculiar distinction of having both a war and 6 percent unemploy-
ment. For one thing, it is not even factually correct.

Fuarthermore, Mr. Connally seems to believe that there is indeed a
connection between employment and war, that there is only one way
for this country to have high employment, and that is to have war.
Because he tells us next that the reason why unemployment is high is
because the President has been cutting down on defense expenditures.
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Does he not know one can replace certain expenditures with others?
The administration does not know that there are ways of stimulating
the economy ; that if the defense expenditure finally goes down there
are thousands of things for which we need funds and we can spend
money -on ?

This pretense of satisfaction with the growth of the economy is

articularly disturbing in another respect, because it leaves the admin-
1stration to do nothing in terms of fiscal action, and it also encourages
the kind of sharp criticism of the one Agency which has been pursuing
a sensible policy; namely, the Federal Reserve. Homer Jones has
referred to this so-called rapid growth of the money supply. I would
like, at this point, to comment a little on this latest fad that comes
to us from Chicago, the fad of what I call the money-supply watchers,
watching every wiggle of the series, and who are shouting holy murder
if that series for one moment of one day arises above some magic
figure, say, 5 percent.

I am afraid I must express at this point, Mr. Chairman, that I think
this committee may have some slight responsibility for having en-
couraged that fad by some pronouncement made in the past. As I have
said before this committee, and I will say again, there is no magic
figure; just as there is no magic figure which is appropriate for the
speed of your car. It is not 40 miles an hour or 50, or 60. It depends
on where you are going; it depends on what road you are traveling;
it depends on the conditions of the road. The only way of assessing
what is an appropriate growth of money supply is to ask yourself:
What is the appropriate growth of aggregate demand in a particular
period of time? And many wise and respected economists who have
asked themselves this question, in the fall of last year, have concluded
that for the year 1971, or for most of 1971, the appropriate rate of
growth of the money supply can be no less than 8 percent and probably
substantially higher.

Now, you can ask : How is that figure reached ?

Well, you can reach that figure in two stages. First, you ask yourself
how much of a rise is appropriate in money GNP and then how much
money growth is needed for that GNP rise.

What do we need in terms of money GNP growth ?

First, we need roughly 4 percent which 1s the long-term trend, but
that would not make any dent in the unemployment which we now
have.

We have 2 percent unemployment in excess of the original target,
and even if we got a modest reduction by 1 percent, let us say from
6 to 5, a reduction of 1 percent in unemployment requires approxi-
mately between 2 and 3 percent growth in real output. Four percent
and 2 to 3 percent means 6 to 7 percent. Beyond that, you have to
recognize that prices are presently rising, and no measure we can
take short of creating massive unemployment is going to make the
rate of change of prices substantially below 4 percent. )

Hence, money income needs to rise by something like 7 plus 4, which
makes something like 11 percent which, in effect, is the rate of growth
we have had in the last two quarters. And, as I just pointed out, this
growth was rather on the sluggish side.

So, money income needs to rise something like 10 or 11 percent.
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So, how much must the money supply rise?

If you want velocity to be constant it has to rise as much; but if
you are in a period where you need to bring interest rates down from
where they were, somewhat lower than they were before, then you
need a larger rate of growth of the money supply. Last year, in 1970,
the 3-month Treasury bills rates averaged 6.5 percent. I think this
year we ought to aim at something like 5 percent; not substantially
different from 5 percent. If you are going to bring down the interest
rate by that much, you need an additional amount of growth in the
money supply.

My conclusion is that nothing would surprise me about a required
rate of growth of the money supply in the order of over 10 percent,
if we are to move toward the target of not increasing unemployment
but rather decreasing it, toward a target of 5 percent by the end of
the year.

It is these considerations which lead me to think 10 percent is noth-
ing to be worried about for a while. Mind you, there are conditions
in which 2 percent is too much, but at the present time, under the
present circumstances, 10 percent is fine.

Where does the 5 percent come from ?

From the fact that under normal conditions you will need some-
thing like 3.5 percent for growth of real output, something like 2 per-
cent for price growth, or 5.5 percent. And over the past decade we
have had another circumstance: Interest rates have been gradually
rising, and that allows the money supplies to rise less. Thus 3 to 5
percent was reasonable under the circumstances. Today, the reason-
able figure is more like 10 percent, or over.

Let me add another point: You look at the actual rate of change of
money supply, and it has been more like 12 percent, and everybody
1s terribly excited about this. People look at this money supply, they
look at its wiggling from week to week as though this money supply
had objective existence as though it was something you could touch,
that anybody, any fool, could measure.

How many people realize the amount of adjustment and sophistica-
tion that goes into producing that series?

One starts out, from deposits, makes all kinds of adjustments, makes
all kinds of decisions as to how to treat this and that. The latest
decision on how to treat the liabilities of Edge Act corporations, for
example, is a doubtful conceptual adjustment in order to take care
of certain statistical problems. And, on top of that, you multiply
the figure by some very substantial number which is called the seasonal
adjustment.

Now, I have strong reasons to believe that the seasonal adjustment
1s significantly in trouble since the recent revision of the series. We
will not go into detail here. You will find in a recent release of Sal-
omon Brothers & Hutzler, a comparison of the seasonally adjusted
money supply of 1971 with the money supply of 1970, and you will
find every wiggle that was there in 1970 is there in 1971—just about
every wiggle.

And by the way, in 1970, the money supply in the first half rose
appreciably faster than in the second half. T have taken a little more
trouble and looked back for the last 6 years, and T am able to report
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that in every one of the last 6 years this seasonally adjusted money
supply rose faster from January to July than from July to January.

Now, anybody that knows anything about seasonal adjustments
know that means that, except for a miracle, they are not adjusted
correctly; we seem to underestimate the seasonal adjustments for
the first half of the year; if so, the money supply in the first months
of 1971 has not really been growing as fast as it seems to.

Mind you, I do not want to make too much of possible shortcomings
in the seasonal adjustment of the money supply. My hunch may even
be wrong. Rather, what I am getting at, is that it is foolish to pay
so much attention to the wiggles of the measured money supply, just
as it would be foolish to drive your car using as the sole criterion how
far your speedometer reading deviates from some magic figure, espe-
cially when you know that your speedometer is a pretty erratic gadget.
Furthermore, if at some point you find the speedometer is register-
ing 80 miles an hour, before you bawl out the driver, I suggest you
ask yourself: Are you crawling or driving like mad? And if you look
out the window, you see we are crawling; we are not running like mad.
As a matter of fact, I think the money supply grows too fast in the
first half to prevent the crazy rides in marketplaces.

T would like to point out in particular how easy it is to misread
things. If you look at Mr. Jones, he tells us the rapid expansion of the
money supply led to the rapid decreases, recent rapid decrease, in in-
terest rates. If you look at his two charts, the interest rate chart on
the first page, and the money supply chart on the money-stock page,
you will see that the interest rate fell very much just during the period
when the money supply was rising most slowly; and in the period;
namely, February, they fell very much, through early February while
the money supply rose quite slowly, and they rose very fast since the
so-called seasonally adjusted money supply began to rise very fast.

They rose very appreciably, and my interpretation for this is that
indeed the increase in the money supply went but some of the way
toward accommodating a sporadic increase in demand for money
possibly, in part, of a purely seasonal nature. And I feel with all of
the shouting against the Federal Reserve for running too fast, we are
forcing the Federal Reserve into a restrictive type of policy. They are
squeezing the market now and interest rates are going up in a way
which is totally unjustified. We ought to settle for a sensible target
level of interest rates, subject to adjustment in the light of further
developments and not worry so much about the wiggles of the money
supply.

Now, this brings me to the next question; namely, can we have a
faster expansion of the economy without running into terrible trouble
in our fight against inflation?

Here, I think T understand your concern,and I think it is a justified
concern. Let me develop a few considerations about it. First of all, I
would like to stress that, in terms 'of my own analysis of the economy,
in terms of an extensive analysis of the economy in the postwar period,
I have reason to believe that the present rate of change of prices is out
of control in the sense that it is not a predicable consequence of the
series of events that Mr. Jones described before.
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I completely agree with him, that the inflation was generated by
excessive Government spending, brought about by the war, and com-
pounded by political considerations which prevented the administra-
tion from asking for correct fiscal measures in time, plus some errors
in the money-supply policy. But, again, coming back to the money
supply, we are told from past experience that wherever the money
supply has risen fast there have been horrible consequences, and people.
point to 1967 and 1968.

Well, now, it just turns out these 2 years are totally different. In
1967, the money supply rose, and thank God for it. It did help us to
make that contraction minimal and pull out of it fast. In 1968, on the
other hand, the money-supply growth was excessive. But let’s not lump
them together. There was nothing wrong with the high money growth
of early 1967; in view of the slowdown that was a justified policy as it
Is today.

Essegtia;l-ly, then, we are paying today the delayed price for wrong
policies made in the past. It is my view that the inflation is abating,
and I think it is evident that it 1s. You can refer to the chart that
Mr. Jones has brought over, to the price chart. You will see that every
one of those graphs indicates that the rate of change of prices has
been slowly abating, and it is my view it will continue to abate as long
as we prevent employment from getting too high. As long as we keep
unemployment above the 4.5-percent range, those prices will continue
to slow down toward a 2- to 3-percent long-term growth which will
tend to accompany a 4- to 4.5-percent unemployment rate.

Essentially, then, if we do that, we can expect to move back to a. more
moderate rate of price changes. Furthermore, we can bring that un-
employment rate below 4.5 percent and still have no greater change of
prices, no more than 2.5 to 3 percent, if we are prepared to take a
series of manpower measures which have been suggested, which have
been researched and on which more work needs to be done. And T hope
the research in this area will continue, because I think there is a great
deal of work that can be done in terms of reducing the amount of
frictional unemployment below which we cannot safely go without
creating inflation. .

Anyway, I feel one can take the view that one has to be patient,
let things take their course, look at real output, try to stimulate the
economy, so we move toward a sensible area of unemployment and let
prices gradually take care of themselves. . '

This creates some problems in the balance of payments. Those prob-
lems should be handled by a different kind of reform, reform aimed
at more flexibility in international exchange rates. And I am presently
working ona program in this direction ; so, I need not go into this area
now.

Of course, the American people are impatient. The Senate is im-
patient; the Congress is impatient; and they do not like the idea of
standing back and waiting for the inflationary spiral to gradually
work itself out.

Isthere anything we can do to speed things up ?

There are three answers. Two of these are answers that the “con-
ventional wisdom” proposes: One answer is: depress the economy and
create more unemployment, and, then, maybe prices will stop rising.
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The second solution which belongs to the conventional wisdom is the

solution Professor Galbraith has just advocated, in some form or

another, and has been advocated by other economists; namely, to use

iomedkind of price and wage controls, or some kind of price review
oard.

Like Mr. Jones, I feel this isa hopeless thing to do. I am not against
it because I believe in perfect markets, or in the instant power of
monetary and fiscal mix, or anything like that. I do not believe in it,
because 1t will not work at this time. It will be a clumsy system. If it
is for 6 months, it will do no good. It will take 6 months to get it
going and by then it will be time to disband it.

It 1s my view that under peacetime conditions in this economy noth-
ing really can be achieved by price and wage controls. Can you imagine
Mr. Galbraith deciding what is an appropriate wage settlement in the
steel industry, because that is the kind of thing he would have to get
- into. T cannot see that we are ready, or conditions warrant a measure
of this kind.

I would like to quote Professor Samuelson, when he says that,
“under some conditions, if used very rarely, these kinds of controls
will work.” Let’s not get them worn out in useless circumstances. Let’s
keep them aside until they are really needed.

Is there any measure that can be taken ?

Yes, there 15 a third course, and that is the wise course. If you really
meant it, if you really wanted to bring inflation in wage and prices
quickly under control, the only wise solution is the old and proved
incentive system ; namely, replace “jawboning” with so-called “back-
boning.” This is an expression which has been introduced by Henry
Wallich to refer to tax incentives to resist upward wage pressure. As
you know, suggestions have been made, for instance, to increase the
tax rate for corporations which grant wage increases above some
guidepost agreed figure. I happen to think that this particular ap-
proach, though in principle is reasonable, would face a great deal of
constitutional problems because it would involve diserimination in
taxation. But I would like to suggest an approach which does much
the same thing but is much simpler. That is to say, to apply the gen-
eral principle that the law decides which expenses are deductible for
the computation of taxes. I would say that wage increases in excess of
some established guidepost are not a deductible expense for the purpose
of calculating profits.

If you did that, what would you do?

In effect, any increase in wages granted over and above the agreed
guidepost would come entirely out of net tax profits, instead of 50
percent of it being borne by the Treasury as under the present system.

If you like, I could expand on some further devices.

One could think of some more sophisticated kind of taxation on
which you would impose an excess profits tax on the increase of profits
per dollar sales above some base period and not allowing the deduction
of wage in excess of the agreed amount in computing the markup.

With this second device, the corporation would not find it profit-
able to try to pass on the higher tax burden into higher prices.

These kinds of measures would be applied essentially to the cor-
porate sector, and, indeed, I would not mind their being applied only
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to corporations above a given size, because, and here I do agree with
Professor Galbraith—the problem of wage push nowadays is essen-
tially the problem of big labor. When I said “inflation is abating,” I
was really referring to this: In the less unionized sector, the rate of
change of wages is coming down significantly and will continue to
drift down, but union wages are still rising, and this, in part, reflects
a kind of a catchup phenomenon. During the period of the rapid in-
flation of 1965 through 1969 and 1970, it actually did happen that
competitive market bidding for labor did push up the nonunion wages
faster than the highly unionized wages, and the present endeavor of
“big” unions is to reestablish the differential.

I do not have very much sympathy with that particular enterprise,
and I would have no great qualms about having tax laws which would
make it kind of hard to do that, at least under the present
circumstances.

Now, I feel that if you are willing to face up to the task of quickly
slowing down inflation, you should consider seriously my tax proposal,
though, of course, it would not be a popular measure with big business
and big labor. But otherwise let us stop talking about wanting a quick
end to inflation, and above all let us stop talking about wanting to stop
inflation by a means of prolonging the current high rate of unemploy-
ment, which really falls on that part of society which is less able to
support the burden.

Let me then come to a summary of my recommendation. I would
suggest that the first thing we need to do is to stop giving hell to the
Federal Reserve for doing a good job. ‘

It may be sensible to have a less stimulating monetary policy if we
do engage in a somewhat more stimulating fiscal policy. Then, indeed,
it would be appropriate for the money supply to rise less fast and for
interest rates to edge up. I would prefer, looking to the future, a mix
of policies which would rely less on monetary policy and more on
fiscal policy for a lot of reasons, including the lags involved and in-
cluding balance-of-payment considerations.

But let’s, by all means, try to move ahead; let’s get the economy
moving, and let’s try to get back to a sensible level of unemployment.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Proxarire. Thank you, both of you gentlemen, very
much. You have been certainly most stimulating and interesting. And
that was a fascinating proposal you just made, Mr. Modigliani.

Let me first disabuse you gentlemen of the notion that the Joint
Economic Committee had ever argued at anytime that the increase in
the money supply should be between 3.5 and 5 or 2 and 6 percent. What
we said was that during any quarter in which the Federal Reserve
Board varies from those limits, that they explain to us why. Obviously,
there are times, such as perhaps the present, when it should vary from
that. Then, we want an explanation.

But let me persist with you a bit, Mr. Modigliani, to point out why
some of us feel that some policy like this makes sense.

‘We have seen a number of studies, not only from Mr. Friedman but
other studies of the Federal Reserve Board policies, in which we have
found over the years—not this Board of course but over many years—
that the Federal Reserve Board has often been wrong. In fact, it has
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been wrong far more often than it has been right. One reason for this
is because there is an obvious tendency to respond to the situation that
you have statistics on—and that was last month. And then there is a
lag between the increase in the money supply, for example, and the
stimulus for the economy, or the decrease in money supply’s rate of
increase and the restraint on the economy. That lag may be for a
year; it may be 18 months, and forecasting is still rather primitive.
The National Bureau of Economic Research indicates economic fore-
casting is pretty good for 6 months, and after that you might as well
ask your friendly taxi driver what is going to happen. Economists
just have not been very good.

So, for these reasons, we are concerned with erratic changes which
anticipate the situation 12 or 14 months from now, in which we have
found that the economists are just not very good at forecasting.

What is your response to that ?

Mr. MoprcLiant. Well, I agree with you that there are lags. I think
again, I am very unhappy when Professor Friedman goes around
bandying figures like a 18-month lag. That is really a very inaccurate
statement. What is meant——

Chairman Proxmire. I am not quoting.

Mr. MopicLiaNT. That goes around as the kind of thing being said.

It is quite true that monetary policy operates with lags, which
means that some of its effects are spread over some time. It does not
mean it begins to work 18 months from now; it begins to work right
now. In fact, much of the effect occurs in the second and third quarter,
some spills over into the fourth and fifth.

Now, at the present time, what I am suggesting in order to judge
Federal Reserve policy, is first of all to ask what is the needed increase
in money GNP. I know I need to provide enough money to transact
a larger GNP. Furthermore, if you are talking about the danger of
overheating, I think the danger 1s far away from now. We have a lot
of unemployment, and all of the projections I have seen from anybody
suggests our present policy, assuming the Federal Reserve goes back
to a much tighter policy, reacting to the criticism, is for a very sluggish
continued recovery. :

Chairman Proxmrre. Let me interrupt to see if I can get you and Mr.
Jones on the same track. I do not know how anybody can deny the
fact we are far from a cost-push type of inflation. After all, we have
5.5 million out of work, the largest number in 10 years. Our plant ca-
pacity is operating at 75 percent of capacity. We are far below the situ-
ation in which a sharp increase in demand should cause any projected
shortages. But the argument by Mr. Jones has been quite different. He
said the expectation of an increase in the money supply is the thing
we have to be concerned about. I think that many people share that
view. What is your answer to that?

Mr. MopicLiant. My answer to that is it is most unfortunate that
the people have been sold a bill of goods, and I do agree that right now
the growth of the money supply has become a sensitive issue. In fact,
Professor Friedman has had the gall of bragging about the fact that
whether or not maintaining a money supply growth within 6 percent
is really important, now when everybody believes it, it has become
important.
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I think we need to educate people to the fact there is no such magic
figure, that there are different appropriate figures at anytime—which
does not mean the Federal Reserve is right. 1 agree with you, if you
look at their record it is spotty. Generally, it has been a good record.
I approve of most of the policies they followed from 1969 and 1970.
I think one large error was in 1968. But if T look at the record from
1965 to date, I think, on the whole, it was a good record.

And do not forget, to some extent some of its failures are explained
by the fact the administration was keeping everything confidential and
secret and was not communicating to anyone the extent of the defense
Increases.

The Federal Reserve has to have some information to come out with
what is appropriate. And if they are not told the facts, then you can-
not blame them entirely for having made a mistake.

So, it is true, perhaps, that people are now getting so upset about
that, that you have a hard time bringing down interest rates. Inflation
is abating; I think the expectations are coming down, but everytime
the Fed tries to bring down interest rates, there is a reverse effect be-
cause of the expectation that it will increase inflation. Let’s try to
educate the people to think otherwise, and I think that your commit-
tee could be influential in doing this. I think we have to warn people
that they have been oversold on this. And this is very unfortunate. It
is depriving us of a very valuable tool.

I'think, at the present time, in any event, if my proposition about the
seasonal adjustment is correct, you will find that in the second half of
the year a 6 to 8 percent rate of expansion may prove quite adequate
for what I have in mind, because, in fact, it would be larger. It would
be smaller than appears in the first half and larger than appears in the
second half. .

So, T would think that probably something which would be more or
less acceptable, 6 to 8, might prove sufficient. But I would not want
to venture a very hard guess on this, because it is hard. You know,
you have to play by ear to some extent. I am just saying: Let’s not get
overscared if it takes continued expansion.

Chairman Proxmigre. Mr. Jones.

Mr. Jones. Well, I said that I thought I agreed with 75 percent of
what Mr. Galbraith said, and when Franco Modigliani started out,
I thought I agreed with 85—this went to 90, 95, and up to about 99
percent agreement. He is quite right, that in a short term sense, there
is too much made of the money supply figures; that we have to think
of them as they develop over a considerable period of time.

Chairman Proxumire. How about the specific point he makes, 6 to 8
percent increase of money supply for the rest of the year might be
desirable ?

Mr. Jones. I said 4 to 5. So, I feel he is too generous about the
thing. And I think we try to manage these things with too fine a
hand.

Both he and I agree about lags and about imprecision of our knowl-
edge, and I agree that things are working out in a gradual way, im-
proving the employment situation. So, I feel that we will best and most
reliably get what we want, if we, in effect, sit tight. We are on a rea-
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sonable average course, both budget and monetary-wise and we should
not think that we can guess with precision what to do.

With respect to the seasonal adjustment matter the experiences we
have had indicate Professor Madigliani may be right. It has been
very discouraging. Whether he is right now, that the seasonal adjust-
ment is off in a certain way, I don’t know. I have never been able
to feel we could outguess the seasonal adjusters. We must wait for
them to examine new information. So, I think for the time being the
figures might be accepted as.facts.

Chairman ProxMrire. Mr. Jones, you seem to advocate pretty much
of a sit-tight policy all along. You want to hold down the increase
in money supply to 4 or 5 percent. You indicate we should not change
fiscal policy, either by tax reductions or expenditure increases that
would stimulate the economy. We have close to 6 percent unemploy-
ment now. If you recognize the problems with the statistics we have
got for the last month, we do not seem to be making any progress
with that. Most of the economists seem to agree that unemployment
is going to be very high, 5 or 5.5 percent. That does not seem to
bother you very much.

Don’t you think we have a moral obligation to do something about
people, Americans who want to work, especially when reducin,«@; the
amount of unemployment would not increase demand inflation

Shouldn’t we try to design policies that would both increase de-
mand, putting these people to work, and at the same time restrain
whatever kind of expectation, whatever sort of inflation that might
bring in? '

Mr., Jonrs. Well, T regret the unemployment. as much as anybody,
and the hardship as much as anybody, but I think we are oversold
on what we’can do and how we can do it. You know, to bring up
an old subject. I think we were oversold on the effects of fiscal policy
in 1968. We were told that it was going to cure everything then In
a great hurry, and it did not.

We have popular ideas about how much we can do and about the
efficacy of fine tuning which really have no basis in fact. I think the
best we can do is to avoid making tremendous mistakes, and we have
in the past made tremendous mistakes on both sides. We are, un-
fortunately, at the present time, paying the price for some of these
past mistakes. :

Chairman Proxmigre. I am not talking about so much fine tuning.
Here we have a situation where we have a tremendous demand for
housing, for example. If we were operating at the 2.6 million housing
rate which my amendment put in the Housing Act of 1968, we would
have 1.5 million more people at work. That 1s one area.

We have enormous demands in health.

We have great demands in combating pollution.

We have great need to improve many other areas, including man-
power training in a far more imaginative and vigorous way. All these
things would make a stronger country.

And you have a general feeling—frankly, T have not shared it;
maybe I am beginning to change my mind, but I have not shared the
feeling that seems quite common in the public, that we ought to have
wage and price controls.
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My questionnaire to my State shows that 70 percent of the people
in Wisconsin would like to see wage-price controls put into effect,
because they feel that we have to combat inflation. We also ought to
move ahead and do all the things they want to have done. And yet
you seem to advocate holding down in these areas of public expendi-
ture which are necessary if we are going to achieve these things I
talk about.

Mr. Jones. Well, I agree human beings have unlimited wants. We
have unlimited needs. I never thought, or never belonged to the school
of thought, that we had only limited wants or needs and that we have
a basic situation of excessive production or productive potential. We
have problems which Congress should consider, continually decide
about the division of the gross national product between the public
sector and the private sector. The total private sector is now amount-
ing to about 32 percent of the GNP, and I am not saying it should
not be 40 or 50

Chairman Proxmire. I am very sympathetic with the notion we have
to be very careful about moving the public sector too much into the
act, because I do not think, by and large, this is as eflicient as the
private sector is in many areas, at least. But housing would be over-
whelmingly the private sector. What concerns me about the policy
you advocate—and there is a difference of a 4-percent increase and
an 8-percent increase in the money supply. I think a 4-percent increase
could be devastating to housing. It could mean higher interest rates.
By far the biggest element in the cost of a home is the cost of the
money. From the calculations we have, about 60 percent of the total
cost of the monthly payments are in interest costs. And if we hold
down the supply money, I cannot see any other effect but higher in-
terest rates.

Mr. Jones. We disagree as to how we might get lower interest rates.
We had the rise in the interest rates in the last few months, in spite
of the most rapid increase in the money supply we have had in the -
entire post-war period. I think we need low interest rates. I hate a
high interest rate world. I think the solution is a greater propensity
to save and, shall I say, getting rid of the inflation. We need to look
at the problem of what funds are to be available in housing at reason-
able terms over the next 10 years and not be misled by the immediate
situation and possibly make the situation worse over a longer period.

Mr. MobrerLiant. Could I make a couple of comments, Mr. Chairman %

Chairman Proxmire. Yes.

Mr. MopieLiant. First of all, Mr. Jones has referred—as it is popular
now—to the tax increase of 1968 as a failure. I would like to recom-
mend to anybody to take a look at the recent study which was pub-
lished by Brookings which went into a detailed analysis of the 1968
episode and concluded the increase in tax in 1968 had precisely the
effect which had been anticipated—if anything, it had effects a little
larger than was anticipated. The reason why we had inflation none-
theless was because everybody underestimated the power of other
sources of demand. It is not that it did not work; it had its dampening
effect, but it was not sufficient in the light of all other circumstances.

The second point I would like to bring out is the following. I have
refrained from referring to this point, because it sounds partisan. I
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want to be clear that I do not belong to any party, and I did not vote
for the democratic candidate, but I do feel that I have a certain mis-
trust with the way the current administration is going about things.
What I am concerned with is the following thing, that if we have a
slow recovery in 1971, as we seem to have, and we are approaching
election time, there will be all kinds of measures taken to stimulate
the economy quickly at that time, to be sure we get through the election
time with a reasonable level of employment, and then we will be pick-
ing exactly the wrong tactic; namely, going slowly when we are far
away from the the full employment goal, and running quickly when
we get close to the goal, with a large chance to overshooting it.

I would urge now that we have plenty of slack to push demand and
be prepared to restrain it later. In this sense I would suggest attention
be given to fiscal measures which are quickly reversible. IFor instance,
temporary tax cuts on excise taxes have the correct character in terms
of impact and expectational effects.

Also, T weuld very much like to urge Congress, if you are really
concerned with wage increases and price increases—to take a real look
at using taxation which is simple, which is in our tradition, which can
be enforced easily and not try to set up complicated measures. The
public may say they are in favor of price and wage controls. They do
not realize what it means to administer them, to put them into effect,
and Mr. Galbraith himself knows exactly what miserable experience
he had with OPA. During the war there was reasonably good com-
pliance, when the war was over, the thing just broke down. I have
no reason to think it would be any better this time. So, I do not think
that that is the way to go. Let’s think about tax measures.

Chairman Proxmire. I understand you are in a particularly good
position to talk about controls, because you have been studying that
and studying the Phillips curve heavily.

Mr. Mobigriant. That is correct.

Chairman Proxmire. What do you think about the estimate by Pro-
fessor Galbraith which was startling to me, that he thinks the whole
job could be done, in the first place, by a freeze that would last 6
months and then use only a few hundred people here in Washington
with no regional offices, and designing a system that would only con-
trol a few hundred corporations—maybe a thousand altogether—that
you could get your results of stabilizing prices in spite of a sharp in-
crease in demands?

Mr. MopicLianT. Let me say this, to put things in perspective, he
did not say “despite large increases in demands.” He presupposed that
we keep demand under control.

Chairman Prox»mre. But he did not say it, but I would take it that
he would advocate it. He has advocated, consistently, throughout the
years a very sharp increase.

Mr. MoprcLiant. His statement refers explicitly to “a fiscal and
monetary policy that maintains a general balance between aggregate
demand and supply.”

My view is, that in the present situation, I just do not believe that a
couple of hundred people in Washington could do anything significant
about holding down prices and wages. Except perhaps in one sense:
There are millions of prices, as large corporations have thousands upon
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thousands of produects with all kinds of variations and permutations
while the wage rates subject to collective bargaining are much fewer.
So, perhaps, what in effect would happen is you could sit on wages
under the appearance of sitting on everything..

Now, that has some possibility, but I, frankly, do not know how
easy 1t would be to get this kind of a measure through. Yes, it has some
possibilities. :

Chairman Proxmire. Tt might be a little easier to get through that,
however, than your proposal of imposing taxes, although it is a very
intriguing and very interesting thing, and I intend to discuss that with
other Senators and Members of the House, because I think it has other
possibilities.

Has this ever been tried elsewhere ?

Mr. Mobreriant. I have not searched the literature. It occurred to
me independently. I understand that it has been proposed in England
by the economists for a while. And I think they may have similar
attention from other countries. I will try to investigate this and will
communicate with you. '

Chairman Proxuire. You feel there would be no need of having this
kind of restraint on marginal firms whose taxes might be very small %

Mr. MoprerLiant. You see, I think this could be limited to corpora-
tions with assets above a certain size, because I think the problem is
there. It is really with the large firms dealing with big labor that the
problem lies. And if you can scotch the incentive for them to give wage
increases, the increase for the rest of the wages is already coming
down; so, I think you would need to concentrate on that sector.

Chairman Proxmire. Mr. Jones, when would you say the rapid first
half growth of money supply would have an impact on the GNP*

Mr. Jones. Well, I agree with Mr. Modigliani, that this is a dis-
tributed lag. When I was at the Federal Reserve Bank in St. Louis,
our investigations tended to show effect over a period of about 18
months with possibly concentration of effect in the third quarter. We
may distinguish. between the effect on GNP and the effect on prices.
We have thought that the effect on GNP might average, say, about
9 months, that is three quarters, while the price effect is still later,
after a subsequent lag. :

Chairman Proxuire. I understand the St. Louis model predicts that
with a 9 percent greater growth in the money stock we should expect
6 percent real growth sometime toward. the end of 1972. The inflation
would intensify in 1973. Is that a correct summary ? e

Mr. Jones. Well, I think Mr. Modigliani would agree that the.
further out you go with these things the less certain they. are.

Mr. Mop1GLIANT. 100 percent agreement.

Mr. JoxEs. Yes; we think that the rapid money growth would mean
we would not have a near-term improvement in inflation, but in the
near term, say of a year, it would not mean an acceleration of inflation,
but we would expect that then to come along at some later time.

Chairman Prox»ire. What do you foresee if we follow this policy ?
How do you see unemployment the rest of this year and 19722

Mr. Mop16LIANT. Are you talking to me? o

Chairman Proxmige. First, Mr. Jones, and, then, Mr. Modigliani.
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Mr. Moprerzant. Would you specify, if you follow the current policy
of doing nothing, essentially? ' .

Chairman Proxmire. First, with respect to fiscal policy, freeze it as
Mr. Jones advocates, and then with respect to monetary policy, the 9
percent growth rate followed by 6 percent the rest of the year.

Mr. Jo~es. T have thought, and I guess researchers at the Federal
Reserve have thought—we are not terribly optimistic about how
rapidly the unemployment rate would decline. Of course, I have some
inclination to disagree with the common ideals in this respect: I do not
know how the 4 percent got invented and became an article of faith.
I observed that the inflation really took off in 1965, when unemploy-
ment declined below 5 percent. Five percent unemployment is bad,
a'nlgl 4 percent unemployment is bad. In a sense, any unemployment
is bad. . , Lo .

But given our institutional structures, what our labor markets are
like and their imperfections, we have some unemployment, and I am
not sure but what 5 percent is a more realistic figure than 4 percent.

Chairman Proxmire. Then, you share views of the administration’s
present economic spokesman that 4 percent is a myth——

Mr. Jones. Yes;itis something people started talking——

Chairman Proxyire (continuing). And 5 percent is a more logical
figure, if you are going to restrain high prices? S

Mr. Jones: I cannot s$hy exdctly about this kind of thing, But it is
my tendency to feel that way, right." -

Chairman ProxmMire. Mr. Modigliani. o o

Mr. MopreLiant. Well, first about the ‘facts, I have earlier disputed
Mr. Connally’s assertion about 4 percent rate being achieved only in
war periods. I havé done some checking, and T found 5 peacetinie years
in the postwar period in which thé unemplojment Tate has been hover-
ing very close to 4 percent, a little’above, a little below. I think it is
1947-48, 1953, and I believe 1956-57. There are five such periods.

Furthermore, 1 was,looking for the figures, but, actually, the rapid
rate of change of prices did not begin in'1966 when unemployment,
indeed; began to get to'4 percent and below. From the St. Lous pub-
lication, “National Economic Trends,” I note that in 1965 the 'growth
of the GNP deflatoi’was only 1.7 peregnt. ~ ~ * = = - . .

I do'not believe there is'a magic figure. I do believe there is a long-
run tradeoff between the rate of change of pricés and the rate of un-
employment for a given’ set of labor market institutions. But these
institutions can be ‘changed sp that the tradeoff can -bé made more
favorable. And I repeat, we need-to 160k moére and give nore attention
and more energy-and funds to training ‘programs for increasing the
efficiency of placement and variety of programs which ¢an improve
thetradeoff. °~ -~ -~ - o0 T E v

Mr. Jones. I agree with that " = - " . '

Mr. Mop1eL1aNT.'So, there is nothing magic. All ¥ am saying is 6
percent is real high. . , SR -

Chairman Proxmigre. I do not. want you ‘fellows to agree too much.
Do you agree with the notion that in the short run we obviously cannot
do all of these things that we would like to'do to overcome structural
unemployment ?' ' B

67-650—71——9
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Do you think it is practical and feasible to get unemployment down
to 4 percent with a simultaneous policy to combat serious inflation?

Mr. MobieLiaNI. No; I will be fgank about this. I think something
like 4.5 percent is more likely, more sensible, until I see evidence we
are doing something about manpower programs.

Chairman ProxMIRe. You have an incentive tax system. If we put
that into effect, do you think we can get down to 4 percent?

Mr. MobpicLianI. Perhaps. But 1 would like to think of that as a
transient measure to cut short the present inflationary spiral.

Chairman Proxmtre. So, I understand you to say that we should
follow policies of getting unemployment down to 4.5 percent, but if
we go any further it might be irresponsible ? .

- Mr. MopicrLrant. It might be too much, unless we have accompany-
ing manpower policies. ‘ :

Chairman Prox»igre. Wait a minute. That is a big “unless.”

What kind of accompanying manpower policies? :

Mr. MopicrLiant. That would be a long story. We have with us
Prof. Charles Holt, who is an expert in this area. He has written and
worked in this area. Perhaps, you should ask him sometime to appear
before you and tell you about it. He has actually worked out a vack-
age. He has spent much time working on this with a team of experts.

The ‘programs he would advocate would include things like retrain-
ing programs, subsidies to people who want to move; it includes
increasing efficiency of the employment service in a variety of direc-
_ tions, including the incentive not to look” at the number of place-
ments but how stable those placementsare.” *

‘Heé thinks a program of this kind, which-has # sizable cost, I should
say—runs in the billions—would be able in somé years, in some time,
to shift perhaps the minimal anemployment which would go with a
2-percent, rate of prices from 4.5, to perhaps 38, or 2.5 percent.

Chairman Proxmire. Do you have any.idea what effect on-the
economy it would have if we followed the;pélicy of the House of
Representatives, which I think it has started, of providing for a
family assistance program, guaranteed annual income of $2,800 to
a, family of four? _— LT T -

What would that do in keeping other things about as they are?

Mr. MopicLiant. First of all,. I must say that, I am personally not
yet convinced those programs will work. I am still very much con-
cerned with the-incentive effect of those;programs:. :

This issue is a delicate one, because you have here one issue on which
Professor Friedman and Professor Tobin agree and, as you know, they
are at the antipodes in many. other respects. Here.I stand alone and
disagree. My view. is, at least, we do not, yet, know the incentive effects
of that kind of a proposal, whether the incentive effects are large
enough to really create serious problems in-terms of the supply of
labor and in terms of tax evasion. I am very much concerned about the
tax evasion aspect of it. v

_Chairman Proxuige. I agree with that; I have very serious reserva-
tions as to any kind of a guaranteed income, but let us assume we put
it into effect. Can you give us your conglusions? . C

Mr. Monreriaxt. Obviously, that would be an additional stimulus.
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Chairman Proxmrire. A considerable proportion, as I understand it,
would be $17 billion, or something like that. I understand that $3,200
would be about $20 billion.

Mr. Mobieriant. That I regard as absolutely undefensible. $3,200
strikes me

Chairman Proxanre. I thonght it was $2,800.

Mr. MopreLraxt. Whatever the figure, the calculation is compli-
cated by the fact that together with that program there are supposed
to be savings in other programs. I do not really have in mind a sensi-
ble estimate of what the net contribution would be. But, of course, that
1s equivalent to an increase of fiscal stimulus unless it is offset by high
taxes. So, that might be a way to go. But that, of course, is very pernra-
nent and not quickly reversible. That is the kind of program that
ought to be done in terms of the longrun program rather than in terms
of what it takes now to get the economy moving.

Chairman Proxaire. Would either of you gentlemen want to com-
ment on the recent Federal Reserve Board discount rate increase, as
to whether you think it is justified or not justified ?

Mr. MopreLiaxi. I think we probably agree that is a very trivial
technical move.

Mr. Jones. Yes; I think when you were absent I made my remark
about that, but I think the whole discount rate

Chairman Proxanre. I heard that. T just wondered if you thought
this latest one

Mr. Jones. I think it was appropriate, just lagging behind what
happened to market rates and removing what would otherwise be
a bonanza to those banks that happen to borrow, and being quite
appropriate.

Mr. MopicrianN1, We happen to be in complete agreement about this
angle except one thing, the only thing that may be ominous about it,
if 1t is an indication that from now on we try to tighten—in other
words, the rise in the discount rate announces a program of increasing
short term market rates, first catching up with them and then increas-
ing them further, if it gives us notice from now on “We are going to
squeeze the market and try to nudge the bills rate up to 6,” then, I
think it is dangerous.

Chairman Proxmire. Is there a recent change by the Federal Re-
serve of changing the discount rate more rapidly so it would not have
this psychological effect ?

