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1. Introduction
The sheer scale of Robert Skiddsky’ s biography of Keynes-  three volumes (henceforth 1, 2 and 3),
amounting to over 1,500 rather large and closaly st pages, not counting prefaces, notes, references,
etc., and published over an eighteen year period - guarantees that no-oneislikdy to emdaeitinthe
foreseeable future, and ensures that it will long be a gandard reference for those interested in the life,
times and work of an undoubtedly grest man.* The critical adulation with which its first two volumes
were recaived suggeststhat thisisjudt asit should be. Skiddsky, however, isan higorian, not an
economig, let done one specidisad in the history of economic thought, and, asis gppropriate to this
journd, | shall pay particular attention to his endeavoursin thislatter role. Here, hiswork has limitations,
semming from whet seems to me to be a sometimes uncertain gragp of how macroeconomics hes
developed over the last hundred and twenty five years.

In part these falings reflects the fact that the last twenty years have seen considerable advances
in the profession’s understanding of these broader matters, and Skidelsky is hardly to be blamed for

failure to take account of papers and books that Sometimes gppeared while his own work wasin

Thus, Roy Harrod (1951) is completely superceded by Skidelsky. Matters are more
complicated in the case of Dondd Moggridge' s (1992) Economist’s Biography. Thissnge valume
work necessarily goesinto less detall than Skiddsky's, and Keynes's persondity emergeslessvividly
fromits pages. However, asitstitle suggeds, it was written df, by and for an economist, and as such,
readers of thisjourna will find thet it is frequently dearer and more accurate than Skidelsky on the
matters of doctrine and higtory that will be of soecid interest to them.



progress, or even after it wasfinished. In part dso, some digtortion of vison isinevitable when the
higory of any st of idessis rdentlesdy viewed from the sand-point of a sngle contributor, and a
biographer ought not to be blamed for having written abiography. But my purposein stressng these
meattersis not to convict Skiddsky of scholarly offences. Rather it isto warn his prospective readersto
check hisjudgements againg other sources, particularly asthey gppertain to Keynes placein the

history of economic thought, and the rdaionship of hiswork to that of others.

2. TheBiography

Before turning to these criticiams, though, let me express my admiration, grictly thet of an amateur but
no less sincere for that, for thisbiography qua biography. Skiddsky’ s task wasto bring to life and fix on
the page what was by generd agreement, an extraordinarily complicated character, and to set himin his
socid milieu. Whether he has every nuanceright, | can't say, but his Keynesis afascinating persondlity,
particularly when we can meet him in an environment where we are safe from becoming the object of his
sometimes withering scorn.

Skidelsky grants his readers access to the narrow but privileged socid environment which
formed Keynes, in which afather, academicaly ambitious for his son, rentlesdy coached him through
examindions with a determination gpproaching that which some North American families nowadays
bring to promoting thar children’s successin little league basabal and junior ice-hockey. He enables
them to accompany Keynes through Eton and Cambridge, to the Treasury and Bloomsbury, to the
Versalles Conference, and to pry into his ex ante unlikdy, but ex post immensdy successful, marriage
to the utterly unintellectua but irrepressibly shrewd Lydia Lopokova, agreat atist in her own right, beiit
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recdled, despite Bloomsbury’ sinability to cometo gripswith this fact.



Siddsky dso shows us, in hisfirg volume Hopes Betrayed, how the Great War and its
aftermath convinced this disciple of G.E. Moore, devoted to such things as art, beauty, and love, thet a
society needed to get its economic affairsin order before these higher pleasures could be enjoyed, and
how he thenceforth devoted himsdf to providing a satisfactory intdlectud foundation for such a gate of
afars. Thisisan important theme, for Moore was one of those mord philosophers who moved beyond
utilitarianism, and Keynes slack of interest in utility maximisation as abasis for economics perhaps
gemsin some measure from hisinfluence? Monetary stability and full employment were, for Keynes,
necessary to permit people to live his conception of the “good life”, not preconditions for an economy
to achieve an optima alocation of resources, asthey are for most economists.

Not that Skidelsky pretends that there was anything of the “humble dentist” about Keynesas
an economig; the sub-title of his sscond volume, The Economist as Saviour, issurdly closer to
describing Keynes's own view of hisrole. He reveled in the success of the The Economic
Consequences of the Peace and suffered red distress from the rdative falure of The Treatise on
Money among academic economidts, and there was clearly alarge grain of truth in Pigou’' s (1936: 115)
angry complaint thet the lesson learned in 1919, that “the best way to win atention for one's own idess
iSto present them in amatrix of sarcagtic comment upon other people’ was conscioudy applied in the

General Theory. Skiddsky’s Keynes enjoyed making a splash, and took it for granted that he had a

And from his work on probability too: anyone as concerned with fundamental uncertainty as Keynes
was in The Treatise on Probability could hardly have much time for the application of the utilitarian calculus
to decisions taken with respect to anything other than a very short time horizon.



right to leave bigger ripples than anyone dse. This attitude too had deep roots in his Cambridge
upbringing.

