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Thesis abstract  

 

This thesis examines how and why John Maynard Keynes’s policy proposals and 

economic theories were diffused in France between 1920 and the 1950s. Extant 

historiography has systematically asserted that Keynes’s writings had barely any impact in 

interwar France. In great part because of Keynes’s verdict on the Great War’s reparations and 

indictment of French foreign policy, particularly through his 1919 Economic Consequences 

of the Peace. The fact that Keynes was persona non grata in France has consequently also 

been used by historians to explain the belated acceptation of Keynes’s General Theory in that 

country. At the same time, though, it is commonly argued that France was one of the 

countries where Keynesianism became the most widespread after the Second World War, as a 

reaction to chronic economic underperforming in the 1930s and the war’s devastations.  

Based on an extensive perusal of archival and published sources, I advance, along 

twelve chapters, a starkly different hypothesis. For a start, I argue that in the 1920s Keynes’s 

ideas on reparations were significantly discussed in France. His audience was composed not 

only of detractors, but also of admirers from the Left and academia who helped him translate 

and publish his writings. The narrative then shifts towards analysing how Keynes’s 

estrangement from the majority of French public opinion started not with the issue of 

reparations, but with debates on monetary policy and the gold standard: beginning in the mid-

1920s and heightening during the Great Depression. Afterwards, I scrutinise how the 

translation and diffusion of the General Theory began taking place well before 1945; but also 

how Keynes’s theory continued to be resisted by a significant part of French economists even 

afterwards. And if Keynes’s economics did shape French anti-inflationary fiscal policy in 

post- Second World War reconstruction, their influence within the French state remained on 

the whole circumscribed. Consequently, this dissertation concludes that there was never a 

sweeping Keynesian revolution in France. 
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Introduction 

 

[Alfred] Marshall […] arrived very early at the point of view  

that the bare bones of economic theory are not worth  

much in themselves and do not carry one far in  

the direction of useful, practical conclusions. The whole point  

lies in applying them to the interpretation of current economic life.  

This requires a profound knowledge of the actual facts of industry and trade.  

But these, and the relation of individual men to them,  

are constantly and rapidly changing. 

 

John Maynard Keynes (1924)1 

 

In that shrine of knowledge that is the Bibliothèque nationale de France, the 

economics reading room happens to be mischievously named after Britain’s most 

contemporary economist, John Maynard Keynes, and France’s own luminary, Jean-Baptiste 

Say. Mischievously, because Keynes’s opus – The General Theory of Employment, Interest 

and Money (1936) – aimed precisely at disproving one of Say’s theoretical postulates: that 

supply creates its own demand. Ever since Keynes’s demise in 1946, layers of library shelves 

have been filled with extensive accounts of his personal life and writings, as well as with 

contrasting analyses of the latter’s meanings and influence. Besides his well-known economic 

treatises, Keynes attempted to shape through his written word and his networks a series of 

key events of 1920–40s history: the Versailles Treaty and the ensuing reparation saga, which 

lasted from 1920 to 1932; monetary stabilisation and the rise and fall of the interwar gold 

standard system from 1922 to 1931; the use of counter-cyclical policies against the 1930s 

slump; how war finance and anti-inflationary policy should be conducted during 1939–41; 

and finally, the making of the post-1945 international monetary order.  

Despite its depth and scope, that wealth of literature on Keynes tends to agree on one 

particular point: that during the heyday of his intellectual and public lives – from 1920 to 

1946 – Keynes was generally ignored in France, despite the fact that most of his works were 

published there. Following a pioneering article by the French historian François Crouzet, it is 

generally admitted that Keynes nurtured an antipathy towards that country, one which was 

                                                 
1 JMK, ‘Alfred Marshall’ (August 1924), in JMK, The Collected Writings of John Maynard Keynes. Vol. X: 

Essays in Biography (London: Macmillan, 1972), 196. 



 

2 

 

reciprocal owing to his denunciation of the Versailles Treaty and French policy on 1920s war 

reparations.2 This narrative was then picked up by the social scientist Pierre Rosanvallon in 

the late 1980s, who argued that thanks to the backlash caused by Keynes’s writings on 

reparations, and the pre-existence of a French tradition of public works, Keynesian theory – 

epitomised by the monetary and fiscal interventionism espoused by the General Theory – 

remained largely ignored in France until after the Liberation. Only afterwards did France 

convert to Keynesian economics, thanks to an evolving perception of the state’s role in 

managing the economy, born out of the war’s tribulations. It eventually became the country 

where Keynesianism’s triumph became the most widespread from the 1950s onwards, as 

France adopted economic planning and entered the period of the ‘Trente glorieuses’ – a belief 

that, hypothetically, could explain how Keynes’s name eventually found its way to the rooms 

of the Bibliothèque nationale.3  

Although several scholars writing from either a more historical or economic-minded 

perspective have meanwhile nuanced some of Crouzet’s and Rosavanlon’s arguments,4 their 

narratives have never been subjected to an encompassing empirical test. In fact, extant 

literature on the diffusion and reception of Keynes’s writings in France contains two major 

flaws. Firstly, it tends to assess the diffusion of Keynes’s ideas from his main books, while 

ignoring the newspaper articles he wrote throughout the entire interwar period. Secondly, it 

relates the belated rejection of Keynes’s economic theories in 1930s France to the previous 

                                                 
2 François Crouzet, ‘Réactions françaises devant les Conséquences économiques de la paix de Keynes’, Revue 

d’histoire moderne et contemporaine, 19, 1 (January–March 1972), 6–26. 
3 Pierre Rosanvallon, ‘Histoire des idées keynésiennes en France’, Revue française d'économie, 2, 4 (1987), 22–

56. 
4 The historian of reparations Marc Trachtenberg was the first to notice the widespread attention Keynes’s 

writings on reparations received in France during the 1920s, but he did not scrutinise it. Meanwhile Olivier Dard 

(carrying on Lucette Le Van Lemesle’s previous studies) remarked how French economists did not ignore, but 

rather refused Keynes’s economic theory in the 1930s. Nonetheless, both Le Van-Lemesle and Dard failed to 

point out the underlying reasons for said rejection. In addition, the economists Richard Arena, Alain Alcouffe, 

and Raymond Tortajada have provided a more substantial analysis of the theoretical oppositions between 

Keynes and French economists, particularly of how the General Theory was received in France before and after 

1945. Yet, their narratives are purely focused on theoretical debates, and are not integrated with contemporary 

discussions on economic policy. However, the economist Ghislain Deleplace wrote a pioneering and thorough 

account of the General Theory’s translation, which provided an enlightening starting point for my own 

enquiries. See, respectively: Marc Trachtenberg, Reparation in World Politics: France and European Economic 

Diplomacy, 1916–1923 (New York: Columbia University Press, 1980), 365–6n18; Lucette Le Van-Lemesle, Le 

Juste ou le riche – L’enseignement de l’économie politique, 1815–1950 (Paris: Comité pour l’Histoire 

économique et financière de la France, 2004), 486–7; Olivier Dard, ‘Économie et économistes des années trente 

aux années cinquante: un tournant keynésien?’, Historiens et géographes, 361 (March–April 1998), 173–95; 

Bruce Arena and Christian Schmidt, ‘Keynes before and after the General Theory’, in Luigi Pasinetti and 

Bertram Schefold (eds.), The Impact of Keynes on Economics in the 20th Century (Cheltenham: Edward Elgar, 

1999), 73–98; Alan Alcouffe, ‘Keynes and the French Guardians of Say’s Law’, in Luigi Pasinetti and Bertram 

Schefold (eds.), The Impact, 53–72; Ramón Tortajada (ed.), Commentaires de la Théorie générale de Keynes à 

sa parution (Villeneuve d’Ascq: Presses Universitaires du Septentrion, 2009), 13–70. For the references to 

Ghislain Deleplace’s articles, see Chapter 10. 
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dismissal of his ideas on reparations. Thus, eschewing the possibility that domestic 

opposition to governmental positions could be favourable to Keynes’s views on reparations; 

and forgetting the possible role of Anglo-French conflicts on the impact of the gold standard 

in aggravating the Great Depression, in possibly limiting the impact of Keynes’s monetary 

and economic theories in France.  

Taking advantage of the advances made by historiography on economic and financial 

French history since Crouzet and Rosanvallon published their views,5 this doctoral 

dissertation therefore aims at providing an in depth analysis of how Keynes’s writings – 

books, newspaper and academic articles – were translated, published and received in France 

from 1920 to the 1950s. That is, from the year in which The Economic Consequences of the 

Peace appeared in France, to the immediate years following Keynes’s demise. My main 

hypothesis argues that Keynes’s books and articles were considerably diffused and 

commented on within interwar France, and their influence upon contemporary political 

debates ascertainable. Not only because Keynes’s made efforts to assure that his writings 

were published, but concomitantly because he counted with the support of key sectors of 

French opinion, mainly belonging to the Left. Thenceforth, rather than asking why Keynes 

was largely ignored in France before 1945, this thesis seeks to inquire how a foreign 

economist – who read but barely spoke French, and who regularly condemned French foreign 

and monetary policies – sought and managed to have his writings almost continuously 

diffused in France throughout more than two decades.  

From that main premise derive two secondary hypothesis. Firstly, that rather than 

reparations, the key contentious point between Keynes and French opinion was actually the 

return to the gold standard in the late 1920s and its influence in unleashing the Great 

Depression, alongside Keynes’s advocacy of an interventionist monetary policy. Keynes, it 

turns out, was not battling against France as a whole. As in Britain, he waged a combat of 

opinion against the advocates of a harsh reparations settlement first, and then against those 

who stood by the gold standard and the economic deflation its safeguarding demanded. 

Secondly, that the post-1945 circulation and impact of Keynesian economics in France was 

greatly structured by previous interwar events: by French economists’ rejections of Keynes’s 

monetary interventionism, but also by the support he received from small but relevant groups 

                                                 
5 Regarding the French Treasury and French foreign financial policy during 1930–60, the monographs and 

reference works published by the Comité pour l'histoire économique et financière de la France were invaluable 

for my own inquiry; the same can be said of the monographs published by Kenneth Mouré on the BDF and 

French interwar monetary policy. 
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of experts, civil servants and politicians. Consequently, after the Liberation, the practical 

impact of Keynes’s theory upon French policymaking and economics remained localised, 

rather than widespread.  

Therefore, this dissertation addresses several research gaps, both regarding to 

economic and political historiography on interwar and postwar France, and concerning 

prevalent historical findings on Keynes’s activities. France was Britain’s major continental 

ally in the interwar period,6 and there are contrasting historiographic perspectives on the 

impact of Keynes’s ideas upon its journey from being one of the Great War’s victors, to the 

traumatic experience of German occupation during the Second World War and postwar 

reconstruction. Contemporary historiography on the Versailles Treaty and war reparations 

has generally argued that by insisting that Germany could not meet Allied reparation claims, 

Keynes contributed to boosting Germany’s unwillingness to accept the post-Versailles 

international order. As a result, Keynes has been accused by historians like Stephen A. 

Schuker and Niall Ferguson of Germanophilia: in great part, because he systematically 

opposed French reparations policy.7 Contrastingly, economic historiography has backed 

Keynes’s claims about the gold standard’s responsibility in triggering the 1930s slump, and in 

the advocacy of monetary and fiscal expansionism as the best remedies against it.8 The 

reluctance of France’s statesmen and experts to devalue the franc in the 1930s has therefore 

been noted by historians like Robert Franck as one of the main reasons behind the country’s 

faulty economic performance during that decade. The outcome was military and economic 

unpreparedness when the Second World War already loomed on the horizon.9  

Thanks to historians like Michel Margairaz, Richard F. Kuisel and Philip Nord, the 

conversion of the French Treasury and state from budgetary orthodoxy to economic 

interventionism – and the linkage of that process to the debacle of 1940 and the experience of 

Vichy – have already been thoroughly studied.10 Those scholars have remarked the 

                                                 
6 On Anglo-French relations during the interwar period and beyond, see: Alan Sharp and Glyn Stone (eds.), 

Anglo-French Relations in the Twentieth Century – Rivalry and Cooperation (London: Routledge, 2000). 
7 See Stephen A. Schuker, ‘J. M. Keynes and the Personal Politics of Reparations, Part I’, Diplomacy & 

Statecraft, 25, 3 (2014), 453–71; and ‘J. M. Keynes and the Personal Politics of Reparations, Part II’, Diplomacy 

& Statecraft, 25, 4 (2014), 579–91; and Niall Ferguson, ‘Keynes and German Inflation’, English Historical 

Review, 110, 436 (April 1995), 368–91.  
8 On these regards, see in particular the classic work of Barry Eichengreen, Golden Fetters, The Gold Standard 

and the Great Depression, 1919–1939 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1992), 393–4.  
9 Robert Frank, La Hantise du déclin. Le rang de la France en Europe, 1920–1960. Finances, défense et identité 

nationale (Paris: Éditions Belin, 1994), 35.  
10 From 1814 to 1940 the French Treasury was officially designated as the Mouvement général des fonds, but for 

the sake of readability, I will refer to it either as the ‘Treasury’ or ‘French Treasury’ (to differentiate it from the 

British Treasury) throughout this thesis.  
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conversion of various politicians and high-ranking Treasury officials to ‘Keynesian’ ideas, 

and even name several individuals responsible for the diffusion of ‘Keynesianism’ in France. 

What they do not ascertain is of what that ‘Keynesianism’ consisted, and whether it fitted 

Keynes’s own interpretation of his theory.11 The question that poses itself is how an 

economist, whose ideas and policy proposals were supposedly ignored for nearly twenty 

years, could be so swiftly accepted by French officialdom. However, through a close analysis 

of printed primary sources (monographs and academic articles), a group of economic 

historians already demonstrated that several French economists continued to oppose Keynes’s 

General Theory even after 1945. Their findings must therefore be articulated with a study of 

the extent to which Keynes’s theory was diffused among economists and civil servants in the 

years preceding and following the war.12  

From the conflation between my own research and extant historiography, a series of 

gaps in French historiography of the interwar and the post-1945 years are thus addressed. For 

a start, I deconstruct current historiographic narratives of the Great War’s reparations, which 

do not account for the multiplicity of French positions on that subject.13 For example, 

Keynes’s 1920 Consequences and ensuing newspaper articles made him the world’s first 

critic of French reparation policy, as well as a darling of the French Left. By studying the 

reception to Keynes’s 1922-8 comments on the franc’s stabilisation, this thesis also 

comprehensively studies for the first time Keynes’s involvement in the public debates 

preceding France’s return to gold in 1928. Afterwards, an inquiry into the subsequent 

resistance Keynes’s policy proposals met during the 1930s slump, enables us to characterise 

the theoretical opposition that his monetary and economic theories (the 1930 Treatise on 

Money and the 1936 General Theory) were subjected to before and after the Second World 

                                                 
11 See Michel Margairaz, L’État, les finances et l’économie. Histoire d’une conversion, 1932–1952. Vol. I and II 

(Paris: Comité pour l’histoire économique et financière de la France, 1991); Richard F. Kuisel, Capitalism and 

the State in Modern France: Renovation and Economic Management in the Twentieth Century (Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press, 1981); Philip Nord, France’s New Deal: From the Thirties to the Postwar Era 

(Princeton and Oxford: Princeton University Press, 2010). Besides Nord’s, other studies have attempted to cover 

how Keynes’s economic theory was diffused from the Occupation to the post-Liberation. But although they 

provide much biographical and contextual information, their analytical value is limited: they do not 

systematically analyse the written output of the historical actors they point out as responsible for diffusing 

Keynes’s theory. See Olivier Dard, ‘Économie et économistes’, 180–92; and Philip Nord, France’s New Deal, 

88–213.  
12 Richard Arena and Christian Schmidt, ‘Keynes before and after the General Theory’, 73–98; Richard Arena 

Richard Arena and Anna Maricic, ‘Les Réactions françaises à la Théorie Générale (1936–1951): La récherche 

d’une dynamique économique’, Cahiers d’économie politique, 14, 1 (1988), 15–41; and Richard Arena, ‘Les 

Économistes français en 1950’, Revue économique, 51, 5 (2000), 969–1007. 
13 See, for instance, Zara Steiner, The Lights that Failed. European International History, 1919–1933 (Oxford: 

Oxford University Press, 2007), 182–50; and Sally Marks, ‘The Misery of Victory: France’s Struggle for the 

Versailles Treaty’, Historical Papers/Communications historiques, 21, 1 (1986), 117–33. 
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War.14 That inquiry not only sheds light on how French economists reacted to the Great 

Depression, but also allows us to gauge the impact of Keynes’s policy proposals on French 

1930s policymaking, particularly on what exactly was the degree of Keynesianism in the 

policies adopted by the various Popular Front governments. Likewise, via a detailed scrutiny 

of how Keynes’s economics were diffused both in Vichy France and among Free France’s 

exiles, this dissertation untangles the tortuous web that allowed for their application in the 

Fourth Republic. In the same vein, it also delimits the impact of Keynes’s theory on France’s 

postwar reconstruction.  

Compared to extant historiography on Keynes, this dissertation’s major breakthrough 

consists in the way it uncovers the extent of his engagements with France, and the degree to 

which his ideas were discussed there. Following the publication of Keynes’s Collected Works 

(between 1971 and 1989), and the opening of the British Treasury’s records from the 1930s 

to the 1940s in that same period, a considerable historiographic effort was deployed to study 

the interwoven relation between Keynes’s intellectual output and Anglo-American economic, 

political and intellectual contexts. Some of the scholars responsible for that line of inquiry 

were the authors of the main two modern biographical accounts of Keynes: Robert Skidelsky 

and Donald Moggridge (who edited the Collected Writings).15 Together with the historians of 

economic thought Roger Backhouse and David Laidler. Besides, Peter Clarke, George Peden 

and Alan Booth, they have assessed the extent and limits of Keynes’s influence on British 

monetary and economic policy during and after his lifetime.  

All in all, these historians’ findings have dispelled the notion that a revolution 

inspired by the General Theory – interpreted as the widespread conversion of politicians, 

civil servants and economists to the virtues of macroeconomic analysis and fiscal fine-tuning 

– took place in Britain and the US between the 1930s and 50s. Laidler and Backhouse in 

particular, have asserted how several features of the General Theory (from the multiplier to 

Keynes’s emphasis on entrepreneurs’ expectations and uncertainty) were part of previous 

research trends in British, American and Swedish economic analyses.16 Moreover, Clarke and 

                                                 
14 A topic which has only been addressed, en passant, by Lucette Le-Van Lemesle, author of the first 

monograph on the development and teaching of economics in France from 1815 to 1950. See Lucette Le Van-

Lemesle, Le Juste, 480–92. 
15 Robert Skidelsky, John Maynard Keynes: a Biography. Vol. I: Hopes Betrayed, 1893–1920 (London: 

Macmillan, 1983); Vol. II: The Economist as Saviour, 1920–1937 (London: Macmillan, 1992); and Vol. III: 

Fighting for Britain (London: Macmillan, 2000); and D. E. Moggridge, Maynard Keynes, an Economist’s 

Biography (London and New York: Routledge, 1992. 
16 Roger Backhouse and Bradley W. Bateman, Keynes, Capitalist Revolutionary: John Maynard Keynes 

(Cambridge, Massachusets: Harvard University Press, 2011); and David Laidler, Fabricating the Keynesian 

Revolution: Studies of the Inter-war Literature on Money, the Cycle, and Unemployment (Cambridge: 
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Peden have scrutinised the constant resistances of the British Treasury and the Bank of 

England to Keynes’s proposals and economic theories during his lifetime. In the same vein, 

Booth has analysed how the influence of Keynes’s theory in the 1950s British Treasury was 

circumscribed to its economics section, as the generalist intellectual education of high-

ranking Treasury officials prevented them from having an extensive knowledge of 

contemporary economic analysis debates.17 Once more, these findings raise the question of 

whether the reactions of the French Treasury officials to Keynes’s theory before and after the 

war differed so greatly from their British counterparts’: schooled in the 1920s and 1930s on 

neoclassical economics, how easily could they accept Keynesian macroeconomics after 

1945?  

However, the one aspect in which contemporary historiography on Keynes has not 

been renewed consists precisely of the diffusion of his thought in France. Keynes’s 

biographers have reproduced Rosanvallon’s findings and the inherent assumption of an 

axiomatic mistrust between Keynes and France. Accordingly, they have left the matter of 

how his works were translated and published in that country untouched.18 Extant comparative 

literature on the international diffusion of Keynes’s ideas has likewise relied on 

Rosanvallon’s contributions;19 focused mainly on the post-1945 reception of the General 

Theory by French economists;20 or even erroneously asserted that during the interwar years 

Keynes’s works were not translated into French at all.21  

Accordingly, this dissertation is the first monograph specifically aimed at studying in 

depth the translation, diffusion and reception of Keynes’s writings in a country other than 

                                                 
Cambridge University Press, 1999). In the same vein, see Robert Cord, Reinterpreting the Keynesian Revolution 

(London and New York: Routledge, 2013). 
17 Peter Clarke, The Keynesian Revolution in the Making, 1924–1936 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1988); George 

C. Peden, Keynes, the Treasury and British Economic Policy (Basingstoke: Macmillan Education, 1988); and 

Alan Booth, ‘Britain in the 1950s: a “Keynesian’ managed economy?”, History of Political Economy, 33, 2 

(summer 2001), 283–313. 
18 Skidelsky’s biography reproduces Rosanvallon’s conclusions, while Moggridge’s and Roy Harrod’s focuses 

simply on Keynes’s life and public activities, not on the international diffusion of his thought. Harrod’s was the 

first biography written on Keynes: Roy F. Harrod in The Life of John Maynard Keynes (London: Macmillan & 

Co, Ltd., 1952).  
19 See Pierre Rosanvallon, ‘The Development of Keynesianism in France’, in Peter Hall (ed.), The Political 

Power of Economic Ideas: Keynesianism across Nations (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1989), 171–93 

(an English translation of Rosanvallon’s 1987 article).  
20 Namely the above-quoted studies authored by Richard Arena. 
21 Robert Boyer, ‘The Influence of Keynes on French Economic Policy: Past and Present’, in Harold L. Wattel 

(ed.), The Policy Consequences of John Maynard Keynes (London: Macmillan, 1985), 77–115. Boyer’s effort 

was the first attempt to gauge the impact of Keynes’s economic theory in post-1945 France, and naturally 

suffered from the lack of detailed historical studies on the Third and Fourth Republic’s Treasury. It was also 

marred by the author’s insistence on deeming governmental policies ‘Keynesian’ without account for the 

causality between the Treasury’s technical expertise, and actual political decisions.  
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Britain or the US. By underlining the extent of his interactions with France and his attempts 

at circulating his writings there, it disproves of the often advanced notion of Keynes’s 

Germanophilia, and offers a more layered portrait of his public activities and persona. And 

while this thesis has nothing to offer in regards to novel interpretations of his economic 

theory, it seeks to make – for the first time – a systematic comparison between Keynes’s 

views on reparations and contemporary historical conclusions on that topic.22  

Even so, current historical literature on Keynes’s activities has been of the utmost 

importance in providing an epistemological guideline on which to base this dissertation’s 

narrative. Carrying on the contextual approach employed by authors like Skidelsky, 

Moggridge, Peden, Clarke, and Booth, I aimed at applying in regards to France the same 

triangulation between Keynes’s writings; the political, economic and intellectual contexts in 

which they were written and received; and contemporary historical findings and narratives on 

both. The challenge of embracing Keynes as a subject of study lies precisely in his ever-

evolving cogitations on likewise ever-evolving economic and political contexts.  

Keynes himself thought that the ability to relate economic theory to empirical realities 

ought to be the defining characteristic of economic thinking: as illustrated by this 

introduction’s epigraph (in which Keynes refers to his tutor, Alfred Marshall). Appropriately, 

the methodological necessity of locating historical texts within the original intentions and 

contexts in which they were originally conceived has been stressed in intellectual history 

since the 1970s, thanks to a historiographic school hailing from the universities of Cambridge 

and Sussex. Although authors like Quentin Skinner and John Pocock have primarily focused 

on studying early modern and modern political thought, that contextual approach has also 

been applied by Donald Winch to the relation between economic thought and policy in 

Britain between 1800 and the 1950s.23 

However, given this thesis subject, it was necessary to combine that contextual 

approach towards written texts, with awareness of the mechanisms that enabled the 

                                                 
22 A case in point, Donald Markwell’s otherwise detailed analysis of Keynes’s thought on international relations 

only very briefly addresses the criticisms directed by contemporary historiography against his views on 

reparations. See Donald Markwell, John Maynard Keynes and International Relations, Economic Paths to War 

and Peace (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2006), 54–139. 
23 For an overview of Skinner and Pocock’s methodological demarches, see the articles of Richard Whatmore 

and Kenneth Sheppard in Richard Whatmore and Brian Young (eds.), A Companion to Intellectual History 

(Malden, Massachusetts: Wiley Blackwell, 2016), 97–125. One of the earliest examples of how this contextual 

approach could be applied to twentieth century economic thought and its relation to policymaking is: Donald 

Winch: Economics and Policy. A Historical Study (London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1969).  
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transfer/diffusion of Keynes’s writings to France.24 Those mechanisms involved the acts of 

translation and reviewing, which often depended on networking: that is, the range of contacts 

held by Keynes in France, and subsequently those of his French acquaintances.25 

Subsequently, it should be expected that the tenor of the circulation of Keynes’s ideas was 

not only determined by those same networks; but likewise by those of Keynes’s critics too. 

Additionally, transfers also depended on diplomatic channels; and on foreign journalistic 

correspondents, who conveyed Keynes’s main ideas and tinged them with the political 

outlook of the newspaper for which they wrote. From the study of the conditionings 

involving the transfer and circulation of Keynes’s texts, one can retrieve their corollary: the 

extent of their intellectual impact on French political discussions and policymaking. Influence 

being conceived in this dissertation as a multi-dimensional concept: not solely as the 

possibility of complete or partial adherence to Keynes’s arguments, but also the capacity to 

force the recipient of the transfer to reject, nuance or syncretise them.  

Therefore, I have sought to frame French decisions to translate and publish Keynes’s 

writings, and reactions to the latter, within their respective levels of individual and collective 

background and agency. Matters of intellectual influence are ascertained by determining 

whether Frenchmen read Keynes or not, and why; and, in the case of his economic theory, 

what interpretations they made of it and how sound they were. Accordingly, this thesis’ 

narrative is conducted with an aim for both chronological and thematic consistency, its 

rhythm being generally dictated by the timing of Keynes’s output. Likewise, I have attempted 

to explore all channels of economic opinion, and to underline the connections between them: 

from financial and political journalism, to officialdom and academic economists of opposing 

theoretical schools.26 

                                                 
24 Particularly, given the original aims of authors like Skinner were not to study the role of transfers or networks 

in structuring intellectual circulation, which are essential to gauge intellectual influence (a concept on which 

Skinner is likewise sceptical).  
25 There is a considerable wealth of literature on Anglo-French cultural transfers during the seventeenth and the 

eighteenth centuries, particularly regarding the Republic of Letters. However, studies on Anglo-French 

economic theory transfers during the late nineteenth to the twentieth century are infrequent. For an exception, 

see Julien Vincent, ‘The Commerce of Ideas: Protectionism versus Free Trade in the International Circulation of 

Economic Ideas in Britain and France around 1900’, in Christophe Charle, Julien Vincent and Jay Winter (eds.), 

Anglo-French Attitudes: Comparisons and Transfers between English and French Intellectuals since the 

Eighteenth Century (Manchester and New York: Manchester University Press, 2007), 194-213. 
26 Previous inquiries on the diffusion of Keynes’s economic theory have often prioritised each of these 

collective actors. See, for instance, Peter A. Hall, ‘Introduction’, in Peter A. Hall, The Political, 3–26. Yet, there 

were historical actors who escaped that segmentation: an example being François Perroux, an academic 

economist, who in fact diffused Keynes’s theory and national income accounting also through a private research 

centre.  
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Source-wise, the starting point for my inquiry consisted of Keynes’s personal papers 

(located at King’s College, Cambridge). Given the depth of Skidelsky’s and Moggridge’s 

works and their extensive use and knowledge of Keynes’s papers, there seemed to be little 

else to be retrieved from these. Yet, they left unstudied Keynes’s correspondence with French 

translators and publishers, and consequently, his exchanges with his translator Paul Franck 

offered a fresh starting point to this dissertation’s analysis. From that correspondence, I 

proceeded to reconstruct Keynes’s working relations with his other translators, his dealings 

with French publishing houses; and his correspondence with French acquaintances, admirers, 

and opponents. Moreover, thanks to the efforts of Franck and Keynes’s mother, a vast 

collection of French newspaper clippings, which contains the bulk of reactions to Keynes’s 

works and articles during 1920–35 is also available at King’s. That collection allowed me to 

establish a solid basis from which to study the reception of Keynes’s ideas in the French daily 

press and academic journals. Besides financial dailies and economics journals, I consulted 

newspapers and journals covering all quarters of political and economic opinion. To fill the 

gaps left by Keynes’s papers and the French press, I relied on an extensive scrutiny of French 

archival and published sources: those belonging to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, and the 

Ministry of Economy and Finances; as well as monographs and doctoral theses. Likewise, a 

wide-ranging perusal of secondary bibliography allowed me to retrieve valuable biographical 

and contextual information on which to frame those primary sources.  

The practical outcome of those methodological and research precepts consists of the 

twelve chapters composing this thesis, which are structured in three acts. Part I encompasses 

the first three chapters, each focusing on a different aspect of Keynes’s 1919 best seller, The 

Economic Consequences of Peace, the first book of his which was translated and published in 

France. Chapter 1 offers a contextual background on French political debates on reparations 

prior to the signing of the Versailles Treaty; together with a critique of the Consequences, 

which engages with contemporary historical analysis of both the Treaty and Keynes’s book. 

Chapters 2 and 3 are concerned with the translation, publishing and reception of the 

Consequences in 1920. They demonstrate how French economists and the Socialist Left 

actively endorsed and supported Keynes’s book, despite the opposition that it received from 

every other quarter of French opinion. 

Part II covers Keynes’s subsequent engagements and conflicts with French opinion 

from 1921 to 1928. Firstly in regards to reparations, and then concerning the contentious 

question of the franc’s devaluation and its subsequent return to the gold standard. Chapter 4 

provides an overview of Keynes’s case on the unfeasibility of the May 1921 London 



 

11 

 

Schedule of Payments – which established Germany’s reparation liability – up to the Ruhr 

occupation by France and the subsequent 1924 Dawes Plan. This overview is done in 

conjunction with an analysis of Germany’s economy and finances, based on current 

historiographic views. Chapter 5 covers that same chronological arch, and continues to 

analyse the reception of Keynes’s ideas on reparations, at a moment in which his 

confrontations with the French Prime Minister Raymond Poincaré (and the Quai d’Orsay) 

reached their height. It further explores Keynes’s links with the French Left, the development 

of his working relation with Paul Franck, and the importance of the latter’s political networks 

in assuring the diffusion of Keynes’s newspaper articles. Chapters 6 and 7 switch the 

narrative towards Keynes’s ideas on monetary theory and policy, in conjunction with French 

1921–6 debates on the franc’s stabilisation, and its possible appreciation or devaluation.27 

They analyse how Keynes’s case in favour of devaluation was supported only by a handful of 

economists and politicians. It was at this stage that Keynes started gradually becoming 

isolated from the whole of French political opinion, including the Left.  

Finally, Part III encompasses Chapters 8 to 12, which are almost wholly dedicated to 

the reception of Keynes’s economic theories and policies, in particular those deriving from 

the Treatise on Money and the General Theory. Chapter 8 covers the years 1926 to 1932, 

from the end of France’s monetary crisis to the Lausanne Conference of 1932, which put an 

end to the reparations saga. It offers a preamble to the confrontations between Keynes and 

French economists and experts during the 1930s, on the Great Depression’s causes and the 

necessity of counter-cyclical policies. Subsequently, Chapter 9 focuses on the years between 

1930 and 1935, and explores the theoretical mismatch between Keynes’s and French 

opinion’s analysis of the slump. It explores the rejection of Keynes’s theory by economists, 

and of his reflationary proposals by journalists and politicians; while highlighting the 

activities of those few who contributed to diffuse his ideas during those lean years.28  

Keynes’s period in the wilderness was brought to an end by the publication of the 

General Theory, whose diffusion, translation and reception from that year, up to 1942, are 

scrutinised in Chapter 10. The Second World War years and Keynes’s demise are covered in 

Chapter 11, starting with Keynes’s views on war finance, and the adaptation of the General 

                                                 
27 The contextual contents on Chapters 6 to 9 owe much to Kenneth Mouré’s groundbreaking studies of French 

monetary policy and debates, and the BDF’s involvement on both. See Kenneth Mouré, Managing the Franc 

Poincaré: Economic Understanding and Political Constraint in French Monetary Policy, 1928–1936 

(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991); and The Gold Standard Illusion. France, the Bank of France, 

and the International Gold Standard, 1914–1939 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002). 
28 On the evolution of the Treasury’s policies throughout the 1930s–50s, Chapters 9 to 12 seek to extend the 

work of Michel Margairaz in L’État. 

http://www.worldcat.org/title/managing-the-franc-poincare-economic-understanding-and-political-constraint-in-french-monetary-policy-1928-1936/oclc/22208566&referer=brief_results
http://www.worldcat.org/title/managing-the-franc-poincare-economic-understanding-and-political-constraint-in-french-monetary-policy-1928-1936/oclc/22208566&referer=brief_results
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Theory’s macroeconomic frameworks to the problem of controlling inflation in an economy 

working at full employment. That chapter also scrutinises how Keynes’s ideas on postwar 

international monetary and financial relations were received not only by the exiled Free 

France officials, but also in Vichy France.  

Soon after Keynes passed away in April 1946, his life achievements started being 

simultaneously challenged and lauded. Chapter 12 thus evaluates how Keynes’s legacy was 

perceived in France from 1946 to the 1950s. It starts by inquiring on the impact of Étienne 

Mantoux’s The Carthaginian Peace on contemporary and historical evaluations of Keynes’s 

persona. Afterwards, it analyses French economists’ divisions in regards to the General 

Theory’s worth, and describes the application of Keynes’s anti-inflationary ideas in official 

French fiscal policy. Chapter 12 finishes by demonstrating how after 1946 the French state 

diffused Keynesian economics within its institutions, but also how small was Keynes’s 

practical influence upon policymaking in the Treasury and the Banque de France (BDF).  

By uncovering the extent of Keynes’s exchanges with French opinion, and outlining 

the impact of his ideas on postwar French economic and monetary policies, I hope that this 

dissertation will contribute towards a renewed historiographic attention to how economic 

analysis transfers can influence policymaking in twentieth century international history. And 

also, that by adding another significant layer to our knowledge of Keynes’s life and activities, 

it will stimulate other scholars to approach the historical Keynes from new analytical angles, 

thus helping to reassert the enduring significance of his thought.  

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

13 

 

Part I – The Prophet comes to the Mountain: Keynes’s The Economic 

Consequences of the Peace and France (1919–20) 

 

C’est difficile d’arriver à l’essentiel, 

même en ce qui concerne la guerre, 

la fantaisie résiste longtemps.  

 

Louis-Ferdinand Céline (1932)29  

 

The following three chapters can be regarded as a whole, which aims at 

contextualizing and analysing the reception in France of The Economic Consequences of the 

Peace in 1920. My hypothesis is that Keynes’s book and its analysis of the Versailles Treaty 

were both widely diffused in France, and an integral part of contemporary political debates 

on reparations. While Chapter 1 examines and contextualises Keynes’s critique of the Treaty, 

Chapters 2 and 3 scrutinise the relation between Keynes’s networks and the publishing of the 

Consequences in France, an episode that marked the beginning of his working relation with 

Paul Franck. These two chapters stress the interaction between Keynes’s and Bloomsbury’s 

French networks, and the diffusion of the Consequences; the significant involvement of the 

Socialist, pacifist and internationalist Left in this process; the support of well-known 

economists to Keynes’s book; and how French reactions, even if hostile, acknowledged more 

often than not the difficulties in exacting capital transfers from Germany. Keynes’s 

arguments on reparations thus became an integral feature of respective French political and 

technical debates on the topic, which dominated international political and diplomatic 

relations from 1920 until 1924.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
29 Louis-Ferdinand Céline, Voyage au but de la nuit (Paris: Éditions Gallimard, Bibliothèque de la Pléiade, 

2006), 33. Originally published in 1932. 
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Chapter 1 – Thus spoke Keynes: The Economic Consequences of the Peace vis-à-

vis contemporary French contexts and current historical analysis (1919–20)  

 

Bien peu de personnes ont été au courant  

de l’élaboration des clauses financières de la paix.  

Certes il y a eu des experts financiers désignés par le  

gouvernement français, et j’ai eu l’honneur d’être l’un d’eux,  

mais il n’est pas à ma connaissance que jamais on les ait  

consultés, ni qu’on leur ait permis de faire entendre  

une protestation, quand ont été élaborés certains textes  

des plus dangereux pour notre pays. 

 

Frédéric François-Marsal (1922)30  

 

1.1. Introduction  

 

Along with Keynes, several French politicians and experts agreed that the Treaty of 

Versailles was technically flawed and did not best serve French interests. A few reached this 

conclusion for similar reasons to Keynes’s (by imposing a stern reparations settlement, the 

Treaty endangered European economic recovery); whereas the majority followed more 

nationally bounded motives (the Treaty’s terms were hardly enforceable and failed to secure 

French security and financial needs). A member of this majority was Frédéric François-

Marsal, Minister of Finance in 1920 – and the author of the telling epigram quoted above – 

who nevertheless only publicly expressed his real thoughts on the Treaty after being out of 

office. And yet, there were other quarters of French political opinion who actually thought the 

Treaty was favourable to French interests, and worth defending at all costs. This chapter’s 

aim is therefore to articulate the arguments that Keynes advanced against the Treaty with the 

manifold French reactions to the latter’s terms; and then to compare both perspectives with 

contemporary historical research on the Peace Conference and the Treaty.  

Accordingly, the first section starts by describing what Keynes’s motivations and state 

of spirit were when he wrote Consequences. It is followed by an inquiry into the political, 

economic and even psychological state of postwar France; and how its public opinion was 

                                                 
30 Frédéric François-Marsal, ‘Le Problème des réparations’, La Revue de Paris, 15 October 1922, 677. For 

individual biographies of the French individuals referred throughout this thesis, see Appendix 1 – Dramatis 

personae. 



 

16 

 

potentially predisposed to accepting Keynes’s arguments on the Treaty and reparations. 

Crucially, the ideological divide observable between the Left and all other quarters of French 

political opinion in their analysis of the Treaty was similar to how they reacted to Keynes’s 

book in 1920. The necessary contextualizations being made, I will move on to the core 

sections of this chapter, in which Keynes’s arguments against the Treaty are analysed against 

current historical research on the topic. Current historiography on the Treaty and reparations, 

particularly after the opening of the British diplomatic archives in the 1960s, and of the 

French in the 1970s, has been particularly stark in its assessment of Keynes’s Consequences. 

Thus, it is worth scrutinising how precise Keynes’s estimates of French reconstructions costs 

were, and how sound were his claims that Germany could not meet the Treaty’s terms. This 

chapter’s conclusion argues that even if several of Keynes’s claims were either exaggerated 

or lacking in accurate empirical backing, his overall reasoning on the limits of Germany’s 

capacity to pay reparations was accurate. Thus, those Frenchmen who eventually berated 

Keynes’s book for understating the extent of German destructions were spot on. 

Unfortunately for their country, that was not much of a factor in allowing Germany to meet 

the reparation demands of the French public, which went as far as including the payment of 

the war’s costs.  

 

1.2. Why did Keynes write The Economic Consequences of the Peace? 

 

Amusingly, John Maynard Keynes never obtained any economics degree. After 

finishing his Mathematical Tripos in 1902 at Cambridge, he spent at maximum some eight 

weeks studying under the supervision of the economist Alfred Marshall, before eventually 

deciding to enter civil service. There followed almost three years working for the India 

Office, from 1906 to 1908. Keynes eventually got bored, and returned to Cambridge, where 

he took advantage of an offer from Marshall to lecture on economics, whilst still preserving 

unofficial ties to the India Office. Between 1908 and 1915, he divided his time between 

writing a thesis on probability and his lectures. As time went by, Keynes became gradually 

fonder of the discipline, and was appointed editor of the Economic Journal, the Royal 

Economic Society’s journal, of which Marshall had been one of the founding members. 

Finally, in 1913, Keynes published his first book, precisely on Indian currency and finances, 

which was never translated into French. His increasingly recognised technical expertise 
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earned him an invitation to join the Treasury in 1915, which was probably orchestrated by 

Edwin Montagu, a Liberal politician who had been Keynes’s superior at the India Office.31  

But for the Great War, Keynes might have passed to posterity as simply another 

brainy Cambridge don. Instead, he was carried from Cambridgeshire’s bucolic landscape to 

the task of keeping Britain’s war finance machine well oiled. From 1915 until 1919, Keynes 

was a Treasury official, directing a special division in charge of inter-allied war credits. It 

was responsible for allocating credits and shipping to France and Italy, determining what and 

how many resources they could order, in order to prevent essential resources from being 

wasted.32 Long after the hostilities were over, he recalled how ‘throughout the war […] all 

the money we either lent or borrowed passed through my hands’.33 This could only be 

achieved through close collaboration between the financial experts, and given that France 

was Britain’s main ally, Keynes participated in several meetings with his counterparts of the 

French Treasury, giving him an accurate knowledge of France’s finances.34  

Work made Keynes intellectually fulfilled, but it strained his personal life. Before 

1914, Keynes had espoused pacifist ideals, and only after compulsory conscription was 

adopted in 1916 did he start pondering over the conflicting relation between his deeds and 

ideals. Meanwhile, his circle of friends, with the writer Lytton Strachey and the philosopher 

Bertrand Russell at the forefront, did not refrain from making Keynes aware of the 

paradoxical position of lending his brains to the war, whilst standing simultaneously against 

conscription. Keynes tried to strike a balance between those two opposing poles. He was 

exempt from military service anyway, given his work for the Treasury, but nonetheless 

declared himself a conscientious objector. He also took advantage of his Treasury 

prerogatives to prevent other friends of his, who were likewise objectors, from being sent to 

the war front.35 This equilibrium allowed Keynes to get on with his job, which after the war 

ended in November 1918, propelled him to the following Peace Conference in Paris. The 

latter lasted from 18 January 1919 until 28 June of the same year, when the Treaty of 

Versailles was signed by the belligerents. As the main Treasury representative in Paris, 

                                                 
31 Robert Skidelsky, Hopes, 63, 166, 175–9, 184–7, 206–8, 272–8, 289–297. 
32 Robert Skidelsky, Hopes, 249–50. For an account emphasising the French contribution to Allied war 

financing, particularly during 1914–6, see Martin Horn, ‘External Finance in Anglo-French Relations in the 

First World War, 1914–1917’, International History Review, 17, 1 (February 1995), 51–77. 
33 JMK, The Collected Writings of John Maynard Keynes. Vol. XVI: Activities 1914–1919: The Treasury and 

Versailles (London: Macmillan, 1971), 3. 
34 See, for instance, his Treasury memorandum ‘Notes on French Finance’ (6 January 1915), in JMK, Activities 

1914–1919, 42–57. See also, Robert Skidelsky, Hopes, 338–41. 
35 Robert Skidelsky, Hopes, 315–327.  