Mr. MopieLiant. Right.

Chairman Proxmire. Would you agree, Mr. Jones, you have to in-
crease it when you have a situation such as this; otherwise, it would
provide a windfall unintentionally ¢

Mr. Jongs. Yes.

Chairman Proxmire. Thank you very much, gentlemen. You have
been most helpful witnesses and most responsive.

The committee will stand in recess until tomorrow, in room G-308,
and we will hear from Professor Dingle, Professor Gordon, Professor
Levy, and Professor Shapiro.

Whereupon, at 12 :45 p.m., the committee was recessed, to reconvene
at 10 a.m., Wednesday, July 21, 1971.)
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‘The committee met, pursuant to call at 10:10 a.m., in room G-308,
New Senate Office Bugdmg, Hon. Martha 'W. Griffiths (member of
the committee) presiding.

Present : Representative Guﬁiths a,nd Senator Proxmire (chalrman
of the committee).

Also present: John R. Stark, executive dnector Comtelny M.
Slater, economist ; and Ge01 ze D Krumbhaar, Jr., minority counsel

OPFNING STATEMENT OF RI‘I’RESE\’I‘ATIVE GRIFFITHS

* Representative Grrrrrras. This morning we are continuing our mid-
year review of the eéonomy. Yesterday we heard extremely inter-
esting testimony from three very distinguished economists. They
zwxeed that the outlook is most 01oomy Unemployment is going to
remain high and inflation is not going to abate very much. Yet thev “dis-
agreed on what should be done. .

“We heard a very interesting proposwl from Mr. Galbraith for price
controls and another very interesting proposal from Mr. Modigliani
for guidelines backed up by tax penalties. Mr. Jones was not optnms—
tic about the success of either of these approaches.

We also discovered disagreements about the wisdom of additional
fiscal stimulants and about the best specific measures to use if more
stimulants were desired. Similarly, we heard recommendations for
widely varying degrees of monetary growth. So qlleqdy we have had
a wide range of pohcv alternatives pr esented.

This morning, and also Thursday and Friday morning, we' will
continue to explore these alternatives. By the conclusion of these hear-
ings, we hope'to have established a basis for buildiiig a consensus on
what must be done to get the country out of the preSent economic
mess.

This morning we have a panel of four economic experts, Miss Mona
E. Dingle, a professor of economics, of the University of Missouri—
I am a graduate of that unnnrs1ty—a former staff member of the
Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve, and an expert on mone-
tary policies’; Mr. Robert J. Gordon, a professor of economics at the
University of Chicago and author of the recent Brookings study, en-
titled “Inflation in Recesswn and Recovery”; Mr. Michael Levy, di-
rector of Tconomm Pohcy Resedrch fo1 ‘the Conference Bo'u"d ‘md.
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author of a number of Conference Board publications, including the
very cogent and helpful analysis of the President’s budget; and Mr.
Harold Shapiro, a professor of economics at the University of Michi-
gan, where he helped develop the Michigan forecasting model of the
U.S. economy.

‘We are very grateful to all of you for appearing this morning.
Since we do have four witnesses and a lot of questions I would like to
ask all of you to limit your statements to 10 or 15 minutes. The full
text of your prepared statement will, of course, be printed in the
hearing record. : , ‘

Senator Proxare. Could I just interrupt at that point?

Representative GrirriTns. Yes. :

Senator Prox»ire. Mrs. Griffiths, first T want to thank you very,
very much for taking over. - :

Second. T want to apologize to you and the very distinguished mem-
bers of this panel. I will not be able to be here this morning. Unfor-
tunately, the leadership has decided to take up the Lockheed bailout
this morning and we are going to be on that for some time and. there-
fore. T just have to be on the floor. ) :

I had planned to be here and T have looked forward very enthusi-
astically to being here. T read your prepared statements which are all
excellent and most helpful and I certainly expect to read the responses
to the questions by Mrs. Griffiths and by others in the course of the
hearing this morning. But T do want to thank you very, very much for
coming. Again, I apologize. R :

Representative Grrirrrriis. Thank you.

Miss Dingle, will you please lead off.

STATEMENT OF MONA E. DINGLE, PROFESSOR OF ECONOMICS,
’ UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURI ’

Miss Drxerr. It is my understanding my being first is strictly alpha-
ibetical and not because T am a woman.

Representative Grirrrris. Right.

Miss Diverr. T think all of you have my prepared statement. T will
gkip through it and make additional comments along the way. I think
‘my prepared statement makes it clear T am one of the least optimistic
:about being able to increase employment rapidly, even if we forgo
wur-gevl of curbing inflation. and T am also one of the least optimistic
-abotit {the prospect of purely voluntary prices and wage controls.

Concerned as I am about the level of unemployment, I think that it
svouldl ‘be a mistake to carry out excessively expansionary fiscal and
mionstary policies. not onlv berause of my concern about inflation but
wlso hecause T doubt the effectiveness of such policies to increase em-
iplovment at a greatly increased rate in the short run, given the cur-
‘rent elasticity of price expectations and the structural problems with
“which we are faced. We can indeed increase gross national product
in entrent dollars if we expand Government spending and the money
:supply enough, but it will be little consolation if the increase shows
wp almost entirely in the form of price inflation. - - -

Inflation has become less unacceptable to manv economists in recent
wears, both because it has been widely believed that within the cur-
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rent institutional framework price increases are likely to be accom-
panied by a higher level of employment than stable prices and because
an increasingly large proportion of the public has been able to take
steps to protect itself against the effects of inflation. The more suc-
cessful the public is in protecting itself against the effects of inflation,
however, the less successful price increases are in encouraging or per-
mitting an increase in output.

A striking characteristic of the recent inflation has been the extent
to which various groups have become both more aware of the infla-
tion taking place and better able through economic or political means
to obtain Increases in incomes to compensate for present and expected
future increases in prices. To the extent that contracts for wages,
interest, and other payments are written to allow for the expected
depreciation of the dollar, the stimulative effect of the price increase
is reduced, at the same time that the expectation of price increase
tends to fulfill itself. '

There are, of course, still some groups who have been unable to pro-
tect themselves against the effects of price increases—and the plight
of these groups has been aggravated by the rapidity with which
prices and other incomes have chased each other up. For those persons
who expect to have future expenses that are large in relation to ex-
pected mcomes, inflation may have a perverse effect on expenditures.
The classic response to recognition of inflation is to increase expendi-
tures in anticipation of price increases, to draw down assets and in-
crease debts in anticipation of a decline in the value of the dollar.
The extent to which expenditures can be meaningfully anticipated
is limited, however. Meanwhile fixed value assets tend to depreciate in
real value, while stocks and even long term bonds may involve more
market risk in the short run than seems appropriate. The high level
of-saving that has been taking place recently undoubtedly reflects
uncertainty about the ability to meet future commitments at rising
prices as well as uncertainty about employment prospects in the near
future. :

Another reason for my unwillingness to see excessively expansion-
ary fiscal and monetary policy pursued in an attempt to minimize
unemployment is the structural nature of some of the current unem-
ployment. I have been impressed with the concern of this cominittee
with the necessity for appropriate manpower policy as-well as appro-
priate policy with respect to aggregate demand. It is difficult to esti-
mate how much of the unemployment in a cyclical industry is cyclical
in nature and how much reflects longer run forces. It seems unlikely,
however, that the demand for aerospace engineers will reach its former
peak. The same thing is true of Ph. D.’s in economics and a number of
other areas,

Despite the difficulties discussed, aggregate demand and produc-
tion do seem to be increasing, although at an unsatisfactory rate.

To encourage further expansion without encouraging inflation, fis-
cal and monetary policies 'should be moderately expansionary in the
near future. I would hope that we could avoid the sharp shifts in
the mix between fiscal and monetary policies that have sometimes
occurred in the past. Experience has shown that the domestic economy
functions most satisfactorily when both sets of policies have similar
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objectives, with changes in interest rates and in the cash budget both
responding to variations in the strength of private demand.

“Theshortrun balance-of-payiients position should not be a major
factor in monetary policy determination. A given change in aggre-
gate demand has similar effects on the underlying balance of pay-
ments position whether brought about predominantly by fiscal or by
monetary policy, and other ways should be devised to take care of
shortrun fluctuations brought about by international variations in
economic conditions anid consequently in interest rates.

It is difficult to make an apriori judgment with respect to a satis-
factory change in the money supply in the near future, particularly
in the light of the sharp, apparently largely unintentional, expan-
sion in the first half of this year. In any case I do not believe that 4
precise rate of growth can be specified as appropriate. Among other
developments affecting the relationship between money and expendi-
tures ‘in recent years havé been the sharp changes in the supply of
money substitutes—both savings deposit and shares and money mar-
ket instruments. Some 6f these changes have been cyclical; some,
although initially in response to cyclical developments, have changed
market and portfolio “structures for the foreseeable future. More-
over, I do not think one can lose sight of the possibility that a liquidity
crisis may develop from sudden shifts in the attitude toward assets
or debts and that the central bank should be free to deal with such a
developmeént as necessary. - - o

Yet anothér reason why I am reluctant 'to set a definite goal for
monetary policy over the short run lies in the seasonal adjustment
problem. The extent and timing of seasonal changes in money, as in
employment. not only vary from year to year but depend in part on
the stage of the cycle itself:. . '

If T had to set a goal for changes in the quantity of money for the
second half of 1971, T would arrive at a seasonally adjusted annual
expansion of 4 to 5 pércent. I believe that this, together with the sharp
increase early this year. would provide for as large an increase in
expenditures as we are likely to obtain without strongly inflationary
developments. T would' also-expect a continnation of the rapid in-
crease in holdings of commercial bank time deposits and savings and
loan shares, although probably at somewhat reduced rates.

If the -growth of:the money supply does not exceed a 4 to 5 percent,
annual rate, we can probably look forward to a continuation of inter-
est rates close to current levels, with perhaps some- further increase
in short term rates. T believe that the relatively high rates for a period
of-unemployment reflect more the continuation of inflationary ex-
pectations on the part of both lenders and borrowers than a shortage
of available credit.. . ... . o oo L0 T -

T would say I do not feel the interest rate level is unimportant in
the long run. T think T would. probably put moré emphasis than-most
people on: the importance-of interest rates.as a capitalization factor.
But T think the recent experience has simplv: shown ‘the monetary
authorities do not know .what a. given level of neminal interest rates
meéans wnder preseht circumstances, with'the reénlt that we have had-a
ston-and-go monetary - policy which..I' think thas. had.unfavorableé
TePereussionss 1ol, it o s g i e T
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Concern has been expressed that the increase in interest rates would
have a seriously depressing effect on the housing market, which has
responded favorably to the increase in credit availability. As I read
the history of the postwar housing market, its problems in periods of
tight money have reflected not so much the high interest rates as such,
but rather a variety of restrictions in the mortgage market that have
prevented mortgages from competing with other credit instruments on
an interest rate basis for the limited supply of available funds. Mort-
gage credit seems to be readily available in most parts'of the country
at the present time. If funds are competed dway from the mortgage
market at a time when an appropriate overall volume of dredit is
being made available, it will be because other demands have increased.

If concern is with the supply of housing as such rather than with
the effect on aggregate demand, the solution'should'be sought in-chang-
ing the structure of the mortgage market, rather than in maintaining
artificially low rates of interest generally. ~~ --"° "~ . .~

I believe that changes that have already taken place dre sufficient
to prevent a repetition of the disruptive developments that we'saw in
1966 and. in a less acute form, in 1969. The uncompétitively'low ceiling
on FHA-insured and VA-guaranteed.loans should be raised or
eliminated. I ' SR S

T think if we do away with the restrictions on thé mértgage market,
we might find we have much larger movemeénts'in overall interest
rates—on a real if not a nominal basis—than we have'had in the past.
11)311(: concern with thcla mortgage market would call 'fPr removing further

arriers. o o O

I should like to plead against any ¢hange that would involve the
Federal Reserve directly in the mortgage market either by purchasing
mortgages or mortgage-backed securities or by giving such assets a
preferred position as collateral for loans. Reserve management is a
sufficiently difficult task without giving the Federdl Reserve ‘special
responsibility for the supply of funds m individual private markets.
Moreover. history shows that there is nio necéssdary relationship between
assets sold to the Federal Reserve or offeréd 'as collateral for loans and
the use made of funds acquired in this way. = o ’

I am not in favor of introducing public works programs or other
temporary expenditure programs as a means of increasing employ-
ment. I believe that expenditure programs should be dotermined on
the basis of social priorities, and I do not believe that experience
demonstrates the feasibility of turning programs on and off in an
attempt to offset changes in private demands.

1 welcome the tax cuts that have been made at the Federal level. I
deplore the fact that so many State and local governmental units have
felt that they had to increase taxes, particularly regressive taxes like
sales taxes which are particularly likely to reduce demand: While the
increase in the social security tax base was postponed and the pre-
viously scheduled rate increase that went into effect was small, I find
it difficult to find an economic justification for handling social security
taxes separately from the overall tax structure. A further reduction
in taxes at this time might fuel inflationary fires both through the
psychological effect on the public and through-the increase of pres-
sure that the financing problem- might create for an excessively ex-
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pansionary monetary policy. I might say that my feeling that tax
reduction should be postponed has been somewhat modified by seeing
the savings figure of the second quarter.

I have thus far avoided the question of whether either voluntary
or compulsory price and wage controls would make the goals of rapidly
increasing employment, and curbing price increases less incompatible
than they now appear. The advantages that such controls would have
if successful are obvious—the immediate stabilization of prices, the
wiping out of inflationary psychology, the assurance that any increases
achieved in aggregate demand would show up as increases in output.
The dangers are almost equally obvious—the tendency to frecze the
status quo in price and wage relations at a time when disequilibria in
‘current relations and changes in future demand-supply relations are
likely to- be particularly great, the temptation to pursue overly ex-
pansionary fiscal and monetary policies as long as resulting pressures
are partly concealed, the danger of further straining credibility and
enhancing the perversity of expectations if too many adjustments
prove necessary. : : _ -

In my opinion, the disadvantages apply equally to voluntary and

compulsory controls, but chances for success with voluntary controls
would be very limited. I believe that most groups now pressing for
wage and price increases feel -that they have a real need- for relief.
In considerable part, of course, this attitude involves a heritage from
the inflation we have been experiencing, with the desire to catch up
strong on the part-of those groups temporarily left behind in the
price-wage race. The problem may reflect in part also a longer run
conflict in the allocation of economic and political power. The vesult
is.that reallocation of real incomes tends to be brought about by in-
flation, with the incidence shifting among groups and largely unre-
lated to the intent of our tax policy.
- In this environment I would:be willing to accept témporarily: the
additional rigidities involved in price and wage controls if T were
convinced; that' they would work.' By, benefit of hindsight, T would
recommend the imposition of compulsory price and wage controls in
late 1969 or early 1970 to convince the public of the seriousness of the
intent to combat inflation. ¥ fear, however, that the psychological
moment has passed and that the necessity-of permitting upward -ad-
justments-to take care of even the most obvious distortions would be
likely to increase rather than lessen the perversity of expectations.

Thank you, ... e o ooy = .

(The prepared statement of Miss Dingle follows:) . .

h . ] .
., PREPARED STATEMENT OF MoNA E. DINGLE

.T'am very happy to have this opportunity to discuss economic conditions and
_policies with Members of this Committee. :

This is a very difficult period. In recent months we have seen a continuing
high rate of inflation while the unempléyment rate remained the highest in a
decade; an increase in interest rates while the money supply was increasing
rapidly in .a period of depressed demand;'and-a currency crisis while interest
rate differentjgls between .the .United .States and Burope were. narrowing. Not
only have we committed ourselves to.a number of objectives which seem to be in
confli¢t under present circumstances—price stability, a high level of employment,
ecomomic growth, eqiilibriuii in 'the baldnce 6f payments; the maintenance. of
free market processes—but we do ndt_know .tHe trade-off among them. Problems
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inherent in the multiplicity of goals are enhanced at the present time by struc-
tural problems and by expectational factors which, while in considerable part a
heritage from our inflationary experience, have shown little response to recent
changes in fiscal and monetary actions. Under these circumstances it is tempting
to concentrate on the one problem most in evidence at the moment, to overesti-
mate the immediate effects of available actions on that measure, and to under-
estimate the costsin terms of other objectives.

Two years ago we decided to concentrate on curbing inflationary develop-
ments. I think that it was probably .a necessary decision, although there are
details of timing and execution that I would question. The mistake lay in lead-
ing the public to expect a much more rapid conquest of inflation and a much
smaller increase in unemployment than there was any reason to expect at the
time, a position which has strained the credibility of the public and enhanced
-expectational barriers to effective future action. Now there seems to be a growing
willingness to strike out against the unemployment problem with all available
means and to let the goal of curbing inflation go by default.

Concerned as I am about the level of unemployment, I think that it would be
a mistake to carry out excessively expansionary fiscal and monetary policies,
not only because of my concern about inflation but also because I doubt the
effectiveness of such policies to increase employment at a greatly increased rate
in the short run, given the current elasticity of price expectations and the struc-
tural problems with which we are faced. We can indeed increase gross national
product in current dollars if we expand government spending and the money
supply enough, but it will be little consolation if the increase shows up almost
entirely in the form of price inflation.

Inflation has become .less unacceptable to many economists in recent years
both because it has been widely believed that within the current institutional
framework price increases are likely to be accompanied by a higher level of em-
ployment than stable prices and because an increasingly large proportion of the
public has been able to take steps to protect itself against the effects of inflation.
The more successful the public is in protecting itself against the effects of infla-
tion; however, the less successful price increases are in encouraging or permitting
an increase in output..Price incregases may encourage an increase in output
if costs rise less than prices or if more can be produced at a given price-cost
relation than otherwise. Costs of productive resources, including labor costs, may
rise less rapidly than -prices if owners of productive resources identify changes
in money income with changes in real income or if they are unable to protect
themselves against the changes in real income accompanying price changes. Dur-
ing a considerable part of our history it has probably been true that suppliers of
productive resources tended to think in.nominal terms, to be deceived by the so-
called “money illusion”. A striking characteristic of the recent inflation, how-
ever, has been the extent to which various groups have become both more aware
of the-inflation taking place and better ‘able through economic or political means
to obtain'increases in incomes to compensate for present and expected future in-
creases in prices. To the extent that contracts for wages, interest, and other
payments are written to allow for the expected depreciation of the dollar, the
stimulative effect of the price increase is reduced. at the same time that the
expectation-of price indrease tends! to fulfil'itself. The recently published annual
report of the Bank for International Settlements -shows' the so-called “Phillips
curves” relating the unemployment rate ‘to percentage increases in wage rates
for several European countries as well as the United States; these diagrams
demonstrate clearly the tendency for increasingly large wage increases to:be
associated with given rates of unemployment in recent vears compared thh the
trafle-off relation which formerly seemed to exist.

{There are' of course still some groups who have been unable to protect them—
selves against the effects of price increases—and the plight of these groups has
been aggravated by the ‘rapidity with which -prices and other .incomes have
chased each other:up..These include particularly persons who'are relying on assets
accumulated ‘in the:past or incomes from such assets to finance regular future
expenditures or ‘large lumpy payments. Retired persons not entirely dependent
on income from Soéial Security form a particularly important part of this group,
but the group includes also parents who are attempting-to provide for educational
expenses and others. For those persons who expect to have future expenses that
are large in relation to.expected iticomes; inflition inay hdvé a’perverse effect on
expenditures. The classic response to recognition of inflation is to increase expen-
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ditures in anticipation of price increases, to draw down assets and increase debts
in anticipation of a decline in the value of the dollar. The extent to which expen-
qditures can be meaningfully anticipated is limited, however. Meanwhile, fixed
value assets tend to depreciate in real value, while stocks and even long-term
bonds may involve more market risk in the short-run than seems appropriate.
The high level of saving that has been taking place recently undoubtedly reflects
uncertainty about the ability to meet future commitments at rising prices as well
as uncertainty about employment prospects in the near future.

Another reason for my unwillingness to see excessively e\pansmnary fiscal and
monetary poliey pursued in an attempt -to minimize unemployment is the struec-
tural nature of some of the current unemployment. I have been impressed with
the -concern of this Committee -with the .necessity for appropriate manpower
policy as well as appropriate policy with reéspect to aggregate demand: It-is diffi-
cult to estimate how much of the unemployment-in a cyclical industry-is cyelical
in nature and how much reflects. longer' run forces. It seems unlikely, however,
that the demand. for: aerospace engineers ‘will réach its former .peakt Recent
Ph.D.’s in most flelds:are finding teaching jobs scarce,-and:the University of
Missouri, like many other schools, is being forced to reexamine past policies' of
encouraging graduate school enrollment.These areas have received particular
attention both -because of thé role of governmental ‘démand’ or governmental
finance in encouraging the earlier expansion and becausé thése are groups'that
have a heavy invesiment in. specialized training. Amorg other. industries, .the
domestic steel industry seems unlikely to regain its competitive position in the
near future. The long-run increase in the propotrtion ofiincome which the public
wishes to spend for' services and the corresponding decline in the proportion
which' it wishes to-spend for total durable’and nondurable consumer :goods may
also have implications for price and wage relationships; both domestic and inter-
national, and for the level of aggregate demand, that have not been fully explored.

Despxte the difficulties -discussed, aggregate demand 'and production do seem
to be increasing, although- at an unsatisfactory rate. To:encourage further .ex-
pansion without eneouragmg inflation, fiscal and monetary. policies should be
moderately expansionary in-the near future. I would hope .that we could avoid
the sharp shifts in the ‘mix between fiscal and monetary policies that have some-
times oeccurred in:thé past. Hxperience has shown that'the domestic economy
functions most satisfactorily when ‘both "sets of policies' have similar objec-
tives, with changes in. interest rates.and in the:cash budget both responding
to variations in the ‘strength of private demand:- The major problem'at .the
present time is not the appropriate mix between fiscal and monetary policies
but rather the amount of stlmu]us that should be qpphed to the economv through
the combination. ARV

-The short-run balance of payments - position should not be a major factor
in monetary" policy 'determination. A.given change:in aggrégate demand has
similar effects on the underlying balance of payments position whether brought
about predominantly by fiscal or by monetary policy, and other ways should be
devised to take care of short-run fluctuations brought about by international
variations in economic conditions and consequently in interest rates. Certain
credit markets are of necessity influenced.by international interest rate dif-
ferentials. The Federal Reserve should be free, however, to concentrate on fol-
lowing an appropriate policy in the light. of current domestic conditionq'rather
than attempting to influence international rate relationships.

It is difficult to make an e priori judgment with respect to a satisfacton
change in the money- supply in the near future, particularly in the light of the
sharp. apparently largely unintentional. expansion in the first half of this
vear. In any case I do not believe that a precise rate of growth can be specified
as appropriate. Among other developments affecting the relationship between
money and expenditures in recent years have been-the sharp changes in the
supply of money substitutes—both savings deposits and shares and money mar-
ket instruments. Some of these changes have been cyclical; some although
fnitially in response to cyclical” developments, have changed market and port-
folin structures for the foreseeable future.r One cannot solve the problem of
money suhstitutes merely by broadening the definition of meney to include an
ever-widening array of .assets. These assets are never perfect substitutes; and
the evaluation of their liquidity by the.public may vary depending on recent
experience. Moreover, I do not thirik that one can lose sight of the possibility
that a lignidity crisis may develop from sudden shifts in the attitude toward
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assets or debts and that the central bank should be free to deal with such a
development as necessary. I agree with my monetarist friends that both changes
in the relative importance of near mouey and dangers of liquidity crises would
be less acute if there had been fewer sharp shifts in the rate of monetary growth
in the past. I do not believe that the problems would be entirely absent, how-
ever. Furthermore, as I read history, the effects of unwise policy in the early
1930’s were still being reflected in the increase in velocity into the early 1960’s.
At this rate, we may start ignoring the effects of policies in the 1960’s by about
the year 2000. Yet another reason why 1 am reluctant to set a definite goal
for monetary policy over the short run lies in the seasonal adjustment problem.
The extent and timing of seasonal changes in money, as in employemnt, not
only vary from year to year but depend in part on the stage of the cycle itself.

Ir I had to set a goal for changes in the quantity of money for the second half
of 1971, T would arrive at a seasonally adjusted annual expansion of 4 to 5
percent. I believe that this, together with the sharp increase early this year,
would provide for as large an increase in expenditures as we are likely to obtain
without strongly inflationary developments. The actual increase in money would
be greater of course because of the seasonal expansion. I would also expect a
continuation of the rapid increase in holdings of commercial bank time deposits
and savings and loan -shares, although perhaps at somewhat reduced rates.
The nonbank public would also increase its holdings of U.S. Government securities
during this period of deficit finance, while commercial banks would expand
holdings of both private and governmental assets.

if the growth in the money supply does not exceed a 4 to 5 percent annual
rafe, ‘we can probably look forward to a continuation of interest rates close to
current levels, with perhaps some further increase in short-term rates. I believe
that the relatively high rates for a period of unemployment refleci more the
continuation of inflationary expectations on the part of both lenders and bor-
rowers than a shortage of available credit. While high interest costs would
undoubtedly be a burden-to some bhorrowers if inflationary expectations should
be overcome, many, borrowers would be able to refund at reduced rates.

Concern has been expressed that-the increase in interest rates would have
a seriously depressing effect on the housing market, which has responded
favorably to the increase in credit availability. As I.read the history of the
postwar housing market, its problems in periods of tight money have reflected
not so much the high interest rates as such but ratkber a variety of restrictions
in the mortgage market that have prevented mortgages from competing with
other, credit instruments.on an interest rate basis for the limited supply of
available funds. Mortgage credit seems to be readily. available in most parts
of the country at the present time. If funds are competed away from the mortgage
market at a time when an appropriate over-all volume-of credit is being made
available, it will be, because other demands have. inereased.

If concern is with the supply of housing as such rather than with its effect on
aggregate demand, the solution should be sought in changing the siructure of
the mortgage market—partlcularly removing barriers still existing but also
granting subsidies where, appropmate——mther than in maintaining artificially
low. rates of. interest r'enerally I believe that. changes that have already taken
place—c¢hanges. in Jengding and borrowing practices of the Federal Home Loan
Banks,. the development of -higher-interest, longer-term share certlﬁea,tes by
savings and loans associations, the removal or. liberalization of various interest

rate ceilings on mortgaves——are “sufficient to prevent a repetition of the dis-
ruptive developments that we saw in 1966 and, in a less acute form, in’ 1969.
The uncompetitively low cexhpg on FHA-ingured and VA-guaranteed loans should
be raised or eliminated.’ I should like to plead against any change that would
involve .the Federal Reservg dlrectly in the mortgage market either by pur-
chasing mortgages or mortgage -backed securities or by giving such assets a
preferred position as collateral for loans: Reserve management is a sufficiently
difficult task without giving the Federal Reserve specidl responsibility for the
supply ¢f funds in individual private markets. Moreover, history shows that
there. is 10 necessary relationghip between assets sold to the Federal Reserve
or offered as collateral for loans, and the use made of funds acquired in this way.

I am not in favor of introducing public works programs or other temporary
expenditure programs as a means of increasing employment. I lielieve that
expenditure programs should be determined on the basis of, social prigrities,
and 1 do not bélieve that experience demonstates the feasibility of turning pro-

EE T A .
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grams on and off in an attempt to offset changes in private demand. I would hope
that military expenditures could be cut back and replaced with programs of a
wermanent nature should be higher in social priorities.

While I would not be in favor of reducing taxes further at this moment, I
welcome the cuts that have been made and would like to feel that additional
cuts could be made with little delay at an appropriate time. I deplore the fact
that so many state and local governmental units have felt that they had to in-
crease taxes, particularly regressive taxes like sales taxes which are particu-
larly likely to reduce demand. While the increase in the social security tax base
was postponed and the previously scheduled rate increase that went into effect
wa$g small, I find it difficult to find an economic justification for handling social
security taxes separately from the over-all tax structure. A further reduction
in taxes at this time might fuel inflationary fires both through the psychological
etfect on the public and through the increased pressure that the financing prob-
tem might create for an excessively expansionary monetary policy. 1f the rate of
inflation should slow down markedly or if production should fail to increase
further, scheduled tax reductions should take place in advance of schedule and
consideration might be given to additional reductions. )

‘T have thus far avoided the question of whether either voluntary or compul-
sory price and wage controls would make the goals of rapidiy increasing employ-
ment and curbing 'price increases less incompatible than they now appear. The
advantages that such controls would have if successful are obvious—the im-
mediate stabilization of prices, the wiping out of inflationary psychology, the
assurance that any increases achieved in aggregate demand would show up as
@ncreases in output. The dangers are almost equally obvious—the tendency to
Afreeze the status quo in price and wage relations at a time when disequilibria in
-current relations and changes in future demand-supply relations are likely to be
particularly great, the témptation to pursue overly expansionary fiscal and mone-
tary policies as long as resulting pressures are partly concealed, the danger of
further straining credibility and enhancing the perversity of expectations if too
many adjustments prove necessary. :

In my opinion, the disadvantages apply equally to voluntary and compulsory
controls, but chances for success with voluntary controls would be very limited.
Many features of proposed incomes policies, which would improve the functioning
of wage and product markets, have advantages in their own right, irrespective of
whether there is administrative action to determine wages and prices directly.
As far as such direct administrative action is concerned, however, I consider the
so-called voluntary controls to be less equitable and less likely to work than
formal compulsory controls. I believe that most groups now pressing for wage
and price increases feel that they have a real need for relief. In considerable
part, of course, this attitude involves a heritage from the inflation we have been
experiencing, with the desire to catch up strong on the part of those groups
temporarily left behind in the price-wage race. The problem may reflect in part
also a longer run conflict in the allocation of economic and political power. An
attempt is being made, either through the Federal budget process or through
the strengthening of groups formerly weak in power, to ensure certain groups
a larger share of the national product. It is difficult to find other groups willing
to acquiesce in a decline in their relative share, however, with the result that
each group tends to bargain for income increases that offset any increase in
taxes and that are at least equal to the maximum increase obtained by any other
group. The result of course is that reallocation of real income tends to be brought
about by inflation, with the incidence shifting among groups and largely un-
related to the intent of our tax policy.

In this environment I would be willing to accept temporarily the additional
rigidities involved in price and wage controls if I were convinced that they would
work. By benefit of hindsight, I would recommend the imposition of compulsory
price and wage controls in late 1969 or early 1970 to convince the public of the
seriousness of the intent to combat inflation. I fear, however, that the psychologi-
cal moment has passed and that the necessity of permitting upward adjustments
to take care of even the most obvious distortions would be likely to increase
rather than lessen the perversity of expectations.

I fear that this leaves me in the position of saying that the best we can do
is worry along and accept a slower growth in employment and more limited
success in curbing price increases than we should like. I am afraid that is the
price we have to pay for our inflationary binge.
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Representative Grirrirus. Thank you, Miss Dingle.
Mr. Gordon, please proceed.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT J. GORDON, ASSISTANT PROFESSOR OF
ECONOMICS, UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO

Mr. Gorpon. This should be an interesting morning because I dis-
agree with nine-tenths of what Miss Dingle said, as you will soon see.

After adjustment for the General Motors strike, it has now been
11 consecutive quarters—almost 3 years—that real output growth in
the United States has been slower than the minimum needed to keep
the unemployment rate constant. If an economic recovery is defined
as real output growth fast enough to reduce the unemployment rate,
therefore, the recovery has not yet begun. This period of recession
and sluggish growth has been deliberately engineered by the adminis-
tration and the Federal Reserve Board in an attempt to eliminate
inflation. Recently, the administration has reaffirmed the need to main-
tain present policies in order to reduce inflation, even if the result is
a continuation of high unemployment. My message today is that this
entire effort has been misguided, because the menace of a steady infla-
tion hasbeen exaggerated. The economy would not be damaged if infla-
tion were to continue forever at the 4- or 5-percent rate which we have
experienced in the last few years. S

The evils of a steady inflation are not serious enough to justify the
administration’s policy of “enforced misery through gradualism.”

One alleged evil is that steady inflation cannot be sustained, but
must inevitably explode into a spiral reaching 10, 20, even.50 percent
a year. While this could conceivably happen if we were to push un-
employment too low, there are many actual examples of moderate
inflation rates which have been sustained over long periods. In Japan,
for instance, consumer prices have increased at a steady rate of 6
percent for a full decade, and in France at a rate of about 5 percent
for more than a decade. .

Beyond this fear of an explosion of prices, almost every evil asso-
ciated with inflation occurs only when it is a surprise, not when it
proceeds at a steady rate which everybody expects to continue. Credi-
tors, savers, and retired people suffered from the recent inflation
because they did not expect it. Their investments were made at low
interest rates which did not compensate them for the inflation which
occurred after the investments were made, and exactly offsetting gains
were enjoyed by borrowers who obtained loans, including home mort-
gages, at these low rates. But once interest rates have risen to include
a compensation for inflation, as has occurred since 1965, the inequitable
redistribution of income from savers to borrowers comes to a halt,
as long as inflation continues at a steady rate and does not accelerate
further. In fact, the major remaining burden of the current inflation
is caused by the Federal Government. Savers and retired people have
been prevented from receiving full compensation for inflation through
statutory federal interest rate ceilings on time deposits and savings
bonds, and through the failure to make automatic cost-of-living ad-
justments in social security. :
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A striking conclusion of this reasoning is that, if the current in-
flation is now fully incorporated into the expectations of savers, bor-
rowers, and workers, the administration’s attempt to reduce the rate
of inflation is doing more harm than good. Since the major burden
of inflation is due to unexpected changes rather than the particular
rate which occurs, reducing the inflation rate below what people expect
will cause an inequitable redistribution of income from borrowers to
savers, just as increasing the rate above what is expected will redis-
tribute income in the opposite direction..

Is there then no burden of a fully anticipated inflation, once interest
rates and payments to retired individuals have adjusted for it? The
oft-cited balance-of-payments problem creates no obstacle, because the
United States cannot control its own exchange rate and must let other
nations decide how to adjust to inflation here. If they decide to main-
tain fixed exchange rates, as most of them have done, they will inflate
with us, or if they do not want to import our inflation they can revalue
their currencies. g . ‘ '

Economic analysis has pointed to one rather subtle burden of a fully
anticipated inflation . . . the extra time which people waste attempt-
ing to economize their holdings of currency and demand deposits, on
which they earn no ‘interest, in order to increase their holdings of
securities paying interest rates which compensate them for inflation.
But even this burden of inflation can be minimized by freeing banks to
pay a competitive interest rate on demand deposits.

* Because a steady inflation at or slightly above the recent rate is not
a major menace, there is no need to consider the imposition of wage
and price controls, as some have recently recommended. If these con-
trols are temporary, they will-have little effect because everyone will
expect a resumption of inflation after they are terminated. We saw
this in Great Britain in 1967. If on the other hand, they are perma-
nent; resources will be wasted and misallocated, because the signals of
changing relative prices would be absent, unless an elaborate central
planning bureaucracy'is introduced to decide which prices should be
changed. S : T _ g -

_If the actual rate of inflation does not matter much, as long as it is
steady and- accurately anticipated, which rate of inflation should we
choose ? Most ‘statistical research for the United States indicates that
the lower the unemployment rate, the higher will be the rate of in-
flation associated with it if that unemployment rate is maintained
forever. If, for example, the unemployment we have experienced in
the first half of 1971 were maintained forever, the inflation rate would
eventually slow down from its present 4 percent-to a steady rate of
about. 2 percent; or'perhaps lower. The alternative choice of lower
nnemployment. say the 4-percent target which 'uséd to be called “full
employment”—before Secretary Connally declared’this concept obso-
lete—would eventually be associated with a-steady rate -of inflation
somewhat higher than what we havenow, about 5 percent, aceording
to the latest statistical:research. This “tradeloft,” the amouiit of in-
flation which in'the long run will be associated ‘with any given un-
employment rate, {5 mot ;immutable. In. fact; it is worse now than it
was in the midfifties. @ongress can help to imprové it by enccuraging
more and better manpower training and relocation programs to-allow
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those who are still unemployed at “full employment” to qualify for
available vacancies.

The possibility of maintaining “full employment” with a steady
inflation of only 5 percent calls into question the basic premise of the
administration’s economic policy. Instead of deliberately producing
the recession of 1970-71, policymakers could have allowed the economy
to grow steadily beginning in mid-1969 at a vate sufficient to keep the
unemployment rate constant at 4 percent. The cost of this policy would
have been a rate of inflation which would have remained at or a bit
above 5 percent, instead of beginning to slow down (as has occurred
recently). But in comparison, the benefits of this alternative full em-
ployment policy ‘would have been enormous, not only for those who
would not have been made unemployed by the recession, but for those .
who would not have been forced to quit the labor force after failing to
find jobs, for those who would not have suffered a reduction in over-
time pay, and ultimately for everyone, since the slow productivity
growth caused by the recession would not have sgueezed wages, profits,
and stock prices. State and local governments would have avoided
much of their present financial squeeze, and the unemployment and

overty problem of minority groups would have been less widespread

ecause firms would have been more willing to hire and train unskilled
and minority workers. Even if the recession is cut short by a. rapid
return to full employment by election day 1972, I calculate that it will
have cost about $100 billien in lost output, or about $1,600 per Amer-
ican family. If the return to full employment is delayed further, say
t0.1975, by a policy of gradualism, the total cost of economic slack in

the end will have been $270billion, or $4,100 per family. .

Unfortunately, the recession has been allowed to occur. What should
be done now ? I recommend abandoning the administration’s policy of
gradualism.in order to expand the economy rapidly, with an interim
target of 4.5 percent unemployment by late 1972. After that the ex-
pansion should be moderated to prevent the economy from overshoot-
ing the final target of 4 percent. Statistical research cannot be used to
predict what would .happen if unemployment were pushed below 4
percent, because there are too few historical precedents, so it would be
safer to stop at 4 percent in order to test the terrain before proceeding
further. C A , - .

To summarize to this point, the primary ‘goal of economic policy
should be stable growth of output and prices. The administration has
deliberately: caused instability in output in a misguided attempt to
eliminate inflation, when, in fact, a steady rate of inflation does little
harm. However, we cannot. begin a regime of steady output growth
from our present position because too many men and machines are
unemployed. Instead we must aim for steady growth in output after
an interim period of rapid expansion to make up for the ground we
have lost. . .

