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Abstract

We study the dynamics of the profit rate of United States (US) non-financial resident firms between
1945 and 2020. The 1970s entailed the abandonment of industrial policy and the liberalisation and
globalisation of markets. This left the US-resident productive sector at the mercy of an unstoppable
growth of imports. These imports helped to contain inflation but cornered the US domestic market,
which negatively affected the profit rate of non-financial resident firms. The increasing foreign
competition forced US-resident firms to invest and increase their productive capacity. Such
increasing productive capacity demanded higher market shares; however, US-resident firms
continued to lose domestic and foreign markets. This explains the fall in the degree of productive
capacity utilisation, capital productivity, and ultimately, the rate of profit since the 1980s.
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Introduction

The recent evolution of the most advanced economies share a clear pattern: a downturn in
economic growth rates and a growing process of tertiarisation compared to the so-called
Golden Age period. Globalisation, which has been accentuated since the thrust of emerging
economies, might explain this structural change in developed economies. The United
States (US) is the most remarkable example of this process (Manera 2013).

A conjunction of downward phases in cycles of capitalism characterises depression.
Every depression has come when the cycle in clusters of innovation has matured and
become ‘saturated’; when world production and commodity prices enter a downward
phase (inflation slows and even turns into deflation); when the cycle of construction and
infrastructure investment has slumped; and above all, when the cycle of profitability is in a
downward phase (Roberts 2022, 17). According to this definition of depression, the US has
experienced depression since the 1980s, because since then the country has not recovered
its previous trend rate of growth. Above all, it means that the profitability of the US
domestic capitalist sectors has remained lower.

Another empirical regularity observed in developed economies is the decreasing trend
of the profit rate over the last sixty years. Recent works, such as Basu et al (2022), Manera
et al (2019b, 2022), and Lapavitsas (2013), assert that this decrease in the profit rate is
mainly explained by the fall of the output-capital ratio (GDP/K), which we will refer to as
capital productivity (Manera et al 2019a; Manera et al 2022b). However, which has been the
leading cause of the decrease in capital productivity? Basu et al (2022) state that this fall is
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related to the increasing tertiarisation of the economy. We aim to contribute to the
literature through the characterisation of four aspects of the US economy:

• The increase in competition between capitals due to the liberalisation and the
increasing globalisation of markets (Pariboni 2016; Pérez-Montiel and Manera
2020) has been key to containing industrial prices. At the same time, it has
led to higher competition. Higher competition has led US firms to maintain
investment rates.

• The implementation of restrictive and anti-Keynesian monetary policies, at
least until 2008, to control and reduce the high inflation rates of the 1970s
(Blanchard et al 2012; Kim and Allmang 2021; Haluska 2022; Ghosh 2023).

• The service sector’s greater sophistication and diversification thanks to the new
ICT technological revolution and the Knowledge Economy (Tridico and Pariboni
2018; Pariboni et al 2020)

• The dominance of the financial capital over the productive and industrial ones
(Freeman 2010; Roberts 2016, 2022; Hellwig 2021).

We will argue that these four factors are causally interrelated and are critical to
understanding the decreasing trend in capital productivity experienced by the United
States in the last decades.

Our research aims to analyse the long-lasting switch experienced by the US economy
since the 1970s (Borsato 2023). We argue that increasing globalisation has led to a
progressive increase in imports and an increasing external deficit. This denotes a loss of
the US resident firms’ foreign and domestic market shares. This is explained by the
replacement of domestic production of high-end goods by products imported mainly from
the European Union (e.g., automobiles and manufactured goods of prestigious brands) and
low-priced consumer goods by products imported from China and other Asian countries.
This, along with a more restrictive monetary policy, has made it possible to reduce the
high inflation rates of the 1970s and 1980s; at the same time, significant growth in credit to
families and companies has facilitated US mass consumption. On the other hand,
increasing foreign competition has stimulated investment, which has led to an increasing
productive capacity. This greater productive capacity, together with the loss of domestic
and foreign market shares, has prevented US resident firms from maintaining their
‘normal’ degree of productive capacity utilisation. Finally, the decline in the degree of
capacity utilisation explains the fall in capital productivity.

Our paper contributes to the debate on the declining trend in capacity utilisation in the
United States economy (Bansak et al 2007; Pierce and Wisniewski 2018; Gahn 2020). Gahn
(2023) tries to find an explanation for the declining trend in the degree of effective
productive capacity utilisation (proxied by the output-capital ratio, which we call capital
productivity) and concludes that: ‘There is a declining trend in effective capacity utilisation
in the US and there is still no precise answer to this phenomenon’. Gahn finds that shocks
to the level of production, distribution, productive technique, and inventories do not have
persistent effects on the output-capital ratio. Therefore, our work offers a possible
explanatory hypothesis for this enigma in the US.