 

18 

 

Keynes was in charge of defining its position on war reparations.36 Already throughout the 

war, he had produced various memorandums on the topic, which show a high degree of 

consistency with the arguments and figures he put forward in the Consequences.37  

By the time the armistice was declared, Keynes was already burned out by Treasury 

work. The months spent in Paris only served to strain what was left of his energies to the bare 

minimum. Physically sick, Keynes grew increasingly despondent as David Lloyd George, the 

British Prime Minister, took the key issue of war reparations in his hands and refused to heed 

Keynes’s advice.38 Feeling excluded from the negotiations, and after failing to persuade 

Lloyd George to fight for the inclusion of a fixed sum for war reparations in the Treaty, 

Keynes quit the Treasury and returned to Britain. Furthermore, his late contribution to the 

negotiations, the ‘Scheme for the Rehabilitation of European Credit’, had been rejected 

without appeal by the American delegation to Versailles. This was a plan that Keynes 

concocted at the last minute, which aimed at raising resources through an international loan. 

It would enable the defeated countries to afford raw materials and foodstuffs, necessary to 

create the trade surpluses from which they would defray the first reparations payments to the 

Allies. Effectively, the burden of the loan would rest on the US’ shoulders, as they were the 

main financial and economic power after the war.39  

The last straw came after Keynes read the draft Versailles Treaty. His immediate 

reactions anticipated both the mood, and the tone in which he wrote the Consequences. By 

May 1919 he admitted to be ‘utterly worn out, partly by incessant work and partly by 

depression at the evil round me. […] The Peace is outrageous and impossible and can bring 

nothing but misfortune…’40 For a start, the Consequences can be seen as a by-product of 

Keynes’s conflicts with his circle of friends, an attempt to compensate for the moral wrongs 

he had committed by helping the British war effort; or even as a form of cathartic therapy. 

Yet, at the bottom of the Consequences lay the disillusionment and frustration caused by the 

fact that the Treaty’s terms were far from his own views (and in fact those of the Treasury as 

well).41 Keynes’s expertise had been ignored, and one account has it that Keynes quit the 

                                                 
36 Gilles Dostaler, Keynes et ses combats (Paris: Albin Michel, 2009), 281. 
37 In particular his ‘Memorandum by the Treasury on the Indemnity Payable by the Enemy Powers for 

Reparation and Other Claims’ (December 1918), in JMK, Activities 1914–1919, 344–83; see also Robert 

Skidelsky, Hopes, 390; and Gilles Dostaler, Keynes, 282. 
38 Gilles Dostaler, Keynes, 293–5; and Robert Skidelsky, Hopes, 373–5.  
39 Robert Boyce, The Great Interwar Crisis and the Collapse of Globalization (Basingstoke, Palgrave-

Macmillan, 2009), 65–6; Robert Skidelsky, Hopes, 368–70. 
40 Robert Skidelsky, Hopes, 371. 
41 Robert Skidelsky, Hopes, 366–7 and 392. 
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Treasury after discovering that Lloyd George was planning to fire him.42 If the book was the 

offspring of frustration and fury, it was also one of hope. Keynes’s main objective was to 

generate awareness among the decision makers and the British electorate that the Treaty’s 

provisions were unworkable and unjust. Germany’s capacity to pay – a vague expression that 

Keynes primarily judged as a function of output and international trade, but which now also 

encompasses income variations – was not sufficient to defray Allied reparation claims in 

currency and raw materials.43 Hence, he objectively aimed at creating the political and 

intellectual backdrop for a prospective revision of the Treaty. Shortly after leaving Paris on 7 

June 1919, and still in the heat of the moment, Keynes started working on the Consequences. 

By 12 December of the same year, it was on British book stalls.  

The ideological affiliations of the Consequences with previous works by British 

liberal internationalist authors (in particular Norman Angell’s) are well-known and have 

already been thoroughly analysed elsewhere.44 So suffice it to say that Keynes’s starting 

argument was that the war had decisively broken the economic and political ties that 

sustained the complex interdependency of European economies. Therefore, the task of the 

peacemakers should have primarily been to reconstruct that economic space of Europe into a 

situation close to that prevailing before 1914, in which individuals and goods easily 

circulated. It was imperative to keep intact the economic structure of Central Europe, which 

constituted the largest demographic agglomerate of Europe, and bordered Russia, then 

embroiled in the Communist revolution. Hence, Keynes concluded, the menace of 

Communism would be the most effective successful the less bread Europeans had at their 

disposal.45 A historians like Niall Ferguson has admonished Keynes for taking seriously the 

possibility of a Communist revolution in Central Europe. Yet, by 1920, Communists’ 

possible influence on domestic politics was a subject far from being taken mildly in France, 

as a perusal of the French Ministry of the Interior’s archives can attest.46  

                                                 
42 Nicholas Davenport, Memoirs of a City Radical (London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1974), 44. 
43 Following the succinct definition of ‘capacity to pay reparations’ made by Alan S. Milward, ‘Book Reviews: 

Marc Trachtenberg, Reparation in World Politics’, The Journal of Modern History, 54, 1 (March 1982), 132. 
44 See in particular, Donald Markwell, John Maynard Keynes and International Relations, Economic Paths to 

War and Peace (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2006), 101–12; D. E. Moggridge, Maynard, 319–47; and 

Robert Skidelsky, Hopes, 384–91. 
45 JMK, The Collected Writings of John Maynard Keynes. Vol. II: The Economic Consequences of the Peace 

(London: Macmillan, 1971), 143–4; and Robert Skidelsky, Hopes, 385–6. 
46 See, for instance, Niall Ferguson, ‘Keynes and German Inflation’, 371–2. An example being the following 

dossiers on the activities of the pro-bolshevist and anti-militarist individuals and groups during 1919–21: 

AN/F/7/13090; AN/F/7/13181; and AN/F/7/13349. 
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Before 1914, Germany constituted the economic kernel of Central Europe, and that 

explains why Keynes put its sustainability ahead of French reparations claims. These were 

directly linked to the reconstruction of the areas of the north and east of France which had 

served as the war’s battlefields. Legal, moral and historical arguments were used by French 

policymakers and commentators to assert France’s entitlement to the payment of all 

reconstruction costs by Germany. Yet, this was a frame of mind alien to Keynes’s reasoning, 

as summed up by his biographer, Robert Skidelsky:  

 

Keynes was staking the claim of the economist to be Prince. All other forms of rule 

were bankrupt. The economist’s vision of welfare, conjoined to a new standard of 

technical excellence, were the last barriers to chaos, madness and retrogression.47  

 

Keynes dodged likely criticisms of the book’s focus on economic realities by claiming 

that it was chiefly aimed at an Anglo-Saxon public. Hence, he pinpointed, ‘those points 

[were] emphasised which in the judgment of the author required emphasis for such readers’.48 

Keynes’s argument is far from convincing. Even if he did not primarily have in mind French 

interests when writing the Consequences, he actively made efforts towards assuring that a 

French translation was published – that will be the object of Chapter 2. Indeed, few books 

have been translated and published whose main ideas were so much at odds with the general 

mood of the public that the translation was intended for. The next section explains why that 

was the case. 

 

1.3. ‘L’Allemagne paiera’: French political opinion and the Treaty of Versailles  

 

While Keynes had been locked away in the Peace negotiations, France began to 

recoup from four years of gruelling warfare, which had resulted in political and military 

victory, but at the cost of terrible human losses: 1383 million dead, 300 thousand mutilated, 

and more than one million handicapped men.49 To compound this toll, France was virtually 

bankrupted, and ten of its richest départements were badly destroyed, after serving as the 

main theater of operations in the Western Front. Their swift reconstruction was the main 

priority of French politicians in the aftermath of the war, but the road was steep. As a result 

                                                 
47 Robert Skidelsky, Hopes, 384. 
48 JMK, Economic, xix. 
49 Jean-Jacques Becker and Serge Berstein, Nouvelle histoire de la France contemporaine. Vol. XII: Victoire et 

frustrations, 1914–1929 (Paris: Éditions du Seuil, 1990), 148–9. 
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of the war, the real gross domestic product (GDP) decreased by 30% during 1913–8; whereas 

the war costs amounted to 142 billion gold francs,50 circa 125% of the 1913 national income. 

Moreover, internal debt increased from 33 billion gold francs in 1914, to 175 in 1919.51  

To finance the war, and instead of increasing direct taxes like Britain, the French 

Treasury mostly borrowed from its citizens through war loans carrying attractive interest 

rates; and relied on monetary inflation. The latter was disguised thanks to the adoption of 

exchange controls, and because the United States and Britain supplied credits that artificially 

kept the franc at its pre-war parity. Once the war ended, these financial flows were halted. 

Given an 18% ratio between the BDF’s gold holdings and fiduciary circulation, convertibility 

to gold was abandoned. As a result of the wealth destruction caused by the war, the franc 

depreciated circa 50% in respect to its prewar value.52 Additionally, the war loans France had 

received from the US and Britain, together with war loans used to acquire armaments, raw 

materials and foodstuff, now had to be defrayed: they constituted France’s external debt to its 

allies. A possible way out to meet these debts consisted of securing reparations from 

Germany, a solution that would also save French politicians from the never gratifying task of 

raising their electorate’s taxes.  

Before the Treaty’s terms were publicly announced, all French political forces – from 

the Communists to the Monarchist Action française – were well aware of the extent of French 

economic and financial exhaustion. Their expectations of the Treaty’s terms bear that 

awareness, and were expressed in the main organ of public opinion of the time: the press. 

Journalism was a privileged stairway to politics, and there was no clear divide between the 

two worlds. Indeed, the policies of political parties and parliamentary groups were often 

defined by the editorial board of certain key political newspapers. To be elected, 

parliamentarians first had to make press campaigns to boost their profile. And after being 

                                                 
50 In this thesis the term billion is used to designate quantities of 1,000,000,000 (one thousand million). 

However, it should be noted that following contemporary French practice, Keynes used instead the term 

‘milliard’ – possibly to avoid confusions with the British use (at the time) of billion to designate quantities of 

1,000,000,000,000 (a million million).  
51 For a thorough analysis and statistical data on French war finance, see Pierre-Cyrille Hautcœur, ‘Was the 

Great War a watershed? The economics of World War I in France’, in Stephen Broadberry and Mark Harrison 

(eds.), The Economics of World War I (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005), 169–205; Patrice 

Baubeau, ‘War Finance (France)’, 1914–1918-online. International Encyclopedia of the First World War, 2014, 

available at http://dx.doi.org/10.15463/ie1418.10022 (retrieved 6 May 2016); and Alfred Sauvy, Histoire 

économique de la France entre les deux guerres. Vol. III (Paris: Economica, 1984), 6. 
52 Bertrand Blancheton, Le Pape et l’Empereur. La Banque de France, la direction du Trésor et la politique 

monétaire de la France (1914–1928) (Paris: Éditions Albin Michel, 2001), 93–118; and Pierre-Cyrille 

Hautcœur, ‘Was the Great War a Watershed?’, 187. 
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elected, they would write opinion editorials or articles for newspapers of their political 

affiliation as a means of political pressure, or to increase their influence among their peers.53  

To gauge the level of political opinion in interwar France, newspapers are thus a 

privileged source. The proximities and promiscuities between political power and printed 

opinion were a staple of French political life. Among the newspapers that counted as friendly, 

or in close contact with the French Prime Minister Georges Clemenceau’s entourage, were 

the majority of the most important Parisian dailies. Like Le Petit Parisien (2 million copies 

sold per day, making it the most read French daily), Le Petit journal, Le Temps, Le Radical (a 

Left republican daily), L’Intransigeant, Le Journal des débats; and of course, L’Homme libre, 

Clemenceau’s own newspaper. These outlets kept their discordances with the government to 

a minimum, but continued nonetheless to participate in public discussions on the Peace 

negotiations.54 

For most of 1919, the hot topic in the French press was reparations; among the Right 

and the Left there was a consensus that Germany had to pay reparations to France – but that 

was about the only thing on which they converged. From February until May, the Centre-

Right newspaper Le Matin – the second best-selling daily after Le Petit Parisien – led an 

intense campaign demanding the payment by Germany of all costs of the war, plus pensions 

and whatever it would cost to reconstruct the devastated areas. This amounted to the idea of a 

‘paix française’, through which Germany would be placed in military, economic and financial 

inferiority through reparations and sanctions. Le Matin’s press campaign was thus a hostile 

move against Clemenceau’s cabinet, an attempt to influence the peace negotiations in favour 

of a harsher reparations settlement. Crucially, it was also an attempt to prevent the Finance 

Minister Louis-Lucien Klotz from implementing a capital tax: reparation should precede 

taxation. Le Matin was followed closely by other Centre-Right newspapers with very large 

reading audiences, which likewise acquiesced on the idea that ‘Le Boche paiera’. Among 

these, one could find Le Figaro, La Liberté, Le Gaulois and the Catholic organ La Croix. The 

key question that these newspapers never answered was how Germany would defray the 

entire cost of the war in practical terms.55  

                                                 
53 Matieu Dogan, ‘Les Filières de la carrière politique en France’, Revue française de sociologie, 8, 4 (Octobre–

Décembre 1967), 482. 
54 Pierre Miquel, La Paix de Versailles et l’Opinion publique française (Paris: Flammarion, 1972), 558. Miquel 

asserts that Keynes was ‘totalement inconnu de la presse Française de 1919’. A natural conclusion, given that 

Miquel’s study stops in October 1919, when Keynes had not even published Consequences in England. See 

Pierre Miquel, La Paix, 446. 
55 Pierre Miquel, La Paix, 424, 445, 459 and 546; and Jean-Jacques Becker and Serge Berstein, Victoire et 

frustrations, 145. 
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Even newspapers affiliated with the centre-left Radical Party repeated this same 

mantra. The leader of the Radical Party, Édouard Herriot, who was to collaborate on an 

editorial project with Keynes in 1922, described the reparation question as a kind of last-man 

standing duel: ‘eux ou nous […] l’une des deux contrées, l’Allemagne ou la France, sera 

condamnée aux travaux-forcés’.56 Similarly, Charles Maurras at the Monarchist L’Action 

française’ concluded how:  

 

L’Allemagne peut et doit payer. Des ennemis publics disent seuls le contraire! Les 

économistes et les financiers levés pour les appuyer sont des farceurs et ceux qui les 

croient de tristes badauds. Faisons payer le Boche, ensuite nous ferons le pied de nez 

aux économistes, ce qui sera double justice et double plaisir.57 

 

Indeed, French economists like Charles Rist and Charles Gide were among the few to 

to criticise the rhetoric of ‘L’Allemagne paiera’ as delusional – their axiomatic importance in 

diffusing and supporting the Consequences will be analysed in Chapters 2 and 3. Meanwhile, 

financial journalists assumed an intermediate position, as exemplified by L’Information 

financière, which eventually published several of Keynes’s newspaper articles from 1926 to 

1934. It did not favour a massive financial settlement – judging it would imply an unwanted 

stimulation of the German economy – and defended instead the payment of reparations 

through immediate transfers of goods (deliveries in kind). L’Information further called for a 

complete control of the German economy by the Allies, which was unfeasible without long 

term military occupation.58  

Apart from a few exceptions, like the Journal des débats – which was pro-

Clemenceau – it is worth noting that the Socialist, Communist, and pacifist Left were alone in 

judging the rhetoric of ‘L’Allemagne paiera’ to be an obvious delusion.59 Unlike Right and 

Centre-Right newspapers, the Left was also unique in its attachment to the League of Nations 

(LON) and the far-reaching hopes it placed on the US President Woodrow Wilson. From the 

Radical L’Oeuvre and the Socialist organs Le Populaire and L’Humanité, to the pacifist La 

Bataille, the Left fell victim to what the historian Pierre Miquel describes as the ‘mythologie 

Wilsonienne’. On this hypothesis, after the murder of Jean Jaurès in 1914 the Left was an 

orphan of an inspirational figure embodying its pacifist ideals. In Wilson, they found a 

                                                 
56 Pierre Miquel, La Paix, 444. 
57 Quoted in Pierre Miquel, La Paix, 446.  
58 Pierre Miquel, La Paix, 442 and 448. 
59 Pierre Miquel, La Paix, 449–50; and Georges-Henri Soutou, ‘The French Peacemakers’, 185–6. 
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suitable replacement. After his Fourteen Points speech of January 1918 – through which he 

presented his peace aims, from the creation of a LON to self-determination – Wilson became 

to the Left a prophet for humanitarian values and universal democracy.60  

The spell was broken once it became known that the LON instituted by the Versailles 

Treaty neither included Germany among its members, nor placed any restraints on national 

sovereignties. For the Communist Left, any illusions were dispelled after the Soviets refused 

to enter into negotiations with Wilson at Prinkipo. Nevertheless, Wilson continued to be a 

reference for the French Left, and throughout the 1920s, socialists and pacifists in particular 

were the most ardent defenders of the LON and of a Franco-German entente.61 For those 

same reasons, of all French political press, pacifist newspapers and the Socialist Le Populaire 

were the most supportive of Keynes’s arguments on reparations.  

By May 1919, the terms of the Versailles Treaty started leaking to the public: 

reactions from all of the political press were gloomy. The Left thought the Treaty was a far 

cry from the peace promised by Wilson’s Fourteen Points: the Treaty did not create a supra-

national LON; it imposed a harsh settlement on Germany; and it left France’s inter-allied 

debts unsettled. The Centre-Right and the Right’s concerns were best expressed by Jacques 

Bainville’s articles for L’Action française. On the one hand, Bainville thought the Treaty’s 

security provisions were obviously insufficient: they did not envisage any permanent 

occupation of the left bank of the Rhine, or an end to Germany’s political sovereignty. On the 

other hand, the Treaty did not guarantee any immediate reparations payments to France. 

Likewise, it provided no guarantees towards assuring that Germany would pay reparations 

beyond 15 years, when they were expected to last for at least 30 years: 15 years was the time 

the temporary occupation of the Rhine by French and Belgian troops would last.62 In the 

same vein, Jacques Bardoux, who was close to President Raymond Poincaré and headed at 

the time Marshal Foch’s Civil Cabinet, expressed similar criticisms in L’Opinion. Both 

Bainville and Bardoux believed that French security greatly depended on an Allied 

occupation of the left bank of the Rhine, which in practical terms meant a permanent Allied 

military presence on German soil.63 Unsurprisingly, both men were among Keynes’s sternest 

critics after the publication of the Consequences.  

                                                 
60 Pierre Miquel, La Paix, 63; and Margaret Macmillan, Paris 1919, Six Months that Changed the World (New 

York: Random House, 2002), 21–4. 
61 Pierre Miquel, La Paix, 115 and 543–4. 
62 Pierre Miquel, La Paix, 404–5 and 486; and Georges-Henri Soutou, ‘The French Peacemakers and Their 

Home Front’, in Manfred F. Boemeke, Gerald D. Feldman and Elisabeth Glaser (eds.), The Treaty of Versailles, 

A Reassessment after 75 Years (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998), 182–5. 
63 Pierre Miquel, La Paix, 487. 
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Overall, and for different reasons, the general opinion among all political quarters was 

that France had lost the peace. Given this outcome, French policymakers – from prime 

ministers to the experts of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (colloquially known as the Quai 

d’Orsay) – faced two possibilities. Either they could reach a separate agreement with 

Germany; or they could uphold the Treaty’s legal status and the strict enforcement of its 

terms.64 Immediate postwar French diplomatic policy actually oscillated between these two 

lines of action. After leading France since 1917, Prime Minister Georges Clemenceau stepped 

down after the November 1919 legislative elections. Bypassing a non-written tradition that 

held the President of the Republic responsible for major foreign affairs negotiations, 

Clemenceau had taken upon himself the task of negotiating the peace settlement. The 

President at the time was Raymond Poincaré. Having on the whole directed French foreign 

policy since 1912, he was particularly bitter about being set aside from the peace negotiations 

by Clemenceau. The two men notoriously did not get along. Like Bainville and Bardoux, 

Poincaré thought his Prime Minister had failed to gain definitive assurances that Germany 

would pay reparations. He advocated a sterner settlement involving either the independence, 

or a long term military occupation of the Rhine. Regardless of his discontentment with 

Clemenceau’s negotiating strategies, Poincaré was a staunch defender of an integral 

execution of the Treaty (at least until 1921), and was for that reason particularly hostile to 

Keynes’s writings, as analysed throughout chapters 3 to 5.65  

The Right emerged victorious from the legislative elections of November 1919, 

capitalising both on the menace of bolshevism, and on the need to keep the spirit of national 

union alive, in order to ensure the enforcement of the Treaty. Thus it sought to continue the 

Union sacrée, the truce between all political parties which had prevailed during the war. Yet, 

the postwar Union sacrée was mainly based on Centre-Right parties (the Alliance 

démocratique and the Fédération républicaine), and the Monarchist Right (L’Action 

française). This coalition became known as the Bloc national, underpinned by a 

parliamentary conservative majority, even if it also counted with the support of independent 

Radical Socialist parliamentarians as well. The Bloc national ruled France from 1919 to 

1924, but under different cabinets and prime ministers. From November 1919 to September 

1920 – during which Keynes’s book was published both in Britain and France – the Prime 

                                                 
64 Pierre Miquel, La Paix, 563. 
65 J. F. V. Keiger, Raymond Poincaré (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997), 190–2, 247–67, and 
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26 

 

Minister was Alexandre Millerand, who afterwards became President of the Republic from 

September 1920 to June 1924.66  

In 1920, French foreign policy followed Millerand’s direction: he thought the literal 

execution of the Treaty was a ‘chimère’, and preferred instead to reach a negotiated 

settlement with Germany as soon as possible.67 Millerand further acknowledged that the 

receipt of reparations would hinge upon German economical revival.68 Yet, that was not to 

say that Millerand harboured any ideas of substantially revising the Treaty. Contradictorily, 

he aimed at creating channels enabling France to secure indemnities from Germany, while 

simultaneously making use of French military power to press for a literal execution of the 

Treaty’s terms. Hence, after the German army had entered the Ruhr to quash disorders related 

to a putsch in Berlin, Millerand did not hesitate to use it as a pretext for occupying Darmstadt 

and Frankfurt in April 1920 – against the British government’s will. Indeed, the British Prime 

Minister David Lloyd George was fearful of what he perceived as France’s attempts to exert 

an imperialistic dominance over Europe, and its possible effects upon trade. Moreover, Lloyd 

George wanted to safeguard the Weimar republican regime from being overthrown by a 

communist or a militarist regime, and believed that a reparations policy that was too harsh 

could lead precisely to that outcome. Germany remained a strong market for British goods, 

and it was not in British interests to undermine its economic recovery.69  

Attempts to actually implement the Treaty were made through several international 

meetings throughout 1920, which only served to reveal the differences between the British 

and French governments. In February, the Allied Supreme Council – composed of Lloyd 

George, Millerand and the Italian Prime Minister Francesco Nitti (the US did not participate) 

– met for the first time since the peace negotiations. The Council issued a declaration of 

intents (known as the London memorandum), in which Lloyd George, despite Franco-

Belgium opposition, managed to insert the idea of fixing Germany’s liability as soon as 

possible.70 Subsequently, Lloyd George and Millerand were constantly at odds in the 
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meetings of San Remo (19 to 26 April), Hythe (15 May to 19 June), Boulogne (21 to 22 

June), and Spa (5 to 16 July). At Hythe, Millerand agreed to the idea of Germany paying a 

fixed sum of indemnities, but Lloyd George refused to give France priority over German 

reparations. And at Boulogne, only for the sake of keeping faith with previous promises made 

to public opinion, Germany’s liability was fixed at an unreasonable 269 billion gold marks, to 

be paid over 42 annuities. In comparison, the Reparation Commission would establish 

Germany’s liability in May 1921 as amounting to 132 billion gold marks.71  

To formulate his reparation policy, Millerand counted on the technical expertise of 

Jacques Seydoux, head of the sous-direction des Relations commerciales in the Ministry of 

Foreign Affairs. Seydoux’s aimed at taking advantage of France’s dominant political and 

military position, to reach a settlement with the German government and industrialists over 

the provision of coal and other raw materials. Specifically, Seydoux aimed at tying German 

industry to the reconstruction of France’s devastated regions. At the Spa Conference (5 to 16 

July) he proposed a plan along these lines, but it was too harsh on Germany and the German 

delegation promptly refused it, as it would have placed the German economy under extensive 

French control.72 As analysed in Chapters 3 and 5, reparations-wise, Seydoux was Keynes’s 

French alter-ego, and suffice it to say that he keenly read his articles and books on the topic. 

Meanwhile, and also at the Spa conference, Millerand agreed to Lloyd-George’s request that 

the reparation coal transferred by Germany should be credited at British export prices, in 

order to get his support to occupy the Ruhr in case Germany defaulted upon reparations 

payments. Crucially, Millerand also agreed on reaching a settled figure for German financial 

reparations (a forfait). The deal was caustically received by the French parliament and senate. 

France would receive less coal than stated in the Treaty, and its industries would lose the cost 

benefits offered by the price difference between German and British coal prices.73 

Millerand’s and Seydoux’s tactics were far from consensual among French 

politicians. They aroused the opposition of those who defended an annexation of the left bank 

of the Rhine, like André Tardieu, who as a close collaborator of Clemenceau during the 

Peace Conference defended the strict execution of the Treaty; and Raymond Poincaré, who 

quit the presidency of the Reparations Commission after the Boulogne conference, in protest 
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against Millerand’s attempts to negotiate a forfait with Lloyd George.74 Naturally, Franco-

British diplomatic differences were reported by the press, and as scrutinised in Chapter 3, the 

majority of French commentators thought the success of Keynes’s books had directly turned 

Lloyd George and British opinion against France.  

In 1920, French public opinion was therefore divided between supporters of a strict 

enforcement of the Treaty, supporters of Millerand’s negotiation strategy, and the Left, which 

was favourable to revising the Treaty. French reactions to the Consequences directly derived 

from this three-tiered scenario, as analysed in Chapter 3. Hence, French public opinion had 

clear expectations regarding the Treaty. These were directly connected to the reconstruction 

of France’s devastated areas, and the assumption that Germany could entirely defray the costs 

of war. The question, then, is how Keynes’s quantification of reconstruction costs and 

arguments against that assumption stand in relation to contemporary historical research, and 

whether French hostility to the Consequences was justifiable or not.  

 

1.4. A ‘Carthaginian peace’ enacted by vengeful Frenchmen?  

 

Since its publication in December 1919, The Economic Consequences of the Peace 

has had a long-lasting influence on how historians and public opinion perceived the 

Versailles Treaty, and the whole interwar period in general. On this account, the Treaty 

imposed a ‘Carthaginian Peace’ upon Germany, which laid the seeds for German 

hyperinflation, the 1930s slump, the rise of Hitler and, ultimately, the Second World War.75 

At the same time, Keynes’s book was also accused of causing Anglo-American public 

opinion to feel unjustifiably guilty of how Germany was treated by the peacemakers, thus 

blinding it to the menace presented by Adolf Hitler in the 1930s.76 After the opening of the 

British diplomatic archives in the 1960s, and then of the French in the following decade, 
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historical narratives on the Treaty and German reparations became more sophisticated, thanks 

to historians like Alan Sharp, Anthony Lentin, David Stevenson, Marc Trachtenberg, Stephen 

Schuker, Sally Marks and Zara Steiner (among others). They have provided a nuanced 

analysis of French peace aims and the justifiability of Clemenceau’s security concerns; and of 

the constraints created by national contexts and the sheer lack of time for the peacemaking 

process. They have pinpointed how, although complex and imperfect, the Treaty was a 

flexible diplomatic and legal instrument, which allowed contrasting policies to be pursued 

towards Germany. In Alan Sharp’s conclusion – which echoed Clemenceau’s own words – 

the peace established at Versailles was not definitive: it had to be permanently built by the 

victors.77  

Moreover, those historians have also downplayed the severity of the Treaty’s terms 

upon Germany’s economy and finances, further concluding that Germany’s inability to pay 

for reparations derived not from a harshness of the Treaty’s terms, but due to a sheer lack of 

willingness to pay. Historians like Sally Marks, Zara Steiner and Stephen Schuker have thus 

dismissed the Consequences as biased and flawed.78 Instead, I believe that the even-

handedness characterising most modern historiography on the Treaty has not been matched 

by an equally even-handed scrutiny of Keynes’s writings on reparations.79 In the following 

sections, I will seek to achieve that for the Consequences, whereas in Chapters 4 and 8 I will 

do likewise for Keynes’s 1920 to 1932 writings on reparations. 

Keynes’s claim that the Treaty was ‘Carthaginian’ was heavily hinged upon the 

presumption that French peace aims had triumphed at Versailles.80 To analyse the 

proceedings of the peace negotiations, Keynes provided a series of vivid, impressionist 

portraits of Clemenceau and Wilson. Together with Lloyd George, these three statesmen 

dominated the proceedings of the Conference and made the main decisions among 
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themselves, in what was informally known as the Council of Four.81 Keynes originally aimed 

to explain the Treaty’s shortcomings through the psychological, political and individual flaws 

of those three men. Yet, at the last minute, Keynes deleted a very acerbic portrait of Lloyd 

George, with the result that the Consequences offered a misleading picture of the 

peacemaking process, in which Clemenceau and the French delegation appeared as mainly 

responsible for the Treaty’s reparation terms.82 Keynes’s depiction of a Clemenceau whose 

main concern was to secure the widest level of political and military security possible for 

France, through a policy of balance of power and territorial and economic gains, has been 

largely confirmed by historiography. The key issue, in Clemenceau’s mind, consisted of 

limiting the demographic advantage of 20 million people that Germany held over France.83 

And yet, Keynes’s assertion that, if ‘the main economic lines of the treaty represent an 

intellectual idea, it is the idea of France and of Clemenceau’,84 is misleading. And the 

characterisation of French peace aims as centred on achieving a ‘revenge Peace’ has been 

significantly challenged by historians.  

A particular example is Marc Trachtenberg’s analysis of the French economic aims, 

prepared by the Minister of Commerce, Étienne Clémentel. According to Trachtenberg’s 

account, French claims for steep financial reparations and deliveries in kind were initially 

devised as a safety measure, in case the US and Britain did not comply with French pressures 

to curtail inter-allied debts.85 Furthermore, it has been demonstrated that Lloyd George had 

always intended to demand from Germany the highest amount of reparations possible, and 

consistently opposed moderate figures. Unlike what Keynes thought, Lloyd George did not 

do so following pressure from other members of the British delegation, or only because of the 

promises he had made to the British electorate after the general elections of December 1918, 

but also on account of his own judgment of Germany’s war guilt.86  
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Likewise, historians have analysed how Clemenceau’s main aim was to prevent the 

political and military alliance between France, Britain and the US from dissolving, rather 

than simply antagonizing Germany. Accordingly, Clemenceau sacrificed a major French 

objective to ensure that would happen: the permanent occupation of the Rhine’s left bank, in 

turn for a promise of military help from Britain and the US in case of German invasion. By 

doing so, Clemenceau lost any chances of breaking up German political unity.87 Finally, 

historians nowadays tend to consider Clemenceau’s territorial and economic aims against 

Germany as more legitimate than Keynes did, in face of France’s demographic and industrial 

gap in relation to Germany.88 At the same time, Clemenceau was also well aware of how 

limited Germany’s capacity to pay reparations was. After the Treaty was signed, he cannily 

remarked that an exaggerated sum was favourable anyway for France’s security aims. 

Following the Treaty’s terms, if Germany defaulted on its reparations payments, France 

would then be lawfully allowed to occupy the left bank of the Rhine. What is also not usually 

questioned is whether French security aims, which if applied to their full extent would have 

shattered Germany’s national sovereignty, could be enforced in practical terms while 

respecting the democratic will of the German people.89 An often ignored event, that to some 

extent corroborates Keynes’s assumption that the French quest for security had the potential 

of causing grave political instability, was the manner in which French politicians and military 

conducted the occupation of the Ruhr in 1923.90  

Of course, Keynes took a completely different standpoint from the logics 

underpinning Clemenceau’s peace aims. To Keynes, diplomacy based on ideas of balance of 

power and of striking political and military gains should be subordinated to economic 

realities and imperatives. Keynes did not claim that Clemenceau ignored such realities. In 

fact, he did hint that Clemenceau was uneasy about financial reparations, as they would 

stimulate German trade (at the expense of the French). What Keynes mostly blamed on 

Clemenceau was that by subordinating finances and economics to politics, he gave his 
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Minister of Finance, Louis-Lucien Klotz, a free hand to make steep financial reparation 

claims that had no realistic chances of being collected.91  

 

1.5. Keynes unwillingly understates French reconstruction costs 

 

French reparation claims were directly linked with the costs of reconstructing its 

devastated areas, and of repairing or compensating for the damage caused by the German 

armies on private and public property. Given that the Treaty did not fix financial indemnities 

(which were to be decided by a Reparations Commission until May 1921), Keynes’s 

estimates of how much Germany should pay followed his own evaluation of the destructions 

inflicted upon the Allies. Describing German destructions of French territory, Keynes 

stressed how they were:  

 

[…] impressive to the eye and the imagination beyond description. During the winter 

of 1918–19, before Nature had cast over the scene her ameliorating mantle, the 

horror and desolation of war was made visible to sight on an extraordinary scale of 

blasted grandeur. The completeness of the destruction was evident. For mile after 

mile nothing was left. No building was habitable and no field fit for the plough. The 

sameness was also striking. One devastated area was exactly like another – a heap of 

rubble, a morass of shell-holes, and a tangle of wire.92 

 

Keynes conceded that the ‘destruction in France was on an altogether more significant 

scale’ when compared to the other Allies. And yet, he thought French politicians had also 

exaggerated their reparations claims, owing to their electorate’s opposition to tax increases.93 

To back this argument, Keynes compared his own estimates of reconstruction costs with 

those of the French delegation to the Peace Conference, and advanced a figure of £500 

million (12.5 billion gold francs), as comprising the total of German destructions; plus £300 

million (7.5 billion gold francs), which covered the requisitions made by the Germans in the 

occupied areas, plus the damages inflicted upon the French mercantile marine. Hence, on 

Keynes’s account, £800 million (20 billion gold francs) comprised the total sum that France 

was entitled to receive from Germany. It should be noted that while according to the Treaty, 

reparations should have included war pensions, Keynes refused to include them in his 
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estimates. He considered them to be an unlawful claim. They were not mentioned in Wilson’s 

Fourteen Points, by which Germany had agreed to enter into peace negotiations; and pensions 

were supposed to cover not only the damages incurred by combatants and their relatives, but 

also to civilians.94  

To reach the sum of £800 million (20 billion gold francs), Keynes started by 

comparing the value of French housing properties before the war with the percentage of 

territory destroyed, while also taking into account the amount of prewar agricultural capital. 

However, his method was betrayed by the dearth of reliable data on French prewar income, 

and on the devastations inflicted upon the north and the east of France by the German army. 

A revealing demonstration of that lack of data happened on 26 March 1919, when during the 

Peace negotiations, Louis Loucheur (Clemenceau’s Minister of Industrial Reconstitution and 

the main French expert on the devastated areas), claimed that direct damages inflicted upon 

French territories amounted to 80 billion francs. Promptly, Lloyd George recalled that in 

1908, aggregate French national wealth had been calculated at 250 billion francs, a figure 

Loucheur deemed too low and devoid of legitimacy. When pressed by Lloyd George to 

provide an official figure, Loucheur was forced to reply that it probably did not exist, and that 

in any case he would not be able to retrieve it. The problem, as correctly grasped by Lloyd 

George, was that unlike Britain, France did not possess a solidly implanted income tax 

system, which would have helped estimating aggregate income.95  

The lack of accurate data was magnified by Keynes’s over-reliance on crude 

statistical comparisons, which made him prone to utterly fallacious statements like: ‘Not 

above 10 per cent of the area of France was effectively occupied by the enemy, and not above 

4 per cent lay within the area of substantial devastation’.96 In fact, as several French critics 

pointed out after the publication of the Consequences, despite their disparate size when 

compared to the rest of France’s territory, the invaded provinces were in fact the most fertile 

of France. In 1913 they contributed 80% of France’s steel output, 55% of coal, and 90% of 

iron ore.97  

Moreover, owing to the difficulty in finding reliable data, Keynes was forced to 

retrieve it from secondary sources, which led him to make a series of erroneous assumptions. 
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To reach the base figure of £500 million (12.5 billion gold francs) as a total for German 

destructions, Keynes followed a set of figures on prewar housing properties originally 

published in the 1917 edition of the Annuaire statistique de la France, and in a 1919 article 

by the French economist Charles Gide. To justify his figure of £500 million, Keynes cited 

another article – supposedly written in 1919 – by René Pupin, a statistician who had written 

the most authoritative quantification of France’s prewar capital.98 The problem was that 

Keynes almost surely got hold of all those figures from a single source: La Liquidation 

financière de la guerre, a book published in early 1919. Keynes described it as ‘a very 

valuable selection of French estimates and expressions of opinion […]’.99 

For whatever reason, the citation made in La Liquidation financière of Pupin’s article 

was mistaken. It was in fact published in 1917 in the Revue bleue, and not in 1919, as Keynes 

was led to believe. There was indeed a 1917 article by Pupin, in which he calculated German 

destructions as totalling between 10 and 15 billion gold francs: or £400 to £600 million 

pounds, which as Keynes noted, neatly matched his own figure of £500. And yet, to fully take 

account of the destructions perpetuated up to 1918, Pupin updated in 1919 that figure to a 

range of 15 to 20 billion gold francs (£600 to 800 million or 50 to 60 billion francs in 1919 

prices).100 Moreover, the figures Keynes picked from Pupin concerned only the damages 

inflicted upon private property, and did not encompass those made to public property. In 

1920, Pupin considered the whole amounted to 75 billion francs (in 1919 francs).101 

There was then the problem – as rightly noted by Donald Moggridge – of Keynes’s 

difficulties in rendering ‘the economic magnitudes into a common currency, at a time of high 

inflation and rapidly changing exchange rates’.102 To stress how inflated in comparison with 

reality were French reparation demands, Keynes picked on the respective figures disclosed by 

Loucheur, Klotz and Louis Dubois in the Parliament and the Senate. Dubois was a member of 
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the parliament’s budget commission; whereas Klotz was part of a subcommittee of the Peace 

negotiations’ reparation commission that evaluated the damages perpetrated by Germany; and 

Loucheur had a seat on the one that assessed Germany’s capacity to pay reparations.103 Once 

more, Keynes seems to have got hold of Dubois, Loucheur and Klotz’s evaluations through 

La Liquidation financière de la Guerre, where they are all mentioned.104 The figures publicly 

given by Dubois, Loucheur and Klotz were respectively 65 billion francs, 75 billion francs 

and 134 billion francs; albeit these were 1919 francs, not pre-1914 gold francs. In the 

Consequences, Keynes converted those figures into pounds: but did so mistakenly using the 

1914 conversion rate of £1 to 25 gold francs, thus failing to take account of the depreciated 

rate of the 1919 franc. In a lengthy 1920 memorandum criticising Keynes’s figures, Louis 

Dubois rightly asserted that all the figures quoted by Keynes corresponded on average to 

‘trois fois les valeurs d’avant guerre’.105  

Hence, in the Consequences Keynes misleadingly presented largely inflated values as 

representative of French claims: for Dubois £2600 million; for Loucheur £3000 million; and 

for Klotz £5360 million. Had Keynes converted those figures firstly to 1914 gold francs, and 

then to 1914 sterling pounds, he would have obtained for Dubois 18.6 billion (£744 million), 

for Loucheur 21.5 billion (£860 million) and for Klotz the clearly exaggerated sum of 38.3 

billion (£1532 million). In Keynes’s defence, discussions in the French parliament and 

senate, on the figures of Loucheur and Dubois, were often riddled by confusions on the parity 

on which those figures had been formulated.106 

Judging by mere figures alone, Keynes’s accusations against the French delegation 

were thus misplaced.107 Besides, his estimate of German destructions was too low, a point 

French critics of Consequences were to stress. In 1984, the statistician Alfred Sauvy 

quantified French reconstruction costs (not including pensions) as amounting to 27.8 billion 

gold francs: a significantly higher amount than Keynes’s estimates (12.5 billion or £500 to 

£800 million), higher also than Dubois and Loucheur’s; but still 10 billion less than Klotz’s 
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figure.108 And yet, this latter fact is proof that Keynes was not on the erring side when 

criticising the exaggerated character of Klotz’s reparation claims, and even of Loucheur’s: 

only the figures Keynes used to back his case were wrong. During the peace negotiations, 

Klotz had systematically claimed high reparations figures. And in the parliamentary 

discussions preceding the ratification of the Treaty, he established French reparations’ claims 

as amounting to 200 billion francs (which with interest, over thirty-six years, would reach the 

463 billion).109 During the ensuing debates, Loucheur supported Klotz, asserting that 

Germany could indeed pay that much.110 In comparison, Alfred Sauvy’s estimate of French 

reconstruction costs, if converted to nominal francs, amounts to 104 billion francs.  

Klotz’s over-inflated figures are easily explainable. In a speech made in December 

1918 at the senate, he explicitly made tax increases dependent upon the payment of 

reparations.111 He knew that he could not pay the public debt generated by the war solely 

through reparations, but he had not devised any fiscal alternatives.112 Likewise, Loucheur was 

well aware of the limits of Germany’s capacity to pay, but the pressures of public opinion 

forced him to adopt a hard line on reparations.113 For example, together with Norman Davis 

and Edwin Montagu (of the American and British delegations), Loucheur had proposed 

during the peace negotiations a total reparations settlement of £6000 million, with only half 

to be paid in gold currency – a settlement promptly refused by Lloyd George.114 And 

Loucheur had also reached the conclusion that Germany would only be able to pay the Allies 

from £2000 to 3000 million, with the latter being the feasible figure. In comparison, in the 

Consequences Keynes’s own estimates of Allied claims ranged from £1600 to 3000 million, 

and as a result he favoured that Germany’s indemnity should be fixed at £2000 million.115  

There was a difference between what French statesmen were ready to admit in 

private, and their electorate’s expectations, which they tried to meet through their public 
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utterances. As already described in this chapter, every political force with a seat in Parliament 

– apart from the Socialists – was unanimous in defending a harsh reparations settlement 

against Germany. There was also, as Keynes was well aware, a triangular link between the 

desperate French financial situation, securing reparations from Germany, and the defrayal of 

inter-allied debts. Given that the US delegation rejected an encompassing settlement of the 

latter, their payment became irretrievably linked to German reparations.116 Keynes thus 

concluded that France had no other alternative than to balance its budget and stave off 

inflation by cutting imports, lowering standards of consumption, and increasing taxes.117 

Accurately, he proceeded to associate French obstinacy against increasing taxes with Klotz’s 

reparations claims:  

 

The French Ministry of Finance have no plan or policy whatever for meeting this 

prodigious [internal] deficit [£880 million], except the expectation of receipts from 

Germany on a scale which the French officials themselves know to be baseless. In 

the meantime they are helped by sales of war material and surplus American stocks 

and do not scruple, even in the latter half of 1919, to meet the deficit by the yet 

further expansion of the note issue of the Bank of France.118 

 

Keynes’s main accusation against Clemenceau and his ministers was that they had 

failed to tell the truth to public opinion regarding the reality of Germany’s capacity to pay: it 

could not possibly cover all the costs of the war. Keynes was correct, but had Clemenceau 

done so, he would have probably been thrown out of office straightaway. In the sequel to the 

Consequences, the 1922 A Revision of the Treaty, Keynes eventually recognised that 

politicians carried different responsibilities than intellectuals. These could disclose the whole 

truth to public opinion, but the same could not be said of the former.119 And yet, the key point 

is that France would have to fund the reconstruction of its devastated areas mostly from its 

own resources and its citizens’ savings. And that the defrayal of France’s claims by Germany 

did not ultimately depend on their magnitude, but on what Germany could afford to pay 

following the Treaty’s sanctions.  