But for dl that, getting the economics right (according to his own, and sometimes changing,
lights) dwaystook priority over sdf-promotion. How to Pay for the War saw Keynesturn awvay from
his contributions to what he cdled the “economics of plenty” upon which his academic reputation was
to rest, back to the “economics of scarcity”, and as Skidesky shows us, he would in due course quite
literdly work himsdlf to desth Fighting for Britain. The conflicts with which thisfind volume deds are
not, however, those between Britain and its dlies and the Axis powers, but between Keynes and
representatives of the United States, particularly Harry Dexter White, and dso between Keynes and the
British government which he served, and they were about the form which the pos-war internationd

economic order would take?

3n a companion review to this, Moggridge will pay particular attention to this third volume, which is
why | do not give it more space here. Suffice it to say that Skidelsky’s tendency to paint Harry White as
particularly antagonistic to Britain's interests because of excessive, and perhaps even didoyd, sympathy with
the Soviet Union seems to me to be over-done. | find it hard to see anything in the negotiating positions and
tactics he adopted that cannot be explained by a desire to pursue the American national interest, as perceived
by himself and his political masters. Though Skidelsky (3: 281-2) refers to a letter from James Boughton and
to Roger Sandilands (2000) which question allegations that White and Lauchlin Currie were soviet agents (the
latter is described as “ probably . . a soviet agent, though there is still some reasonable doubt about this’ in
Skidelsky’s dramatis personae), he probably became aware of their work too late for it to have any influence
on his own conclusions. On the question of Keynes vs White see aso, Boughton (2001) and Moggridge



(2001).



Inteling the tortuous story of these conflicts, Skiddsky keegps Keynes's complex persondity in
the forefront. We are shown how his menta restlessness and large cgpadity for trying on new idess for
szeled Keynesfor awnhile to admire the economic (and only the economic) content of the internationd
order that Hjdmar Schacht planned to impose on a Europe under Nazi hegemony, but we dso seehim
Seadily shifting away from this blueprint towards the promation an dtogether more liberd set of
arrangements for the post-war world. As Skidelsky emphasises, however, Keynes stuck longer to his
judgement that the United States ought, as ameaiter of mora obligation, to compensate Britain for what
he bdlieved to be her greater war-time sacrifices. His sef-confidence, moreover, enabled him to
convince himsdf and the government he represented thet, because justice demanded such an outcame,
it would be forthcoming.

Thefact that American interests would not be served by meking a gift to Britain that would
support the surviva of the gerling area and of atrading order based on imperia preference, and would,
after 1945, dso make life eeser for anewly dected dirigiste socidist government, seemsto have
dawned on Keynes only dowly. And he was equdly reluctant to face the cordllary of thisfact, namey
that American negotiators would pursue their own nationd interest when addressing these issues.

Thereisatragic overtone to Skidelsky’ s account of the dow eroson of Keynes s sdf-
confidence in the course of the negatiations that led to the Bretton Woods system being based more
closdly on Harry White's blueprint thanon his own, and of its near collgpse, dong with that of his hedith,
as he found himsdf increasingly isolated, between intrandggence on the part of the Americans and
incomprehension of the true date of affairs on the part of his own government, during theloan