On the other hand, our work offers an interpretation of the behaviour of the US rate of
profit within a critical approach to neoliberal globalisation. In this sense, our paper can be
read through the lens of Michael Roberts’ approach: in a context of falling returns on
invested capital, the efforts to maintain the rate of profit lay on pressure on the labour
force, with different manifestations: cuts in public spending, elimination of social rights,
greater labour intensity, new labour-saving technologies, and privatisations. This might
explain the increasing gap between growth in labour productivity and wages since the
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1970s (Pensiero 2022). Thus, Roberts (2016) does not believe that Keynesian postulates
would contribute to solving the problems of the US economy. He attributes the economic
performance of the ‘glorious thirty years’ to the consequences of the Second World War
when the United States put all its productive machinery to boost its economy. The solution
to the main economic problems proposed by the author focuses on a way out that he
qualifies as ‘socialist’: that governments take charge of the main sectors of the economy to
produce for social needs instead of doing it for profit. The central derivative of it would be
controlling investments and the ownership of the major banks and other large companies.
This, for Roberts, is very different from Keynesian proposals. This argument also aligns
with those who claim that industrial policy should be brought back to the front and play a
key role in economic policy (Portella-Carbó and Dejuán 2019; Nieto et al 2020).

We organise the work as follows. Section two highlights the relationship between the
degree of productive capacity utilisation, capital productivity, and the foreign sector.
Section 3 empirically tests the relationship between the three mentioned variables, while
Section 4 discusses the results. Finally, Section 5 concludes.

Degree of productive capacity utilisation, capital productivity, and the foreign sector
In this section, we demonstrate the dynamic relationship between the imports/GDP ratio
(m), the degree of utilisation of productive capacity (u), and capital productivity (πk) in the
United States between 1947 and 2020. Due to data availability, we use the data of the
non-financial sector to construct capital productivity (GDP/K). On the other hand, we use
the series of capacity utilisation corresponding to the manufacturing sector since available
data for the series of the total industry starts in 1967. The remarkably high correlation
between these two series, which reaches 99% (Graph 1), supports this choice.

Graph 2 plots the series of u and πk of non-financial US firms: both series share a
decreasing trend, although u shows more significant variability than πk. The Pearson
correlation coefficient between them is 76.8%. We can see that between 1948 and 1968, the
Keynesian regulation phase, the differences between the series remained relatively steady,
with capital productivity being above capacity utilisation until the oil shock of 1973. The
period 1950–1968 also experienced the full effects of the Treaty of Detroit (See Armstrong
et al (1991a) and Noah (2012)),1 which generated a period of stability in the evolution of
social inequalities and coincided with high growth rates (Manera et al 2022). Despite a fall

Graph 1. Degree of productive capacity utilisation in the United States. Manufacturing sector and total industry,
1945–2020. Source: Own elaboration with Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis data.
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of both u and πk in the 1950s due to the first saturation of the consumer goods market after
World War II, the variables present a similar trajectory. From 1973 onwards, capital
productivity has remained below capacity utilisation. Both series recovered during the great
moderation phase, but without reaching the 50s and 60s values. We also see that in 1995 (when
the World Trade Organization was created and international trade agreements were
intensified), the positive trajectory of both series was reversed. Graph 2 also shows that from
the middle 1990s onwards, the difference between the series has grown, i.e., the decreasing
trend of capital productivity has become more pronounced than that of capacity utilisation.
Between 2001–2008 capacity utilisation recovered in the context of increasing public
expenditure and a housing bubble, but capital productivity continued its decreasing trajectory.

Since capital productivity can be defined as the degree of capacity utilisation divided by
the incremental capital-output ratio (icor) (Weisskopf 1979), the dynamics of the icor explain
the differences between capital productivity and the degree of capacity utilisation. Thus,
capital productivity has decreased more than capacity utilisation because the icor has
increased. An increasing icor means increasing capital needed to increase a unit of total
output. Thus, we posit that the constant productive reinvestments to face increasing
globalisation and competition have incorporated productive capacity that requires greater
market shares. These greater shares, however, have not materialised, which has caused a
higher fall in capital productivity.

On the other hand, Graph 3 compares the propensity to import, which we use as a proxy
of the market shares of the US economy, with the degree of capacity utilisation. The weight
of imports over GDP remained stable at around 2.5% and 3% until the late sixties; however,
by the end of the 1980s, it was already 8%, reaching 16% in 2009. The behaviour of exports
(which, to a certain extent, can be considered autonomous (Girardi and Pariboni 2016;
Pérez-Montiel and Manera 2022) is not sufficiently dynamic to offset the increase in
imports; thus, since the end of the 1970s, the trade balance becomes negative.

In the next section, we use quarterly US data to analyse the causal relationship between
the propensity to import �m), the degree of productive capacity utilisation (u), and capital
productivity (πk) between 1947 and 2019.

Empirical analysis
We study hysteresis and contemporaneous relationships between the propensity to import
�m), the degree of productive capacity utilisation (u), and capital productivity (πk)

Graph 2. Degree of productive capacity utilisation and capital productivity in non-financial firms of the United States,
1952–2019. 1952=100.
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between 1947 and 2019. We use time-varying impulse-response analysis and directed
acyclic graphs (DAG) for this aim.

