
the theoretical and policy propositions.
Those methodological foundations are
not much in evidence in the bulk of the
book, nor are Keynes’s theoretical
ideas. Where is liquidity preference or
the marginal efficiency of capital, and
where is the uncertainty so strongly as-
sociated with these concepts? Why
does the demand for labour need to be
justified by a new curve when it is clear
that, for Keynes, what we typically ob-
serve, unemployment, is properly rep-
resented by points behind the curve?
And so on. The one idea of Keynes to
which everyone adheres in this book is
the Principle of Effective Demand.

Many, perhaps most, of the essays
establish the “Keynesian” character of
the particular analysis in play by con-
trasting it to mainstream theory, partic-
ularly a New Consensus framework.
This method could have great advan-
tages in teaching, as students are
given a plurality of views. But it does
not help clarify the distinctions on the
“Keynesian/Post-Keynesian” side of
the divide. My sense is that, with two
exceptions, there is a consensus
among these authors that Keynesia-
nism, Post-Keynesianism and Keynes
can be treated as if there is no signifi-
cant difference between them. But this
is by no means the position of most
Post-Keynesians, who typically see
sharp differences between Keynesia-
nism and Post-Keynesian economics –
indeed the very origin of the name
Post-Keynesian is intended to reflect
this.

Every generation has to fight its way
out of the womb of what it was taught.
This book seems to be born out of the
New Consensus. The two exceptions
are Lavoie and Dymski. Halfway
through the last essay in the book (p.
330) the latter writes: “For Keynesians

(or Post-Keynesians), identifying
sources of crisis and breakdown in fi-
nancial processes involves building
bridges from Keynes’s own insights to
contemporary economic dynamics.”
He goes on to explain the bridges that
have been built, why they are bridges,
and what they say about the crisis. This
to me is the right approach. Keynes is
an inspiration, but his theories must not
be preserved in aspic. The world
changes, and theory must change with
it; the bridges must be built. Had this
approach been taken as the starting
point for this volume, the result might
have had more to say about the pres-
ent conjuncture and been more coher-
ent.

There is a tendency among Post-
Keynesians to avoid bringing disputes
among heterodox schools into the
open, perhaps because being hetero-
dox creates a bunker mentality. But this
unwillingness partly explains the mud-
dled thinking behind both policy re-
sponses to the current crisis and criti-
cisms of them. It is time to be clear.
There are differences between Key-
nesianism and Post-Keynesianism that
are important in addressing the ques-
tions which the present crisis has given
us the opportunity to pose.

The essays in this book are of the
highest quality and give a substantial
account of a strand of current hetero-
dox thought. I only wish the strand was
more clearly delineated.

Victoria Chick

156

Wirtschaft und Gesellschaft 37. Jahrgang (2011), Heft 4

Endnotes
1 Which she called “Bastard Keynesia-

nism”.
2 At a meeting convened by Paul David-

son at the ASSA meetings in 1971.