 

                                                 
116 JMK, Economic, 94. 
117 Keynes further remembered that whereas in Britain taxes per head had increased from 95 to 265 francs, in 

France, the hike was of 90 to 103 francs. See JMK, Economic, 154–6. 
118 JMK, Economic, 156. 
119 See JMK, The Collected Writings of John Maynard Keynes. Vol. III: A Revision of the Treaty (London: 

Macmillan, 1971), 1–5. 



 

38 

 

1.6. Keynes exaggerates the Treaty’s impact on German coal and steel output  

 

To prove Germany’s inability to meet the Treaty’s reparations terms, Keynes set 

prewar German output against the sanctions imposed by the Treaty upon German territory, 

finances and economy, and then compared the results against Allied claims. Although the 

Treaty did not fix financial reparations, it made provisions towards limiting German coal 

output, which by then was still ahead of oil as the main energy source. Following the Treaty’s 

terms, which ceded the Saar mines and Alsace-Lorraine to France, and the Upper Silesia 

coalfields to Poland, Keynes claimed Germany would lose, respectively, 33% and 75% of its 

coal and iron resources. Moreover, besides these territorial losses, Germany was also to 

supply France (besides the coal paid as reparations for the destruction of coalfields), Belgium 

and Italy with coal for periods ranging from six to ten years.120  

Keynes did not condemn the restoration of Alsace-Lorraine to France, or the 

obligation of Germany to compensate the latter for the destruction of its coal fields.121 What 

the author of the Consequences claimed was that as result of those sanctions, German 

industrial output would inevitably decrease, and Germany would then lack the raw materials 

necessary to produce the exports that would create trade surpluses. A key point, given that as 

Germany lacked substantial gold reserves or foreign holdings (the first being exhausted and 

the second taken over by the Allies), exports were the only means through which Germany 

could obtain the foreign currency necessary to defray reparations. Before the war, Germany 

had benefitted from possessing large resources of iron and coke inside its frontiers to become 

the major steel producer in Europe. Following the Treaty, Keynes believed this economic 

unity was broken, because the peacemakers had not envisaged any solutions enabling the 

transfer of coal to France, and of iron to Germany. In sombre terms, Keynes concluded the 

Treaty’s sanctions precluded pre-1914 industrial production levels from being maintained.122 

Even if based on an admittedly literal interpretation of the Treaty’s terms (‘au pied de 

la lettre’),123 Keynes’s conclusion has been downplayed by extant historiography on the topic, 

which has emphasised instead how the Treaty’s clauses left most German industrial potential 

intact.124 In sheer numbers alone, German losses were quite substantial. Compared with 1913, 
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Germany had lost in 1919 80% of its stock of iron ore (Keynes had predicted 75%), more 

than 40% of its cast iron output and 30% of its steel output.125 And yet, statistics are 

deceptive. The key issue was that before 1914, German ironworks relied on the minette of 

Alsace-Lorraine (where it was available in large deposits) as a source of iron to feed their 

steel production. Yet, the minette’s phosphorous nature and low iron content made its 

exploration profitable only if it was employed in a large scale. Before 1914, the affordability 

and transportation of the minette were not a problem, as Alsace-Lorraine was inside German 

fiscal boarders.126 As described by the historian Jacques Bariéty, the French delegation to 

Versailles – aware of the dependency of German metallurgy on minette – actually refused 

during the peace negotiations a German offer for reciprocal deliveries of coke and minette. 

The French believed they could later use their deposits of minette to put pressure on 

Germany, and thus obtain better reparations terms in the future.127 Keynes was thus not 

entirely wrong when he claimed that in the peace negotiations, ‘political considerations cut 

disastrously across economic [ones]’.128 

Yet, what Keynes could not forecast was how quickly German metallurgical 

industries got around the Treaty’s sanctions. They replaced the minette with imported 

Swedish ore; and ironically, took extensive advantage of the scraps resulting from the 

downsizing of the German army, a sanction imposed by the Treaty. Moreover, German 

industry bypassed the loss of the Upper Silesia coalfields by relying instead on Ruhr coal. 

Given its high quality, Ruhr coal was easily transformable into coke, a coal derivate that 

could be used with great efficiency to produce steel. Thus, by 1923, Germany had already 

attained its prewar levels of steel production. Besides, the Ruhr’s steel cartels used their 

financial power – boosted by the financial reparation they received from the German 

government for the loss of their Alsace-Lorraine mines – to rationalise and modernise their 

plants.129  

Instead, France became overloaded with iron ore, beyond its domestic consumption 

and for which it could not find a market.130 And consequently it was forced to sell the coal it 

received for five years from the Saar mines as a stipulation of the Treaty. The reason was the 

low quality of the Saar coal, whereas the French steel industry actually lacked high quality 
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coal, like the Ruhr coke. As a result, in the early 1920s, the output of the French steel 

industry severely decreased: less than 42% of cast iron output in respect to the prewar 

years.131 As referred to in Chapters 4 and 5, this imbalance would eventually motivate in 

great part the French occupation of the Ruhr during 1923–4.132 To conclude, the impact of the 

Treaty on German coal and steel production proved to be primarily quantitative, rather than 

qualitative. With the benefit of hindsight, Keynes’s predictions on the economic impact of the 

Treaty’s coal sanctions upon Germany can be judged as too pessimistic. Eventually, the 1920 

Spa Conference was to diminish the amount of coal Germany had to transfer to the Allies 

from 40 to 24 million tons. Thus Keynes’s prophecy in the Consequences that Germany 

would never transfer 40 million tons per year to the Allies ultimately was due more to sheer 

intuition than to quantitative certainty.133 

 

1.7. Keynes correctly grasps Germany’s capacity to pay financial reparations  

 

Keynes then proceeded to discuss Allied financial reparations claims, which he 

compared to his own estimates of what Germany could afford to pay. It must be underlined 

that he was not against reparations – if limited to a compensation for the destructions 

perpetrated by the German armies – and did not dispute their imposition upon Germany. His 

calculations of what Germany could pay were mostly the fruit of guesswork and were meant 

to indicate general magnitudes; they were also retrieved from Treasury memoranda.134 

Keynes considered Allied claims would range from £1600 to £3000 million (the latter being 

the figure defended by the British Treasury during the peace negotiations). Thus he 

concluded that the Allies should have demanded from Germany a fixed sum of £2000 

million. If pensions and allowances were added, then that figure would reach £8000.135  

As already mentioned, the Treaty did not fix Germany’s liability, and made instead 

provisions for a Reparations Commission to establish and then, by May 1921, to present to 

Germany the total figure for Allied claims. The Commission was supposed to take into 

account Germany’s ‘capacity to pay as gauged by the rate of growth of her exports’.136 In 

practice, Germany was left for two years without knowing what it owed to the Allies. 
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Initially, Wilson had pushed for the inclusion of a lump sum in the Treaty, but Lloyd George 

and Clemenceau refused. The peacemakers failed to reach a consensus on how much 

Germany should pay; and making a thorough estimate of the costs of German destructions 

and of how many individuals were entitled to receive pensions would have been time costly. 

Most importantly, public opinion would react with hostility to the idea that Germany would 

not at least carry most of the financial burdens created by the war. Of course, the alternative 

to this latter scenario would be tax hikes.137 Instead, the logic behind Keynes’s reasoning – 

which followed the British Treasury’s, but did not correspond to Lloyd George’s – was that a 

compromise had to be reached between what Germany owed and what it could pay in the 

short term. Owing to depleted gold reserves and the transfer of its foreign investments to the 

Allies, Germany could only discharge its debt by transferring the foreign currency resulting 

from its annual trade surplus to the Allies. The question was whether Germany could pay 

more than the £2000 million envisaged by Keynes, in spite of the Treaty’s sanctions.138  

Unsurprisingly, Keynes thought that Germany could not, given that in the five years 

before the war, it had had an adverse balance of trade; and the process of diminishing internal 

consumption and increasing exports would not be frictionless. Thus, Keynes concluded that 

the maximum that Germany could transfer per year would be close to £100 million; a figure 

that in 30 years would amount to £1500 million.139 However, Keynes acknowledged that the 

Allies could secure more than £2000 million from Germany: if they were willing to supply it 

with credits; to allocate it with raw materials; to provide shipping for its products; and to 

open their home markets to German exports. If nursed by the Allies, Germany – which was 

‘capable of very great productivity’ – could then meet those higher reparation figures.140  

And yet, this feat would necessarily be achieved at the expense of weakening French 

and British industries, and thereby increasing unemployment in these countries, particularly 

as Germany’s staple industries matched Britain’s.141 Besides, Keynes’s arguments were not 

merely based on financial or economic reasons. Repeatedly, he drew attention to the political, 

social and psychological difficulties linked to extracting a high sum from any country for 

long periods of time. If a substantial part of Germany’s trade surplus was to be taxed as 

reparations over 30 years, and German standards of living would decrease as a result, there 
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would be no motivation from workers and entrepreneurs to achieve the necessary efficiency 

and productivity to create that surplus.142  

To stress how considerable the figure of £2000 million that he proposed already was, 

Keynes remarked that £500 million in 1920 would have been the equivalent of what France 

had paid in 1871 to Germany in the aftermath of the Franco-Prussian War: at the time, French 

national wealth was only half of Germany’s in 1913.143 Several French critics of the 

Consequences would seize this historical precedent to assert that financial reparations could 

be easily transferred between countries. And yet, the two situations were very distinct. Unlike 

Germany, France could rely in 1871 to 1873 on its gold holdings and foreign assets to 

discharge its reparation burden, without being forced to immediately increase its net 

exports.144 Moreover, Germany’s eventual 1923–31 reparation burden was significantly 

higher than France’s in 1871. French reparations amounted to 25% of its GDP, but 

Germany’s to 83%; and the share of debt service to GDP has been estimated at, respectively, 

0.7 and 2.5%.145  

Nevertheless, there was also one option used by France between 1871 and 1873 (but 

only to a small extent), which was available to Germany after the war: foreign lending. In the 

Consequences, Keynes warned that if left unchecked, inflation would dismantle the entire 

capitalist system. Confidence in the value of currency would disappear, and European 

economies would fall back to primeval barter. Thus, Keynes rationally believed that the 

Treaty’s terms, combined with public awareness that German finances were exhausted, 

would frighten investors and trade away from the German mark.146 Ultimately, this would 

result in unemployment and poverty; and yet, during the year of 1920, masses of small- and 

large-scale investors in Europe and the Americas willingly placed their savings in Germany. 

They supposed German industrial prowess would soon lead the mark to appreciate, regardless 

of the state of German finances and the uncertainty on the prospective reparations settlement 

of May 1921. Eventually, as the consequences of the peace did not entirely follow Keynes’s 

script, he lost nearly £27,000 by speculating on the foreign exchange market – a loss that 
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ironically was partially offset by the profits that Keynes reaped from the Consequences’ 

sales, together with further, more careful speculation on commodities and foreign 

currencies.147  

Keynes’s own alternative reparations proposals stipulated that Germany would pay 

£2000 million through whatever means, instead of the then rumoured £8000; and that 

quantity would be paid in thirty annual instalments of £50 million, with no interest accrued. 

Besides, Britain would forfeit its rights to any reparations, indirectly increasing France’s slice 

of the cake. Inter-allied debts would be cancelled, a measure that would favour France the 

most, as its bill was the highest: it owed £550 million to the US and £508 million to Britain. 

Moreover, Keynes called for the creation of a European free trade area, which would be 

compulsory for Central European countries and Turkey, and optional for France and Italy. 

Britain could opt out, but Keynes thought it preferable for it to join. Lastly, in a proposal that 

harked back to his ‘Grand Scheme for European Reconstruction’, Keynes suggested raising 

an international loan, backed by American capital, which would be applied in the stimulation 

of European industry and trade.148 As expected, without American political and financial 

support, in the short term such proposals did not amount to much more than wishful thinking. 

To conclude, Keynes’s evaluation of French reconstruction costs was definitely too 

low; and his predictions of the impact of the Versailles Treaty on Germany’s economy and 

finances were too pessimistic.149 There were thus very good reasons for a considerable part of 

French public opinion to feel aggrieved by the Consequences. Nonetheless, Keynes’s book 

was not ‘ill-conceived’, as Zara Steiner has concluded in her authoritative historical account 

of the interwar years.150 For a start, several of the financial and monetary problems that 

Keynes highlighted in the Consequences would soon be staples of the 1920s. For instance, 

the prickly question of how the public debt generated by the war would be discharged; the 

problems posed by budget deficits and depreciated currencies; and how the policy choices 

would veer between the opposite roads of deflation and inflation. In that respect, Keynes’s 

prediction that monetary factors would greatly hamper military and political policies, proved 

to be ominously accurate, as France would experience in 1923 after occupying the Ruhr.  

Most importantly, Keynes in fact posed the reparation problem in correct and accurate 

terms. Germany could only pay reparations by boosting its exports, a fact that would have 
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repercussions on the Allied economies, as there was an overlap between the staple industries 

of both creditors and debtors. This was a key issue for a protectionist economy like France’s, 

whose industrialists refused the direct involvement of German industries in the reconstruction 

of the devastated areas; and for Britain, which from 1920 onwards had high rates of 

unemployment in its mining, metallurgical and shipping industries. The failure to accept the 

implications of this premise, linked with American reluctance to reduce its claims on Britain 

and France, assured that the reparations issue remained one of ‘the’ main topics of European 

politics well until 1932. This latter fact guaranteed that there would certainly be an audience 

for the Consequences in France, as attested by the interest shown by economists and 

publishers in the book right after it appeared in Britain, which is described in the following 

chapter.  
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Chapter 2 – Networks in action: how Keynes found a translator and published 

the Consequences in France (1919–20) 

 

Le traducteur auquel j’ai confié votre livre […] est tout jeune  

encore, mais instruit et cultivé et je  

le crois capable de mener ce travail […] 

 

André Gide to JMK, 6 February 1920151 

 

2.1. Introduction 

 

The publishing of the Consequences in France only took place because there were 

individuals willing to find Keynes a publisher and a translator. These Frenchmen were 

directly or indirectly connected to Bloomsbury, Keynes’s group of friends, which was 

composed of painters and writers possessing a strong cultural affiliation to France. But they 

were also part of Keynes’s own contacts, which he knew from academia and his wartime 

work for the Treasury. Crucially, most of the individuals willing to help Keynes belonged to 

the French Socialist and pacifist Left: they were a priori well suited to favourably receive the 

Consequences. This chapter thus aims at studying how both Bloomsbury’s and Keynes’s own 

networks overlapped, and succeeded in helping Keynes to publish a French translation of his 

book. By scrutinising the manifold personal links that Keynes had with French economists 

and the Parisian political, literary and artistic worlds, this chapter also seeks to disprove the 

idea that Keynes was essentially antagonistic to France. Together with that of Germanophilia, 

these were accusations made by conservative French public opinion against Keynes after the 

publishing of the Consequences.152  

The first two sections of this chapter seek to inquire about the extent of Keynes’s 

interactions and contacts with France before he wrote the Consequences; and how through his 

French networks, he managed to get the Nouvelle Revue Française (NRF) to publish the 

Consequences, and why the latter was translated by the nineteen year old Paul Franck. 

Subsequently, the final two parts examine Franck’s background, and the reasons why Keynes 

soon entered into conflict with the NRF. There are strong hints that some of the latter’s main 
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figures were not politically at ease with Keynes’s book; while he was certainly unhappy with 

the NRF’s lack of effort in advertising the Consequences.  

 

2.2. Was John Maynard Keynes a Francophobe? Keynes and his French networks 

before 1920 

 

France entered Keynes’s life at an early age. When he was nine, his parents, Neville 

and Florence Keynes, decided that both he and his brothers Geoffrey and Margaret had to 

learn French. Despite this early start, his command of French was not impressive. While at 

Eton, an 1898 school report summarised his proficiency in the following terms: ‘grammar 

weak – composition poor – general knowledge unsound’.153 In fact, the Keynes household 

has been described as pro-German, given the interest of Neville in German philosophy. The 

family even had two German governesses in a row, both of whom gave Keynes a good basic 

knowledge of the language.154 According to Robert Skidelsky, following the tendency of 

English upper-middle classes of the time, ‘the Keyneses’ were not unusual […] in holding the 

French in fairly low esteem’.155 Moreover, during his youth, Keynes is known to have aired 

contemptuous feelings for the French. Commenting on the funeral of Queen Victoria in 1901, 

the eighteen-year-old Keynes was rather flattering of Kaiser Wilhelm II and bluntly 

despondent about the French representation, which ‘chatted and strolled along as if they were 

smoking cigarettes on their native boulevards’.156  

Still, by 1907, Keynes considered his ‘rate of speed with English, French and 

German’ to be ‘about in the ratio of 1:2:3’.157 In fact, French might have been the closest he 

ever had to a second language. As described throughout this thesis, Keynes was sufficiently 

at ease to make suggestions to his translators on the apt choice of vocabulary. Before the war, 

he travelled several times for vacations to Paris, to the Pyrenees, and to Biarritz, either with 

his family or with friends.158 But it was through arts, beyond the mere touristic visit, that 

Keynes started developing a closer relationship to France. In 1905, he spent a week with his 

family in Paris, which he used to visit the Louvre five times with his mother. The 

impressionist collection at the Palais du Luxembourg also left a mark on him, in particular 
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Claude Monet’s paintings.159 Afterwards, through his relationship with the painter Duncan 

Grant (who had studied arts in Paris) and his Bloomsbury friends, Keynes developed a 

growing fondness for Post-Impressionist French painting.160 

Bloomsbury provided Keynes with a social and aesthetical setting very different from 

that of any other leading economists or politicians of the interwar period. Bloomsbury’s 

origins harked back to the Apostles, the Cambridge semi-secret debating society to which 

Keynes had belonged since his student years. Among its members were the philosopher 

Bertrand Russell, the art critic Roger Fry, the political theorist Leonard Woolf and the authors 

Lytton Strachey and Clive Bell. Bloomsbury’s embryo was formed when these men started 

meeting the sisters Vanessa and Virginia Stephen through the painter Duncan Grant: Lytton’s 

cousin, and then Keynes’s boyfriend. It was Grant who introduced Keynes to the group in 

1908. They all lived together in London’s Bloomsbury neighbourhood, hence the group’s 

epithet.161  

Crucially, almost all of Bloomsbury’s members were at least able to read French, and 

had the habit of spending long sojourns painting in France. What attracted them to the 

country ‘was not just the climate and the visual delights of the seasons’, ‘but a certain way of 

looking at art, of treating artists, and of living’. That is, an environment more tolerant for 

artistic life than England’s.162 It was under the influence of Duncan Grant and Vanessa Bell 

that Keynes started collecting works by French painters, including a Cézanne bought during 

the war, opportunely grabbed at an auction of paintings from Degas’ studio.163 Thus, it was 

not surprising that Bloomsbury maintained close relations with the French artistic and literary 

worlds, mainly through Roger Fry. A renowned art critic and painter, Fry had studied in 

Paris, and set up in 1908 Britain’s first exhibition of Post-Impressionist painters, including 

Cézanne, Matisse, Gauguin and Van Gogh.164 Fry was particularly well connected to a group 

of intellectuals who were linked to French pacifist and Socialist circles. Among that group 

were Charles Vildrac and Léon Bazalgette. The former was Fry’s closest French friend; a 

gallery owner and a poet published by the NRF, who also translated Henry James’s and 

Virginia Woolf’s works. Vildrac corresponded with Keynes, but unfortunately no trace of 
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their exchanges remains.165 Bazalgette was mostly known as the translator of the American 

authors Walt Whitman and Henri Thoreau. Before the war, both Vildrac and Bazalgette had 

belonged to a literary group entitled ‘les unanimistes’, whose philosophy derived from 

‘Whitman’s ideal of universal brotherhood’.166 Keynes used to buy paintings from Vildrac, 

and both men would soon try to help him find a suitable publisher.  

Also linked with Bloomsbury was the French painter Jacques Raverat, who was 

married with Gwen Darwin, granddaughter of Charles Darwin. Both were by then living in 

Cambridge, and were good friends of Virginia Woolf.167 Another acquaintance of the 

Bloomsbury group was another French painter, Simon Bussy, who was married to Lytton 

Strachey’s sister, Dorothy. The couple spent most of their time at La Souco, their property in 

the French Riviera, where Keynes had stayed with Duncan Grant in December 1912.168 

Crucially, Raverat was friends with the writer André Gide, one of the founders of the NRF. 

From June to September 1918, Gide stayed in Cambridge under Bussy’s care, aiming to 

improve his English (and accompanying his lover, Marc Allégret). It was during those 

months that Gide first made the acquaintance of Keynes, Fry and the Stracheys.169  

Beyond Bloomsbury’s networks, economics provided Keynes with a gateway to 

French academia. After being appointed in 1911 as editor of the Economic Journal, Keynes – 

then aged 28 – gained access to an international network of economists. Of the French, one of 

the first with whom he entered into contact with was André Gide’s uncle, Charles Gide. 

France’s leading economist, Charles Gide was the author of several textbooks, like Principes 

d’économie politique (1890) and Cours d’économie politique (1910), in which he tried to 

bridge neoclassical with co-operative economics.170 Gide was a long-time contributor to the 

Economic Journal, and Keynes continued to commission articles from him: he submitted 

various articles on the French economic war efforts and finance.171 Moreover, Gide was one 
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of the founders of the Revue d’économie politique. The Revue had been created in 1887 to 

break up the ascendant of the liberal school prevalent in French economics, best represented 

by the Journal des économistes and L’Économiste français.172 Gide’s role in the diffusion of 

the Consequences was to be crucial, given he held similar views to Keynes’s regarding the 

Treaty.  

Another key French economist with whom Keynes was in touch was Charles Rist. 

Since 1913, Rist had been an economics professor at the Sorbonne, Paris’ Faculty of Law. In 

French universities, and from 1868 to 1968, economics were only taught as part of the Law 

curricula. They were also taught at the Grandes écoles like the École polytechnique and the 

École des mines; and at the École libre des sciences politiques (hereby referred to as ELSP, 

but also known as Sciences-Po).173 Like Gide, Rist was also a Protestant, and both had co-

authored a very successful Histoire des doctrines économiques depuis les physiocrates 

jusqu’à nos jours: five editions were published from 1909 to 1926. He also had a seat on the 

Revue d’économie politique’s board, and succeeded Gide in its direction after the latter’s 

death in 1932.174 

Keynes and Rist corresponded during the war, and the latter had even promised to 

write a review of Keynes’s first book on Indian finances, which owing to the war was never 

published.175 In 1914, seeking information on the gold exchange standard system Britain had 

enforced early during the war, Rist looked for Keynes’s ‘grande connaissance de questions 

monétaires’. Before the war, gold could circulate freely, but in order to protect its reserves, 

the Bank of England had declared the inconvertibility of the pound, thus greatly restraining 

gold circulation. Rist was particularly interested in the reasons behind the increase of 

currency notes in Britain, which Keynes explained as due to the inflation caused by higher 

wages and retail prices, coupled with the withdrawal of gold from the Joint Stock Banks’ 

reserves. Inflation, then mostly a phenomenon forgotten by the majority of public opinion, 

had already caught both economists’ minds.176  

More importantly, Rist was along with Gide a supporter of Keynes’s arguments on 

reparations. Thanks to his proficiency in German, during the war Rist had been part of a team 
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of researchers in charge of analysing German newspapers. As a result, he gained a good 

awareness of German finances, from which resulted his 1921 Les Finances de guerre de 

l’Allemagne. Rist had thus arrived independently from Keynes to the conclusion that 

Germany could not pay for the costs of the war, and that it could only defray reparations 

through trade surpluses, depending upon the Allies’ demand elasticity for German exports.177  

During the 1920s, Rist gradually achieved international prominence as a financial 

advisor to the governments of Austria, Rumania, Turkey and Spain. Domestically, he was 

highly involved in the campaign for the depreciation and stabilisation of the franc between 

1924 and 1926, a battle that Keynes also joined, as analysed in Chapters 6 and 7. Rist was 

eventually appointed deputy governor of the BDF in 1926.178 Theoretically, he coupled 

monetary and financial orthodoxy with an ever-present interest in trade unionism and the 

working classes’ working conditions. It was that former feature of his thought that, from 1930 

onwards, eventually made him the most prominent critic of Keynes’s economic theory in 

France.179 By 1920, though, Keynes could thus count on the support of two of the most 

important French economists of the time – Gide and Rist.  

At this point, it is worth noting that according to Robert Skidelsky, of all French 

economists and specialists in finance, it was with Marcel Labordère, an amateur statistician 

and part-time speculator who never held any university post, that Keynes developed the 

strongest relationship. Keynes had been impressed by a paper by Labordère, and invited him 

to submit an article on French banking.180 That event marked the start of a very long 

friendship, and Labordère remained Keynes’s closest and most regular foreign correspondent 

until his death in 1946, a few months before Keynes’s own demise. Whether Labordère had 

any lasting influence on Keynes’s understanding of economics remains an open question, but 

there is a strong case for arguing his importance in forming Keynes’s views on the 

psychology of capitalistic and investment behaviour.181 More questionable is Skidelsky’s 

conclusion that ‘Labordère was the one Frenchman Keynes grew to love’.182 Keynes’s 

translator Paul Franck, as will become evident in the following chapters, at least came close 

to that. More importantly, Labordère is not known to have ever played any role in the 
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circulation of Keynes’s writings. For that reason I will not analyse their intellectual 

exchanges.183 

 Keynes’s interactions with France became more systematic after he started working 

for the British Treasury in 1915. Being involved in inter-allied finance, Keynes regularly 

travelled to Paris to meet his French counterparts. This increased his exposure to the French 

language eventually bore its fruits, and by 1918, Keynes rejoiced at the fact that after two 

years of meetings, he had ‘actually reached the point of talking French’.184 Still, this seems to 

have been an exceptional occasion: in general, although Keynes could read French with ease, 

he could not speak it.185 As referred to in the previous chapter, as a result of the Peace 

Conference, Keynes developed a very strained relation to France during the first half of 1919. 

An episode usually used by Keynes’s biographers to signal his annoyance with France 

consists of the series of recollections entitled Dr. Melchior: a Defeated Enemy. Based on a 

talk Keynes first gave in 1921, he recalls in those memoirs how he made the acquaintance of 

the Hamburg banker Carl Melchior, part of a group of German experts Keynes had first met 

at a conference at Trèves, in January 1919. The objective of the rendezvous was to negotiate 

the transfer of foodstuffs to Germany, against the transfer of its mercantile marine to the 

Allies.186  

In that memoir, Keynes was particularly sneering of Klotz (the French Minister of 

Finance), and also reserved some mordant comments for Charles de Lasteyrie, the secretary 

of the Peace Conference’s Reparation Commission. Keynes had gambled together with 

Lasteyrie on a Spanish exchange, but apparently the latter had meanwhile become Marshall 

Foch’s mole inside the French Treasury. Foch defended a hard line against Germany, 

including the permanent occupation of the Rhine’s left bank. Keynes was depreciative of 

Lasteyrie’s character, labelling him in Dr. Melchior as a ‘genteel Catholic’, ‘who in 

peacetime eked out a small estate with slightly shady finance’.187 Political and sociological 

impressions were intertwined, and Lasteyrie symbolised a certain French spirit. Recalling a 

particularly unpleasant dinner at the Frenchmen’s home, the Cambridge economist stressed 

how the:  
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graceless and confined discomfort of the apartment’s exactitudes, which I still feel 

though I could describe none, impressed on me deeply the grasping sterility of 

France; or of that part of France, which in spite of what Clive [Bell] and Roger [Fry] 

may say, is France.188  

 

Skidelsky emphasises Keynes’s assumption of France’s ‘sterility’ to hint at the 

extension of Keynes’s anti-French feelings. Yet, this was merely Keynes’s assertion that 

France was pre-eminently a socially (and by extension politically) conservative country. As a 

result, the aesthetic sophistication that Bell and Fry saw in France was rather an exception to 

the rule. Such statements need to be seen in light of Keynes’s intense disappointment with the 

peace negotiations, and what he held to be the respective responsibilities of France’s 

statesmen. Besides, despite all the ‘sterility’, that other part of France did not ever loom far 

away from Keynes’s horizons: after the Trèves conference, Keynes spent two weeks 

recovering from illness at Simon Bussy and Dorothy Strachey’s house on the French 

Riviera.189  

Keynes’s recollections on Melchior contain equally unsympathetic references to the 

Prussians, as well to German negotiation strategies.190 And yet, his platonic ‘passion’ and 

ensuing friendship with Melchior have been inaccurately used by historians of reparations as 

proof that Keynes’s alleged pro-German views were influenced by homoerotic feelings.191 In 

a different vein, Skidelsky claims that ‘the suffering in Melchior’s face [caused by the 

desperate social and economic situation in Germany further amplified by the Treaty] had a 

more vivid impact on Keynes than did the collective sufferings of France’. Given the 

emotional undertone of Dr. Melchior, and the vivacity with which Keynes describes 

foreseeable German sufferings in the Consequences, this is an interpretation at first hard to 

refute. But it needs to be tempered, and Skidelsky’s claims that Keynes disliked his French 

colleagues are not accurate.192  
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Indeed, throughout the war, Keynes seems to have established close contacts with a 

few officials of the French Treasury – close enough that he either remained in contact with 

them after the war (Alexandre Célier and Henry de Peyster), or sent them a copy of the 

Consequences after the book was published in December 1919 (Célier, Charles Sergent and 

Joseph Avenol). They were inspectors of finance, an elite group of high-ranking civil 

servants who staffed most of the Ministry of Finances’ sections, like the Treasury and the 

Budget. At the former, they were in charge of finding the funds to finance the normal 

operations of the state, and at the latter, they were responsible for preparing the yearly budget 

and supervising each ministry’s expenses. Hence, they were technically in control of 

administering budgetary practices, public debt and public expenditure.193  

Keynes sent his book to Charles Sergent, Joseph Avenol and Alexandre Célier.194 

Sergent was a former director of the Treasury and the deputy governor of the BDF between 

1911 and 1917. During Clemenceau’s government, he was deputy secretary of State in the 

Ministry of Finances. He was part of the Inter-Allied Financial Commission, where Keynes 

probably first met him.195 As for Joseph Avenol, he was from 1919 to 1923 the French 

financial attaché in London; and had also supported Keynes’s last-minute scheme for 

European reconstruction at the Peace Conference. He eventually became the Secretary 

General of the LON from 1933 to 1940. Neither Sergent nor Avenol seem to have ever 

replied to Keynes’s offer of the Consequences, but they circulated Keynes’s book among 

their friends, including a financial journalist named Georges Lachapelle, who would criticise 

Keynes’s figures for understating French reconstruction costs and Germany’s capacity to pay 

reparations, but acknowledge the inanity of ‘L’Allemagne paiera’ rhetoric.196  

The only two inspectors of finance with whom Keynes kept on corresponding after 

publishing his book were Henri de Peyster and Alexandre Célier. The former had also been 
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one of the French delegates to the Inter-Allied Financial Commission (in 1916), but the only 

existing correspondence between Keynes and him dates from 1921.197 Finally, Célier was 

none other than the Treasury’s Director from 1917 to 1921, and Klotz’s right hand man.198 In 

December 1918, Célier had defended a position on reparations similar to Klotz’s: foreign 

debts would only be paid after reparations were received from Germany, which, in practical 

terms, amounted to postponing tax increases.199 Nevertheless, Célier seems to have had 

similar views to Keynes’s on the peacemaking process. Less than a week after the latter had 

abandoned Paris (on 7 June 1919), Célier sent him a touching letter, recalling their friendship 

and expressing his sympathy for Keynes’s decision:  

 

M. Dudley Ward [who worked under Keynes’s authority in the Treasury] m’a dit 

que vous éprouviez une lassitude, que l’immense labeur fourni depuis des mois 

justifie aisément, et aussi un peu de découragement que les circonstances actuelles 

expliquent malheureusement trop. Je ne vous surprendrai pas en ajoutant que je 

comprends très bien ces dispositions et n’aurais qu’à écouter ma propre inclination 

pour m’y laisser aller moi aussi. Je me plais à croire que la suite des événements 

ménagera quelque revanche à des idées sur plusieurs desquelles je sais que nous 

sommes d’accord.200  

 

Throughout 1919, Keynes and Célier remained in contact, and Célier was well 

informed of Keynes’s involvement in the October and November 1919 financial conference 

in Amsterdam, thanks to Raphaël-Georges Lévy, a financier who eventually became one of 

Keynes’s sternest critics. From the Amsterdam meeting emerged a plan to raise an 

international loan, which Célier supported. Together with a more encompassing settlement of 

inter-allied debts, Célier believed the Amsterdam talks were a right step towards restabilising 

normal relations of credit between countries. Moreover, he confidentially admitted to Keynes 

that on his own account, in case French liabilities were cut short by Britain and the US, 

France would willingly forfeit its own war claims on its smaller Allies. It would also give up 

a part of its share of German reparations.201  
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As analysed in the following chapter, Célier eventually expressed his opinion of the 

Consequences to Keynes. Hence, by 1920, Keynes had a direct link with the head of the 

French Treasury: during that year, Célier participated in the conferences of Boulogne and 

Brussels. Still, this was a channel of limited influence, as, judging by extant archives, French 

policy on reparations was defined at the Quai d’Orsay.202 Besides, in January 1921, Célier 

was replaced at the head of the Treasury by Jean Parmentier. Célier disagreed with the 

financial policies of Klotz’s successor, Frédéric François-Marsal.203 Furthermore, it is fair to 

presuppose that Keynes remained on good terms with Louis Loucheur. The two had met 

several times during the peace negotiations, and despite his public rhetoric, Loucheur was in 

general an advocate of a moderate reparations settlement and of economic cooperation with 

Germany. 204 As described in Chapter 5, Loucheur was to indirectly help Keynes in 1922 in 

the making of the Manchester Guardian Commercial Supplements, by supplying confidential 

information regarding the reconstruction of the devastated areas.  

To conclude, by the time Keynes’s book was published in England (December 1919), 

he possessed a set of wide-ranging contacts on French soil: within the literary world, with the 

head of the Treasury, and with two of the most preeminent French economists of the time. 

And despite his own negative recollections of the Peace Conference in Paris, Bloomsbury 

furnished him with a more upbeat view of French culture and life.205 So given all this, what is 

to be said of Keynes’s alleged Francophobia? Within the context of ‘L’Allemagne paiera’ 

rhetoric that dominated French public opinion, Skidelsky’s assertion of Keynes’s ‘capacity to 

get enraged at stupidity, especially when he felt his own expertise was involved’, offers a 

clue to this question. When asked about his ‘mistreatment’ of France in the Consequences, 

Keynes was swift in rebuffing such a claim. In a letter to Célier, he confided:  
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I am sincerely aiming at the advantage of your country as well as of mine, and most 

firmly believe better prospects are opened up by an attempt to deal with the facts 

objectively than by a tendency, however natural, to persevere in illusion.206 

 

As mentioned in the previous chapter, his stance regarding the Treaty was, above all, 

a reaction of the economist’s expertise to the bamboozlement of public opinion. Thus, the 

fact that Keynes was at odds with French official policies should not be held as proof of anti-

French feelings on his part – the analysis of his relations with French Left republican 

politicians in Chapters 3 and 5 will disprove such a notion. 

 

2.3. How Paul Franck became Keynes’s translator  

 

After publishing the Consequences in England, Keynes sent copies to most of his 

French acquaintances: Alexandre Célier, Joseph de Avenol, Charles Sergent, Charles Rist, 

Charles Gide and André Gide.207 But the book also circulated among Bloomsbury’s 

networks, and one of the first Frenchmen who gave Keynes his feedback was Jacques 

Raverat, who had spent the war in Cambridge. Ardently patriotic, Raverat was diagnosed in 

1914 with multiple sclerosis, and regretted that he could not enlist in the French army.208 

Nonetheless, he expressed his admiration for Keynes’s work, and rightly predicted that even 

if Keynes had been the supreme authority of the Conference, his ideas would not have been 

triumphant, as ‘the public opinion of our great free democracies would not have understood 

or allowed it’. Passions were prevailing over rationality, and because of that, Raverat 

wondered ‘how many people will read it, and reading, understand and allow themselves to be 

persuaded of the truth’. He further hinted at Keynes’s next step: ‘have you thought of a 

translation?’209 

Indeed, Keynes had thought of a French translation from the start. Otherwise, he 

would not have sent a copy of the Consequences to André Gide, who, as mentioned before, 

was one of the NRF’s founders. While undeniably aiming at influencing French public 

opinion in favour of his ideas, Keynes’s publishing strategy most probably obeyed financial 

motives as well. For the British edition, Keynes paid himself for the printing costs, while 
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Macmillan earned a 10% share of sales revenue from distributing it. If the book had sold 

poorly, this would have been a risky arrangement for Keynes, but by August 1920, about 

88,500 copies had been sold in England and the US alone, with Keynes reaping the majority 

of the profits.210 For the rest of his life, Keynes never relied on literary agents and always 

negotiated directly with his publishers;211 the exception, as analysed below, was France.  

But before hearing from André Gide, Keynes received a letter from the latter’s uncle, 

Charles Gide. To understand how Gide found a translator for Keynes’s book, one needs to 

analyse Gide’s pacifist networks and his views on reparations. Starting from 1915, Gide had 

already warned against the difficulties of forcing countries to transfer high sums of 

reparations on a yearly basis. At the time, he believed that the Allies would present Germany 

with a bill of 150 to 200 billion gold francs.212 And one day before the Treaty was signed (on 

27 June 1919), Gide gave a talk in which he considered that the Treaty would make Europe 

‘plus frémissante de colères, de rancunes et de haines, qu’avant la guerre […]’.213 While 

Keynes and Gide had met in Paris, the latter had erroneously believed that because of 

Keynes’s official position at the Peace Conference, he was a reparations hardliner. After 

reading the Consequences, Gide realised how wrong he was, and pinpointed to Keynes how 

content he was with being ‘en si plein communion d’idées avec vous’.214 He also regretted 

not taking advantage of Keynes’s stay in Paris to introduce him to people sharing similar 

viewpoints. Coming from Gide, who was unable to speak English and was known for his 

unsociability, this was not a casual suggestion – he clearly held Keynes in high esteem.215 

Unsurprisingly, those people were: ‘oh! très peu nombreuses’.216  

Who were these individuals? Gide was known for his pacifist outlook, an extension of 

his social Protestantism. Back in 1887 he had been one of the founders of a French pacifist 

group of Protestant allegiance, which in 1895 took the name of La Paix par le droit. During 

the 1920s, he was involved in the international ecumenical movement.217 Yet, precisely 

because of his Protestant faith, Gide’s pacifism was bound by strict limits: the attainment of 

justice preceded that of peace, and as a result, Gide never questioned the necessity of winning 
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the war. Besides, as an economist, he refused to endorse the popular pacifist belief that 

economic interests were the main cause of wars.218  

Like most pacifists, Gide was a member of the Ligue des droits de l’Homme (LDH), 

which supported international disarmament and the statesmen Léon Bourgeois’ efforts in 

institutionalizing international law during the 1900s. After the war began, the Ligue 

unreservedly gave its adherence to the Union Sacrée (the coalition of all parties for the sake 

of war effort). The Ligue portrayed the war as a defence of democratic values by France 

against German authoritarianism. Eventually, a minority composed of socialists, trade 

unionists and anarchists was unsettled by the Ligue’s unequivocal position. It questioned 

whether England and France were not equally responsible for the war. This minority vowed 

to undertake an ‘examen des origines et des conséquences d’ordre diplomatique, économique 

et moral de la guerre de 1914’.219 They then formed a discussion club, named Société 

d’études documentaires et critiques sur la guerre, whose first meetings took place in 1916, 

and of which Gide was a member from the start.220 However, the discussions soon veered 

into historical revisionism – the assumption that France held as much responsibility for 

causing the war as Germany – to notions of revolutionary pacifism inspired by the 1917 

Russian Revolution, and of a negotiated peace. Unsuccessfully, Gide tried to restrict the 

debates to technical analysis of war finance and economics.221  

By 1918–9, the Société was part of a wider network of French pacifists and anti-

militarists, located on the fringes of French politics, which also included the Clarté group. 

Clarté was a journal founded in 1919 by Raymond Lefebvre and the writer Henri Barbusse, 

the author of an influential description of war in the trenches, the 1916 Le Feu. The group 

issued a manifesto, vowing to create a ‘union international des intellectuels’, which Charles 

Gide joined.222 The movement had close links with leading French intellectuals of the time, 

such as Romain Rolland, the author of the 1914 anti-war manifesto Au-dessus de la mêlée, 

which earned him the 1915 Nobel Prize in Peace, and Anatole France, a pacifist and the 
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eventual 1921 recipient of the Nobel Prize in Literature.223 Rolland did not adhere to Clarté 

but was represented in its pages by the writers Charles Vildrac, Léon Bazalgette and Georges 

Duhamel; all of them had fought in the war and were acquaintances of Roger Fry. The latter 

described them as being free from ‘the political hysteria which affects their country’, and 

involved in ‘a kind of international society of “intellectuals”’: a reference to Clarté.224 Suffice 

it to say, André Gide was well acquainted with Romain Rolland, and the two corresponded 

during the war (Rolland spent the whole of the war exiled in Geneva).225  

Hence, it was within these overlapping networks, whose elements were most probably 

unaware of the range of common acquaintances linking them, that Charles Gide promised to 

popularise Keynes’s ideas. Gide vowed to give a talk centred on the Consequences at the 

Société d’études documentaires et critiques sur la guerre; to translate a few pages of it and 

have them published both in Clarté and the Bulletin de la Ligue des droits de l’Homme; and 

finally, to also write a review for the Revue d’Économie politique, directed by himself and 

arguably the most important French economics journal of the time. Tellingly, and despite his 

intellectual prestige, Gide himself was not certain of being able to fulfil his plans. 