. Why do administration officials and some economists oppose a policy
of rapid growth? The most common reason is an exaggerated estimate
of the extra inflation which would accompany faster growth, over and
above the inflation .which is inevitable even with today’s high un-
employment. I estimate that rapid expansion now is a good bargain,
because we can obtain the benefits of lower unemployment at the cost

67-650—71——10
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of only slightly more inflation this year and next than would occur if
we were to stand still,

There are three important reasons for this favorable trade-off
between inflation and unemployment over the next 2 years:

First, the major cause of current inflation is the legacy of excess
demand in the late 1960’s. Workers and unions are demanding high
wage increases both to catch up for real income losses caused by infla-
tion which has already occurred and to anticipate future inflation
which they expect will be as rapid as in the recent past. We cannot rid
ourselves of this legacy, whether we stand still now or grow rapidly.

Second, while a rapid economic expansion may increase inflationary
pressures when it begins from a base of full employment, as occurred
in 1967-68, we are now starting from the base of a sluggish economy
with an abundant excess supply of labor in most areas of the country.

Third, although rapid expansion will push up the prices of a few
goods which are in short supply, the fast productivity growth accom-
panying rapid expansion will reduce the impact of already negotiated
wage increases on labor costs. This will allow employers to pay these
wage increases with fewer price hikes. - .

Of these reasons the first, the legacy of the past, is the most impor-
tant. To say that a rapid drop in unemployment will not make much
differences to the inflation rate in the short run is the exact converse
of the fact, which we have already witnessed, that a rapid increase in
unemployment in 1970 has not yet made much difference to the inflation
rate. :

What should Congress do to encourage rapid expansion? One an-
swer frequently given by monetarists, like Milton Freedman, is that
nothing needs to be done by Congress. Rapid growth in the money
supply in the past 6 months assures a “vigorous recovery”, and the
Federal Reserve should return monetary growth to a slower, more
sedate rate. In a supplement to this statement which I have prepared
for the record—and remind me to give this to you—I show that the
statistical equations on which the monetarists base this recommenda-
tion have been seriously in error so far this year. In fact, if these errors
continue, 1971 may develop into as much of a debacle for the monetar-
ists as the late 1968 tax surcharge period was for the fiscalists. The
monetarists’ policy recommendation is unlikely to cause a vigorous
recovery, if that means bringing the unemployment rate much below
6 percent in the next year or two. The Federal Reserve should not listen
to the monetarists, but instead should continue the rapid monetary
growth of early 1971 for at least another year. I quantify this recom-
mendation more precisely in my supplementary statement.

However, since the money supply 1s not under the direct control of
Congress, and the Federal Reserve is apparently trying to reduce the
rate of monetary growth, what fiscal measures should be taken to
promote rapid economic expansion? Increases in spending should be
designed to help the unemployed directly while minimizing the extra
inflationary pressures. Job training and relocation programs should
be emphasized, for instance, not public works projects which will
further fatten the purses of construction workers. Tax cuts are desir-
able, not only because they will reduce unemployment somewhat, but
also because they temporarily reduce the rate of inflation associated
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with any given unemployment rate by raising workers’ after-tax in-
comes and making them satisfied with smaller wage demands. In my
statistical research, I have isolated increases in the social security tax
as an important cause of the inflation which occurred in the late 1360’s.
There is no more constructive step which could be taken by Congress
to reduce both inflation and unemployment in this session than to cut
social security tax rates, or, better yet, to junk the whole regressive
social security tax structure and finance benefits instead out of general
revenue.

Finally, any stimulative fiscal measures will tend to raise interest
rates and moderate the present housing recovery unless the Federal
Reserve can be convinced to maintain the rate of monetary growth,
but this effect on housing will be moderated if Congress eliminates
legal interest rate ceilings on savings deposits.

(Mr. Gordon later submitted the following supplemental statement
for the record:) '

1

SUPPLEMENTAL STATEMENT OF ROBERT J. GORDON
TaE MONETARIST PREDICTION : BUT WHO Kxows BY How MucH?

INTRODUCTION

In the past several yedars “monetarist” or “St. Louis-type” equations, which
estimate a statistical relationship between the growth of income and money
during some previous historical period, have gained widespread popularity as a
forecasting device. Success has been gained through the accurate prediction of
the timing of major swings in the economy since the first St. Louis equation
was published in November 1968, The continued momentum of spending growth
after the 1968 tax surcharge, the beginning of the 1970 recession, and the sub-
sequent 1970-71 recovery were all predicted in advance to occur when in fact
they did. Just as important, the retrospective use of the equations can explain
why the long advance of the economy in the 1960s paused in late 1962 and
early 1967, both of which were periods which followed a declaration in mone-
tary growth but were not predicted accurately at the time.

The problem of economic forecasters in. mid-1971, however, is not to divine
the direction in which nominal income is going to change in the next year.
Almost everyone agrees that the direction is up, and at a rate which is rela-
tively rapid by historical standards. Rather the crucial question is to anticipate
the magnitude of the advance. On the one hand the annual rate of growth of
nominal income might be in the 8.0-8.5 percent range, which is just sufficient
to create jobs for new workers in the labor force and those displaced by pro-
ductivity advance, plus the higher prices caused by an inflation largely inherited
from the past, but is not enough to reduce the unemployment rate significantly
during 1971-72. On the other hand. growth might be as fast as 10-11 percent,
in which case the unemployment rate would be close to 4.5 percent by late
1972. Whether policymakers are aiming at the first or second growth path, or
a path halfway between, they need to know within a fairly narrow margin what
rate of monetary expansion would generate that path in income.

This paper attempts to show that, whatever their virtues in predicting timing
relationships, alternative monetarist equations not only provide conflicting pre-
dictions of the magnitude of future expansion for the rest of 1971 and 1972, but
in addition have already generated sizeable errors in the first half of 1971. Some
speculation on possible causes is provided after the basic problem is illustrated,
but the main aim of the paper is to provoke discussion rather than to suggest
final answers.

PRELIMINARY ASSUMPTIONS AND DEFINITIONS

The alternative monetarist equations examined here differ from each other
(a) in the definition of the exogenous monetary variable and (b) in the sample
period of statistical fit. Predictions are shown to depend heavily on the choice of
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(a) and (b). All the equations follow the current St. Louis practice of including
government spending as an additional explanatory variable; no attempt is x;lade
to examine the fiscal coefficients or to explain why, in almost all equations,
changes in government spending have only a short-lived positive impact on in-
come growth.! The definitions of money concepts are the usual:

M1l=currency plus demand deposits.

M2=M1 plus time deposits net of large CDs.

M3=M2 plus deposits of mutual savings banks and savings and loan

associations.

Predictions of future income growth depend both on past and future monetary
growth. Past events have included :

(1) Average growth in the four quarters of 1970 of 5.0 percent in M1, 7.5 per-
cent in M2, and 7.3 percent in M3; ’

(2) Much faster average growth in the first two quarters of 1971 of 9.3 percent
in M1, 14.6 percent in M2, and 16.3 percent in M3.

Most economists identified with the “monetarist school” are currently urging
the Federal Reserve to end the “monetary explosion” of (2) and return monetary
growth to rates closer to (1). In order to evaluate the degree to which alternative
monetarist equations agree on the consequences of this policy recommendation,
future monetary expansion beginning in 1971:3 is assumed to proceed at a rate
of 6.0 percent for M1 and 8.0 percent for M2 and M3.? ’ ’

INCOME PREDICTIONS

Nine separate monetarist equations were estimated for the purpose of the
prediction test, one for each of the three monetary definitions, and one for each
of three sample periods ending in 1971:1. The first and longest of these spans
eighteen years, beginning in 1953 :1. Shorter alternatives begin in 1960:1 and
1965: 1. Predictions are obtained when the fitted coefficients are applied to the
actual values of monetary change through 1971:2 and the assumed values be-
ginning in 1971:38.3

The top line of Table 1 shows the actual growth of nominal income in the first
two quarters of 1971 after adjustment is made for the ‘GM strike. 'Subsequent
lines illustrate predictions from the nine equations for each quarter of 1971 and
for 1972: 4, as well as the errors for the first two quarters of 1971. The average
1971 error tends to be larger for the M2 and M3 equations and the long-sample
M1 equation than for the two shorter-sample M1 equations. Further, the average
error grows much faster from 1971:1 to 1971: 2 for the M2 and M3 equations
than for M1, The long-sample equations for M2 and M3 (equations 2a and 3a)
aré most seriously in error, predicting about 80 percent more spending growth in
1971:2 than actually occurred. The most accurate equation (1b) predicts that
GNP should have grown by 1971:2 to $1050 billion, instead of the actual $1040
billion. .

1 For some preliminary hypotheses, see my ‘“Notes on Money, Income, and Gramlich,”
Journal of Money, Credit, and Banking (May 1971, part II), 3:533-45. The monetarist
equations differ from current St. Louis practice in the following respects: (1) all variables
are percentage rather than absolute changes; (2) only Federal Government spending on
goods and services is included in‘the fiscal variable, rather than all Federal Government
spending; (3) strikes are handled by ed hoc adjustments to income growth in 1959: 3,
1959 : 4, 1964 : 4, and 1970 : 4, rather than an explicit strike variable; and (4) the Almon
lag distribution. is constrained to lie along a fourth degree:polynomial spanning eight

2 Roughly a 2-percentage-point spread between the growth rdtes of M1, on the one hand,
and M2 and M3, on the other. occurred in 1967-68 during the most recent previous period
of relatively rapid monetary growth combined with rising interest rates. During the eight
quarters of 1867 and 1968, the respectlve rates of growth of the three money concepts
were 6.8, 9.0, and 8.6 percent. . T ' - T e L

3 Government spending on goods and services is assumed to risé gradiually by 5.2 percent
between 1971:1 and 1972+ 4. .This is a‘slower rate than assumed by St. Louis, since the
most rapid growth in Federal spending over the 'next Fear- will occur-in transfers.and
grants-in-aid. In any case, the coefficients on changes in Government spending are so small
that alternative assumptions’ would have little effect on the results. .
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TABLE 1.—GROWTH iN CURRENT-DOLLAR GNP PREDICTED BY ALTERNATIVE MONETARY EQUATIONS!
[Quarterty percent change at annual rate]

Sample Error (Actuai—Predicted)
tquation Money period of . .
number concept equation 1971:1 1971:2 1971:3 1971:4 [(1972:4] 1971:1 1971:2 Average
ActUal oo e e aen .27.§ 2 A USSP N -
1a - 1953:1-71:1 9.8, 12.1 125 7.9 =23 4 4
- 1960:1-71:1 8.4 9.4 10.8 7.4 -9 -17 -1.3
1965:1-71:1 8.9 10.0 1.3 7.3 -1.3 =23 —1.8
1953:1-71:1 11.1  13.8 15.3 8.6  -3.6 —6.1 —4.9
1960:1-71:1 9.4 1.9 13.8 8.4 =19 -—4.2 -3.1
1965°1-71:1 9.6 120, 13.1 . 8.5 —-21 -—43 —-3.2
1953:1-71:1 9.8 14710 167 85 =23 -=6.4 —4.4
1960:1-71:1 7.6 11.0 139 8.0 -1 =33 -L7
1965:1-71:1 9.1 123 145 86 -—-1.6 —4.6 -3.1

1 Beginning in 1971:3, growth of Géaercent er annum assumed for M1, and 8 percent for M2 and M3.
2 Actual GNP in 1970:4 raised $12,000,000,000 to correct for GM strike.

The equations which .overpredict the most in early 1971 also predict the most
buoyant growth for late 1971. The increase in spending growth from the actual
1971: 2 rate to 1971:3 spans a wide range from 3.0 percentage points (equation
1b) to 9.0 percentage pdints (equation 3a). The GNP growth for the last half of
1971 predicted by the average of all six M2 and M3 equations is a superheated
$38 billion for the third quarter and $36 billion for the fourth quarter, implying
a 1971 average GNP of $1064 billion.

IMPLICATIONS FOR THE UNEMPLOYMENT RATE

‘Which equatlons are- hkely to be most -accurate for late 19717 The smallest
average errors in the first half are made by (1b), (lc), and (3b), but the latter
is undesirable because ifs error grows so much- from 1971: 1.to 1971: 2 and may
grow further. The former two equations are used in Table 2 to generate a predic-
tion of the unemployment rate in 1972: 4, based on the assumptions that (a)
potential output is growing at 4.5 percent per annum and: (b) inflation over the
period will average 3.5 percent. The result is a reduction in the nunemployment
rate from an assumed starting point.of 6.2 percentr-to 5.7 percent if monetary
growth proceeds at 6 percent and to 4.7 percent xf monebary growth isata Lfasber
9 percent pace ‘- [ :

TABLE Z—PCONSEQUENCES FOR UNEMPLOYMENT RATE OF ALTERNATIVE PATHS OF MONETARY EXPANSION

h oo

"[Quarterly percent change at annual fate]

6-percent monetary growth, 9-percent monetary growth,

equation— , equation—

1b o le 1b 1c
Growth in GNP: .

. 7 S 10.8 11.3 11.1 12.0
19708 e 10.3 10.3 11.8 12.0
1972:1 9.3 9.6 1.7 12.0
1972:2 8.2 8.2 11.0 10.7
1972: 1.4 1.3 10.2 9.7
1972: 1.4 7.3 9.9 9.3
Average growth in GNP____._____. 8.9 9.0 10.9 10.9
Minus assumed inflation_.__.___ .. ... ... 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
Equals average growth in real GNP (gq)............... 5.4 5.5 7.4 7.4
5.7 5.7 4.7 a7

Implies unemployment ratein1972:4%__ ... __..._.

i Calculated by formula: V=6 2—(34X34X8q—4.5).
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Table 2, of course, assumes that the specified monetarist equations predict
accurately. If the overprediction of GNP growth which occurred in the first -
half of 1971 were to continue, the minimal drop in unemployment forecast with
6 percent growth in M1 would be even smaller or might disappear altogether.

SOURCES OF ERRORS

Are there underlying factors which explain the differing predictions of Table 1
and allow us to make a ‘‘best guess” of the future relation between income and
and money? Table 3 presents a selection of information about the estimated
equations and provides a few hints. Three extra sample periods are included
for each money concept to aid in the interpretation.

TABLE 3.—REGRESSIONS OF CHANGE IN GNP ON CHANGES IN MONEY AND GOVERNMENT SPENDING

Sum of Implied changet in veloclty
money with money growth of
Money Sample coeff- Standard
Equation concept  period Constant cients error 3 percent 6 percent 9 percent
1953:1-71:1 0.0349 0.853  0.0257 3.05 2.61 2.17
1960:1-71:1 . 0397 . 665 .0187 2.96 1.95 .96
1965:1-71:1 . 0504 491 . 0169 ,3.51 1.98 .47
1953:1-62:4 . 0227 1.707 L0317 3.39 6.48 8.58
1953:1-66:4 . 0281 1.259 . 0279 3.99 4.36 5.16
1960:1-66:4 . 0311 1.096 L0195 . 3.39 3.67 3.96
1953:1-71:1 . 0149 .967 . 0284 ' 1.33 1.23 .11
1960:1-71:1 .0124 . 885 .0184 .67 .33 .09
1965:1-71:1 .0183 . 887 L0174 1.22 .86 .43
1953:1-62:4 —.001 1.489 . 0336 2.44 3.89 5.38
1953:1-66:4 0152 .949 .0302 1.26 L1 94
1960:1-66:4 0175 911 . 0184 1.20 1.04 76
1953:1-71:1 —. 0193 1.324 .0293 —. 40 67 1.65
1960:1-71:1 ~—. 004 1.049 . 0199 24 39 48
1965:1-71:1 0167 .912 . 0167 1.23 96 69
1953:1-62:4 —. 047 1.848 . 0327 —.54 1.98 4.52
1953:1-66:4 —. 0206 1.289 .0301 —.62 34 1.12
1960:1-66:4 —. 0225 1.254 L0177 —.98 —-.22 55

1 Money growth assumed 2 percentage peints higher for M2 and M3. Coefficients on government spending ignored.

First, which money concept fits best? Although the standard error of the M1
equation is best for the entire 1953-71 period -(equations a),- this victory is
- entirely due to the first half of the period (1953-62, see equations d). During both
the early (equations f) and late (equations ¢) 1960s, the standard error of the
M3 equation is the lowest, although M2 fits best for the 1960s as a ‘whole (equa-
tions b). These differences are small and in many cases statistically insignificant,
so there is little to be gained by a close study of differences between the resuluals
of the various equations.

A more important problem is the cause of the differing predictions for 1971
illustrated above in Table 1. One common feature of the equations in Table 3
is that the sum of the coefficients on the monetary variable tends to be consid-
erably higher when the 1953-59 interval is included in the sample period. The
“b” and “c” equations, which exclude 1953-59, uniformly have smaller sums of
coefficients on money than the “a4” equations which include the early interval.
The contrast is even more dramatic between the “d” equations, in which the
1953-59 period dominates, and the others.

If monetary growth is projected to contmue at a steady rate in the future,
the basic task of the monetarist equations is to predict the future change in the
‘véalocity of money. The last three columns in Table 3 demonstrate that-the alter-
native equations have different implications for velocity change, and différences
among them depend on the particular steady rate at which money is éxpected to
grow. The velocity implication of the equations for a given money concept and
different sample periods are reasonably close together when money growth is
3 percent, but diverge widely at 6 and particularly at 9 percent . money growth.
The velocity projection for M1 at 9 percent money growth varies from 8.6 per-.
cent growth for the equation covering the earliest subperiod (equation 1d) to
on!'y 0.5 percent for that covering the latest (equation lc).

Particularly, for M1 the increasing divergence of the velocity predictions at
high rates of monetary growth reflects the fact that the constant terms in the
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alternative equations are more similar than the sum of the coefficients on money.
Since the sum of coefficients is much higher on those equations which include
1953-59, projected velocity change is much higher with rapid money growth than
for equations which exclude 1953-59. These high velocity projections for the
early equations are caused by the fact that GNP fluctuations in 1953~59, and
to some extent in 1960-61, were much wider in amplitude than after 1961. The
equations explain the very rapid recovery in 1955, and the very sharp turn-
around from a steep decline in GNP in early 1958 to a steep rise in late 1958,
as attributable to a high elasticity of income change to money change. But the
greater the share of 1962-70 in the sample period, and the less the role of 1953
61, the less dramatic the observed swings in GNP and the less accurate the
high elasticity estimates.

Did the “true” elasticity of income growth to money growth change after
1961? More probable is the changing role of a “left-out variable,” the determi-
nants of sharp fluctuations in inventory accumulation. To the extent that these
“left-out” determinants are nonmonetary factors which are positively correlated
in timing with monetary growth, their exclusion biases upward the estimated
elasticity of income to money, and a reduction in their importance over time
is reflected in a reduction in the upward bias in equations for the later sample
period, and hence a reduction in the estimated elasticity if the underlymg “true”
elasticity remains unchanged.

An additional, much more straightforward reason for the smaller velocity
growth lprojected by the M1 equations for later sample periods is that the actual
growth in the velocity of ‘M1 has slowed in recent years. The velocity of M1 grew
at an annual average rate of 3.5 percent per annum between 1953 and 1966, but
only at an average of 1.6 percent in the 12 quarters of 1967-69. To the extent that
the rapid increase in velocity in the earlier period was due to the substitution
out of M1 into savings deposits, the slowdown in velocity growth after 1966 has
doubtless been due to the virtual cessation of growth in the yields on savings
deposits in the 1967-70 period. Since these yields will probably not grow appre-
ciably over the next year, monetary projections based on M1 should probably be
made using an equation with a sample period which covers mainly the recent
years of slow yield growth and should not rely on evidence from the earlier period
of rapid increases in savings deposit yields. This reasoning points to the use of
equation (1lc) above in Table 2 as the M1 equation likely to be the most reliable
in the near future.

What do changing yield relationships imply about the velocity predictions of
the M2 and M3 equations? The opportunity cost of savings deposits, the yields on
short-term market securities, rose relative to deposit yields during 1967-69. This
was reflected in faster velocity growth for M3 (0.7 percent in 1967-69 versus
—0.3 percent in 1961-66). M2 velocity growth was little changed (0.4 percent in
1967-69 versus 0.6 percent in 1961-66), probably because in 1967-68 time deposits
were still growing rapidly in response to the narrowing of yield differentials
between S &L and time deposits which occurred in 1964-66.

If changing yield differentials are the major determinants of the sensitivity of
velocity predictions to the choice of sample penod then predlctmns of M2 and
M3 equations may be particularly unreliable in 1971. There is no precedent in
any of the alternative sample periods for the extent of the sharp reduction in
the yields of market securities relatlve to savings deposits which occurred from
the averagé level of 1969-70 to the average level in the first half of 1971. If savers
take several quarters to adjust to the increased attractiveness of savings de-
posits, 1971 may be a penod of an.unprecedented decline in the ‘velocity of M2
and M3. The closest previous historical parallel in the postwar years was the
drop of market interest rates in early 1960. This was followed by income growth
substantlally slower than the fitted values of the M2 and M3 equations (2a, 2b,
3a, 3b) in'the second half of 1960 and the first half of 1961

PREDICTIONS IN PREVIOUS EPISODES OF MONETARY EXPANSION

The preceding section suggests that income growth in late 1971 will be over-
predicted by all the equations except (1c¢), which uses the M1 moénetary concept
for the most recent sample period. While we must wait at least two more quar-
ters to find out if these conjectures are correct, one test of their plausibility is an
application to past perlods ‘What are the predlctlons of the (d) set of equations,
which end in 1962: 4, for the three years of monetary expansion 1963-65? And
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what do the (f) set of equations, which end in 1966 : 4, predict for the expansive
1967-69 period?

Actual average income growth in 1963-65 was 7.2 percent, but is uniformly
overpredicted by all three (d) equations; growth rates of 8.8, 9.6, and 12.2
percent are predicted by the three respective monetary concepts. In all three
cases, the high elasti¢ity of income to monetary change in the 1953-62 sample
period, due to the severity of inventory fluctuations, proved to be an over-
estimate of the economy’s response to rapid monetary growth in 1963-65.

The (f) set of equations, with a sampie period of 1960-66, do a mixed job
in pred]ctmg 1967-69. The M1 equation overpredicts subst‘lntlallv that the 1967-
69 expansion should proceed at a 10.1 percent 4verage annual rate, as compared
to the actual observed rate of 7.1 percent. This reflects the =1owdown in the
growth of savings deposit yields after 1966. On the other hand, the M2 and M3
equations are much more accurate, with predlctxons of 7.6 and 6.1 percent,
respectively. 'This success, however, is probably not a good indication of the
likely performance of M2 and M3 equations in 1971-72, because the drop in
market rates in 1987 was much Smaller and shorter than has occurred in ‘1971,
and hence the' decline ‘in the \e10c1ty of M2 and: \13 thxs year is likely to be
much more marked.

' CONCLUSIONS

Among the concl’usmr‘xs and implications .6f this paper are: T T

* (1) Most monetarist equations have already madeAsnbstantlal overpredlctlons
of GNP growth in 1971. R J&¢

(") Further overpredictions.are hkely durmo' the remamder of 1971.

(3) Beeause 'of (2), .monetarists exaggerate the increase. in-spending and
reduction in unemployment which woiild occur in 1971-72rif the Federal Reserve
slows ‘growth in M1 to-6:0 percent per annum from now on. Such a pohcv is
unlikely.to lead to ‘dn appreciable reduction in unemployment...

(4) The major cause of errors is probably’ the omission from monetarxst
equations of changing interest rate differentials which cause. substitutions in
and 'out, of different. ﬁnancml assets and hence cause changes m the veloc1ty of
money. - a1t o [

(5) Pquatlons bated on ‘\11 are likely to be‘most accurate in 1971—72 because
the imajor substitute. for M1 is savings- deposits; on: which -yields have mnot
changed much recently and are not 11ke1y to change appremably in the.near
future.

(6) However ‘\11 equatlons Wlll lead to overpredlctlom of GNP growth if the
sample period includes too much of the. pre-1967 era of r1smg savings depos1ts
vxelds particularly if-the 1950s are incliudéd. .

" (7) The overprediction of GNP growth in 19"1 generated by the Laffer model
is fundamentally due to (6), since his sample period covers the entire 1948-70
period.

(8) The St Louis equatxons are hkely to 'be more accurate even though they
include the late 1950s in their sample period, because the expression of variables
as absolute rather than relatwe changes g1ves relatively heavy weight-to the
last half of the 1960s. ,

Representative GrrrrrTus. Thank you very much, Mr. Gordon. I
would like to tell you, I have to dispose of the four people ahead of
me before I become the chairman of the Ways and Means Committee,
before T can junk the Social Security Act.

Mr. Levy, please proceed.

STATEMENT OF MICHAEL E. LEVY; DIRECTOR, ECONOMIC
POLICY RESEARCH, THE CONFERENCE BOARD

Mr. Levy. T have a prepared statement and supplementary material
but I would like to summarlze my prepared statement.
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In the prepared statement, I indicate that the economy has just
emerged from the fifth postwar recession and has completed the first
two quarters of its recovery. I compare this recession and the first
stages of the recovery with previous postwar experience, particularly
in chart 1 of my prepared statement. The evidence shows tﬁat this was
a rather mild recession, probably the mildest one we have had in the
postwar period, but the economy so far, during the first half year
of the recovery, has been modest—one might even say sluggish—in
comparison with previous postwar records.

I also draw some comparisons between the record of the last 315
years and .the experience of the second half of the 1950°s. In both
Instances, the major problem was the fight against inflation. The
policies used largely were restrictive fiscal and monetary policy. In
both instances, these policies brought on, or contributed to bringing
on, the recession. A

During the 1957-58 recession, prices continued to rise and the infla-
tion was not stopped .until the very end of the recession or the early
recovery, and there was a strong cost-push element in the inflation.
During.the present period, inflation has continued right through the
recession and into the early stages of the recovery, but we have had
a longer preceding period of inflation and a more deeply intrenched
inflation. : C : :

During the late 1950’s, there was a very strong debate going on
whether so-called cost-push inflation could at all be effectively fought
with additional fiscal and monetary policies. The debate dissolved
when the subsequent period produced 6 years of extreme price stability
by almost any measure or definition, It would suggest to us that; indeed,
cost-push inflation could be fought by traditional measures. That is
not the entire story. As we view the second half of the 1950°s, we
cannot be sure that inflation would not have been revived had we not
turned again to restrictive fiscal and monetary policies after the very
initial phases of the expansion, long before the economy had recovered.
The result of these restrictive policies was that the recovery of 1958-60
was a sluggish one, unemployment rates were high.by historical stand-
ards, stayed high, and the loss of potential output was substantial.

I have made some computations ;which indicate that the unemploy-
ment rate during that recovery, 1958 through 1960, averaged 5.9 per-
cent. The loss of potential output per quarter averaged over 6 percent.
The unemployment rate never came down during any quarter to 5
percent or below, and the loss of potential output during any given
quarter of that recovery was never less than 4 percent.

Morebver, as a 'result of these policies, we moved into the 1960-61
recession long before full employment was obtained; and had during
1958-60 the shortést.and most incomplete postwar expansion.

Now, there may be some important lessons to be learned from this
period, because it seems to me this period is relevant to our current
policy considerations. - - ' :

A long period of high unemploynient rates and large losses of real
potential output will restore reasonable price stability. Yet the eco-
nomic costs are high in terms of unemployment and they are likely to
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be higher in terms of unemplovment this time around than they were
in the late 1950’s. There is statistical evidence that we would have to
keep unemployment rates at even higher levels now to achieve the same
effect of reducing price inflation than was the case in the late 1950s.

In my prepared statement, I review briefly the likely projectory of
the economy for the second half of this vear and the first half of next
year, summarizing this in terms of the likely performance for calendar
year 1971 and for fiscal year 1972. In doing so, I provide a table which
summarizes seven sets of major economic projections from a variety
of sources and using a variety of methods, but all highly regarded
projections. Five of these are derived from econometric models which,
by the wav, include the Michigan model,” about which Professor
Shapiro will have more to say.

Included also is what is probably the best known so-called “money-
supply model,” that of the Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis: they
gave me updated figures, the latest updated figures that dre available.

Also included is a summary by the American Statistical Association
and the National Bureau of Economic Research, derived from a large
number of forecasts of professional economists who forecast regularly
and many of whom used judgmental methods. So judgemental meth-
ods, econometric methods, and a money supply model are all repre-
sented here and yet, if one compares figures, there is considerable
agreement and some major conclusions emerge.

First of all, these projections, if they are to be trusted, suggest that
we are not likelv to come close to the famous $1,065 billion GNP target
submitted by the Council of Economic Advisers in February of this
vear. We are not likely to come close to this target, despite the fact
that we have had more fiscal stimulation and more monetary stimula-
tion so far than the Council of Economic Advisers considered neces-
sary at the time they made these projections in order to attain this
target.

Particularly important is an analysis of the components of this
shortfall. If vou look at the inflation part of it and the real growth
part of it, vou find that the shortfall is largely due to the fact that
most projections envision sluggish growth for the calendar vear in
real terms. In other words, the expansion in output of the economy
for calendar year 1971 is likely to be so modest 1n comparison with
other first vear recoveries. that it will not come close to this target at
all.

‘Most models project some reduction in inflation during the course
of this vear and some further reduction over the fiscal year 1972 period
which extends through the middle of next vear. The reductions en-
visaged are significant—and I provide some figures in the table—but
thev are modest. They are not likely to get us the degree of price sta-
bility generally talked about or envisioned as the kev to stability,
where we have no longer a problem of fighting inflation, unless we
accept Professor Gordon’s thesis that inflation is not a matter of con-
cern in the first place, and not all people might agree with that thesis.
Inflation will moderate some but not a great deal.
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Now, the question is what are the costs of obtaining this moderation
in inflation, if these models end projections are to be trusted at all;
there we find the costs will indeed be high. Most models project for
calendar year 1971 a real growth rate of less than 3 percent. The high-
est projection suggest real growth rate of 3.6 percent for the calendar
year, which would be substantially below the 4.2 percent growth rate
which was the growth rate of the slowest previous postwar economic
recovery for a comparable period. The fastest or most vigorous recov-
ery had a real growth rate during the first year of 9.6 percent.

Growth is likely to improve somewhat during fiscal year 1972, but
even then, three projections suggest a real growth rate of 4 percent or
less. The highest single projection suggests for fiscal year 1972 a real
growth rate of 5 percent. During previous comparable stages of the
recovery, the slowest real growth rate was 6.4 percent and the fastest,
11.3 percent. This gives you an indication of the degree of sluggishness
of this recovery.

These figures can be placed into some perspective by what I call the
“break-even growth rate,” that is, the real growth rate that would be
required in order to prevent unemployment from deteriorating. I have
estimated that, over the next fiscal year, this break-even growth rate
would be about 4.75 to 5 percent in red! terms which means that, unless
we can move the economy ahead at a substantially faster real rate than
that, we cannot expect any noticeable improvement in the unemploy-
ment rate.

Mind you, the highest projection envisioned a real growth rate for
fiscal year 1972 of 5 percent. This suggests ‘we cannot envision any
significant improvement in unemployment from its recent. level
through the middle of next year and indeed, if you look at the inde-
pendent estimates of unemployment rates in these various projections,
you find they cluster pretty much at the current level or, at best, a
trifle below the current level, which after going through a year and a
half of recovery would certainly be high in terms of most targets that
are set presently. I think it would be disturbingly high.

In brief, the performance of the U.S. economy over the next year as
projected by some of the best forecasts currently available would in-
clude a modest reduction in the rate of inflation, but at the cost of slug-
gish real growth in terms of the first year and a half of a recovery, and
high unemployment rates at, or near, their current level. Such an eco-
nomic performance would resemble in important ways the experience
of the late 1950’s.

At present, the premise is widely accepted that the Federal Reserve
Board 1s in the process of reducing the rate of growth of the money
supply well below its earlier hectic pace; moreover, the administra-
tion has asserted that no further fiscal stimulation should be expected
in the foreseeable future.

The sluggish recovery and the high unemployment rates experienced
so far—and envisioned for the coming year by all seven projections
reviewed here—are likely to invite efforts to provide additional eco-
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nomic. stnnulmhon. Yet it is argued by some, not entirely without
merit, that the economy has already received strong stimulation, par-
tlcularly from a highly expansionary monetary policy, and that the
full response is likely to show up only after a time la . There is, how-
ever, some danger here of overrating the degree an effectiveness of

recent, economic stimulation, particularly in an environment where de-
cisionmaking is still adversely affected by inflationary expectations, as
well as by sluggish growth and high unemployment. The recent fiscal
stimulation has been relatively modest. (at least in terms of such sim-
ple and inadequate measures as the full-employment budget surplus
as a percent of potential GNP) ; and the effect of the strong monetary
stimulus may well be reduced, at least for the time being, by the de-
sire of business to rebuild llquldlty as A hedge against future monetfu)
reversals and by high savings rates that reflect the consumer’s malaise
caused by continuing high rates of inflation and unemployment L

At this time, the merit of additional economic stimulation must be
balanced against the real danger that it may largely spill over into
wage, cost and price increases while producing only modest further
gains in real output and employment If this were to happen, the re-
cent recession—with its ensuing loss of potential output and employ-
ment—would have bought, at best, a small temporary slackening of
the high rate of inflation, |

In summary, fighting the present inflation” with traditional fiscal
and monetary policies may subject the economy to a trajectory of slug-
gish real growth, high unemployment, and large-losses of potential
output -If so, the mandate of the 1946 Employment Act would seem
to require that we modify our policy mix in ways that hold out the
promise of a higher growth trajectory for the economy while contain-
ing inflation. : -

Thank you.

Representatlve Grrrrrras, Thank you.
] " (The prepared statement and. supplementarv material of MI Levy

ollow :)

PREPARED STATEMI:I\T OF ’\IICH AEL E. LEvy !

The U. S economy, after.emerging from 1te fifth postwar recesgion, has just
completed the first two quarters of its recovery. In duration, this was the second
longest postvsar recession—yet it appears to have been the mildest one in
amplitude.® The initial two quarteis of the recovery have extended the “Savcer
shape” of the recession; compared with all previous ‘postwar recoverles ‘the
latest.one has been at stt modest, if not sluggish (see Chart 1). .

1The views expressed in thig statement do not' necessarily represent the views of the
instititions with which the author is currently affiliated.

The recession has-been dated tentatively from November 1969 through November 1970
(see Solomon Fabricant, Recent Economic Changes and the Agenda of Business- CJ(’I"
Research Nationa1 Bureau of Econornic Research Inc New York': \Tav 1971).)

D [
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Chart 1.
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The 1969-1970 recession was induced to a large extent by the conscious
application of fiscal and monetary restraint designed to brake the inflationary
spiral and to restore price stability. Of course, this so-called Game Plan 1 did
not include an actual recession; it aimed at a gradual slowing of the economy,
followed by severat quarters of virtually no real growth (but without any decline
in real output or sharp rise in unemployment—the classical signs of a recession)
in order to choke off the inflation.®* This policy of “planning without dipping”
called for a degree of tine tuning which is presently well beyond the state of
the art; therefore, it ‘was likely either to lead to a recession, or to fail to con-
trol the inflation—or both.

The economic scenario of 1968-1971 bears a close resemblance to the experlence
during the second half of the 1950’s: accelerating inflation.with strong “wage-
cost-push” elements fought by fiscal and monetary restraint which resulted in a
recession. (Elsewhere, 1 have reviewed the present and previous postwar in-
flations and the policies used to cope with these inflations. This analysis bears
on the current economic situation; therefore, with the permission of the
Chairman and the members of this Committee, I would like to make it available
for the record.)* A comparison of these two periods is timely, because it may
help us avoid a repetition of the experience of 1958-1961, when an incomplete
economic recovery was chocked off prematurely by renewed fiscal and monetary
restraint, resulting in an economic decline in 1960—1961 long before the economy
had attained its full potentlal : .

LESSONS OF THE SECOND HALF OF THE 1950°s

The accompanying chart (Chart 2) presents a few economic series-that seem
to me particularly pertinent for a comparison of the second half of the 1950’s
with the most recent economic experience. The number one problem in both
instances was an excessively high and accelerating rate of inflation. In both
instances prices increased at unacceptably fast rates well into the recession;
most recently, the acceleration of price inflation appears to have been stopped,
but the rate of inflation has continued nearly unabated through the recession
into the first two quarters of the recovery. From the very outset, the 1956-1958
inflation included strong ‘so-called wage-cost-push elements; the-latest-inflation
has been subject to strong cost-push pressures only during the last two years.
In the 1950’s as well as most recently, economic policy relied mainly on the

- traditional weapons of fiscal and monetary restraint to ﬁght the mﬂatlon, 5 in
both instances these tools were applied forcefully.

' 31n this connection note the F’ebruary 1970 Economw Report of the Preszdent (especially
i)i) 172-;8) and The Budget Message of the Present for Fiscal Yedr 1971 (éspecially pp.
4+ “U.8. Inflation and Wage-Price Guideposts: Past Lessons and Prospects,” The Con-
ference Board Record, June 1971, pp. 5-11. - AR -
5 However, for a review of recent supplementary measures to restraln wage and price
zlldvar_x;:es, see “U.S. Inflation and Wage-Price Guideposts: Past Lessons and Prospects,”
oc. cit. -
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Chart 2;
The Fight Against Inflation: Economic Policies and Costs
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The 1956-1958 inflation (which was far less deep-seated than the present one)
was arrested only gradually toward the very end of the recession and the early
stages of the recovery. Moreover, it would be difficult to ascertain whether the
inflationary flames might not have been rekindled if, after the brief initial recov-
ery, fiscal and monetary policy had not become thoroughly restrictive again,
forcing the economy onto a slow growth path and into the premature 1960-1961
recession.

During the second half of the 1950’s, economic policy debates centered on the
question whether traditional fiscal and monetary policies were effective and
adequate in coping with so-called cost-push inflation. The six years of virtual
price stability which followed the 1956-1958 inflation seemed to dissolve this
issue. To me, the lesson of the late 1950’s is clear : traditional fiscal and monetary
policies can effectively cope with inflations of the kind we have recently expe-
rienced—Dbut the real economic costs are high : prolonged sluggish real growith of
economy, a very large loss in potential real output, and continuing high unemploy-
ment rates well in excess of what would be considered “full employment” even
in terms of the most conservative definition.® (Evidence to this effect is displayed
in the right-hand panel of Chart 2.)