Time-varying impulse-response functions
The Lumsdaine-Papell and Bai-Perron’s unit root tests indicate that the variables under
study have multiple and different structural breaks. Thus, instead of dividing the entire
test into sub-periods, we use a time-varying parameter structural vector autoregressive
(TVP-SVAR) model on the total sample. Unlike standard SVAR models, which impose the
constraint that the coefficients are constant through time, the TVP-SVAR allows
continuous smooth changes in the coefficients.

Following Sims (1980) and Sims et al (1990), who claim that a VAR in levels correctly
estimates the dynamics of a system,2 we estimate a TVP-SVAR in levels, which is usual in
the VAR literature (Elbourne 2008; Farzanegan and Markwardt 2009; Tang et al 2010;
Iwayemi and Fowowe 2011; Alom et al 2013; Kohler and Stockhammer 2020, among others).
The fact that some of the variables are I(1) is not a problem since the slope coefficients of
the I(1) variables could be rewritten as differenced variable coefficients (Stockhammer
et al 2019). Furthermore, using the variables in a VAR representation in levels ‘avoids the
controversial question of which cointegration constraints impose in the estimate’ (Kilian
and Lütkepohl 2017).

To order the variables in the SVAR model, we have used the DAG method, a data-driven
method of ordering the data in a VAR model, thereby avoiding theoretical assumptions. To
this aim, we use the PC algorithm of Spirtes et al (2000). Because simultaneity or
instantaneous causality may appear due to omitted causal variables, Spirtes et al (2000)
have developed methods for inferring the existence of omitted (latent) variables and
working out their causal consequences (Hoover 2005: 74). The empirical literature
considers the use of the PC algorithm as a valid tool to assign causal flows among variables
based on observational data: Kalisch and Buhlmann (2007) show that the PC algorithm
using statistical tests is computationally feasible and consistent even for very high-
dimensional sparse DAGs; while Uhler et al (2013) show that additionally assuming a
condition called strong faithfulness, the PC algorithm even yields uniform consistency.
Finally, Demiralp and Hooverà (2003) study the PC algorithm with Monte Carlo simulations

Graph 3. Weight of imports over GDP and degree of productive capacity utilisation in the United States (%),
1947–2020.

70 José A. Pérez-Montiel et al.

https://doi.org/10.1017/elr.2023.51 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/elr.2023.51


and show that the DAG is a valid statistical procedure to identify the contemporaneous
causal order of a structural vector autoregression.

A directed acyclic graph analysis is a directed graph with no loop. It is composed of
points representing variables and directed edges connecting these points. The DAG
analysis uses graphs to represent the contemporaneous causal relationships between
variables. In a directed acyclic graph, the direct edge between two points represents the
contemporaneous causal relationship between two variables. The possibilities between
two variables, A and B, are the following:

• A → B: represents that A contemporaneously causes B;
• A ← B: states that B contemporaneously causes A;
• A↔B: indicates that there is bidirectional contemporaneous causality between
A and B;

• A–B: represents that there is a contemporaneous causality with uncertain
direction between A and B;

• A B indicates that there is not any contemporaneous causality between A and B.

We use the PC algorithm by Spirtes et al (2000) to analyse the contemporaneous causal
relationships between the variables. We built a full non-directed graph with three
variables, each connected to the other two. Hereafter, we remove and direct the edges of
the full non-directed graph. In the phase of removal, we first analyse the unconditional
correlation coefficient and eliminate the edge connecting both variables when the
correlation coefficient between them is 0. Once we have finished the correlation analysis,
we analyse the first-order partial correlation coefficient (the correlation coefficient
between two variables conditional on the third variable) on the remaining edges. The edge
that connects both variables is removed when the first-order correlation coefficient
between the two variables is 0. Likewise, after completing the first-order partial
correlation coefficient analysis, the second-order partial correlation coefficient is analysed
on the remaining edges, and subsequently, the third-order, : : : , until the N-2-order partial
correlation coefficient. In our case, as N= 3, we only analyse the first-order partial
correlation coefficient. To test whether the partial correlation coefficients are significantly
different from 0, we use Fisher’s z-statistic.

Once we have ordered the variables, we estimate the TVP-SVAR model with two lags
(based on the Bayesian information criteria of Schwarz (1978) and the Hannan-Quinn
information criterion of Hannan and Quinn (1979)). We aim to capture the time-varying
impacts that structural shocks on m (u) have on u (πk) without dividing our full sample
into subsamples. Indeed, compared to the constant parameters SVAR model, the TVP-
SVAR models allow the detection of the changes in the responses’ behaviour over time of
the system to the identified structural shocks while conserving the full sample information
specificity (Zhong et al 2023, 106708). The uncorrelatedness of the shocks allows us to
identify impulse-response functions and rules out the presence of any omitted variables
that enter multiple equations (Ghanem and Smith 2022).