negotiations of 1945. But persond tragedy was averted, because Keynes swell practised ability to ook
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factsin theface, and to change hisopinionsin ther light, eventudly re-asserted itsdf, as Skidesky's
account of his House of Lords speech in defence of the loan makes dear. And there was much in this
last phase of hislife to console Keynes too: time spent a his country home, Tilton, and a Cambridge;
hiswork on behdf of hisold school Eton College, the Coundil for the Encouragement of Music and the
Arts (later the Arts Coundil of Greet Britain), the Nationd Gdlery, the Roya Opera House, and the
Sadle’sWdls (later Royd) Bdlet; not to mention, when the loan negotiations were gpproaching their
worg point, his beloved Lydia s prowess as a shopper, undiminished, indeed perhaps sharpened, by
years of rationing and shortages:
“. . .two hundred objects purchased, including eighteen pairs of shoes, forty pairs of sockings,
between twelve and twenty costumes [ladies’ suits], anew suit and atie for me (the suit cogting
athousand times as much asthetie) anew rancoa for me, alarge trunkful of food, five safety
razors, ten ferocious jewels, haf a dozen headgear and in addition enough odds and ends to fix
up ashop . . .but from tomorrow, having had a satisfactory birthday present, she proposesto
shop serioudy” (Keynesto his maother, Oct. 21, 1945, as quoted by Skiddsky, 3: 419)
o, a hisdegth in 1946, shortly after the Savannah conference that launched the IMF and the World
Bank, Keyneswas, in Skidesky’swords “like Odysseus, a successful, not atragic hero” (3: 478)
Even 50, Skiddsky describes a more complex hero than the English-economis-as- boy- scout
that Roy Harrod (1951) created for the edification of lesser mortals. His frank handling of Keynes's
homosexudity caused something of a dir in 1982, even though Michadl Holroyd hed dready reveded it
in the late 1960s. (See, eg., Holroyd 1971: 379-87). It is perhgps ameasure of how titudes have
changed since then, under the influence of a not-aways-bad politica correctness, that many will now
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find Keynes s casud antisamitism amore troubling trait, and will be unconvinced by Skidesky's efforts
to put it in context (2: 238-9). It is surely one thing for adill youthful product of Eton and Cambridge to
have indulged in demeaning racia and rdligious stereotyping before the 1930s, and quite another to find
hisolder sdf dill doing so0 in the 1940s. Furthermore, Keynes was, throughout his life, often
unscrupulous in debate and capable of appdling, even brutd, rudeness to those who crossed him, while
his deeply ingrained anglo- centrism deteriorated from time to time into patronising anti- Americanism.
During the war dl this maitered, because he occasondly seemed to be fighting not so much for Britain,
asfor arather narrow dice of England, and his snobbish arrogance sometimes reduced his effectiveness
asanegotiator.

Keyneswas, in short, aproduct of his country, his classand his education, and it is one of the
great drengths of this biography that Skidesky never lets his readerslose Sght of this. But hewas dso
an economigt of genius It isthisfact which judtifies a biogrgphy on this scale, and thet iswhy
Skiddsky’ s treetment of Keynes s contributions to our discipline requires the reviewer’ s specid

dtention.

3. Skidelsky on Keynes's Economics
Skidelsky’ s account of the evolution of Keynes s own economics seemsto me to be broadly right. His
is not dways the clearest account of particular matters, but readers who rely on him as a source of what
Keynes thought and wrate will not usudly be mided.

Thus, Indian Currency and Finance is presented as afird rate account of a gold-exchange

dandard a work, but it is adso noted thet, in focussing on India, a peripherd country, Keynestakes the
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monetary sability of the country a the centre of the system for granted, rather than as something
whaose maintenance might creete policy problems of its own. The pros and cons of Keynes s diagnoss
of The Economic Consequences of the Peace are carefully laid out. The reliance of The Tract on
Monetary Reform on the Cambridge verdgon of the quantity theory is stressed, and Skidesky correctly
points out that its policy discussion does not, as is sometimes thought, make a generd casefor flexible
exchange rates, but only for a heavily managed float - Skidesky prefersto think of it as an adugtable
peg (2:159) - between Sterling and the U.S. Dallar.

The complexities of the Treatise on Money are given thair due, its theoreticd high points,
liquidity preference theory and the introduction of an explicitly Wicksdllian dement into English
economics, aswell asitstheoretica low point, itsfalure to integrate atheory of output fluctugtions into
itsanaytic heart, are dl discussed. And Skidelsky pays consderable and judtified atention to Keynes's
underlying vison of aworld in which economic progressis driven by investment, or enterprise, rather
than by saving, or thrift. If, at the end of the day, Skidesky rates the Treatise more highly - “agresat
essay inintdlectud compromise. . . [fjrom this point of view, Keynes s classc achievement” (2: 337) -
thando | - “alittle lessthan the sum of its parts’ (Laidler 1999: 131) - thet is perhgps something thet
reasonable people can disagree about. | doubt whether anything in his discusson of its contents would
have serioudy disturbed even Don Patinkin, though the latter’ s (1987) account of the theoretica core of
the Treatise will be eeser to follow for any sudent gpproaching Keynes swork for thefirg time.