During the 1958-1960 expansion, the unemployment rate averaged 5.99 and
never receded to 5% in any single quarter; the quarterly loss of real potential
output averaged 6.29 and was never less than 4.39,. The premature 1960-1961
recession resulted in a sharp deterioration in unemployment as well as in poten-
tial output lost, and the improvements during the early phases of the subsequent
expansion were stow and gradual.

To me, the evidence is convincing and the lesson is clear. A long period of high
unemployment rates and large losses of real potential output will restore reason-
able price stability. Yet, the economic costs are high—in terms of unemployment
they are likely to be even higher this time around than they were in the late
1950’s (if recent research on this subject is to be trusted).”

Recent policy statements by the Administration suggest, and some of the most
prestigious economic projections (discussed subsequently) tend to confirm, that
the economy cam be expected to continue on a growth path which relies on large
potential output losses and high unemployment rates to gradually cure the present
inflation. I shall now turn to a review of this economic outlook and consider bneﬂy
the real costs and the alternatives.

ECONOMIC PBOJECTIONS~ FOB CALENDAR 1971 ANP,-FIBCAL 197’2

In the accompanying table, I have put together—on an internally consistent
basis—seven sets of economic projections; these comprise some of the best fore-
casts available outside the Federal government, derived from a multiplicity of
alternative and competitive methods and sources. Five of these projections come
from fairly detailed econometric models; a gixth set represents the average of
projections by a large number of professional economists who prepare.regular
economic forecasts; projections by a well-known “Money-supply Model”—that
of the Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis—are also shown. The data summarized
here include GNP (in current dollars), the real growth rate, the rate of inflation
(as measured by the implicit GNP deflator), and the unemployment rate; infor-
mation is provided for-the next four quarters,’ as well as: for the calendar yeal
1971 and the fiscal year 1972.

Significantly, with one exception, all current-dollar GNP pro_]ections for 197.:
are qubstantlally lower than the $1,065 billion “target” projected by the CEA
last February.? Even now this targeft appears to be out of reach despite the fact

8 Moreover.- recent- research by Robert J. Gordon suggests that such a “‘enre”’ may be
effective only for relatively short perlods up to_about 5 or, at most. vears (see his
“Inflation in Recession and Recovery,” Brookings Papers on ECONOMIC AC'TIVITY 1971,
No. 1. espeelally pp. 140-42).

7What is implied here is a deterioration in the so-called “Phillips Curve " Recent evi.
dence is contained in George L. Perry, “Changing Labor Markets and Inflation,” Brookings
Papers on ECONOMIC ACTIVITY, 1970, No. 3. especially pp. 431-33; also Robert J. Gor-
don. loc. cit., especially p. 123. This author conciuded as early as 1966 that the U.S. Phillips
Curve trade-off had deferiorated (see Michael E. Levy, “Full Employment and Inflation:

A ‘Trade-Off' Analysis.” The Conference Board RECORD, December 1966, pp. 17-27).

8 The only projection that comes close to this target ﬂgure is that of the Federal Reserve
Bank of St. Louis, prepared in July 1971. This model relies heavily on the rates of growth
of the money supply for its projections. Its latest results reflect the exceedingly high rate
of growth of the money supply during the first half of 1971.
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that the economy received stronger fiscal and monetary stimulation during the
first half of 1971 than had been proposed by the CEA. as a prerequisite for attain-
ing this target. The short f£all in GNP—according to the projections reviewed
here—would be due to sluggish real growth rather than to a moderation in the
rate of inflation.

All but one of the seven projections of the rate of inflation for 1971 are in excess
of 4149, ; four models project the rate of inflation at 59 or more.

ECONOMIC PROJECTIONS OF GNP, REAL GROWTH, INFLATION, AND UNEMPLOYMENT, 1971-72

[Seasonally adjusted annual rates)

Actual Projections
1971 Source 1971 1972 Calen-
st and dar Fiscal
Series 1970 half date 1 v [ 1l 1971 1972
(GNP billions, of dollars)...__..._.... 1,056 1,078 1,103 1,128 1,049 1,091
B 1,060 1,088 1,113 1,136 1,053 1,099

1,075 1,102 1,124 1,143 1,061 L

1,06 1,078 1,108 1,135 1,043 1,094

1,061 1,081 1,109 1,134 1,05 1,09

1,059 1,081 1,106 1,128 1,050 1,095

Real growth rate (percent) 2.7 4.9 6.0 5.9 .6 3.6

2.2 6.7 4.8 4.8 2.7 4.1

1.7 3.5 4.3 4.1 36 5.0

6.2 5.3 3.2 2.1 3.3 4.7

. .3 3.8 6.8 6.1 2.1 3.2

_F 2.7 3.4 1.2 5.9 2.5 4.0

................ G 4.5 5.3 5.7 5.2 2.8 4.8

Rate of inflation of implicit GNP de- 5.5 5.3 A 3.2 3.7 3.7 31 4.6 3.8
flator (percent).

3.8 4.0 4.4 3.5 5.0 4.5

3.8 3.7 3.9 3.3 4.2 3.7

4.9 5.1 4.8 4.7 5.2 5.1

5.3 4.5 4.5 3.5 5.2 5.0

4.9 5.0 4,2 4.6 5.0 4.5

3.7 3.0 3.7 2.7 4.6 3.8

Unemployment rate (percent) 5.8 5.7 5.6 5.4 5.8 5.6

5.9 5.7 5.7 5.6 5.9 5.7

6.1 6.1 6.2 6.2 6.1 6.2

5.7 5.6 5.6 5.7 5.8 5.7

6.2 6.3 6.1 5.9 6.2. 6.1

5.9 6.1 6.0 5.9 5.8 6.0

6.2 6.1 5.9 5.7 6.1 6.0

Note: Computations for fiscal 1972 were derived by the author from the quarterly data,

Sources: A—Joint American Statistical Association/National Bureau of Economic Research survey of economists who
prepare regular economic forecasts (June 1971); B—Wharton Econometric Model (May 1971); C—Michigan Econometric
Model (March 1971); D—Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis ‘‘Money SuEpIy Mode!l" (July 1971); E—Chase Economic
Associates, Inc. (June 1971); F—Data Resources, Inc. (July 1971); G—Fair Econometric Model (April 1971).

Looking one year ahead, a modest, but significant reduction in the rate of
inflation is envisioned by five projections; but only the three lowest one tracl
the increase in the GNP deflator for fiscal 1972 at a little less than 49%.

If these projections are to be trusted, this rather modest reduction in the rate
of inflation will be bought at the price of relatively sluggish real growth and
continuing high unemployment rates during the first year-and-a-half of the
present recovery. For 1971 as a whole, five of the seven projections envision
a real growth rate of less than 39. (By comparison, real growth during the
first year of the previous postwar recoveries ranged from a low of 429 to a
high of 9.6%). Even according to the highest among the seven projections, the
real growth rate for 1971 would be only 3.6%, well below the 4.29, rate of the
slowest previous postwar recovery.

Improved real growth is projected for the end of this year and early 1972.
But even for fiscal 1972, as many as three projections list real growth rates of
4% or less, and only one single model projects a real growth rate as high as
5%. (At this cyclical stage in previous postwar recoveries, the real growth rate
ranged from a low of 6.49 to a high of 11.39.)

One way of placing these growth rates in perspective is by comparing them
to the “break-even” growth rate that is required in order to prevent the un-

67650 0—71——11
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employment rate from rising. (Real growth rates in excess of this break-even
rate would be necessary in order to reduce the unemployment rate.) According
to my own rough estimate, this break-even real growth rate is likely to be in
the range of 43,9% to 5% for fiscal 1972. This would imply that little, if any,
improvement in the unemployment rate could be expected during fiscal 1972,
even with the highest real growth rate projected by the models reviewed here.

In fact, the unemployment rates of all seven projections cluster narrowly
around the 6% rate recorded during the first half of 1971—well above the 4.9%
average for 1970—with little improvement projected for the first half of 1972.

In brief, the performance of the U.S. economy over the next year, as projected
by some of the best forecasts currently available, would include a modest reduc-
tion in the rate of inflation, bought at the cost of slugglish real growth (in terms
of the first year-and-a-half of a recovery) and high unemployment rates at or
near their current level. Such an economic performance would resemble in im-
portant ways the experience of the late 1950’s.

At present, the premise is widely accepted that the Federal Reserve Board
is in the process of reducing the rate of growth of the money supply well below
its earlier hectic pace; moreover, the Administration has asserted that no
further fiscal stimulation should be expected in the foreseeable future. In this
connection, it seems appropriate to bear in mind that a sharp shift to fiscal and
monetary restraint after the initial phase of the 19581960 expansion (see
Chart 2) contributed to the economic decline of 1960-1961, which occurred before
the economy had regained full-employment.

THE POLICY DILEMMA

The sluggish recovery and the high unemployment rates experienced so far—
and envisioned for the coming year by all seven projections reviewed here—
are likely to invite efforts to provide additional economic stimulation. Yet it is
argued by some, not entirely, without merit, that the economy has already re-
ceived strong.stimulation, particularly from' a highly expansionary monetary
policy, and that the full response is likely to show up only after a time lag.
There is, however, some danger here of overrating the degree and effectiveness
of recent economic stimulation, particularly in an environment where decision
making is still adversely affected by inflationary expectations, as well as by
sluggish growth and high unemployment. The recent fiscal stimulation has been
relatively modest (at least in terms of such simple and inadequate measures as
the full-employment budget surplus as a percent of potential GNP); and the
effect of the strong monetary stimulus may well be reduced, at least for the time
being, by the desire of business to rebuild liquidity as a hedge against future
monetary reversals and by high savings rates that reflect the consumer’s malaise
caused by continuing high rates of inflation and unemployment.

At this stage, the merit of additional economic stimulation must be balanced
against the real danger that it may largely spill over into wage, cost and price
increases while producing only modest further gains in real output and employ-
ment. If this were to happen, the recent recession—with its ensuing loss of poten-
tial output and employment—would have bought, at best, a small temporary
slackening of the high rate of inflation. ’

In summary, fighting the present inflation with traditional fiscal and monetary
policies may subject the economy to a trajectory of sluggish real growth, high
unemployment, and large losses of potential output. If so, the mandate of the
1946 Employment Act would seem to require that we modify our policy mix in
ways that hold out the promise of a higher growth trajectory for the economy
while containing inflation.
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U.S. Inflation and Wage-Price Guideposts

Michael E. Levy

€8 Economic Policy Resesrch

Past lessons and prospects

uring the last two decades the U.S. economy has

D suffered from three bouts of inflation; the first
two were followed by several years of virtual price sta-
bitity, whereas the most recent one—which dates back
to the mid-1960’s—has not yet come under control.

The question is being raised now whether traditional
fiscal and monetary policies can control the most recent
inflation without an exorbitant price of prolonged slug-
gish growth and high loyment. Voices outsid
and even within—the Administration are raised in favor
of some form of “‘wage-price guideposts” or “incomes
policies.”

A review of the three U.S. postwar inflations of the
last two decades sheds new light on this issue by placing
it in historical perspective.

1950-1952 inflation: Korea

The first inflation of the 1950’s was closely associated
with the Korean War (even though prices had begun
to rise moderately during the first half of 1950). The
entire Korean inflation ran its course within less than
two years, from around mid-1950 through early 1952.
Moreover, the main thrust of the inflation was sharper
and much more short-lived—from around mid-1950
through early 1951. The consumer price index, which
had risen by 9.4% between May 1950 and May 1951,
continued to rise by only 1.9% from May 1951 to
May 1952; thereafter, it advanced at an average annual
rate of merely 0.5% between May 1952 and May 1956.

The sharp initial pnce thrusts were only partially
attributable to d d or to supply short-
ages; they reﬂccted to a large extent expectational
forces. In part, the increase in raw material prices
anticipated future shortages and price controls; con-
sumers stepped up their buying in anticipation of scarci-
ties. This anticipatory buying-—triggered by
World War II memories of scarcities of durable goods,

and by real fears of a ncar-defeat after the entry of
Red China into the war—differed dramatically from the
pattern of consumer buying during subsequent postwar
inflations.!

Economic policy responded promptly and effectively.
Tighter credit controls on purchases of consumer dur-
ables and on mortgage credit were imposed by the
Federal Reserve Board through its Regulations W and
X. Increases in personal and corporate income taxes
and the Defense Production Act of 1950 were enacted
in quick succession. Selective price and wage controls
of late 1950 gave way 1o a genera) price freeze under
the General Ceiling Price Regulation imposed by
the Office of Price Stabilization on January 25, 1951,
and to general wage regulations by the Wage Stabiliza-
tion Board, These concerted policies were largely re-
sponsible for undercutting the inflationary thrust and
restoring price stability long before the end of the
Korean War.

This rapid restoration of price stability in the face
of the continuing war effort was all the more impressive
because of the very low prevailing unemployment. The
unemployment rate—which had declined rapidly from
6.5% in January 1950 to 3.7% in January 1951—
continued to decline to 3.2% in January 1952 and to
2.9% in January 1953. By mid-1953, when the un-
employment rate reached its postwar low of 2.5%,
price controls had been terminated by President Eisen-
hower (in March 1953), yet the previous record of
price stability was preserved. The consumer price index
rose by 1.1% from March 1953 to March 1954 at
about the same pace as during the preceding year.
Moreover, the rise in the implicit price deflator of
GNP slowed from 2% between the first quarter of

1 During the i o U.S. i i did not
engage in “hedge buymg lo beat price inflation. In this connec-

tion, see George Katona, “The Impact of Inflation on Consumer
Attitudes and Bebavior,” The RECORD, March 1971.
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1952 and the first quarter of 1953 to only 1.2% from
the first quarter of 1953 to the first quarter of 1954,
In fact, in terms of the implicit price deflator, a high
degree of price stability was preserved through 1955;
the stability of the consumer price index extended well
into 1956.

In reviewing the Korean and post-Korean experience,
some have tuded that the bi
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the wake of the Suez crisis, were also conz‘ribuling
factors.)

Remedial action consisted largely of the gradual ap-
plication of more restrictive fiscal and monetary poli-
cies. These policies contributed to the economic slow-
down and the 1957-1958 recession. Yet, price advances
were not quickly choked off even by the recession; they
d into late 1957 and early 1958.

of sharply increased taxation and selective credit, price,
and wage controls can effect a favorable combination
of low unemployment and relative price stability even
under adverse conditions, especially if applied early and
forcefully.

1956-1958 inflation and its aftermath

The causes of the 1956-1958 inflation, as well as the
remedial economic policies, differed substantially from
the Korean War period. The major causes included an
investment boom in 1956, sharply rising food prices
because of unfavorable supply conditions, and advances
in labor costs well in excess of productivity gains which
resulted in pronounced increases in unit labor cost.
(Other cost increases, such as petroleum price hikes in

This unusually “sticky” price behavior reflected to
some extent the normal time lags in the adjustments
of wages and prices; but it also led to a revival of
earlier theories of “administered pricing” and gave rise
to heated discussions of so-called cost-push inflation.
(Essentially, proponents of the cost-push view main-
tained that wage claims in excess of productivity gains,
as well as other cost increases, were producing infla-
tionary price increases even at times when there was no
excess demand and when the economy was operating
well below full employment. This view often stressed
monopolistic power of labor unions and of “big busi-
ness” as the real forces behind cost-push inflation.)
Questions were raised whether traditional fiscal and
monetary policies could cope effectively with an infla-
tion that was said to have been induced, or at least
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extended, through the application of monopolistic
powers by large corporations and powerful labor unions,
and by other postwar rigidities. More fund {ly,
the basic issue was whether Western industrial society
might have embedded in its economic structure ele-
ments of cost and price adjustments that would tend
to impart a consistently inflationary bias to'the economy.

In its January 1959 Annual Report, the Council of
Economic Advisers stated the issue in even more basic
terms that have remained relevant up to the present:

Clearly, severe reductions in the price leve_l during
a brief and moderate recession are not to be ex-
pected and would not be a proper objective of
national economic policy. Indeed, such reductions
might impede early recovery of the economy.
Rather, the problem is how to achieve a rcasonable
* stability of prices when economic activity is ad-
vancing and output and employment are high, The
limited downward flexibility of prices in a moder-
ate recession, and the upward movement even then
of certain key prices and costs, highlight and em-
phasize the need for public and’ private policies
that will produce the desired price stability at all
times. (p. 20) ,

The concern with cost-push inflation abated gradu-
ally during the following seven years as the U.S. econ-
omy experienced one of its longest periods of virtually
‘stable prices. It is not, however, without significance
“that this seven-year stretch of price stability was asso-
ciated with unemployment rates that were consistently
high by historical standards, at least for periods com-
prising mainly the expansionary phases of the business
cycle. During the economic expansion of 1958-1960
the uncmployment rate dipped below 5% -only once,
in February 1960, when it reached its low of 4.8%.
1t rose rapidly- during the 1960-1961.recession, reach-
ing a cyclical peak of 7.1% in May 1961. Even though
the unemployment rate receded gradually during the
subsequent economic recovery and expansion, it had
not yet declined below 5% by the end of 1964 (with
the brief exception of two isolated months). Unem-
ployment finally retreated below 5% in March 1965,
and below 4%2 % in July 1965; by that time the seven-
year stretch of price stability was giving way to the
onsetting “Vietnam inflation.”"

Thus, while the 1956-1958 inflation was followed: by
about seven years of virtual price stability, the crucial
issue was never resolved whether the U.S. economy
could operate without inflation at full-employ
osually defined in terms of a 4% uncmployment rate
—without having recourse to price and wage controls,

“guideposts,” or some form of “incomes policy.” In
fact; the 1962 Annual Report of the Council of Eco-
nomic Advisers blished a set of y “guide-
posts for noninflationary wage and price behavior”
which first gained prominencc during the April 1962
“steel conflict.”? Sub: ly, these “guid " were
refined, modified, and supplemented by off-the-record
“consultations.”? But they faded away gradually during
the 1965-1967 inflationary spiral and received their
death-blow in the 5% wage and fringe settlement of
Augus( 19 1967, which ended the strike of the Inter-

jon of Machinists.

Vietnam inflation, 1965 —

The latest inflationary bout was triggered by the
rapidly accelerating military demands for the Vietnam
War after mid-1965 which coincided, in the ecarly
stages, with an investment boom in the private sector
of the economy. Moreover, because of the government's
commitment to “guns and butter,” many civilian pro-
grams continued to expand rapidly despite the esca-
lating war costs. Unlike the Korean experience, no
direct controls were imposed on consumer credit, wages,
or prices. When a modest 10% surcharge on personal
and corporate income taxes was finally enacted in 1968,
it was clearly labeled a temporary measure of short
duration. Not until early 1969 were both fiscal and
monetary policies closely aligned in a coordinated effort
of economic restraint..

The unemployment rate—which at last declined to
4% in December of 1965—stayed below 4% from
February 1966 through January 1970 (with the single
exception of May 1967). Moreover, between April
1968 and late 1969 the unemployment rate hovered
around 3.5%-—a relatively low level by historical
standards. (Yet, during the Korean War, unemploy-
ment rates of 3% or less prevailed through most of
1952 and 1953 while prices remained remarkably
stable.) These low unemployment rates were accom-
panied by a troublesome and accelerating price infla-
tion. The consumer price index—which had risen at an
average annual rate of only 1.3% during the six-year
interval from January 1958 to January 1964—ad-

2 For the initial statement of the “guideposts,” see January
1962 Economic Report of the President, pp. 185-190.

3 For subscquent modifications by the CEA, see especially the
January 1965 Economic warl of the President, pp. 108-110.
A good example of the * “consultation™ approach was the roll

back of molybdenum prices in July 1966 (sec The New York
Times, July 15, 1966).
4 For empirical testing of the relative effectiveness of the
guldeposl policy 1962-1966, sce George L. Perry, “Wages and
" American E ic Review, 1967,
pp 897 904,
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vanced at an average annual rate of 3.4% during the
following six years, from January 1964 to January
1970. The implicit price deflator of GNP rose at an
average rate of 3.4% during the latter period, as com-
pared with 1.4% during 1958-1964; and the wholesale
price index rose at an_average of 2.3% per annum
from the beginning of 1964 to carly 1970 after remain-
ing virtually stable during the previous six years.

During the 1969-1970 r , which was ind
to an extent by restrictive fiscal and monetary policies,
the unemployment rate gradually rose from 3.5% in
November 1969 to 6.2% in December 1970; yet there
were few indications of slower price advances and a
return towards price stability. (From January 1970 to
January 1971 the consumer price index rose by 5.2%
and the wholesale price index by 2.3%.)

Why "incomes policies?” )

It is in this sctting that the issues of monopoly power,
adminisiered prices, wage- and cost-push of the late
1950’s were revived. New to the discussion of the late
1960's was the increascd emphasis on the so-called
Phillips Curve trade-off between unemployment and
inflation. The crucial question was whether unemploy-
ment rates of 4% or less are compatible with reason-
able price stability, given the present structure of the
U.S. economy.® Closely related to this question is the
current debate whether selective economic poticies may
be desirable, or even essential, in order to improve the
existing unemployment-inflation trade-off (i.e., in order
to achieve high employment with less inflation than
would be possible without such policies). In this con-
nection, attention has focused specifically on various
forms of “wage-price guideposts,” or more generally on
all types of “incomes policies.” Advocacy of some form
of “incomes policy” has frequently been combined
with: recommendations for structural reforms designed
to increase competition and reduce rigidities in various
labor .and product markets.

Most economists who favor at present the use of
some form of “wage-price guideposts” or “i
policies™ believe that the current inflation is deeply
embedded in the fiber of the economy and could be
fully throttled by traditional fiscal and monetary poli-
cies only at the cost of prolonged sluggish growth and
high unemployment.- To some, additional controls
would seem necessary only during the transition from

S For a review of this issue and conclusions, see Michael E.
Levy. “Full Employment and Inflation: A ‘Trade-Off" Analysis.”
The RECORD. December 1966: also “Full Employment Wuh-
out Inflation: An Analysis of the US. ‘Phillips’ Curves’ and
‘Target’ Unemployment Rates,” ibid., November 1967.

inflation to price stability; others believe that the U.S.
economy has become inherently more inflation prone
and will require virtually permanent “incomes policies,”

Is the U.S. more inflation-prone?

Have there been basic structural, institutional, or
policy changes which would tend to impart a greater
inflationary bias to the U.S. economy in the 1970's?
Those economists who answer this question in the
affirmative have compiled an impressive list of factors.
Some of these have been d d more
and convincingly than others. ‘Among the ma;or fnclors
usually hstcd are the following:6 ~ *

¢ A polenual shortage of savings and of capital.

* A less-favorable composition of the labor force,
with a larger proportion of young workers and women
(who have lower productivity and higher unemploy-
ment rates than adult male workers). .

e Greater relaxation of ‘balance-of-payments con-
straints, because Western Europe now faces similar
problems of inflation.

e A ption mix that cc to shift more
toward services (which normally show low_cr produc-
tivity gains and larger price advances than goods).

o Greater expectations that the U.S.-economy will
never again suffer a serious depression because of
greater economic knowledge and better apphcauon of
stabilization policies. .

_ Difficulties in providing both the quantity and
quality of skilled workers that will bé demanded.

o Large and growing demands from the public
sector which tend to result in full-employment budget
deficits for years to come, unless great restraint is
exercised by the Federal Government.

¢ An unwillingness of the government, as well as the
public, to make hard choices among meritorious com-
peting goals which cannot all be satisfied simultaneously
with the existing resource endowment.

The need for structural reform

Not surprisingly, those economists who discern an
increasing inflationary bias in the U.S. economy and
who, therefore, view traditional fiscal and Yy

6 Each of these is mentioned at least by one contributor—
and some are listed by severa! contributors~—to Containing In-
ﬂnnon in the Enwranmtnl o[ the 1970°i, Michael E, Levy. ed.,

The Conference Board, -



policies as insufficient, favor some form of “‘wage-price
guideposts™ or “incomes policies.” Whether they advo-
cate such supplementary policy tools merely for a
“transition period,” or more permanently, they tend to
stress almost invariably the need for supplementing an
incomes policy with basic structural reforms designed
to reduce rigidities and to increase competition within
the economy. On this latter score, most proponents
and opponents of incomes policies are in full agreement.

Proposals for structural reform often include the
following recommendations:

« Repeal of the Davis-Bacon Act (which essentially
sets wage scales in Federal and Federally-assisted con-
struction), and of the Jones Act (which requires con-
struction in U.S. shipyards of all vessels engaged in
domestic transportation or fishing).

s Removal of import quotas and their replacement,
where necessary, by a tariff system.

o Elimination of the “Buy American” policy.
« Repeal of the resale price maintenance laws.

» Reexamination of union monopolies and improve-
ments in the functioning of labor markets and in tabor
mobility. !

o Removal of competitive restrictions on banking
and financial institutions.

o Reevaluation of government programs that tend to
raise prices or introduce rigidities in certain markets
(e.g., the farm price support program).

» Elimination of minimum wage legislation, at least
for young people with low skills.

» Revisions of antiquated local building codes in
order to permit the use of new materials and of factory-
buiit housing.

Needless to say, not all economists would favor each
and every one of these structural reforms, and most
proposals on this list would be bound to encounter
political difficulties.

Opposition to poli

Opponents of guideposts and incomes policies com-
prise two distinct but overlapping camps: those who
see no need for any new tools because they believe
that traditional fiscal and monetary policies can do the
job well; and those who recognize certain limitations of
the traditional policy tools, but believe that guideposts
and incomes policies simply do not work.”
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Dominant among those economists who consider new
policy tools unnecessary—even if they could be made
to function—are some well-known monetarists. They
consider inflation primarily a “monetary phenomenon,”
the offspring of “bad” monetary policy (i.e., excessive
financing through the “printing press”). Consequently,
their proposed remedy is a simple one: avoid large
fluctuations in the money supply and provide stable and
moderate monetary growth over a long enough period
to eliminate inflation.® However, this policy approach
shows little concern over the crucial question whether
its prescribed remedy might not now entail too long a
period of sluggish growth and high unemployment to
be socially and politically acceptable; or else it pre-
sumes that none of the other policy alternatives can
succeed in restoring price stability.

In a slightly different formulation, this latter view has
many more adherents who believe that incomes policies
tamper with the market mechanism and distort resource
allocation without achieving worthwhile restraint on
wages and prices. But this group usually favors a more
flexible and pragmatic approach, it does not rule out,
altogether, selective gned to ent wage
and price competition, or to restrain wage and price
advances that may be attributable to “monopolistic
market power” and to other “market imperfections.”

So far, the position of the Nixon Administration has
combined the diverse elements of opposition-in-prin-
ciple to tampering with the free market mechanism and
scepticism as to ultimate effectiveness with the prag-
matism of selective measures.® President Nixon stated
the Administration’s approach succintly in his Economic
Report in February 1971:

7 Much scepticism as to the workability and effectiveness of
such policies was contained in a conference transcript, Guide-
lines, Informal Controls, and the Market Place, George P.
Shultz and Robert Z. Aliber, eds. (Chicago, The University of
Chicago Press, 1966).

8 Sometimes complementary fiscal restraint is also recom-
mended (e.g., James Meigs, “A Less Inflationary Environment,”
The RECORD, March 1971).

. %It is worth noting that the Administration's position on this
issue has by no means been monolithic. George Shultz, Director
of the Office of Management and Budget, has been on record
as a staunch opponent of any form of guideposts or incomes
policies, Members of the Council of Economic Advisers, while
intrinsically opposing such policies, have generally adopted a
more flexible and pragmatic stance. Among high ranking offi-
cials favoring at least serious consideration of new policy

are Murray Assistant Secretary of the
Trcasu_ry for Economlc Policy; Maurice Mann, a former Assist-
ant Director of the Office of Management and Budget; and
Paul Volcker, Under Secretary of the Treasury for Monetary
Affairs, Recently, Arthur F. Burns, Chairman of the Federal
Reserve Board, has also given serious thought to the desir-
ability of the temporary use of some form of incomes policies.
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Free prices and wages are the heart of our eco-
nomic system; we should not stop them from
working even to cure an inflationary fever. I do
not intend to impose wage and price controls which
would substitute new, growing and more vexatious
problems for the problems of inflation, Neither do
1 intend to rely upon an elaborate facade that
seems to be wage and price control but is not.
Instead, I intend to use all the effective and
legiti powers of G to unleash and
strengthen those forces of the free market that hold
prices down. This is a policy of action, but not a
policy of action for action’s sake. (p. 7)

The President went on to summarize past and im-
pending actions on the wage-price front as follows:

Actions were taken to augment the supply of lum-
ber, and to deal with domestic copper prices that
were out of line with world markets. To restrain
increases in the price cf crude oil, this Administra-
tion took steps to permit greater production on
Fedcral offshore leases and to increase oil imports.
Faced with inflationary price increases for some
steel products, I have ordered a review of the con-
ditions which permit or cause such increases, and
threaten jobs in steel-using industries. We have
been particularly with i in the
costs of construction. It is now more critical than
ever to check inflationary wage and price increases
in an industry where unemployment is high. (p. 8)

Toward a selective ““guidepost policy?”

A review of the Ad, ation’s selective anti-i
tionary measures of the last nine months indicates an
expansion in scope as well as in intensity. If this trend
continues, the distinction between a policy of ad hoc
specific measures and a more general, but selective,
“‘guidepost policy” may become more and more blurred.

Except for two isolated instances of review and pres-
sures designed to achieve price restraint in softwood
lumber and plywood, and in copper in 1969, the recent
selective anti-inflationary policies got slowly under way
in mid-1970, first with a Presidential Commission, then
reviews and exhortations, and finally with outright
action. On June 17, 1970 President Nixon announced
the appointment of a National Commission on Produc-
tivity, a 23-man group headed by George Shuliz,
Director of the Office of Management and Budget.
While the Commission’s main focus may be on longes-
term measures to enhance productivity, its activities are
oot unrelated to the present fight against inflation.

On August 7, 1970 the Council of Economic Ad-

visers issued its first “Inflation Alert” which summarized
the historical relationship of wages, prices, and produc-
tivity and reviewed changes in the major wage and
price indexes during the first half of 1970, The second
“Inflation Alett,” issued on December 11, 1970, was
more strongly worded and criticized outsized union
wage settlements, especially in the construction trades,
and some recent price increases, especially in oil and
gas. Subject to strong criticism also was the wage
settlement between General Motors and the United
Auto Workers, The third “Inflation Alert,” issued on
April 13, 1971, went one step further. It contained
not only a critical review of past developments and
general rules for desirable wage and price behavior in
the future, but it also focused sharply on forthcoming
wage-price decisions and emerging market problems,
with particular emphasis on the steel wage negotiations
that are due later this year.

Beyond these Inflation Alerts, the Administration
exerted pressure and took actions affecting the oil in-
dustry, the steel industry, and the construction industry.
In a speech on December 4, 1970 President Nixon
announced a plan to permit greater production on
Federal offshore leases and to increase oil imports in
order to offset recent oil price increases.!® On January
12, 1970 the President denounced a 12% across-the-
board steel price increase proposed by Bethlehem Steel
and several days later, under Administration pressure,
a roll back to about 8% was obtained from the in-
dustry. On January 8, 1971 the President called on the
Construction Industry Collective Bargaining Commis-
sion to develop a voluntary stabilization plan in order
to contain outsized wage, cost, and price advances in
this industry. When labor leaders were unable to com-
mit their hip, Presi Nixon ded the
1931 Davis-Bacon Act on February 23, 1971. Subse-
quently, labor and industry representatives accepted the
President’s proposal of a 12-man Construction Industry
Stabilization Committee, headed by Professor John
Dunlop, and consisting of four industry, four construc-
tion union, and four public representatives. The Com-
mittee met for the first time on April 6, and the pro-
visions of the Davis-Bacon Act were restored by the
Administration.

There can be no doubt as to the Administration’s
great reluctance to intervene in the wage-price process;
nonetheless the most recent history reveals a crescendo
of exhortations and selective measures and pressures.

10 Address to the National Association of Manufacturers in
New York City.
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The coming year could well bring a further expansion
of ad hoc provisions (even to the point where their
consolidation into a more comprehensive “guidelines
approach”™ may become unavoidable)—or else, stand-

oft and their gradual disman'tling. The choice between

these two opposite paths may be decided not so much
by economic convictions, but by economic performance.
If rapid economic gains during the coming year induce

[

a good-sized reduction in the recent 6% unemployment
rate with further progress towards price stability, the
entire “guidelines” issue would probably be obliterated.
But if the forthcoming economic advance yields only
modest reductions in unemployment without making
substantial inroads on inflation,. then pressures for in-
tensified wage-price controls could well become irre-
sistible.
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Representative Grirrrra. Mr. Shapiro, please proceed.

STATEMENT OF HAROLD T. SHAPIRO, PROFESSOR OF ECONOMICS,
UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN ‘

Mr. Suapiro. T would like to summarize some of the highlights of
my prepared statement before I turn to the details. In summary, my
own forecast of the economic outlook, is very-much in line with what
has been mentioned by the previous s;i)eakers; namely, slow growth,
very modest improvements in the employment rate, and very modest
reductions in the rate of inflation.

‘On the policy side of things, I come down very much in favor of tax -
cuts in order to further stimulate the expansion with Federal expendi-
tures as an alternative source of stimulation, although my own pref-
erence would be for tax reduction. On the side of monetary policy, I
think if the Federal Reserve succeeds in maintaining the rate of
growth of money supply in the neighborhood of 4, 5, 6, or 7 percent, it
1s likely to raise interest rates to undesirably high levels. Given the
nature of the forecasted expansion we have going, a rate of growth of
the money supply in the area of 10 percent seems more appropriate.

I would like now to return to the details for a few moments to ex-
plain how I have reached these conclusions.

The forecast of economic activity which I will present today is based
largely on the University of Michigan’s quarterly econometric model
of the U.S. economy developed originally by staff members of the
Council of Economic Advisers and subsequently by my colleague Prof.
Saul H. Hymans and myself at the research seminar in quantitative
economics at the University of Michigan.

I shall try to present the highlights. Additional details are available
in the tables of my prepared statement as well as the prepared state-
ment and I will answer any questions you might have.

As has already been noteg here this morning, the economy is slowly
recovering from the 1969-70 recession. Both the recession itself and
the initial stages of the recovery have proved especially troublesome,
I think, in at least two respects.

First, the rate of inflation was higher in the recession year than in
the last year of the expansion. This 1s unique amongst postwar reces-
sions. Further, despite rising unemployment rates, inflation has re-
mained a difficult problem during the early stages of the current re-
covery. Second, the rate of recovery, at least in these initial stages, has
been disappointing. Given the evidence now available we can charac-
terize the first 6 months of 1971 as ones of slow expansion in real out-
put—especially if we adjust for the “catch up” production in the auto
industry—rising unemployment rates and continuing substantial rates
of inflation. If we ignore the special effects created by the auto strike,
the only sector of the economy showing considerable strength is the
residential construction sector which has responded well to easier mon-
etary conditions.

The outlook for the coming 18 months is, of course, critically de-
pendent on the stance of fiscal and monetary policy. We have, there-
fore, undertaken a careful analysis of the Federal budget and other
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pending legislation which could have important effects on economic
activity over the next six quarters. The assumptions I am operating
under, regarding Federal and State and local expenditure, are pre-
sented to you in tables 1 and 2 of my prepared statement. To summarize
our own projections about the Federal budget, for example, we are
now basing our forecast on a projection of Federal expenditures which
are approximately $6 billion higher for fiscal 1972 than presented in
the January budget.

I guess it is very much in line with at least what the administration
is saying right now, judging by Mr. McCracken’s testimony before
this committee last week or so. ‘

Regarding the second half of 1972, we have no official budget docu-
ments to go on, but we have projected increases in Federal expenditures
for the last two quarters of 1972 in a manner which appears reasonable
to us. I would like to mention our projections, assume that the social
security benefits proposed under H.R. 1, in fact, become law and that
they will become effective as of the middle of 1972. T think it is im-
portant because the benefits there are very substantial and will cer-
tainly add to consumer income at that time.

On the revenue side, we have allowed for the increase in social secu-
rity taxes, effective January 1, 1972, which is already scheduled, as
well as the continuing phasing in of the provisions of the 1969 Tax
Reform Act. :

On the issue of monetary policy, we expect some tightening of mone-
tary conditions over the next 18 months. We are projecting a slow rise
in short term interest rates throughout this period. Long term interest
rates will also show some modest rise from current levels. I would like
to return to a further discussion of the role of monetary policy after
I have presented our basic forecast.

Consistent with our views, concerning monetary policy and Federal
grants-in-aid, we have projected an increase in State and local govern-
ment expenditures of approximately 13 percent for both calendar 1971
and calendar 1972, as shown in table 2 of my prepared statement.

These are the broad outlines of the policy assumptions on which
we are basing our forecast. As you know, any forecast of economic
activities over the next 18 months is critically dependent on what one
assumes in this area. - ]

The broad sweep of our forecast for 1971 and 1972 is contained in
table 3 of my prepared statement, which displays the forecasted
changes of several key macro-economic variables. Tables 4 to 6 in my
prepared statement provide full quarterly detail of our forecast for
a broader range of aggregates. Based on the input assumptions pre-
viously discussed we forecast current dollar GNP to increase by about
$78 billion for the year 1971 and $104 billion for the year 1972. This
increase amounts te approximately 8 percent and 10 percent, respec-
tively, compared to the increase in 1970 of 4.6 percent. For 1971 the
8 percent rise in current dollar GNP is composed of a rise in the volume
of output (constant dollar GNP) of just under 3 percent and a rate
of price increase totalling just over 5 percent. For 1972 the figures are
4.9 percent and 4.8 percent, respectively. The decrease in the rate of
inflation we are projecting is very modest, and I take it this is roughly
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the same view presented by the other witnesses testifying here this
morning,

Although the 3 percent rate of growth of output predicted for 1971
1s a substantial improvement over 1970, it is not rapid enough to pre-
vent a further rise in the unemployment rate for the year as a whole
and we forecast unemployment rates to reach their peak in the current
quarter.