Reparations were a sensitive topic to French public opinion, and Gide complained to Keynes 

of how the LDH had refused to publish an article of his on the topic, after he had already 

refrained from publishing it at the Revue d’Économie Politique. It would have, Gide believed, 

‘scandalisé mes collègues […] y compris M. [Charles] Rist’ (whose views on Germany’s 

capacity to pay were nevertheless close to Gide’s and Keynes’s). Yet, regardless of the 

prospective political hostility, Gide did not doubt that the Consequences would: 

 

[…] cause une émotion profonde et salutaire dans le public. Je voudrais qu’il fût 

traduit en français, mais il ne sera peut être pas facile de trouver un libraire pour le 

publier. Tout au moins je ferais mon mieux pour le faire connaitre.226  

 

Unbeknownst to Keynes, at the time Charles Gide was already insisting that his 

nephew publish Keynes’s book at the NRF. Meanwhile, Keynes was taking matters into his 

own hands as well. Less than one month after the book was published, Keynes contacted the 
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gallery owner and poet Charles Vildrac, searching for advice on suitable French publishing 

houses. Apparently, the first possibility considered by Vildrac was the Éditions de 

L’Humanité, an offshoot of the newspaper L’Humanité, founded in 1904 by Jean Jaurès and 

directed by Marcel Cachin. By December 1919, it was still the main newspaper of the French 

Socialist Party (the SFIO). However, Keynes was unwilling to publish Consequences at 

L’Humanité. The reasons are unknown, but they are not difficult to presume. Despite 

allowing Labour to publish a more affordable edition of the book in Britain, Keynes might 

have been reluctant to attach himself so blatantly to the French Socialists. Financial motives 

might have greatly determined his choice as well, as L’Humanité’s editorial activities were 

reduced, and the newspaper probably could not pay the royalties demanded by Keynes.227 

In the meantime, Vildrac sent to his friend Léon Bazalgette – who often wrote for 

L’Humanité – a copy of the Consequences, together with the correspondence that he was 

exchanging with Keynes. Impressed by Keynes’s ‘stirring book’, Bazalgette inquired with 

L’Humanité’s directors about the possibilities of publishing the Consequences. While 

thinking it to be ‘very interesting’, they considered that L’Humanité was unable ‘to undertake 

such a publication now’.228 This refusal possibly was due to a lack of funds, as the newspaper 

only published three books in 1919 and none over the following years.229 After L’Humanité’s 

snub, Bazalgette ‘talked the matter over with André Pierre’. Another contributor to 

L’Humanité, and a prolific translator at the time, Pierre specialised in pacifist works and 

Russian literature. In 1920 alone, he translated works by Norman Angell (namely the 1919 

The Treaties and the Economic Chaos), Bertrand Russell and Maxim Gorki. According to 

Bazalgette, Pierre had read the Consequences, ‘cares very much for it […], and will try to 

secure a publisher’.230 Although in the end this offer was fruitless, as mentioned in the 

following chapter, Pierre eventually published several positive reviews of Keynes’s book in 

L’Humanité.  

Like Raverat and Gide, Bazalgette also commented to Keynes on the obstacles that 

the Consequences’ diffusion would face in France. He wondered about the intellectual habits 

of his fellow countrymen: the book, he concluded, ‘would appeal to the reading public in 
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France, if the public did read at all’. Though downbeat, this was an accurate statement to 

make, as the publishing market only recovered to its prewar levels in 1922. By 1920, and as 

Bazalgette described to Keynes in accurate terms, the publishing business was facing a 

recession, and experiencing its own economic consequences of the war. Paper was in 

‘extreme scarcity’, as the wood pulp had to be imported at higher prices than before the war. 

Besides, costs of production had risen, following the increase of worker’s incomes; a climate 

of ‘all-round uncertainty’ existed at the time.231  

Nevertheless, and probably owing to the Consequences’ success in Britain and the 

US, events started unfolding at a greater speed. In January 1920, Keynes was contacted by 

two very respectable French publishing houses: first Payot, and then Ollendorff.232 Keynes 

asked for Bazalgette’s opinion as to which was the most fitting, with the latter suggesting that 

Ollendorff had ‘perhaps a better name’: it was Romain Rolland’s publisher after all. As for 

Payot, Bazalgette described it as being ‘a comparatively new firm which has brought out a lot 

of books – good or bad alike – for the last four years. But is not momentous’. At the same 

time, Bazalgette endorsed his friend, André Pierre, as an appropriate translator for the 

Consequences, praising Pierre’s command of the English language and underlining that he 

had ‘full sympathy with the book’.233 In fact, Ollendorff was by then going through financial 

difficulties, and in 1924, it was taken over by Albin Michel. As for Gustave Payot’s house, 

although founded in 1912, it only became a dynamic enterprise after the war: hence 

Bazalgette’s reference to its aggressive publishing strategy. But despite Bazalgette’s opinion, 

the interest of Payot in the Consequences was not at all arbitrary. By 1918, its catalogue was 

mainly composed of war testimonies, and in the following years, it published the memoirs of 

Clemenceau and of the generals Ludendorff and von Bülow. Over the next two decades, 

Payot specialised in social sciences, with a particular focus on economics and history 

textbooks.234 It was Payot that, in 1942, published the French translation of Keynes’s 

magnum opus, The General Theory of Employment, Interest and Money. 

Based or not on Bazalgette’s advice, Keynes wrote back to Ollendorff on 31 January 

1920, accepting to sell him the French rights of the Consequences in exchange for a 15% 
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royalty on the price of each copy sold. Stating his conditions, he made it clear that he would 

‘like to have a voice in the selection of the translator’. A possibility would be André Pierre, 

and Keynes asked for Ollendorff’s opinion on his competence. Keynes’s last condition was 

that the book ought to be published ‘at the earliest possible date’.235 Ultimately, Keynes’s 

affair with Ollendorff was short-lived because almost at the same time he received a letter 

from André Gide. As referred to above, Gide was among the Frenchmen to whom Keynes 

had sent the Consequences. More importantly, when he sent the book, Keynes also inquired 

whether the NRF would be willing to publish it. For some unknown reason, it had taken the 

entire month of January for both the letter and the book to reach Gide.  

Once more, Bloomsbury’s interlaced networks had been set in motion: Gide keenly 

pointed out how Roger Fry had already talked to him about the Consequences. Moreover, he 

also knew about ‘l’admiration que mon oncle Charles Gide’ had for the book. Gide was 

delightfully surprised to find that Keynes was still looking for a publisher, and although he 

had yet to read the Consequences, he expressed on his and Gaston Gallimard’s behalf NRF’s 

willingness to publish it. Considering that precious time had already been lost, by the time 

Gide wrote to Keynes, he had already started trying to find a translator ‘digne de vous’.236 

Promptly, Keynes sent a telegram to Ollendorff cancelling his offer until further notice.237 It 

seems natural to conclude that regardless of his talks with Ollendorff, the NRF had always 

been Keynes’s first choice. A correlated fact was that Roger Fry was also well acquainted 

with Jacques Copeau, who together with Gide had been one of the founders of the NRF.238  

On 5 February, Keynes reached an agreement with the NRF, whose terms were 

similar to the aborted Ollendorff deal: 15% of the royalties on the published price, ‘securing a 

really competent translator’ and having the book published as soon as possible.239 Keynes’s 

insistence on this last point is easily explainable: the longer it took for the French translation 

to be published, the more time French newspapers and journals would have to summarise and 

review its ideas and possibly misrepresenting them. As a result, the novelty effect would fade 

away and sales would suffer. And yet, what were the advantages that the NRF held over 
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Ollendorff and Payot? By January 1920, the NRF had started treading the path that made it a 

staple of the French publishing business and an eminent symbol of French culture. The NRF 

had been founded as a literary journal in 1908 by, among others, André Gide and Jacques 

Copeau. Soon it climbed to the forefront of the Parisian literary scene, after which the next 

step became to publish the books written by those authors contributing to the journal. In need 

of funding, Gide got the financial support of Gaston Gallimard, and in 1911, the Éditions de 

la NRF were created. The son of a wealthy theatre owner, Gallimard was ambitious and 

dynamic, and a power struggle developed between Gide and Gallimard when the latter took 

over the NRF’s legal property in 1911. After the war, the two men put their acrimonies aside 

to reach an agreement: Gallimard took charge of all publishing and financial matters of the 

newly renamed Éditions Gallimard (which encompassed the NRF label), while Gide’s friend 

Jacques Rivière took care of the literary direction of the NRF journal, under Gide’s 

supervision. Additionally, Gide also held a seat on the committee in charge of selecting 

which manuscripts were worth being published. 

After the war, Gallimard was keen to make the publishing house a financial and 

literary success, and proceeded to take advantage of the gap left by some of the power houses 

of the pre-1914 French publishing world. Ollendorff was nearly bankrupt; Fayard shifted its 

business focus to history titles; and Calmann-Lévy focused on its nineteenth-century 

literature catalogue. Gallimard’s approach was to snatch the most promising new authors, 

while at the same time diversifying his catalogue by publishing more popular literature, 

whose success paid for the edition of the writers that gave the NRF its intellectual prestige.240 

Indeed, by 1919–20, the NRF was the publisher of Marcel Proust, Paul Valéry, Roger Martin 

du Gard, Stéphane Mallarmé and of two of Keynes’s acquaintances: Charles Vildrac and, of 

course, André Gide. Thus the NRF offered a solid footing for the avant-garde of French 

intellectual and literary establishment, and most probably, this was the factor that attracted 

Keynes to it the most.241  

Yet, a close survey of the relations and personalities of the men in charge of the NRF 

explains the strains that soon developed between Keynes and the NRF after the publishing of 

the Consequences. For a start, despite having affirmed his sympathy for the Clarté group in 
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1919,242 Gallimard was a close friend of the Quai d’Orsay’s secretary general, Philippe 

Berthelot.243 Moreover, and although Gide portrayed himself as an outspoken pacifist during 

the 1920s, he had been a regular reader of L’Action française throughout the war.244 

Reflecting upon the authors associated with the NRF journal, in January 1918, Charles 

Vildrac complained to Romain Rolland that:  

 

Il y a dans Gide, ainsi que dans la plupart de ceux qui l’entourent un amateurisme 

qui me gêne. Les voilà, je crois, derrière [Charles] Maurras, comme ils eussent été 

derrière Émile Henry; les voilà catholiques par mode, et guerriers par opportunisme. 

La NRF a édité les mauvais poèmes de guerre de [Paul] Claudel, [Henri] Ghéon ou 

[François] Porché; elle éditera demain des poèmes de paix.245  

 

Indeed, in 1919, an intense debate raged between the founders of the NRF on whether 

the journal should engage actively with politics, or maintain the separation between literature 

and political beliefs, while refusing to withdraw completely from contemporary politics. This 

uneasy latter position triumphed, and its main proponent was Jacques Rivière, the journal’s 

literary director, who advocated ‘un cloisonnement salutaire’.246 It is worth noting that 

Rivière had been imprisoned by the German army, an experience he narrated in his 1918 Le 

Allemand, souvenirs et réflexions d’un prisonnier de guerre. A psychological portrait of the 

German people, it was Rivière’s attempt to prove the ‘l’infériorité morale et intellectuelle du 

people allemande’, whose victory would have been ‘une barbarie intellectuelle’.247 As a 

result, between 1920 and 1923, the NRF journal resisted expressing any opinions favourable 

to a revision of the Treaty.248  

These were all nuances unknown to Keynes when he signed a deal with the NRF. 

Meanwhile, relations between Keynes, Gide and Gallimard were smooth and business 

proceeded swiftly. By February 6, Gide eagerly informed Keynes that he had already read the 

first translated pages, which ‘m’ont vraiment satisfait’. This reassured Gide, as he was 
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mistrustful ‘du traducteur entre les mains de qui telle autre maison d’édition vous remettrait’. 

The translator was ‘tout jeune encore, mais instruit et cultivé et je le crois capable de mener à 

bien ce travail’. Nonetheless, Gide planned to carefully revise the translation anyway, to keep 

up with Keynes’s expectations and the NRF’s reputation. But who was the translator? A 

student of Charles Gide, named Paul Franck. 249 

 

2.4. Who was Paul Franck?  

 

When Charles Gide first wrote to Keynes in December 1919, informing him of his 

efforts to diffuse the Consequences, he informed him of a lecture that he had given to ‘un 

cercle d’étudiants, précisément sur le titre que porte votre livre’.250 One month earlier, Gide 

had retired from the Sorbonne’s Law Faculty, where he taught Political Economy.251 Paul 

Franck had in fact started his Law course in October 1918,252 the beginning of Charles Gide’s 

final academic year. Hence, Franck was almost surely among Gide’s last students at the Law 

Faculty, and was probably one of the members of the ‘cercle d’étudiants’ that Gide ran.253 

The reasons why Charles Gide endorsed Paul Franck as a suitable translator lay in the latter’s 

background.  

Born in Paris on 11 December 1900, Paul Franck was the middle son of a well-to-do 

Jewish family. Information on Paul’s childhood and teenage years is scarce. Tall and slim, 

with brown eyes and brown hair, Paul Franck was described as being an exceptionally 

intellectually gifted individual. From an early age, and particularly after starting his studies at 

the Lycée Condorcet (one of the finest Parisian grammar schools), he was admired and 

respected by his colleagues as a brilliant student and a fierce debater. Never afraid of 

discussing any subject, and usually imposing his views in the end, the young Paul Franck was 

bookish and studious. Every description made of him stresses his high work ethics and an 

intellectual acumen that served to systematically distinguish him from the other members of 

his generation – whether in college, university, journalism or politics. At the same time, 
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Franck’s awareness of his intellectual superiority, according to some testimonies, made him 

possess a ‘sorte de façon un peu hautaine de tenir les gens à distance’.254  

Still, it is known that he maintained a very strong relationship with his brother, 

Jacques Franck. The importance of Jacques on Paul’s intellectual development cannot be 

properly documented, but there are facts which let us presuppose his relevance. A serious and 

reserved individual, Jacques made it through the trenches of Flanders unscathed, and much 

later was to be involved in the financial organisation of De Gaulle’s Free France government-

in-exile during the Second World War. After 1918, Jacques Franck worked at the Paris stock 

market, certainly contributing to exposing Paul to financial and monetary issues. Besides, 

Jacques had studied in England before the war, and it is quite probable that Paul either may 

have followed his brother’s steps or drawn on his knowledge of the language. This would 

perhaps explain Paul Franck’s exceptional command of the English language at such an early 

age, documented not only through the quality of his translations, but also from his 

correspondence with Keynes, virtually without any grammatical or orthographic mistakes.255  

In addition to his working ethics and intellectual capabilities, a significant trait of Paul 

Franck’s persona was his homosexuality, which but for his brother seems to have been 

maintained in secret from the rest of his family. It is worth noting that André Gide was well-

known for his homosexuality, and that at the time Keynes was still a practicing homosexual, 

albeit already on the path to heterosexuality, as he was to marry in 1924 the ballerina Lydia 

Lopokova. Even so, from available evidence, the common sexual orientation of the three men 

does not seem to have played an active role in the process of translating and publishing the 

Consequences. For a start, André Gide did not know Franck before his uncle introduced the 

two of them. And on whether the homosexuality of both Keynes and Franck played a role in 

facilitating their personal and working relation, there is simply no written evidence 

supporting either possibility.256  

A more relevant factor that brought Paul Franck closer to Charles Gide and Keynes 

were his political aspirations. During the war, and particularly after 1917, Franck began to 

develop his political consciousness, frequently triggering debates at the Lycée Condorcet on 

the war, its origins and aims, and the Russian Revolution. The personal experience of having 

his brother at the warfront must have left on him a deep imprint: for instance, he wrote a 

                                                 
254 Jean Luchaire, ‘Paul Franck’, La Volonté, 14 September 1926, 4. 
255 Rosine Halphen, Interview. 
256 Rosine Halphen, Interview; see also René Maus, Paul Franck, 39. 
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series of poems dedicated to his brother, then fighting in the trenches.257 Luckily for Paul, the 

armistice was declared at the same time as he finished his studies at the Lycée Condorcet, 

with honours and an excellence prize in philosophy. By avoiding the warfront, Franck could 

apply to a university. Since these formative years, his main aspiration was to make a career 

for himself in politics, either as a parliamentarian or a journalist. Finally, and despite having 

no real vocation for becoming a lawyer, he decided to enrol in the Sorbonne Law Faculty, 

while also attending courses at the ELSP.258 His goal was to take advantage of the social 

opportunities and networking provided by his status as a lawyer ‘pour occuper une place 

important dans le journalisme ou la politique’.259  

Franck’s reasoning was flawless. The parliament was the main political institution of 

the French Third Republic, the embodiment of universal suffrage as the source of all political 

power, assuring strict control over the executive power in order to protect individual 

freedoms.260 More than 50% of the parliamentarians during the interwar period came from 

the middle classes (Franck’s social group), and had liberal professions: 58% of the below-

thirty-year-old parliamentarians back then were lawyers or journalists. In particular, 32% of 

the French interwar parliamentarians studied law at the Sorbonne (Franck’s university).261 

From 1920 to 1926 Franck trod this dual path: on the one hand, he concluded his law studies; 

while on the other, he was closely involved with Left republican newspapers and journals.  

 Indeed, in the years preceding his collaboration with Keynes, but particularly from 

1918 onwards, Franck regularly attended meetings of leftist political groups.262 Most 

importantly, he was involved with the Société d’études documentaires et critiques sur la 

guerre, where Charles Gide was a frequent presence. In March 1920, Franck made a 

presentation to the Société on the Egyptian political situation (most probably on the 

consequences of the 1919 revolution against British colonial power).263 Thus, it was not 

                                                 
257 I owe this information to Paul Franck, the great-grandson of Jacques Franck, Paul Franck’s brother. 
258 For a description of the École’s environment at the time, see the memories of Jean-Albert Sorel, Mémoires 

d’un temps, de Paris à Honfleur en 70 ans (Paris: Éditions France-Empire, 1977), 108–115. 
259 René Maus, Paul Franck, 31. 
260 Serge Berstein and Odile Rudelle (eds.), Le Modèle républicain (Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 

1992), 163. 
261 Matieu Dogan, ‘Les Filières de la carrière politique en France.’, Revue française de sociologie, 8, 4 (Oct. - 

Dec. 1967), 469, 473, 476 and 480. 
262 René Maus, Paul Franck, 28–30. There is no information on the names of these groups. Although it is not 

unconceivable that Franck attended the public meetings of the Société d’études documentaires et critiques sur la 

guerre, the respective archives, made mostly of police reports, contain no reference to Franck’s name: see 

Archives Nationales, F/7/13086, folders: Mouvements pacifistes divers (1915–1919); Groupe Jeune République 

du 3e arrondissement (1915–1917); Réunions d’intellectuels pacifistes (1917); and Comité d’études 

documentaires et critiques sur la guerre (1916–1919). 
263 Matthias Morhardt to Victor Basch, 14 March 1920, BDIC/Fdelta 0798/7.  
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surprising that even before the Treaty’s terms were known, Franck ‘préconisait un 

rapprochement franco-allemand’, a viewpoint that he defended in a series of spontaneous 

conferences at the ELSP. These were dutifully suspended by the the École’s board, as they 

had aroused ‘véhéments protestations dans cette école dont les principaux éléments se 

recrutaient dans les milieux conservateurs’.264 Moreover, from 1919 to 1920, Franck also 

wrote for the Clarté journal. Thereby, not only were there ideological reasons linking 

Keynes, Gide and Franck; their networks overlapped as well. For instance, two acquaintances 

of Keynes, Charles Vildrac and Léon Bazalgette, also wrote for Clarté between 1919 and 

1920.265  

Moreover, Franck even translated a pamphlet published by Clarté. 266 It consisted of a 

revisionist interpretation of the war’s origins, authored by E.D. Morel, of the Union of 

Democratic Control. The Union was a British pacifist organisation, linked to the British 

Labour Party, and with which Clarté was in contact.267 The pamphlet was prefaced by 

Georges Demartial, who was well-known for his revisionist ideas and had participated, along 

with Charles Gide, in the meetings of the Société d’études documentaires. Indeed, Clarté had 

among its contributors some of the individuals who, in the meetings of the Société, had 

claimed that Poincaré and Russia’s foreign policy had been as responsible for the war’s 

outbreak as Germany. One of those individuals was Fernand Gouttenoire de Toiry, a friend of 

Franck who published, in 1920, Poincaré a-t-il voulu la guerre? 268 Poincaré was mistakenly 

perceived by the French pacifist Left as having provoked the war by arousing Russian 

belligerence. Most certainly, Franck espoused the revisionist conception of the war’s origins 

that was dominant in Clarté, but which is not known to have been a line of argument 

espoused by Keynes.269 

Nonetheless, before being a pacifist, Franck was essentially a Socialist. Since its first 

number of October 1919, Clarté had enthusiastically supported the Russian Revolution. By 

May 1920, following Henri Barbusse’s initiative, Clarté became an admittedly revolutionary 

                                                 
264 René Maus, Paul Franck, 32. 
265 And like Franck, Vildrac was also a member of the LDH. 
266 Paul Franck, ‘La Vérité sur la Conférence de Prinkipo’, Clarté, 3, 8 November 1919, 4; and ‘Les Immunités 

fiscales’, Clarté, 26, 24 July 1920, 3. 
267 See E.D. Morel, La Genèse diplomatique de la guerre: nouveaux documents (Paris: Éditions Clarté, 1920); 

and also Christian Birebent, Militants de la paix et de la SDN. Les mouvements de soutien à la Société des 

nations en France et au Royaume-Uni, 1918–1925 (Paris: L’Harmattan, 2007), 41. 
268 Paul Franck to JMK, 23 December 1920, JMK/L/20/188. For a dismissal of the revisionist thesis regarding 

Poincaré’s role in the origins of the war see J. F. V. Keiger, Raymond Poincaré (Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press, 1997), 193–201.  
269 See Gabriel Reuillard, ‘Documents – La genèse diplomatique de la guerre – Une brochure de E.D. Morel’, 
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organ and a supporter of the Third International.270 Although he maintained contact with 

Clarté, Franck did not follow the periodical in its journey as a Communist ‘compagnon de 

route’.271 Franck was a SFIO member, and was on good terms with Pierre Renaudel, who had 

directed L’Humanité during the war. Renaudel belonged to the SFIO’s right wing, which 

rejected any political guidance from Moscow.272 Thus, Franck kept his allegiances with the 

Socialists after the Tours Congress of December 1920 (in which the Socialist Party split 

between Communists and Socialists). From 1921 onwards, his main contacts with the 

political press consisted of Le Populaire (the SFIO’s newspaper), L´Œuvre and L’Ère 

nouvelle, the last two representing the left wing of the Radical Socialists. It was in these three 

newspapers that he was to publish most of Keynes’s articles between 1921 and 1923 (see 

Chapter 5). 

Additionally, Franck was also actively involved in Left republican youth political 

movements, mostly composed of university students. Among these groups were the 

Groupement d’études diplomatiques économiques et sociales (based in the ELSP), the 

Jeunesses socialistes, the Groupement universitaire pour la Société des Nations, and the 

Fédération des Jeunesses laïques et républicaines. Ideologically, the main converging poles 

of this generation were liberal internationalism, international disarmament, support for the 

League of Nations and peaceful Franco-German relations.273 Two of Franck’s acquaintances 

were Jean Luchaire and Jacques Kayser, who during the 1920s were actively involved in 

French liberal international activism and Radical Socialist politics. From the publication of 

the Consequences onwards, it was within these two spheres that Franck spread Keynes’s 

arguments on reparations.  

 

2.5. The NRF imbroglio: translating and publishing the Consequences  

 

When Franck was put in charge of translating the Consequences, he was only 19 years 

old. Ahead of him lay the daunting task of undertaking the translation in the shortest time 

                                                 
270 Alain Cuenot, Clarté, 27; and 28–33 and 56–63.  
271 For instance, Clarté’s director, Henri Barbusse, was one of the French contributors to the Supplements edited 
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available, while satisfying the expectations of a renowned master of the English language, as 

was Keynes; and of the French language, as was Gide. Indeed, Keynes explicitly asked for 

the:  

 

proof-sheets of the translation […] in order that I may have an opportunity of 

glancing through them and letting you know of any places in which it appears that 

the translator has not conveyed my meaning quite accurately. The business of 

translating is always a delicate one […]; and although my knowledge of French is 

poor it may be sufficient for me to detect any significant divergences from the 

author’s meaning.274  

 

In the end, Franck finished the translation in roughly one month and two weeks. He 

started working in late January, and by 6 February, he had already finished the first pages of 

the Consequences, and finally concluded the whole translation in the first week of March.275 

Franck certainly received feedback from André Gide, who had promised Keynes he would 

keep an eye on Franck’s work; he regularly informed Keynes of Franck’s progress. Whether 

Franck relied on technical input from his brother Jacques, it is impossible to tell.276 Franck 

avoided any rationalisations over the technical difficulties he had faced, simply 

acknowledging that translating the Consequences had been a ‘rather long and difficult task’, 

because he had tried to ‘translate […] as precisely as possible’.277 The only technical problem 

that Franck raised regarded the conversion of Keynes’s figures to francs, a possibility ruled 

out by the franc’s instability. Naturally, he was in awe of working with Keynes: ‘your book 

[Franck wrote] is certainly more useful than many statesmen’s speeches, because you dare 

say the truth about all the events which took place during the last years’.278 By 8 March, 

Franck had concluded the job, and Keynes sent him back the revised proofs in mid-April, 

further complimenting him on the quality of the translation.279 Similarly, André Gide 

expressed his approval to Dorothy Bussy: ‘Je suis satisfait de la traduction, très satisfait’.280 

                                                 
274 JMK to André Gide, 9 February 1920, JMK/EC/5/6/19. 
275 André Gide to JMK, 6 February 1920, JMK/EC/5/6/17–8.  
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Nonetheless, and owing to a printers strike, Gallimard only managed to publish the 

Consequences in June.281  

This was bad news for the NRF. The longer it took for the book to be published, the 

further its novelty effect would disappear and sales would suffer. Furthermore, the NRF’s 

margins of profit would prospectively be smaller than usual. To lower costs, Gallimard 

usually printed his books in presses located outside Paris. But taking account of Keynes’s 

wishes to get the book out as soon as possible, he chose to print the Consequences in Paris, 

even if at higher rates.282 Besides, and unlike what was their common policy with French 

authors, the NRF accepted Keynes’s terms of 15% of royalties on each copy sold (the same 

he had received for the US edition, published by Harcourt, Brace & Howe), instead of the 

usual 10%.283 According to Gallimard, ‘étant donnés les frais d’impression, très élevés 

aujourd’hui, 15% de droit constitue en France une assez lourde charge’. Incidentally, all these 

motives left the NRF with no margin to remunerate Franck, who had been working pro bono. 

Nonetheless, Gallimard vowed to reward Franck’s ‘empressement et la conscience qu’il 

apporte dans son travail’. Therefore, he asked Keynes to pay Franck out of his own royalties 

– a suggestion Keynes accepted, as he gave Franck 2.5% of his royalties.284 

The NRF printed a first batch of 5000 copies, which were then gradually released to 

the public in issues of 550 copies each.285 After various delays, by 7 June, the book was 

finally published, and could be found in book stalls at the price of 7fr.50.286 The following 

month, Franck informed Keynes that the book was selling well, and that Gallimard was even 

expecting ‘a greater success’.287 To this day, exact sales figures of the Consequences’ French 

edition have not been disclosed.288 By March 1921, they amounted approximately to that 

initial first print of 5,000, which had been sold in six months.289 Relying on inside 

information, the historian François Crouzet claims that by the 1950s, part of a second 3,300 
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copy print (made in October 1920) was still gathering dust in Gallimard’s warehouse. By 

then, the number of copies printed amounted to a total of 8,800. Given that these were far 

inferior numbers to those reached outside France, Crouzet concludes that: ‘c’est un chiffre 

faible […] mais qui n’est pas négligeable [...]. Cependant on peut dire que les Conséquences 

n’ont pas été beaucoup lues en France’.290  

This conclusion has been picked up by historians to assert that Keynes’s book was a 

sales flop.291 However, it should be underlined that the original English edition also sold well 

in France.292 And crucially, the idea that the book was a sales failure was far from being the 

perception of André Gide himself. Indeed, by 1921 Gide informed Jacques Rivière that 

Lytton Strachey’s Eminent Victorians (also published by the NRF) was, ‘avec le livre de 

Keynes, le plus gros succès de librairie depuis la guerre’.293 Hence, Keynes’s ideas did not 

stop the book from achieving very respectable sales: the average for literary books at the time 

was between the 4,000 and the 15,000 copies, and for social sciences and philosophy works 

ranged from 2,000 to 3,000.294 Given the lack of sources, one can only make assumptions 

about the parts of France in which the Consequences sold the most. But it is not far-fetched to 

argue that the market for Keynes’s book was socially restricted (from middle classes 

upwards), and geographically limited to Paris, the centre of French political life.  

Judging from the evidence available, the problem was not that the Consequences did 

not sell well, but rather that the NRF did not advertise it as much as it perhaps could have, 

and certainly not as expected by Keynes. And yet, at a first glance, the NRF seems to have 

done everything it could to promote the book. In its May 1920 edition, the NRF journal 

published an excerpt from the Consequences, aptly choosing (given its literary quality) 

Keynes’s portrait of Wilson at the Peace Conference.295 Furthermore, advertisements were 

placed in June in the Journal des débats politiques et littéraires, L’Action française and in Le 

Matin, mentioning Franck as the translator (a small note also appeared in Le Temps). 
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However, although these were very influential newspapers, they also espoused the kind of 

political views which made them quite hostile to Keynes’s ideas, as analysed in the following 

chapter. Moreover, the advertising campaign for the Consequences lasted for a single day: 24  

June (for L’Action française, the 26th), when the book had been published on 7th June.296 The 

Socialist newspapers L’Humanité and Le Populaire ran advertisements, respectively, for 

three days in June, and from July to September – but only because they sold it at their own 

bookshops.297 Of course, the possibility that most newspapers ruled out publishing 

advertisements of Keynes’s book on account of its anti-Treaty stance cannot be ruled out. 

Additionally, the Consequences’ diffusion was certainly hampered by the NRF’s 

logistical difficulties. In 1932, Gaston Gallimard eventually admitted that ‘notre maison était 

moins bien outillée qu’aujourd’hui pour la diffusion d’un tel ouvrage’.298 Moreover, there 

were most certainly pressures from the Quai d’Orsay, whose secretary general was Philippe 

Berthelot, a personal friend of Gallimard. A correlated fact was that from 1921 onwards, 

Gallimard was given profitable contracts by the Service des œuvres françaises à l’étranger, a 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs’ section in charge of French cultural propaganda. The Service 

was created by Berthelot in January 1920 and was run by Jean Giraudoux, who had been 

published by the NRF; its ‘chef de la section littéraire et artistique’ was none other than Paul 

Morand.299 A writer published by the NRF, he was also a diplomat. He was close to 

Berthelot, had worked at the French embassy in London during the war and remained in the 

Quai d’Orsay’s books after it.300 Hence, Gallimard’s political links might explain why Paul 

Morand was put in charge of reviewing Keynes’s book for the NRF’s June 1920 number. In 

the words of Roger Fry, Morand did so ‘infamously’, and ‘at the same time in an ingeniously 

malicious way – what creatures’.301 Tellingly, Morand signed the review only with his initials 

– an uncommon procedure for the NRF journal.302  
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In due course, word reached Keynes on the NRF’s peculiar treatment of his book, 

namely that ‘they were not doing what they might to push sales of the book’.303 Those reports 

had surely come from Roger Fry, who, after a dinner with Jacques Copeau, wrote to Vanessa 

Bell (of the Bloomsbury group) on how:  

 

my mention of Keynes seemed to throw some kind of disquiet over the company 

(Mme Copeau especially). I think the Nouvelle Revue Française in which he’s very 

important is very uneasy at having published it and has done its best to suppress it. 

Copeau himself had never even read it and Mme said rather dourly ‘Ce n’est pas 

selon les idées des Français’.304 

 

Asked again by Keynes what the NRF was doing to promote the book, Franck’s initial 

reply pointed out how sales were proceeding well, and how the NRF was by then advertising 

the 10th edition (corresponding to the October 1920 reprint) of the Consequences.305 And yet, 

by 1921, when Franck began searching on Keynes’s behalf for a new publisher for the 

Consequences’ sequel, he bluntly informed him that the NRF ‘n’a rien fait pour répandre 

“Les Conséquences Économiques de la Paix”, au contraire’.306 The event left its mark, and 

when discussing in 1922 a possible contribution of the poet T.S. Eliot (a friend of Keynes and 

close to Bloomsbury) to the NRF journal, André Gide remarked how Bloomsbury was at the 

time ‘assez mal disposé à notre égard, à la suite de quelques regrettables malentendus’.307 

Whichever misunderstandings Gide was alluding to, the immediate consequence of the NRF 

imbroglio was that, despite Gallimard’s various proposals, Keynes only agreed to publish 

again with his house in 1933. In March 1921, Keynes was finally paid the remainder of his 

Consequences’ royalties. The whole sum amounted to 4,687.50 francs (based on an estimate 

of 5000 copies sold).308 Keynes had very insistently asked for the remaining fees, as he had 

just lost large sums on foreign currency speculation.309 Given his interest in French painters, 

                                                 
303 JMK to Paul Franck, 17 November 1920, JMK/L/20/177. 
304 Roger Fry to Vanessa Bell, 28 September 1920, in Roger Fry, Letters, 491. 
305 Paul Franck to JMK, 17 November 1920, JMK/L/20/177–8. 
306 Paul Franck to JMK, 28 August 1921, JMK/L/21/2/125. The underlined section reproduces the original. 
307 André Gide to Jacques Rivière, 9 January 1922, in André Gide and Jacques Rivière, Correspondance, 517. 
308 Jean-Gustave Tronche to JMK, 4 March 1921, JMK/EC/5/6/28; and see also JMK to Jean-Gustave Tronche, 
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it is also unsurprising that at least 2,000 francs went straight to Charles Vildrac’s pockets, to 

settle a debt resulting from paintings that Keynes had acquired from Vildrac’s art gallery.310 

Most importantly, and despite his falling out with the NRF, Keynes maintained 

personal contact with Paul Franck. This happened above all through the latter’s initiative, 

who besides having problems of his own getting his royalties paid by the NRF, took the 

initiative to keep on corresponding with Keynes.311 Even before the Consequences was 

published, Franck was already informing Keynes of the outcome of the strikes triggered by 

the Confédération générale du travail (CGT) in May 1920;312 of his talks with Pierre 

Renaudel on the establishment of economic relations with Russia; and of why the Socialists 

were the only party ‘able to do something’. Eventually, by November 1920, Keynes started 

relying on him to publish his articles in the French press. Moreover, in 1920, Franck regularly 

sent Keynes newspaper cuttings of reviews and commentaries of the Consequences by the 

French press, thus helping to inform Keynes on how French public opinion was receiving his 

book.313 This latter topic constitutes the subject of the following chapter. 
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Chapter 3 – First clash: the reception of the Consequences (1920)  

 

La publication des thèses de M. Keynes a déterminé  

en France un important mouvement d’opinions.  

 

Le Producteur (1920)314 

 

La traduction française, de M. Paul Franck, a paru il y a une  

dizaine de mois déjà, mais les conclusions,  

les suggestions de M. Keynes reviennent d’actualité puisque  

des écrivains nombreux, des hommes politiques  

en reparlent, y font des allusions, discutent  

autour d’elles et sur elles.  

 

L’Information financière (1921)315  

 

3.1. Introduction 

 

Judging from the quotes above, the notion that The Economic Consequences of the 

Peace was widely discussed in France in 1920 seems to be a given. Yet, historiographic 

references to the impact of Keynes’s ideas in France have generally argued the opposite, in 

the wake of the conclusions reached by François Crouzet’s pioneering article on the reception 

of the Consequences in France. 316 This chapter is not intended as a blow-by-blow refutation 

of Crouzet’s study – its scope is in fact much wider. Still, an overview of Crouzet’s 

conclusions and inherent analytical gaps will provide a starting point for better framing my 

own research hypothesis.  

Crouzet’s main point of contention was that Keynes’s book was not understood by 

French opinion, and not widely discussed by the main press. Only a few notorious voices 

from the Right and Centre-Right commented on the book, rejecting it in the name of French 

patriotism, instead of discussing Keynes’s arguments against reparations from an analytical 

point of view. No references were made to Keynes in parliament, and economists only very 

partially supported him. Moreover, Crouzet claims that the French Left only became aware of 
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Keynes’s writings from 1921–2 onwards. Socio-psychological motives were in great part 

responsible for this outcome. Keynes’s intellectual self-assurance and brilliance were 

incompatible with the petit-bourgeois mentality of his French critics, leaving them incapable 

of appreciating the originality of the Cambridge economist’s contributions. Finally, Keynes 

was emotionally detached from the war, a fruit of his being too marked by Bloomsbury’s 

pacifist bohemia. It rendered him unable to show understanding for French postwar 

emotional states, dominated by human and material extenuation, and a very poignant fear of 

Germany.317 This is a very incomplete picture of how Keynes himself experienced the war 

and of his personal relations to Bloomsbury’s members: but Crouzet’s article was written 

before Skidelsky’s groundbreaking biography of Keynes was published. Meanwhile, 

Crouzet’s claims were dismissed in the 1980s by the historian of reparations Marc 

Trachtenberg, but in a couple of lines relegated to a footnote.318  

Indeed, and contrary to what Crouzet argues, there were a myriad of comments and 

reviews of the Consequences published by the French press, from daily newspapers to 

journals. There are circa 300 references from 1920 alone, from newspapers which had a large 

circulation or political relevance, like the Journal des débats politiques et littéraires, L’Écho 

de Paris and Le Matin (which had led the ‘L’Allemagne paiera’ campaign in 1919); from the 

Right, like L’Action française; from the Left, like L’Œuvre and Le Populaire; from 

prestigious journals, like the Revue des deux-mondes and the Revue politique et 

parlementaire; and finally, from financial newspapers, like L’Information financière.319 

Besides, not only were the Consequences discussed in Parliament, but the Left was the first to 

discuss it.  

My analysis of how Keynes’s book was received in France thus follows the 

hypothesis that it was widely discussed by all political factions, and used as a political 

weapon, even if its arguments were often misrepresented or simplistically analysed. 

Moreover, Keynes’s book was also well-known at the Quai d’Orsay, and thus used in official 

and public discussions on the application of the Treaty’s reparations terms. There are two 

further points in which my analysis differs from Crouzet’s. Firstly, I emphasise that a part of 
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French opinion did not contest Keynes’s technical arguments against the reparation 

settlement, not because it lacked the analytical knowledge to do so, but rather because it was 

well aware of the difficulties Germany would face to pay financial reparations, and prioritised 

instead a settlement involving deliveries in kind. Underlying the negative reactions to the 

Consequences were also domestic divergences on the worth of the Treaty to French interests, 

even within the Centre and Right spectrums of French political opinion. Secondly, and 

building on the findings of Chapter 2, I stress the great extent to which economists and the 

Left in general were favourable towards Keynes’s book. Accordingly, this chapter’s narrative 

starts by inquiring about the accuracy of Paul Franck’s translation of the Consequences, and 

then proceeds to examine the relation between Keynes’s expectations regarding the evolution 

of French public opinion, and the outcome of the various international conferences on 

reparations. The remaining sections analyse the reactions to the Consequences from the 

contextually most relevant sides of French opinion: civil servants, economists, financial 

journalists and politicians of both Right and Left.  

 

3.2. What kind of Consequences did Frenchmen read? 

 

Between January and June 1920, Frenchmen willing to read the Consequences had to 

settle for the original edition, while those unable to read English had no other option but to 

rely on press reviews. From June afterwards, the French translation was finally available – at 

least 5,500 copies were sold by 1921, and these provided the basis for most reviews and 

commentaries made in all kinds of press: political, financial and economic. The gap between 

the publishing of the original edition, and the publishing of the French translation, allowed 

Keynes to address initial criticisms made between January and June 1920 in a preface written 

specifically for the French public. The preface stressed the argument that French security and 

reparations aims at the Peace Conference were linked to its financial problems. Likewise, it 

seized upon the economic interdependency of Europe to argue that the security that France 

obtained from the Treaty was illusory.320 As proven by the French inflationary crisis of 1924–

6, Keynes did have a point when bluntly asking whether France would ‘be safe because her 

sentries stand on the Rhine’, while ‘her own finances are in a ruinous disorder […]’.321 

Further addressing French criticisms, Keynes asserted France’s right to reparations and 
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priority among the Allies: given ‘the triumphantly victorious issue of the war, the political 

and moral position of France was no longer in question’.322 At the same time, he obliquely 

dismissed any accusations of Germanophilia (‘let me not be accused of distributing my 

sympathies wrongly’). Keynes further recalled that ‘we should keep faith with a humbled 

enemy and should seek the recovery and the health of Europe as a whole’.323 Despite his rude 

tone – even noted by his supporter Charles Gide – Keynes conceded to his French critics that 

England was first and foremost responsible for the heavy reparations claims made during the 

Versailles negotiations. He also admitted that England had not been ‘slow to secure her 

selfish supposed interests’: the German colonies and merchant marine. This was quite a 

turnaround from the Consequences’ original narrative.324  

New contents aside, there remains the question of how accurately Paul Frack had 

translated the Consequences. Keynes had high expectations, and expected the NRF to clothe 

‘my work in a proper and appropriate French dress’.325 In the previous chapter, it was 

underlined how Paul Franck understood his job as basically being an effort to ‘translate […] 

as precisely as possible’.326 Naturally, to what kind of precision Franck referred is difficult to 

ascertain given the lack of further details: a literal, word-for-word kind of approach; or rather 

a more figurative one, focusing primarily on conveying the author’s intentions? A significant 

part of the Consequences consists of rather dry technical argumentation. At the same time, 

Keynes’s sketches of Europe’s present and future, and his detailed characterisations of 

Wilson and Clemenceau, carried a significant amount of literary pathos, and were among the 

book’s more appealing parts. Keynes made extensive use of various stylistic enhancers: 

adjectives, idiomatic anecdotes, expressions and wordplays: much of the book’s success 

rested on all these linguistic and rhetorical features.  