The DAG analysis, whose results are presented in Figure 1, suggests ordering the
variables in the TVP-SVAR as follows: m, u, πk. Once the restrictions are imposed, and the
model is estimated, we compute time-varying impulse-response functions to assess
the impact of an exogenous shock in m, u, and πk. We compute standard errors using the
Monte Carlo method (1,000 repetitions) and report the IRFs with one-standard error band,
namely a 68% confidence interval.3 Figure 1 also shows the results of the impulse-response
functions based on the TVP-SVAR model’s specification with the three variables in levels.
It allows us to analyse the relationship between the variables under study on the entire
sample interval. On the left-hand side of Figure 1, we can see the impulse-response paths of
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u to a positive shock inm. We found that an exogenous positive shock on the import share
significantly negatively affects the degree of capacity utilisation. In contrast, a shock on u
does not significantly affect m. We also observe that a positive shock on u has a positive
and significant effect on πk. In contrast, an exogenous positive shock on πk does not
significantly affect u.

Contemporaneous causality
Since there are not only hysteresis relationships between macroeconomic variables, we
also explore the existence of contemporaneous causal relationships. The loss of market
share can contemporaneously affect aggregate demand, consequently affecting capacity
utilisation and thus, capital productivity. The VAR approach does not allow the study of
the contemporaneous relationships between variables, which remain hidden in the
model’s error term and cannot be estimated. Therefore, we use the DAG analysis to study
contemporaneous relationships between mt, ut, and πkt. Following our hypothesis, we
study the contemporaneous causal relationship between positive changes in m (m�

t ),
negative changes in u (u�t ), and negative changes in πk (πk�t ). To build m�

t , u�t , and πk�t ,
we use the partial sum decompositions of Hatemi-J (2012, 2014) and Hatemi-El-Khatib
(2016). This enables us to study the causal relationship between positive (negative)
changes in one variable and positive (negative) changes in another variable or any other
combination (Hatemi-J et al 2017). Thus, this method allows us to study whether a negative
change in the utilisation degree of productive capacity is contemporaneously caused by a
positive change in the propensity to import. We can also study whether a decrease in the
degree of capacity utilisation contemporaneously causes a negative change in capital
productivity.

Let us assume that πkt, ut, and mt have the same data generation process:

πkt ≡ πkt�1 � e1t � πk0 �
PT

i�1
e1i, ut ≡ ut�1 � e2t � u0 �

PT

i�1
e2i, and mt ≡ mt�1 � e3t �

m0 �
PT

i�1
e3i, being πk0, u0, and m0 the initial values of πkt, ut, and mt respectively, while

e1i, e2i; and e3i are i.i.d with σ2
e1 , σ

2
e2 y σ2

e3 variance, respectively. Hatemi-J (2012, 2014)
defines positive shocks as e�1t � max e1t; 0� �, e�2t � max e2t; 0� � and e�3t � max e3t; 0� �; while

Figure 1. Responses of m, u, and πk to time-varying shocks in m, u, and πk. Note: The vertical axis shows the value of
the parameters, while the horizontal axis shows the time horizon (quarters). The shaded area is the 68% error band.
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he represents negative shocks as e�1t � min e1t; 0� �; e�2t � min e2t; 0� � and e�3t � min e3t; 0� �.
Therefore, e1t � e�1t � e�1t, e2t � e�2t � e�2t, and e3t � e�3t � e�3t; while πkt � πk0 �

Pt

i�1
e�1t�

Pt

i�1
e�1t, ut � u0 �

Pt

i�1
e�2t �

Pt

i�1
e�2t, andmt � m0 �

Pt

i�1
e�3t �

Pt

i�1
e�3t. In this way, and following

Granger and Yoon (2002), Hatemi-J (2012) defines accumulative positive and negative shocks as:

πk�t � Pt

i�1
e�1t ; πk�t � Pt

i�1
e�1i; u

�
t � Pt

i�1
e�2t ; u�t � Pt

i�1
e�2i; m

�
t � Pt

i�1
e�3t ; and m�

t � Pt

i�1
e�3i.

Once we obtain m�
t , u�t , and πk�t , the next step is building a non-directed full graph of

m�
t , u�t and πk�t . Next, we analyse the matrix of the remaining coefficients by the PC

algorithm of the Tetrad software to obtain the contemporaneous causal relationships
between m�

t , u�t , and πk�t (Figure 2):
As shown in Figure 2, u�t is a contemporaneous cause of πk�t , while m�

t
contemporaneously causes u�t . This indicates that the loss of market shares by the US
resident productive sector contemporaneously reduces the utilisation degree of
productive capacity of the United States, which in turn, contemporaneously causes a
decrease in capital productivity.

Discussion

We have proposed an overall but consistent possible explanation of the loss of US
industrial economic dynamism in the framework of increasing globalisation. Departing
from the preposition that the adjustment of capacity to demand is slow in the US (Haluska
et al 2023), we have hypothesised a causal relation between market loss (proxied by an
increasing propensity to import) and a decrease of both productive capacity utilisation and
capital productivity. What does this mean? The answer might seem only intuitive, but in
our opinion, it is clear.