Beginning with the fouth quarter of 1971, however, the increase rate
of growth of real output will finally begin to lower the unemployment
rate. For 1972 we forecast the rate of unemployment to decline slowly,
but continuously, to a level of under 5.7.percent by the fourth quarter.
The decline forecasted in the overall rate of inflation during these 2
years is also quite modest.

Both consumer incomes and corporate profits are forecasted to reg-
ister substantial gains in current dollar in 1971 and 1972. We now
estimate increases of 16 percent and 4.2 percent in pretax corporate
profits for 1971 and 1972 respectively. By the fourth quarter of 1972
profit before taxes should be running at a rate close to $95 billion per
year. Personal disposable income is expected to rise by 8.4 percent and
9.5 percent in 1971 and 1972 respectively.

Turning to the private nonfarm sector of the economy we forecast
increases in wage rates—compensation per man-hour—of 8.2 and 7.7
percent for 1971 and 1972 respectively. While increases in the unem-
ployment rate such as those recently experienced might be expected to
dampen the rate of wage increases, we expect much of this effect to be
offset by the recent wage patterns established by the negotiations in the
auto and other industries. In this sector of the economy—private non-
farm—however, we are forecasting a more significant decline in the
rate of inflation during 1972. For the years as a whole we are fore-
casting an increase in prices in the private nonfarm sector of 4 per-
cent down from the 4.9 percent now projected for 1971. The principal
reason, for this forecasted decline in the rate of inflation is the sub-
stantial increase predicted for the growth in output per man-hour for
1972 as shown in table 3 of my prepared statement. _

Thus although we forecast a significant rise in the rate of growth
of real output in the coming year and a half—especially in the period
following the termination of the projected steel strike—the improve-
ment is not rapid enough to generate what I would consider adequate
declines in the unemployment rate. Our forecast embodies provisions
for a 4-week steel strike. Should there be no work stoppage in the
steel industry, this would not affect our overall forecast in the next 18
months very significantly. There would be some shifting around of
the aggregates, but I do not think the general picture for the next 18
months would be very much affected.

While this period marks a definite turn toward the full-employ-
ment path, by the end of 1972 we forecast overall unemployment rates
to remain at the relatively high level of 5.6 to 5.7 percent. Unemploy-
ment, therefore, will continue to be a problem throughout this period,
and continued growth at 1972 rates will be needed to bring us any-
where close to full employment by late 1973. )

On the more positive side, a careful look at the movements in the
components of real aggregate demand, as displayed in table 5 of my
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prepared statement, reveals a generally well-balancéd growth process
over the next 18 months. This.is potentially important as balanced
growth can make an-important contribution to the maintenance of
greater price stability, by greatly easing the task of generating an
-orderly ‘move to full employment. Of the various principal compo-
nents of aggregate demand only business expenditures for plant and
eq}l:ipment are forecasted to play a rather weak role in the expansion.
The 4.9 percent growth in real output (GNP) during calendar 1972
is composed of increases, in real terms, of (1) 5.1 percent in consumer
durables; (2) 4.5 percent in consumer nondurables and-services; (3)
1.9 percent in business fixed investment; (4) 3.8 percent in residential
construction i and  (5): 4.9 percent in Governnient purchases.
" However, given the récent cuts in corporate taxes and the new depre-
ciation rules announced recently by the Treasury, there does remain
some uncertainty-in my own mind about the future course of business
investment, Although -I see little chance of:any sharp change during
1971, a more rapid- pickup than currently forecastéd, beginning in the
second quarter of next-yedr réemainsa distinct possibility. I will discuss
‘this alternative possibility in more detail below. ' ‘
~ Another notable feature of our forecast is the continued high savings
rate maintained by consumers. Consumer expenditures-are forecasted
‘to'grow very much in step with the growth in personal income, but not
any faster—leaving savings rates at their curient rather high levels.
We.see no evidence at the moment-of any strong new surge in house-
hold:expenditures. e e ' : :

While I believe the forecast I have just presented (RSQE (1)) de-
scribes the most likely path of:economic activity through 1972, given
our assumptions regarding economic policy, other possibilities are
certainly highly worthy of consideration in the current economic
environment. One alternative is to assume a more expansionary stance
for Federal Government expenditures in the coming 18 months. Table
1 of my prepared statement gives the details of an alternative Federal
budget for fiscal 1972 embodying a rather rapid increase in Federal
expenditures. The increase is $5.750 billion for fiscal 1972 and $8
billion. for calendar 1972. A second alternative allows for an accelera-
tion of business expenditures in plant and equipment—beginning in
the second quarter of 1972. Table 7 of my prepared statement contains
summary ‘data comparing tlie path of ‘economic growth in 1971 and
1972 implied by the RSQE “control” forecast (RSQE (1)) and these
two principal alternatives. C e . .
- .guess table 7 of my prepared statement.is-the most relevant one
of the tables I have presented for consideration, since it gives, I think,
what are the ¢ritical parameters implied by our forecast and the vari-
ous alternatives one could look at. ’

As expected, a more expansionary fiscal policy raises the rate of real
growth .and lowers unemployment levels. The rate of growth of real
output’ rises to 5,7 percent for the year 1972 as a whole and the unem-
ployment rate falls to a level of 5.5 percent for thé year. By yearend
the unemployment rate is close to 5.3 percent. That is under the policy
of the more expansionary Federal budget. ' - R
“"On'the other'sideé of the.issue a more expansionary policy does begin
to-raise unit. labor'cost by the endof 1972, but the size of this increase
does.not seemicritical.in view. of the sharp gains'made in'employment.
This seems to be a policy woithy of strong ¢onsideration. '
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Turning our attention to alternative No. 2 we can note that a stronger
revival of private demand—for example, business fixed investment ex-
penditures—in 1972 also makes a significant additional contribution to
the expansion. Although I have not presented the results here the
same can be said of a drop in personal income taxes. It is true,of course,
that almost any increase in aggregate demand from the public or-pri-
vate sectors generates some potential pressure on prices. However,
the economy 1s currently characterized by low utilization rates of both
labor and capital as welflas,certain institutional rigidities which should
insulate prices somewhat from the pressures of rising aggregate de-
mand. In this respect I consider our own price forecasts to be on the
pessimistic side. Given the current levels of unemployment, the non-
unionized sector of the labor force may not quite follow the pattern:set
in recent wage negotiations, and thus permit somewhat better per--
formance on unit labor costs and prices for the economy as a whole.

Finally a word about monetary policy. As I have noted above, we
have projected a slow rise in interest rates for the next six quarters.
Given our projected expansion in real output and prices, such.a modest
rise in interest rates can only be.sustained by a fairly rapid rate of
growth in the money supply. Given the 5.0 percent increase in real

.output and the 4.7 to 4.8 percent increase in prices forecast for 1972, a
6 percent rate of growth in the money supply would imply a far higher
rise in interest rates than we have allowed for..Since I, view a more
rapid rise in interest rates as undesirable, I would not favor any at-
tempt to restrain the rate of growth of the money supply,-to a figure
in the range of 6 percent. o Coee

(The prepared statement of Mr. Shapiro follows:):

" PREPARED 'STATEMENT OF HAROLD T. 'SHAPIRO* .
THE EcoNoMIC QUTLOOK FOR 1971, 1972 o

) 1. INTRODUCTION .
The forecast of economic activity- which I will present today is based largely
on the University of Michigan’'s quarterly econometric model of°the U.S. economy
developed originally by staff members of the Council of Economic Advisors and
subsequently by my colleague Professor ‘Saul H. Hymans and myself at the
Research Seminar in Quantitative Economics at the University of Michigan. I
should mention that an econometric model is simply a statistical procedure that
attempts to depict in a set of equations, the essential quantitative relationships
that determine the behavior of such important macroeconomic variables as out-
put, income, employment and prices. Needless to say, the generation of an actual
forecast is not a purely mechanical procedure, but requires considerable “judge-
mental” input. I will present to-you this morning ‘what I believe to“be the high-
lights of our forecast of economic activity for the coming 18 months. Additional
detdil is available in theé tables I have provided, and I will endeavor to answer
any further questions you might have. ' . o

i 1

II. THE CURRENT STATE OF THE ECONOMY .

_At the present time the economy is slowly recovering from.the 1969-1970 reces-
sion. Both the recession itself and the initial stages of the recovery now underway
have been quite troublesome in at least two respects. First, the rate of inflatio

!'T would llke to acknowledge the assistance of Professors Warren:Smith and Gardner
Ackley, and R. Hokenson in the preparation of this statement. I especlally wish to acknowl-
edge the assistance of my colleague Prof.- Saul' H. Hymans, since the forecast presented
here is based largely on the research we have done together in the Research Seminar.in
Quantitative Economics (RSQE) at the University of Michigan. The RSQE is financed,
in part. by a grant from the National Science Foundation. None of the above persons, how-
ever, take any responsibility for the statement presented. . )
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was higher in the recession year than in the last year of the expansion. This is
unique amongst postwar recessions. Further, despite rising unemployment rates,
inflation has remained a difficult problem during the early stages of the current
recovery. ‘Second, the rate of recovery, at least in these initial stages, has been
disappointing. Given the evidence now available we can characterize the first six
months of 1971 as ones of slow expansion in real output (especially if we adjust
for the “catch up” production in the auto industry), rising unemployment rates
and continuing substantial rates of inflation. If +we ignore the special effects
created by the auto-strike, the only sector of the economy showing considerable
strength is the residential construction sector which has responded well to
easier monetary conditions. Inventory investment (despite the building of steel
stocks) and plant and equipment expenditures have failed to make any signifi-
cant contribution to the recovery so far.

More specifically, based on the preliminary estimates released by the Depart-
ment of Commerce last Friday, Gross National Product for the second quarter
registered a gain of about $20 billion (at annual rates) which represents a gain
of approximately 8.09% over the first quarter. This increase was composed of a
379% gain in real output and a 4.3% rise in prices—again at annual rates. Un-
employment as we know, is still running very close to 6% for the quarter as a
whole. Corporate profits, although showing little change from their substantial
gain in the first quarter are running sharply higher than last year and very
close to their late 1969 levels. ‘ .

III. POLICY PARAMETERS FOR 1971 AND 1972

The outlook for the coming eighteen months is, of course, critically dependent
on the stance of fiscal and monetary policy. We have, therefore, undertaken a
careful analysis of the Federal Budget and other pending legislation which
could have important effects on economic activity over the next six quarters.-
Table 1 contains a breakdown of Federal Expenditures on a National Income -
Accounts basis for Fiscal 1971 and Fiscal 1972, as shown in the January Budget
and as revised by the RSQE for use in our forecast. For Fiscal 1972 we present
two alternatives. RSQE (1) reflects our current projections; while RSQE (2)
allows for a more expansionary stance of Fiscal policy. ‘Our budget inputs
(RSQE (1)) for Fiscal 1972 allows for an increase of about $6 billion in expendi-
tures in excess of the President’s estimates. This discrepancy is approximately
evenly divided between increases in defense and nondefense purchases. We also
allow for the scheduled military pay increase to be advanced into the fourth
quarter of 1971.

TABLE 1.—FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURES, FISCAL 1971 AND FISCAL 1972

[Billions of current dollars]

Fiscal 1971 Fiscal 1972
January 1971 January 1972

budget RSQE(1) budget RSQE(1) RSQE(2)

Federal Government expenditures.._.... 215.0 213.6 230.1 236.3 242.1

Purchase of goods and services______.__ 97.9 . 9.2 102.2 105.5 L3

National defense.._..___...____.__ . 74.1 73.1 74.0 76.1 79.0

Other_ . . .o cail. 23.8 23.1 . 28.2 . . 29.4 32.3

Transfer payments___._..____._.______ 69.2 70.1 75.0 76.5 76.5

To persons. - 67.0 67.9 . 72.5 74.0 74.0

To foreigners_ 2.2 2.2 2.5 2.5 2.5

Grants-in-aid_ _..... 27.0 26.8 34.4 35.0 35.0

Netinterest_ _____ ... _________ 14.6 14.5 14.3 14.3 14.3
Subsidies less current surplus of Govern-

ment enterprise. _ ... _.._______.. 6.2 6.0 4.2 5.0 5.0
Estimated surplus of receipts over rev-

[T T I ~15.0 1-18.0 - —4.2 ?-20.9 ®-23.0

1 Department of Commerce preliminary estimates. ) .
2 RSQE estimates. These estimates are based on RSQE forecast of economic activity for 1971 and 1972 together with the
assumption that State and local governments will have (in the aggregate) balanced budgets. :
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For the last two quarters of 1972 we have no budget documents to go on and
have simply projected what we believe to be reasonable estimates of increases
in Federal expenditures. Our projections assume that the increase in Social
Security and Medicaid benefits proposed in H.R. 1 ($4.4 billion per year) will
become effective in the third quarter of 1972. We also allow for a pay increase
for civilian government employees ($1 billion) in the fourth quarter of that
year. Finally, we made provision for increased Federal expenditures in the
second half of 1972 that might be called for under Welfare Reform legislation.

On the revenue side we have allowed for the increase in Social Security taxes
(effective January 1, 1972) which is already scheduled (PL92-5), as well as the
continued phasing in of the provisions of the 1969 Tax Reform Act. The new
rules regarding depreciation ‘“write-offs” recently announced by the Treasury
are assumed to cut corporate tax liabilities by $1 billion in 1971 and $2 billion
in 1972.

On the issue of monetary policy we expect some tightening of monetary condi-
tions over the next 18 months. We are projecting a slow rise in short-term
interest rates throughout this period. Long-term interest rates will also show
some ‘modest rise from current levels, I would like to return to a further dis-
cussion of the role of monetary policy after I have présented our basic forecast.

Consistent with our views concerning monetary policy and federal Grants-In-
Aid we have projected an increase in State and Local ‘Government Expenditures
of approximately 139 for both calendar 1971 and calendar 1972 (see Table 2).

" TABLE 2.—STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURES, CALENDAR 1971, 1972, RSQE ESTIMATES

[Billions of current dollars]

Percent of Percent of

change change

1971 1970-71 1972 1971-72

Purchase of goods and serviees_ ... ._.___...._.._. 136.5 1.7 163.2 12,2
Transfers to persons. - 17.0 22.3 19.8 16.8
Netinterest_______. T e e e P 03 il
Subsidies less current suprlus of Government enterprise_ -39 . =3.9 el
Total expenditure_ ... ... ... __....... 149.9 12.8 169.4 13.0
Surplus (NJA basis). . ..o i 0 e 0 ..

{Finally, the possibility of a steel strike and an East-Coast dock strike will also
influence the pattern of economic activity in 1971. With respect to the possible
steel strike some of the effects have already been felt in the forward building of
steel inventories. Our current forecast (RSQE(1)) assumes a 4-week strike
in the steel industry, the primary effect of which falls upon business inventory
investment. Whether or not we experience a work stoppage in the steel industry.
the economy should have fully adjusted by year-end providing the strike lasts
no longer than four weeks. We have also assumed an East-Coast dock strike
beginning sometime in December 1971 and lasting about four weeks. The pri-
mary effect here is to alter the pattern of both imports and exports in the period
surrounding the end of 1971 and beginning of 1972.

Iv. THE FORECAST FOR THE YEARS 1971, 1972

The broad sweep of our forecast for 1971 and 1972 is contained in Table 3
which displays the forecasted changes of several key macro-economic variables.
Tables 4-6 provide full quarterly detail of our forecast for a broader range of
aggregates. Based on the input assumptions previously discussed we forecast
current dollar GNP to increase by about $78 billion for the year 1971 and $104
billion for the year 1972. These increases amount to approximately 8% and 10%
respectively, compared to the increase in 1970 of 4.6%. For 1971 the 8% rise in
current dollar GNP is composed of a rise in the volume of output (constant dollar
GNP) of just under 3% and a rate of price increase totalling just over 5%. For
1972 the figures are 4.99% and 4.89 respectively. Although the 3% rate of growth
of output predicted for 1971 is a substantial improvement over 1970, it is not rapid
enough to prevent a further rise in the unemployment rate for the year as a
whole and we forecast unemployment rates to reach their peak in the current

67650 0—71 12
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quarter. Beginning with the 4th quarter of 1971, however, the increased rate of
growth of real output finally begins to lower the unemployment rate. For 1972
we forecast the rate of unemployment to decline slowly, but continuously, to a
level of under 5.79% by the 4th quarter. The decline forecasted in the overall rate
of inflation during these twio yearsis also quite modest. N

TABLE 3.-—ECONOMIC FORECAST FOR 1971, 1972 SELECTED INDICATORS OF CHANGE (RSQE (1))

Percent
: ’ : change
Change Percent change
1970 1972, 2-
- oo level  1970-1 . 19712 -1970-1  1971-2 1972.4
Gross national product:
Billions of current dollars 974.1 78.5 103.9 ' 8.1 9.9 10.9
Billions of 1958 dollars 720.0 - 19.6 .. 36.0 2.7 4.9 6.0
Personal consumption expenditures (billions of . ... . .
58dolarsy. ... ... . ...__..__.... 475.9 : .16.4 22,6 3.4 4.6 5.6
gqsiness fixed investment (billions of 1958 dollars).. 78.6 -.3 1.5 —.4 1.9 .1
rices:
Gross national product, deflator (1958=100).__- - 135.3 . - 7.0 6.8 5.2 4.8 4.7
Personal consumption, deflator (1958=100)..._ , -129.4.-. - .5.7 5.7 4.4 4.2 4.3
Unemployment rates: oo . -
Aggregate (percent) 5.0 1.0 = e iaeaaan
Male 20 and over (percent). 3.4 .9 L E O
Corporate profits before tax ( « .
dollars)__________ w754 . - 12.0 3.7 15.9 4.2 6.5
Disposabie income (b of 687.7 . '.'58.2 70.6 8.4 9.5 53
Savings rate (percent)________. 7.8 .
Private nonfarm sector:
Compensation per man-hour (1957-59= . 179.3 14.7 15.0 8.2 1.7 8.3
Output per man-hour (1957-59=100) .135.3. . 4.8 6.7 3.5 4.8 4.9
Unit labor cost (1957-59=100)__ . 1326 - 5.9 3.9 4.4 2.8 3.1
Private nonfarm deflator (1958=100)_________. 129.4 6.3 5.4 4.9 4.0 4.0
Interest rates (percent):
Commercial paper rate (4-6 month)__ .71 . ~2.76 G110 .
Moody's Triple A bond rate oo 804 .° —~:64 406 ...




TABLE 4.—ECONOMIC FORECAST FOR 1971 GROSS NATIONAL PRODUCT IN CURRENT DOLLARS (BILLIONS OF CURRENT DOLLARS, SEASONALLY ADJUSTED AT'ANNUAL ;?ATES) RSQE(l)l.

1971 o S 1972, . . Calendar year Percent change

i 1 1 v i il 1" v 19717 . 1972 1970-71 1971-72

Gross national product_ . . .. aiiiieeaaon 1,020.8 1,040.5 1,060.0 1,088:9 1,118.1 1;139.4 1,168.6 1,200.0 -'1,052.6 1,1%.5 8.1- 9.9

Personal consumption expenditures . - ..o ooeaoiaoooaan 644.6 659.9 670.6 684.5 700.7 715.8 733.1 751.0 664.9 725.2 8.0 - 9.1

Automobiles and parts. ... ..o oo 44,1 45,2 45.0 44.8 45.6 47.1 41.5 49.3 44.8 47.4 20,7 " -5.8

Other cONSUMPLION _ _ ... co oot aaemee i eeeeoaons 600.5 614.7 625.6 639.6 655.1 668. 6 685.6 7017 620.1 677.8 _ 7:2 .9.3

Gross private domestic investment. _...._._.. 143.8 150.2 147.9 155, 5. 159.7 162.5 --165:8 . 169.4- - 149.3 164.3 10.4 - 10.0

Business fixed investment______....... 104.2 106. 2 107.4 109.8  J1k.8.  -112.9 1140 - 115.4 106.9:: 113.5 4.7 - 6.2

Residential construction__..._.__...... 36.4 39.3 4.5 4.6 421l 428 43.6 44.4 39.4 43,2 - 30,0 . 9.6

Inventory investment_ __._____........ 3.2 4.7 -1 4.1 5.8 6.8 8.2 9.6 3. .

Net eXports. . ... oo iiiiaiaiaeaaas 4.3 .2 2.5 2.4 4.3 1.2 2.5 31 2.
Government purchases of goods and services. .. 228.2 230.2 239.0 246.5 253.4 259.9 267.2 276:5 236.
Federal defense. .. __.._......__...... 73.0 72.0 73.6 76.1 76.7 71.9 789  79.9 73
Other Federal purchases.. .. 23.7 4.0 21.2 28.2 30.5 31.8 331 | 35.4 25,
State and local purchases 131.5 134.2 138.2 142.2 146.2 150.2 155.2 161.2 136.
Gross national product defiator (1958=100).. 139.9 141.3 143.1 144.9 146.6' 148.2 149.8 151.7 142,
Aggregate ployment rate (percent)_ ____. 5.9 6.1 6.1 6.0 - 59 S 58 5.8 . 57 6.
Consolidated Government surplus (NIA basis)....-.coammeaomeaaaan -17.3 —19.3 =217 -20.6 '—20.1 2.0 —-25.1 —24.3 -19.

1 Some totals may not be quite istent with their

.

p ts due to small rounding errors.
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TABLE 5.—ECONOMIC FORECAST FOR 1971 GROSS NATIONAL PRODUCT IN CONSTANT DOLLARS (BILLIONS OF 1958 DOLLARS, SEASONALLY ADJUSTED AT ANNUAL RATES) RSQE (1) !

1971 1972 Calendar year Percent change
I 1) 11 v | il W v 1971 1972 1970-71 1971-72
Gross national product. _____ .. ... 729.7 736.3 741.0 751.4 762.8 768.6 779.8 719.3 739.6 775.6 2.7 4.9
Personal consumption expenditures - 484.8 491.5 494.2 498.8 505.4 5111 518.0 525.1 492.3 514.9 3.4 4.6
Automobiles and parts._______ 38.6 39.3 38.8 38.1 38.6 39.8 39.8 41.0 387 39.8 12.6 2.8
-Other durable goods_._._. 48.2 49,2 49,4 50.3 51.4 51.9 §3.2 54,2 49.3 §2.7 4.8 6.9
Nondurables and services_. . 398.0 402.9 406.0 410.4 415.4 419.4 425.0 429.9 404.3 422.4 2.5 4,5
Gross private domestic investment._ _ 104.7 108.3 104.8 109.5 111.5 112.5 113.8 115.3 106. 8 113.3 4.5 6.1
Business fixed investment____. 77.5 78.2 78.3 79.2 79.8 79.8 79.7 79.9 78.3 79.8 —.4 L9
Residential construction_ ... _ 24.6 26,1 26.6 26.9 26.8 27.0 21.1 21.2 26.0 21.0 22.2 3.8
Inventory investment. ___.__ 2.6 4.0 -1 3.5 4.9 5.8 7.0 8.2 2.5 6.5 . eiiiiiaao-
Netexports_ . ___._ .. ... ____ 2.6 -7 1.9 1.6 3.1 .4 1.3 1.5 14 1.6 .
Government purchases of goods and services _ 137.6 137.2 140. 1 141. 4 142, 8 144.6 146.7 149.4 139.1 145.9 -.3 4.9
Gross national product deflator (1958=100)__ 139.9 141.3 143.1 144.9 146.6 148, 2 149.8 151.7 142.3 149.1 5.2 4.8
Aggregate ployment rate (p 13 T 5.9 6.1 6.1 6.0 5.9 5.8 5.8 5.7 6.0 5.8

L Some totals may not be quite istent with their

p ts due to small rounding errors.

9.1



TABLE 6.—ECONOMIC FORECAST FOR 1971; SUPPLEMENTARY DATA (SEASONALLY ADJUSTED AT ANNUAL RATES WHERE APPLICABLE) RSQE(1)

1971 1972 Calendar year Percent change
1 1 n v | 1} it v 1971 1972 1970-71  1971-72
Income:
Personal incOme . . . iieimmmaaeeaans 834.7 855.0 866.7 887.8 908.9 926.9 952.7 976.8 861.0 941.3 1.1 9.3
Disposable income !__..____. 722.0 7411 751.3 769.0 788.9 803.6 826.9 846.6 745.9 816.5 8.4 9.5
Personal savings rate (percen 8.1 8.4 8.2 8.5 8.7 8.4 8.9 8.8 8.4 - I A
Corporate profits plus IVA 1. 79.0 80.5 81.0 83.8 85.8 85.4 88.4 9.7 81.1 87.8 14.5 8.3
Prices, wages, productivity:
Gross national product deflator2 .. ... ... 139.9 141.3 143.1 144.9 146.6 148.2 149.9 151.7 142.3 149.1 5.2 4.8
Personal consumption deflator 2 133.0 134.3 135.7 137.2 138.6 140.1 141.5 143.0 135.1 140.8 4.4 4.2
Private nonfarm sector:
Private nonfarm GNP deflator2 .. ... o ciiooieaiioiol 133.7 135.0 136.3 137.8 139.1 140.4 141.8 143.2 135.7 141.1 4.9 4.0
Compensation per man-hourd. . _....ooieeoiiiioiaiaas 188.0 192.2 196.0 199.6 203.4 206.5 211.0 214.9 194.0 209.0 8.2 1.7
Output per man-hour3_ . .ot 136.9 139.2 141.3 142.9 144.9 145.7 147.5 149.2 140.1 146.8 3.5 4.3
Unit 18bOr cOSt 3. . . oo 137.3 138.0 138.6 139.7 140. 4 141.8 143.0 144.0 138.4 142.3 4.4 2.8
Manufacturing sector:
Manufacturing index of industrial production3. ___.___....___. 163.0 164.5 166. 3 167. 170 169. 172, 174.3 165. 171.5 -1.3 3.8
Capacity utilization rate (percent). ... ...cccooeemoimienenan 73.2 73.1 73.3 73.0 6 72.8 73.2 73.6 3.1
Unemployment rates: .
Aggregate (zpercent) ....................................... 5.9 6.1 6.1 6.0 5.9 5.8 5.8 5.7 6.0
Male, over 20 (percent). . ..o cou.en-cmaiaeacoiaconanannan 4.3 4,4 4.4 4.3 4.1 4.1 4.0 3.8 4.3
Financial sector: Commercial paper rate (4-6 months) (percent). ... 4.59 5.02 5.65 5.85 6.05 6.25 6.45 6.75 5.28
Moody's Triple A long-term corporate bond rate (percent)._........ 1.22 7.46 7.50 7.40 7.40 7.43 7.47 7.55 7.40

1 Billions of current dollars. 21958 equals 100. 31957-59 equals 10J.

LLY
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Both consumer incomes and corporate profits are forecasted to register sub-
stantial gains in current dollars in 1971 and 1972. We now estimate increases of
169% and 4.29, in Pre-tax Corporate Profits for 1971 and 1972 respectively. By the
fourth quarter of 1972 profit before taxes should be running at a rate close to
$95 billion per year. Personal disposable income is expected to rise by 849 and
9.5% in 1971 and 1972 respectively.

Turning to the Private Nonfarm sector of the economy we forecast increases
in wage rate (Compensation per Manhour) of 829 and 7.7% for 1971 and 1972
respectively. While increases in the unemployment rate such as those recently
experienced might be expected to dampen the rate of wage increase, we fully
expect this effect to be more than offset by recent patterns of wage increase
established by the negotiations in the auto and other industries. In this sector
of the economy (Private Nonfarm), however, we are forecasting a more sig-
nificant decline in the rate of inflation during 1972. For the year as a whole we
are forecasting an increase in-prices in the private non-farm sector of 40% down
from the 4.99 now projected for 1971. The principal reason for this forecasted
decline in the rate of inflation is the substantial increase predicted for the growth
in output per manhour for 1972 (see Table 3). L -

Thus although we forecast a-significant rise in.the rate of growth of real
output in the coming year and a half (especially in the period following the termi-
nation of the steel strike), the improvement is not rapid enough to generate
what I would consider adequate declines in the unemployment rate. While this
period marks a definite turn towards the full employment path, by the end of
1972 we forecast overall unemployment rates ’to remain-at the relatively high
level of 5.6 to 5.7%. Unemployment, therefore, will continue to be a problem
throughout this period, and continued growth at 1972 rates will be needed to
bring us anywhere close to “full employment” by late 1973.

On the more positive side, a careful look at the movements in the components
of real aggregate demand, as displayed in Table 5, reveals a generally well bal-
anced growth process over the next 18 months. This is potentially important as
balanced growth can make an important contribution to the maintenance of
greater price stability, by greatly easing the task of generating an orderly move
full employment. Of the various principal components of aggregate demand only
business expenditures for plant and equipment are forecasted to play a rather
weak role in the expansion. The 4.99% growth in real output (GNP) during cal-
endar 1972 is composed of increases, in real terms, of —

(1) 5.1 percent in consumer durables; ’

(2) 4.5 percent in consumer non-durables and services;

(3) 1.9 percent in business fixed investment ;

(4) 3.8 percent in residential construction ; and

(5) 4.9 percent in government purchases.
However, given the recent cuts in corporate taxes and the new depreciation rules
announced recently by the Treasury, there does remain some uncertainty in my
own mind about the future course of business invéstment. Although I see little
chance of any sharp change during 1971, a more rapid pick-up than currently
forecasted, beginning in the second quarter of next year remains a distinct possi-
bility. I will discuss this alternative possibility in more detail below.

Another notable feature of our forecast is the continued high savings rate main-
tained by consumers. Consumer expenditures are forecasted to grow very much
in step with the growth in personal income, but not any faster—leaving savings
rates at their current rather high levels. We see no evidence at the moment of
any strong new surge in household expenditures.

V. ALTERNATIVES ‘AND UNCERTAINTIES

While I believe the forecast I have just presented (RSQE (1)) describes the
most likely path of economic dctivity through 1972, given our assumptions regard-
ing economic policy, other possibilities are certainly highly worthy of considera-
tion in the current economic environment. One alternative is to assume a more
expansionary stance for Federal ‘Government expenditures in the coming 18
months. Table (1) above gives the détails of an alternative Federal budget for
Fiscal 1972 embodying a rather rapid inecrease in Federal expenditures. The
increase is $534 billion for Fiscal 1972 and $8 billion for calendar 1972. A second
alternative allows for an acceleration of business expenditures in plant and
equipment—Dbeginning in the second quarter of 1972. Table 7 contains summary
data comparing the path of economic growth in 1971 and 1972 implied by the
RSQE “control” forecast (RSQE (1)) and these two principal alternatives.
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.‘TABLE 7.—COMPARISON . OF R.SQE CONTROL FORECAST AND ALTERNATIVE POSSIBILITIES SELECTED MEASURES OF CHANGE

RSQE control forecast

_ Alternative number l expansionary
. expans:onary fiscal policy .

“Alternative number 2, 1972 revival of
. business fixed expenditures

o . ] . - Lo 1972.4- 1972. 2- 1972, 2-
. . : . o _— 1971 1972 1972.4 1971 9172 1972. 4 1971 . 1972 1972.4
Gross natlonal product (percent change 1958 dollars)... ....................... L7 4.9 60 . - .29 5.7 - 5.8 . 2.1 5.1 7.0
Prices and costs: . . - S K ; .2 : .
Gross national product deflator (percent change) 5.2 D48 4.8 5.2 4.9 4.9 - 5.2 4.8 4.6
Private nonfarm deflator (percent change) 4.9 4.0 4.0 -4,9 .7 7 Al 4.3 . 4.9 4.0 4.0
Unit labor costs (percent change). 4.4 L 287 3.1 . 4.3 - 2.7 4.0 . 4.4 2.7 2.7
Unemployment rates (pércent), .___._..__._. 6.0 5.8. - 157 ¢ 6.0: - - 55 15.3 6.0 5.7 15,5
Gross national product billions of current doll 1,052.6 1,156.5° 11;200.0. -1,055.0 1,170.0 11,214.0 1,052.6 1,159.1 11,206.3
Gross national product (billions of 1958 dollars)__ . 739.6 7756, 17913 7410 . 7829 . 1798.4 . 739.6 ‘777.4 1795.7
Consolidated Government surplus (NIA basis, billion —19.7 —22.6. V-243 - -—2.5. =252 1-26.5 -19.7 -21.5 ! -—21 7

. -V Rbsolute level Ath quarter 1972,

+

6.1
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As expected, a more expansionary fiscal policy raises the rate of real growth
and lowers unemployment levels. The rate of growth output rises to 5.7% for
the year 1972 as a whole and the unemployment rate falls to a level of 5.5% for
the year. By year end the unemployment rate is close to 5.3%. On the other side
of the issue a more expansionary policy does begin to raise unit labor cost by the
end of 1972, but the size of this increase does not seem critical in view of the
sharp gains made in employment. This seems to be a policy worthy of strong
consideration.

Murning our attention to Alternative # 2 we can note that a stronger revival of
private demand (e.g., business fixed investment expenditures) in 1972 also makes
a significant additional contribution to the expansion. Although I have not pre-
sented the results here the same can be said of a drop in personal income taxes.
It is true, of course, that almost any increase in aggregate demand from the pub-
lic or private sectors generates some potential pressure on prices. However, the
economy is currently characterized by low utilization rates of both labor and
capital as well as certain institutional rigidities which should insulate prices
somewhat from the pressures of rising aggregate demand. In this respect I con-
sider our own price forecasts to be on the pessimistic side. Given the current
levels of unemployment, the non-unionized sector of the labor force may not
quite follow the pattern set in recent wage negotiations, and thus permit some-
what better performance on unit labor costs and prices for the economy as a
whole.

Finally a word about monetary policy. As I have noted above, we have projected
a slow rise in interest rates for the next six quarters. ‘Given our projected ex-
pansion in real output and prices, such a modest rise in interest rates can only
be sustained by a fairly rapid rate of growth in the money supply. Given the 5.0%
increase in real output and the 4.7 to 4.89 increase in prices forecast for 1972,
a 6% rate of growth in the money supply would imply a far higher rise in interest
rates than we have allowed for. Since I view a more rapid rise in interest rates
as undesirable, I would not favor any attempt to retain the rate of growth of the
money supply, to a figure in the range of 6%.

Representative Grirrrras. Thank you. I thank all of you.

I would like to ask you: Do you sometimes feel in the situation we
are in today, that economics and economists can no longer offer a gen-
eral solution to solve the problem ?

Now, let me be specific. Mr. Gordon, I believe, suggested that one of
the great things to do was to increase social security. We have been
increasing social security regularly and

Mr. Goroon, I did not say that.

Representative GrirriTHs (continuing). We have been increasing
it at the rate of inflation. But that is not enough and one of the real
answers is that the rate of inflation in the things that people buy who
are on social security is much higher than the general rate of inflation.

One of the highest rates of inflation of anything in this country is
doctors and hospitals and that is what old people on social security are
buying. So, if the general price level is going up 6 percent a year and
we give them 6 percent, it 1s still not enough for them because doctors
and hospitals are going up 13 percent.

MIi Gorpon. There is no obstacle to creating a price index for older
people.

Representative Grirriras. All right.

The second thing is: I have had five letters in 2 days out of my dis-
trict. The district represents one of the largest, highest percentage of
homeowner-occupied areas in America. These people have owned the
places; they have been paying taxes on them and they have main-
tained them and in the last 6 years taxes have gone up 100 percent.

So, no matter what we do we cannot help those people sufficiently.

Mr. Gorpon. Wait a minute.
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Representative GrirriTHs. Not with social security we cannot.

Mr. Gorpown. That is not a panacea for every problem. Take State
and local taxes, for instance. One problem is that the income tax, which
is the most income-elastic source of revenue, has been monopolized by
the Federal Government. We all know that.

Representative Grirrrrus. That is completely wrong. Any State can
enact its own income tax and our State has and the city has. So that
there is no monopoly in income taxes. Everybody can have one that
wants one if the State will give them the authority.

Mr. Gorpox. Most of the property taxes are levied by local author-
ities. Local authorities compete with each other and you don’t find
many local municipalities in this country levying income taxes be-
cause of the fear or loss of businesses and residents to nearby
communities.

Representative Grirrrras. All of these cities are moving rapidly
to income taxes.

But the thing I am asking you is: Hasn’t the time passed when
you can do something generally which actually is of help in this
problem?

Now, the thing that amazes me as I sit here listening to you, as I
listened to everybody else all year, why doesn’t somebody object to
what these big corporations are doing with the money that is vested
in them ?

My husband and I have a few modest investments. One of the things
I enjoy every January is sitting down and figuring out how much we
made on those investments, and I look back to see what happened years
before. I am amazed at the number of those corporations that give
you exactly the same return on that investment year-in and year-out.
What, kind of nonsense is that? Why don’t you get more money out of
your investment ?

You know why you don’t. They are taking that capital and buying
other kinds of businesses. That is what they are doing with it. They
are not giving you a return on your investment; the return is going
to the management and they are increasing their investment with your
capital.

But don’t you think that the time has arrived that in place of saying :
Well, let’s give more interest or reduce the interest rates, or reduce this
or that, why don’t we zero in on some specific remedies? Wouldn’t
it be of some help ; what do you think, Mr. Shapiro ? )

Mr. Suariro. I am not quite clear what problems you are trying
to find a remedy for.

Representative GrirriTHs. Any problem. Just name any of them.
For instance, you talk about nonfarm income. Listen, 15 years ago
I knew a man who had one of these model milk farms, milked 100
cows, night and morning. The man who delivered the milk in Detroit
made more money than he did. In investment he had perhaps a couple
hundred thousand dollars, and he was working morning, noon, and
night. So were his wife and the children, and the man who delivered
the milk made more money than he did. )

What kind of a world is that and what kind of remedies do you
offer?

Now, economists, anything you offered here today isn’t going to help
him.
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Mr. Suarrro. It is certainly not going to help the model milk pro-
ducing part of it, and I would say he had a bad investment, even
though 1t is a lot of money and a personal tragedy for him.

Mr. Goroon. But that 1s the consequence of free enterprise; that is
the system we have. We rely upon the automatic operation of the price
system to establish relative rewards. Why are janitors paid more than
some teachers in some communities? That is what has to be paid to
get people to do the work of a janitor.

