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There were two pillars of shared prosperity in the postwar period: alongside automation,
new opportunities were created for all kinds of workers, and robust rent sharing (meaning
the splitting of productivity and profit gains between capital and labor) kept wages buoyant.
After about 1970, both pillars collapsed, most spectacularly in the United States.
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' of the labor movement over the last several decades has been a

The emaciation®
double whammy for shared prosperity. Wage growth slowed down partly because US labor
unions became weaker and could not negotiate the same terms for their workers. Even
more importantly, without strong unions, worker voice on the direction of technology
disappeared.

Two other changes amplified the decline of labor and inequality. First, without
countervailing®® powers from the labor movement, corporations and their managers
developed a very different vision. Cutting labor costs became a priority, and sharing
productivity gains with workers came to be viewed as akin to a failure of management. In
addition to taking a harder line in wage negotiations, corporations shifted production
toward nonunionized plants in the United States and increasingly abroad. Many firms
introduced incentive pay, which rewarded managers and high performers, but at the expense
of lower-skill workers. Outsourcing became fashionable as another cost-cutting strategy.
Many low-skill functions, including cafeteria work, cleaning, and security, used to be
performed by employees of large organizations such as General Motors or General Electric.
These employees used to benefit from the overall wage increases that these companies’
workforces enjoyed. In the cost-cutting vision of the post-1980s, however, this practice was
seen as a waste, so managers outsourced these functions to low-wage outside providers,
severing another channel of wage growth for workers.

Second, it was not only companies choosing more automation from a given menu of
technologies. With the new direction of the digital industry, the menu itself shifted
powerfully toward greater automation and away from worker-friendly technologies. With a
whole slew of *? digital tools enabling new ways of substituting machines and algorithms for
labor, and little countervailing powers to oppose this move, many corporations embraced
automation enthusiastically and turned their back on creating new tasks and opportunities
for workers, especially those without a college degree. Consequently, although productivity
(output per worker) continued to increase in the US economy, worker marginal productivity
(how much that an additional hour of labor boosts production) did not keep up.

It bears repeating that shared prosperity was not destroyed by automation per se**, but
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by an unbalanced technology portfolio prioritizing automation and ignoring the creation of
new tasks for workers. Automation was also rapid in the decades following World War II but
was counterbalanced by other technological changes that raised the demand for labor.
Recent research finds that from 1980 onward, automation accelerated; more significantly,
there were fewer new tasks and technologies that created opportunities for people. This
change accounts for much of the deterioration of workers’ position in the economy. The
labor share in manufacturing, where the acceleration of automation and the slowdown in
the creation of new tasks has been most pronounced, declined from around 65 percent in
the mid-1980s to about 46 percent in the late 2010s.

Automation has also been a major booster of inequality because it concentrates on
tasks typically performed by low- and middle-skill workers in factories and offices. Almost
all the demographic groups that experienced real wage declines since 1980 are those that
once specialized in tasks that have since been automated. Estimates from recent research
suggest that automation accounts for as much as three-quarters of the overall increase in
inequality between different demographic groups in the United States.

The automotive industry is indicative of these trends. US car companies were some of
the most dynamic employers in the country in the first eight decades of the twentieth
century, and they were at the forefront of not just automation but also the introduction of
new tasks and jobs for workers. Blue-collar work in the automotive industry was plentiful
and well paid. Workers without college degrees and sometimes even without high school
diplomas were hired and trained to operate new, sophisticated machinery, and they received
quite attractive wages.

The nature and availability of work in the automobile industry changed fundamentally
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in recent decades, however. Many of the production tasks in the body shop®
painting, welding*®, and precision work, as well as a range of assembly jobs, have been
automated using robots and specialized software. The wages of blue-collar workers in the
industry have not increased much since 1980. Achieving the American dream through the

automotive industry is much harder today than in the 1950s or 1960s.

(3F) *!'emaciation' E5. Fi *2 countervailing- - X#1 9 %
*3 a whole slew of-- KB D *4 per se FNHEKT
*> body shop---H{F T *® welding- - 15



WES . MBI RN A 280 M2 BT SREEM A ) X—2 3 2 (STI : Science,
Technology and Innovation) DN &, STIBRO K E R HRAEOEILSRINT WA, STI
D EREORRRH 2 2 MEALNEIC O LA 572 D101F,. MEMBEOWHEE» s &0 =—X%
FHHEEEZ DD, ZMAT 7Y —PHEICHT LEE L T EHAANOBERPSEREE 2D, O
D&% STIBEOKRE 2 AmEE LT, BMNEFRLE LTEREDH S A/ X— 3~ (Responsible
Innovation) R HLH 5% - 1/ RX— 3 » (RRI : Responsible Research and Innovation) &
WHYBEASER SN, EBICHT B EA TV S,