The trestment of the General Theory isadifferent matter, however, and Skidesky records
that “ Don Patinkin has reproached me with having adopted a post- Keynesan interpretation of
Keynes seconomics’ (2: xi). Here, with alittle trepidation that | might provoke asmilar reproach,
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even from beyond the grave of that magnificent scholar, | am indined to sde with Skidesky. For
Patinkin, the centrd theoretica contribution of the General Theory was that output movements, brought
about by the multiplier process, were an equilibrating mechaniam for saving and investment, and he
thought of the ISLM modd as being not only the appropriate andytic framework for displaying this
mechanism at work, but aso as one that was embedded in the book (cf. Patinkin, 1982, 1987, 1990).
That, for him, was what the Keynesian Revolution was about, and as far as the subsequent
development of mainstream macroeconomics is concerned, he was surely right. Indeed, Skidesky
conocedes as much:

“. . the verdon of Keynesanism which came out of the debates following the publication of the

General Theory was by no meanswholly Keynes's. In the work of the reconcilers there was

more than a hint that his revolutionary assault on the orthodox framework had failed. Perhaps

Joan Robinson was right to call it ‘ bagtard Keynesaniam'. But only in that form could the

Keynesan Revolution survive and grow.” (2: 621).

But abiographer in particular has to be concerned with his subject’ sintentions as well asthe
impact of hiswork, and Skiddsky, like Allan M dltzer (1988), stresses the many passagesin the
General Theory that ded with the role of fundamenta uncertainty in economic life, and raesthis
drand in Keynes's thought back to the Treatise on Probability. He also pays careful atention to
Keynes's extreme skepticiam about the sHif righting properties of a market economy, and indstson
taking his (1937) Quarterly Journal of Economics reply to reviewers serioudy as aSatement of the
message that he had intended to convey to reeders of hisbook. Nether the fact that post-Keynesian

economics, as, for example, epitomisad by thework of Paul Davidson (1972) and Victoria Chick
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(1983), has dways remained aminority taste, nor the fact that Keynes himsdlf seemed later to draw
back from the thoroughgoing skepticism that he expressed about “ orthodox economics’ in 1937, caniin
my view dter the legitimate dams of this school of economic thought to be adirect devel opment of thet
skepticiam.

That being sad, it can dso be argued that, by the very choice of ending his second volumein
1937, Skiddsky manages to place more emphass on the heterodox dement in Keynes's economic
thought than the overal record perhaps judtifies. Historians of economic thought routingly tregt the
Tract, Treatise and General Theory asa trio of great works that encompass Keynes s essentia
contribution in the role of Economist as Saviour, but it isworth recdling thet, in Dondd Moggridge' s
(1992: 629) view, How to Pay for the War lay at the heart of “the most sophiticated and successful
of Keynes smany campaignsasapublicis”.

Aswith Keynes' s other works, | have no red complaints about Skiddsky' s account of the
contents of this pamphlet, though once again anew reeder might want to dart esewhere in comingto
gripswith it.. Moggridge s treetment (1992 628 et s23.), for example, is marvelloudy dear and to the
point. | do, however, have a problem with the way in which Skidelsky locates its economics within the
evolution of Keynes sthought. He tekes the view that How to Pay for the War isfundamentadly an
goplication of the gpparatus developed in the General Theory to the problems of an economy
operating in agtae of excess demand. Now it would be ridiculous to suggest that the author of the
General Theory had forgotten al about that book within four years, and it is clear that it had provided
one impetus to the ongoing development of Colin Clark’ s quantitative work which, by Keynes'sown
(1940: 13) account, was in turn the starting point both for the empirica dementsin his pamphlet, and for
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subsequent budgetary cal culations based on the approach it developed too.*

Harry Johnson long ago noted (1972: 117-8), however, that the analytic core of How to Pay
for the War owes nothing essentid to the General Theory. Johnson suggested that Keynes had
developed the rdevant ideas during the firg World War. Keynes himsdf told his readers (1940: 70)
that the “andyss of how inflation works. . .isfarly ample’ but thet “economigts have only got clear
about it (dthough it is a case much smpler than what happensin peace-time, when, ingteed of afixed
maximum output, we have to dlow for the effect of fluctuationsin employment) inthelast quarter of a
century, ...” (Itdicsadded) ie. since 1915, not since the early 1930s. He aso noted, however, that
he had not encountered the andlysis in question among his colleegues & the Treasury during thefirgt

World War.