Representative Grrrrrras. You are all coming in here opposing
wage and price controls. Right? Everyone of you has opposed it. What
kind of remedy do you offer to help out ?

Mr. Levy. First of all, T would like to make clear : I have not opposed
wage and price controls. I, for one, think that we have to go beyond
traditional aggregate policies. This is a very difficult area. I think
the questions which you have raised generally point to the fact that
we live in a very complex economy where simple and sweeping meas-
ures will not get you off the hook when you have difficult economic
problems. :

For instance, some of the questions you raised deal with problems
where the Government itseif, to some extent, is not free of blame.

Representative Grirrrras. I agree.

Mr. Levy. You mentioned the high inflation in medical costs.. Now,
there is no doubt that we have expanded, and I think it is very good
that we have expanded, medical services to all segments of the popula-
tion through medicare, medicaid, and other Government programs. As
you expand the demand for these services, or the ability of people to
reach out for these services, obviously the supply of the service must be
sharply increased. If not, prices will increase very rapidly.

‘The same is true in construction, where we have subsidized housing
for middle- and lower-income groups. Now, in housing and in the med-
ical area, for example, the supply of services expands slowly in part
because of artificial barriers to entry. The unions have “closed shops”
in an area where, under changed circumstances, there may be great
potential for employment, for instance, for minorities.

That the American Medical Association has restricted the supply of
doctors provided through medical schools is a well-known fact. We are
not turning them out as fast as we should and as fast as we could. Thus
in certain areas where increased services and expansion of services to
middle- and lower-income groups and the poor are desirable, the Gov-
ernment has done something that boosts the demand and the ability of
people to reach out for these services, but we have done very little to
see to it that the supply of these services is increased commensurately.

I am very pleased to see that one area where we have moved to do
something is the construction industry. The administration points to
the fact that the Construction Industry Stabilization Committee has
had some success in moderating wage increases somewhat below the
very rapid rate which we have seen in the past and which otherwise
probably would have accelerated.

These are examples of complex specific segments of our economy
where you have to analyze the problem in considerable depth and
where, I think, economists could provide improved policies or rem-
edies. Politically, and in terms of the overall mix of interest groups
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and interests, it is not always easy to carry out some of these policies.
But then, difficult problems cannot be easily solved—they have difficult
solutions.

I think there are areas here where economists have studied the prob-
lem, where they can give some reasonably good advice. In a few of
these areas some improvements have taken place and there are many
other areas where, hopefully, some greater efforts will be made in the
future and we will see further improvements.

Representative Grrrrrras. The real truth is this: Unless we put
some type of lid on medical costs and doctor’s fees, this will continna
to be the greatest growth of inflation in the whole economy.

Mr. Levy. I do not think that ceiling will do a great deal for you
for a very long period of time and 1 will tell you why. If you place
ceilings, then those who are well off and can pay much more than the
ceiling rate will virtually monopolize the services of good doctors. As’
long as there are some people who can buy these services at much
higher prices in the free market and the supply of these services—the
number of doctors—is too small, you will find that those who are bet-
ter off will simply get almost full-time service of the best doctors in
the country and these doctors will not have the time, nor the interest,
to provide services for the others.

Therefore, part of the problem is that we cannot arbitrarily tamper
with the market mechanism through simple ceilings or similar solu-
tions. In the short run, they might be stopgap measure—but in the
long run, economics tell us that in an area like this we have to be able
to expand the supply of skilled people able to provide these services
in order to solve the problem.

Representative Grrrrrtas. I think we are going to make an attempt,
but you are going to have to do them both. There is no need worrying
about the fact that the best doctors are going to be taking care of the
people with the money. That is what they are doing now. You know,
that is obvious.

Furthermore, the people who have the money to pay for anything
are not worrying over a particular doctor, choosing their own doctor.
They go to Mayo’s and make sure they are taken care of, or to some
other big concern and make sure they are taken care of.

Nevertheless, just to increase social security without doing some-
thing where medical care is concerned is never going to-be enough,
because we can increase social security until it takes all of our money
and you are still not going to pay the bills. Because the largest part
of the inflation in medical care is doctors’ fees and doctors were not
starving before medicare went into effect. Those who had the ability
to get the money took it and that is really one of the things, it seems
to me is happening all over the country now.

Mr. Gornox. That is Government-fostered monopoly. They can get
the money because there is not the supply of new doctors coming out
as necessary. )

Representative GrirrrTas. You also have that in every union. It has
a sort of monopoly, too.

Mr. Goroox. We have union regulations

Representative Grirritas. Look at the other sorts of things that you
have. The big auto unions are now beginning to make themselves
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really felt. They are providing for their people in their old age and
who 1s providing for them? You and I as we purchase those cars. That
is who is providing for them.

But they, themselves, are not doing anything about changing the
work hours for their employees, so that a skilled workman 1n their
plants, the union negotiates and that man works 7 days a week, 10 or
12 hours a day, and they cannot get off. Whereas, they would prefer
perhaps a shorter workweek.

But it seems to me what we have to begin to look at is a specific
remedy and how it 1s going to work. )

Now, we are struggling in the Ways and Means Committee with
revenue sharing. In theory, this is to help out cities and States. In
fact, unless you put some strings on it what it is going to help out is
firemen and policemen and garbage collectors in the city. That is who
it is going to help out. And the teachers unions. You are not going to
be able to do much else about it. That is it, unless you put some kind
of a string on it; unless you say it has to go for this or has to go for
that.

You possibly would agree that wage-price controls are going to have
some effect ; is that right or not, or is that too much 2

Mr. Levy. I think the term “wage-and-price controls” has been used
so loosely and in so many different ways that it is hard to answer a
question of that kind with a “yes” or “no.” I would say in a situation
like the present one, we ought to pay great attention to, and try to de-
velop, additional tools bearing more directly on the wage-and-price
problem, rather than just applying the simple aggregate economic pol-
lcies. Unless we do that even 1f we ultimately get price stability, we
will have paid for it with very high and prolonged unemployment rates
and large losses of output.

Now, how to go about attacking the wage-price problem of inflation
more directly is a question lots of countries have struggled with and
there are no pat, simple answers.

For instance, among the various measures the administration has
taken—and while they indicate that they are strongly against this ap-
proach, in the supplementary material I am submitting with my pre-
pared statement I have reviewed this and shown that they have al-
ready gone part of the way in certain areas—I think what they have
done in the construction industry is probably the most interesting and,
possibly, the most fruitful step taken so far. I have noticed with some
interest that Paul McCracken, the Chairman of the Council of Eco-
nomic Advisers, recently reviewed this before this committee and found
that the record was a rather good one, that it indeed resulted in lower
wage agreements than you could have otherwise expected. The last
sentence of his statement dealing with this particular aspect was a bit
cryptic but rather interesting. He said that the President had prom-
1sed that the administration will also act in other cases where the ap-
propriate conditions exist.

Of course, the administration has pointed out that the construction
industry is unique in many ways, but we all know it is a very difficult
and complex industry; yet we have set up an experiment there that
seems to bring at least some moderation and some results. In our com-
plex U.S. economy, every industry is unique to some extent, and if we
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have found a temporary answer in construction that has some promise,
maybe with some effort we could find new methods for attacking the
problem in certain other industries, too. )

I would suggest that this committee, since it is very much interested
in this problem, may want at some point to hold hearings, trying to
see what additional tools can be developed that hold out promise in
attacking this wage-price problem of inflation more directly and at
less real economic costs than just aggregate fiscal and monetary re-
straints. Maybe, as the result of such hearings we could develop some
new methods, some new consensus. I hope that this would be explored
very seriously. I do see promise here, but again, there are no simple
solutions.

Representative Grirrirs. Do you want to make some comments,
Mr. Shapiro?

Mr. Stariro. Yes. I think anywhere we find the existing monopolies
in the economy which are protected one way or the other, for example,
union monopolization of the supply of workers to the construction in-
dustry, the AMA monopolizing the supply of doctors and so on, it is
perfectly appropriate for the (%ongress or another agency to take ac-
tion and break up these monopolies and the kind of practices which
enable them to easily pass on price increases to their consumers.

Turning to the construction industry—our much-heralded experi-
ment in wage and price control—it is not clear to me at all that the
experiment has really been so successful. In Michigan, for example,
without the “work” of any “wage commission” a number of construc-
tion unions have forgone part of their scheduled wage increases for
this year in.order to try to increase the demand for their services. The
plumbers are one; there are a number of others who have forgone
some of their wage increases scheduled for this year just because they
are feeling the “crunch” in certain areas.

I would certainly favor any move this committee would initiate or
any other committee in Congress would initiate that would break up
some of these monopolistic practices..I think that would be a very
great help. : :

I would, however, like to point to what I believe to be the critical
thing. We can, for example, come back to the area of medical care. The
problem simply is not going to be solved until we manage to increase
the supply of doctors and other medical services to a level adequate to
provide for the people as a whole. The danger is that we always con-
centrate on stop gap measures, which create only short-run influences
of a temporary kind. There is a fair amount of talk in Congress now
about various large sums of moneys to be given to medical schools to
increase the supply of doctors. I think this is, in general, a good idea,
but if you speak to the people in the medical schools, they can hardly
wait until it is passed, because they feel the measures are much too
impractical—ask for too much too scon—and the only thing that will
happen, is to increase the salaries of those in the medical schools and
you still won’t have the necessary doctor supply.

The only thing I would like to encourage this committee and other
Members of the Congress to consider in such legislation, is that it
should very carefully design it in a way to insure increased interest
in the supply of doctors and other medical services.
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We cannot give adequate medical care until we have many, many
more. doctors and if it breaks up monopoly to do it, we ought to do
it. If it takes breaking up some of the ways in which the construc-
tion unions operate we ought to do that, because these can be very
ilhn_portant changes and I would certainly support the measures like
this.

Representative Grirrrrns. We can do a lot about changing the
method of delivery.

Mr. Srariro. I think that is right.

Representative Grirritus. I hope it will be passed and I think it
will make some real sense to pass that bill now because it does put
a lid on some of the inflation. But older people in my district are, in
many cases, paying today more to visit a doctor than they paid before
medicare went into effect, because the doctors have raisedp their fees,
too.

MYr. Suartro. That is right.

Representative Grirrrtas. I would like to ask you: Do all of you
agree that inflation will be between 3 and 4.5 percent at the end of
1972, or do you think it will be greater than that?

Mr. Gorpox. You have to specify something else about what you
think is going to happen to the economy. These are conditional fore-
casts. I think the main point which I have made and I think this is
certainly in agreement with the Michigan forecast, is that the rate
of inflation is not very sensitive in the short run over the next year
or two, to the particular rate of increase of output, within limits. Be-
cause most of these union negotiations are based on what the unions
feel they have lost in the past by the previous inflation, these negotia-
tions are not going to be very much influenced one way or the other
by the pace of expansion of the economy.

I am a little bit more optimistic than Professor Shapiro on this.

I look at the nonfarm private deflator, the price index which ex-
cludes the cost of Federal salary increases because this happens at an
irregular pace. That deflator actually increased at less than 4 percent
in the second quarter, and I anticipate on average that this perfor-
mance might be typical of the next six quarters or so, to the end of 1972.

Miss Dixgre. I think it is very unhikely that it will be less than 4
percent. If we really plug along and say all we have to do is increase
(Government spending substantially more and do whatever needs to be
done to get the Federal Reserve to be as expansionary as some people
feel it should be with monetary policy, I think it could be more.

In the absence of anything I can foresee at the moment, I would
say 4 percent is the floor. Given what I suspect are going to be politi-
cal developments, I would be more likely to put it in the 5 to 5.5 per-
cent range.
~ Representative Grirrrras. Now, as I understand it, you recomment
against stimulative policies?

Miss DixgrLE. I recommend that we at least not go overboard. Every-
body would like a moderately stimulative policy, but the question of
how to define moderate is, I think, very difficult under the circum-
stances.

I do not feel that we should be too concerned about an increase in
interest rates. That does reflect to a considerable extent inflationary



187

expectations. I think there is a problem here of reconciling the long-
term and the short term. I probably feel interest rates in the long run
as a capitalization factor are more important than most people would
feel they are.

On the other hand, with the big expectation of price increase and its
reflection in interest rates—I think really for the first time in the
United States—I just think the monetary authorities do not know
what different interest rates mean, not only in terms of immediate in-
crease in the money supply—however, you want to define the money
supply, broadly or narrowly—but with respect to the effects on the
economy.

For some years we have been noticing how the expectation of price
increase is reflected in inflationary wage contracts on the part of
unions. But I really think it has only been in the past few years that
we have had a substantial reflection of this in interest rates.

I think maybe we are too literate; this may be one of the problems.
I understand inflations in the period before the First World War did
not involve such problems of expectations, but now everybody knows
what is happening to the consumer price index the minute it is pub-
lished. And this includes a lot. of people not economically very sophis-
ticated. Also, everybody hears Milton Friedman’s comments about the
real rate of interest.

I think that it would be awfully easy to go overboard. I am pessi-
mistic about the possibility of overcoming inflationary expectations.
Responses to fiscal and monetary policies are so difficult to predict once
you have such expectations—this is one reason why I wish we could
do something about them and would be willing perhaps to sacrifice
some employment in the short run to do so. I am not convinced,
though, that what I recommend would be buying a lot more unemploy-
ment because I am just not sure the trade off exists.

But once expectations are so important, it is so difficult to predict
their effect. Under some circumstances, inflationary expectations may
lead to a very large increase in expenditures. Under other circum-
stances they may lead to a reduction. Like you, I am concerned about
retired people, gut not only about those relying primarily on social
security ; also, I am concerned about my colleagues who thought they
had saved enough to provide for their of,d age by buying savings bonds
back in the 1940’s and by having savings and loan shares and savings
deposits. Inflation may have the precise opposite effect as far as their
spending is concerned from what one might think it would have.

I think in looking at consumer savings figures for the second
quarter, I would be less reluctant at the present time to see a reduction
in taxes—that is, a bringing forward of the already planned reduc-
tions—than I would have several weeks ago.

If one is going to be stimulative, it seems to me that tax reduction
is the way to bring it about. I think it is less likely to have unfavorable
psychological repercussions than increased spending. I think it might-
actually have some favorable repercussions by increasing take-home
pay, but I would be reluctant to propose anything additional other
than bringing forward some of the already planned tax reductions.

T agree with you that the increase in social security payments is not
taking care of all of the problems of the old people. On the other hand,
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I am also concerned about the fact that social security taxes have been
rising as rapidly as they have. Not only are they regressive in their
nature—and also a nuisance for anybod}; that gets big tax withhold-
ings the first few months of the year and then has an increase in his
take-home pay and then gets new withholdings the first few months
of the next year. But I think one additional factor in the bargaining
for higher wages has been the effect of increased social security taxes
on take-home pay.

Representative Grirriras. Mr. Gordon, you do recommend eX{)an-
sionary policies and Mr. Levy and Mr. Shapiro, I am not quite clear.
Where do you come out on this?

Mr. Levy. Well, as I indicated, there is a certain trade off here. If
all you do is expand fiscal and monetary policy under the present
circumstances of inflationary expectations, I think that a substantial
part of that will spill over into costs and prices.

The high savings rate has been mentioned here. To me the high
savings rate has not been a great surprise. Professor Katona has estab-
lished in his surveys and analyses that the response to inflation of the
American consumer is substantially different from the response of the
European consumer. The Europeans have gone through a large num-
ber o¥ very large inflations; now they rush out and engage in hedge
buying when they expect inflation. The American consumer has not
been burned to any similar extent and apparently his normal response
to inflation is to increase his savings rate in order to provide additional

rotection, since everything is more expensive. The continuation of
inflation which creates consumer concern, and high unemployment
rates that create consumer concern, are bound to lead to high savings
rates and these tend to hold back the expansion of the economy. Now,
if you stimulate in this kind of setting, and while business is rebuild-
ing liquidity, you can stimulate substantially and get a large spillover
into wages, costs, and prices and only moderate real gains.

Therefore, I would like to see some additional stimulation beyond
what has been planned, and I am very concerned that the Federal
Reserve may take corrective action to now average down the growth
of the money supply—after letting it grow at a very fast pace—but
I would also like to see somewhat more serious and determined efforts
to develop and put in place additional policies in order to restrain this
stimulation from spilling over extensively into wages and prices.

To this extent, I subscribe to what you may call loosely “income
policies.” There are no easy answers, but I think we should devote
more thought and effort to new measures in this area—while expand-
ing our other policies—than what has been done so far.

Representative Grirrrrus. Mr. Gordon.

Mr. Gorpoon. I wanted to say a bit about tax cuts, because in general
I think in the statement I emphasized the desirability of having sta-
ble growth. It is not a good idea to cut taxes if we plan later on to
incrcase them again. For one thing, if people expect the tax cut to b2
temporary, they will not react to it in the same way as if they expect
the tax cut to be permanent.

So, I would not want to go on record as being in favor of rapid and
frequent changes in taxes. However, now is a good opportunity to cut
taxes because we do have these planned reductions which will go into
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effect any way in another year or two, and these will be expected to
be permanent cuts. .

So, if we were to do that now, it would probably have a desirable
effect and people would not expect it to be reversed. )

The reason tax reductions are a particularly good idea is because
they do increase after-tax income, and it is the squeeze on after-tax
real income that has been the main reason for these high wage nego-
tiations in the past few years. )

What we have had, beginning in 1969, is very slow growth in pro-
ductivity due to the slump in output. That has cut both workers’ in-
comes and profits of corporations at the same time. So, in order to
make up for that we have had workers demandin% large wage in-
creases, and firms passing these on immediately as higher prices be-
cause profits are so low. If we can break the cycle by giving the
workers some increases in wages that stick, through cuts in taxes, that
would tend to moderate some of the pressures for wage demands.
That is one of the ways in which we can get an expansion in output,
at least temporarily, without additional pressure on prices.

Representative GrirrrThs. The real truth is: If we are going to get
a tax cut, anybody working at $8,000 is not going to get much of a
tax cut. The only way to give them a tax cut that means anything,
in my judgment, 1s to cut social security.

Mr. Gorpox. I would be very much in favor of that.

Representative GrirriTas. To cut payroll taxes, but even when we
do it their own government, their own State government, their city
government, take it up so quickly in an increased tax or the property
tax on the house that the tax cuts, in my opinion, have not had really
that much influence.

Mr. Gorbon. We are talking about two different problems. The sec-
ond problem you mentioned, the likelihood of the cities picking it up,
refers to a structural problem requiring & long-run solution, increasing
the share of income taxes and reducing the share of property taxes.
The first problem is one of short-term stabilization, and we should
not mix the two together. We would all like to have solutions together,
but we cannot say we cannot accomplish the first because of the
second.

Representative Grirriras. You don’t do the second ; the first doesn’t
do anything. That is really the truth of the matter. The first time the
tax cut was ever suggested, I was a member of this committee and I
was vastly impressed by the idea. So finally I wrote my district and
asked them. I asked them if they wanted a tax cut, and what would
they do with the money ?

My district wrote back and volunteered the information, all on
their own; 66 percent of those who replied said: “don’t cut the taxes;
just pay the bills,” which I thought was quite interesting.

But I was also fascinated. Some of them were going to buy a dog
for their grandchild; somebody was going to fix the pavement and
all of that kind of stuff.

Mr. Smariro. One question raised was if we agreed the rate of
price inflation would be between 3.5 and 4.5 percent. If we are talk-
ing about the rate of price inflation in the private nonfarm sector,
I agree with that range and I personally think it will be very close
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to 4 percent. If you are talking about the rate of price inflation for
the economy as a whole, which includes the public sector as well, I
think we won’t do that well; that the rate of inflation will more likely
be close to 4.5 percent, even higher.

I do not see any chance of the rate of inflation getting below 4 per-
cent or something like that. And the 3.5 range, I don’t see that at all.

As regards stimulation to the economy, I agree very much with
what Professor Gordon said. I understand the problem you raised
about getting Federal tax relief into the pockets of consumers and
not having some other level of government take it out again as soon
as you put the money in. I think, nonetheless, it would be a good idea.

The State and local governments are having a hard enough time
raising taxes and I think it might do a bit of good for both.

There is another thing I would like to emphasize, something Profes-
sor Gordon said earlier in his testimony, and that 1s what is critically
important is the changing rate of inflation. The rate of inflation as far
as stabilization policies of the next 2 years are concerned is not the
key thing; it is the changing rate of inflation. If you look at Profes-
sor Katonas’ analysis drawn from consumer surveys, he notes: “Old
news is no news.” The Vietnam war affected consumers for a while
but it is no longer news. As long as the rate of inflation is the old rate
of inflation, that is no news to consumers either.

I think from the point of view of people’s attitudes and from the
point of view of economics, it is really the changing rate of inflation
we have to focus our attention on. If interest rates are going to rise
because of inflation it is going to be because of a changing rate of in-
flation. They will not rise solely because inflation is remaining at 4 per-
cent or 4.5 percent. They will rise if we change our ideas and say in-
flation is not going to 4.5; it is going to be 6 or 10 percent. They will
then rise.

That is why I do not believe that inflation is going to have much
effect on behavior in the next 18 months, or 2 years, because I do not
believe the rate of inflation is going to change very much, except in a
downward direction. However, if we stimulate the economy either by
lower taxes, which is what I would prefer, or by raising expenditures
and so on, we will not do as well as we would have otherwise on the
price front. We will pay something; we don’t get it for nothing. But,
with the current state of the economy, we can get a very good buy.
If I must put my bets anywhere, I would put them there. There is no
certainty in this, as you well know.

Representative Grrrrrras. Thank you. I want to thank all of you
for the remarks you have made. I hope sometime this year you will
have your students or will yourself look into this matter of specific
actions and specific things.

For instance, one of the things I think we may be making a mistake
with all of the time is we correct the tax laws to fit one horrible case
and all at once we discover the wealth of the United States is flowing
out through that loophole. One of the things I would be interested in
knowing 1s what was the economic effect of the Pennsylvania Railroad
on the United States. I do not think you can say that this is any small
thing. People invested; they expected to live on their investments in
their old age. What happened ¢
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Obviously the management bled off the lucrative business and left
the company holding the bag, the railroad itself.

I think it would be fascinating to know what would be the effect
of our bailing out Lockheed or not bailing out Lockheed, economically.
As far as I am personally concerned, they can be forgotten about. But
now they come here with this sad story : 60,000 more people will be out
of work. But why should we perpetuate bracing up these people?

Mr. Goroon. Who are you going to bail out next? It is a precedent.

Miss Dingre. Also, don’t forget the pressures for various import
quotas and so forth, when industries become noncompetitive.

Representative Grirrrrns. That is right. We also consider trade. T
was practically born a free trader. I was for free trading—boy, when
I look at what they are doing now, I wonder if I really am for free
trade. I shudder when I see the things they are doing. How can we
compete where an American company can go into Scotland and have
furnished a plant, fully equipped, and pay one-third the labor rates,
and send all of that stuff back over here and sell it ¢

I think it would be great if you folks would push on some of these
specific instances and I expect to hear from you.

This committee will stand adjourned until 10 a.m. on Thursday,
July 22, in room 457 of the Old Senate Office Building.

The witnesses will be: Phillip Cagan, professor of economics at
Columbia University; Hyman Minsky, professor of economics at
Washington University; Richard O’Neill, president, Housing Ad-
visory Council, Ltd.; and Craig Swan, professor of economics at the
University of Minnesota.

I would say again what a pleasure it has been hearing you.

(Whereupon, at 11:50 a.m., the committee was recessed, to recon-
vene at 10 a.m., Thursday, July 22, 1971.)
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The committee met, pursuant to recess, at 10:10 a.m., in room 457 ,
Old Senate Office Building, Hon. William Proxmire (chairman of the
committee) presiding.

Present : Senator Proxmire and Representative Reuss.

Also present: John R. Stark, executive director; Loughlin F. Mc- .
Hugh, senior economist; Courtenay M. Slater, economist ; and Walter
B. Laessig, economist for the minority.

OrPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN PROXMIRE

Chairman ProxMIRE. The committee will come to order.

This morning the Joint Economic Committee is continuing its mid-
year review of the economy. Our witnesses today have been asked to
address themselves especially to monetary policy and housing. There
1s widespread puzzlement at the present time about the relation be-
tween the money supply and interest rates. How can interest rates be
rising when the money supply has been growing at a rate exceeding
10 percent per year? Yet interest rates are rising.

Rising interest rates cause concern for a number of reasons. An
especially important concern is the impact that high interest rates and
tight money conditions have on housing. Residential construction is one
of the few sectors of the economy—perhaps the only sector—which has
lately exhibited some real strength. Tt seems important to maintain
the sort of credit conditions which will continue to foster this strength,
both because housing is so important to the overall strength of the
economy and because of the very fundamental need to improve and
expand our housing supply. )

Our witnesses this morning are all extremely well qualified to discuss
this subject. Mr. Phillip Cagan is a professor of economics at Columbia
University and a member of the senior research staff of the National
Bureau of Economic Research. During 1969 and 1970 he served as a
senior staff economist with the Council of Economic Advisers. His
research for the National Bureau has included studies of the cyclical
behavior of interest rates—a very timely subject this morning. )

Mr. Hyman Minsky is a professor of economics at Washington Uni-
versity in St. Louis and author of many well known studies of mone-
tary policy. He has testified before the Joint Economic Committee on
past occasions and we welcome him again.

(193)
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Mr. Richard O’Neill is president of Housing Advisory Council, Ltd.,
and a well known consultant in the field of housing and urban affairs.
He was a member of the National Commission on Urban Problems,
appointed by President Johnson in 1967, and for many years he was
editor of House and Home, a business publication for the housing
industry.

Mr. Craig Swan is a professor of economics at the University of
Minnesota. He has done a great deal of research relating to the impact
of monetary policy on housing and is the author of a recent Brookings
study, “Homebuilding, A Review of Experience.”

We are very grateful to all of you for your willingness to appear
this morning. Since we do have four witnesses, and we want to leave
time for questioning, I would like to ask each of you to hold your
statements to 10 or 15 minutes. Your full prepared statements will, of
course, be printed in the hearing record.

Mr. Cagan, go right ahead.

STATEMENT OF PHILLIP CAGAN, PROFESSOR OF ECONOMICS,
COLUMBIA TUNIVERSITY

Mr. Cagan. My remarks will probably take the full 15 minutes; is
that all right, Mr. Chairman ¢

Chairman Proxwmire. It is all right; what you could do, if you want
to, is stop at any point you wish or summarize what remains. I would
appreciate it if you could hold it down as much as possible. :

Mr. Cacan. The rapid growth of the money stock in the first half of
this year has made the choice of a monetary policy for the coming
months more difficult. The rapid monetary growth, while appropriate
to make up for slow growth last year, cannot be maintained without
threatening to accelerate the inflation. A lower growth rate is in order
and appears to be underway.

Chairman Proxmire. I might interrupt to explain. I want to apolo-
gize. I do not mean to rush you. You are all very distinguished econo-
mists and you can help us very greatly. The trouble is the Lockheed
giveaway bill—that is the way I like to phrase it, it is not completely
objective, I suppose—is on the floor. I am doing my best to oppose it.
Consequently, I am going to have to leave early this morning. Con-
gressman Reuss is coming, but I would like to get some questions in
before I have to leave.

Mr. CacanN. The problem is that a reduction in monetary growth
will initially push up interest rates, whereas policy has pursued rapid
monetary growth in part to hold them down. I shall direct my remarks
this morning to an appropriate monetary policy for the rest of this
year and the associated behavior of interest rates.

Let me summarize some work I have done on previous cyclical re-
coveries in the United States since World War I1. Generally we have
had a fairly strong spurt in the first year of recovery. I estimated from
this experience how we might achieve the targets that were originally
thought acceptable at the beginning of this year; namely, to reduce
unemployment to about the 5-percent level by the end of the year, and
to bring down the rate of inflation to 3.5 percent by the end of the year.
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These targets seemed to be feasible if the rate of growth of real
GNP were 3.5 percent per year, measured from the previous peak,
which is an average for a 2-year period.

I translated that figure into a desirable growth in dollar GNP by
adding to it the price increase that we had in 1970, and the target
price increase then set for 1971. The result is an average rate of
growth in dollar GNP for the 2 years 1970-71 of 814 percent per year.

That target seemed feasible and able to achieve a desired reduction
in unemployment and inflation.

So far this year we are below the target, but that is not a reason
to abandon the monetary policy which was originally designed to
achieve it. There is a lag 1n the effect of a change in monetary policy;
to change it from month to month, depending on what is happening
to the economy, is a mistake.

The appropriate rate of monetary growth depends upon the behav-
ior of monetary velocity, which I measure as the ratio of GNP to the
money stock (narrow definition, M,}. If you look at the trend growth
of velocity over the postwar period since World War I1, it had been
growing at about 3.25 percent per year, but in the last several years
its growth rate was about 2.5 percent. It was lower than that during
the last year, but we expect it to be lower during a business reces-
sion. By past behavior it will tend to pick up as the cyclical recovery
galns speed.

I look for an average growth in monetary velocity over this 2-year
period, 1970-71, of about 2 to 2.5 percent. This means that if we want
dollar GNP to grow by about 8 percent, we need an average growth
in the money supply of 6 percent per year for the 2-year period.

We had in 1970 a growth in the money supply of 5.1 percent. If
we want the average for the 2 years to be 6 percent, the money supply
should grow 7 percent in 1971. These are rough figures, of course, but
I think they provide an appropriate target.

Given the T-percent growth this year, that would give a money
stock—by the narrow definition—of $228 billion in the fourth quarter
of this year. But the money stock has already risen to $228 billion in
the week of July 7, reflecting very high growth since February. To
stay on the above target, it should rise no further for the rest of the
year. That is perhaps too sharp a break in the growth rate, but since
the economy is not yet adjusted to the high growth that we had in the
second quarter, a large reduction should not be disturbing. Never-
theless, 1f policy decides to reduce the rate of monetary growth, it
faces the dilemma that the initial adjustments in financial markets
will tend to raise interest rates.

Let me discuss the recent behavior of interest rates. Corporate
bond yields unexpectedly rose during last year’s business contraction.
Moody’s index of Aaa bond yields rose 44 basis points, that is, almost
one-half of a percentage point. The Baa bond index rose over twice
as much. These increases were unexpected and threw the bond market
off balance. In the previous four business contractions since World
War II corporate bond yields declined, on the average by 30 basis
points for Aaa bonds and 20 points for Baa bonds.
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However, the increase during 1970 was confined to outstanding
corporate bonds. New issues of corporate bonds, as well as United
States and municipal bonds outstanding, had a slight decline in yields,
and short-term open-market rates fell sharply as they usually do in
a recession.

The unexpected behavior was not that corporate bond yields did
not decline at all, however. They rose to a peak in June 1970 for Aaa
bonds and in August for Baa bonds, which came 7 and 9 months
after the cyclical peak in business activity, and fell to their lowest
point in February 1971, 3 months after the business trough. This lag
behind the turning points in business activity was the common pattern
before World War 1. The lag was very long at that time, about 3
to 4 quarters, so that during a decline in business activity bond
yields might rise the whole time or not fall by much. After World
War I the lag shortened, and after World War 1I it shortened further,
until bond yields had no consistent lead or lag with the peaks and
troughs in business activity.

Except, for the reoccurrence of a lag in corporate bond yields in
1970, therefore, they declined as expected in response to the latest
business contraction. But the decline was steeper than usual. In the
three previous post-World War II cycles corporate Aaa bonds de-
clined from their peak yield an average of 3.7 basis points per month.
In the recent contraction the yield declined 13.7 basis points per month
from June 1970 to February 1971. Even as a percentage of the higher
level of the yields in this cycle, the decline was half again as large as
the average percentage decline in the three previous cycles, Such a
steep cyclical decline in bond yields is rare for this country based on
records back to the 1850’s.

Several years ago I made a study of cyclical movements in interest
rates for the National Bureau of Economic Research published as
“Qccasional Paper 100.” The study examined a wide variety of interest
rates and showed that over the past half century the lag at turning
points had shortened and the cyclical amplitude had increased. I con-
cluded that the change in cyclical timing and amplitude reflected, first,
an increased sensitivity in the response of financial markets to changes
in the demand and supply of credit and, second, a faster response of
monetary policy to turns in business activity. The timing of monetary
policy is important, because a tightening of monetary growth as the
economy recovers from a recession reinforces the upward pull on
interest rates of the expansion in activity and shortens the lag. In
earlier periods monetary growth was slower to begin to offset cyclical
movements and frequently failed to follow a countercyclical pattern at
all, thus contributing to a long lag in interest rates.

Neither the sensitivity of financial markets nor the timing of changes
in monetary policy has reverted to the earlier behavior. Financial
markets are even more sensitive now than they used to be, and monetary
policy changed at the end of 1969 from tight to easier conditions im-
mediately after the peak in business activity., Neither one explains the
reappearance in 1970 of a longer cyclical lag in bond yields.

Why then the longer lag? One reason was the strong demand for
credit by business. Despite high interest rates in 1970, business invest-
ment did not decline during the recession but remained virtually
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constant in dollar amount; in real terms it fell slightly. In all previous
nonwar cycles back to 1919, business investment declined in dollar and
real terms, usually sharply. The strength of investment in 1970 was
indeed unusual for a recession. It is no doubt related to a second reason
for the continued high level of bond yields, anticipations of inflation.

As has been widely pointed out, anticipations of rising prices, which
have hardened in recent years, make bond yields higher. The higher
yields compensate for the depreciation in real value of securities when
prices of goods are rising.

How much higher are yields today because of such anticipations?
For a rough estimate we may take as a benchmark the 1965 level of
bond yields, when the Aaa index averaged around 4.5 percent, and
raise 1t to 5 percent to allow for the increase in demand for credit
since 1965. This adjustment is conjecture, but it seems to me too little
rather than too much. Then the 7.5 percent yields today exceed the
adjusted 1965 yields by at most 2.5 percent. This excess can be at-
tributed to the increase in the anticipated rate of inflation since 1965.
Since the GNP private deflator (chain index) has lately been rising at
more than 5 percent per year compared with 2 percent in 19635, a dif-
ference of about 3 percent, there appears to be at least one-half of 1
percentage point of the present rate of inflation not yet incorporated
Into current anticipations of future inflation. But if inflation con-
tinues at the same rate, the other one-half percent could be added on,
which would raise Aaa yields to the 8-percent level.

Because an increase in inflation tends to raise bond yields, a policy
of holding interest rates down by rapid monetary growth may work
temporarily, but over the longer run it will prove self-defeating.

We can expect bond yields to rise in the coming months because the
demand for credit is strong and gives all appearances of getting
stronger, both from Government and private sources. But the con-
tribution to a rise in bond yields from a reduction in monetary growth
should not be very great. While a change in monetary growth can
affect short term interest rates dramatically, bond yields by past ex-
perience are affected much less. This was illustrated earlier this year
when bond yields rose despite the increased rate of monetary growth.
Bonds are a long term investment, and their yield to maturity is
usually little affected by current developments 1f they appear to be
temporary as is a shortrun change in monetary policy. )

Under certain circumstances current developments may have im-
plications for the long run, however, which are relevant to bonds. An
important example is the anticipations of inflation just mentioned,
which are based on past and current price movements. Moreover, an-
ticipations of inflation may be based, not only on the recent rate of
inflation, but also on the direction of monetary policy. I would ordi-
narily be doubtful that anticipations of inflation would be affected by
changes in monetary policy, but in the present economic situation it is
quite possible. At least sudden revisions of anticipations of inflation
seem to explain the unusually large fluctuations in bond yields in re-
cent years. For example, the large decline in bond yields in the second
half of 1970 may have reflected a reduction in the anticipated rate of
inflation as business activity contracted. Then the subsequent failure
of prices to decelerate may have reinstated the previous anticipations
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of inflation, whereupon bond yields erased part of their earlier decline.
If anticipations have become sensitive to the direction of monetary
policy, a reduction in monetary growth now could actually work to
reduce bond yields or at least keep them from rising as much as they
otherwise would.

This means that monetary policy has limited power to prevent bond
yields from rising when credit demand is expanding, and that policy
may even have a perverse effect.

But suppose that bond yields do rise in the coming months. Would
that do any harm? There is a widespread view that rising yields are
bad for a business recovery. But it all depends upon the reason for the
rise. If due to a tight monetary policy, the rising yields tend to restrict
the expansion. But policy has been too easy this vear and needs to be
more restrictive. Insofar as an expanding demand for credit is pulling
up yields, a rise is appropriate. It helps to allocate expenditures be-
tween investment and consumption goods on a basis which can be sus-
tained when the economy reaches full employment. This is also true
insofar as rising yields reflect heightened anticipations of inflation.

Most of the concern over rising yields centers on the mortgage mar-
ket. The fear is that higher mortgage rates will choke off residential
construction, now running at a rate which for the first time in several
years gives promise of meeting national housing goals. The current
strength of housing, with mortgage rates currently at 7.5 to 8 percent,
means that the demand can be effective even at high rates if mortgage
credit is available. High rates have their major impact in reducing
housing demand when they are thought to be temporary, Then home
buyers hold back for lower rates. The 7.5-percent rate on mortgages
today does not appear temporary, as it did when it was first reached,
and may appear attractive to those who anticipate 4- to 5-percent
inflation.

Housing declined in 1969 because the credit was not available. The
supply of credit for the mortgage market depends upon deposit flows
into savings institutions, which supply a large fraction of the market.
In 1969 their deposits were not competitive with the high rates avail-
able on open-market instruments.

Would a cutback in monetary growth produce another credit crisis
for savings institutions? I do not think so. Today, these institutions
are in a much better position to pay higher rates to depositors and, if
given the freedom, would be able to do so.

In conclusion, my own research and other work with which I am
familiar leads me to the conclusion that we place far too much con-
cern on movements in interest rates. The special problems of the mort-
gage market should be handled by structural reforms of depository
institutions. Concern over rising interest rates should not stand in the
way of reducing monetary growth, now too high, to an appropriate
lower rate.