As expected, Franck made innocuous changes that put the original more in tune with 

the French literary style: an example being the replacement of Keynes’s use of the first 

person singular (I/Moi) for the first person plural (We/Nous).327 Moreover, the lack of time 

for revising the translation meant that although total sums remained unchanged, some 

particular figures in the French edition differed from the original.328 Finally, as referred to in 
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Chapter 1, Keynes had based his figures for French reconstruction costs on René Pupin’s 

1916 estimates of 10 to15 billion francs, thus not taking account of Pupin’s revised figures 

made in 1919 of 15 to 20 billion. But in the French edition, Pupin’s figures are given as 10 to 

25 billion francs instead. Whether this was a mistake or an intentional revision is hard to tell, 

given that no changes were made to the book’s citations.329  

Stylistically, Franck’s translation veered towards a more literary character. Despite 

fitting in well with Keynes’s own flamboyant style, it also made the original slightly less 

nuanced and somewhat blunter. Franck’s translation is accurate and enjoyable to read, but he 

attempted to convey general intentions and meanings, rather than sticking to translating 

sentence by sentence.330 It is probable that several factors contributed to this outcome: the 

advice of André Gide (who was a writer after all), Franck’s own preferences and perhaps 

even the limited amount of time he had at his disposal. This was a straightforward job, 

finished by a twenty-year-old in one month and two weeks. A comparison with how 

professional translators work today offers a striking contrast: it is frequent for multiple drafts 

to be made over several months.331  

 Hence, whereas Keynes in the French preface ended his appeal to the French 

intelligentsia with a short: ‘Let them now gather strength to avert the misfortunes which 

impend otherwise’; Franck went for a far more allegorical approach, even adding new words 

(a sole instance): ‘Mais à présent, ils reprennent leurs forces, pour écarter du monde les 

malheurs qui le menacent et qui résultent d’un règlement sans noblesse, sans moralité et sans 

esprit’.332 And where Keynes pinpointed at how ‘grave has been the deception practised on 

the French people by their ministers [...]’; Franck went for the sharper: ‘les ministres ont si 

lourdement menti au people français [...]’.333 Finally, whereas the original described the 

rhetoric of a strict execution of the Treaty as consisting of ‘weak and empty words’, in the 

French edition, the same expression was rendered as ‘phrase vaine et inutile’.334  
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In any case, these are small quibbles. The key point is that Keynes had access to the 

French edition before it was published and fully endorsed Franck’s work. Matters of 

translation and accuracy were not issues that Keynes regarded lightly. For the German edition 

he went as far as hiring the professional economist Moritz Bonn to do the job.335 Franck was 

neither a renowned economist nor a renowned writer, but his translation still managed to 

preserve the lyric despondency and virility of the original, while still accurately conveying 

Keynes’s main arguments. That novelists like André Gide and Paul Morand commended 

Franck’s translation was quite an achievement for the young Frenchman.  

 

3.3. Keynes’s expectations and the factors that determined the reception of the 

Consequences in France 

 

In the French preface to the Consequences, Keynes recalled how reactions coming 

from France during the early months of 1920 echoed the arguments that he had already 

listened to while in Paris at the time of the peace negotiations. Particularly, on the connection 

between French financial requisites and German reparations:  

 

In conversation with Frenchmen who were private persons and quite unaffected by 

political considerations, this aspect became very clear. You might persuade them that 

some current estimates as to the amount to be got out of Germany were quite 

fantastic. Yet at the end they would always come back to where they had started: 

‘But Germany must pay; for, otherwise, what is to happen to France?’336 

 

Keynes was thus far from surprised that his book found in France the most hostile 

audience possible. From January until March 1920, comments in the press were often merely 

allusive, or focused on Keynes’s portraits of the peacemakers, which for their intimacy and 

detail carried immediate journalistic and sensationalistic value. The exceptions comprised 

those reviews published by economists and a few political newspapers and journals, and it 

was the Left republican daily that published the first, on 8 January. This falls in line with the 

British case, where the first reviews of Keynes’s book started appearing on the 5th of the same 
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month.337 Nevertheless, widespread commentary on Keynes’s book only took place after the 

appearance of the French translation.  

Two particular facts helped structure how the book – in its original and translated 

forms – was received. Firstly, at the time the Consequences was published, the political 

theorist Norman Angell put out his 1919 work The Peace Treaty and the Economic Chaos of 

Europe. The translator was none other than André Pierre, who had been suggested to Keynes 

by Léon Bazalgette as a suitable translator. Angell was well-known in French public opinion 

from all political quarters for his 1910 bestseller The Great Illusion. In this book, he posited 

that the principle of economic interdependence would make it impossible to derive economic 

gains from a military victory. Angell’s arguments in his 1919 work broadly resembled 

Keynes’s: on account of European economic solidarity, the Treaty was unworkable and had 

to be revised.338 The right wing press in general tried to denigrate Keynes’s ideas by 

associating them with Angell’s. Just as Angell’s The Great Illusion was disproved by the 

Great War – economic interdependence had not prevented the conflict from taking place – so 

Keynes’s Cassandra cries would be similarly refuted in the near future.339 For a part of the 

Left, though, the convergent conclusions reached by Keynes and Angell’s book rather 

endorsed their negative appreciation of the Treaty.340 

Secondly, international political developments had a direct bearing on how Keynes’s 

ideas were received and interpreted by French public opinion. Keynes was relying on this 

factor, and after Paul Franck informed him of the backlash received by the Consequences’ 

French edition, he remarked how:  

 

The idea that those only are true friends of France who offer her deceptions will not 

survive a little more experience. Personally I anticipate a great revulsion of opinion 

at no very distant date. After all, even from the French point of view, there is no 

argument in favour of the present arrangements unless France is going to get 

something out of them; and it will soon be as apparent to France as it already is to 

you and me that the Treaty as it stands will in practice yield them nothing.341 
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That ‘great revulsion of opinion’ never took place, but the international conferences 

of 1920 made it gradually clear to the French public that the Treaty’s reparations clauses 

would not be enforced in their original form. Decisively, the French translation was published 

in June: right after the conference of San Remo, around the same time as those of Hythe and 

Boulogne, and just before those of Brussels and Spa. Through these conferences, the 

diverging positions between French and British statesmen on reparations were publicly 

disclosed. According to the historian Étienne Weill-Raynal, given that Lloyd George aimed at 

a forfait, ‘l’opinion publique française identifia forfait et système de Keynes et se raidit dans 

la résistance à toute modification du Traité’.342  

Inherently, and unfairly as well, Keynes was used as a scapegoat by centre and right 

wing opinion for Millerand’s compromises and for French political incapability of exerting a 

strict execution of the Treaty. At the same time, Keynes was thought to be influencing Lloyd 

George and British public opinion against French interests: a damaging fact to Centre-Right 

and Right opinion, but welcoming news for the Left (bar the Radical Socialists). A boom of 

reviews, counter-proposals, critiques and commentaries of the Consequences ensued as a 

result – the contextual relevance of Keynes’s book given ongoing international developments 

was keenly noted at the time in the Socialist press.343 One last point is worth underlying: 

apart from the special preface he wrote for the French edition, Keynes never replied to his 

French critics in 1920, probably owing to his ‘general rule of not replying to criticism which 

is purely personal, and irrelevant to the arguments I employ and the policies I advocate’.344 In 

fairness, his attitude was broadly the same in regards to Anglo-American opinion.345 

 

3.4. A foretaste of what was to come: Paul Mantoux challenges Keynes’s probity  

 

Already in February 1920, a virulent attack was launched from France against the 

Consequences’ empirical legitimacy, and of Keynes’s own probity. Its author was Paul 

Mantoux, an economic historian and captain of the French army, who before the war had 

taught French history at the University of London, and worked between 1916 and 1917 in the 

cabinet of the Minister of Armament Albert Thomas. Then, in 1919, Mantoux was appointed 

the official secretary and interpreter of the Council of Four’s meetings: those in which 
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Clemenceau, Lloyd George, Wilson and Orlando laid down the basis for what eventually 

became the Versailles Treaty.346 On 14 February 1920, Mantoux sent a statement to The 

Times where he declared that Keynes had never been present at any of the Council of Four’s 

regular meetings. He further claimed that Keynes had only attended exceptional meetings at 

which the economic experts had been heard, whereas in fact the Four tended to do their 

regular and most important work in a smaller room of Wilson house. A year later, in the 

introduction he wrote for Proceedings of the Council of Four, Mantoux again repeated such 

assertions. They cast a menacing shadow of suspicion on the Consequences’ trustworthiness, 

partially in regards to Keynes’s portraits of Clemenceau and Wilson, but mostly on the 

general notion that decisions of crucial relevance to Europe and the world’s future had been 

made in an atmosphere of bitter antagonism. 

Keynes did not reply to Mantoux’s accusations, but in 1921, they were relayed by 

American critics, a fact that finally prompted him to publicly refute them. Two years later, 

Keynes was considered among the potential candidates for the 1924 Nobel Peace Prize. 

Keynes’s eligibility depended on his personal and intellectual probity. This led the 

Norwegian economist Wilhelm Keilhau to inquire with both Keynes and Mantoux into the 

validity of the latter’s allegations. Eventually, Mantoux backed down, and admitted that 

Keynes had perhaps attended the common meetings in the smaller room, whilst further 

adding that he had never ‘suspected Mr. Keynes of describing something he had not seen’.347 

As a result, Keilhau dismissed Mantoux’s claims, but in the end Keynes never won the prize, 

which went unattributed in 1924. Contemporary sources actually show that Keynes had 

participated in at least eight of the Council of Four’s meetings.348 

References to Mantoux’s accusations in the French press between 1920 and 1921 are 

surprisingly scarce.349 Nonetheless, this rather abstruse episode had lasting consequences for 

the long term diffusion of Keynes’s writings in France: Paul Mantoux’s son, Étienne, was 

from 1937 onwards one of the French economists critical of Keynes’s economic theory. Most 

importantly, as analysed in Chapter 11, Mantoux wrote the most serious critique of the 

Consequences and attack upon Keynes’s intellectual prestige, which was published in 1946 
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after the demise of both Mantoux and Keynes: The Carthaginian Peace or The Economic 

Consequences of Mr. Keynes.  

 

3.5. Economists and financial journalists divided in the reception of Keynes’s book  

 

Even if they disagreed with some of Keynes’s figures (either on German coal 

production or reconstruction costs), Charles Gide and Charles Rist fully supported Keynes’s 

economic arguments against the Treaty. It seems clear that Keynes had verbalised an opinion 

shared by the French economics establishment, but which not everyone dared express 

publicly. For instance, Clément Colson, a key French economist of liberal leanings who 

taught at the École polytechnique, only admitted in 1922 that a contradiction existed between 

Allied reparations claims and the application of protectionist measures.350 Groundless 

promises on Germany’s capacity to pay had been made against economists’ advice, and their 

technical opinion had not been sought by the French peacemakers. Marc Trachtenberg’s 

claim – which was actually first spelled out by the Canadian economist Jacob Viner in 1947 – 

that interwar economists had ‘understood the weakness of Keynes’s arguments’, but 

‘refrained from criticising him for political reasons’, is erroneous.351 At the same time, both 

financial experts and journalists, together with politicians with an economics background, 

were much more critical of the Consequences, preferring to emphasise Keynes’s understated 

estimate of French reconstruction costs. This section will cover the reactions of both sides to 

Keynes’s book.  

Unsurprisingly, Charles Gide was the first French economist to review the 

Consequences, but in the monthly journal L’Émancipation, rather than in the Revue 

d’économie politique, as he had originally promised Keynes. Gide had founded 

L’Émancipation as part of his involvement in the French cooperatives’ movement, so he 

possessed full editorial liberty there. Labelled as a ‘journal d’éducation populaire’, with short 

and easily readable articles, it had the respectable circulation of 3,000 to 4,000 copies. From 

1886 to 1931, Gide wrote 840 articles for L’Émancipation, and given his scientific 

prominence, they were often relayed by other outlets.352 Gide’s review noted Keynes’s 

technical competence, and asserted that the bluntness of the book’s tone was due to a focus 

on economic issues. As expected, he showed his total agreement with Keynes’s main 
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argument against the Treaty, namely, that it depended upon exports to defray its debts, 

whereas the Allies persisted in pursuing: ‘la folie de cette politique qui se donne pour but à la 

fois de ruiner l’Allemagne et de lui imposer une indemnité colossale’. Gide thus asserted how 

the economic reconstitution of both France and Europe was dependent and intrinsically 

linked to Germany’s. Yet, in his account of the Consequences, Gide particularly stressed that 

Keynes had exaggerated the magnitude of the levy imposed upon Germany; that his estimates 

of French reconstruction costs were too low; and that Germany could transfer more than the 

£50 million per year (of a total of £2,000 million) that Keynes had envisaged.353 The author 

of the Consequences was grateful for Gide’s review, and acknowledged that ‘as regards your 

criticisms to the amount of the French claim, I agree that my figure may be on the low side’. 

He further added that regarding:  

 

Germany’s capacity to pay, I agree with you that, theoretically at least, one might 

hope for a larger sum than £50,000,000 per annum, but doubt if it would be 

politically expedient to endeavour to secure a greater sum.354 

 

After the French translation of the Consequences appeared in June 1920, Gide 

published yet another review. Once again, he remarked that despite its exactness, the tone in 

which Keynes’s book was written was undeniably cruel. This led Gide to conclude that ‘ce 

n’est assurément pas la traduction française qui aura pour résultat de ramener à l’auteur 

l’opinion publique, car dans la préface spécialement écrite pour les lecteurs français, il 

semble s’être plu à la braver’.355 Unlike what Keynes claimed in the preface for the French 

edition, Gide believed that more than France being isolated internationally because of its 

policies, it was the solidarity tying together the Allies during the war that had disintegrated. 

Unlike most French commentators, though, Gide considered that the success of Keynes’s 

book in Anglo-American countries would actually strengthen France’s cause, since Keynes’s 

remedies pinpointed towards a deeper economic and political collaboration between all 

European countries and the US.356 This time around, Gide also depicted Keynes’s analysis 

and predictions on Germany’s capacity to pay with a greater level of detail, concluding once 
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more that they were ‘probablement très près de la vérité‘. But he also inserted the cautionary 

point that in case they were proven right, the costs to France would be unfairly high. Again, 

he insisted that German citizens should be as taxed as the Allies’, and he continued to stress 

the need for Franco-German economic rapprochement.357 With that aim in mind, he hoped 

Keynes’s appeal to the ‘nouvelle génération qui n’a pas encore parlé’ was not made in 

vain.358  

It was Charles Rist who reviewed the Consequences at the Revue d’économie 

politique instead of Gide. His only major point of criticism consisted of Keynes’s evaluation 

of German coal production and consumption, which he deemed too pessimistic. Nevertheless, 

the rest of the review was encomiastic. The book was ‘riche en apercus non seulement 

économiques, mais politiques’; Keynes’s ‘courage’ in abandoning the Treasury in June 1919 

should be praised and offered proof of his good faith; as he possessed an ‘incontestable 

perspicacité économique et compétence exceptionnelles’.359 Likewise, Rist also concluded 

that Keynes’s counter-proposals to the Treaty (an international loan, the cancelation of inter-

allied debts, and free trade) had a ‘sagesse [qui] nous paraît incontestable’.360 Finally, he 

stressed that Germany’s ability to pay reparations would depend on the trade surplus that its 

economy would achieve. It was evident for ‘tout économiste’, Rist pinpointed, that given the 

state of German foreign trade, reparation annuities would have to be spread over such a long 

period that the debt would eventually be cancelled.361  

In a further article published shortly afterwards, Rist made a thorough analysis of the 

German financial situation to conclude on the impracticality of the Treaty’s reparation 

clauses. He started by analysing how Germany had financed the war mainly by printing 

money and internal borrowing, which resulted in a depreciated mark.362 Therefore, he argued, 

it was not in the interest of the Allies to let Germany rely on printing ever more currency to 

finance its deficit, as it would further increase its budgetary difficulties and generate more 

inflation. If that was the case, ‘l’équivalent en marcs de l’indemnité continuera à se traduire 

par des chiffres à peine concevables à l’imagination, et dont la réalisation matérielle ne l’est 
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pas davantage’.363 As demanded by the Treaty, Germany was to transfer 20 billion gold 

marks to the Allies by May 1921, and it could not compress its debts sufficiently in order to 

transfer that figure from its budget. Hence, Germany would have to rely on foreign loans, 

which, given the mark’s exchange rate, would be costly. In any case, it would have to rely on 

foreign credits anyway to buy the raw materials it needed to restart its industrial 

production.364 Rist recalled that the bulk of reparations would have to be paid from the 

surplus of Germany’s budget, which in itself derived from its yearly trade surplus. In general, 

this line of reasoning corresponded to Keynes’s, and Rist indeed asserted that the Council of 

(the) Four should have settled for the Cambridge economist’s proposal of a fixed reparation 

sum, secured by ‘engagements internationaux, et spécialement interalliés’.365 Like Gide, Rist 

concluded that solving the reparation issue rested on assuring Franco-German economic 

rapprochement, which need not be incompatible with ‘le maintien de notre sécurité nationale 

si chèrement reconquise’.366  

Explaining in the 1950s his position on the Treaty, Rist recalled being:  

 

véritablement indigné par les discours et relations d’hommes comme M. Loucheur et 

Klotz, qui s’efforçaient de faire croire au public français et au parlement qu’il était 

facile d’obtenir des Allemands des sommes astronomiques en marks-or. L’ignorance 

totale des politiciens en ces matières était ahurissante. […] C’est contre ces 

absurdités que Keynes écrivit son livre intitulé Economic Consequences of the 

Peace. […] Tout cet imbroglio avait quelque chose de sordide, et l’appui que l’on 

cherchait pour le défendre dans une opinion complètement ignorant des mécanismes 

économiques était particulièrement révoltant, surtout de la part des vainqueurs 

déclarant vouloir rétablir le droit, la justice et la vérité dans les relations 

internationales. […]367 

 

Writing already after World War II (and the experience of German occupation), Rist 

still asserted that Keynes’s book had been, back in 1920, ‘une véritable délivrance à ceux qui 

pouvaient pénétrer la réalité’.368 Rist’s sentiments can be explained by the fact that Keynes’s 

book amounted to a certificate of distinction for those French economists who had warned the 
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public about the impossibility of making Germany pay the costs of the war. Together with 

Gide, Rist was one of them, as back in April 1919, he had published an article that anticipated 

the whole of Keynes’s reasoning (namely the relation between German foreign trade and 

reparations). 369 He also evoked how his 1919 article had been quite naturally ignored by the 

daily press. Klotz, who had read it, acknowledged that ‘il représentait évidemment la vérité, 

mais que c’était une vérité qui n’était pas bonne à dire’.370 Back then, it is worth 

remembering, the ‘L’Allemagne paiera’ press campaign led by Le Matin was still raging, and 

Clemenceau’s cabinet had yet to present the Treaty to the parliament. With the benefit of 

hindsight, Rist also concluded in the 1950s that Keynes’s book was imbued with ‘une 

hostilité politique vis-à-vis de la France et par des idées de pacifisme européen qui me 

paraissaient dénuées de toute réalité’.371 Yet, if Rist reached such a conclusion in 1920 – after 

all, one year before Charles Gide had complained to Keynes of Rist’s political scruples – he 

certainly did not state it publicly. Commenting on the preface to the French edition of the 

Consequences, Rist had in fact concluded that Keynes’s proposals were close to those France 

had submitted after the July 1920 Spa conference (a lump sum of reparations). Thus, at the 

time Rist wondered how anyone could consider Keynes as being ‘hostile à la France’.372 

Moreover (and along with Gide), Rist had been the only French economist to whom 

Keynes had sent a copy of the Consequences. Replying, Rist expressed his agreement with 

Keynes’s arguments, despite their divergences on prospective German coal output. Rist 

confessed to being particularly enthused by Keynes’s plan for a European free trade area, and 

commended his characterisation of Woodrow Wilson. Crucially, Rist informed Keynes that 

the Consequences were being widely read and discussed in France. And that as a result, the 

Treaty was already being publically criticised. Naturally, Rist noted, official political circles 

(the government and the conservative majority backing it), refrained from doing the same, 

but ‘ils y viendront’. It should be noted though, that criticisms of the Treaty in France 

preceded Keynes’s book, as attested by claims from the Right and the Left that the former did 

not guarantee France’s safety or cancelled its inter-allied debts. In a more confidential tone, 

Rist admitted to being very sceptical of the motives behind Germany’s reluctance to comply 
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with the Treaty’s terms. The problem rested on its politicians and lack of good faith: Rist did 

not have ‘la plus petite confiance dans l’Allemagne’.373 During the 1920s, he continued to 

comment regularly on the reparation saga, either at the Revue d’économie politique, or at the 

Belgian daily Moniteur d’intêrets matériels.  

From the quarters of financial journalism, the first reaction came from Georges 

Lachapelle, who wrote for the conservative daily L’Avenir. It was through three common 

acquaintances that he had first heard of the Consequences and its author: the inspectors of 

finance Célier, Avenol and Sergent.374 Lachapelle noted the book’s success and how difficult 

it had been for him to find a copy. Meanwhile, his criticisms anticipated those of most French 

critics from the centre and the right wing: Keynes had wrongly put German economic and 

financial difficulties above French financial and reconstruction needs. At the same time, 

though, Lachapelle took the time to write to Keynes and explain his position. Since 1919, he 

had also criticised Klotz’s promises that reparations would cover the war’s costs. In that vein, 

he concluded that Keynes had nevertheless done France a favour: ‘en ce sens qu’il nous 

oblige à réfléchir, qu’il dissipe bien des illusions dont les politiciens nous avaient, selon 

l’expression populaire, bourré le crâne’.375  

In his frank reply to Lachapelle, Keynes argued that despite Germany’s war guilt, and 

however grave France’s financial needs, these were still matters that did not have any bearing 

‘on the objective question of Germany’s capacity to pay, or on the reaction on the economic 

life of Europe of attempting to exact a higher figure [...]’.376 Furthermore, Keynes argued that 

France was ‘rapidly isolating herself from the rest of the world, and preparing for her people 

an economic and financial catastrophe’.377 While still maintaining that the Consequences’ 

figures were too low, Lachapelle conceded that after further thought, he should have written a 

more sympathetic review of the book. Quite accurately, he also drew attention to how illusory 

expectations created by French politicians played a key role in explaining the hostile tone of 

most French reactions to the Consequences.378 

Meanwhile, the Journal des économistes published its own scrutiny of the 

Consequences. The Journal’s evolving appreciation of Keynes’s book is representative of 

how the latter’s diffusion was highly determined by political motives. Founded in 1841, the 
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Journal was the oldest French economics journal and expounded the principles of the French 

economic liberal school against both protectionism and socialism.379 At the time, its director 

was Yves Guyot, an ex-minister and financial journalist who had warned in 1919 against the 

impossibility of forcing Germany to pay for the costs of the war. He also called for the break-

up of German political unity, and the imposition of free trade in Europe, a conjunction of 

factors that would give France the economic leadership of continental Europe. During the 

1920s, Guyot was also a preeminent defender of the franc’s return to its prewar parity, and as 

a result, he was often at odds with both Keynes and Rist.  

Keynes’s book was reviewed at the Journal by Arthur Raffalovich, a Russian 

financial journalist hailing from a banking family. Raffalovich and Guyot’s background is 

illustrative of the shadiness of the French financial press. Before the war, Raffalovich had 

been France’s financial representative in Russia. He took advantage of this position to work 

on behalf of the Tsarist government to promote the subscription of Russian bonds via 

favourable, handsomely-paid press articles published by newspapers of all political quarters. 

After the Bolshevik revolution, those bonds were naturally worthless. The whole scheme was 

unveiled by L’Humanité between 1923 and 1924, relying on official documents from the 

tsarist diplomatic and finance archives provided by the Soviet authorities. The scandal also 

caught Guyot, who as founder and shareholder of the financial agency Agence Économique et 

Financière had been among the recipients of Russian money.380 In 1924, Paul Franck wrote 

an article on the matter for Keynes’s newspaper, The Nation.  

Raffalovich asserted that France should seek a strict execution of the Treaty and 

expressed his disagreement with Keynes ‘sur beaucoup de points’, which he never specified, 

apart from deeming Keynes’s predictions on the future of Europe too gloomy. At the same 

time, he did not dispute any of Keynes’s arguments, and even went as far as clearing the 

Cambridge economist from the accusation of ‘philogermanisme’.381 Like Gide and Rist, 

Raffalovich recognised Keynes as a peer: his method was flawless, underpinned by 

‘considérations économiques et sur l’observation des faits’; his use of statistics was 

‘sceptique et réaliste’; and his ‘bonne foi’ and ‘désintéressement’ were undeniable.382 He was 
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sufficiently impressed by the book to write to Keynes, stressing that same sentiment of 

professional identification. By warning against the dangers of the Treaty, and displaying the 

faulty economic knowledge of its makers, Raffalovich thought that Keynes had accomplished 

‘un acte de courage civil’. He was particularly despondent of Clemenceau, and remarked how 

the Treaty embodied ‘un esprit antiéconomique qui s’est developpé au cours de cinq années 

de guerre’. This was a dual reference to the impact that nationalist fervours had in erasing 

from the public’s mind the ‘principe de solidarité humaine’ uniting Europe;383 it was also a 

vituperation of the considerable role that the state had assumed in directing economic and 

financial life during the war – an anathema to classic liberals like Raffalovich.  

However, within the Journal des économistes, Raffalovich was isolated in his 

agreement with Keynes. For the rest of 1920, the Journal’s stance on the Consequences 

changed abruptly. This was not surprising, as its director Yves Guyot was also in charge of 

the renowned Journal des débats politiques et littéraires, one of the conservative newspapers 

that had supported Clemenceau back in 1919. Moreover, the Journal des économistes was 

tightly linked to the Société d’Économie politique, a discussion group that met on a weekly 

basis, and united journalists, economists and politicians of liberal leanings (economically 

speaking). Its president was Raphaël-Georges Lévy, a senator and specialist in finances, who 

taught for more than thirty years at the ELSP.384  

Both Lévy and Guyot’s views on the Treaty were similar, and the former authored the 

first French work expressly written to counter Keynes’s book: La Juste paix.385 It was 

published in October, less than four months after the French translation of the Consequences 

had appeared. Lévy knew Keynes personally, as he too had attended the Amsterdam meetings 

of October and November 1919 between bankers and financiers, who had failed at creating a 

plan to raise an international loan for Germany. Keynes pointed out how, during the meeting, 

‘all those present […] evidently regarded any attempt to carry out the treaty in any literal way 

as spelling disaster for Europe’.386 Lévy was probably an exception, because he defended the 

opposite standpoint; as a result, his book was frequently referred to by other French critics to 

contest Keynes’s arguments. The latter was informed by Paul Franck of Lévy’s La Juste paix, 
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but never gave any reply, probably keeping in line with his rule of ignoring groundless 

attacks. 387  

Lévy’s main standpoint was simple and characteristic of the legalistic culture of 

French politicians during the Third Republic. In short, the Treaty was a legal text, to whose 

clauses all the signatories were irrevocably bound regardless of their severity and 

feasibleness. As any fruit of human labour, it was not perfect, but its terms were moderate 

and represented the best that the peacemakers could have achieved in such a short amount of 

time. Germany was morally and legally responsible for the war, and thus, it owed France the 

costs of reconstruction and pensions. Anything else would be unjust, and therefore could not 

be accepted.388 Yet, Lévy’s least persuasive paragraphs were those regarding Germany’s 

capacity to pay reparations. The French senator considered that more relevant than 

Germany’s present economic and financial capabilities, was German people’s willingness to 

work and the economic potential of its industries, which he illustrated by redirecting his 

readers to the advertisement pages of German dailies.389 Additionally, and in an argument 

often used to criticise Keynes’s arguments, Lévy pointed out that the reparations burden 

imposed by Germany on France after the Franco-Prussian War was more encompassing than 

that of Versailles, as it had forced France to pay for all the war’s costs.390 Naturally, Lévy 

also criticised in detail Keynes’s statistics for the devastated areas, mostly by recurring to the 

figures given by Louis Dubois.391 And he naturally claimed that in writing the Consequences, 

Keynes had betrayed a lack of professional consciousness, as he had disclosed private 

information and turned against his former superiors.392 

Promptly, the Journal des economists, which at the hand of Raffalovich had praised 

Keynes’s book, now through an anonymous reviewer highly praised La Juste paix, 

considering it to be a successful and convincing critique of the Consequences. Keynes was 

now branded as an impertinent ‘fonctionnaire d'occasion’, and is book deemed a ‘plaidoyer 

pro-germanique’.393 Naturally, those aspects where Lévy and Keynes’s ideas converged were 

stressed (the fear of inflation and the advocacy of free trade), but the anonymous reviewer 
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only superficially referred to Lévy’s considerations of Germany’s capacity to pay, while 

nevertheless still claiming that it demolished Keynes’s arguments.394  

Likewise, La Juste paix was quickly picked by one of the major financial newspapers 

of the time, L’Information financière, as a valid critique of Keynes’s book. Its editorial line 

on reparations stressed that Germany should pay in kind rather than in currency, whilst still 

arguing that in any case, Germany’s burden should be steep. Hence, L’Information often 

printed or quoted criticisms of Keynes’s book from other periodicals; and several of its 

articles lauded Lévy’s book and paraphrased its arguments.395 And yet, by January 1921, the 

continuous deterioration of German finances (and the outcome of the various international 

conferences of 1920) made it obvious that Keynes’s predictions on the Treaty were not 

groundless. L’Information financière was by then forced to acknowledge that:  

 

la traduction française, de M. Paul Franck, a paru il y a une dizaine de mois déjà, 

mais les conclusions, les suggestions de M. Keynes reviennent d’actualité puisque 

des écrivains nombreux, des hommes politiques en reparlent, y font des allusions, 

discutent autour d’elles et sur elles.396  

 

Thus, it took six months for L’Information to make an objective analysis of Keynes’s 

book. Whereas in October 1920 it had been considered a ‘plaidoyer pro-german’, by January 

1921, it was acknowledging how Keynes had grasped the magnitude of French external debt, 

‘la situation impressionnante de la France’.397 As Keynes had predicted, the evolution of 

international affairs slowly made parts of French opinion at least more willing to appreciate 

his viewpoints, if judged from a technical perspective. However, as the next section will 

analyse, there was more to French criticisms of Keynes’s book than non-existent or bad 

economics. Indeed, one of the motives why certain Frenchmen refrained from commenting 

on Keynes’s case against the Treaty consisted of their own opposition to a reparations 

settlement involving substantial financial transfers, rather than deliveries in kind.  
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3.6. Inside opinion: diplomats, inspectors of finance, experts, and politicians 

 

Apart from economists and financial journalists, there was another group that, in 

theory, was within close reach of having a comprehensive overview of the reparations 

problem, and, as a result, of fully understanding Keynes’s book: the diplomats, inspectors of 

finance and politicians who had been involved – directly or indirectly – in the Versailles 

negotiations. What this section seeks to underline is how there was an acknowledgement, 

among experts and senior civil servants, that it was in the best of French interests to secure 

deliveries in kind from Germany, rather than financial reparations. That is not to say that 

there was widespread support for Keynes’s arguments. In fact, he only found support from 

the Treasury’s director, Alexandre Célier, who resigned in January 1921; French reparation 

policy was actually decided between Millerand’s government and the Quai d’Orsay. 

Among the high-ranking civil servants whose views on the Consequences can be 

retrieved are Alexandre Célier and the diplomats Paul Morand and Jacques Seydoux. Of the 

inspectors of finance to whom Keynes had sent his book, Célier was the only one who 

actually replied – but only after reading the French translation. The head of the Treasury 

apologised for the delay due to his constant travelling: he had attended the conferences of 

Hythe and Boulogne. Célier considered that some of Keynes’s comments were not to be 

discussed by a ‘français’, certainly a veiled reference to the book’s attack on Clemenceau. He 

further remarked that some of Keynes’s figures were different from his own, but regrettably 

he did not specify which. All in all though, Célier made a very friendly appraisal of the 

Consequences.398  

On Keynes’s ‘idées directrices’, Célier pointed out that as Keynes himself knew, he 

had agreed almost completely with them for a long time. The Frenchman considered that both 

inter-allied debts and reparations had to be settled through a ‘règlement extrêmement large et 

libéral et un tel règlement est le seul qui puisse être en même temps un règlement réaliste’. 

More interestingly, Célier probed Keynes on whether the Federal Reserve Board (FED) and 

the Bank of England would reverse their deflationist monetary policies. This was a natural 

concern for Célier: France needed access to foreign credits to acquire raw materials and to 

roll over old debt.399 Keynes replied that owing to internal factors, it would be highly difficult 

for the US and Britain to change their monetary policies. What Keynes did not tell Célier was 
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that at the time (and in parallel to the City of London), he was one of the supporters of the 

interest rate hike of April 1920 as a means to halt the postwar inflationary boom. The British 

Treasury and the Bank of England thought likewise, but they aimed at a return of the pound 

sterling to the gold standard and its prewar parity. That decision led to an immediate fall in 

wholesale prices, and marked the beginning of Britain’s interwar unemployment crisis.400 At 

the time, Keynes did not explain his own stance on the matter to Célier, and instead blamed 

the US Federal Reserve Board’s legislation.401 The latter established that the amount of 

currency in circulation had to be covered at best by 40% of the bank’s gold reserves – a low 

limit that entailed a deflationist policy.402 As mentioned in the previous chapter, in January 

1921, Célier quit the Treasury. Curiously for a protégé of Klotz, he thought the Minister of 

Finance François Marsal was too lax financially (it is known that the latter preferred to base 

taxation on indirect levies, rather than on an income tax). Célier was also strongly against the 

franc’s devaluation. As a result, Keynes lost his most high-ranking contact at the French 

Treasury.403  

In any case, this was unfortunate, because at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Keynes 

had likewise no supporters. Its stance on the Consequences can be gauged by the review that 

the diplomat and novelist Paul Morand wrote for the Nouvelle Revue française’s journal, 

which can be deemed France’s unofficial diplomatic views on the book. Suffice it to say, 

Morand’s review was overly negative. He considered the Consequences was a brilliantly 

written book, but biased in Germany’s favour and unjust to France; it was often false, 

consisting of a ‘singulier mélange de dogmatisme et d’amour des réalités, plein de vues 

profondes et d’inexpérience politique’.404 Morand had done his homework and commended 

Keynes’s interest in French art, only to sarcastically conclude that although it was ‘une bonne 

façon d’apprendre à aimer la France’, it was not enough.405 On a more positive note, Morand 

asserted Paul Franck’s translation was ‘excellent’, and endorsed Keynes’s proposals which 
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were obviously favourable to France: the cancellation of inter-allied debts and an 

international reconstruction loan.406  

However, behind closed doors, the policy of the Quai d’Orsay on reparations was far 

more intricate than what Morand’s review made apparent. As referred to in the previous 

chapter, Morand was close to the secretary general of the Quai d’Orsay, Philippe Berthelot, 

who was receptive to the idea of reaching – albeit cautiously – a negotiated settlement with 

Germany. Yet Berthelot only had a limited participation in the Versailles negotiations, as 

Clemenceau preferred to trust his own entourage, namely Loucheur and Tardieu.407 Much 

more systematised and encompassing was the thought of Jacques Seydoux, who, as the head 

of the Quai d’Orsay’s sous-direction des Relations commerciales, was from 1919 until 1926 

the ‘chief French reparations specialist’.408 As remarked by his biographer Stanislas 

Jeannesson, some of Seydoux’s conclusions regarding the Treaty were similar to Keynes’s. 

He likewise thought that the peacemakers had failed to realise that European economic 

recovery was far more crucial than instituting the principle of nationalities or 

demilitarization.409  

When regarded from an economic perspective, it was clear to Seydoux that in the 

making of the Treaty, ‘aucune ligne définie n’avait été suivie, tout s’était borné à des efforts 

pour empêcher l’Allemagne de reprendre sa liberté contractuelle’. Echoing Keynes’s own 

conclusions, Seydoux remarked that: ‘rien n’avait été prévu pour l’état chaotique dans lequel 

se trouvait l’Europe’.410 Moreover, he lucidly realised that France’s receipt of reparations 

depended on German financial recovery, and admonished French politicians for spreading the 

idea that financial equilibrium would be attained through reparations alone. By late 1921, the 

French diplomat publicly acknowledged that the peacemakers had erred by not establishing 

Germany’s bill. All in all, Seydoux held the Treaty in little esteem: it was ‘inapplicable’ and 

restrained France’s diplomatic liberty (‘et qui nous lie les mains’).411 

Seydoux was Keynes’s French alter ego: he disapproved of the Treaty not because its 

clauses were vengeful, but because it limited France’s ability to extract reparations from 
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Germany. Rather than a matter of material capabilities or creating trade surpluses, for him the 

reparations question consisted of whether Germany was willing to pay or not. He was keenly 

aware that the Treaty, while binding Germany to rigorous terms and sanctions, contained no 

clear provisions to compel it to abide by these.412 Thus, after having first read the 

Consequences in February 1920, he criticised Keynes’s book the following month, in an 

article for the Revue hebdomadaire. 413 To begin with, Seydoux thought Keynes had erred in 

considering the Treaty the main menace to the economic life of Europe. Instead, the end of 

the system of economic control maintained by Britain, the US and France during the war – 

the blockade, of which he had been the deputy director in France – was to blame. Further on, 

he straightforwardly labeled Keynes’s figures on German coal production as false, 

considering instead that Germany would soon reach pre-1914 levels of production.414 

Crucially, he claimed that Keynes had retrieved those figures from statistics planted in Dutch 

newspapers by the Germans themselves.415  

Additionally, although Seydoux acknowledged along with Keynes the existence of a 

European economic solidarity, his respective conception naturally followed French concerns. 

Naturally, he regarded Keynes’s plan for a European free trade zone as favouring Germany 

and its dominant position in Central Europe. France and Italy would then be forced to put 

themselves under German rule to avoid becoming strangled between ‘les pays du dollar et de 

la livre sterling’. In the same vein, he claimed that Keynes ignored Germany’s war guilt, and 

that his proposals to revise the Treaty would in practical terms reenact German prewar might. 

Indeed, for Seydoux, the Treaty’s reparations clauses were already insufficient to repair ‘le 

mal fait par les agresseurs’.416 Further on, Seydoux concluded that the German economy 

should convert to agriculture (a ‘retour à la terre’), in order to escape thereafter the high 

prices of raw materials necessary to feed industrial life (coal), and thus assure its autarchy. 

The obvious result was that Germany would lose its commercial hegemony, but Seydoux 

pointed out that only ‘esprits vraiment trop influencés par les doctrines pangermanistes’ – 

Keynes, it could be inferred – would complain about that outcome.417  

Obviously, such a piece of advice suited France’s economic goals: Germany would 

stop being a main competitor, thus freeing resources and bringing down coal prices, allowing 
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French industries to become more competitive. Seydoux even recommended that other 

countries should refrain from making significant industrial undertakings, and to focus instead 

on employing ‘mieux et moins la main-d’œuvre, en évitant l’usage du charbon et en le 

remplaçant par les dérivés du pétrole et de la houille blanche [hydroelectricity]’.418 Of course, 

this would halt industrial output for an undetermined period of time, a point acknowledged by 

Seydoux. Like Keynes, the French diplomat was pessimistic about Europe’s economic future, 

but unlike Seydoux, Keynes had far more confidence in liberal internationalism, and believed 

that a return to the golden age of prewar economic growth was still possible.  

As described in Chapter 1, Seydoux pushed in 1920 for a reparations settlement with 

the German government based on coal deliveries: he was not the only expert who preferred 

deliveries in kind over financial reparations. A similar position was upheld by Henri Hauser, 

who as a part-time expert had been involved in drafting French economic peace aims before 

the Versailles Conference. A professor of economic history at the Sorbonne, Hauser had 

published in 1915 a very successful work on Les Méthodes allemandes d’expansion 

économique. Eventually, thanks to the reputation garnered by his book, he began working in 

1917 with the Minister of Commerce Étienne Clémentel. As a result, Hauser was very 

influential in forming Clémentel’s proposals for the economic clauses of the Treaty. Their 

views were convergent: the Treaty should provide a platform to strengthen the French 

economy and redress its imbalance in regards to Germany’s.419 

As a result, Clémentel’s reparations proposals focused on deliveries of raw materials, 

mainly coal. Both Clémentel and Hauser were well aware of Germany’s limited capacity to 

pay financial reparations, and considered that the receipt of these would strain the French 

economy. Hauser thought that as gold inflows had diminished the economic productivity of 

the Spanish Empire, financial reparations ‘would transform France into a country rich in mere 

cash, a buyer of products and incapable of working […]’.420 Financial reparations would 

boost inflation in France, whilst simultaneously depreciating the mark’s exchange rate, thus 

forcing those German industries that were not reliant on imported raw materials to dump their 

goods. Of course, this scenario was unfavourable to French industrial interests: protectionist 

and mercantilist ideas thus played a large role in Hauser’s reasoning against financial 
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reparations. For instance, he thought that the transfer of finished goods was nefarious as it 

would undermine French industrial productivity.421 Logically, Hauser was sternly opposed to 

the reparations programme put forward by Klotz, based on financial transfers.422 Clémentel 

and Hauser’s conception was not altogether triumphant: the Treaty included financial 

reparations and did not establish, as they sought, an inter-allied control of raw materials. 