“Readers who are inclined to think of modern national income accounti ng and macro-econometrics as
being anatura development of the economics of the General Theory are referred to the altogether more
complicated story that is told by Patinkin (1976). The construction of data by Simon Kuznets and Colin Clark
preceded the publication of the General Theory, and not vice versa. Nor was Keynes aways as supportive of
Clark’ swork as he was to become in 1940. See Patinkin 1976: 251 et seq.
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Precise dates, however, are not the point here, theoreticd ideas are, and the basic economic
mechanism deployed in How to Pay for the War is“forced saving”, dbeit in aless carefully nuanced
verson than had been deployed by Dennis Robertson, with much help and advice from Keynes, in
Banking Policy and the Price Level (1926), or by Friedrich von Hayek in Prices and Production
(1931) ® Given that, in wartime, the economy’ s productive capacity would fal chronicaly short of the
combined demand for output of the government and private sectors, this was a mechanism that would
be s2t in mation if other measures were not used to diminete the “inflationary gap”’, which Keynes
defined asfallows “the amount of purchasing power which has to be withdrawn ether by taxation or
primary saving . . .in order that the remaining purchasing power should be equd to the available supplies
on the market & the exiting leve of prices’ (Keynes letter to Nicholas Kddor April 19, 1941, as
quoted by Skidelsky 3: 84). Thisreverdon on Keynes s part to an andytic ideawhose relevance to
full-employment Situations he had never quite repudiated (cf. 1936: 79-81) suggeststhet his retregt from
the radicaliam of the 1937 Quarterly Journal of Economics paper towards hiswel known
endorsement of “dasscal teaching” as embodying “some permanent truths of great Sgnificance” in his
last published article (Keynes 1946) began early, and was no aberration produced by theill-hedth of

hislast few months.

It was probably no accident, therefore that Hayek was full of praise for Keynes' work on these
matters. See (3: 56). Skidelsky does not connect the analysis of How to Pay for the War to Keynes
collaboration with Robertson in the 1920s. His treatment of the latter’ s (1926) Banking Policy and the Price
Level (2: 278 et seg.) seems to me to be one of his less happy efforts to make sense of the work of Keynes's
contemporaries, but this book, which uses its author’s own eccentric vocabulary is surely one of the most
impenetrable of the inter-war years. See Laidler (1999: 91 et seq.) for my own efforts at expounding its

message.
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4. Skidelsky on Some Other Economists
When the influence of “Keynesian Economics’ began to fade in the 1960s and ‘ 70s, that was, as
Skiddsky points out, because of theriseof “monetarism” which is popularly associated with the work
of Milton Friedman. It isworth nating, therefore, that though Friedman himsalf has sometimes confessed
to being srongly influenced by the Keynes of the General Theory at an early sagein his career (see
€g. Friedman and Friedman 1998 112), his earliest work on inflation demongtrably derives from How
to Pay for the War.

| base this latter assertion on areading of his “Methods of Predicting the Onset of Inflation”,
(1943), aversion of which was evidently in dirculaion in late 1941° Among the methods of forecagting
inflation that Friedman discusses and rgects are that of James Angdll (1941), which used the rate of
change of the nomind money supply asthe key leading indicator of inflation, and “Methods usng the
relation between investment and income” whose “logica foundation . . . is often damed to be the
Keynesan andlyss. According to this analys's, charges in income are brought about by discrepancies
between ex ante saving . . . and ex ante investment. . .” (1943: 141-2). Friedman’s preferred method
centresingtead on “The‘inflationary ggp'”, which he tregts as separate and digtinct from Keynesan
andyds. Indeed he does not associate the gpproach with Keynes a dl, and his paper contains neither a

ctaion of How to Pay for the War, nor any other evidence that he was avare of Keynes roleasits

8t is referred to by Sadlant (1942) in a paper which was presented at the AEA meetings of December
1941. The only extended discussion of this paper of which | am aware is that of Abraham Hirsch and Neil de
Marchi (1990). These authors do not seem to me to distinguish sufficiently between Friedman’s critical
trestment of “the Keynesian analysis’, based on the multiplier, and his discussion of the “Inflationary gap”,
and hence they present this paper as awhole as symptomatic of his early dissatisfaction with Keynesian
economics. Crucidly, they fail to make a connection between the “Inflationary gap” and How to Pay for the
War.
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originator. Friedman’s exposgtion of “the inflationary ggp” does, however, begin asfollows “Much
recent English discusson of fisca policy has centered on the so- called ‘inflationery gep’ which achieved
prominence when it was discussad at some length by the Chancellor in his budget speech in the soring of
1941" (1943: 131). And an attached footnote (1943: 133, #11) shows that he had consulted technical
documents associated with that budget, as well as commentary on it by The Economist and The
London and Cambridge Economic Service.