The 1970s crisis sponsored the abandonment of industrial policy and the liberalisation
and globalisation of markets instead of triggering a resurgence of industrial-based
technology policies. Thus, a profound change in economic policy priorities took place. Due
to the shock in production costs caused by the energy crisis, the productive system was
abandoned to its fate and had to face an unstoppable growth of imports. These imports
helped to contain inflation, the main goal of the new neoliberal economic policy of the
moment.

This economic policy prioritised monetary policy and abandoned previous full
employment strategies of Keynesian inspiration (Armstrong et al 1991b). As a result,
significant and strategic parts of US production were squandered and replaced by foreign
production, often due to relocations promoted by US multinational companies. The central
core of the US industrial productive system, which survived the deep crisis of the 1970s,
had to contend with a new neoliberal economic policy paradigm, facing more international
competition. This change hurt the rate of profit of non-financial resident firms through
the decrease in capacity utilisation. In turn, increasing foreign competition led US resident
firms to the renewal of the productive equipment. This demanded more production and

Figure 2. DAG analysis between m�, u-, and πk-. Note: Directed acyclic graphs
between m�

t , u�t , and πk�t . The asterisks *** denote statistical significance
at the 1%.
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market share to increase production per unit of capital invested. However, instead, what
happened is that foreign productions, including those of US transnational capital, gained
more and more domestic market share. This caused a further fall in the utilisation degree
of productive equipment and a continued decrease in capital productivity and levels of
profitability of productive capital.

In order to counteract the decreasing trend in the rate of profit, the resident productive
sector took advantage of the new economic paradigm to contain wages (as argued by Basu
et al (2022) and empirically demonstrated by Manera et al (2022) and Tippet et al (2022)).
Simultaneously, the tax burden on capital income and corporate social contributions was
reduced, with the consequent reduction of the Welfare State and increased social
polarisation. The described process involves an increase in income inequality, resulting
from the purpose of resident corporate capital to maintain its profits. In this sense, other
researchers’ provided data align with our conclusion (Hacker and Pierson 2010; Saez and
Zucman 2022). In fact, between 1980 and 2018, the US witnessed a slowdown in growth
parallel to a greater concentration of incomes and wealth (Espinosa-Gracia and Sánchez-
Chóliz 2023): the incomes of the top 0.1% of income earners have grown by 320% since
1980. At the same time, the top 0.01% increased its income by 430%, while the incomes of
the 0.001% have grown by 600%. Simultaneously, the working class has yet to experience
income increases in real terms (Austin 2013).

Conclusions
Capitalism is failing to develop productive forces globally and take humanity forward to a
world of prosperity and the end of toil, poverty, and inequality (Roberts 2022, 18). A key
measure of the productive forces’ development is capital productivity. In this paper, we
argue that the decrease in capital productivity (proxied by the output/capital ratio) is the
main cause of the decline in the profit rate in the United States.

So, what has been the main cause of the decrease of the output/capital ratio in the US?
Why has the US capitalism, with its technological innovation capabilities, been unable to
prevent its capital productivity from dropping? We argue that the 1970s entailed the
abandonment of industrial policy and the liberalisation and globalisation of markets,
which left the US productive sector at the mercy of the unstoppable growth of imports.
These imports, which helped contain inflation, hoarded the US domestic market, which
negatively affected the degree of productive capacity utilisation and the profit rate of the
productive resident US firms. Increasing foreign competition demanded the renewal of
productive equipment, and this new equipment demanded greater production volumes
and more market shares to increase production per unit of invested capital. However, the
domestic market share of US-resident companies declined in favour of non-resident firms.
This explains the relentless fall in the utilisation degree of productive equipment and
capital productivity since the 1980s.

Given the real wage, secular falls in capital productivity imply the reduction of the
ex-post rate of profit. The decreasing profit rate’s most noticeable consequences are the
firm sector’s political reaction to contain wages and the growing transfer of capital from
the productive sector to the financial sector. In sum, from 1980 onwards, the change in the
regulatory system of the US economy, which switched from Keynesian to neoliberal
regulation, led to an increasing globalisation of the US economy. This has led to increasing
tertiarisation, financialisation, property speculation, and inequality in the United States.
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Notes

1 The Treaty of Detroit is the most relevant post-war labour agreement, signed by the United Auto Workers and
the Detroit Giants (Ford, General Motors and Chrysler). The agreement stated that wages would grow in line with
labour productivity growth. The treaty was followed in a cascade by the rest of the most important collective
agreements of the United States until 1968.
2 Phillips (1998) proved that responses to VAR’s impulse in levels are unconscious in long horizons. Faust and
Leeper (1997) argued that small errors in the specification of cointegrating relationships affect the short-term
parameters. Thus, the safest approach is to estimate the model in levels and focus only on short-term responses
(Elbourne 2008).
3 We follow standard procedures to estimate and identify SVAR models, as illustrated by Kilian and Lütkepohl
(2017). The choice of 68% error bands is used in several contributions (see, among others, Blanchard and Perotti
2002; Kim 2020; Deleidi 2022; Zhong et al 2023). Furthermore, as Sims and Zha (1999) and Giordano et al (2007)
pointed out, error bands corresponding to 0.68 probability are often more useful than 0.95 bands because they
provide a more precise estimate of the true coverage probability.