STIBRO A O Z b2 BE 2 T, BERVBIEITRE LA EHROF v v T2 ED LS 24
BIC X DIRABEEIEH 2 H VT RED, JDELVLEBEEZ->TW5, STLICET 5#fa %1
Bix, SNETREEPKEL EOFIELS N HEICB T BB LR E EOBRRY O+
DTH o7z, 5B, SHAMECRZEM 208 M - BREZIEZ 2BE, i, A—7
VHAZ VARV F AU A LY AR ERREHOEE - ZRIEPHBINCE 56 THE L E IOV
THHEBELTWS ZEBVEEELRSEEA D,

<H HE>

RRI &1, 2010 ERGFEICHKMNBEROBERICB L TEEIL - Bftsh7zb0TH2H, %
B - A, TRM - B8 OB B - BIAKRR-VBRNSR) ABR LSS, B
T I)R=2aryOF A7 VEEKTHEOT VY —(FFFRE. TR, BEREYE, &%, NGO
H)omhzERT LT MERREOAAKLHADOMEBRY = - L0BEEEZED DD,
A I R=VaVIYATLOEETO L AZE LTV ZEZHNE LTV S, 2T, #
PR SEICB T 2 MEN - FERY - &R0 E (ELSI : Ethical, Legal and Social Issues) X
SR AN F > Z (Anticipatory Governance), 727 /Y — « TEAA Y NERL—VETHE
EHAHME - A I RXR=2 a3 VOFEMOPERICH D EFTASHD. WEO UL A2 EHR L2 H5HE
LT EVDIBERN - BN 7ot 22 K DIER LTV 2. RRIZHN—F ZHEIFEVA B
MBERICBVTCE() V¥ —, (2)B%YTIT—ERERE. SIS TV v oL 75—
AV b ()A=FrT7 IR, (5)FEE. (6)HNFYAD 6 DO (Key) ICEDEH LTS,



TR - BRE BE. BFE. BF. dAN0BEL L, WRES D 64 CHBER LR
EERLZVWEROWG ZEEICHH (FTRME) Lar s, BFOMAEOEHRK., R, a3Iv b
AV REROED, ChETYEVETELTWAREXRET CETHEENE), BEOTA T
7 - Fit - BRSROMEPHRNEEI OV THO T L=V FICKVIRAB EIITR DB, &
DT AICEYD ., HREFHEEHICHAET 2AEEEL YL O VICHA, BT 22 &N
TEBHEDIT B,

Skt - BB STV I IV VRV RRAT =AY —BIEBELRBRH 5,
HEOBBREEZREVEREPOMESRA / R=Y 3 VIEFICSIMSE., EEZ2EL 63N
B, BELVHEREIEE LLAVLBRICOVTHRN A OF — T v axtiiz2iTH. MERA )
RN—a VEBHOEE L L2274 77, Hm, HABLLTHEEERT,

BB - BSMZEL TR B2 @EECE IS RRIZTO L A2E LU TYH 26 ShH
LW, HE, ik, MR 4/ RX—2a EBHICRMEE 5, EERNLERY 5%
ESETHEEEL, COFVTELVRV, KVEEHLHMA - 1 ) RX— 3 VITHT 7 fFRE
WKDOBITTOWLBENPRBEE 25,

PR - BN BIZEBUENOGBHEZMEET -0101%, HPBEPHAENEEZRT
7z DORHESAF E LT ORI - BHEARETH 2. L L0 &ED 22 EFEBNICE
BEHEZEDHHDTIERL, AT =T ALY —IZE>THBBOD 5 EMPBETDH 5.




I 5B

BRY SNS®RAY A hT. EBABEZHO,ICTH I &AL FLLLBELHBMOLIALZRE
UTIRRORTEZEET 2. WHOBIRNA MFEICRFIISHEL T, FHRFRPBREFOEKR
LRICHIELTLES 2&N BAERKBVTRERHEIBEL 2> TWd,

VWHWBSIRENA P IICLBERLRENSEREE L VERE LTEZ SN REBERE T2 LT,
ENSHITNLTED XD BXRHIBRNFBEZSNZDITDONT, BARICH & SV,



< Hi >

- TEER2

From Power and Progress by Daron Acemoglu, copyright © 2023. Reprinted by permission of
PublicAffairs, an imprint of Hachette Book Group, Inc.

- T &R

R RR T [BIZEEAfTIE DR —BEHDIMFE -1/ X—22 (RRD DBEIE & 0N
— I XERRIE A RIEE BN - AT BRI ST