Nevertheless, the Treaty’s clauses that had so angered Keynes – those curtailing German coal 

resources and restricting German trade (the loss of the most favoured nation clause for 

instance) – in fact gave birth to the direct inspiration of both Frenchmen.423  

Given all this, in his review of the Consequences, Hauser was at pains to undermine 

Keynes’s case regarding Germany’s capacity to pay financial reparations, and conceded on 

the crucial points. Firstly, that the Treaty should have established a fixed reparation sum; 

instead, ‘on a ouvert ainsi la porte à d’interminables chicanes’. Secondly, Hauser 

acknowledged that the financial clauses of the Treaty were too harsh, and recalled that ‘on 

s’est livré là, entre experts, à un jeu de milliards qui est du domaine de la haute fantaisie’.424 

Hauser understood well the mechanism linking the payment of reparations with the 

stimulation of German export trade. Perhaps because of that, he resorted instead to political 

and moral arguments to argue against Keynes’s case: the British Empire should open up its 

markets not to German products, but to those of its allies, France and Belgium.425  

The rest of his critique of the Consequences was more sensationalistic. Hauser 

thought that Keynes’s presence at the Peace Conference, by virtue of his ideas, was enough to 

raise the hypothesis that German agents were among the Allied delegations.426 A more 

grounded critique asserted that Keynes’s arguments for reducing German reparations were 

rooted in the fear of bolshevism.427 There were also a few admonishments to French 

economists: Hauser thought that like Keynes, they had confounded German destruction with 

German capacity to pay, and had further relied too much on faulty statistics.428 In particular, 

Hauser thought Rist’s review of the Consequences was too ‘indulgent’.429 On a more positive 

note, he asserted that Keynes’s account of European economic solidarity (in Consequences’ 

first chapter) was accurate and claimed it was one of ‘des parties les plus solides et les plus 
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intéressantes du livre’.430 And unsurprisingly, he supported the book’s call for a cancellation 

of inter-allied debts. All in all, the conclusion Hauser took from the success of Keynes’s book 

was representative of the mood across the majority of French political opinion: the 

Consequences’ ‘parti pris’ in favour of Germany had opened ‘la crise la plus dangereuse pour 

la paix du monde que nous ayons traversé depuis juillet 1914’.431  

Naturally enough, Clemenceau and his close aides Louis Loucheur and André Tardieu 

had a very different appreciation of the Treaty’s worth, if compared to Seydoux’s and even 

Hauser’s. Both Loucheur and Tardieu were also now sitting on the parliamentary benches of 

the opposition, and had both a reputation and the governmental record to defend. Naturally, 

they attacked the Consequences both to defend the Treaty, and to condemn Prime Minister 

Alexandre Millerand’s reparation policy.432 In a series of articles published in 1920 both in 

France and the US, André Tardieu did exactly that, emphasising Clemenceau’s tough stance 

during the Versailles negotiations.433 In contrast, Millerand had failed to apply the Treaty, 

falling prey to Lloyd George’s pressures in the various international conferences on 

reparations.434 Hence, on Tardieu’s account, Keynes embodied the kind of policies Millerand 

should have been combatting, and which had previously been defeated by Clemenceau at the 

Peace Conference.435 Unsurprisingly, Tardieu believed Keynes worked in favour of German 

interests, and denied that France had stood against European economic recovery.436  

In a further article published in November 1920 for the American Everybody’s 

Magazine, Tardieu launched a full-blown attack against the Consequences.437 Tardieu 

stressed that the book was false; Keynes had abused the confidence of the peacemakers by 

writing it; and its arguments and figures had been retrieved from the memoranda given by the 

German delegation to the Peace Conference contesting the Treaty. For Tardieu, the violence 

of the Consequences’ language offered particular proof of the unsoundness of Keynes’s 
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arguments: a case of being ‘too angry not to be wrong’.438 Moreover, Tardieu argued that 

Keynes was too influenced by ‘Marxist materialism’ to realise the importance of national 

aspirations: he had not ‘not understood the war’, so he could not understand the peace.439 

Still, Tardieu’s most poignant charge was that Keynes had supported during the Conference 

the same policies that he condemned in his book, particularly the non-settlement of a lump 

reparations sum.440  

Unfortunately for Tardieu, he had written the exact opposite in a previous piece for 

the daily Le Petit Parisien.441 Keynes took issue with Tardieu’s attack – it was made for an 

American magazine, in a country where the Consequences was a sales success – and opened 

an exception to his press silence. Thus, he informed the readers of Everybody’s Magazine of 

Tardieu’s contrasting declarations, and evoked similar statements made by Louis Loucheur in 

Parliament.442 In 1921 Tardieu attacked again Keynes with his book La Paix, which consisted 

of a lengthy and detailed defence of the Treaty and the French delegation’s work. It was 

prefaced by Clemenceau, who was well-known for his dismissal of economics and as a result 

sarcastically considered Keynes to be ‘forte en thème d’économiste’; he further labelled the 

latter’s criticisms as ‘reproches d’une violence brutale’.443 According to Clemenceau, ideas of 

universal interdependence would have the sole result of providing Germany with economic 

revenge, while preventing France from securing any reparations at all.444  

By attacking the Treaty, Keynes was undermining Tardieu’s political and intellectual 

authority in France – hence his name featured so abundantly in La Paix’s pages. Tardieu tried 

to convince his readers of Keynes’s shortcomings, by underlining those episodes of the Peace 

discussions where the Cambridge economist had been ‘defeated’ by the French delegation, 

namely Loucheur.445 Once more, Tardieu emphasised Germany’s productive potential, while 

justifying the will of the French delegation to not settle a fixed reparations sum with 

Germany’s guilt, and the prospect of having: ‘trente ans plus tard […], aux portes d’une 

France obérée, une Allemagne quitte de dettes et en pleine prospérité’.446 Tardieu estimated 

that if private consumption was restrained, Germany would be able to transfer on a yearly 

basis 8 billion gold marks. While reviewing La Paix, Charles Gide concluded that if Keynes’s 
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figure of £2,000 million was clearly too low, then Tardieu’s went too far in the other 

direction: with such a levy, German’s propensity to save would be reduced.447 Finally, 

Tardieu’s book also offered an example of how international developments shaped reactions 

to the Consequences. For the French politician, the outcomes of the conferences of San 

Remo, Hythe and Boulogne were proof that Keynes’s arguments – which mirrored the 

German position – ‘ont pris faveur’.448  

 With the same purpose as Tardieu, Loucheur frequently referred to Keynes in his 

parliamentary speeches: he was in charge of the parliament’s commission on reparations and 

war finance. Loucheur reasoned that a campaign had been launched from Britain – embodied 

by the Consequences – which falsely claimed that France had exaggerated its reparations 

claims. From the results of the San Remo conference, Loucheur concluded that Keynes’s 

ideas were on the verge of triumphing. As a result, France would receive fewer indemnities 

than it needed to reconstruct the devastated areas. Tardieu, his former colleague, was right: 

‘l’Allemagne peut tout payer. Il a cent fois raison’.449 Loucheur also mocked Keynes, telling 

the Parliament that ‘M. Keynes est une vieille connaissance pour moi’; and that already in 

March 1919 he had told ‘M. Keynes les paroles qu'il méritait (Applaudissements)’.450 

According to the French politician, Keynes was among those responsible for convincing 

Lloyd George during the peace negotiations that French claims were inflated. Loucheur then 

proceeded to tell his parliamentary audience of how he had then promptly rebutted all of 

Lloyd George’s arguments – and thus, Keynes’s.451  

Loucheur subsequently made use of a similar rhetoric when presenting in Parliament 

his report on the 1920 budget. Downplaying Keynes’s professional and intellectual authority, 

he referred to him as a ‘technicien’ and a ‘théoricien’, whose strange and puerile theories, 

before being recycled by the Germans, had been dismissed by its own government at the 

Peace Conference. As described in Chapter 1, even if in private Loucheur admitted 

Germany’s limited capacity of payment, in public he adamantly affirmed that Germany could 

pay for all the French reconstruction costs. Besides, he called attention to the fact that France 

                                                 
447 Charles Gide, ‘Comptes-rendus critiques’, Revue d’économie politique, 5 (September–October 1921), 645–6.  
448 André Tardieu, La Paix, 483. 
449 Journal officiel de la République française, 7 July 1920, 2833. 
450 No mention of what those words were appears in the transcripts of the various meetings held during that day: 

see, for example, Paul Mantoux, Les Délibérations du Conseil des Quatre (24 mars – 28 juin 1919). Vol. I 

(Paris: Éditions du Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique, 1955), 32–40.  
451 Journal officiel de la République française, 7 July 1920, 2833–4. 



 

105 

 

had paid its Franco-Prussian War reparations to the last cent, despite it being an unjust 

levy.452 

There was one more high-ranking political figure who publicly criticised Keynes’s 

book: Raymond Poincaré. As mentioned before, he had opposed Clemenceau’s negotiating 

methods, and was prevented by the latter from having any relevant role in the Peace 

Conference. Thus, like most Centre-Right and Right wing critics of the Treaty, Poincaré 

thought its clauses offered few guarantees to France. However, as a good product of the 

French legalistic culture, Poincaré had ‘an overarching belief in the sanctity of legal texts’.453 

Inherently, he thought the Treaty’s terms ought to be followed, with no margin of 

appreciation. In 1920, that was the standpoint he recurrently conveyed in the press. 

Predictably, Poincaré had plenty to say about the nature of Keynes’s ideas and their potential 

outcomes. For a start, he failed to recognise the economic rationale underlying Keynes’s 

proposal that supplying Germany with raw materials and foodstuff would stimulate its 

economy. Instead, Poincaré simply argued that French devastated regions had to be supplied 

first.454 Reparations were mainly a legal question, not an economic or financial one. Like 

Tardieu, he considered Germany was doing everything within its reach to avoid fulfilling the 

Treaty, while simultaneously riding the bandwagon of the Consequences’ success (which was 

a rather accurate point).455  

Moreover, Poincaré concluded that the postwar condition of Germany’s economy and 

finances was irrelevant to assess its capacity to pay, as Germany possessed enough resources 

to soon come back to its ‘meilleure fortune’.456 While amusingly half condemning Keynes’s 

portrait of Clemenceau – which represented ‘sous une couleur un peu fausse la grande figure 

du premier-ministre’ – 457 Poincaré bitterly asserted that in the 1920s international 

conferences, Keynes’s ‘funestes théories’ were replacing the ‘stipulations du traité et l’idée 

maitresse d’une créance rigoureuse égale au montant des dommages’.458 Accordingly, by 

November 1920, he condemned the idea of a fixed sum defended by Millerand, who, it was 
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to be inferred, had fallen prey to the propaganda inspired by Keynes and foreign financiers.459 

For Poincaré, the success of the Consequences meant that the Cambridge economist had 

become much more than a simple former delegate to the Peace Conference. Now, Keynes 

was a figure holding real political influence, always looming in the shadows and influencing 

Lloyd George and the British against France.460 In his own words: ‘il est devenu un 

personnage symbolique et légendaire, qui s'est institué le souffleur de plusieurs chancelleries 

alliées et dont les doctrines se sont répandues sous tous les climats comme une Bible 

nouvelle’.461 This was only the start of a long series of spats between Poincaré and Keynes, 

which reached their height after the former’s comeback to power as Prime Minister from 

January 1922 to June 1924 (see Chapter 5).  

 

3.7. ‘L’Avocat de l’Allemagne’: criticisms of Keynes from the Right and Centre-

Right  

 

Poincaré and Hauser’s views of Keynes’s book were representative of how Centre-

Right and Right wing political opinion reacted to the Consequences throughout 1920. It 

stressed the similarity of Keynes’s arguments to those of the German government, in order to 

conclude about the former’s Germanophilia. It focused on the book’s tone (‘l’esprit dans 

lequel ce livre a été écrit’) to stress Keynes’s lack of compassion for French sufferings.462 

And it never emphatically challenged Keynes’s technical arguments, whether by considering 

that they were based on defective statistics, or because German difficulties were secondary in 

the face of French losses.463 Rather than analysing a wide-ranging series of sources, this 

section will seek to inquire how three influential opinion makers of the Right rendered 

Keynes’s arguments. All three systematically denounced the nefarious influence of Keynes 

on international opinion, particularly the British. These were André Géraud (also known as 

‘Pertinax’), an influential foreign correspondent for the most popular conservative daily of 

the time, L’Écho de Paris; Jacques Bardoux, the ex-chief of Marshall Foch’s cabinet who 

was also very close to Poincaré; and lastly, Jacques Bainville, one of the key thinkers of 
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L’Action française, who in 1920 published his own critique of the Treaty, aptly entitled Les 

Conséquences politiques de la Paix.464  

Until the London memorandum of March 1920, comments in the conservative press 

regarding Keynes’s book were not aplenty. Once the memorandum was publicly disclosed, it 

was understood as proof of the Consequences’ harmful influence. By then, it was well-known 

in France that Keynes’s book had been a thundering sales success in the US and Britain, even 

being discussed in the US Senate and the British House of Commons.465 That popularity 

completely took the French conservative press by surprise, a fact that, coupled with the 

outcome of the first international conferences taking place in early 1920, only served to 

cumulatively reinforce the impression that Keynes’s book was detrimental to French 

interests. Gradually, the conservative press realised that Britain, under Lloyd George’s helm, 

would not support the French case for a strict execution of the Treaty. Logically, Keynes was 

held responsible for what was perceived as being an abrupt – and treacherous, for it broke 

with the wartime alliance – turn of British opinion against France.  

André Géraud’s references to Keynes in his daily articles for L’Écho de Paris 

accurately mirror this stance. Completely ignored by historiography, Géraud was arguably 

the French journalist of his time best informed on international affairs. Besides directing the 

international service of L’Écho de Paris, Géraud was also the Daily Telegraph’s French 

correspondent. The French London embassy thought such liaisons allowed him to have 

indirect access to information coming from the Foreign Office.466 Géraud was also among 

those journalists received at the Quai d’Orsay, where they were given first-hand selected 

information, and at one point even produced memoranda on how the British press could be 

brought in favour of France. Besides the Telegraph, his contacts covered the most relevant 

conservative British dailies, like the Times and the Morning Post.467 Nonetheless, Géraud was 

not subservient to French diplomacy. For example, in 1920, he wrote several articles 

criticising Lloyd George’s reparations policy, which led to despair the head of the Foreign 

Office, Lord Curzon, who deemed Géraud ‘très dangereux’.468 Eventually, the Quai d’Orsay 
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had to admit the unsuccessfulness of its efforts in pressing Géraud to change his editorial 

line: he was ‘extrêmement susceptible quant à sa liberté complète d’appréciation’.469  

Unsurprisingly, already in February and March 1920, Géraud was criticising the 

‘Germanophile’ Keynes on account of his emphasis on European economic solidarity, which 

in the French journalist’s view amounted to saying that France would not be paid any 

indemnities.470 Crucially, Géraud’s articles systematically attributed to ‘faux intellectuels’ 

like Keynes the paternity of Lloyd George’s foreign policy.471 Before the Spa conference, 

Géraud vituperated the influence of ‘Keynes et son évangile’, which made him predict that 

the outcome of the conference would be unfavourable to France.472 Likewise, at the time of 

the financial conference of Brussels, Géraud noted that as it would be mainly composed by 

experts and economists, France could not let debates follow the direction of Keynes’s ideas, 

‘où ils tendent naturellement’.473  

Jacques Bardoux’s analysis of international affairs and how these were shaped by the 

success of Keynes’s book was similar to Géraud’s. Bardoux had studied in Oxford and was 

well acquainted with British politics and culture, having published several volumes 

attempting to make an Essai d’une psychologie de l’Angleterre contemporaine. From 

November 1918 to March 1919, Bardaux had been in charge of Foch’s civil cabinet; he now 

taught at the École supérieure de guerre, besides writing for the literary conservative daily 

Journal des débats politiques et littéraires. Politically, he was very close to Poincaré, who 

eventually charged him in 1922 with diplomatic missions to London and Geneva. Naturally, 

Bardoux shared both Foch and Poincaré’s assumption that the Treaty did not offer France 

enough security guarantees, and that the Rhine’s left bank should have been occupied.474 

In a similar tone to Géraud, Jacques Bardoux expressed his indignation at the fact that 

the Italian Prime Minister Francesco Nitti, along with Herbert Asquith (the head of the 

British Liberals), had been converted to Keynes’s ideas.475 He further warned that Lloyd 
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George was without a doubt being influenced by the Liberal daily Manchester Guardian – 

where Keynes was to publish several of his articles from 1921 onwards.476 Likewise, 

according to Bardoux, the memoranda that the British and German delegations issued in 

anticipation of the Spa conference betrayed the influence of Keynes’s book.477 And Bardoux’ 

own review of the Consequences fell in line with the criticisms already described in previous 

sections of this chapter. He actually directed his readers to Lévy’s La Juste paix, whom he 

thought had dismantled Keynes’s ‘exégèse économico-biblique’.478 Tellingly, Bardoux 

concluded that: 

 

Le livre de JMK n’est pas seulement […] un mauvais livre: il est surtout une 

mauvaise action. Il divise les alliés et arme l’ennemi. Il critique les victimes et 

défend les bourreaux. Il retarde la paix et prépare la guerre.479  

 

However, the most far-reaching critique of Keynes’s book was probably formulated 

by Jacques Bainville, owing not to the vocabulary in which it was rendered, but to its 

underlying theoretical standpoint. Together with Charles Maurras, Bainville had co-founded 

in 1907 L’Action française, the official daily of the similarly named political party. He wrote 

over 8,000 articles for it, mostly on international affairs. These are usually held as having 

been highly influential within conservative circles, regardless of L’Action française’s low 

circulation.480 Yet, unlike Maurras and other members of L’Action française, Bainville was 

not a Germanophobe and had a good knowledge of economics and finance.481 Nonetheless, 

his interpretation of the Treaty was the reverse of Keynes’s. It revolved around the premise 

that in the name of European economic equilibrium, the Allies had failed to break up German 

political unity.482 Thus, it was foolish to presuppose that 60 million Germans would accept to 

pay reparations during the forthcoming decades to 40 million Frenchmen.483 Moreover, 

Bainville considered that the Treaty’s reparations clauses would strengthen German 

nationalism and its political unity, making an eventual German military revenge a certainty in 
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the near future.484 From that standpoint, Bainville uttered the often-quoted aphorism that 

Versailles’ peace was ‘trop douce pour ce qu’elle a de dur’.485 

Whereas Keynes considered the peacemakers had ignored economic principles, 

Bainville thought instead that the Treaty was outrageously underpinned by moral and 

economics premises.486 His views on the Treaty are condensed in the 1920 work Les 

Conséquences politiques de la paix – despite the obvious pun, in the preface he claimed the 

book was not ‘une réponse à Keynes’.487 Bainville started by arguing that Keynes had a 

materialistic conception of history, which held economic forces as the determining factors in 

its evolution. Therefore, he argued that Keynes had failed to realise how the political 

consequences of the war were, in reality, far more dangerous than the economic ones.488 The 

key question rested on Germany’s political unity and demographic superiority: ‘les 

considérations des économistes ne changeront rien aux effets de ce déséquilibre essential’.489 

Finally, he dismissed the whole of Keynes’s arguments on a two-fold basis. Firstly, Keynes’s 

thesis was partial in favour of Germany; and secondly, the history of the French and Russian 

Revolutions was tantamount to proof that economic questions occupied an irrelevant place in 

the making of history.490 Bainville’s book thus attempted to delegitimise the Consequences 

by rendering the latter’s epistemological field as altogether irrelevant. 

Of course, for all his criticisms of the Treaty, Bainville defended an active diplomatic 

and military policy by France to defend its reparations rights. Unsurprisingly, he dismissed 

the possibility that French economic recovery could be in any way linked to that of 

Germany’s, or that any form of European economic solidarity existed at all, even any form of 

solidarity between debtor and creditor countries.491 These ideas were reaffirmed in several 

articles he wrote on the international conferences of 1920.492 Why should European economic 

recovery start with Germany instead of France, he rhetorically asked, when the latter had 

garnered ‘l’admiration du monde par sa vitalité et son gout de l’ordre’.493 This kind of 
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outlook was extensively reproduced by others members of L’Action française. For a start, 

René Johannet believed the Consequences were the product of a spirit influenced by 

historical materialism, prone to renounce liberty for determinism.494 In parliament, Léon 

Daudet considered the link between German economic revival and the payment of reparations 

to be a sophism; given that Germany could not ever attain such a revival without colonies or 

a merchant marine. Thus, Daudet concluded that Keynes’s ideas aimed at instituting a 

‘pangermanisme économique’, which would eventually lead to German political 

resurgence.495  

In short, Géraud, Bardoux and Bainville made Keynes’s book the scapegoat for a 

potential failure of France in securing reparations, owing to his influence within Anglo-

American opinion. That was how Keynes became depicted in the conservative press – which 

constituted the majority of French press – as an enemy of France. This general perception 

was also reproduced by very important social sectors of French opinion, which possessed a 

clear interest in the payment of financial reparations or deliveries in kind. An example of the 

former case was French metallurgy. It was well-known that François de Wendel, president of 

the Comité des forges (the organisation representing French steelmakers), was a keen 

advocate of occupying the Ruhr in order to obtain the coke that French ironworks badly 

needed.496  

Periodicals representing industrial interests shared that outlook. An example was La 

Journée industrielle, which represented the textile and mechanical industries, and whose 

director, Bernard-Précy, was close to L’Action française.497 No references were made in its 

pages to the possible problems caused to French industries by stimulated German trade, 

which would provide the basis for paying financial reparations. At the same time, it depicted 

the Consequences as an attempt by Manchester’s industrialists to protect their interests 

against possible German dumping, which would diminish the market for British products in 

France and Belgium.498 Thus, La Journée industriale claimed that it was in the best of French 

interests to combat Keynes’s pleas to revise the clauses curtailing German frontiers, resources 

and trade. If enforced, such revisions would endanger French industry and commerce, putting 
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them ‘dans un état d’infériorité lamentable par rapport à la concurrence étrangère’.499 France 

should avoid settling for a fixed sum of reparations, instead taking a yearly share of 

Germany’s economic growth.500 Moreover, as there was no guarantee that Germany would 

ever fulfil its deliveries in kind – and in any case its war guilt was a fait accompli – France 

should occupy the Ruhr to oversee the extraction of coke.501 

Incidentally, and while they should not be labelled as a right wing, war veteran outlets 

(which also defended the interests of the handicapped) reproduced the Right’s criticisms of 

Keynes. As described in Chapter 1, Keynes claimed that military pensions should not be 

included among the reparations to be paid by Germany, but should rather be the 

responsibility of each national state. Although there seems to have not been any reactions 

from war veterans’ periodicals between 1920 and 1921 to the Consequences, from 1922 

onwards, references to the Germanophilia of Keynes were aplenty.502 It was believed that 

Lloyd George was following Keynes’s ideas, while Lévy’s La Juste paix was lauded as a 

valuable refutation of Consequences, which clearly established ‘la modération du traite et la 

possibilité de son exécution intégrale’.503  

 

3.8. Keynes between purgatory and heaven: reactions from the Centre-Left and the 

Left  

 

It was within the Left that the Consequences was most warmly received. At first, the 

Centre-Left, which amounted to the Radical Socialist Party, reacted to Keynes’s book in 

pretty much the same vein as the whole spectrum of the French Right, but with less vitriol 

and in more nuanced tones. Several Radicals and individuals usually associated with Left 

republican positions had participated in the making of the Treaty, namely Clémentel, 

Loucheur, Klotz and Hauser. In 1918–9 and in the spirit of the Union Sacrée, the majority of 

the Radicals had demanded a hard line be taken against Germany: heavy indemnities, 

disarmament, the occupation of the Rhine’s left bank and surveillance by a militarised 
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LON.504 Defrauded in their expectations, the Radicals regarded the Treaty with reserve, but in 

the same vein it also defended its strict application.505 Nevertheless, a minority of Radicals 

belonging to the left wing of the party had a different perspective, concomitant with its 

pacifist views. They were against annexing the Rhine’s left bank, and endorsed a closer 

political alliance with the Socialists, who favoured the Treaty’s revision.506 Within the 

majority was Édouard Herriot, who had been elected in September 1919 as President of the 

Radical Socialists, and remained one of its major figures until his death in 1957. Herriot 

expressed the sentiments of most Radicals when he affirmed that by writing the 

Consequences, Keynes had ‘commis contre l’humanité une faute lourde’. Still, Herriot did 

not comment on the actual text of the Consequences, and judging from his writings, he does 

not seem to have ever read it. Instead, Herriot indirectly criticised Keynes by reviewing and 

endorsing Raphaël-Georges Lévy’s La Juste paix.507  

At the same time, as the various international conferences on reparations of 1920 

made it evident that the Treaty’s reparations terms were being revised, the Radical Socialist 

Party’s left wing became ever more vocal in its criticisms of the Treaty. As a result, its 

appreciation of Keynes’s book was more nuanced than Herriot’s. While the Radical Socialists 

did not have an official newspaper, two that were linked to it were L’Ère nouvelle and 

L’Œuvre. Founded in 1919, the daily L’Ère nouvelle aimed at gathering on its pages all the 

factions within the Radical Socialist Party, but represented foremost its left wing.508 It was 

the first French newspaper to report on Keynes’s book (on 8 January 1920), and did so in an 

objective way.509 But the daily soon made its editorial stance clear: even if the Treaty was 

imperfect, if applied with good will it would not prevent the world’s economic recovery. 

Summing up, despite understanding the positions of Keynes and the British Liberals, L’Ère 

nouvelle (the article was anonymous) considered that the Treaty’s ‘maintien intégral’ was 

France’s sole guarantee.510  
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Yet, by June, the review of the Consequences’ French edition already envisaged the 

possibility of revising the Treaty; even if it made it dependent upon a larger political, 

economic and financial solidarity between the Allies.511 And in that same month, the political 

writer Maurice Charny, while recognising the similarity of Keynes’s and Norman Angell’s 

conceptions of economic interdependence, wondered if it was not time to admit ‘qu’il peut y 

avoir des prophètes hors de notre pays et des hommes de bonne foi ailleurs qu’à la Académie 

Française ou à la Revue des deux-mondes’.512 At the same time, the Radical Yvon Delbos, 

who belonged to the executive committee of the Radical Socialist Party and was the editor-in-

chief of L’Ère nouvelle, criticised Clemenceau and the Bloc national majority on the basis 

that their (unworkable) Treaty was preventing Millerand from securing for France its much-

needed reparations. In short, already by the first half of 1920, the bluff of ‘L’Allemagne 

paiera’ had been called out among the Radical Socialists. By January 1921, the same Delbos 

eventually accepted Keynes’s case for revising the Treaty; but only if inter-allied debts were 

cancelled.513 

The stance of L’Œuvre – the most influential and popular Radical daily of the 

interwar years – on Keynes’s book evidenced even more the fractures extant within Radical 

ranks regarding the Treaty.514 On the one hand, L’Œuvre portrayed the Consequences in a 

very positive light, judging Klotz’s figures to be exaggerated and supporting Keynes’s case 

on reparations in light of the international conferences on reparations. Consider the difference 

of tone if compared with the comments of men like Bainville or André Géraud:  

 

M. Keynes est un esprit positif, qui cherche – et qui trouve – non dans son 

imagination mais dans le mécanisme de l’existence des peuples les causes de leur 

prospérité, plus ou moins artificielle, et des remèdes à leurs maux.515  

 

And furthermore: 

 

Votre déception [of the Bloc national] résulte moins des conditions mêmes que 

propose M. Keynes, et auxquelles nous aurions été heureux, en septembre 1918, 
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d’être surs d’obtenir la victoire, que de la folle présomption des auteurs du traité de 

Versailles.516  

 

In general, L’Œuvre’s editorial line endorsed Millerand’s attempts to execute the 

Treaty, while criticising Clemenceau and Tardieu for their failure to defend French 

interests.517 This was the standpoint of the journalist Robert de Jouvenel, in charge of 

L’Œuvre’s section on foreign politics, who eventually collaborated with Keynes in 1922 (see 

Chapter 5).518 According to de Jouvenel, the Treaty had to be executed and Germany ought to 

pay as much as possible, but its financial and economic difficulties should be taken into 

consideration.519 In practice, this conclusion amounted to already considerate the unpopular 

question of Germany’s capacity to pay, and thus to open the door to revisionist ideas. Thus, 

already by mid-1920, the difference of some sectors of Left republican opinion in regards to 

reparations was quite distinct when compared to the Right.  

Even French pacifists and supporters of the LON were divided in their reception of 

the Consequences, following underlying divisions over the appreciation of the Treaty 

between conservative and liberal factions. Of course, Keynes received the support of the 

pacifist circle linked to the Société d’études documentaires. A member of the latter, Antoine 

Fragulis – friend of Charles Gide, future Greek delegate to the LON, and part of the Bulletin 

de la Société des nations’ board – congratulated Keynes on the Consequences and asked for 

articles to publish.520 Meanwhile, the main French pacifist and pro-secularization 

organisation, the LDH, had in June 1919 criticised the Treaty on the account that it did not 

prepare for international disarmament and the compulsory arbitration of military conflicts. 

Furthermore, while approving of the principle of reparations, it criticised the harshness of the 

Treaty’s economic clauses: ‘Il est juste que l’Allemagne répare le mal qu’elle a fait. Mais on 

ne peut tout à la fois la condamner à payer et la mettre dans l’impossibilité de le faire’.521 Its 
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journal, as above referred, also published Charles Gide’s appreciative review of the 

Consequences.  

Yet, in its 1920 congress, the Ligue approved a report written by the jurist Théodore 

Ruyssen, a specialist in international law who considered the Treaty’s reparation clauses to be 

just.522 Another key organisation of French pacifism, the Association de la Paix pour le droit, 

via its homonymous journal, evidenced a similar attitude.523 It published a lengthy study of 

the reception of Keynes’s book in the US, while simultaneously reproducing the general 

criticisms made against Keynes, as in Lévy’s La Juste paix.524 Indeed, by the hand of 

Ruyssen, La Paix pour le droit endorsed Lévy’s book, despite noting the feebleness of its 

arguments on Germany’s capacity to pay. According to Ruyssen, this issue belonged more to 

the domain of psychology than economics: a solution would be to stimulate Germany’s 

goodwill by integrating it into the LON, where reparations could be discussed in a serene 

atmosphere.525  

In other cases, changing political allegiances and connections forced changes of 

opinion. An example was L’Europe nouvelle, a journal mostly focused on the analysis of 

international affairs, and usually associated with Left republican opinion. It was founded by 

the financial journalist Hyacinthe Philouze, who also wrote for L’Œuvre.526 Philouze also 

owned the financial newspaper Le Câblogramme, which would publish various newspaper 

articles by Keynes in 1921. Under Philouze’s direction, L’Europe nouvelle published an 

encomiastic review of the Consequences in January 1920: the book was ‘un acte de 

courage’.527 But Philouze, finding the journal was not profitable enough, soon sold it to 

Louise Weiss.528 The editor-in-chief became Philippe Millet, who was not only a personal 

friend of the Quai d’Orsay´s secretary general, Philippe Berthelot, but also of André Géraud.  

Following this change in ownership, the stance of L’Europe nouvelle on Keynes’s 

arguments went the opposite way. Millet himself criticised Keynes, judging his evaluations of 
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French reconstruction costs to be too low; and the journal published a series of lengthy 

critical commentaries of the Consequences by the Radical Socialist Louis Germain-Martin.529 

Germain-Martin was an economist of Rist’s generation, who taught at the Sorbonne. Unlike 

Rist, though, he did not remain confined to academic economics, and built a political career 

with the Radical Socialist Party, thanks to the support of Clémentel and Loucheur.530 Despite 

his background as an economist, Germain-Martin’s articles on reparations analysed Keynes’s 

arguments not from a technical standpoint, but from a political one. His articles on 

reparations were in general supportive of Millerand’s policy: the Treaty was imperfect 

because it did not cover the costs of reconstructing France, whose needs were more pressing 

than Germany’s, which was burdened by war guilt. Thus Germain-Martin criticised Keynes 

for failing to consider the impact of the Treaty on French finances; he also incorrectly 

claimed that in the Consequences Keynes forgot that British statesmen had also promised that 

‘L’Allemagne paiera’.531  

Thus, within the spectrum of the French Left, it was up to the Socialists and groups on 

the fringes of French pacifism to fully and openly endorse Keynes’s arguments. Although the 

1919 legislative elections resulted in a defeat for the SFIO, its strength should not be 

underestimated. The defeat was due mainly to the rules of the French electoral system, as the 

SFIO was the second party to receive most votes, only behind the Centre-Right Fédération 

républicaine. From nearly 1,398,000 votes received in 1914, the Socialists progressed to 

1,700,000 in 1919.532 The warm reception that Keynes’s ideas received among the Socialists 

reflected the party’s stance on the Treaty, as the SFIO was the only party to vote against its 

ratification. During parliamentary discussions on the Treaty’s ratification, Socialist deputies 

criticised reparations demands for not taking into account Germany’s capacity to pay; and 

pointed out that the inclusion of pensions in reparations would only decrease France’s share 

of the indemnities. However, it should be noted that the Socialists were not against the 
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530 For a comparison between Rist and Germain-Martin’s backgrounds and careers, see Lucette Le Van-

Lemesle, Le Juste, 412–5. 
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L’Europe nouvelle, 24 April, 512–3; ‘Avant la conférence de Bruxelles. L’avenir sidérurgique de la France’, 
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principle underlying reparation: they recognised Germany’s war guilt and the need to finance 

the reconstruction of the devastated areas.533 

Thus, in 1920, Léon Blum (the SFIO’s parliamentary leader and a notorious 

anglophile) 534 and his aide Vincent Auriol were receptive to Keynes’s arguments, and 

systematically defended a fixed sum of reparations. Blum’s endorsement of Keynes’s 

proposals for revising the Treaty significantly is explained by their correlated proposal of 

wiping out inter-allied debts. This was the sole of Keynes’s propositions that received the 

unanimous support of all French political factions. All in all, Blum thought Keynes’s plan to 

be more favourable to France than the proposals of Hythe and Boulogne, of whose 

feasibleness he doubted.535 Similarly, in Parliament Vincent Auriol chastised the Treaty 

(attacking Loucheur) for not including, ‘comme le proposait M. Keynes’, the cancelation of 

inter-allied debts. Ultimately, Auriol concluded, German reparations would be used to defray 

those, instead of being employed in reconstructing the northeast of France.536 Likewise, in the 

Socialist newspaper Le Populaire, the articles of the editor-in-chief Jean Longuet – also a 

Socialist deputy and grandson of Karl Marx – were of a similar tone. Longuet particularly 

berated the peacemakers for not taking account of ‘la solidarité étroite de tous les intérêts 

européens’.537 Finally, Pierre Renaudel, the most representative figure of the SFIO’s right 

wing and with whom Paul Franck was in touch, was ‘also [an] enthusiast’ of Keynes’s 

book.538 

Therefore, it is not surprising that like the majority of the political press, the two 

official Socialist daily newspapers, L’Humanité (published in the morning) and Le Populaire 

(published in the evening), employed Keynes’s arguments in the pursuit of their own political 

agenda. Just as journalists like André Géraud had thoroughly linked Keynes to the outcome 

of the 1920 international conferences, so to did the columnist Paul Louis, who wrote for both 

L’Humanité and Le Populaire. But here the interpretations and motivations underpinning said 

references to Keynes were the opposite. For Paul Louis, Millerand was unrealistically 
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537 Jean Longuet, ‘La Trahison des grands “Patriotes”’, Le Populaire, 11 June 1920, 1; and also ‘La Leçon de 
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538 Paul Franck to JMK, 7 July 1920, JMK/EC/5/6/39–40. 



 

119 

 

defending the strict execution of the Treaty, while Keynes’s influence on Lloyd George 

should be held as an encouraging step towards European economic progress.539  

In the pages of Le Populaire and L’Humanité, though, Keynes was never portrayed as 

a Germanophile. Instead, his book was held as the ultimate proof of how the Treaty had given 

to capitalism ‘un coup mortel’, and of how the peacemakers had underestimated the weight of 

Germany and Russia in maintaining ‘l’équilibre économique du monde’.540 Hence, the Treaty 

was considered to be ‘frappé de stérilité et voué au ridicule historique’. Its revision was 

unavoidable, and the failure of the various international conferences in accomplishing this 

was proof of the bourgeoisie’s incompetence in preventing economic and financial chaos.541 

Moreover, in the pages of L’Humanité, the translator André Pierre – who had translated 

Norman Angell’s 1919 The Treaties and the Economic Chaos – concluded both Keynes’s and 

Angell’s books amounted to ‘deux actes de courage’.542 

At the same time, the reaction of the pro-Communist factions of the SFIO to Keynes’s 

book was not welcoming. A considerable part of the Consequences’ argumentative power 

relied on how the Treaty’s failure to ensure economic equilibrium laid the seeds for the 

growth of bolshevism. Keynes’s own political and social philosophy pushed him away from 

any kind of egalitarian socialism or Marxian economic theory, which he judged to be morally 

unacceptable and theoretically flawed.543 While the leaders of the SFIO (like Blum, Auriol, 

Longuet and Renaudel) were not Marxists per se, tensions were emerging within the party in 

regards to the relations to adopt with the Soviet Communist Party. At the SFIO congress of 

Tours in December 1920, the majority of the delegates approved of the party’s to the Third 

International, which effectively split the Socialists and led to the creation of the French 

Communist Party.544 Until then, anti- and pro-Communist militants and intellectuals 

cohabitated within L’Humanité and Le Populaire’s columns – a situation well illustrated by 

Raymond Lefebvre’s negative overview of the Consequences. A war veteran, Lefebvre had 

founded Clarté with Henri Barbusse, and defended the SFIO should join the Third 
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International.545 Lefebvre berated Keynes for not taking the right conclusions from his 

analysis of the Treaty’s shortcomings and Europe’s ensuing economic turmoil: that 

capitalism was dead and revolution inevitable. Thus, as Keynes did not accept ‘l’hypothèse 

révolutionnaire’, his proposals for revising the Treaty were purely utopian.546 

It was precisely within these fluid Socialist and pacifist circles that Paul Franck 

moved. Dutifully, Franck published his own review of the Consequences in Clarté as soon as 

his translation was published in June by the NRF. As one could expect, it consisted of a 

highly encomiastic synthesis of Keynes’s book:  

 

Qu’il nous suffise de dire qu’au moment où l’univers semble s’engourdir et ne pas 

réagir contre les maux qui le menacent, il est réconfortant de voir un homme de la 

culture et de la situation de J.M. Keynes se dresser contre l’imposture triomphante et 

se faire l’architecte du monde de demain.547  

 

Other articles commenting favourably on the Consequences were also published by 

Clarté.548 But crucially, Franck started spreading the gospel of Keynes within his own range 

of contacts and even cultural references. For instance, he sent a copy of Keynes’s book to the 

pacifist writer Romain Rolland, who concluded that: 

 

C’est un livre admirable. Pas seulement par son intelligence politique et son 

indépendance d’esprit, mais pour sa pénétration des caractères. Ses portraits des 

triumvirs (de Wilson surtout) sont définitifs.549 

 

Truth be told, Rolland only read the juiciest parts of the Consequences: Keynes’s 

psychological portraits of Wilson and Clemenceau, and the book’s conclusions.550 In any 

case, Franck’s willingness to diffuse Keynes’s arguments assumes particular relevance 

because the last lines of the Consequences were a call to ‘the true voice of the new 
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generations [which] has not yet spoken’.551 One of the key individuals within the microcosm 

of youth pacifist politics was Jean Luchaire, who would eventually become one of the 

ideologues of the Young Turks group in late 1920s Radical Socialist politics. In 1924, 

Luchaire recalled Franck’s courage and ‘esprit de sacrifice’ in translating the Consequences, 

and for being, despite the hostility of most political opinion, the ‘le propagateur inlassable des 

théories alors ‘anti-françaises’ de M. Keynes’.552  

Luchaire already knew Franck in 1920, which was unsurprising, given that their 

networks overlapped: besides being acquainted with Henri Barbusse of Clarté, Luchaire also 

frequented the ELSP.553 He defined Franck’s translation as ‘excellente’, and pinpointed the 

similarities of Keynes’s ideas with those of Norman Angell. Dismissing the idea that Keynes 

was being pro-German, Luchaire posited instead that Keynes’s arguments were a ‘verité 

d’ordre international’, and that his proposals were favourable to France. Once more, this was 

unsurprising: Luchaire defended the idea of economic interdependence and endorsed the idea 

of an internationally managed economy under the direction of the LON.554 In contrast, 

Luchaire asserted that French attempts to strictly execute the Treaty were preventing ‘toute 

amélioration à la situation économique’.555 Most importantly, Luchaire answered Keynes’s 

appeal to the new generations with a confident ‘Elle [la nouvelle génération] parlera’.556 As 

analysed in Chapter 5, Franck and Luchaire’s networks continued to overlap as the two men 

collaborated in editorial projects through which Keynes’s ideas were diffused.  
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Part II – The Prophet battles for the Mountain’s minds: the editorial 

collaborations of Keynes and Paul Franck (1921–6) 

 

‘Excuse me’, he said suspiciously,  

‘but who might you be? Are you an official person?’ 

‘Eh, Nikanor Ivanovich!’ the unknown man exclaimed soulfully.  

‘What are official and unofficial persons?  

It all depends on your point of view on the subject.  

It’s all fluctuating and relative, Nikanor Ivanovich.  

Today I am an unofficial person,  

and tomorrow, lo and behold, I’m an official one!  

And it also happens the other way round – oh, how it does!’ 

 

Mikhail Bulgakov (1930s)557 

  

The turmoil French politics and finances went through from 1921 to 1926 wholly 

corresponded to the predictions Keynes made in the last chapter of the Consequences. After 

Raymond Poincaré became Prime Minister in 1922, France tried to settle the reparations 

question by occupying the Ruhr, and almost succeeded in breaking up German political unity. 

Yet, the financial weaknesses inherited from the war prevented Poincaré from reaping the 

profits of Germany’s subjugation, and forced him to abide instead by a negotiated reparations 

settlement involving Britain and, finally, the US. This was the 1924 Dawes plan, which 

regulated the payment of reparations for the remaining decade. Even so, from 1924 to 1926, 

France finally faced the consequences of its war burden, its politicians’ failure to consolidate 

public debt and balance the budget, and the failure of its external policies. It was during these 

crucial years that Keynes interacted the most systematically with French political opinion, a 

fact correlated with the substantial increase of his journalistic and editorial activities.  

From 1921 to 1924, the backdrop for these interactions was the successive 

international meetings which unsuccessfully attempted to reach a settlement on the issue of 

German reparations. Keynes regularly aired his comments and proposals through the press. 

At the time, Keynes was both an opinion maker and an involved party, hopping between the 

realms of what he described as the inside and the outside opinion. On the one hand, he kept in 
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touch with the British Treasury, and on the other, he served as an advisor for various German 

governments through his friend Carl Melchior, an Hamburg banker. Meanwhile, either 

through newspaper articles or books, Keynes’s writings were dutifully translated by Paul 

Franck and appeared on the front pages of various Left republican newspapers. Accordingly, 

Chapters 4 and 5 focus, respectively, on the accuracy of Keynes’s writings on reparations, 

and on their subsequent diffusion and reception in France, up to the 1924 Dawes Plan. 

Between 1924 and 1926, as reparations were put on the backburner by the Dawes 

Plan, the French financial crisis became ‘the’ topic of discussion for French political opinion. 

During these three years, Keynes’s views on the necessary devaluation of the franc had an 

immediate repercussion in France, and were once more brandished as a tool in debates 

regarding the franc’s stabilisation. The origins of Keynes’s ideas on the topic can be traced 

back to his 1922 projects on currency stabilisation, which were first exposed during the 

Genoa conference of that year. Chapter 6 provides a contextual and critical introduction to 

Keynes’s monetary ideas and how they were received in France from 1922 to 1924. Finally, 

Chapter 7 analyses the reception of Keynes’s comments on the French financial and 

monetary crisis of 1924–6. 
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Chapter 4 – Did Keynes dupe his French readers? Keynes’s evaluation of 

Germany’s capacity to pay financial reparations against historical hindsight (1921–4) 

 

La banqueroute allemande ne rendrait-elle  

pas aléatoire le recouvrement de notre créance?  

Il est à coup sûr douloureux de constater que  

le sort de cette créance dépend de l’expansion  

économique de l’Allemagne. Cela ne fait cependant  

aucun doute. Ou l’Allemagne s’enrichira par le développement  

de son commerce extérieur – et elle pourra alors  

nous payer, - ou l’on réussira à la ruiner, et on peut le faire  

puisqu’on dispose de la force nécessaire, mais,  

dans ce cas, on ne sera pas payé. 