References

Alom F, Ward BD and Hu B (2013) Macroeconomic effects of world oil and food price shocks in Asia and Pacific
economies: application of SVARmodels. OPEC Energy Review 37(3), 327–372. https://doi.org/10.1111/opec.12015.

Armstrong P, Glyn A and Harrison J (1991a) Capitalism Since 1945. Oxford: Basil Blackwell.
Armstrong P, Glyn A and Harrison J (1991b) Capitalism Since 1945. Capitalist Restructuring, Globalization and the Third

Way: Lessons from the Swedish Model. Oxford: Basil Blackwell.
Austin G (2013) Labour-Intensive Industrialization in Global History. Abingdon, OX: Routledge.
Bansak C, Morin N and Starr M (2007) Technology, capital spending, and capacity utilization. Economic Inquiry

45(3), 631–645. https://doi.org/10.1111/J.1465-7295.2007.00019.X.
Basu D, Huato J, Jauregui JL and Wasner E (2022) World profit rates, 1960–2019. Review of Political Economy 1–16.

https://doi.org/10.1080/09538259.2022.2140007.
Blanchard O and Perotti R (2002) An empirical characterization of the dynamic effects of changes in government

spending and taxes on output. The Quarterly Journal of Economics 117(4), 1329–1368. https://doi.org/10.1162/
003355302320935043.

Blanchard O, Romer D, Spence M and Stiglitz J (2012) In the Wake of the Crisis: Leading Economists Reassess Economic
Policy. Cambridge, Massachusetts: MIT Press.

Borsato A (2023) Does the Secular Stagnation hypothesis match the data? Evidence from the USA. Journal of Post
Keynesian Economics 1–29. https://doi.org/10.1080/01603477.2023.2242346.

Deleidi M (2022) Quantifying multipliers in Italy: does fiscal policy composition matter? Oxford Economic Papers
74(2), 359–381. https://doi.org/10.1093/OEP/GPAB028.

Demiralp S and Hooverà K (2003) Searching for the causal structure of a vector autoregression*. Oxford Bulletin of
Economics and Statistics 65, 745–767. https://doi.org/10.1046/J.0305-9049.2003.00087.X.

Elbourne A (2008) The U.K. housing market and the monetary policy transmission mechanism: an SVAR approach.
Journal of Housing Economics 17(1), 65–87. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2007.09.002.

Espinosa-Gracia A and Sánchez-Chóliz J (2023) Long waves, paradigm shifts, and income distribution, 1929–2010
and afterwards. Journal of Evolutionary Economics https://doi.org/10.1007/s00191-023-00843-5.

Farzanegan MR and Markwardt G (2009) The effects of oil price shocks on the Iranian economy. Energy Economics
31(1), 134–151. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eneco.2008.09.003.

Faust J and Leeper EM (1997) When do long-run identifying restrictions give reliable results? Journal of Business and
Economic Statistics 15(3), 345–353. https://doi.org/10.1080/07350015.1997.10524712.

Freeman RB (2010) It’s financialization! International Labour Review 149(2), 163–183. https://doi.org/10.1111/J.1564-
913X.2010.00082.X.

The Economic and Labour Relations Review 75

https://doi.org/10.1017/elr.2023.51 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1111/opec.12015
https://doi.org/10.1111/J.1465-7295.2007.00019.X
https://doi.org/10.1080/09538259.2022.2140007
https://doi.org/10.1162/003355302320935043
https://doi.org/10.1162/003355302320935043
https://doi.org/10.1080/01603477.2023.2242346
https://doi.org/10.1093/OEP/GPAB028
https://doi.org/10.1046/J.0305-9049.2003.00087.X
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2007.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00191-023-00843-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eneco.2008.09.003
https://doi.org/10.1080/07350015.1997.10524712
https://doi.org/10.1111/J.1564-913X.2010.00082.X
https://doi.org/10.1111/J.1564-913X.2010.00082.X
https://doi.org/10.1017/elr.2023.51


Gahn SJ (2020) Is there a declining trend in capacity utilization in the U.S. economy? A technical note. Review of
Political Economy 32(2), 283–296. https://doi.org/10.1080/09538259.2020.1769906.

Gahn SJ (2023) Towards an explanation of a declining trend in capacity utilisation in the U.S. economy: analysing
the NBER-CES output–capital ratio. Review of Political Economy https://doi.org/10.1080/09538259.2023.2210519.

Ghanem D and Smith A (2022) Causality in structural vector autoregressions: science or sorcery? American Journal
of Agricultural Economics 104(3), 881–904. https://doi.org/10.1111/AJAE.12269.

Ghosh J (2023) The social consequences of inflation in developing countries. The Economic and Labour Relations
Review 34(2), 203–211. https://doi.org/10.1017/ELR.2023.11.