(The prepared statement of Mr. Cagan follows:)

PREPARED STATEMENT OF PHILLIP CAGAN

The rapid growth of the money stock in the first half of this year has made the
choice of a monetary policy for the coming months more difficult. The rapid
monetary growth, while appropriate to make up for slow growth last year, can-
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not be maintained without threatening to accelerate the inflation. A lower
growth rate is in order and appears to be underway. The problem is that a reduc-
tion in monetary growth will initially push up interest rates, whereas policy has
pursued rapid monetary growth in part to hold them down. I shall direct my
remarks this morning to an appropriate monetary policy for the rest of this year
and the associated behavior of interest rates.

THE APPROPRIATE RATE OF MONETARY GROWTH

Earlier this year I made a study of the first year of recovery from previous
business recessions to see what would be a feasible policy for 1971. (My findings
were presented in the Commercial and Financial Chronicle, May 6, 1971). The
strength of a business recovery depends upon the depth of the preceding reces-
sion. To allow for this dependence, I measured the average growth in the econ-
omy from the peak in business activity to the end of the first year of recovery.
The National Bureau of Economic Research dates the recent recession from No-
vember 1969 to November 1970, so the end of the first year of recovery will be
next November. The goals of national policy which seemed within reach were a
reduction in unemployment to 5 percent and in inflation to 3% percent per year.
These goals have proved optimistic. But the monetary policy designed to achieve
them is still appropriate even if delayed in its effects and, in my view, should not
be abandoned. I found that a growth in real GNP of 3 to 3% percent per year for
the two-year period since the business peak in the fourth quarter of 1969 would
be consistent with the experience of past cycles and also seemed the best target
to achieve the goals of reducing unemployment and inflation.

An additional advantage of such a two-year target is that it sets our sights
on a period long enough for monetary policy to be effective. Since monetary
policy has a lag of six months or more, the effects can be very misleading when
judged over short periods. It therefore seems to me wiser to set a longer-run
target and not try to adjust it to every short-run change in the economy.

The 3 to 3% percent target growth in real GNP can be translated into a
growth in dollar GNP by adding the actual rise in prices in 1970, which was 5.3
percent, and a target rise for all of 1971, which I take to be 4 percent. This is
probably the best we can hope for this year. The implied two-year growth in
dollar GNP averages 8 to 814 percent per year. Remember that this is a two-year
average which includes the decline in 1970.

So far this year we are below the target. But that is no reason not to stick
to the monetary policy designed to achieve it. Any shortfall this year will tend
to be made up next year. Moreover, an 8-percent growth in dollar GNP for the
two years 1970-71 seems to me the highest that policy should try to achieve,
given the persistence of inflation. And, as unemployment and the rate of inflation
decline, the desired rate of growth in GNP will have to be reduced.

The appropriate rate of monetary growth depends upon the behavior of mone-
tary velocity (that is, the ratio of GNP to the money stock). The long-run
growth in velocity (of the narrow money stock, M;) seems to have declined in
recent years. This is important, because the effect of its growth on aggregate
expenditures is the same as issuing more money. In the 1950s and early 1960s
velocity was rising 314 percent per year, so that only 3 percent growth in the
money supply was equivalent to 614 percent growth in aggregate expenditures.
In the last several years the growth in velocity has declined to around 2%z
percent. Froni the third quarter last year to the first quarter this year the
growth was 1.7 percent per year, but we expect it to be slower during a re-
cession. It will undoubtedly pick up as the business recovery gains speed. An
average growth in velocity of 2 to 214 percent per year for the two years
1970-71 seems consistent with past cycles and its current trend. An average
monetary growth of 52 to 6 percent per vear would therefore produce an average
GNP growth of 7% to 8% percent per year, around the target proposed above.
From the fourth quarter of 1969 to the fourth quarter of 1970 monetary growth
was 5.1 percent. To achieve the desired two-year average, monetary growth in
the first year of recovery should be 6-7 percent. At the 7 percent rate, that
would be $228 billion in the fourth quarter of this year.

But the money stock has already risen to $225 billion by the end of June,
reflecting very high growth since February. To stay on the above target, it should
rise only $3 billion to the fourth quarter, an annual rate of growth for the
second half of less than 3 percent.
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If policy decides to reduce the rate of monetary growth, it faces the dilemma
that the initial adjustments in financial markets will tend to raise interest rates.
That would be the same effect on interest rates but in the opposite direction which
policy hoped to achieve earlier this year with rapid monetary growth. Let me
comment briefly on the recent behavior of interest rates.

RECENT BEHAVIOR OF BOND YIELDS IN HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

Corporate bond yields unexpectedly rose during last year’s business con-
traction. Moody’s index of Aaa bond yields rose 44 basis points, that is, alm(_)st
14 of a percentage point. The Baa bond index rose over twice as much. These in-
creases were unexpected and threw the bond market off balance. In the previous
four business contractions since World War II corporate bond yields declined,
on the average by 30 points for Aaa bonds and 20 points for Baa bonds.

However, the increase during 1970 was confined to outstanding corporate bonds.
New issues of corporate bonds, as well as U.S. and municipal bonds outstand-
ing, had a slight decline in yields, and short-term open market rates fell sharply
as they usually do in a recession.

The unexpected behavior was not that corporate bond yields did not decline
at all, however. They rose to a peak in June 1970 for Aaa bonds and in August
for Baa bonds, which came 7 and 9 months after the cyclical peak in business
activity, and fell to their lowest point in February 1971, 3 months after the
business trough. This lag behind the turning points in business activity was the
common pattern before World War I. While we have no index for industrial
corporate bonds before World War I, judging by high-quality railroad bonds
the lag was very long at that time—about 3 to 4 quarters, so that during a de-
cline in busines activity bond yields might rise the whole time or not fall by
much. After World War I the lag shortened, and after World War II it short-
ened further, when the turning point in bond yields tended on the average to
coincide with the peaks and troughs in business activity.

Except for the reoccurrence of a lag in corporate bond yields, therefore, they
declined as expcted in response to the business contraction in 1970. But the de-
cline was steeper than usual. In previous post-World War II cycles corporate
Aaa bonds declined from their peak yield an average of 3.9 points per month.
In the recent contraction the yield declined 13.7 basis points per month from June
1970 to February 1971. Even as a percentage of the higher level of the yields in
this cycle, the decline was half again as large as the average percentage decline
in the four previous cycles. Such a steep cyclical decline in bond yields is rare
for this country based on records back to the 1850s.

Several years ago I made a study of cyclical movements in interest rates for
the National Bureau of Economic Research (published as Occasional Paper
100). The study examined a wide variety of interest rates and showed that over
the past half century the lag at turning points had shortened and the cyclical
amplitude had increased. I concluded that the change in cyclical timing and
amplitude reflected, first, an increased sensitivity in the response of financial
markets to changes in the demand and supply of credit and, second, a faster
response of monetary policy to turns in business activity. The timing of monetary
policy is important, because a tightening of monetary growth as the economy
recovers from a recession reinforces the upward pull on interest rates of the
expansion in activity. This shortens the usual ecyclical lag in interest rates. In
earlier periods monetary growth was slower to begin to offset cyclical move-
ments and frequently failed to follow a countercyclical pattern at all, thus
contributing to a long lag in interest rates.

Neither the sensitivity of financial markets nor the timing of changes in mon-
etary policy has reverted to the earlier behavior. Financial markets are even
more sensitive now than they used to be, and monetary policy changed at the end
of 1969 from tight to easier conditions immediately after the peak in business
activity. Neither one explains the reappearance in 1970 of a longer cyclical lag
in bond yields.

Why then the longer lag? One reason was the strong demand for credit by
business. Despite high interest rates in 1970, business investment did not decline
during the recession but remained virtually constant in dollar amount; in real
terms it fell slightly. In all previous nonwar cyeles back to 1919, business invest-
ment declined in dollar and real terms, usually sharply. The strength of invest-
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ment in 1970 was indeed unusual for a recession. It is no doubt related to a second
reason for the continued high level of bond yields, anticipations of inflation.

As has been widely pointed out, anticipations of rising prices, which have
hardened in recent years, make bond yields higher. The higher yields compensate
for the depreciation in real value of securities when prices are rising. Lenders
want a higher return to offset.the depreciation in purchasing power of their
loans, and borrowers are willing to pay more to obtain funds, because both antici-
pate rising prices. We cannot readily measure anticipations, but there are many
indications of their presence in the economy, especially in financial markets.

How much higher are yields today because of such anticipations? For a rough
estimate we may take as a benchmark the 1965 level of bond yields, when the
Aaa index averaged around 41% percent, and raise it to 5 percent to allow for the
increase in demand for credit since 1965. This adjustment is conjecture, but it
seems to me too little rather than too much. Then the 7%%-percent yields today
exceed the 1965 yield by at most 21% percent. This excess can be attributed to
the increase in the anticipated rate of inflation since 1965. Since the GNP private
deflator (chain index) has lately been rising at more than 5 percent per year
ccmpared with 2 percent in 19635, a difference of 3 percent, there appears to be at
least 1% of one percentage point of the present rate of inflation not yet incor-
porated into current anticipations of future inflation. But if inflation continues
at the same rate, the other one-half percent could be added on which would
raise Aaa yields to the 8-percent level.

Thus an increase in inflation tends to raise bond yields. A policy of holding in-
terest rates down by rapid monetary growth, therefore, may work temporarily,
but over the longer run it will prove self-defeating.

An important reason for expecting bond yields to rise in the coming months
is that the demand for credit is strong and gives all appearances of getting
stronger, both from government and private sources. But the contribution to a
rise in bond yields from a reduction in monetary growth should not be very great.
While a change in monetary growth can affect short-term interest rates dramati-
cally, bond yields by past experience are affected much less. This was illustrated
earlier this year when bond yields rose despite the increased rate of monetary
growth. Bonds are a long-term investment, and their yield to maturity is usually
little affected by current developments viewed as temporary, such as a short-
run change in monetary policy.

Under certain circumstances current developments may have implications for
the long run, however, which are relevant to bonds. An important example is
anticipations of inflation based on past and current price movements. Moreover,
anticipations of inflation may be based, not only on the actual rate of inflation,
but also on the direction of monetary policy. I would ordinarily be doubtful that
anticipations would respond rapidly to current developments, but in the present
economic situation it is quite possible. Sudden revisions of anticipations of in-
flation seem to explain the unusually large fluctuations in bond yields in recent
years. For example, the large decline in bond yields in the second half of 1970
may have reflected a reduction in the anticipated rate of inflation as business
activity contracted. Then the subsequent failure of prices to decelerate may have
reinstated the previous anticipations of inflation, whereupon bond yields erased
part of their earlier decline. If anticipations have become sensitive to the direc-
tion of monetary policy, a reduction in monetary growth now could actually
work to reduce bond yields or at least keep them from rising as much as they
otherwise would.

This means that monetary policy has limited power to prevent bond yields
from rising when credit demand is expanding, and that policy may even have
a perverse effect.

But suppose that bond yields do rise in the coming months. Would that do any
harm? There is a widespread view that rising yields are bad for a business re-
covery. But it all depends upon the reason for the rise. If due to a tight monetary
policy, the rising yields tend to restrict the expansion. But policy has been too
easy this year and needs to be brought back to the middle of the road. Insofar as
an expanding demand for credit is pulling up yields, a rise is appropriate. It
helps to allocate expenditures between investment and consumption goods on a
basis which can be sustained when the economy reaches full employment. This
is also true insofar as rising yields reflect heightened anticipations of inflation.

Most of the concern over rising yields centers on the mortgage market. The
fear is that higher mortgage rates will choke off residential construction, now



202

running at a rate which for the first time in several years gives promise of
meeting national housing goals. The current strength of housing, with mortgage
rates currently at 7% to 8 percent, means that the demand can be effective even
at high rates if mortgage credit is available. High rates have their major impact
in reducing housing demand when they are thought to be temporary. Then
homebuyers hold back for lower rates. The 7Y2-percent rate on mortgages today
does not appear temporary, as it did when it first appeared, and may appear
attractive to those who anticipate 4 to 5 percent inflation.

Housing declined in 1969 because the credit was not available. The supply
of credit for the mortgage market depends upon deposit flows into savings in-
stitutions, which supply a large fraction of the market. In 1969 they could
not compete with the high rates available on open-market instruments.

Would a cutback in monetary growth produce another credit crisis for sav-
ings institutions? I do not think so. Today these institutions are in much better
position to pay higher rates to depositors and, if given the freedom, would be
able to do so.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

My own research and other work with which I am familiar leads me to the
conclusion that we place far too much concern on movements in interest rates.
The special problems of the mortgage market should be handled by structural
reforms of depository institutions. Concern over rising interest rates should
not stand in the way of reducing monetary growth, now too high, to an appro-
priate lower rate.

Chairman Proxyure. Thank you very much, Mr. Cagan.

Mr. Minsky, you go right ahead. I want to say those are very helpful
tables you have attached to your statement, which will also be printed
in full in the record. '

STATEMENT OF HYMAN P. MINSKY, PROFESSOR OF ECONOMICS,
WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY, ST. LOUIS, MO.

Mr. Minsky. There are signs that we have entered upon an era of
protracted slack. The recovery is lazy, the economy is suspended some-
place between full employment prosperity and a serious depression.

There is no substantial evidence that a strong expansion is about to
take place. Consumer confidence is weak, State and municipal gov-
ernments are under strong financial constraints, and private invest-
ment is on a plateau that may be too high to be sustained.

Even at its sluggish pace the recovery is fragile. It depends upon
the continuation of large-scale deficit financing of investment by the
corporate business sector. As is shown in attached table IIT to my
statement, corporate liabilities are much greater relative to both cash
flows and liquid and protected assets than they were earlier in the
post-1946 era. This burden of corporate debt may well lead to a re-
duction in corporate investment. If this takes place then, unless offset,
a relapse into recession will take place.

The economy has not been conforming to the various game plans
announced in the past 214 years. Instead of policy eliminating infla-
tion without any increase in unemployment, to date we have had
increased unemployment without any significant abatement of infla-
tion.

This record of policy failure indicates that economic policy is fal-
liable even when influenced by Chicago’s monetarism. This failure does
not mean that the mislabeled Keynesian fiscalist schooi has a better
track record. When the economists of the Kennedy-Johnson era were
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office holders they did not recognize, in their published reports and
foxigcasts, that accelerating inflation will result from the recommended
policy.

For each popular model of the economy there are a large number
of anomalous observations. There should be widespread doubt as to
their unconditional validity.

Both the monetarist and fiscalist views depend upon a heroic as-
sumption that the financial system is always robust and basically
passive. However, at times the financial system is fragile and an active
determinant of the behavior of the economy. When this is true the
economy does not conform to either the monetarist or the fiscalist
scenario.

We are now in such a period. The financial system is fragile and
financial factors are important in determining what happens.

In this presentation I will emphasize the aggregate financial posi-
tion of the nonfinancial corporate sector. Similar changes in financial
relations have occurred for other sectors. On the basis of the financial
picture, I believed that an extrapolation of past relations does not
yield a valid estimate of what we can expect.

The Penn Central Railway failed 1 year ago when it was unable to
repay some $80 million of commercial paper. This was the climactic
event to a fantastic runup of commercial and finance company open-
market paper, from $14 billion at the end of 1966 to $40 billion in
May of 1970. The Penn Central’s failure set off a “run” on the com-
mercial paper market.

The Federal Reserve System behaved as a lender of last resort and
prevented the Penn Central fiasco from triggering a chain reaction
of financial distress. Reserves were liberally supplied by the discount
window and open market operations so that bank financing was avail-
able to those who found it difficult to roll over their maturing com-
mercial paper. 1l advised ceilings were removed from interest rates
commercial banks could pay on certificates of deposit.

This was not the first time in recent years that the Federal Reserve
acted as a lender of last resort. In the late summer of 1966 the famous
credit crunch took place. That mini-crisis centered around the illiquid-
ity and insolvency of savings institutions and the losses commercial
banks were taking as they made position by selling municipal securi-
ties. As in 1970 the Federal Reserve took the correct steps and offset the
financial trauma by rapidly increasing the reserve base and by im-
proving the competitive position of commercial banks in the market
for time funds.

Both the credit crunch and the liquidity squeeze took place after
the Federal Reserve sharply decreased the rate of increase of the
money supply and the reserves of member banks and allowed ceiling
interest rates on certificates of deposit to become effective, thus forcing
a reduction in the amount outstanding.

These two episodes are the only really relevant post-1946 observa-
tions of the Federal Reserve’s ability to constrain the growth of the
money supply when the economy is buoyant. They indicate that the
Federal Reserve System has only limited powers to constrain the rate
of increase of the money supply in a strongly expanding economy.
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Attempts in this direction lead to actual and threatened financial in-
stability. This forces the Federal Reserve to abandon its policy of
monetary constraint and to accelerate the rate of growth of the money
supply and the reserve base. In a deep sense when the duties of the
Federal Reserve as a lender of last resort are taken into account it is
the behavior of the economy that controls the growth of the money
supply. In the present circumstances I believe the Federal Reserve
really has little freedom to constrain the rate of growth of the money
supply unless it is willing to play a game of brinkmanship with the
stability of the financial system. Monetary constraint is really not
available as an anti-inflationary policy instrument.

I am introducing into the Tecord two pieces I wrote which may
interest the committee. One appeared in Trans-action and is entitled
“The Crunch of 1966—Model for a New Financial Crisis.” The second
is a memorandum I prepared for a meeting on September 17, 1969, of
academic_consultants with the Board of Governors of the Federal
Reserve System. The title of the memorandum is “Notes on the Sus-
ceptibility of the U.S. Economy to a Financial Crisis.”

In 1967 the economy bounced back swiftly from the credit crunch, in
1971 the economy is sluggish after the liquidity squeeze. In 1967 the
Federal Government’s full employment budget was running a deficit of
$11.6 billion, in 1971-I the full employment budget was running a sur-
plus at a $6.6 billion annual rate. Fiscal policy was more expansive
1n 1967 than it is now.

The fiscal drag is not the entire explanation of the current slug-
gishness. It does not hold out a threat that a relapse into recession will
occur. It is the financial relations of the corporate sector which indi-
cate that a relapse may take place. These financial relations are to a
large degree a reflection of the extent to which corporations financed
investmeint by external funds during the truly euphoric investment
boom of 1967--69.

Over the postwar period and prior to the post-1966 expansion ag-
gregate corporate fixed investment was to an overwhelming extent
financed by gross internal funds. In years when fixed investnient was
low or corporate internal funds high, internal funds were larger than
fixed investment; in other years they were smaller. Modest surpluses
and small deficits occurred. After 1966 corporate fixed investment in-
creased rapidly while corporate internal funds remained on a plateau.
As a result the corporate sector financing deficit rose from 4.9 per-
cent of fixed investment in 1967 to 10.5 percent in 1968, 21.3 percent in
1969, 25.7 percent in 1970, and 24.2 percent in the first quarter of 1971
asshown in attached table I to my statement.

This deficit was accompanied by a huge outpouring of corporate
long term financing. In 1950 long term external financing was but
17.9 percent of the sum of gross internal funds and long term financ-
ing, in 1966 external funds were 20.3 percent of total long term and
internal funds. In 1970 this ratio was 84.4 percent and in 1971-I
it was 37.6 percent as shown in attached table II to my statement.

As is shown in attached tables IIT and IV to my statement, corpo-
rate deficit financing has been accompanied by both a decrease in the
quantity and a deterioration in the quality of corporate liquidity.
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_ The present pace of investment can be sustained only if corpora-
tions continue to engage in large scale deficit financing. It is this need
for continued corporate deficits in the face of their deteriorated fi-
nancial position that makes a relapse into recession a real possibility.
If the corporate sector as a whole brings investment more closely into
line with internal funds, then a decline in income will take place. In
the first quarter of 1971 corporate fixed investment was at an an-
nual rate of $87 billions and internal funds were only $66 billions. A
cutback of investment to that which could be financed internally would
lower income by some multiple of $21 billions.

From the viewpoint of the standard models the runup of both long
and short term interest rates since March of 1971 is an anomaly.
The economy has been slack and the money supply and the monetary
base have both been growing much faster than income. This should
make for falling interest rates, especially short term open market
rates.

A tentative interpretation is that the need by the corporate sector
to deficit finance ongoing investment programs and to fund and turn
over the inherited short term debt has not abated. In order to carry
out these operations, corporations are pouring out long term securities
and mortgaging property. This tends to sustain long term rates. In
addition corporations seem to be divesting themselves of Treasury
and other short term marketable debt. This development means that
such debt has to find a place in new portfolios. This implies higher
short term interest rates. Thus the current behavior of interest rates
may be an anomaly from the point of view of models that look only
at income and money supply changes, it is not as much of an anomaly
once financial markets and financing needs are taken into account.

Although both a decline in investment and additional financial
trauma might very well take place in 1971-72, this will not set off an
open ended debt deflation process. The prospect is not that 1929-33
will be played out again.

Certainly the Federal Reserve will quickly respond to a financial
shock to make sure that banks, other financial institutions, and finan-
cial markets continue to function normally.

Prompt Federal Reserve action is not the only reason why further
financial trauma will not lead to a great depression. The major factor
preventing such a cumulative decline is the large size of the Federal
Government budget relative to gross national product. In 1971-I with
gross national product at $1,020.7 billion, Federal Government ex-
penditures and transfer payments were $214 billion. A Federal Govern-
ment whose budget is in excess of 21 percent of gross national product
is a strong stabilizer of the economy. If gross national product de-
creases private payrolls decrease but Government demand, social se-
curity and welfare continue—thus sustaining demand for output.

Sustained Government expenditures as gross national product de-
creases leads to a large Federal deficit. As a result surpluses show up
in other sectors—households or corporate business. Even a passive fiscal
policy with a large Government is effective insurance against a truly
deep depression. A deficit not only stabilizes income but it strengthens
the financial position of other non-Government sectors.

67650 0—71——14
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However, a large Government; sector does not rule out the occurrence
of a protracted period of slack. The prospect therefore remains that
at least the first part of the seventies will be sluggish. The soaring of
the sixties seems to be a thing of the past for now.

Monetary and fiscal policies at their present levels are not sufficient
to set off a strong recovery. With the present trends in private demand,
for a strong recovery to take place it seems as if a movement to a
modest deficit at full employment is necessary. If the financial factors
I mentioned do lead to a reduction in private investment, then a full
employment deficit of about $20 billion may be required to speed a
strong recovery. :

It seems to me that we have exhausted the possibilities of aggregate
monetary and fiscal policy as controllers of aggregate demand and
economic growth. It is time for us to explore new dimensions of both
policy objectives and policy instruments.

To a very large extent our present policy wisdom is the result of an
initiative by this committee. I refer to the “Study of Employment,
Growth and Price Levels” undertaken by this committee in 1959-60
with Senator Paul H. Douglas as Chairman. That was a very produc-
tive study. It developed the instruments and philosophy that guided
policy through most of the sixties.

I had the privilege of reviewing the staff report and the “Study
Papers for the Review of Economics and Statistics” (February 1961).
I thereby urged that this committee undertake such a comprehensive
study of the economy and the state of the economist’s art at frequent
intervals.

I believe that the current doldrums of the economy as well as the
lethargic nature of the administration’s economic policy is evidence
that the time is ripe for this committee to take the initiative once
again. I respectfully urge you to undertake a thorough study of the
economy of the 1970’s and the state of the art of the economist with a
view to determining the appropriate objectives and instruments of
economic policy for the remainder of this decade.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

(The tables and supplementary information referred to in Mr.
Minsky’s statement follow :) '

TABLE I.—FIXED INVESTMENT AND GROSS INTERNAL FUNDS, NONFINANCIAL CORPORATE BUSINESS, 1950, 1955
1960, 1965-70, AND 1971-1

[tn billions of dollars}

. Year— 19714

{annual

Item 1950 1955 1960 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 rate)

Gross internal funds__.___. 1729 29.2 344 5.6 61.2 615 625 625 61.6 66.1

Fixed investment_________ 19.3 26,6 360 549 627 64.7 69.8 79.4 829 87.2

Surplus (+) o deficit(—-). -~1.4 +2.6 -1.6 +1.7 15 -32 -7.3 -16.9 -21.3 =21.1
Deficit as a percent of .

fixed investment________ 7.3 (O] 4.4 (O] 2.4 4.9 10.5 21.3 25.7 24.2

1 Not applicable: Surplus years.
Source: Board of Governors, Federal Reserve System flow of funds accounts.
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TABLE |I.—EXTERNAL AND INTERNAL LONG-TERM FINANCING OF INVESTMENT, NONFINANCIAL CORPORATE
BUSINESS, 1950, 1955, 1960, 1965-70, AND 19711

[In billion of dolars]

Year— 1971-)

(annual

Item 1950 1955 1960 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 rate)

Corporate bonds. ___.__... 1.6 2.8 3.5 5.4 102 147 129 121  20.3 25.2

Corporate stock. .. .. 1.4 1.9 L6 ... 1.2 2.3 —.8 4.3 6.8 5.6

Corporate mortgages .9 1.8 2.5 3.9 4.2 4.3 5.8 4.8 5.2 9.4
Long term exteneral

financing..._....._..... 3.9 6.5 7.6 9.3 156 21.3 17.9 2.3 323 40.2

Gross internal funds._ .. __. 1729 29.2 344 5.6 6.2 61.5 625 62.5 616 66.1

Total long-term financing.. 21.8 357 420 658 76.8 828 80.4 8.8 93.9 106.3
External funds as a per-
cent of total long-term
financing.............. 17.9 18.2 18.1 4.1 203 29.9 22.3 25.4 34.4 37.6

Source: Board of Governors, Federal Reserve System flow of funds accounts.

TABLE 111.—LIABILITIES, GROSS PROFITS, AND FINANCIAL ASSETS, NONFINANCIAL CORPORATE BUSINESS, 1950,
1955, 1960, 1965-70

(Ratios)
. Year—

Item 1950 1955 1960 1965 1966 1967 1968 1963 1970
Liabilities — gross profits after taxes____.__._...__._. ... 54 52 60 52 53 56 60 66 7.2
Liabilities — financial assets. . ____ ... .. __....... 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.3 13 14 1.4 14 L5
Liabilities — liquid assets_ .. 3.0 3.5 48 54 58 61 60 7.0 68
Liabilities — protected assets 3.0 3.6 50 59 66 70 7.2 9.8 90

1 Protected assets are liquid assets minus commercial paper.
Note: Underlying data from the flow of tunds accounts.

TABLE IV.—COMPOSITION OF LIQUID ASSETS,NONFINANCIAL CORPORATE BUSINESS,1950, 1955, 1960, 1965-70
(Percent of liquid assets)

) ) Year—

Item ’ 1950° 1955 1960 1965 1966 1967 1968 1963 1970
Demand deposits and cucrency 55.7 56.6 39.8 40.3 40.0 37.4 38.0 34.4
Time deposits__._..___._..__._._ . 1.7 4.9 27.1 25.9 28.9 27.9 17.0 29.8
U.S. Government securities_.._._..._.. .4 40,4 34.4 24.0 22.0 17.6 17.4 163 11.2
Open market papers. ... ... .. oociiaeioa- O SN 2.1 4.2 9.2 11.8 13.5 17.2 28.8 7

Note: Underlying data from the flow of funds accounts.
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Te Crunch of 1966—
Model for New

Fsnancial Crises?
|

The events of 1966 show that a
major financial crisis can happen again

HYMAN P. MINSKY

For the millions of Americans old enough to, remem-
ber it, the Bank Holiday of 1933 was grimly misnamed.
Those ten days, with the doors of the nation’s banks
locked and its businesses standing still, marked the
climax of the prolonged debt-deflation that began with
the stock-market crash of 1929. This period of financial
instability was the initial phase of the Great Deptes-
sion, which lingered on until the defense and war ef-
forts of the 1940s. In response, the Roosevelt Admin-
istration undertook thorough reforms of the American
banking and financial system—reforms designed to
guarantee that a financial crisis of these dimensions
could never occur again.

In the period following the Great Depression, the
strength of the reformed financial system was not
really tested. But then, in late summer of 1966, the
stability of the U.S. financial system was once again in
jeopardy. Fortunately, in 1966 the financial pressures
were kept within manageable bounds—the crisis turned
out to be only a mini-crisis, as befits an era of mini-
skirts. Thus it seemed that the defenses erected in the
1930s had passed their first serious test.

Nevertheless, the events of 1966 are 2 warning:
They show that a financial crisis, carrying the seeds of
a deep depression, can happen 2gain. Thus, we need
to examine the forces that created and resolved the
mini-crisis of 1966, and to explore some of its reper-
cussions. ‘

The financial community’s label for the crisis that
reached its climax in the late summer of 1966 was the
“Crunch,” a colorful way of describing intense pres-
sure upon backs and other financial institutions—pres-
sure for cash or, to put it another way, for liquidity.
However, more was involved than just pressure for
cash. On Wall Street, in late August of that year, the
atmosphere was one of controlled panic. That the
panic was controlled represented an act of faith—every-
one felt sure that 4475 time, in contrast with the 1930s,
the Federal Reserve would step in and prevent a cash
stringency from escalating into a fully developed panic
that would shake the entire economy. But although
Wall Street was confident that the Federal Reserve
would act, it was still uncertain throughout August as
to how—and how soon—this intervention would come.
Nobody was sure what losses he or his organization
would have to face before the pressure was relaxed.

As it turned out, the price wrung from the financial
community was sufficiently high, both in money and
in fear and uncertainty, to cause a major restructuring
of desired portfolios. Throughout 1967, commercial
banks, life-insurance companies, savings banks (mean-
ing here both savings and loan associations and mutual-
savings banks), and nonfinancial corporations all
preferred distinctly more conservative asset and lia-
bility positions than they held during the euphoric
boom period just before the Crunch. Cash flows have
been used to acquire liquid assets, and the desire for
liquidity has led some businesses to raise funds in the
capital market in order to improve balance sheets rather
than for investment in plant and equipment. As a re-
sult, the mini-crisis of 1966 led to a mini-recession in
1967; the economy slowed down, despite strong ex-
pansionary pressures generated by steeply rising Fed-
eral defense-spending for the war in Vietnam. In fact,
had it not been for this increased defense-spending,
the employment repercussions of the 1966 crisis might
have been grave indeed.

The fundamental economic law behind the Crunch
is this: The only way to break an inflationary invest-
ment boom set off by an evaporation of uncertainty is
to reintroduce uncertainty. This is what the Crunch
did. In short, the Crunch was both an instrument of
policy and a result of that policy.

What Triggered the Cruach?

To see how the Crunch developed, it is necessary
to recail the political and economic climate of 1966.
Today, in the gloom of late winter 1968, with the
country heavily burdened by an unpopular wat, civil
disorders, and sagging confidence in the quality of
national leadership, it is hard to remember the op-
timism and pride that ruled America's thinking as
recently as two years 2go. The contribution of eco-

Reprinted from March, 1968 Trans-action, pages 44-51
Copyright 1968 by Washington University, St. Louis
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nomics to this modern era of good feeling was the be-
tated achi it of a cc that the K

New Economics really worked. It was felt that if the
policy prescriptions of the New Economics were ap-
plied, business cycles as they had been known would
be a thing of the past. The accepted view was that
businessmen and householders need no longer fear a
“haircurling depression.” From then on, the perfected
tools of economic policy would “fine-tune” the econo-
my so that, period by period, it would stay on a course
of sustained growth. Seven good years would be suc-
ceeded not by seven lean years, but always by seven
more good ones. The resulting rapid and sustained
growth would make all good and desirable goals com-
patible: Americans would be able to have tax reduc-
tions and the Great Society.

Because of this confidence, there was a swing away
from portfolios designed to protect against unfavorable
economic conditions. As soon as the belief became
dominant that business cycles had been eliminated and
that steady growth was assured, the country embarked
upon an unprecedented investment boom. This boom
was partly financed by portfolio changes designed to
decrease liquidity, since having ready cash—or having
securities readily convertible into cash—was under
these circumstances of lesser importance.

Investment Boom in the Sixties

An unprecedented investment boom made the mid-
1960s soar. In 1966, the dollar value of physical as-
sets purchased by nonfarm, nonfinancial corporate busi-
ness was $73.8 billion, almost twice the $37.0 biilion
of 1961. When the investment boom accelerated in
1965 and 1966, business began to rely heavily on ex-
ternal financing. In the years 1961 through 1964,
roughly 3 to 6 percent of corporate investment was
financed with net external funds; in 1965, about 11
percent of investment was financed from outside
sources; and in 1966, the figure had climbed to more
than 20 percent. (See Table 1.)

This vast demand for external financing generated
stresses and strains throughout the financial system.

To obtain the funds they wanted, corporations bor-
rowed a great deal from banks and issued a huge num-
ber of bonds—both public offerings and direct place-
ments (offered to large-scale lenders, such as insurance
companies and educational institutions). Because the .
demand for financing was so intense, interest rates
climbed steadily during 1965 and 1966 despite de-
velopments that should have helped stabilize them—
namely rapidly increasing supplies of money and bank
credit.

The rapid rate of increase of money and bank credit
during this period was due to two factors, which we
can label as the traditional and the innovational ele-
ments in the developing picture. The traditional ele-
ment was a rapid increase in the reserves of member
commercial banks at the Federal Reserve Banks. The
innovational element was that the efficiency of reserves
was being increased due to the very rapid growth of
negotiable certificates of deposit ("CDs").

The reserves of member banks consist mainly of
deposits by member commercial banks at their district
Federal Reserve Bank. To a large extent, changes in
the amount of such deposits are determined by the
Federal Reserve System. The favorite instrument of
the Federal Reserve for affecting the volume of such
deposits is “open-market operations.” If the Federal
Reserve wants to increase member-bank reserves, it
will purchase U.S. government debt in the very active
market in which banks, other financial institutions, and
ordinary business corporations participate; if the aim
is to decrease reserves, then the Federal Reserve sells
U.S. government debt. As the U.S. banking system is
a fractional reserve banking system, commercial banks
need keep only a fraction of such reserves against their
demand-deposit liabilities. Their other assets held
against deposits are earning assets, which are bank
loans and investments, that is, bank credit.

Foreshadowing some of the story to follow, we can
note that open-market operations are not the only
Federal Reserve operation by which the reserves of
member banks can vary. Another way is by member-
bank borrowing from the Federal Reserve at the “dis-

TABLE I—Investment and Internal Sources of, Funds—Nonfarm, Nonfinancial Corporate Business 1961-1966

. Inzernal Sources Net External Net External Funds as a
Purchase of Physical Assets of Funds Funds Percentage of Purchases
Year Biflionsof §  Growth Rate %% Billions of $ Billions of § of Physical Assets
1961 37.0 - 5.6% 35.6 14 3.8%
1962 44.7 20.8 418 29 6.5
1963 46.7 45 4.9 2.8 6.0
1964 52.2 1.8 50.8 1.4 27
1965 61.9 18.6 55.3 66 10.7
1966 73.8 19.2 58.6 15.2 206

Sogree: Table B9 p. 294: 1967 Economic Report of the President.
* Value year t + value year t-1 x 100
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count window.” The discount window was an impor-
tant source of total bank reserves in earlier days; how-
ever, during the period under discussion the discount
window was not much used. As will be pointed out,
this abstention from the discount window, even though
interest rates were such that borrowing from the win-
dow seemed profitable, was one of the special charac-
teristics of this period.

Negotiable certificates of deposit, which have been
called the “"new instrument” of the 1960s, are evidence
of large (minimum $100,000) time (interest-earning)
deposits at commercial banks that cannot be withdrawn
until a stated due date—typically 90 days, 180 days, or
one year after deposit. However, as leading Wall
Street investment banking houses make a secondary
market (buy and sell) in these certificates of deposit,
any owner of such a deposit can obtain cash by selling
in this market prior to the due date of his certificate.
Almost always anyone with idle funds can purchase a
CD from the market with a desired number of days,
fess than the minimum of 90 days for which banks is-
sue such certificates, to maturity. As certificates of de-
posit are time deposits, by Federal Reserve regulations
the emitting bank need keep a smaller fraction of re-
serves against these deposits than against demand de-
posits. Thus if banks can get depositors to shift funds
from demand deposits to certificates of deposit, the
amount that can be lent or invested increases. During
the period of rapid bank-loan expansion in the mid-
1960s, money-market banks were able to sell such
CDs in increasing volume, which enabled them to
increase Joans at a faster rate than reserves were in-
creasing.

These CDs compete with Treasury bills and open-
market commercial paper for the temporarily idle funds
of large-scale enterprises such as corporations, other
financial institutions, and state and local governments.
However, whereas there is no ceiling on the interest
rates that these competing instruments can buy, there
is a ceiling, set by the Federal Reserve System, on the
rate that banks can pay on their newly-issued CDs.
Whenever other money-market rates rise above this
ceiling, banks cannot “sell” new deposits, and as a
result of runoffs of maturing deposits they face a de-

"'l say, don’t you think we've cooled the boom off enough?’
(Drawing by Alan Dunn; © 1966 The New Yorker Magazine, Inc.)

crease in their ability to lend. In December 1965, when
this was threatened, the Federal Reserve responded by
simuitaneously raising the ceiling rate on CDs to 5.5
percent and the discount rate (the rate at which the
Federal Reserve lends to member banks) to 4.5 per-
cent.

December 1965, when the Federal Reserve raised
allowable interest rates on CDs to protect the commer-
cial banks that had them outstanding, is a good place
to start on detailed examination of the events leading
up to the Crunch. An investment boom was in full
swing, and the rise in interest rates following the Fed-
eral Reserve action did not “'cool” the boom. Between
December 1965 and April 1966, the reserve base of
member banks and the money stock grew at the rapid
annual rate of 6.8 percent. Since time deposits (heavily
CDs) grew even more rapidly, bank credit grew at an
8.0 percent annual rate. But in spite of this, the inter-
est rates for financing ptivate business continued to
climb. For example, the yield of prime (highest quali-
ty) commercial paper rose by 63 basis poiats (63/100
of a percentage point), and the yield of Aaa (highest
quality) corporate bonds rose by 25 basis points.

