Neoclassical economics OSTRACIZES the labor market, making it structurally unable to innovate. Jobs guarantee are the opium of the non-propertied masses and their employers. 
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The Industrial Revolution and its aftermath—in particular the new Poor Law of 1834—destroyed much of the older, moral economy standard by which a just, subsistence wage was to be determined. As well, the status of the nonpropertied worker as having something of a “right” to employment—either in the capitalist or traditional sector—was quashed. This becomes clear in the famous chapter 31 of the third edition of Ricardo’s Principles in which he argues that capital accumulation coupled with technological change may result in a section of the working class becoming “redundant” (unemployed). There is little question that the momentous changes in the British economy as a consequence of the industrial revolution precipitated the anticapitalist criticisms of Owen and others and the attempt to restore a moral economy. Indeed, it was this period in British economic history that occupied much space in Karl Polanyi’s The Great Transformation. The near-full commodification of labor that ensued following the elimination of the Old Poor Law (Speenhamland) and the creation of the New Poor Law (1834), coupled with the near-complete obliteration of the previous “traditional” society with its small holdings and domestic production coupled with the existence of the commons, led, in Polanyi’s terms, to a “fictitious” market for labor. Interestingly, Polanyi was not a supporter of Speenhamland, arguing that “the competition for scarce jobs within a chronically demand-constrained labor market…pressured the poor to accept market wages even below subsistence, as long as their overall household income was being supplemented by a non-market wage subsidy” (Seccareccia, 2015). That is, the welfare program associated with Speenhamland depressed the “market” wage, though social subsistence was maintained through public transfer payments. Much has changed since the earlier stages of capitalism’s history, but it is fairly clear that wage stagnation for the majority of workers coupled with sustained levels of significant unemployment have created increased economic (and psychological) stress for a significant segment of the population. The post–World War II welfare programs, designed in part to at least partially provide low-income people with subsistence have been eroded, and nothing has emerged to replace these. In the past two decades, various economists have put forward proposals promoting a policy where governments, at least those with “sovereign currencies” such as that of the United States, are called upon to provide jobs for all those able and willing to work at a government-imposed wage. Such proposals are framed under different designations—the “Buffer Stock Employment Model,” “Employer of Last Resort,”7 and so on—but they all amount to much the same idea. Basically, private firms cannot guarantee that all those who want a job will be offered one. Capitalist economic forms of organization almost always operate with some degree of unemployment. Indeed, capitalism is the only form of economic organization where unemployment exists.8 Because this is the case, governments, ostensibly representing the well-being of the population as a whole, have a duty to provide jobs for all those willing and able to work as well as training for those the private sector leaves adrift.9 Further, while this goes far beyond the scope of this 7This specific term can be traced to Hyman Minsky, 2008 (1986), though there are hints of such a program as early as 1923 in the work of Walton Hamilton (see Rutherford, 2013, p. 66). 8Because classical theory was developed in the period when “traditional economy” existed alongside the embryonic capitalist economy, the terms “full employment,” or “unemployment” had little or no meaning for these economists (see Weldon, 1988, pp. 16, 19). 9For brief introductions to such programs, see Mitchell (1998) and Wray (1998b). For a much fuller analysis, see Wray (1998a). As well, many papers published by the Levy Economics Institute of Bard College address these programs (http://www.levyinstitute.org). In particular, Jan Kregel, Pavlina Tcherneva, and L. Randall Wray have written extensively in the various series published by this organization. Finally, the New Economics Perspective blog of University of Missouri-Kansas City contains any number of essays and discussions addressing the employer of last resort approach (http://neweconomicperspectives.org). 292 JOURNAL OF POST KEYNESIAN ECONOMICS This content downloaded from 63.141.49.27 on Sat, 01 Jul 2023 15:48:55 +00:00 All use subject to https paper, some form of a job guarantee program is directly linked to a government’s ability to spend without significant constraints given its control over its own money (Wray, 1998a).
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