Theline of influence from Keynesto Friedman on this matter isthus absolutely deer, eveniif, as
seems to have been the case, Friedman was unaware of it a the time because of itsindirect nature.”
And it isworth noting that the seven paragraphs that were later added (1953: 253-7) to his (1942)
“Discusson of the Inflationary Gap’, to which many of his subsequent contributions to monetary theory
can be traced, extend his origind treestment of the concept to incorporate monetary factors explicitly by
andysing inflation as atax on cash baances. Here Friedman follows the line of analysis set out by
Keynesinthe Tract, which had been integrated ayear or so later into Robertson’s (1926) andyss of
forced saving under the labd “induced lacking”, though it is not deer that he was awvare of this at the
time.

Perhaps Skidel sky isto be excused for missng this link between Keynes and Friedman,
because it has been wdl hidden till now, but it is less easy to forgive his complete miscongrud of the
role of the later’ swork on the consumption function in undermining what in the pogt-war years had

cometo be cdled Keynesian economics. He has Friedman * ruthlesdy gpplying the maximising logic to

"Friedman has confirmed to mein private correspondence that he has no recollection of
having reed How to Pay for the War when he wrate this paper.
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individua behaviour [to give] two of the Keynesan functions- the consumption function and the
demand for money function - properties of stability that they lacked in their Keynesian form” (3: 506)
Skiddsky hasapoint asfar as the contrast between Keynes s and Friedman' s views on the stability of
the demand for money is concerned, but he misses the Sgnificance of Friedman’swork on the
comsumption function. Keynes did believe that the margind propengty to consume out of current
income was empiricaly stable, and understood full well that sability of the multiplier required this. But
eveninthe 1930s empirica evidence began to pile up that showed this belief to be misplaced, and it
was this evidence that began the undermining of Keynesian economics. Friedman’s (1957) contribution
to the process, an important one because empirica evidence never carries much weight in economics
without atheoretical framework cgpable of explaining it, was to use maximisng andlyss, derived from
Irving Fisher (1907), to show that the margind propengty to consume that economic theory suggested
might be stable was out of permanent, not current, income,

These particular examples of overlooked or misunderstood linkages among economic idess are
symptomatic of a generd wesknessin Skiddksy' s handling of the work of economigts other than
Keynes. Elsawhere, although he advises his readers to take Friedman’s daims about the dlegedly
unique “Chicago tradition” of the 1930swith “apinch of sAt” (2: 579, fn.), he multaneoudy offers
them, asamorsd to be swallowed without seasoning, the sory of a Harvard sunk deep in “dasscd”
error before the arriva in 1936 of good news brought from the other Cambridge by Robert Bryce and
Lorie Tarshis. There was certainly plenty of bad and pessmigtic economics around Harvard in the early
1930s, and Skiddsky isright to cite The Economics of the Recovery Program (Brown et a. 1934) as

an example of this. But overdl, the gate of opinion there was much more complicated, something thet
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Skidelsky ought to have naticed, given that two prominent New Dederswho figurein histhird volume,
Lauchlin Currie, and Harry White himsdlf, had gone to Washington from Harvard (the latter by way of a
brief say a Lawrence College in Wisconan) with Jacob Viner of Chicago in 1934.

Furthermore, the fact that Currie did not fit the sandard stereotype of a Harvard “classcd”
economist began to be documented by Karl Brunner (1968) and Thomas Humphrey (1971) long
before Skidd sky started work on this period, and Currie’ s biographer Roger Sandilands (1990) not
only provided a definitive trestment of Currie swork, but aso an extensve discusson of hislong-
ganding friendship and collaboration with Harry White, in good time to merit amention in Skiddsky’s
third volume. Skiddsky ignoresdl this materid however. Indeed, in (2: 580), he gives the impression,
without quite saying as much, that Currie was a“young Harvard Keynesian” of post-1936 vintage,
and, in the same passage he overlooks agood ded of other work on inter-war American economic
thought in order to conclude that “What took hold in Americawere Keynes stools, not his‘generd
theory’”.

Americans had in fact been discussing fiscal sabilization policy from the early 1920s onwards
(cf. Barber 1985), with its advocates during that decade indluding such mgor figures as Wedey C.
Mitchdll of Columbiaand Allyn Y oung of Harvard, neither of whom Skidesky mentions in this context.
Andinthe early 1930s, the“Chicago Tradition” of fiscd and monetary activiam was far from being the
isolated phenomenon that Skiddsky, following Friedman (1974), suggests. Indeed, as arecently
unearthed January 1932 Memorandum by Currie, P. T. Ellsworth and White confirms, al of its salient
characterigtics had been fully developed by young economigts a Harvard by thisearly date, (See

Ladler and Sandilands 2002, forthcoming). The upshot here isthat Skidelsky exaggerates the extent of
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Keynes influence on the economic palicy of the New Ded, and smultaneoudy underestimates the
extent of its domedtic origins. Thisisimportant to the rest of his sory, particulaly thet told in histhird
volume, because American economics of the 1920s and * 30s provided the intellectud foundetions of
the American negotiating pogition on the post- second-world-war -economic order. Skidelsky's
uncertain grasp of this background tends to undermine the reader’ s confidence in his treetment of much
ubsequent higtory.

