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The issues

Godley’s moves: a review of the main moments in his career.

Godley’s mysterious ways: an insight into a tacit way to
knowledge and economic judgment

Transformation in the late 1960s and 1970s of the
modes of public and civic discussion of policy
alternatives: from the enclosed space of civil service to doctrinal
journalism and competition among model builders
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The Treasury and Cambridge

“Economic Section” from Meade to Hall to Cairncross

1965 Government Economic Service: 20 to 209 economists in
government.

“Department of Economic Affairs™ vs “Economic Section” vs Buda
and Peste

Competition and partnership

t.mata@duke.edu


mailto:t.mata@duke.edu
mailto:t.mata@duke.edu

New Cambridge

January 1974, Godley and Cripps, policy proposition: “changes
in exports, import prices, etc, make a lot of difference to real income
and output, but none at all to the balance of payments, however
paradoxical.’

Public Expenditure Committee, late 1974, an equation, estimating
the private sector's net acquisition of financial assets as a stable
function of disposable income.

Economica article 1976, a model, the policy and the equation are
not deduced from the model assumptions. As:
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New Cambridge

- THE TIMES MONDAY MARCH 29 1976 . . -,

—
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"l did find myself badly outflanked by the rise in influence of monetarism ...
It was not, as | now see it, that the monetarists won any argument in the
sense that they made propositions which | was forced to concede, on
reflection, were correct. They won it for a different reason which | now admit
with some shame and frustration - namely because in my own thinking | was
only just beginning to incorporate balance sheet concept systematically and
therefore found myself unable, at the elementary level of accountancy, to give
convincing answers to perfectly simple questions about where money ‘was’ in
my model.” (Godley 2000, p. 236)
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Defeat

Monetarism attacked
by top economists

By David Blake
Economics Editor

Three hundred and sixty-four
of  Britain’s leading academic
economists have today pub-
lished an outspoken attack on
the Government’s handling of
the economy.

The' group, which includes
most of the men who have held
the coveted post of Chief Econo-
mic - Adviser to governments
since the ' war, -declares that
present policies are eroding the
industrial base, deepening the
depression. and _threatening
social and Eolitical- stability.

The attack comes in the form
of a statement which was circu-
lated dn Britain’s universities
i'ust after the Budget. Copies
have been sent to the  Prime
Minister and to the Chancellor
of the ZExchequer. Although
uncompromising in tone, it has
succeeded in attracting massive
support from the community of
academic economists.

Among the signatories are the
president, nine vicepresidents
and the director-general of the
Royal Economic- Society.

The statement says: “We,
who are all present or retired
members of the economic staffs

of British universities, are con-
vinced that:

There is no basis in economic
theory or supporting evidence
for the Government’s belief
that by deflating demand they
will bring inflation permanently
under control and thereby in-
duce an automatic recovery in
output and employment ;
Present policies will deepen
_the depression, erode the in-
dustrial base of our economy
and threaten its social and
political stability ;

There are alternative policies;

an
The time has come to reject
monetarist policies and con-
sider wurgently which alterna-
tive offers the best hope of
sustained economic recovery.”
Five men who have held the
post of Chief Economic Ad-
viser to the Government since
the war have signed the. state-
ment. They are Professor James
Meade, ‘Lord Roberthall, Sir
Alec Cairncross, Sir Bryan
Hopkin and Sir Fred Atkinson.
Sir Donald MacDougall, at
present at the Confederation of
.British Industry, and Sir- Ken-
neth Berrill, who was until

The 364 economists letter

Continued on page 15, col 4

.

University economists
attack Tory policy

Continued from page 1

last year head of the Govern-
ment “think tank”, are the
two former Chief Economic
Advisers to the Government
who have not signed the state-
ment. But under Sir Donald’s
guidance, the CBI has been
critical of Government policy.

The organizers say that the
response from different univer-
sities throughout the country
may have been influenced by
the timing of the statement,
which went out as term was
ending. The “iggest contingent,
54 in all, comes from Cambridge
University, the original home of
the statement. There are 47 sig-
natories from the various
colleges of London University,
13 from Oxford and 21 from
Warwick. - \

The list includes 76 present

or past professors. Thirty-six
universities are represented.

The statement was organized
by Professors Frank Hahn and
Robert Nield at Cambridge.

The aim is to bury the con-
traversy over whether the Gov-
ernment is right in its present
policies and switch attention to
what alternatives should be pur-
sued instead. The organizers
feel that the ecconomics pro-
fession in Britain has never
been convinced of the case for
monetarism, but that this fact
has never clearly been com-
municated to the country as a
whole,

Monetarism’s converts have
been largely in the City. poli-
tics and in the Press, although
there are some leading aca-
demic, economists who do
broadly subscribe to the mon-
etarist viewpoint.

The statement aimed against
nronetarism comes from econo-
mists who could be loasely
described as “Keynesian” in
their views.

Social Science Research Council cuts funding in 1982

Weak impact and dim reviews of Macroeconomics in 1983
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Wise man

* Return to the Treasury, Panel of Independent Forecasters.

“the forecasts | publish are not the result of a model working
independently of my mind” (Godley in Evans 1997, p. 410)

“[T]ables of numbers are the enemies of good forecasting;

[forecasts] should be judged by whether or not they give a good
idea of what the whole situation is going to be like, what character
it will have.” and "A forecast ought to convey the whole character
of the forthcoming period; it shouldn't be thought of as being an
entirely quantitative thing” (Godley in Evans 1997, p.411,416).
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judgment

Knowledge of data: collection, interpretation, design.

The comprehensive, interpretative view on the economy.

One handed school of advising.

Importance of forecasting: “unless a government is merely capricious,
its policy Is essentially based on a forecast, otherwise it can have no
grounds for doing one set of things rather than another.”
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Academic economists build models.

Government economists build visions.
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