Giordano R, Momigliano S, Neri S and Perotti R (2007) The effects of fiscal policy in Italy: Evidence from a VAR
model. European Journal of Political Economy 23(3), 707–733. https://doi.org/10.1016/J.EJPOLECO.2006.10.005.

Girardi D and Pariboni R (2016) Long-run effective demand in the U.S. Economy: an empirical test of the Sraffian
Supermultiplier Model. Review of Political Economy 28(4), 523–544. https://doi.org/10.1080/09538259.2016.
1209893.

Granger CWJ and Yoon G (2002) Hidden Cointegration. SSRN Electronic Journal. Available at https://doi.org/
10.2139/ssrn.313831.

Hacker JS and Pierson P (2010) Winner-take-all politics: public policy, political organization, and the precipitous
rise of top incomes in the United States. Politics and Society 38(2), 152–204. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0032329210365042.

Haluska G (2022) Industrial and overall economy data on capacity utilization for the U.S. economy: a note. Review
of Political Economy 35(3), 720–737. https://doi.org/10.1080/09538259.2022.2149922.

Haluska G, Summa R and Serrano F (2023) The degree of utilisation and the slow adjustment of capacity to
demand: reflections on the U.S. Economy from the perspective of the Sraffian Supermultiplier. Cambridge
Journal of Economics 47(3), 593–610. https://doi.org/10.1093/CJE/BEAD010.

Hannan EJ and Quinn BG (1979) The determination of the order of an autoregression. Journal of the Royal Statistical
Society: Series B (Methodological) 41(2), 190–195. https://doi.org/10.1111/J.2517-6161.1979.TB01072.X.

Hatemi A and El-Khatib Y (2016) An extension of the asymmetric causality tests for dealing with deterministic
trend components. Applied Economics 48(42), 4033–4041. https://doi.org/10.1080/00036846.2016.1150950.

Hatemi-J A (2012) Asymmetric causality tests with an application. Empirical Economics 43(1), 447–456.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00181-011-0484-x.

Hatemi-J A (2014) Asymmetric generalized impulse responses with an application in finance. Economic Modelling
36, 18–22. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econmod.2013.09.014.

Hatemi-J A, Al Shayeb A and Roca E (2017) The effect of oil prices on stock prices: fresh evidence from asymmetric
causality tests. Applied Economics 49(16), 1584–1592. https://doi.org/10.1080/00036846.2016.1221045.

Hellwig M (2021) ‘Capitalism: what has gone wrong?’: Who went wrong? Capitalism? The market economy?
Governments? ‘Neoliberal’ economics? Oxford Review of Economic Policy 37(4), 664–677. https://doi.org/10.1093/
OXREP/GRAB036.

Hoover K (2005) Automatic inference of the contemporaneous causal order of a system of equations. Econometric
Theory 21(1), 69–77. https://doi.org/10.1017/S026646660505005X.

Iwayemi A and Fowowe B (2011) Impact of oil price shocks on selected macroeconomic variables in Nigeria. Energy
Policy 39(2), 603–612. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2010.10.033.

Kalisch M and Buhlmann P (2007) Estimating high-dimensional directed acyclic graphs with the PC-Algorithm.
Journal of Machine Learning Research 8, 613–636.

Kilian L and Lütkepohl H (2017) Structural Vector Autoregressive Analysis. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Kim JJ and Allmang S (2021) Wage theft in the United States: towards new research agendas. The Economic and

Labour Relations Review 32(4), 534–551. https://doi.org/10.1177/10353046211025194.
Kim W (2020) Impacts of RMB devaluation on China’s trade balances: a time-varying SVAR approach. Applied

Economics 52(45), 4952–4966. https://doi.org/10.1080/00036846.2020.1751801.
Kohler K and Stockhammer E (2020) Periodic business and exchange rate cycles. Evidence from 7 emerging

markets (58). FMMWorking Paper IMKMacroeconomic Policy Institute. Available at https://www.boeckler.de/
download-proxy-for-faust/download-pdf?url=http%3A%2F%2F217.89.182.78%3A451%2Fabfrage_digi.fau%2Fp_
fmm_imk_wp_58_2020.pdf%3Fprj%3Dhbs-abfrage%26ab_dm%3D1%26ab_zeig%3D9079%26ab_diginr%3D8485
(accessed 1 December 2023).

Lapavitsas C (2013) The financialization of capitalism: “Profiting without producing.” City 17(6), 792–805.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13604813.2013.853865.

Manera C (2013) The Great Recession: A Subversive View. London: Sussex Academic Press.
Manera C, Navinés F and Franconetti J (2019a) Going out of the Great Recession? Contrast between the United

States and Europe: proposed work from economic history, 1960–2014. Journal of Post Keynesian Economics 42(2),
255–273. https://doi.org/10.1080/01603477.2018.1431794.

