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Will the world witness the
disappearance of military
Keynesianism in the United States
under the Obama presidency?

A comparative analysis of the
options which successive us
governments pursued since the
19805 can help discern the extent
to which we may realistically
expect to see a reduction in

the dominance of the
military-industrial complex

over the us economy.
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frer all the excitement over the

election of Barack Obama as the

ug' first black president, the hard
question needs to be posed: what options
confront him as he gets prepared to lead a
us economy which is thoroughly milita-
rised? Below, T wish to list the various
positions the new us government may
adopt in relation to the military budget
and the us military sector, based on the
experience which the us has gathered
over the last 30 years. These experiences
include two business cycles, during which
the us government relied heavily on mili-
tary Keynesianism for business cycle regu-
lation, i e, the Reagan period of the 19803,
and the Bush Jr period of the last eight
years. They also include one period when
the Us tried to partly move away from mil-
itary Keynesianism but continued to use
military allocations to generate multiplier
effects: the eight years of the Clinton
administration in the 19go0s. A compara-
tive analysis of the options which succes-
sive Us governmenis have pursued since
the decade of the 1980z helps us, perhaps,
visualise to what extent we may realisti-
cally expect to see a reduction in the dom-
inance of the military-industrial complex
over the us economy.

The Past 30 Years - Summing Up

The first historical option which may be
mentioned, though it cbviously is the most
unlikely to be chosen by the future us
president, is the option of a return to the
Reagan period of the 1980s. During the
19808, to recall, the us government vigor-
ously pursued military Keynesianism,
combining budget deficits with high inter-
est rates, and with importation of large
amounts of foreign capital to finance the
deficit. This policy was “effective” in push-
ing the former Soviet Union towards the
brink, but at the same time could be
sustained for only a very short period of
time, The business cycle started in 1982,
By October 1987, in just five years' time,
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the economy had already ended up in seri-
ons Emub]e,- as was revealed by the then
crash on the New York Stock Exchange.
Thus, the policy mix employed by the
Reagan government —presumably towards
business cycle regulation itself — resulted
ina periodic crisis, meaning that increased
reliance on the production of arms, of
“social waste”, far from helping to sustain
social  accumulation, contributed to
unleashing a new recession. In view of
this, neither the Clinton government of
the 19g90s, nor the Bush Jr administration
of the last eight years, has followed the
pattern of policymaking of the 19805 in
totg, Both have significantly diverged
from the military Kevnesianism that was
pursued by Reagan’s Republican adminis-
tration of the 10805,

The second hypothetical option which 1
propose to discuss is the option chosen by
the Republican Bush Jr government over
the last eight years. It entailed restoration
of military Keynesianism in a new form,
Under the Bush Jr government, a budget
deficit was once again created, largely
caused by expansion of the military
budget, If we restrict our caloulations to
the official figures for allocations as stated
in the annual defence budget, combined
with the special allocations for the
wars in west Asia, the budget rose from
roughly $280 billion in the late 19905 to
froo billion today. Yet military Keynesian-
ism this time has not been implemented
the way it was shaped in the Reagan
period, For the budget deficit was during
the first few years combined with a gov-
ernment policy of maintaining relatively
loww interest rates. Moreover, whereas the
policy orientation of the 1g8o0s, which
allowed for strikingly high profits by
armament corporations, resulted in the
shifting of capital away from civilian
sectors and in mergers which helped civil-
ian corporations to gain a foothold in the
military sector, the military sector of the
us economy then was not much inter-
nationalised. Mor did the promotion of
exports via transatlantic capital concen-
tration exist then. Both latter ingredients
are new constituents, which potentially
can be delinked from the main thrust of
“full-fledged” military Keynesianism.

The third option that an Obama admin-
istration could, and is more likely to
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