There are other non-trivid problems with Skidesky’ s accounts of the ideas of economigts other
than Keynes. To give afind example, in the course of hisdiscusson of  the Tract, Skiddsky suggests
that “ By concentrating atention on variations in what he would later cal the transactions demand for
money, Keynes has moved some way from the orthodox quantity theory of money, in which it isthe
upply of cash, or legd tender which controlsthe price level.” (2: 157). Thisis an accurate description
of Keynes expodtion of the quantity theory, but aso of just about every other account given of thet
theory in the preceding seven decades. Skidelsky (1: 231) gives hisreaders the impresson that the
controversy over the Bank Charter Act of 1844 settled mattersin favour of Currency School doctrine
for the rest of the century, and this, in contrast to the Banking School position, did indeed hold thet
vaiationsin the quantity of notes and coin aone could influence prices. He ignores the awkward point
thet the author of the standard economics textbook of that period, JSMill, (1848) whose version of the
quantity theory was the garting point for Marshdl’ swork, in fact expounded amoderate, dbait

sometimes confused, Banking School position on these questions®

80n these matters see Laidler (1991). It should be noted that this book’ s publication long post-dates
the publication of Skidelsky’s forays into this material.
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And those who have reed, for example, Marshdl’s (1887) “Remedies for Huctuationsin
Generd Prices’ in which cydicd fluctuationsin output and employment are aitributed to the interaction
of sticky wages with more flexible prices, and understand that this became, thereafter, sandard
Cambridge doctrine, will be astonished by Skiddsky’ s assartion thet, during the years of the bimetdlic
controversy, though “. . .there was much theorizing (mainly on the continent) about business fluctuations,
... mogt of it was concerned with ‘red’ and not ‘ monetary’ factors. The theory of money remained a

theory of the pricelevel and nothing else” (1: 232, itdics added).

5. Conduding Comment

It would not be fair to Skiddsky to pile up alonger lig of infdidties of thissort. Heis primarily an
historian who has had to learn economics more or less from scratch in order to write a biography of a
great economist who was much ese besides. It is unreasonable to expect him to have turned himsdlf into
aful-time higtorian of economic thought a the same time. Hiswork seemsto me to be agreat success
inasmuch asit isjudged as aportrait of an extraordinary human being in his socid milieu. Furthermore,
the representation of Keynes s own economics as apart of that portrait is by and large accurate. Asis
90 often the case with portraits of individuds, however, the background is highly stylised, designed to
enhance the gppearance of the gtter, and symboalise his accomplishmentsto the viewer, rather than to
provide an accurate topography of the intelectua landscape which heinhabited. For those of uswho
are concerned with the biographies of economic ideas aswdl as of economids, Skiddsky’ s uncertain
trestment of the economic thought of Keynes's predecessors and contemporaries matters more than it

will to generd reeders, but it isto be hoped that some of these problems will have been addressed when
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the promised single volume abridgement of this biography appears.

22



References

Angdl, J W. (1941). Investment and Business Cycles. New York: McGraw Hill.

Barber W. J. (1985). From New Era to New Deal: Herbert Hoover, the Economists, and
American Economic Policy, 1921-1933. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Boughton J. M. (2001). Why White, not Keynes? Inventing the post-war internationd monetary
system. Washington DC.: IMF, mimeo.

BrownD. V. et. d. (1934). The Economics of the Recovery Program. Cambridge MA.: Harvard
Universty Press

Brunner K. (1968). On Lauchlin Curri€' s contribution to monetary theory. In L. Currie, The Supply
and Control of Money in the United States, New Y ork: Russell and Russell (1934, asrepr,
1968).

Chick V. (1983). Macroeconomics after Keynes. Deddington: Philip Allan.

Davidson P. (1974). Money and the Real World. London: Macmillan.

Fisher, 1. (1907). The Rate of Interest. New Y ork: Macmillan.

Friedman, M. (1942). Discussion of the inflationary gap. American Economic Review (revised and
repr. in Essays in Positive Economic. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1953).
----------------- (1943). Methods for predicting the onset of “inflation”. In C. Shoup, M. Friedman

and R. P. Mack, Taxing to Prevent Inflation: Techniques for Estimating Revenue
Requirements. New Y ork: Columbia University Press.
----------------- (1957). A Theory of the Consumption Function. Princeton N.J.: Princeton

Universty Press, for the NBER.