TABLE II-—Money and Bank Credit—Annual Rates of Change for Various Periods December '65-November 67

Dec. 65 April '66 July *66 Dec. '66
to o © to
April "66 July 66 Dec. '66 Nov. '67
Percentage rate of change per year
Reserves of Member Banks 6.8 26 —4.3 114
Money Stock 6.8 -3.0 1.0 7.0
Time Deposits 9.5 10.7 42 16.6
Bank Credit ‘8.0 X 8.0 L5 124

Source: Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis, Monetary Trends.
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TABLE 1il—Interest Rates—First Week in Selected Months Plus Peak and Trough Rates January 1966-November 1967

Jan. ‘66 Apr. 66 July ‘66 Sept. '66 Peak '66 Jan.'67  Trough'6? Nov.'67
3Month Treasury Bills 4.53 4.51 44 5.07 .52 4.80 3.41 4.57
Sept. 23 June 9
Feders) Funds 4.63 4.65 s.42 5.35 6.00 .3 3.45 4.08
Sept. 9 July
Large CDs 4.80 5.30 s.60 5.75 5.90 5.70 423 5.30
Oct. 14 & 21 A:ril ?
Prime Commercial Paper 475 5.38 5.58 5.88 6. 6.00 .63 5.13
7, May 19—
Jan. &, 67 June 23
Long-Term Government Bonds 444 4.54 4.69 4.87 4.87 446 4.37 5.3%
Aug. 26, Sept, 2 Feb. 3
Corporate Bonds Aaa 4.73 498 5.10 5.44 5. 5.38 5.00 5.95
Sept. 9 Feb, 10

Soutce: Federa! Reserve Bank of St. Lonis, U.S. Finescial Data.

In April, by decreasing the rate at which it pur-
chased government securities in the open market, the
Federal Reserve slowed down the rate of growth of
the reserve base, and with it the money supply. Be-
tween April and July, the reserves of member banks
grew at only a 2.6 percent annual rate, and the money
stock actually declined at a rate of 1.4 percent. How-
ever, time deposits at commercial banks grew at a rate
of 10.7 percent annually—so that bank credit grew
at an accelerated rate of 8.6 percent. Interest rates
also continued to rise.

1t was at this point that CDs—the Wunderkind new
instrument of the 1960s—began to cause difficulties.
Toward the end of June 1966, the price of large CDs
carrying the ceiling rate of interest went to a discount
in the secondary market (the return on “used” CDs
became greater than the largest return allowed on new
CDs). This effectively stopped the increase in the vol-
ume of such CDs outstanding, and beginning in Au-
gust the amount outstanding began to fall rapidly. This
change in the trend of CDs outstanding combined with
a decline in member-bank reserves—between July and
December of 1966, member-bank reserves fell at an
annual rate of 4.3 percent—slowed down the rate of
increase in bank credit.

In December 1965, at the same time it had put a
ceiling of 5.5 percent on CDs, the Federal Reserve
placed a maximum of 4 percent on the interest commer-
cial banks could pay on passbook savings deposits—the
typical savings account kept by householders. Since this
rate was considerably lower than the rates offered by
savings and loan associations and mutual-savings banks,
commercial-bank savings deposits were not a threat to
the savings banks.

Late in the second quarter of 1966, the savings in*
stitutions felt the squeeze when some Eastern banks,
struggling to attract new deposits, started promoting
small, household-sized CDs at the ceiling interest rate
of 5.5 percent. These household CDs posed a serious
threat to the savings and loan associations—particu-
larly in California, where a large portion of the de-
posits were from out of state—and the mutual-savings

banks, mainly concentrated in New York and New
England. In July 1966, the previously rapidly growing
savings and loan associations experienced an unprece-
dented $1.5 billion decrease in deposits.

The Savings-Bank Squeeze

Throughout the rest of the year, a major concern
of the Federal Reserve System, the Federal Deposit
Insurance Corporation, and the Federal Home Loan
Bank Board—three arms of the peculiarly decentral-
ized central bank of the United States—was to protect
the savings institutions. Savings institutions have mort-
gages as their principal asset, and the standard Amer-
ican mortgage is a long-term, fully amortized, fixed-
interest contract. Hence, most savings institutions were
locked into assets that reflected past interest rates. For
example, the New York savings banks were under
pressure to pay interest rates competitive with the 5.5
percent that New York commercial banks were willing
to pay on their household CDs, but the savings banks’
portfolios consisted mainly of mortgages that yiclded
substantially less than 5 percent.

Not only were these banks technically insolvent—
the market value of their mortgage portfolios was
substantially lower than the face value, so that their
deposit liabilities exceeded the market value of their
assets—but they were making tunning losses, since
the returns on their portfolios were well below the
cost of borrowing money plus operating costs.

Another trouble spot in the savings-bank picture was
California. Interest rates on California mortgages had
long been high enough so that, on the surface, the
California savings institutions seemed able to meet
commercial-bank-rate competition for deposits. During
1966, however, when the rise in competing interest
rates slowed the flow of money to the California sav-
ings institutions, elements of weakness in their mort-
gage portfolios became apparent. Over the July 4
weckend, the Federal Home Loan Bank Board—the
regulating and deposit-insurance agency for savings
and loan associations—stepped in and arranged for the
quiet take-over of a threatened institution by one that
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was considered sound. Such discreetly managed take-
overs, rather than public closings and liquidations, con-
stituted the pattern preferred by the deposit-insurance
agencies throughout the rest of the year. The power
of deposit insurance to prevent explosive instability
was tested for the first time in 1966, and it passed
with honors. Events that would have triggered “'runs™
in the past occurred without causing any major de-
posit withdrawals.

In turn, these pressures upon the savings banks
swiftly affected the market for housing. Not only did
savings banks raise the interest rate, increase the down
payment, and shorten the duration of new mortgages,
but they also decreased their commitments to acquire
future mortgages. Generally, the savings banks make
financing commitments to speculative builders in the
fall of the year for the following spring. The savings
banks’ shaky position in the late summer and fall of
'66, however, assured decreased commitments and poor
“new starts” for housing in the spring of "67.

In addition, the cash squeeze hit the insurance com-
panies, adding to the trouble in the housing industry
and putting additional pressure on commercial banks.
Many life-i e policies g the policy-hold-
er borrowing rights at 5 percent. As interest rates rose,
life-insurance companies experienced a sharp rise in
the exercise of these rights. Further, the loan demand
was reinforced by the need for ready cash to meet
stock-market margin calls following the sharp decline
in August. The result of this pressure on the life-in-
surance companies was that they, too, radically de-
creased their mortgage take-out commitments for the
following spring—a move that further weakened the
home-building industty. In addition, as prior commit-
ments to acquire mortgages and corporate bonds be-
came current, many life-insurance companies resorted
to borrowing from commercial banks.

Thin Market for Municipals

Another element in the developing crisis centered
on the market for muaicipal securities (“municipals” is
the market term for state and local bonds). Banks are
required to pledge collateral against the deposits of
state and local government units, The usual collateral
is U.S. government debt. By mid-year 1966, commer-
cial banks had very little in the way of government
debt that had not been pledged as collateral for such
deposits. The combination of a decsease in the reserve
base due to Federal Reserve action, the rundown of
CDs due to the interest-rate relations, the lack of un-
pledged U.S. government debt, and the strong busi-
ness-loan demand led many banks to try to obtain cash
reserves by selling some of their municipals. As a re-
sult, the price of municipals fell sharply.

The effect on new issues of municipals was disas-

trous. Commercial banks normally take about one-third
of the new issues of municipals, but as the Crunch
developed, they withdrew from the market. By the end
of August, the market for municipals was “disorga-
nized,” to say the least. The yield on high-grade mu-
nicipals reached 5 percent—and income from munici-
pals is tax-exempt—but even at such rates the market
was thin.

Let us now follow the movement of interest rates
that were not under “ceilings.” Between the first week
in July and the first week in September of 1966, the
three-month Treasury bill rate rose by 60 basis points;
prime commercial paper rose by 30 basis points. This
rise in money-market rates, which apply to relatively
short-term notes, was paralleled by increases in the
longer term capital-market rates: Government bonds
rose by 18 basis points, and the highest-grade corporate
bonds rose by 34 basis points. (See Table HI.)

Meanwhile, despite these rising interest rates, in-
vestment continued to boom. It is a phenomenon of
the American economy that, as long as interest rates
remain within a range that is compatible with insti-
tutional stability in the American setting, business in-
vestment is not likely to be greatly inhibited—or stimu-
lated—by fluctuations in intetest rates.

Throughout this period the Federal Reserve, while
maintaining the discount rate at 4.5 percent, allowed
but a slight increase—some $300 million during the
first half of 1966 (out of the total member-bank re-
serves of $23 billion)—in borrowings by member
banks at the discount “window.” In theory the discount
window serves as a source of funds to member banks
so that they do not need to pay much more than the
discount rate for funds. It also serves as a safety valve
against too great a build-up of pressure for liquidity.
In practice, the discount window is administered by
the various Reserve banks, and the rules guiding the
administration of the window are mysterious if not
devious.

During July and August the window was so tightly
administered that even though banks were paying up
to 1.5 percent more than the discount rate for reserves,
member-bank borrowings at the Federal Reserve, on
the average, did not increase. In particular the money-
market banks believed that the discount window was
effectively closed to them: As liquidity pressures were
building up, the safety valve that the discount window
in principle represents was not allowed to function.

By the end of August 1966, the disorganization in
the municipals market, rumors about the solvency and
liquidity of various savings institutions, and the frantic
position-making efforts of money-market banks con-
fronting a discount window that was apparently closed
generated a controlled panic. It was clear that the next
move was up to the Federal Reserve.
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Because of the shortage of cash in 1966, savings banks raised inter-
est rates and down on This di d home-
buyers, and many speculative builders stopped work.

The Resolution

There are a considerable number of instruments of
control at the disposal of the Federal Reserve Board.
Conversely, at any time there are many interdependent
variables and constraints upon Federal Reserve actions.
At this time perhaps the most urgent constraint came
from the savings banks. In order to protect them from
losing deposits and incutring even greater operating
losses, the Federal Reserve ruled out the possibility of
raising the ceiling rate on CDs or the discount rate, as
had been done in December 1965. In other words,
although the intent was to constrain business invest-
ment, the orthodox solution of across-the-board in-
creases in interest rates could not be applied.

Thus, the Crunch developed with some rates fixed—
at effective ceilings—and others free to vary. Had the
Federal Reserve taken the course of expanding the re-
scrve base, which, through the banking process, would
have increased available credit, the investment boom
could have been financed without significant incceases
in interest rates. But that course would have meant
that the Federal Reserve would quite literally have
become an engine of inflation.

It is not necessary to approve the timing or the de-
tails of the Federal Reserve’s constraining action in
order to recognize that the situation developing in 1966
—which was due to a rapidly exploding demand for
financing from the private sector, combined with ex-
pansionary economic forces unleashed by the war in
Vietnam—was such that sooner or later the Federal
Reserve would have had to undertake a policy of active
constraint.

A money panic is ephemeral, compounded of a
combination of real cash shortages and a precautionary
demand designed to protect against awesome, unknown
contingencies. As was true for some of the money
panics of the 19th century, the 1966 crisis evaporated
when the authorities sent out a letter.

On September 1, the president of each of the twelve
district Reserve banks sent every member bank in his
district an identical letter stating that loans were avail-
able at the discount window to banks whose policies
corresponded to Federal Reserve objectives. In par-
ticular, funds were available to finance current hold-
ings of municipal securities for banks that could show
that they were constraining expansion of business loans.
In addition, the letter stated that the Federal Reserve
recognized “that banks adjusting their position through
loan curtailment may need a longer period of dis-
count accommodation than would be required for the
disposition of securities.” The import of the letter was

that the Federal Reserve acted to bolster municipal
securities, By allowing municipals to be used at the dis-
count window, it set a firm floor to their price and quite
suddenly made what had been an illiquid asset liquid.
As the money-market banks had been actively trying
to restrain expansion of business loans even before
ceiling-rate CDs went to a discount at the end of June,
each bank considered itself eligible for such accommo-
dations. The Federal Reserve’s discount window, which
had been assumed to be closed, now appeared provi-
sionally open: The safety valve was allowed to work.

During the first week in September, a slight “peak”
(about $100 million) occurred in borrowings at the
Federal Reserve. Thus, although statistically little had
been changed by the September 1 letter, the psycho-
logical elements of the mini-panic had been dissipated.
More important than the extent to which the window
was actually used was the fact that once discounting
was available, there was no further need to hoard re-
serves against future crises.

Other events combined with the letter to ease the
pressute in financial markets. Congress passed a law,
effective in late September, permitting the Federal Re-
serve to discriminate by size when it set ceiling interest
rates on time deposits. Simultaneously, Congress grant-
ed the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation and the
Federal Home Loan Bank Board the power to set
ceiling and differential interest rates on deposits at
institutions under their jurisdiction. The authorities
immediately set a 5 percent ceiling on time deposits
of less than $100,000 at commercial banks, effectively
checking their competition with the higher-paying sav-
ings institutions.

Furthermore, the Administration requested that the
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investment tax credit be put aside. To the financial
community, this move signaled that a larger share of
the effort to control inflation was to be made through
fiscal policy—by means of adjustments in taxation and
spending. Presumably, this would permit the Federal
Reserve to relax some of its monetary constraints upon
banks and other financial markets.

Throughout the rest of the year, the Federal Reserve
continued to restrict expansion of the reserve base and
bank credit. However, in spite of this constraint,
liquidity pressures eased—and even more quickly than
they had developed. Borrowings by member banks at
the Federal Resetve feil from a peak of almost $900
million to about $500 million by the year's end. A
further fall to $200 million occurred by March of
1967. The three-month Treasury bill rate fell by 72
basis points between the September peak and the first
week in January, Over roughly the same period, the
yield on long-term government bonds fell by 41 basis
points. (See Table III.)

The Aftermath

The Crunch worked. The investment boom was
broken. Gross private domestic investment decreased at
an annual rate of 26.0 percent between the fourth quar-
ter of 1966 and the second quarter of 1967. In large
part, this drop signaled a halt in inventory accumula-
tion, but equally significant was the fact that it was
accompanied by no growth in the volume of business
investment in plant and equipment. This was in sharp
contrast with the rapid increases in 1966. (See Table
I
)In December 1966, the Federal Reserve switched to
an expansionary monetary policy, which was main-

tained for most of 1967. Through November of 1967,
the reserves of member banks grew at an annual rate
of 11.4 percent, and bank credit grew at an annual rate
of 12.4 percent. (See Table II.) Large-denomination
certificates of deposit reached a trough of $15.4 billion
in mid-December of 1966. By December 1967, the
amount outstanding exceeded $21 billion—a signifi-
cant increase over the $18.5 billion of August 1966.

Normally, with the money supply and the reserve
base increasing rapidly, the gross national product
static or growing slowly, and private investment drop-
ping swiftly, interest rates would fall. Certainly,
money-market and capital-market rates would normally
be below the peak they reached when the economy was
growing rapidly and the Federal Reserve Board was
imposing monetary constraint. And, in' fact, in De-
cember of 1967 short-term rates were below the levels
they had reached during September and October of
1966. But each rate was well above its post-Crunch
trough. For example, the rate for three-month Trea-
sury bills rode a roller coaster: from a peak of 5.52
percent on Sept. 23, 1966, to a trough of 3.41 percent
on June 9, 1967, to 4.92 percent in early December
of 1967.

The most significant post-Crunch developments,
however, took place in the market for long-term gov-
ernment and corporate bonds. In December of 1967,
both these rates were well above their Crunch peak.
For example, Aaa corporate bonds reached a peak
yield of 5.52 percent in September 1966, and a trough
of 5.00 percent in February 1967. In early December
the rate of return on such securities was 6.13 percent.

The climb in these interest rates was due to a huge
outpouring of corporate bonds in 1967. These issues
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were not the result of any rapid expansion of business
investment. Quite the contrary; business investment did
not change, or declined. However, an institution with a
long-term debt to pay is more liquid than one with an
equivalent amount of short-term debt; its cash needs
in the near future are smaller. Furthermore, in the
fall of 1966, corporations were made aware that banks
can be unreliable sources of financing, and many wished
to decrease their dependence upon bank borrowings.
That is, the pressure in the long-term bond market in
1967—and it was acute, with many new issues yielding
well over 6.00 percent-—in substantial part reflected 2
desire on the part of business to rectify balance sheets
rather than to finance any burst of new investment.

Through 1967, the cconomy was sustained by a
sharp increase in Federal spending, especially for de-
fense. As a result, a hefty government deficit was
racked up—in part due to the decline in tax revenue
stemming from the decline in corporate profits. Gov-
ernment debt fed into the portfolios of banks, financial
institutions, houscholds, and ordinary businesses in-
creases their liquidity. The combination of government

pansi ining total d d, government defi-
cits feeding liquid assets into portfolios, and the use
of long-term debt by corporations is now satisfying
the increased preference for liquidity that developed
after the 1966 Crunch. But once this preference is satis-
fied, conditions will be ripe for another take-off of
investment demand.

The events of 1966-67 show that in the intensely
financial American economy—despite the precision
ministeations of the New Economics—investment
booms and liquidity crises are still possible. Business
cycles remain very much part of the picture, even
though the 1966 Crunch led to no more than a mini-
recession rather than a true depression. The modest
overall impact was the result of the offéetting rapid
increases in Federal spending in Vietnam. Without
them, it is very likely that an cvent such as the Crunch
of 1966 would have had serious employment reper-
cussions. Because of the accident of Vietnam, there is
a danger that the Crunch’s lesson about the perils at-
tending stretched liquidity positions may soon be for-
gotten.

The period covered here closes before any serious
impact from the devaluation of the British pound
could become manifest. The next chapter in the history

of America’s financial system most likely will center
on the way in which the precarious international posi-
tion of the dollar is resolved. The current emphasis
upon defending the dollar can very well lead to eco-
nomic policies that generate continuing constraint on
financial markets. If this constraint takes place in the
midst of strong expansionary pressures from business,
then liquidity-stretching financial changes will occur to
offset at least part of the constraint. Under these cir-
cumstances we will not have to wait another 30 years
before the authorities’ ability to handle a liquidity
stringency is once again tested.

On the other hand, constraint on financial markets
may be so severe that strong expansionary pressures
from business do not develop. In such a relatively stag-
nant economy, financial instability of the type dis-
cussed here is not an issue. Thus the alternatives be-
fore us may be either to stagnate—albeit at a high
level—or to live with the danger of recurrent Crunches.
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[A memorandum prepared for a meeting of the academic consultants with the Board of
Governors of the Federal Reserve System, Washington, D.C., Sept. 17, 1969]

NorEs oN THE SUSCEPTIBILITY OF THE U.S. EcoNoMY To A FINANCIAL CRISIS
(By Hyman P. Minsky, Washington University, St. Louis)

1. The susceptibility of the U.S. economy to a financial crisis due to internal
conditions ean be split into two parts: the susceptibility of the financial system to
a financial disturbance and the impact upon the real economy, (income, em-
ployment and prices) of such a disturbance if it occurs.

2. A financial disturbance is viewed as a shock. What follows the shock de-
pends upon the reaction of both “financial” and “real” portions of the economy.
Inasmuch as the “real” reactions will feed back upon the financial system (real
assets are simultaneously financial assets) and tend to either amplify or dampen
the financial repercussions of the initial disturbance, the likelihood of a full -
fledged crisis occurring with any set of financial relations cannot be divorced
from the structure and behavior of real income. In particular, a U.S. economy in
which the Federal Government sector is in excess of 109 of G.N.P., as it is cur-
rently, can be expected to react differently, after an initial disturbance, with
respect to both income and the subsequent financial reactions, than an economy
in which the Federal Government sector is in the neighborhood of 19, of G.N.P.,
as it was in 1929,

3. Whether financial disturbance and crisis prone situations necessarily fol-
low from characteristics essential to capitalism or whether they are due to
human error or institutional flaws which can be readily eliminated need not be
dealt with at this time. Our immediate concern is with the stability properties
of the existing financial system. However once the determinants of the likeli-
hood of a financial disturbance taking place are identified, both the arena within
which human error may play a part and the institutional characteristics that
might require modification in the interests of increasing the stability of the
financial system can be identified.

4. A distinction is made between a financial disturbance and a financial crisis.
A financial crisis is a widespread event, with large scale declines in asset values,
generalized difficulty in refinancing positions, the taking of losses in an effort
to meet cash needs and the appearance of markets which “cease” to function. In-
stitutions quite generally behave differently after a crisis than before. A financial
disturbance is a failure, illiquidity or the taking of losses to meet payment
commitments on the part of a unit or sector of the economy. A financial
disturbance can be as small as the failure of a minor non-financial firm and as
such it is a daily occurrence. It can also be as extensive as the problems faced
by the California savings and loan associations in 1966, the losses taken on
municipals by banks in the same year, or the run on commercial banks in 1969
via the run-off of C.D.’s. The border between interesting financial disturbances
and minor financial crisis is vague and narrow, perhaps it can only be drawn
after the event.

5. The economy is not viewed as always being on the verge of a financial crisis;
markets are able to offset and absorb losses as well as “shortfalls” in cash flows.
The type of instability envisaged by Roosa, when he wrote about the New York
Money Market in the 1950's, is not at issue here.

6. The financial system is broadly conceived. Bach unit in the economy is a
financial unit and can be viewed as a bank with effective liquidity and solvency
constraints upon its behavior. In the analysis of financial stability the liquidity
constraints are essential. Market developments which affect technical solvency
become important when the need arises to use price sensitive financial assets to
acquire cash.

7. The factors underlying the ability of a unit to meet its payment commit-
ments are the ratio of cash receipts, net of current operating expenses, to pay-
ment commitments and the ability to offset a shortfall of cash receipts or an
unexpectedly large surge of cash payments by selling assets or emitting liabilities
on not too unfavorable terms. The sale of assets or the emission of liabilities
for cash is called position-making activity, The larger the amount of position-
making activity and the more exotic or unusnal the instruments used the greater
the danger that either insufficient cash will he raised or that the “solvency” of the
unit will be impaired, i.e. the greater the danger of a financial disturbance.
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8. For each unit or sector, the likelihood of a financial disturbance depends
upon :

p(1) The ratio, over various periods, of cash payment commitments due.to
liabilities to the normal or usual sources of cash, including net liability emission
as a source of cash. .

(2) The ratio over a period of cash plus protected assets to payment commit-
ments, in particular demand and contingent commitments, due to liabilities.

(3) The ratio, as above, of explicit or implicit refinancing agreements or
rights to payment commitments.

(4) The ratio of assets whose face value reflects recent increases in asset
prices to total assets.

(5) The ratio of long-term assets with fixed interest rates to total assets,
especially in the portfolios of institutions which continuously finance their posi-
tion at current interest rates.

9. The first of the above ratios states that there exists a network of payments
and that the liability structure can be read as payment commitments. The
important aspect is how are these payments to be met? The normal source s
income receipts for households, gross profits after taxes for business firms and
tax receipts for State and Municipal governments. On the other hand, financial
institutions expect to meet payment commitments by the cash flows their assets
generate as well, by a “normal” growth in liabilities and by dealing in assets.

10. The next two items refer to how units, especially financial institutions but
also all units that follow a policy of being fully invested, will meet a need for
cash if there is a surge of withdrawals, a shortfall of income or expected receipts,
or if costs exceed expectations on income account. Such activity is by analogy
with banking practice labeled position-making activity. In the immediate post-
war period such surges of needs for cash payments could be met by drawing down
cash on hand, or selling Treasury Bills. The techniques and instruments used in
position-making have changed markedly over the post-war period, not only for
financial institutions but for business firms and households.

11. The final two items refer to the impact of a boom on balance sheets. A
boom has three not independent aspects: a marked increase in desired capital
stock combined with an ability and willingness to finance an increased pace of
investment, a runup in the price of the stock of real and equity assets, and a rise
in interest rates. The financing of the increased investment takes place via port-
folio transformations, that result in closer articulation of cash payments to cash
receipts, as well as by a running down of the ratio of traditional position-making
instruments to cash flows. The runup of asset values means an increased vulner-
ability of asset price to a failure of expectation or a need to use these assets to
make position. The increase in interest rates means that at least paper losses
accompany the boom, and if these paper losse are heavily concentrated in a
region or a sector a source of financial disturbance is revealed during the
expansion.

12. In the mid-sixties the U.S. economy experienced a change of state, it be-
came “euphoric.” Whereas in the earlier post-war period prosperity was thrust
upon the economy, in the mid-sixties business and households alike accepted the
emergence of a new era of permanent prosperity. The current (1969 Fall) resist-
ance of private spending to both monetary and fiscal restraint is indicative of the
change in state.

13. Stable growth is an impossibility for the American economy, with its his-
tory of financial and economic instability. The achievement of growth that looks
like it will continue, raises asset values, so that desired investment increases at
an increasing rate. Simultaneously the expectation of continued expansion de-
creases the value of protected or safe balance sheets. Thus even in the face of
monetary constraint, portfolio transformations will finance the accelerating in-
vestment. Both borrowers and lenders are affected by boom expectations: the
borrower is willing to hazard a closer articulation of expected cash receipts to
payment commitments, the lender accepts balance sheets that previously would
have been rejected. The expectation of steady growth or the belief that a serious
depression cannot occur tends to raise velocity.

14. Once an investment boom is set off then either an accelerating rate of in-
flation must be accepted, financing terms must be allowed te rise so high that
private spending is constrained or the expectations that lead to the boom must
be broken. Assuming that inflation at an accelerating rate is unacceptable, then
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the apparent options are rationing by financing terms along a stable investment
function or shifting the investment function via a shock to expectations.

15. The world is not born dc¢ novae each day ; higher financing terms result in a
fall in the market value of inherited fixed interest paper. If institutions exist
which are vulnerable to “operating” and *“paper” losses once interest rates rise
then two policy options do not exist. High and rapidly rising interest rates set the
stage for sectoral financial distress. Thus ignoring policy options such as in-
vestment licensing or wage and price controls, the only way a boom can be
brought to an end, given these institutional limitations, is if a financial disturb-
ance takes place which leads to a general reconsideration of desired portfolios.

16. A reconsideration of desired portfolio composition leads to a sharp reduc-
tion in the price of equity assets and real capital and in investment and
aggregate demand. These changes, in turn, reinforce the shifting of desired
portfolios, reduction in equity prices and the decline in investment. In the
absence of stabilizers the above is a scenario for a deep depression. As is well
known a large Federal Government sector combined with an income-sensitive
tax take tends to stabilize aggregate demand.

17. The large Federal Government sector also stabilizes the financial system.
The deficit feeds protected assets (government debt) into balance sheets. If
there are constraints upon the type of liability that the Treasury can emit,
then the deficit will take the form of an increase in the money supply or in
near monies (Treasury Bills). By stabilizing both income and the financial
sectors, a large Federal Government sector not only prevents a serious depres-
sion, it also sets the stage for a renewed expansion.

18. If as in 1967 a potential recession is offset not just by stabilized but by
increased Government spending, then the stabilizing and stage setting for future
expansion attributes of the Federal Government are accentuated. This is espe-
cially so if expectations are reinforced that the monetary and fiscal authorities
will not allow financial difficulties to escalate to a financial crisis and will not
permit a serious depression. With a Federal Government sector that is 10%
of G.N.P. the income reaction to financial shocks is initially attenuated and
then offset. A Government sector that effectively stabilizes the economy may
leave us with only unacceptable options: a larger regime of direct controls or
accelerating inflation.

19. For a smooth transition from an accelerating expansion to sustainable
growth to be possible it must be possible to have high and rising interest rates.
In our complex innovative financial system it may be true that strong investment
demand will almost always be financed by portfolio transformations at interest
rates well below those necessary to effectively constrain investment. That is,
interest rate rationing is not really a possibility for portfolio transformations
will continue until financial relations are such that a slight shortfall of expecta-
tions will lead to serious financial disturbances.

20. However, even if the above is not true, institutional weaknesses centering
around the standard mortgage and the housing-oriented savings and insurance
institutions prevent unconstrained reliance upon interest rate increases. In
addition, direct controls upon commercial banks are rationalized by the need
to protect such institutions. Such direct controls tend to facilitate the growth
of non-bank as over against bank financing, which in the language used above
increases the ratio of unprotected to protected assets in portfolios.

21. Monetary policy is constrained by the need to prevent a run or disinter-
mediation from savings and loan associations and mutual savings books. The
present deposit rate pattern was set in the aftermath of 1966. These institutions
have had three years in which higher interest rate assets have been added to
their portfolios. They can now afford higher rates on their deposits, certainly
commercial banks can afford significantly higher deposit rates.

22. I see no reason whatsoever for ceilings on wholesale C.D.’s. at commercial
banks; I see very good reasons why the emitter of protected assets should be
allowed to emit competitive liabilities. High interest rate C.D.’s. are a smaller
risk to financial stability than commercial paper, participations, repurchase agree-
ments or Eurodollar manipulations.

23. The substitution of a variable interest rate mortgage for the present
standard mortgage is a necessary step for the elimination of an institutional
flaw. I suggest that at all times the standard F.H.A. insured mortgage should be
written at an 89 or some other sufficiently high interest rate. If the market rate
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is higher, then the length of the morgage life will be extended; if the market
rate is lower, then the debtor will be given the option of reducing the unpaid
balance at a faster clip or paying a smaller amount per month. The contractural
payment will remain the same, the expectation is that usually there will be a
rebate analagous to the dividends on an insurance policy.

24, This model has not been tested empirically. One reason is that the relevant
events are rare. Neil Murphy and Harry Weintraub at F.D.I1.C. are engaged in a
simulation study of intertemporal cash flows under uncertainty using numbers
based upon mutual savings.banks. The theory underlying their study is con-
sistent with the cash-flow and position-making arguments advanced here.

Chairman Proxmire. Thank you very much, Mr. Minsky. A very
Interesting suggestion.

Mr. O’Neill, you have a substantial prepared statement here. If you
can, leaf through that in 15 minutes.

As I say, the entire prepared statement will be printed in full in the
record at the end of your oral statement.

STATEMENT OF RICHARD W. O'NEILL, PRESIDENT, HOUSING
ADVISORY COUNCIL, LTD.

Mr. O’NerLL. My purpose here is to focus attention on a vast pool
of housing need, a pool now inadequately served by a type of housing
that is relatively costly in the long run. I refer to lower income families
who now get no subsidy but are served by only the most expensive
housing financing on housing assets that depreciate to zero value in
about 15 years at the outside. The thrust of my remarks is to urge a
change in approach, particularly by the Department of Housing and
Urban Development, to extend purposefully FHA insurance to code-
conformiiig dwelling units for lower income families who, so housed,
would require little or no Federal housing subsidies. ]

In his third annual report on efforts to meet the Nation’s housing
goals, President Nixon, a few weeks ago, pointed out that 40 percent
of the Nation’s families could now meet eligibility criteria for Fed-
eral housing subsidies. He said this has created a—

Need to deal with inequities which arise when some families receive subsidies
and others do not. If all eligible families were subsidized the cost would be
astronomical. Yet, unless major changes are made as these programs continue
production momentum, it will be difficult to continue favoring a select few in
the population while the rest of the Nation is left to seek decent housing com-
pletely on its own.

Since it is doubtful that the public, and hence the Congress, will be prepared
to accept the staggering budgetary costs of a more global coverage toward
which present subsidy housing programs may be forced to head, the time to make
needed changes is rapidly approaching.

" Subsidized dwelling units will jump from 932,349 on June 30, 1970,
to an estimated 1,825,500 on June 30, 1972. Subsidy payments will
rise over the same period from $525,500,000 to $1,373,800,000.

The House Appropriations Committee has estimated that over the
30- to 40-year life of subsidized dwelling units, the subsidy for this
year’s units alone could total $18.9 billion.

HUD has been under pressure from the Office of Management and
Budget to do something about FHA section 235 and 236 programs
because of the burgeoning commitments those two programs will make
in the Federal budget. They are now running at about a half a billion
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a year and could make up a total of $8 billion, that the administration
%ara dot nothing about, by 1978, almost a capital budget in our expense
udget.

Secretary Romney has been asked by the President to find other

ways of helping low-income families get better housing. He, in effect,
told the House Committee on Banking and Currency in early April
that section 235 probably should be ended, if a good substitufe could
be found, because of abuses in both new and old housing under that
Interest rate subsidy program. He said at the time that over 100 cases
of such abuse had been turned over to the FBI.
. He confirmed what the committee’s own staff report had found back
in January. He said 235 was an administrative monstrosity and that
detailed steps were being taken by HUD to tighten up on the pro-
gram. A basic problem in 235 is that if the house appreciates at 3
percent per year, there is no incentive for the owner of a house fi-
nanced under 235 to pay the principal on the mortgage at all.

Of course, the whole problem goes back to housing’s cost, and as
costs rise, dwelling units get smaller, whether subsidized or not. Ac-
cording to Census and HUD, smaller and cheaper houses were a major
factor in new housing in 1970.

During 1970, there were 485,000 new one-family homes, an 8-per-
cent increase over the 448,000 new homes sold in 1969. But the average
price of new houses sold during 1970 was $26,600, off 5 percent, from
1969’s $27,900, and the average floor area was down 8 percent from the
average on the 1969 house—from 1,640 to 1,510 square feet.

The increase in new one-family houses in 1970 was concentrated in
smaller houses: New houses with floor area of less than 1,200 square
feet increased by about two-thirds over 1969.

Another way of looking at the cost factor is to point out that half
the families in this country have not been able to qualify for a mort-
gage loan to purchase a new single-family code-conforming dwelling
unit with an FHA 203 mortgage since 1966 and have not been able to
do so with a conventionally financed mortgage since 1964, according
to figures of the U.S. Savings and Loan League.

Mr. Michael Sumichrast, of the National Association of Home
Builders, points out that 27.2 million U.S. families, 44 percent, have
incomes under $7,000 and another 17.9 million, 29 percent, have in-
comes between $7,000 and $11,800. None of them can qualify for mort-
gages to purchase today’s average-priced, new single-family code-
conforming dwelling unit without some form of subsidy.

The need for lower-priced dwelling units is absolutely staggering.
Governor Sherman Maisel of the Federal Reserve Board made a pro-
jection back in March of this year that housing starts for each year
of this decade should total 2,020,000, as opposed to an actual average
rate of 1,410,000 in each year for the decade—for the entire decade of
the 1960’s. Biggest component in that housing projection is our current
growth in net new households of 1,400,000 per year each year in this
decade as opposed to 1,040,000 net new households each year in the
decade of the 1960’s.

In general, the only way we now have of lowering the costs of hous-
ing—and I will go into the implications of this statement in some detail
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further on in this paper—is to cut down its size,-as we have seen
happen in the last 2 years.

Current FHA construction cost, including an improved lot, js about
$16.90 per square foot. To get house prices down to, say, $12,500 we
would have to produce single-family houses of 740 square feet, assum-
ing we still had to use lots allowable under most zoning ordinances and
subdivision regulations. ,

According to Mr. Sumichrast, this size would expand the demand
for housing (assuming people would prefer to buy and will be able to
qualify) at least twofold from what it is now. This might increase
production of FHA homes from the current rate of some 260,000 to
half a million. The economic impact would be substantially less than
would be the case if this position could be taken in a more expansive
unit, such as a typical FHA house with 1,289 square feet of living
space. Still an increase of some 250,000 units would create an addi-
tional 380,000 to 400,000 new jobs. It would reduce total unemployment
by some 8 percent.

Now, all of the foregoing explains why 95 percent of all new de-
tached single-family housing priced below $15,000 is in mobile homes.
Is there anything wrong with that? From most points of view, there
is nothing wrong with that.

I have attempted to develop a case that would have the Federal
Government insure that the lower-income American family will get
the full benefit of code-conforming residential realty—at no significant
expense to the Government—and at comparable expense, to the Ameri-
can family, to what it is now paying to live in mobile housing. Such
code-conforming housing could and probably would be produced by
present manufacturérs of mobile housing. ,

The fact is that current mobile homes will not last longer than 15
years. And I establish that in my statement. They enjoy their market
only by default, they cost almost as much as code-conforming housing,
are as expensive to live in as such housing.-

Current thrust of FHA and VA is to let the unassisted poor have
only chattel mortgages on wasting assets, while the thrust could easily
be turned around to make sure that these families could get realty
lgnqi'(tigages on units of the same size on which there would be an equity

uildup.

We ghould not get hung up on how big a dwelling unit should be, or
how big its lot should be. Our standards in this regard make little
sense now. We also should drop the illusion that we can solve the
problem of low-income housing by production methods, when we must
use good specifications for any improvements to realty.

Then, too, we should not anticipate slums, poor land use, or bad
design, simply because we must deal with smaller-sized dwelling units.

Zoning, of course, in all but rural areas, will be our biggest problem
in housing the unassisted poor adequately. The usual density control
by zoning ordinance is a fraud, and most suburban communities today
cannot afford the large lot single-family housing they so passionately
espouse, anyhow.

Mobile homes provide shelter for some 2.2 million U.S. households,
according to the Mobile Manufacturers Association, although some

67-650—71 13
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people regard that shelter as'somewhat less than adequate. Their first
cost is cheaper than most code-conforming dwelling units, primarily
because of smaller sizeés'and lower standards. And the expense of living
in them is generally lower than that of living in a code-conforming
dwelling unit, almost entirely due to the fact that they are used out-
side of the purview of zoning ordinances and subdivision regulations
that apply to code-conforming dwelling units.. '

Is there anything wrong with that? Not really, from most points of
view except one: They deteriorate to zero value in about 15 years.

They run from‘about $8.33 per square foot, without the land and
utility hookup, to $14.00 a square foot. ~

In the tablés I have pointed out that you can make a case for both
mobiles and code-conforming housing: in' monthly housing expense
including first costs.

" The fact of the miatter is statistically you can prove both points, a
little on this side and a little on that side. But most observers, with no
ax to grind, would settle for the generality that it costs a family as
much to live in a mobile home, in 4 mobile home park, including the
purchase price of the mobile, as it would cost them to buy and live in
a new home costing two- to three-times as much. Fuithermore, the
realty would appreciate over time, while the mobile home ‘would

depreciate to zero value. S _

The question is why ‘should FHA and-the VA not insure chattel
mortgages, or realty mortgages, on dwelling units of the same mini-
mal size that meet building codes and will Jast 40 ryears instead of a
mobile’s average 10to 15 years. S Co s AR

And the legislation that would be ¢ontemplated as precedent is title
I, section 8 of the Nationa]l Housing Act. That section was deactivated,
I believe by the Corgress, but:it might have been by.administrative
actbythe FHA in1954. . = T " . ,

Who could build these code-conforming small dwelling units? Al-
most anybody. As a matter of fact, some mobile manufacturers