 

Georges Lachapelle (1921)558 

 

4.1. Introduction 

 

Any analysis of Keynes’s writings on reparations and their reception in France raises 

the issue of how accurate his evaluations of Germany’s capacity to pay were. It is this 

question that I seek to address in this brief chapter, in regards to Keynes’s views of the 1921 

London Schedule of Payments to the 1924 Dawes Plan. How well did Keynes fare in his 

predictions? If he was wrong, did he inadvertently or deliberately dupe his French audience 

by claiming that Allied reparations demands were out of Germany’s reach? Such a line of 

inquiry becomes more pertinent, as in recent surveys of the reparations problem, historians 

have almost unanimously asserted that Keynes was mistaken in his assessments.559 In 

particular, Sally Marks, Stephen Schuker and Albrecht Ritschl have asserted how in 

Germany, the ratio between reparations, public debt and national income was roughly similar 

to the proportion between national income and public debt in postwar France and Britain. 

Allied claims were thus defrayable. Germany only had to tax its citizens at levels comparable 
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Palgrave Macmillan, 2010), 232; Zara Steiner, The Lights, 198–9; Albrecht Ritschl, ‘The German Transfer 
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to France and Britain, which it was unwilling to do.560 Taking hold of Keynes’s dealings with 

the German government between 1922 and 1923, Schuker has also concluded that Keynes 

was a ‘financial evangelist’, who worked ‘in the service of the German Reich’ and tailored 

data to fit his arguments. The American historian argues that owing to Keynes’s homoerotic 

infatuation with Carl Melchior, the Cambridge economist’s views were lopsided in 

Germany’s favour.561 Even if Schuker’s claims have already been refuted by Keynes’s 

biographers Donald Moggridge and Robert Skidelsky, they are still worth highlighting. They 

offer a snapshot of how most contemporary historiography on reparations portrays Keynes’s 

agency in regards to reparations. 

To further back their thesis against Keynes, those historians have taken hold of the 

technical criticisms addressed to Keynes’s 1928 articles on the transfer question.562 And yet, 

these articles were written in the wake of a very specific context; and despite possessing clear 

theoretical flaws, Keynes’s main arguments still remain valid (as analysed in Chapter 8). 

Marks, Ritschl and Schuker’s line of inquiry is also indebted to Étienne Mantoux’s The 

Carthaginian Peace (1946), which argued that Allied difficulties in securing reparations from 

Germany were due to the limited means they possessed to enforce the Treaty’s clauses. This 

is an acceptable conclusion, but one that does not take into account whether there was, after 

the war, sufficient political convergence (and financial capacity) among Britain, France and 

the US to occupy Germany, regardless of its people’s democratic willingness. Mantoux also 

argued that German economic performance during World War II, together with its spoliation 

of the French economy, more than proved that reparations were transferable and that 

Germany could have met its liability.563 Still, Mantoux’s narrative amounted to testing 

Keynes’s arguments in a totalitarian environment, rather than the liberal democratic context 

in which they were originally meant to be interpreted. Finally, Mantoux had his own policy 

goals to fulfil in regards to post-Second World War reparations: as analysed in Chapter 11, 
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127 

 

his arguments must be historicised, and cannot be taken as an impartial analysis of interwar 

reparations.564  

To argue that Germany did not defray its foreign debt because it was unwilling to do 

so – as Schuker and Marks argue – only gives a partial view of the issues at stake. At the 

time, and without suffering some measure of political or military pressure, a defeated and 

bankrupt country of Germany’s standing could hardly be expected to be keen to part with its 

wealth for a lengthy period. Unless it could see an advantage from it: a possibility that Britain 

and France refused by increasing their tariffs and duties on German goods. France had 

dutifully paid reparations after the Franco-Prussian War, but it possessed enough resources 

on hand to do so, while Germany had proclaimed its unification not at Berlin, but at 

Versailles. Incidentally, reneging part, if not all of their external debt to the US, was what 

France and Britain sought to achieve in the 1920s, before halting reimbursements altogether 

after the 1930s slump. Underlying the issue of whether there was deliberate agency from 

Germany’s statesmen to evade reparations, was perhaps a more pervading political and social 

conflict on how to defray the Great War’s debt: a problem that was likewise common to 

France and Britain.565 

Instead of analysing Keynes’s writings on reparations from 1921 to 1932 as if they 

consisted of a homogeneous whole, my own inquiry solely focuses on the articles and works 

he published between 1921 and 1924. My main claim posits that Keynes’s Cassandra pleas – 

even if not empirically flawless – were in general accurate. It does so by comparing in this 

chapter’s two sections Keynes’s views with current historical analyses of the 1920 to 1924 

German economy and finances, written by historians like Gerald D. Feldman, Bruce Kent, 

Stuart Webb, Barry Eichengreen (and even Niall Ferguson). What these historians have 

demonstrated is how Allied demands placed a heavy financial burden on German finances 

between 1921 and 1922. It further strengthened the resolve of key political and social groups 

to evade the government’s attempts and capability to enforce deflationary measures. 

Meanwhile, Britain and France refrained from accepting the basic postulate that, ultimately, 

they could only secure German reparations at some cost to their industrial life. Ultimately, as 

the historian of post-1945 European reconstruction Alan S. Milward once remarked, ‘neither 

singly nor collectively were the great powers, including Germany […] prepared to accept the 
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economic and political consequences of an international order in which Germany could have 

paid reparations on any scale proposed’.566  

Following the stalemate provoked by the Ruhr’s occupation, the Dawes Plan replaced 

the London Schedule as the legal instrument regulating the payment of reparations by 

Germany up until the 1929 Young Plan. Thanks to the intervention of the US, reparations 

were monetised, and the conflicts between the Allies and Germany temporarily appeased. By 

1924, though – as scrutinised in Chapters 6 and 7 – Keynes was already increasingly shifting 

his attention towards monetary problems and economic theory.567  

 

4.2. The merry-go-round of war reparations: Keynes and the feasibility of the May 

1921 London Schedule (1921)  

 

Following the publishing of the Consequences, Keynes refrained from commenting 

on the successive international conferences that took place in 1920, apart from a short 

comment on the 1920 Spa negotiations published in the American Everybody’s Magazine.568 

When the Reparation Commission finally established Germany’s liability through the May 

1921 London Schedule of Payments, Keynes quickly considered the reparation annuities it 

determined were ultimately out of Germany’s reach, even while acknowledging the Schedule 

was a ‘triumph for the spirit of justice’.569 Nominally, Germany was supposed to pay 132 

billion gold marks (amounting to 300% of its 1913 GNP), through three series of bonds to be 

discharged one after the other: in a first stage, A bonds totalling 12 billion; B bonds 

representing 38 billion; and a final a series of C bonds, which amounted to 82 billion. Even at 

the time, these were regarded as a rhetorical and technical tool devised to inflate the capital 

amount of reparations, in order to fulfil electoral promises and meet public opinion 

demands.570 This settled Germany’s immediate liability as consisting of circa 50 billion gold 

marks, corresponding to A and B bonds (both would bear a 6% rate in interest and 
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amortization charges); if what Germany had already paid since 1919 is taken into account, a 

more realistic figure would be 41 billion. In any case, the London Schedule stipulated that 

Germany would discharge its obligations through a yearly sum of 2 billion gold marks, to 

which would be added a 26% levy on its exports. The latter was estimated at 1 billion, thus 

establishing Germany’s yearly liability at an estimated 3 billion marks, to be paid within 30 

to 35 years.571 Thereby, the key question consists of whether Germany could defray in the 

short term annuities at least close to 3 billion gold marks, and further on, of how precise 

Keynes’s arguments to the contrary were.  

It was already underlined in Chapter 1 that his predictions of a postwar German 

economic catastrophe were never fulfilled, even if it is usually forgotten that in the 

Consequences, Keynes presupposed the full enactment of the Treaty’s clauses.572 Germany 

had funded its war effort mainly through internal borrowing and, to a lesser degree, by 

resorting to the printing presses – in fact, like France and Britain, but with a much lower tax 

incidence than the latter.573 With the removal of price controls after the war, inflation could 

no longer be concealed, and consequently, until March 1920, German exports were 

cheapened and economic activity stimulated. Such vitality spurred massive foreign 

speculation on a prospective appreciation of the mark, regardless of the fact that German 

wealth had been much depleted by the war, and of the ongoing uncertainty regarding 

Germany’s reparation liability. In the short term, this speculation flooded Germany in 1920–1 

with enough foreign currency to balance its trade deficit and halt inflation – an episode 

usually described as the relative stabilisation of 1920–1.574 As surmised by several historians, 

this unexpected development granted Germany an opportunity to stabilise the mark de 

facto.575  

However, the required level of political agency and social cohesion needed to enforce 

the fiscal measures necessary to stabilise the mark simply did not exist at the time. Like 

England and France, one of the major issues Germany had to face in the aftermath of the war 
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was the discharging of its public debt. The choice was between increased direct and indirect 

taxation, and on taxation through inflation. In November 1919, fiscal reforms were indeed 

implemented by the Finance Minister Matthias Erzberger. Consisting of a series of direct 

taxes aiming at a democratic redistribution of the public debt burden, they failed to generate 

the expected revenue by not being indexed to the inflation rate. Difficulties in enforcing the 

new taxes allowed wealthier taxpayers to postpone their payment, thus taking advantage of 

increasing inflation to reduce their burden.576 Meanwhile, the Reich’s expenditure continued 

to increase. It encompassed the railways and postal system deficits, to which were added the 

so-called German reparations to Germans: war pensions, food, unemployment and housing 

subsidies. These extra expenses were financed by the Reichsbank’s printing presses, thus 

increasing inflationist pressures.577  

The announcement of the London Schedule in May 1921, presented by the Allies to 

the Reich as an ultimatum, broke off the relative stabilisation of the mark. Even if, as referred 

to above, the actual burden of the London schedule was substantially inferior to 132 billion 

gold marks, this nominal amount shattered the German public’s confidence. It was 

mistakenly presupposed that interest would have to be paid on that figure, rather than solely 

on 50 billion marks comprising A and B bonds.578 As pinpointed by the historian Steven B. 

Webb, ‘the threat of what Germany might have to pay affected the course of the inflation 

more than what it actually paid’.579 Nevertheless, the Reich’s budget would not balance 

regardless of reparations. Meanwhile, the strategy of reparations fulfilment employed by 

Chancellor Joseph Wirth and his Minister of Finance Walter Rathenau between 1921 and 

1922 took advantage of the mark’s falling internal purchasing power, as a means to give 

German exports a competitive advantage, making imports dearer to German consumers and 

pressuring the Allies’ economies.580  

Thus a structural pro-inflation bias permeated representative sectors of German 

society. For the Reich, it allowed for the erosion of the internal debt inherited from the war, 

which by 1923 was virtually wiped out.581 At the same time, labour forces (trade unions, the 

Social Democratic party) fought with the leaders of heavy industry over the sacrifices 

necessary from each part to enable the payment of reparations. Labour was willing to 
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collaborate with the Reich, but refused to waive the 8-hour day reform it had won during the 

war, further arguing that industrialists should be heavily taxed, and heavy industries 

nationalised. In an inflationary context, labour understandably preferred to fight for increased 

wages rather than give up on its acquired rights.582 On the opposite side, industrialists were 

against paying reparations, preferring to profit from inflation to assure their exports’ 

competitive advantage. To pay reparations, Germany had to run budget surpluses, which 

were essential to stabilising the mark and attaining price stability. Yet, industrialists would 

only support stabilisation (and the tax increases it presupposed) if they could roll back labour 

reforms, which implied wage cuts and the end of the 8-hour day. The losers of this pro-

inflation bias were, of course, those who earned fixed incomes and had their savings placed 

in the Reich’s securities – mainly the middle classes, who were the least capable of sustaining 

corporative resistance against measures hurting its interests.583  

The Reich’s government was, thus, in the unenviable position of having to satisfy the 

conflicting demands of ‘capitalism, democracy, and reparations’.584 Paying for the Allies’ 

reparations claims was dependent upon tax increases and the end of social subsidies, which 

according to the historian Niall Ferguson, would depress internal consumption and originate a 

level of fiscal and economic austerity that only totalitarian regimes would be able to 

enforce.585 Thus, historians have argued that political Allied support was necessary to give 

the Reich governments the means to overcome the conflict between labour and industry.586 

On economic and fiscal terms, this meant that ‘no Weimar government could have raised 

taxes or cut spending sufficiently to pay reparations and balance the budget’.587 As Ferguson 

pointed out, from 1920 to 1923, 50% of the Reich’s revenue was taken over by reparations; 

the latter also accounted for 68% and 56% of the Reich’s deficits between 1921 and 1922.588 

Given this scenario, the London Schedule’s annuity of 3 billion gold marks was out of reach 

of Germany’s ‘domestic political capabilities’ to pay.589  

On the contrary, the economic historian Albrecht Ritschl has pointed out how 

Germany’s liability, if added to its public debt in 1920, amounted to 147% of its 1913 GNP. 
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Ritschl argues this value compared favourably to France and Britain’s own ratio between 

their 1920 public debt and 1913 GNP: respectively, 135% and 144%. Ritschl thus argues that 

if Germany had taxed its citizens at rates similar to Britain and France’s, German internal 

purchasing power would have decreased, re-directing economic activity towards exports; the 

budget would then be balanced and the mark’s exchange rate stabilised.590 Even if this 

frictionless hypothesis is admitted, there remained the fact that some degree of transfer 

between German goods and foreign currency was involved: the Reich would use its tax 

proceeds to acquire from German entrepreneurs the foreign currency they had earned from 

selling their goods.  

For that to happen, Allied markets necessarily had to be open to German products. 

And yet, the Versailles Treaty granted to Allied products the most-favoured-nation status in 

the German market for five years. Moreover, trade barriers against German goods increased 

both in Britain and France during 1920–1. On the grounds that Germany had defaulted on 

reparations payments and infringed the Treaty’s disarmament clauses, France had occupied 

several Ruhr ports in March 1921. Lloyd George offered his unwilling support in exchange 

for a 50% duty on German goods: following the April 1920 interest rate hike, unemployment 

in Britain had risen from 2.0 to 11.3%.591 In that same month, France raised its general tariff 

on manufactured products – likewise as a precaution against German dumping – by 300%.592 

All this made it even harder for Germany to overturn its chronic trade deficit, which already 

preceded the war.593 Another possibility would have been for Germany to collect foreign 

currency through an international loan, the solution eventually pursued by the Dawes Plan. At 

some time, though, Germany would still need to steadily create trade surpluses to repay that 

loan. Besides, the latter depended upon the existence of a degree of agreement among the 

Allies that was not attained until 1924, thanks to the Ruhr’s occupation.594  

In light of these premises, Keynes’s appreciation of the quandaries of German 

reparations – as conveyed through several newspapers articles from 1921 onwards and on the 

1922 book Revision of the Treaty – is broadly accurate. For a start, and in line with the 

technical and moral framework underlying the Consequences, Keynes approached the 

reparations quandary as a set of negotiations between democratic parliamentary regimes. The 
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creditors would only resort to the least intrusive means of pressure to compel their debtors to 

honour their commitments. Thus, Keynes ruled out options like a military occupation of 

German territory and subsequent Allied control of its finances, trade and economy. And 

although he did not entirely exclude that the London Schedule could be fulfilled, he made 

such a possibility dependent precisely on the application of those ‘whips and scorpions’, 

which the reader was obviously compelled to consider as constituting a morally contemptible 

solution.595 Finally, Keynes paid as much attention to political aspects – how applicable 

reparation policies were, as well as the practical capacity of the Reich to enforce tax increases 

– as to matters of welfare: namely, the social impact related to the redistribution of the debt 

burden generated by the war.596  

As a result, Keynes argued that a mutually beneficial level of reparations ought to be 

found, which would avoid damaging Allied industries without placing German finances 

under considerable strain. Keynes’s main contention was that Germany could not – owing to 

political, social and economic-financial constraints – square the circle by reducing or 

maintaining its imports level, while in parallel significantly increasing its exports. 597 At least, 

it could not up to a degree that would allow Germany to pay reparations and the 26% duty on 

its exports – a scenario that presupposed sufficient Allied demand elasticity for German 

goods. Germany, Keynes concluded, could pay the reparation annuity of 3 billion gold marks 

or the 26% tax on exports, but not both.598  

Still, not all of Keynes’s claims were valid. In particular, he argued that reparations 

would account for at least 25% of German national income. This prompted him to suggest 

that besides scaling down reparations, a moratorium on reparations payments would be 

needed in order to allow Germany to accumulate capital.599 In fact, his estimates of German 

national income in his newspaper articles and a Revision of the Treaty rested on a series of 

serious blunders. As described by his biographer Donald Moggridge:  
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To convert national income in gold marks to paper marks he [Keynes] used a 

multiplier of 8; yet, when he was working out reparations in paper marks and 

converting post-reparations, post-tax income back into sterling he used a multiplier 

of 20. He thus ended up with German per capita income in sterling of £12 10s. per 

annum gross and £5 10s. net of taxes and reparations. His exercise was further 

flawed by double counting in his favour, as there is no need to deduct government 

spending from national income.600  

 

As a result, Keynes’s estimates of how much wealth reparation annuities would 

absorb from German income in 1921–2 were incredibly inflated: the actual value was not the 

25% he predicted, but has been in fact estimated by several historians as ranging between 5% 

and 10%.601 Basing his calculations on tax projections, Keynes also predicted that reparation 

annuities would account for ‘more than the whole’ of revenue; actual payments made by 

Germany in 1921 absorbed 54% of it.602 Still, and despite the fact that Keynes’s estimates on 

the impact of reparations conveyed an exaggerated portrayal of the impact of reparations on 

German finances and economy, his general appreciation of the problem and suggested 

remedies were sound. Keynes’s rhetoric might have been overblown, but his underlying 

narrative was not. Following Keynes’s proposals, historians have therefore suggested that 

Germany should have been granted at the time a reduced payment schedule, together with a 

moratorium.603  

Despite all the practical difficulties marring the feasibility of the London Schedule, 

Wirth’s policy of fulfilment still brought Germany close to discharging its due reparations 

payments for 1921 and 1922, with 8 billion gold marks being transferred to the Allies before 

the Dawes Plan.604 Yet, as argued by Niall Ferguson, Wirth’s fulfilment strategy failed 

because ‘the trade deficit widened at the times of most rapid nominal exchange rate 

depreciation’. There were multiple reasons for this: despite falling productivity and wages, 

German consumption was stimulated by income growth; internal prices adjusted more 
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quickly to the mark’s depreciation than expected; and besides, Allied tariffs and duties 

hampered German exports’ competitiveness. In retrospect, Ferguson argues that rather than 

Wirth’s fulfilment policy, to stabilise the mark would have been a more successful means to 

force the Allies to revise their reparations claims downwards. The deflationary fiscal 

measures necessary to attain stabilisation would have decreased German purchasing power, 

resulting in diminished demand for Allied products, and affecting the performance of the 

Allies’ export industries.605  

Given its fiscal problems and chronic difficulties in creating trade surpluses, Germany 

could only meet the London Schedule’s annuities in the short term by making use of the 

Reichsbank’s gold reserves, and by contracting foreign loans, which would be paid by 

printing currency. Naturally, neither was a viable path on the long term. Writing for the 

Manchester Guardian, Keynes predicted in 1921 that Germany’s attempt to fulfil the first 

year of reparations payments (from 1 May 1921 to 1 May 1922) would end in default 

between February and August 1922. His main contention was that Germany would be unable 

to halve expenditures and double revenues within one year. The first instalments, he argued, 

would be paid out of foreign currency reserves, operations on the foreign exchange market 

and deliveries in kind. In case German assets in the United States were unblocked, or the 

Reichsbank sold part of its gold reserve for foreign currency, German default could be 

temporarily postponed. But in the ‘long run’, Keynes concluded, the London Schedule was 

unfeasible.606  

 

4.3. Keynes and reparations: from the London Schedule to the Dawes Plan (1921–4) 

 

In line with Keynes’s predictions, Germany paid the first 1921–2 reparation 

instalments not out of its citizen’s taxes, but by resorting to the Reichsbank’s gold and silver 

reserves as collateral for several foreign loans (part of those gold reserves were also directly 

shipped to the US as reparation payments); through loans from German industrial companies; 

and mostly, by resorting to the printing presses to buy foreign currency. As a result, the 8 

billion gold marks paid by Germany between 1921 and 1922 strained German finances to the 

limit, contributing to the steady plunge of the mark’s exchange rate, and the increase of 

domestic prices and the cost of living.607 Unlike what Keynes predicted, Germany was yet to 
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technically default upon its reparations payments by August 1922 – but it had actually halted 

its financial payments the month before. Thus, the year 1922 witnessed multiple aborted 

negotiations between Germany, France, Britain and Belgium on how to revise the London 

Schedule’s terms. In December 1921, Wirth announced to the Reparation Commission that 

Germany could not pay the January and February 1922 instalments. Following the January 

1922 conferences of London and Cannes, Germany was granted a partial moratorium. Yet, a 

further decision by the Reparation Commission in March 1922 increased the amount of 

reparations Germany had to pay in 1922: from 500 million gold marks to 720 million gold 

marks (to which were added 1,450 million gold marks on deliveries in kind). A stalemate had 

been reached. In the US, the recently elected President Warren G. Harding made it clear that 

inter-allied debts would not be cancelled, thus pressuring both Britain and France into 

applying harsher reparations terms to Germany.608  

In Germany, Wirth and Rathenau’s fulfilment strategy was, by mid-1922, ever more 

unpopular and acknowledged as amounting to a diplomatic and economic failure; as a result, 

Wirth lost the support of the industrialist lobby. Industry demanded a scaling-down of 

Germany’s liability in return for its support for currency stabilisation (and the increased 

taxation it presupposed). Meanwhile, the Allies were not convinced of German financial 

efforts and did not abate their reparations demands, thus putting further pressure upon Wirth 

and Rathenau.609 In June 1922, the latter was murdered by right wing extremists, an event 

that contributed to further depreciate the mark. From this moment on, the German economy 

entered into a hyperinflation spiral, as domestic confidence in the mark waned, and the public 

resorted to using foreign currencies in its daily and commercial lives.610  

The conflict between Germany and the Allies came to a head when, in November 

1922, the Reparation Commission refused the former’s proposal for an encompassing 

moratorium on all kinds of reparation payments, ranging from three to four years.611 At the 

(theoretical) core of the disagreements between Wirth’s government and the Reparation 

Commission were two different interpretations of the mark’s depreciation and German 

inflation. On the one side, the Reparation Commission (along with the French and British 

delegations), considered that inflation was due to endogenous causes: the monetary inflation 

of the Reichsbank, an unbalanced budget and deliberate political strategies. Such a stance 
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was founded upon the quantity theory of money, which stipulates a direct correlation between 

the money supply and the price level. On the Reparation Commission’s account, it was thus 

up to the Reich’s governments to implement the necessary fiscal reforms and stabilise the 

mark’s exchange rate. On the other side, Wirth’s cabinet and the Reichsbank, following the 

balance of payments theory, considered the causes of inflation to be exogenous. Reparations 

put the German balance of payments in the red, and had ‘led to an outflow of paper money 

and a rise in the price of foreign exchange’, thus spawning rising prices and fiscal deficits.612  

Historical literature on the 1922–3 German hyperinflation, although attributing the 

latter’s cause to the above-mentioned endogenous factors, also considers reparations as one 

of its catalysts, and as constituting a ‘disincentive to stabilisation’.613 This corresponds on the 

whole to Keynes’s opinion, which he expressed in a November 1922 report, authored 

together with three other economists (Gustav Cassel, R. H. Brand and Jeremiah Jenks). 

Underlying Keynes’s analysis of the origins of German inflation was the quantity theory of 

money.614 The experts’ report considered that immediate stabilisation was attainable and 

urged the Reich to tighten up its finances and balance its budget. The Reichsbank’s gold 

holdings would be used to defend the mark’s chosen exchange rate. Even so, the report also 

argued that permanent stabilisation could only be achieved with the relief of external 

pressures on German finances and economy. It specifically called for a two-year moratorium 

on reparations, plus a small international loan.615  

Meanwhile, at the Paris conference of January 1923, the recently appointed French 

Prime Minister Raymond Poincaré put forward a proposal, which made a moratorium to 

Germany dependent upon the necessary Allied control of productive guarantees (coal mines 

and forests). It also upheld Germany’s nominal liability of 132 billion gold marks, as 

established by the 1921 London Schedule. Underlying the French position was the postulate 

that, although Germany possessed the financial and economic capacity to meet its liability, it 

was voluntarily avoiding reparations payments. The British proposition, known as the 

Bradbury-Bonar Law plan, vowed instead to re-establish Germany’s credit as soon as 

possible, proposing a four-year moratorium, and promised to cut French debts if Germany 
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paid fewer reparations than planned. However, France and Britain were unable to reach a 

common front in regards to Germany, as Poincaré considered the British proposals would 

undermine the lawfulness of the Versailles Treaty and the London Schedule.616 Since August 

1922, and based on Seydoux’s plans, Poincaré had already taken the decision to militarily 

occupy the Ruhr in case Germany defaulted on its reparations payments. Behind this 

unilateral attempt to solve the reparation tangle lay not only the looming shadow of 

reconstruction costs, public debt and inter-allied debts; most importantly, Poincaré and the 

Quai d’Orsay aimed at dismantling German political unity and creating an ‘economically and 

politically autonomous state on the Rhine and Ruhr’.617 France would then finally be able to 

control German coal and steel production.618  

Given that Britain was soon to negotiate with the US about reaching a settlement on 

its inter-allied debts, Bonar Law was unyielding in offering any financial remissions to 

France. The two sides parted ways, and on 9 January, the Reparation Commission considered 

Germany to be in voluntary default of reparations payments on timber and coal. Such was the 

legal motive that prompted France and Belgium to send to the Ruhr, two days later, the 

military contingents that protected the group of engineers in charge of directing the 

exploration of German coal mines: the Mission interalliée de contrôle des usines et des mines 

(MICUM).619 The German government, now led by the industrialist Wilhelm Cuno, put in 

place a policy of passive resistance, which amounted to ‘subsidizing a coal strike in the 

Ruhr’. Miners refusing to collaborate with the occupation forces were financially supported 

by the Reich, who also compensated the mines’ owners for the inherent profit losses caused 

by passive resistance. Cuno hoped resistance would make the task of the occupation forces 

difficult and strain French finances, besides pressuring Britain and the US to intervene and 

unblock the reparation stalemate.620 

From late 1922 to mid-1923, Keynes had been involved behind the scenes in several 

efforts to produce a settlement between Germany and Britain. In October 1922, Lloyd George 

was replaced by Bonar Law, who had been Chancellor of the Exchequer during the war. 

Keynes now had regular contact with the cabinet, and read and provided suggestions on the 
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drafts of the Bradbury-Bonar Law plan.621 After the occupation of the Ruhr, Bonar Law, still 

handling the failure of his attempts to secure a peace treaty with Turkey, did not intervene in 

either condemning or supporting Poincaré’s gamble.622 Following the outright rejection by 

France and Belgium of a German reparation proposal in May 1923 – which Keynes criticised 

on the grounds of the plaintive style in which it was written – 623 he attempted to unblock the 

Ruhr deadlock by serving as an intermediary between the British and the German 

governments. Through his friend Carl Melchior, who was well acquainted with Cuno, Keynes 

started passing suggestions on how Germany should formulate its next reparations proposals.  

Keynes then went one step further and went to Berlin, being the main intellectual 

influence behind the 7 June German note to the Reparation Commission, which called for an 

impartial evaluation of Germany’s capacity to pay reparations. Yet, and crucially, before 

departing to Berlin, Keynes had met the recently appointed Prime Minister Stanley Baldwin 

(Bonar Law was by then terminally ill), and Reginald McKenna (whom Baldwin wanted to 

appoint as Chancellor of the Exchequer). In Berlin, Keynes worked hand in hand with Cuno, 

Melchior and the German Minister of Foreign Affairs Karl von Rosenberg. Keynes even went 

as far as producing the official English translation of the German note.624 Still, these 

diplomatic efforts proved to be fruitless: the French continued to demand the immediate end 

of passive resistance, while the British now contested the legality of the Ruhr occupation but 

refrained from directly intervening.625  

Unsurprisingly, Keynes violently condemned the Ruhr invasion.626 Since the 

Consequences, he had systematically alerted against French projects to force a German 

default on reparations so that its troops could occupy the Ruhr. It would only be, Keynes 

alerted, a preamble for the detachment from the Reich of the German provinces on the left 

bank of the Rhine,627 and an illegal operation under the terms of the Versailles Treaty.628 

Keynes had also warned from the Consequences onwards against the strain that occupying 
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the Ruhr would put on French finances, and against the limited financial benefits to be 

expected from such action.629 With gloomy accuracy, he pointed out that even if Poincaré 

succeeded in separating the Rhine’s left-bank provinces from Germany, French finances 

would not be able to shoulder the burdens of feeding the Ruhr’s population and maintaining 

its infrastructures.630  

In short, as Keynes warned, French finances were ‘too rotten for her to be able to 

proceed far without being pulled up by practical conditions’.631 Furthermore, and despite the 

fact that Keynes spared no vitriol in his attacks against the ‘small, malignant figure of 

Poincaré’, his reparation proposals throughout 1922 and 1923 were favourable to French 

interests.632 Even if behind closed doors, Keynes expressed his concerns that the Bradbury-

Bonar Law plan was not favourable enough to French interests.633 On Keynes’s own 

proposal, Britain would demand the immediate end of the Ruhr occupation, the establishment 

of Germany’s liability at 50 billion gold marks, together with a two-year moratorium on 

reparations payments. In exchange, Britain would waive both its debt claims on France and 

the other Allies, and give them priority on reparations payments.634  

Keynes’s German escapades have attracted the attention of the historians Stephen 

Schuker, Sally Marks and Niall Ferguson, who have portrayed them as proof of Keynes’s 

pro-German (and inherently anti-French) bias. According to Marks and Schuker, Keynes took 

advantage of his trips to Berlin to speculate ‘profitably on the basis of his inside 

information’.635 There seems to exist nothing to back Marks and Schuker’s accusations, apart 

from an article dated 9 June 1923 (Keynes had returned from Berlin five days before) for the 

Nation, in which Keynes publicly disclosed his ‘inside information’. That is, he divulged that 
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it was not profitable to hold marks given the currency’s falling exchange rate and German 

financial collapse: hardly big news at the time.636  

In the same vein, Niall Ferguson argues that Keynes’s views on reparations were 

greatly influenced by Carl Melchior and his industrialist friends from Hamburg. However, 

apart from showing the great degree of contact between the two parties, and the similarities 

between Keynes’s and the Germans’ reparation proposals (as advanced by French critics like 

Tardieu and Seydoux), Ferguson does not present any clear evidence confirming his 

hypothesis. The English historian also censures Keynes for having – in a speech given at 

Hamburg in August 1922 – referred to how inflation had wiped out public debt. Yet, he does 

not mention that in that same speech, Keynes also deemed necessary (even if only after a 

moratorium was granted) to ‘devise schemes for steadying the mark and for balancing the 

budget’.637 He also fails to mention that in the expert’s report of November 1922, Keynes 

asserted that Germany could stabilise the mark on its own, through the dual remedy of 

budgetary reform through rigorous taxing and high interest rates.638 Ferguson steps onto more 

persuasive grounds when affirming that Keynes took too long to publicly describe the 

negative consequences that inflation had for Germany’s economy and social cohesion (he 

only did so by September 1922). And he also rightly argues that Keynes’s assessment of 

Germany’s economic and financial capacity to maintain passive resistance in early to mid-

1923 was out of touch with reality. By insisting with Melchior that Germany should ‘insist 

rather on her capacity of indefinite resistance’, Keynes was counting on an eventual Anglo-

French diplomatic breakup, which ultimately never came about.639  

It should also be noted that although Keynes did err in downplaying French 

resoluteness in occupying the Ruhr (a ‘bluff’), his negative appreciation of what he thought to 

be the logics underlying Poincaré’s policy regarding Germany was not groundless.640 Even 
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Poincaré knew beforehand that the operation would hardly be financially profitable.641 In the 

French Prime Minister’s own words, the aim of seizing the Ruhr was to:  

 

[…] créer en Allemagne, par une prise de gages et par la coercition, la volonté de 

payer, c’était causer une gêne telle dans l’organisation économique et politique du 

Reich qu’il préférerait à cette gêne l’exécution du traité de paix […]’.642  

 

Poincaré was referring to the Versailles Treaty and the London Schedule, whose 

financial reparations terms were out of Germany’s reach in that context. Given the state of 

German finances before the Ruhr occupation, how such a policy could provide France with 

the immediate financial respite it badly needed remains an open question. The goals of the 

Ruhr occupation went beyond temporarily exploring German mines. French presence in the 

Ruhr also aimed at taking possession of the coal mines owned by the Reich in the Ruhr and in 

the Saar, in order to properly supply French steel and iron industries, thus establishing 

France’s supremacy in the European steel market.643 The Quai d’Orsay, with Seydoux at the 

forefront, had always been favourable to the creation of an autonomous Rhenish state, and 

when in October 1923 the opportunity finally arose, Poincaré supported the Rhenish 

independence movement in an attempt to break Germany’s political unity.644 It is therefore 

difficult not to consider Keynes’s allusions to France’s militarist and imperialist aims 

regarding the Ruhr as rather accurate. As will become evident from the following chapter, 

accusations levelled against Keynes of being pro-German tend to forget that Poincaré’s 

policies were not supported by the whole of French political opinion. Domestic criticisms 

against Poincaré’s foreign policy in general, and the Ruhr occupation in particular, were rife 

among the Socialists and an increasing part of the Radical Socialists. In short, there were 

Frenchmen who thought like Keynes, and that did not make them any more Germanophilic. 

Eventually, the first breakthrough in the Ruhr deadlock was brought about by the 

collapse of German finances and economy. The expenses generated by passive resistance 

aggravated the Reich’s deficit and accelerated even more the inflation spiral, thus 

intensifying social and industrial unrest. Finally, matters were brought to an end when on 26 

September 1923, Gustav Stresemann declared the end of passive resistance, which effectively 
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amounted to a German surrender.645 Despite several political quarrels between conservatives 

and social democrats, and communist and right wing agitation in Saxony and Bavaria, the 

Stresemann cabinet managed to enact stabilisation measures in the months following the end 

of passive resistance. From October 1923 onwards, direct and indirect taxes were raised 

(particularly the former), and a temporary currency introduced, the Rentenmark. 

Industrialists’ support was obtained by the end of the 8-hour day: Germany was on the path to 

stabilisation, but to the cost of the working classes and the lower ranks of the middle class.646 

Another key development was the appointment in December 1923 of Hjalmar Schacht as the 

president of the Reichsbank, who was committed to establishing a gold-pegged mark. More 

importantly, he was supported by Benjamin Strong and Montagu Norman, respectively heads 

of the Federal Reserve Bank of New York and the Bank of England.647 German willingness 

to sort out its finances, together with concerns by the US on the consequences of German 

decline to American export industries and investors, finally motivated the US to mediate 

reparations negotiations.648  

At the same time, and regardless of Germany’s capitulation and admission of 

bankruptcy, Poincaré was unable to profit from his winning gamble. Between August and 

October, despite the end of passive resistance, Poincaré had rebuffed Stresemann’s attempts 

to engage in negotiations. By doing so, he aimed at ousting the Stresemann cabinet and 

launching Germany into political chaos.649 Yet by now the French budgetary deficit was 

prompting the franc to depreciate at a fast rate: Poincaré was running out of time. By 

October, it seemed he had grasped his objectives, following the agreements established by the 

MICUM with the Ruhr’s mine owners. These were very favourable to France: 18% of coal 

and 35% of coke production would be transferred to France and Belgium with no costs.650 

Nevertheless, to the astonishment of French officials directing the Ruhr occupation, Poincaré 

decided to support the putsch perpetrated by the Rhenish separatist movement on 20 to 21 

October in Aix-la-Chapelle. Crucially, Poincaré made this decision on 24 October, the same 

day on which he also accepted the appointment of a committee of experts by the Reparation 

Commission.651  
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This was a solution first raised by the US in December 1922 (through the Secretary of 

State Charles Hughes), and then again put forward by Britain in October 1923. Given 

France’s strong position in the Ruhr, Poincaré was betting that he could direct the outcome of 

the experts’ work, and eventually bring the Americans to accept an abatement of French 

inter-allied debts.652 Yet, France’s financial troubles, coupled with its diplomatic isolation, 

jeopardised its leverage. On the one hand, the franc’s depreciating exchange rate increased 

the costs of the Ruhr’s occupation. On the other, England, Italy and even Belgium were all 

against French projects to establish an independent Rhine. Poincaré attempted to support the 

formation of three autonomous states in the Rhine, each with its central bank (whose capital 

would have substantial French participation) and currency, which would be pegged to the 

franc. Still, Poincaré’s finance minister, Charles de Lasteyrie (an old acquaintance of 

Keynes), and the Parisian banking circles were understandably against such a project. 

Moreover, Germany’s financial credibility was reinforced by the introduction of the 

Rentenmark, as Schacht counted with Montagu Norman’s support, who hoped the gold-mark 

would be pegged to sterling.653 Finally, between January and March 1924, speculative attacks 

on the franc further revealed the weakness of French finances, the extent of which was well-

known by German ministers. As Keynes had alerted in his newspaper articles, the Germans 

even discussed the possibility of ending financial support to all occupied areas, and thus put 

on France’s shoulders the burden of feeding its population.654  

Contested by the Left due to the meagre financial results derived from the Ruhr’s 

occupation and its brutalities, and French financial difficulties, forced to negotiate 

international loans with the US and Britain to support the franc in the exchange market, and 

facing general elections in April 1924, Poincaré lost between January and April 1924 

whatever margins he possessed for unilateral action in regards to Germany.655 He was left 

with no option but to abide by the conclusions of the expert committees that he originally 

intended to influence.656 Two committees were created by the Reparation Commission in 

December 1923: one charged with the task of examining how Germany could balance its 

budget and stabilise the mark, which was directed by an American, General Charles Dawes; 
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and one chaired by Reginald McKenna, which attempted to determine the amount of German 

foreign assets with regards to their possible confiscation.657 The outcome of the committees’ 

work was a report bearing Dawes’ name, approved at the London conference in July 1924 

and enforced from August 1924 onwards.658  

The Dawes Plan greatly changed the rules by which the reparations game had been 

played, as in 1921–3. It contained no reference to a fixed sum of reparations, defining instead 

German payments in terms of rising annuities, which started at 1 billion marks in 1925, 

before reaching 2.5 billion in 1929.659 Most importantly, the Dawes Plan instituted a transfer 

protection mechanism,660 which in practice separated budgetary issues from the transfer 

problem. In short, the paper marks collected from taxation could only be converted to foreign 

currency, as long as the stability of the mark’s exchange rate was guaranteed. The whole 

process was taken out of the hands of the Reich, and put in care of an Agent General for 

Reparation Payments in Berlin, the American Seymour Parker-Gilbert, who was responsible 

for supervising the conversion of paper marks through foreign exchange market operations. 

Thus, if the mark’s exchange rate was endangered, reparations payments would come to a 

halt. Regardless of this, Germany was still bound to raise the necessary reparations figures 

through taxation.661  

Besides a one-year moratorium, the Dawes Plan also provided for an international 

loan of 800 million gold marks, to be floated mainly in the US and Britain’s financial 

markets. Its aim was to provide the Reichsbank with the necessary capital to stabilise the 

mark and strengthen its reserves, and help with initial reparations payments.662 The Dawes 

Plan established that the Reichsbank had to act independently from political power: an 

attempt to preclude the defrayal of public debt through monetary inflation that had occurred 

between 1921 and 1923. One of Parker-Gilbert’s main functions as Agent General was to 
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ensure that German fiscal policy did not undermine the enactment of the Dawes Plan’s goals. 

Finally, under American and British pressure, the French government had to abandon any 

pretence of enforcing an economic control or sanctions on the Ruhr. This was essential to 

grant the Reich the economic and fiscal unity necessary to consolidate its taxation powers. 

All in all, the Dawes Plan had the effect of severely decreasing the impact of cash reparations 

on German national income: from the estimated 5 to 10% of the 1921 London Schedule to 

circa 1 to 3%.663 

Unsurprisingly, by October 1924, Keynes was already predicting that the Dawes plan 

was not bound to be successful. He was not alone: the British Treasury had a similar opinion, 

just as Jack Morgan, head of the J. P. Morgan banking house which had floated half of the 

Dawes loan in New York.664 Rightly, Keynes considered that in 1924, Germany’s main 

problem was a capital shortage (given the Reichsbank’s credit tightening policies), and that as 

a result, the moratorium period set out by the plan did not offer enough respite before 

reparations were paid. Keynes subsequently believed that Germany would be hard-pressed to 

find private loans at ordinary rates of interest. If, by 1924, this was an accurate conclusion, 

from 1925–6 onwards, foreign loans were to provide a replacement for the capital shortage at 

home.665 The Dawes Plan regulated reparations payments until 1930, when it was replaced by 

the 1929 Young Plan. A more thorough analysis of Keynes’s views on their feasibility 

against the background of late-1920s monetary and financial contexts will be made in 

Chapter 8. 

To conclude, Germany could have paid reparations per se – a premise Keynes never 

denied. Yet, their defrayal depended on the interplay between the German politics, society 

and economy, and the Allies’ own financial situations. These factors overlapped in leading to 

situations where Germany simply could not have paid the amounts demanded by the Allies 

without stringent political and social consequences, or without direct Allied administration of 

its territory. The British and the French never reconciled their reparations policies with the 

end result of a renewed German economic preponderance, hence France’s unilateral action in 

the Ruhr. This was a conundrum that Keynes – better than anyone – rightly perceived. It can 

thus be concluded that Keynes did not dupe his French audiences by considering that 

Germany could not meet the terms of the 1921 London Schedule.  
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Chapter 5 – From Cambridge with danger: Keynes, France and the ongoing 

imbroglio of reparations (1921–4) 

 

Derrière la formule: ‘L’Allemagne paiera’,  

on a abrité toutes les prodigalités  

et toutes les lâchetés politiques. 

 

Clément Colson (1922)666 

 

5.1. Introduction 

 

Whereas the preceding chapter gauged the faults and strong points of Keynes’s 

analysis of reparations, this chapter scrutinises how the latter were diffused and received in 

France, covering the period between the May 1921 London Schedule of Payments and the 

1924 Dawes Plan. Ideologically, the reception of Keynes’s ideas during these years was 

structured in a similar way to that of the Consequences. For this reason, I will give priority to 

analysing the channels through which these ideas were diffused, and in particular, the crucial 

editorial collaboration between Keynes and Paul Franck. It should be noted that Keynes’s 

biographer Robert Skidelsky claimed in his authoritative biography of the Cambridge 

economist that during the early 1920s, Keynes’s newspaper articles ‘did not appear in the 

most influential French newspapers’.667  

However, the key point is that Keynes’s articles did appear in the most influential 

French newspapers, but in those pertaining to the Left spectrum of French politics. For Left 

republican newspapers, to publish an article on Keynes constituted a political statement 

against the Bloc national’s foreign policy. Certainly, if Keynes’s articles had appeared in 

conservative newspapers with large circulations like Le Matin, they could have perhaps been 

more widely known. Still, as will be demonstrated in this chapter, the majority of 

conservative opinion was unwilling to be associated with Keynes, even when the he sought 

its support. Hence, this chapter argues that Keynes’s writings continued to be employed up to 

1924 as weapons of political contention in French debates on reparations. Their diffusion also 

owed greatly to Paul Franck’s initiative and range of contacts within the Left: Keynes’s ideas 
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were bound to circulate in the Left as much by their sheer nature, as by the political 

affiliations of Franck and his networks.  