76 José A. Pérez-Montiel et al.

https://doi.org/10.1017/elr.2023.51 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1080/09538259.2020.1769906
https://doi.org/10.1080/09538259.2023.2210519
https://doi.org/10.1111/AJAE.12269
https://doi.org/10.1017/ELR.2023.11
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.EJPOLECO.2006.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1080/09538259.2016.1209893
https://doi.org/10.1080/09538259.2016.1209893
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.313831
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.313831
https://doi.org/10.1177/0032329210365042
https://doi.org/10.1177/0032329210365042
https://doi.org/10.1080/09538259.2022.2149922
https://doi.org/10.1093/CJE/BEAD010
https://doi.org/10.1111/J.2517-6161.1979.TB01072.X
https://doi.org/10.1080/00036846.2016.1150950
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00181-011-0484-x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econmod.2013.09.014
https://doi.org/10.1080/00036846.2016.1221045
https://doi.org/10.1093/OXREP/GRAB036
https://doi.org/10.1093/OXREP/GRAB036
https://doi.org/10.1017/S026646660505005X
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2010.10.033
https://doi.org/10.1177/10353046211025194
https://doi.org/10.1080/00036846.2020.1751801
https://www.boeckler.de/download-proxy-for-faust/download-pdf?url=http%3A%2F%2F217.89.182.78%3A451%2Fabfrage_digi.fau%2Fp_fmm_imk_wp_58_2020.pdf%3Fprj%3Dhbs-abfrage%26ab_dm%3D1%26ab_zeig%3D9079%26ab_diginr%3D8485
https://www.boeckler.de/download-proxy-for-faust/download-pdf?url=http%3A%2F%2F217.89.182.78%3A451%2Fabfrage_digi.fau%2Fp_fmm_imk_wp_58_2020.pdf%3Fprj%3Dhbs-abfrage%26ab_dm%3D1%26ab_zeig%3D9079%26ab_diginr%3D8485
https://www.boeckler.de/download-proxy-for-faust/download-pdf?url=http%3A%2F%2F217.89.182.78%3A451%2Fabfrage_digi.fau%2Fp_fmm_imk_wp_58_2020.pdf%3Fprj%3Dhbs-abfrage%26ab_dm%3D1%26ab_zeig%3D9079%26ab_diginr%3D8485
https://www.boeckler.de/download-proxy-for-faust/download-pdf?url=http%3A%2F%2F217.89.182.78%3A451%2Fabfrage_digi.fau%2Fp_fmm_imk_wp_58_2020.pdf%3Fprj%3Dhbs-abfrage%26ab_dm%3D1%26ab_zeig%3D9079%26ab_diginr%3D8485
https://doi.org/10.1080/13604813.2013.853865
https://doi.org/10.1080/01603477.2018.1431794
https://doi.org/10.1017/elr.2023.51


Manera C, Navinés F, Franconetti J and Pérez-Montiel J (2019b) Crisi, desigualtat i anàlisi econòmica, 1910–2015:
alguns instruments de l’economia clàssica. Scripta Nova 23(610), 1–130. https://doi.org/10.1344/sn2019.23.
21645.

Manera C, Navines F, Perez-Montiel JA and Franconetti J (2022) Capital productivity and the decreasing
wage share in the United States: a Keynesian Approach. Journal of Post Keynesian Economics 45(3), 429–453.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01603477.2022.2068034.

Nieto J, Carpintero Ó, Miguel LJ and de Blas I (2020) Macroeconomic modeling under energy constraints: Global
low carbon transition scenarios. Energy Policy 137, 111090. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2019.111090.

Noah T (2012) The Great Divergence: Crisis and What We Can Do About It. New York: Bloomsbury Press.
Pariboni R (2016) Household consumer debt, endogenous money and growth: a supermultiplier-based analysis.

PSL Quarterly Review 69(278), 211–233.
Pariboni R, Paternesi Meloni W and Tridico P (2020) When melius abundare is no longer true: excessive

financialization and inequality as drivers of stagnation. Review of Political Economy 32(2), 216–242. https://doi.
org/10.1080/09538259.2020.1769282.

Pensiero N (2022) The effect of computerisation on the wage share in United Kingdom workplaces. The Economic
and Labour Relations Review 33(1), 158–177. https://doi.org/10.1177/10353046211048750.

Pérez-Montiel JA and Manera C (2020) Permanent demand and private investment in the general theory:
an empirical investigation. Revista de Economia Mundial—Journal of World Economy 54, 107–128. https://doi.org/
10.33776/rem.v0i54.3835.

Pérez-Montiel JA and Manera C (2022) Is autonomous demand really autonomous in the United States?
An asymmetric frequency-domain Granger causality approach. Metroeconomica 73(1), 78–92. https://doi.org/
10.1111/MECA.12354.

Phillips PCB (1998) Impulse response and forecast error variance asymptotics in nonstationary VARs. Journal of
Econometrics 83(1–2), 21–56. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0304-4076(97)00064-X.

Pierce J and Wisniewski E (2018) Some characteristics of the decline in manufacturing capacity utilization. FEDS
Notes No. 2018-03-01-2. https://doi.org/10.17016/2380-7172.2162.
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