23



----------------- (1974). Reply tothecitics. In R. J. Gordon (ed.), Milton Friedman's Monetary
Framework Chicago: Universty of Chicago Press.

----------------- and Friedman R. D. (1998). Two Lucky People. Chicago: Univerdty of Chicago

Harrod, R. (1951). The Life of John Maynard Keynes. London: Macmillan.

Hayek F. A. von (1931). Pricesand Production . London: Routledge.

Hirsch A. and de Marchi N. (1990). Milton Friedman: Economicsin Theory and Practice. New
York: Harvester Whesatshedf.

Holroyd M. (1971). Lytton Srachey, a Biography (revised edition). London: Penguin Books.

Humphrey T. M. (1971). Therole of non-Chicago economigsin the evolution of the quantity theory in
America 1930-1950. Southern Economic Journal, 38 (duly): 12-18.

Johnson H.G. (1972). The early economics of Keynes (asrepr. in E. S. Johnson and H. G. Johnson
(1978). The Shadow of Keynes. Chicago: Universty of Chicago Press).

Keynes, J. M. (1912). Indian Currency and Finance (in CW Vol.1).

---------------- (1919). The Economic Conseguences of the Peace (CW Vo0l .2).

----------------- (1921). A Treatise on Probability (CW Vol.8).

---------------- (1923). A Tract on Monetary Reform (CW Vol .4).

---------------- (1930). A Treatise on Money (CW. Vols. 5 & 6).

---------------- (1936). The General Theory of Employment, Interest and Money (CW Val. 8).

---------------- (1937). The generd theory of unemployment. Quarterly Journal of Economics (inCW

Vol.14).

24



---------------- (1940). How to Pay for the War (in CW. Val. 9).

---------------- (1946). The bdance of payments of the United States. Economic Journal (inCW. Vol

---------------- (1971-88). The Callected Writings of John Maynard Keynes Vols. 1- 30, ed. D. E.
Moggridge and E.S. Johnson. London: Macmillan for the Roya Economic Society.
Ladler, D. (1991). The Golden Age of the Quantity Theory. Hemd Hempsteed: Philip Allan.

--------------- (1999). Fabricating the Keynesian Revolution. Cambridge Cambridge Universty

----------------- and R. J. Sandilands (2002). An early Harvard memorandum on ant-depression
policy. History of Palitical Economy (forthcoming).

Marshdl A (1887). Remediesfor fluctuationsin generd prices. Contemporary Review (asrepr. in A.
C. Pigou (ed.) (1925), Memorials of Alfred Marshall, London: Macmiillan).

Méeltzer A. H. (1988). Keynes Monetary Theory - a Different Inter pretation. Cambridge:
Cambridge Universty Press

Mill J. S (1848). Principles of Political Economy with Some of Their Applicationsto Social
Philosophy (1% ed.). London: John W. Parker.

Moggridge, D. E. (1992). Maynard Keynes. An Economist’s Biography. London: Routledge.

----------------- (2001). Comment on James Boughton Why White, not Keynes? Inventing the podt-
war international monetary system. University of Toronto, mimeo.

Petinkin D., (1976). Keynesand econometrics On the interaction between the macroeconomic

revolutions of the interwar period. Econometrica, 44 (Nov.): 1091-1123.

25



----------------- (1982). Anticipations of the General Theory Chicago. University of Chicago Press.

----------------- (1987). J. M. Keynesin J. Eawell, M. Milgate ad P. Newman (eds)), The New
Palgrave: a Dictionary of Economics, London: Macmillan.

----------------- (1990). In defence of IS-LM. Banca Nazionale del Lavoro Quarterly Review,
172 (March): 119-34.

Pigou, A. C. (1936). Mr. J. M. Keynes generd theory of employment, interest and money.
Economica, 3 (May): 115-32.

Robertson D. H. (1926). Banking Policy and the Price Level. London: Macmillan.

SHant W. (1942). Theinflationary gap: 1 meaning and Sgnificance for policy meking. American
Economic Review, 32 (June): 308-14.

Sandilands R. J. (1990). The Life and Political Economy of Lauchlin Currie: New Dealer,
Presidential Advisor, and Development Economist. Durham N.C.: Duke University Press.

----------------- (2000). Guilt by associaion? Curri€ sdleged involvement with Washington

economigsin Soviet espionage. History of Palitical Economy, 32 (Fall): 473-515.

26



