
too. The overview of the overviews, so
to speak, is Marc Lavoie’s opening es-
say on the history and method of Post-
Keynesianism. I think he tries to do too
much by including some of the history
of the approach, and I am not con-
vinced that trying to attach people’s
names to individual elements of Post-
Keynesian methodology is all that help-
ful – most would subscribe to all the el-
ements –, but on the whole it is an ex-
cellent, comprehensive essay. Particu-
larly clever is his little table of para-
doxes, or sources of fallacies of com-
position (p. 13), which is fuller than I
have seen heretofore and up to date
with the inclusion of Nesvetailova’s
(2007) paradox of liquidity, inspired by
Minsky.

Stockhammer’s essay on (employ-
ment and) unemployment (ch. 6) is also
original. It falls into two parts, one build-
ing on a paper by Lavoie (2003), which
tries to re-cast the demand for labour
curve. His (and Lavoie’s) “effective de-
mand for labour” curve is actually the
iso-profit line developed in Chick
(1983) (independently of McDonald
and Solow, 1981, of which I was un-
aware; they of course have priority). If
the assumption that firms maximise
profits is carried over from Keynes
(1936), his proposed new line reduces
to its highest point for each level of ag-
gregate demand, and as aggregate de-
mand changes these points trace out
the conventional demand curve. If
Stockhammer is proposing a departure
from profit maximisation, his alternative
deserves some discussion. The sec-
ond half makes the interesting distinc-
tion of the NAIRU story of labour mar-
ket rigidities, which Post-Keynesians
quite rightly reject, and NAIRU theory,
which Stockhammer argues is compat-
ible with Post-Keynesian thought.

But now I must address my funda-
mental concern: why “Keynesian” in
the title, rather than “Post-Keynesian”?
It is not just a matter of the title: in the
text itself Keynesian and Post-Keynes-
ian are often used interchangeably,
and the names of Keynes and Kalecki,
supposedly the thinkers inspiring Post-
Keynesianism, rarely appear. What, in
the authors’ and editors’ minds, are the
borders and areas of overlap between
Keynes, Keynesianism and Post-
Keynesianism? It is not at all clear. The
editors’ comparison, in the preface, of
this collection to Holt and Pressman’s
Handbook (2001), which thoroughly
conflated Keynesianism and Post-
Keynesianism, increases my anxiety.

Joan Robinson intended to create a
distinction between the Samuelson-
Hicks brand of Keynesianism1 domi-
nant in the English-speaking countries
in the 1950s and 60s and economics
based more closely on Keynes and
Kalecki when she proposed the term
“Post-Keynesian”.2 I have been told
that, in Germany, Samuelson-Hicks
“Keynesianism” never took hold as it
did in Anglophone countries and that
therefore the editors felt no need to as-
sert a brand of Keynesianism which
was distinct from that “bastardisation”.
But I cannot really believe that Ger-
many is entirely innocent of IS-LM
curves! In any case, the book is pub-
lished in English by an English pub-
lisher, and in Anglophone countries, to
call this a guide to Keynesian econom-
ics is either confusing or misleading, or
both.

The methodological foundations of
Post-Keynesianism, as Marc Lavoie so
clearly delineated in this volume’s
opening essay, are quite different from
the foundations of what came to be
called Keynesianism, as are many of
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