This interwoven relation between ideological diffusion, individual initiative and 

domestic political contexts is studied in the following five sections, starting with how Paul 

Franck secured from late 1920 onwards the translation and publishing of Keynes’s newspaper 

articles. Afterwards the narrative shifts to the analysis of how the Consequences’ sequel, A 

Revision of the Treaty, was translated and published. The following part focuses on Keynes 

and Franck’s collaboration in the production of the Manchester Guardian Commercial 

Supplements on European reconstruction. Edited by Keynes, they counted on the 

participation of several important Frenchmen politicians like Léon Blum, Édouard Herriot 

and Joseph Caillaux. The Supplements also motivated the most direct attempt by a French 

government to directly limit the diffusion of Keynes’s ideas. Finally, the chapter’s last 

section examines the interplay of Keynes’s comments on the 1923–4 French occupation of 

the Ruhr with French internal politics. The reparations saga had by then reached its tipping 

point, as the Ruhr occupation uncovered the extent of French financial troubles and put to rest 

France’s aim of unilaterally binding Germany to a harsh reparations settlement. As a result, 

the years 1923–4 marked the end of a period in which Keynes’s presence in French political 

debates owed primarily to reparations discussions. From 1924 onwards, the author of the 

Consequences, an enemy of France for the Right and a righteous Cassandra for pacifists and 

the Socialist Left, became gradually ever more known not for his views on reparations, but 

for his heterodox standpoints on monetary and financial matters.  

 

5.2. Paul Franck as Keynes’s missionary: converting French opinion (1921–2) 

 

In 1920, Keynes spent most of his time recovering from the strains of the war. If 

writing the Consequences had served as a form of self-induced therapy, Keynes then 

compounded the cure by travelling around Italy and speculating on foreign currencies. As 

described in Chapter 1, some of the war’s economic consequences did not match Keynes’s 

own predictions, and as a result he was almost ruined. By the end of the year, though, he had 

already managed to get rid of his liabilities.668 Intellectually, Keynes dedicated most of his 

energies towards publishing his Treatise on Probability, whose draft he had left untouched 
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since 1913.669 Hence, and apart from a lengthy article intended for American audiences,670 

whatever Keynes had to say on reparations consisted of shielding the Consequences from the 

most important criticisms coming from Britain and the US.671 He barely wrote about the 

various international meetings on reparations that took place in 1920, dryly summarising 

them as ‘rubbish about milliards’.672 Keynes never replied to any of his French critics, apart 

from André Tardieu and Henri Brenier; and probably only because both published their 

articles in Anglo-American outlets. Tardieu’s accusations were already analysed in the 

previous chapter. Brenier was a teacher at the conservative ELSP, a task he combined with 

the presidency of Lyon’s Chamber of Commerce. Following the Spa negotiations of April 

1920, Brenier published a letter and four articles in the Times, the authoritative British daily 

generally hostile to Keynes. Brenier criticised Keynes’s statistics on German coal production 

and the costs the reconstruction of France’s devastated areas involved, further blaming his 

anti-French bias and pernicious influence on Anglo-American opinion. Throughout 1921–2, 

Brenier regularly criticised Keynes, who eventually replied in the 1922 A Revision of the 

Treaty.  

After the stop-gap year of 1920, Keynes blazed through the path carved out by the 

Consequences. For a start, his journalistic articles proved to be very remunerative, offering 

him a straightforward way to diversify his income and finance his expanding lifestyle. 

Keynes could not rely on his Treasury income anymore, and was teaching fewer courses at 

Cambridge than before the war. And until the 1924 Dawes plan, the succession of 

international conferences and their inability to settle definitively the reparation problem kept 

the demand and appeal for Keynes’s written word well alive.673 Placed against the contexts 

surrounding the diffusion of his works in France, the correlated consequence of Keynes’s 

focus on journalism was the strengthening of his working relation with the Consequences’ 

translator, Paul Franck.  

Behind their collaboration lay overlapping objectives. By getting his articles 

published not only in Britain but also abroad, Keynes reasonably aimed at increasing his 

income. Yet, the seriousness of his attempts to shape French opinion cannot be 

underestimated. For Paul Franck, the financial motive was likewise a relevant factor, as he 

was entitled to receive translation fees out of Keynes’s profits, for every article he managed 
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to get published. Still, first and foremost, Franck was moved by his political ambitions, which 

at the time could be best described as a desire to play an active role in Left republican 

politics. According to Franck’s friend René Maus, by the time the former met Keynes, he 

was:  

 

tourmenté par le besoin de produire. Il souffrait d’être encore à l’âge de l’étude, non 

à celui de l’action, de ne pas intervenir dans les conflits si nombreux et si fréquents à 

cette époque. Les conférences, les rapports ne lui suffisaient plus; il cherchait une 

occasion de dépasser la faculté ou l’école, de pénétrer de plain-pied dans la sphère 

des hommes politiques et des journalistes.674 

 

The Consequences offered Franck a stepping stone to realise his political ambitions: 

his own ideas on the Treaty and reparations matched Keynes’s. So, unsurprisingly, after the 

Consequences was published, Franck did his best to keep the contact between the two of 

them alive. Franck first met Keynes in April 1920 in Paris, as the latter was returning from 

his Italian excursion.675 From that first encounter an anecdote has survived, that on setting his 

eyes on Franck, Keynes thought him to be the son of his translator.676 Keynes was 36 years 

old at that moment, while Franck had only reached his 20s. Quite naturally, when in 1921 

Keynes tried to get his articles published in France, he resorted to Franck, whose translation 

skills he had appreciated. Franck eagerly seized the opportunity. It was in one of their 

exchanges regarding the NRF’s delay in paying the Consequences’ royalties, that Keynes 

asked Franck if he would be willing to offer an ‘article to ‘L’Œuvre’, or any other French 

paper of repute which might accept it’.677  

This article in particular consisted of a comment on the account of the Peace 

negotiations published by Bernard Baruch, the leader of the American delegation to Paris. 

Baruch ‘never forgave [Keynes] for his ridicule of Woodrow Wilson’,678 but his book 

acknowledged that reparations claims had been based on electoral promises to diminish the 

burden of taxation on Allied populations, and likewise asserted that the inclusion of pensions 

in reparations was against Wilson’s Fourteen points – both points had been made in the 
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Consequences.679 By suggesting to Franck to publish in a particular outlet from the Left, 

Keynes showed an awareness of the French journalistic scene and of where he could count on 

a more positive reception. The deal involving the publication of the Baruch article was also 

paradigmatic of the systematic difficulties Franck experienced in attempting to be Keynes’s 

literary agent. At first, Keynes suggested a minimum fee, which Franck was expected not to 

fall below, but given the lack of demand, he soon had to show greater flexibility.680 

Moreover, Keynes had it as a rule never to allow his articles to be truncated, which made 

their publication harder. French newspapers, particularly on the Left, were financially flimsy 

and they had to reserve their space for their own contributors and publicity. Finally, 

newspapers would often refuse to publish Keynes’s articles if they had already been 

published abroad, leaving Franck without too much time to strike a deal.  

Thus, Franck initially did as told by Keynes and contacted L’Œuvre, the most popular 

Left republican newspaper of interwar France. Its main redactor was Robert de Jouvenel, who 

even without reading the article promised to publish it. But difficulties soon arose. Despite 

the verbal support that the journalist Charles Saglio (who had written favourably of the 

Consequences in 1920) and the newspaper’s director, Gustave Téry, showed for Keynes’s 

ideas, they all thought the article was too long to be published as a single piece.681 Franck 

then tried his luck with two well-known newspapers: L’Opinion and Le Progrès civique. 

Unsurprisingly, L’Opinion shunned Franck’s offer. Its director was Maurice Colrat, who had 

previously been Poincaré’s secretary.682 Besides, the author of L’Opinion’s main articles on 

international affairs was none other than Jacques Bardoux, who was also close to Poincaré. 

For unknown reasons, Franck’s negotiations with Le Progrès civique had a similar outcome, 

although at last, he managed to strike a deal with the Left republican L’Ère nouvelle. By then, 

though, it was already too late: the article had already appeared in the foreign press. In the 

end, Franck allowed L’Ère nouvelle to publish extracts of Keynes’s article, and even 

managed to collect a fee from Robert de Jouvenel.683 At the time, Franck was also keen on 

translating Bernard Baruch’s book (‘Everybody speaks […] about the publication of it in 

France’), but nothing ever came of it.684 Franck remained on amiable terms with Jouvenel, 
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one of the main figures of French journalism of the time and responsible for introducing him 

and other members of the younger generation like Jean Luchaire and Bertrand de Jouvenel to 

higher political spheres. Even so, from 1921 to 1924, Keynes’s articles only appeared at the 

Radical Socialist L’Ère nouvelle and the Socialist Le Populaire; and in the financial 

newspaper Le Câblogramme.685  

The Baruch article was still a continuation of Keynes’s defence of the Consequences. 

His actual 1921–4 series of articles on reparations started haphazardly, when the Manchester 

Guardian invited him to write a comment on the Paris conference of January 1921. There, in 

part to placate the dissatisfaction of the French Parliament, the Allies established Germany’s 

liability at 226 billion gold marks: only four months later, the Reparation Commission was to 

fix it at 132.686 Although unpublished in France, Keynes’s article was read by Jacques 

Seydoux at the Quai d’Orsay, who then informed Prime Minister Aristide Briand of how 

Keynes was leading a campaign against the Paris proposals.687 Likewise, Poincaré, who 

starred in Keynes’s article as the epitome of the anti-revisionist thesis, answered by pointing 

out that the Treaty had been shot dead before it was even allowed to breathe. The French 

Parliament would not support any more concessions to Germany, and as a result, Poincaré 

discredited Keynes’s claims that the Paris proposals were anything but a stop-gap move by 

Lloyd George until a proper settlement had been reached.688  

It was during this time that, once more, Keynes’s name featured in parliamentary 

discussions. The occasion was the debate concerning the Paris agreements, in which Prime 

Minister Aristide Briand defended his cabinet from Tardieu’s accusations of being incapable 

of executing the Treaty. Unsurprisingly, Tardieu thought Keynes’s ideas ‘trop pernicieuses’; 

as for Briand, he bluntly told the Parliament that the Treaty did not belong to the world of the 

living anymore, given that France stood alone in defending its strict enactment.689 

Keynes’s next two articles on reparations – one against the occupation of the Ruhr in 

April, and another in May in which he deemed the London Schedule unfeasible – were 

published in the Socialist Le Populaire. As described in Chapter 2, Franck was a member of 
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the SFIO. He was also close friends with Herbert Jacoby, a journalist of Le Populaire who 

often reported on British affairs (and who incidentally was also homosexual). Following the 

split of the SFIO at the Tours Congress, Le Populaire was now the SFIO’s official 

newspaper, and it shared its headquarters with the party. Meanwhile, L’Humanité became the 

organ of the newly founded French Communist Party. Thanks to Jacoby, Franck had easy 

access to Le Populaire, which was by then directed by Jean Longuet, with the close 

assistance of the SFIO’s parliamentary leader, Léon Blum. Franck introduced Jacoby to 

Keynes, presenting him as ‘useful for the propaganda of your ideas in France, which is 

greatly needed’.690 At Franck’s request, Keynes eventually put Jacoby in contact with 

Norman Angell: the former was willing to translate Angell’s 1921 work, The Fruits of 

Victory, which was a sequel to the 1910 The Great Illusion.691 Nothing came of this, and 

Angell’s book was never published in French. Even so, Jacoby was to closely collaborate 

with Franck and Keynes on the making of the Guardian Supplements during 1922–3; in the 

long term, he was responsible for translating Keynes’s Essais de persuasion, published in 

1933. 

To get Keynes’s articles published at Le Populaire, Franck had to take into account 

the newspaper’s financial troubles and accept a reduced fee. Following the split at the Tours 

Congress, most of the party’s funds went to the Communists, who had constituted the 

majority at the Congress. This posed a spiky problem to Longuet: Le Populaire was 

chronically in deficit and heavily dependent on party and state subsidies. In 1921, it only 

stayed afloat due to anonymous contributions. Besides, it also suffered from the competition 

of other well-established Socialist dailies from outside of Paris, like Le Combat social and Le 

Midi socialiste. As a result, instead of the 500 francs Keynes usually charged, Longuet and 

Blum could only afford to pay between 100 and 150 francs.692 

Regardless of their financial woes, Longuet and Blum were more than favourable to 

publishing Keynes’s articles. For a start, one of the issues preventing Le Populaire from 

selling more copies was due to the fact that its contents verged mainly on doctrinal 

questions.693 Thus, by publishing Keynes’s articles, Le Populaire would generate attention 

and attract readers. Keynes was aware of the difficulties that the Socialist newspaper was 
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going through, and felt delighted to publish at Le Populaire.694 He asked Franck to ‘greet 

Monsieur Longuet and Monsieur Léon Blum from me, and tell them how glad I am to be able 

to collaborate with their paper’.695 The conclusion to be inferred from this episode is that 

Keynes was prepared to forfeit financial interests if those became an obstacle to diffusing his 

ideas and influencing public opinion. And crucially, as analysed in Chapter 3, Blum and 

Longuet had been very sympathetic to the Consequences, and Le Populaire always 

commented favourably on Keynes’s reparation proposals.696  

By the end of April, France announced that it would occupy the Ruhr in case 

Germany, as it ought to according to the Versailles Treaty, did not pay an advance of 20 

billion gold marks by 1 May 1921.697 In the first of Keynes’s articles published by Le 

Populaire on 29 April, he reacted by arguing that occupying the Ruhr would not be 

profitable, and by vituperating Foch, Loucheur and Briand. The first represented the 

imperialist intentions of the military; the second the will of French industrialists in protecting 

their industries by taking over ‘the greatest steel district in Europe’; whereas the third was 

merely trying to placate reactionary pressures, particularly those of Raymond Poincaré.698 

Keynes was not shooting in the dark: Briand and Loucheur indeed had a plan to invade the 

Ruhr, and the latter was holding close talks with François de Wendel, the leader of the 

Comité des forges.699 

Keynes’s article was ignored by the French press, but the same did not happen with 

the following article?, which was published on 9 May and commented on the London 

Schedule of Reparations, which settled German reparations at 132 billion gold marks (and 

gave Germany an ultimatum of six days to accept or reject it).700 French commentators were 

holding their breath, waiting for Germany’s reaction. While Keynes thought Germany could 

not meet the Schedule’s terms, he considered the proposals to be acceptable in the short term 

and counselled Germany to accept it, his rationale being that if Germany showed goodwill, 

the Allies would be keener in the future to make further revisions to the reparations’ terms. 

This time, the French conservative press took note of Keynes’s piece, but to stress how the 

Schedule’s reparation figure was lower than that established by the Paris conference (and 
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how even Keynes acknowledged that Germany should accept it).701 At Le Populaire, Keynes 

was tacitly supported by Blum, and unequivocally by Longuet. The former asserted how the 

feasibleness of the London Schedule depended heavily on German exporting capacity, and 

concluded that the receipt of reparations would take place at the cost of unemployment in 

France and England.702 Longuet alluded to Keynes’s proposition that French debts to Britain 

should be cancelled, considering it a rather more constructive proposal than attempting to 

secure reparations, ‘que l’Allemagne peut bien promettre une fois de plus, mais qu’elle est 

bien incapable de verser’.703  

Meanwhile, in Parliament Tardieu continued his campaign against the successive 

revisions of the Treaty’s terms, and quoted Keynes’s article to assert how the London 

Schedule was only another revisionist blow to the work of Clemenceau.704 Indeed, in May, 

discussions were dominated by the London Schedule, and conservative deputies like Maurice 

de Rothschild (who also had a seat on the BDF’s advisory board) and Paul Reynaud 

employed Keynes’s article to criticise it. Both insisted that deliveries in kind were more 

convenient than financial reparations, particularly given the low prospects that the C bonds 

would ever be issued. Yet, Reynaud abusively interpreted Keynes’s words. The latter had 

counselled Germany to accept the London proposals partly on the basis of future revisions, 

but contrary to what Reynaud alleged, he never mentioned that the 82 billion representing C 

bonds would ever be forfeited.705  

Following those two articles, Keynes started preparing a series of five pieces on 

‘Europe’s Economic Outlook’.706 In order to guarantee that they would be published 

simultaneously in England, America and France, Keynes kept Franck updated on his 

publishing schedules.707 A minimum fee of 1,000 francs per article was suggested by Keynes: 

on his own account this was much less that what he usually charged in other countries. Even 

so, he gave Franck ‘a more or less free hand as to negotiating their publication’.708 Once 

again, Franck ran into difficulties. Initially, he offered the articles to ‘a good many reviews’, 
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which promptly refused. To Franck, this was unsurprising as ‘we have not got any important 

independent reviews’. Respectable reviews, like the Revue des deux mondes or the Revue 

politique et parlementaire, espoused conservative views.709 Franck then aimed at placing 

Keynes’s articles in well-known Left republican dailies or journals. Le Populaire refused, 

owing to a lack of space: due to continuing financial troubles, Longuet was forced to curtail 

the daily’s size from four to two pages. L’Œuvre and Le Progrès civique offered the same 

excuse, while L’Europe nouvelle already had an exclusive agreement with another British 

journalist.710 Both L’Œuvre and L’Europe nouvelle suggested they could publish a short 

resume or extracts, but in line with his general practice, Keynes promptly refused such a 

proposition.711  

Franck then seemed poised to make a deal with Gaston Jèze, a professor at the 

Sorbonne and renowned financial specialist, who was an outspoken advocate of the capital 

tax. Besides, Jèze was also deeply involved in Left republican politics, writing regularly for 

L’Ère nouvelle and Le Progrès civique, and a member of the LDH. Jèze proposed to put out 

Keynes’s articles as a special pamphlet published by the scientific journal he directed, the 

Revue de science et de legislation financières. Instead of being paid for each article, Keynes’s 

royalties would thus depend on the pamphlet’s sales.712 Jèze’s journal had reviewed the 

Consequences quite favourably, praising Keynes’s advocacy of a capital tax.713 As always, 

Keynes was sympathetic about Franck’s difficulties, which did not ‘altogether’ surprise 

him.714  

Yet, Franck’s deal with Jèze did not come to fruition. After the first article was 

already published in England, Franck managed to pull off a better agreement with a ‘grand 

journal d’information financière’. This was Le Câblogramme, directed by Hyacinthe 

Philouze. There is not much information available on Le Câblogramme, but it is doubtful 

whether it was in the same league as the key financial newspapers of the time, like 

L’Information financière and L’Agence économique et financière.715 Philouze also wrote for 

L’Œuvre and had founded L’Europe nouvelle in 1919.716 Hence, along with Jèze, Philouze 

was within the range of Franck’s Left republican networks. To get Keynes’s articles 
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published, Franck was forced to make two compromises. For a start, they were sold for 500 

francs each, a sum Franck thought nevertheless to be quite significant in the French editorial 

context. Secondly, and favourably to Keynes’s interests, their publication was put forward, in 

order to coincide with the period in which the Paris stock market would be open. Thus, the 

articles would have ‘plus d’influence sur le monde financier’.717 Philouze claimed that 

Germany could indeed pay but was trying to evade its obligations, and thus made it clear that 

Le Câblogramme was only publishing Keynes’s articles ‘à titre documentaire’: ‘quel que soit 

l’auteur et quelles que soient les tendances de ses études, les milieux politiques et financiers 

français doivent les connaitre’.718 Regardless of these cautions, Philouze accompanied each 

of Keynes’s articles published by Le Câblogramme with broadly favourable comments, 

mainly because of Keynes’s call for the cancellation of inter-allied debts.719  

In his first article of the ‘Europe’s Economic Outlook’s’ series, Keynes set out to 

prove why Germany would be unable to meet the London Schedule’s terms and predicted 

that within a year it would inevitably default.720 Subsequently, in the second article (the first 

published by Le Câblogramme), Keynes aimed at assessing the consequences deriving from a 

great increase in German exports, which he deemed would be harmful to international trade 

(and British industry).721 Keynes singled out Franck’s translation of this particular piece as 

‘excellent’.722 The third article delved into the prospective trade perspectives, and was 

followed by one concerning British labour conditions. The series was rounded off by a final 

piece on the settlement of war debts, in which Keynes once more advocated the cancellation 

of inter-allied debts.723 According to Franck, ‘tout ce que vous écrivez cause une vive 

sensation’.724 But of all Keynes’s articles it was the first, regrettably the only one not 

published in France, which had the strongest impact. Published on 21 August by the Sunday 

Times, it was still being commented on by the French press for most of September. The 

French correspondent of the Sunday Times even went as far as claiming that thanks to 
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Keynes’s article, German bankruptcy and its implication for reparations payments had 

become one of the French government’s chief concerns.725  

The impact that Keynes’s article had on French opinion is explained by the political 

and diplomatic background on reparations. Following the London Schedule, on 31 August 

Germany handed in the first billion of reparations – and the Allies had just settled how they 

would redistribute that sum among themselves. Following a meeting between the Allied 

finance ministers, the French Paul Doumer (a Radical Socialist) conditionally agreed to sign 

on 13 August an agreement according to which Great Britain and Belgium would divide that 

first billion. Britain would be paid for maintaining its troops stationed in Germany, and 

Belgium on grounds of the priority upon reparations payments given by the Treaty.726 

Although the French cabinet later refused to ratify the agreement, at the time Keynes’s article 

was published, his prediction of German bankruptcy amounted to assert that France would 

not secure any indemnities from Germany in the short term. 

French political opinion shuddered at Keynes’s prediction, but was not entirely hostile 

to the article. In particular, Le Temps, the conservative daily usually held as echoing official 

views on foreign policy,727 took Keynes’s warnings very seriously. Pinpointing how 

Germany was borrowing from abroad to pay its annuities, and noticing the increase of 

Germany’s floating debt and the fall in the mark’s exchange rate,728 Le Temps asserted that: 

 

Nous croyons qu’il n’est ni équitable, ni opportun de traiter M. Keynes come un 

adversaire de mauvaise foi et de nier les formidables difficultés parmi lesquelles la 

trésorerie allemande se débat.729 

 

Le Temps further hinted that a constructive policy to counter a possible German 

bankruptcy was necessary, instead of ‘invoquer le souvenir de nos morts ou de plaider sur des 

textes’.730 At first notice, this amounted to a very marked break with the newspaper’s 

previous editorial line. Indeed, before the London Schedule was disclosed in May 1921, Le 

Temps published Poincaré’s articles, which criticised the revision of the Treaty and the 
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influence of Keynes’s ideas in such a process.731 Although unsigned, those Le Temps’ articles 

that were sympathetic to Keynes were most certainly written by Jean Herbette,732 whose 

brother was a diplomat. Herbette was also in very close contact with Poincaré.733 It can be 

presupposed that Herbette’s articles attempted to put pressure on Briand’s cabinet by calling 

for a modification of the 13 August agreement on the distribution of reparations payments. 

Given Herbette did not have any personal links with Briand until 1924, and used Le Temps’ 

columns to criticise him in 1921, that would seem the most likely hypothesis towards 

explaining Le Temps newfound consideration for Keynes. 734  

Still, within the conservative press, Le Temps was alone in its attempt to rationalise 

over Keynes’s prediction of German bankruptcy. For instance, given that the respective 

article was not published in France, the conservative press retrieved it from the Sunday Times 

and the Deutsche Allgemeine Zeitung, where Keynes had also arranged for its publication. 

From this occurrence, Le Matin proceeded to conclude that Keynes’s article had been 

published by order of Hugo Stinnes, the captain of German steel industry.735 Compared to the 

reception of the Consequences, the difference was that even if Keynes was still regarded as a 

Germanophile, at least his predictions were now taken seriously. An example was the 

reaction of the Journal des débats politiques et littéraires. Traditionally hostile to Keynes, its 

comments on his warnings stressed the necessity of substituting financial reparations for 

deliveries in kind, in order to avoid the consequences of a German default.736 Such a stance 

echoed the conversations then being held between Loucheur (now a minister in the Briand 

cabinet) and German Chancellor Walther Rathenau, which resulted in the stillborn 

Wiesbaden agreements.737 Yet, simultaneously, the Journal des débats also vituperated 

Keynes’s article on the basis that he was inciting the Germans not to export in order to pay 

fewer reparations,738 and even put into doubt Keynes’s intellectual capabilities.739 
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In the hothouse of French reparations policymaking, Keynes’s articles were read as 

well, with Jacques Seydoux ordering the French ambassador in London to send to the Quai 

d’Orsay copies of them ‘régulièrement’ 740 – an order the ambassador dutifully fulfilled.741 In 

October, Seydoux was handed a report on German finances by Cecil-Eugène Mauclère, the 

French delegate at the Committee of Guarantees. The latter was the organisation set up by the 

London Schedule to supervise how the Reich raised securities to back up reparation 

annuities.742 Pondering over Mauclère’s report, Seydoux concluded that it: 

 

donne raison aux économistes qui comme Keynes, Otto Kahn, ont prévu 

l’écroulement final du mark, la faillite de l’Allemagne et l’impossibilité pour elle 

d’aller au-delà du premier-milliard de marks or – et il parait évident que si l’on 

continue le système qui joue depuis la mise en application du Plan de paiement de 

Londres, l’effondrement du mark est prochain […].743 

 

Nonetheless, unlike Keynes, Seydoux claimed the fall of the mark was being 

orchestrated by the pressure of German industrialists, who were profiting from inflation; and 

by the Reich’s failure to increase taxation and cut expenditures, coupled with the inexistence 

of capital controls. Seydoux’s conclusions prefigured his evaluation of German financial 

efforts for subsequent years, and those underpinning French foreign policy. In order to escape 

the consequences of the mark’s depreciation, France should engage or force German 

industries to replace financial indemnities with deliveries in kind. Moreover, German 

unwillingness to solve its budgetary difficulties should be countered by Allied control of 

German finances.744 

Looking back, Keynes thought that the first two articles had had ‘a very interesting, 

and on the whole satisfactory press in France’. Underpinning his optimism were Le Temps’ 

articles, which made him believe that ‘the Government would now welcome a considerable 

change in popular sentiment’.745 Franck followed suit and remarked how all the articles had 
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been ‘generally all welcome and that is a very new fact’.746 He also considered that ‘men in 

high situations’ now agreed that there was no chance that Germany would pay its obligations 

– unfortunately he did not name them. Franck thought Briand was ready to negotiate with 

Germany – which it was indeed doing through the Loucheur-Rathenau talks – while seeking 

to establish a guarantee pact with Britain. The main obstacle preventing a significant change 

of French opinion, Franck thought, was the influence of ‘the Comité des forges and other 

conservative powers whose influence is large at the Quai d’Orsay’.747 The Comité was the 

French organisation of steel industrialists, which indeed was favourable to occupying the 

Ruhr. On the one hand, Franck’s claim was well-founded, as the Comité indeed had close 

links to President Millerand and Jacques Seydoux.748 On the other, it was primarily due to the 

initiative of Briand, Berthelot, Seydoux and Loucheur, and not of the Comité, that the first 

plans to occupy the Ruhr had been drawn in April 1921, in case Germany refused to abide by 

the London Schedule.749  

Unsurprisingly, Keynes’s articles had the most positive reception within the Left, a 

point Franck stressed by considering they had given ‘ideas and arguments to the left 

parties’.750 Indeed, the two main Left republican dailies, L’Ère nouvelle and L’Œuvre, had 

regularly published large extracts from Keynes’s articles. At the former, Gaston Jèze 

seconded Keynes’s predictions.751 Likewise, L’Œuvre’s editorial line was markedly in 

support of Briand, and its articles further noticed the similarity between Keynes’s proposals 

and Lloyd George’s.752 Moreover, L’Œuvre defended Briand from the public attacks on 

Poincaré, who continued to defend a strict execution of the Treaty. It also questioned whether 

any financial and economic benefits could be gained from occupying the Ruhr, as Poincaré 

envisaged in case of German default.753 Thus, although Keynes’s and Franck’s optimism in 

regards to their expectations of the whole of French opinion was premature, ongoing political 

developments kept bringing the non-Socialist Left closer to Keynes’s ideas.  
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At the time, Briand’s parliamentary support was increasingly relying on Left 

republican deputies. Briand was keen to agree to Lloyd George’s proposal for exchanging a 

security treaty with Britain and for approval of the Wiesbaden agreements by following 

British lead in relations with Germany (which would involve scaling down reparation 

annuities). However, the French Prime Minister faced the opposition of Millerand, Loucheur 

and Seydoux, who all defended a strict control of German finances by the Allies. Besides, 

Briand’s new policy also backtracked on the plans previously developed to occupy the 

Ruhr.754 Retrospectively, and unlike what Keynes thought, Le Temps’ sympathetic coverage 

of his articles did not mirror a similar analysis of the German problem, nor the will of 

Briand’s cabinet’s or even a substantial change in public opinion. Rather, they relayed 

Seydoux’s advocacy of direct supervision and control of German finances and economy to 

prevent a German default. 

Indeed, in late 1921, Le Temps published several articles by Poincaré that were hostile 

to Briand. In one of these, Poincaré attacked both Jean Longuet and Keynes at once. Since 

1920, Poincaré had systematically criticised Keynes’s articles, but now for the first time the 

latter decided to reply. The background for their exchanges consisted of Charles de 

Lasteyrie’s parliamentary speeches of November 1921, in which he called for an Allied 

control of German finances. Denying that the London Schedule’s annuities had any direct 

bearing on the mark’s depreciation, Lasteyrie concluded instead that Germany was 

deliberately orchestrating inflation to evade reparations. De Lasteyrie intended to refute 

Keynes’s prediction of a German default, and attempted to do so by accusing the Cambridge 

economist of forgetting that half of the first reparation annuity had been defrayed by 

Germany through deliveries in kind, rather than through foreign currency paid with paper 

marks.755 Shortly afterwards, Poincaré picked on Lasteyrie’s arguments to likewise call for a 

complete Allied control of German finances. The only imminent bankruptcy, he argued, was 

France’s ‘depuis deux ans, vis-à-vis de l’Allemagne’. Keynes’s predictions were flawed, 

Poincaré pinpointed, because the Consequences did not take into account variations in gold 

prices when estimating Germany’s capacity to pay. Poincaré went as far as asserting that 

Keynes had similarly committed other basic mistakes, which the former President of France 

would denounce ‘lorsque j’en aurai le loisir’.756  
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In short, the politician was accusing the economist of falling prey to a beginner’s 

mistake on his own playground. With his technical competence at stake, Keynes promptly 

seized the opportunity to take a jab at Poincaré, and instructed Franck to send his counter-

reply to Le Temps.757 Keynes rejected Poincaré’s claim, and further wondered whether:  

 

l’opinion Française est-elle réellement abusée par la rhétorique de M. Poincaré? Il 

semble presque incroyable qu’en France la capitulation de l’intelligence puisse être 

si complète.758 

 

Undeterred by Keynes’s reply, Poincaré persevered, and in a further article expressed 

his astonishment at the fact that it had taken two years of criticisms for Keynes to reply. 

Poincaré also endorsed Lévy’s La Juste paix as an able refutation of the Consequences, and 

asserted that until Keynes stopped claiming that Germany could not meet the London 

Schedule’s terms, he would continue to denounce his ideas. After all, Poincaré concluded, 

‘l’économie politique de M. Keynes, a elle aussi, sa rhétorique; elle a même ses sophismes’. 

What these were, Poincaré never indicated.759 Promptly, Franck sent Poincaré’s rejoinder to 

Keynes. Another reply was due, he considered, as Keynes ‘could greatly impress the French 

public by pointing out that M. Poincaré is unable to give any practical demonstration of what 

he asserts’.760  

Meanwhile, the main press ignored the exchange between Poincaré and Keynes, with 

the exception of Jean Longuet, who defended Keynes in one of his editorials for Le 

Populaire. Karl Marx’s grandson had endorsed Keynes’s predictions about Germany’s 

default, hence Poincaré also attacked him in Le Temps.761 To reply, Longuet drew on the 

popular (but false) idea of ‘Poincaré-la guerre’, to accuse him of seeking to lead France into 

chaos just as he had done in 1914. Afterwards, Longuet attempted to undermine Poincaré’s 

claims by criticising La Juste paix, and by accusing him of ignoring those aspects of 

Keynes’s reparations proposals that were favourable to France and the reconstruction of its 
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devastated areas.762 Keynes, who was ‘very glad to see the admirable leader of Longuet’,763 

sent Franck his next reply to Poincaré, which was again sent to Le Temps. Sternly, Keynes 

pointed out how: 

 

M. Poincaré now admits that I made allowance for the rise in gold prices but still 

complains that he can find no allowance for the fall in the value of gold. That M. 

Poincaré should be unaware that these two are identically the same thing, is an 

illustration of his intellectual incompetence in the matters he pretends to handle.764 

 

And yet, Le Temps never published Keynes’s final reply. After two weeks of 

waiting,765 Franck concluded that Poincaré had prevented Keynes’s letter from being 

published ‘because he did not know what he could answer’. Franck then tried to get Keynes’s 

reply published in L’Œuvre and Le Populaire. Although Robert de Jouvenel and Léon Blum 

were willing to attack Poincaré, they backed down and refused on the grounds that Keynes’s 

reply was addressed to the editor of another newspaper. On his admission, Franck resorted to 

‘tell the story in the lobby of the House [Parliament]. It aroused a great sensation and 

L’Œuvre will give an “echo” about this affair’.766 In fact, L’Œuvre never published a line on 

the subject. Only the daily La République française commented on this episode, but by 

erroneously claiming that Poincaré had asked Keynes’s permission not to publish the latter’s 

final reply. La République française’s anonymous article further remarked that Keynes:  

 

constatait l’incompréhension totale des faits économiques dont l’ancien président de 

la République fait preuve avec une persévérance digne d’un meilleur usage. Cela ne 

fut point du gout de M. Poincaré, qui tient à sa réputation de bon financier: il résolut 

de ne point publier la lettre.767  

 

Keynes was most certainly aware of the political relevance of his jostling with 

Poincaré. Tension was mounting within conservative political opinion against Briand, who 

was considered to be giving France’s reparation rights away, only to guarantee the 
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‘subordination officielle de la France à la politique de l’Angleterre’.768 If Briand agreed on a 

guarantee pact with Britain, France would lose its autonomy to settle reparations directly with 

Germany, including the occupation of the Ruhr or the creation of an independent Rhenish 

state. Briand (who now counted on Loucheur’s support) was keen to follow Lloyd George in 

conceding a moratorium on the London Schedule annuities to Germany. President Alexandre 

Millerand opposed on all grounds, and so did Seydoux at the Quai d’Orsay. While Briand 

was away at the conference in Cannes in January 1921, Millerand united the cabinet against 

his Prime Minister. Returning from the Cannes conference, Briand realised he would not be 

able to count on the support of the Bloc national majority and duly resigned. His successor 

was none other than Raymond Poincaré.769 

 

5.3. Strike two: publishing the 1922 A Revision of the Treaty 

 

In his final reply to Poincaré that was never published by Le Temps, Keynes had taken 

the opportunity to make a bit of publicity for his impending book, the sequel to the 

Consequences. Aptly entitled A Revision of the Treaty, Keynes had started writing it during 

the summer of 1921. The book provided an overview of the series of international 

conferences that had failed to settle Germany’s liability (before the London Schedule); 

recapped and developed parts of previous newspaper articles; and replied to some of 

Keynes’s most notorious French critics, namely Raphaël Georges-Lévy, Henri Brenier and 

André Tardieu. Accurately summed up by Robert Skidelsky as ‘very much a scissors-and-

paste job’,770 the Revision thus mainly consisted of a documental update to the Consequences. 

Unsurprisingly, it was destined to spend a briefer time under the spotlight, given the quick 

pace at which the reparations question was shaped by new developments in Germany, France 

and Britain. By December 1921, Keynes had written the book’s last lines, and the Revision 

was published in January 1922 in Britain, and the following month across the Channel. 

Hence, the Revision’s translation and publishing in France coincided with Poincaré’s return 

to power.  

This time around, Keynes closely involved Paul Franck in the making of his new 

book. Already by end of August 1921, Franck was making inquiries with the financial expert 
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Gaston Jèze regarding the publishing of the Revision, after some fruitless inquiries with Payot 

and Ollendorff. Both publishing houses, as analysed in Chapter 2, had been interested in 

publishing the Consequences. Regarding the NRF, Franck thought that in light of past events, 

resuming business with Gallimard was out of the question.771 Keynes thought likewise,772 

remarking that:  

 

[…] though pretending in some respects to be up-do-date and intellectualists, [the 

NRF’s members] are really very conventional and terribly afraid of not being 

thought perfectly respectable by members of the Institute and of the Academy.773  

 

Franck’s negotiating guidelines consisted of securing ‘a royalty of 15% in respect of 

the first two thousand copies and 20% thereafter’, to be shared between Keynes (two thirds) 

and Franck (one third). Clearly, though, Keynes had meanwhile gained much confidence in 

Franck’s capabilities, and granted him ‘wide discretion to you to act as seems most 

advisable’.774 

By December 1921, Franck had finally engaged in serious negotiations with both 

Gustave Payot, and with Éditions Stock. A ‘young independent publisher’,775 Stock was the 

property of Jacques Boutelleau (who was acquainted with Léon Blum) and Maurice 

Delamain. Although it also harboured French writers like Romain Rolland, its core business 

was foreign literature – Stock was the first to publish Virginia Woolf’s works in France, 

starting with Mrs. Dalloway and To the Lighthouse in 1929.776 After the bad experience with 

the NRF, Keynes’s penchant was for Stock, on the grounds that as a smaller publisher, it 

would have ‘reasonably strong nerves’ and would not be intimidated by negative reactions to 

the book.777 Even so, what prevented Franck from reaching a deal with Payot and Stock was 

that both were reluctant to bind themselves to a contract without a first look at the finished 

draft. Given that Keynes was frantically at work, he had only given Franck a provisional table 
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of contents.778 Keynes’s aim was to publish the Revision in early January, but he only sent the 

full manuscript to the printers the day before Christmas.779  

Nevertheless, Franck managed to strike a deal with Stock, and an agreement was 

reached on 21 December, exactly on Keynes’s proposed terms.780 Almost simultaneously, 

Gaston Gallimard inquired with Keynes about the possibility of publishing the Revision.781 

Very dryly, Keynes rebuked Gallimard’s offer:  

 

[…] indeed I was not sure, from our experiences with my first book, whether ‘La 

Nouvelle Revue’ really cared to be so closely associated with a work of such 

definitely political significance.782  

 

Thus, for the time being, Keynes officially severed relations with the NRF.783 No 

reply from Gallimard exists among Keynes’s papers, and until the 1933 Essais de persuasion, 

no book of Keynes’s was published by the NRF. Besides finding Keynes a publishing deal, 

Franck had already helped him finish the original Revision’s draft. The book included an 

appendix containing official documents produced by the various post-Versailles international 

conferences on reparations. Given that Keynes could not find these in England, he appealed 

to Franck, who retrieved them in their French versions. This material found its way not only 

into the annexes of the Revision, but to the main text as well.784 There was only one 

document Franck was unable to find, which pertained to French advances to Allied 

governments during the war. As a result, in the Revision’s appendixes, only the figures 

respecting the transfers made by the US and Britain were included.785 

Furthermore, Franck had a direct influence on determining the title under which the 

French translation of the Revision was published. At Éditions Stock, Delamain and 

Boutelleau suggested that owing to the differences between British and French public 
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opinion, and the hostility of the latter towards the non-integral execution of the Treaty, the 

title should eschew the word ‘revision’. It would do no harm to change it, as ‘l’essentiel pour 

vous est qu’on vous lise, et qu’on puisse juger de vos arguments’.786 A compromise was 

suggested by Franck, under the form of Nouvelles considérations sur les conséquences 

économiques de la paix; and the Éditions Stock’s owners further suggested putting the book’s 

original title on the cover but in brackets. Keynes approved, deeming the solution ‘quite 

satisfactory’;787 his own suggestion was rather bland (‘The Reparations Problem’).788 

Delamain and Boutelleau made two other demands. Firstly, they insisted (and succeeded) on 

publishing an editorial note at the beginning of the book, declaring that Éditions Stock 

published the Revision without taking ‘any part in the debate’. Secondly, and they also 

insisted with Keynes that the book ought to be published with the smallest interval possible 

from the English edition.789  

Their insistence was reasonable. The French press had already reported that Keynes 

was soon to publish a new book, and if the French edition was delayed in respect to the 

English, the public’s interest would be satiated by the extracts and summaries published in 

newspapers and journals. Franck thought likewise, and by the end of the year, he had urged 

Keynes to send him at least a part of the manuscript, to allow him to begin the translation. 

Franck’s plan was to send the translated manuscript to Stock at least a fortnight before the 

book appeared in England.790 By Christmas, Franck finally started the translation. At the 

time, Keynes was planning to have the Revision out in England by 25 January 1922, while 

Franck hoped to have it published in France by 1 February. 791 If Keynes wrote frantically, 

Franck translated no less hectically. By the last day of 1921, he had finished the first 50 

pages;792 and by 7 January, he had completed the whole book: two weeks in total.793 His task 

was all the more difficult because only by 2 January did Keynes send him the last chapter and 

the appendices.794 In accordance with his habits, Keynes asked to take a look at the French 

proofs, on the grounds that ‘I sometimes use English words in a rather out-of-the-way sense, 
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which may mislead you’.795 This time around though, Keynes made it a conditional demand, 

for fears of delaying the publication of the French edition; but there was still time in hand and 

he did revise Franck’s proofs.796 

The Revision finally reached French bookshops on 6 February, less than a month after 

the English edition.797 Of all of Keynes’s books, it was by far the one with the shortest gap 

between British and French publishing dates, being ‘ahead of or simultaneous with, the 

American, German, Italian, Dutch and Swedish editions’.798 Unlike the Consequences, it 

contained no specific preface for the French public. Keynes was delighted with Franck’s 

efforts: ‘your expedition in the work of translation has been marvellous. You must have had 

to work almost night and day’.799 Moreover, the editorial note introduced by Stock was 

sympathetic to the book and its author.800 Stock also advertised the Revision in the major 

political newspapers Le Temps and Journal des débats. The advertising slogan consisted of: 

‘Le nouveau livre de M. Keynes actuellement lu et commenté dans le monde entier, doit être 

connu de tout le public français’.801 Finally, and as it had done with the Consequences, Le 

Populaire sold the book in its own library and advertised on its pages out of its own initiative 

during the entire month of February 1922.802  

The French Revision sold for 6fr.75, and was the first in Stock’s new editorial series, 

entitled ‘Les documents du temps’, under which works by Francesco Nitti and Norman 

Angell also subsequently appeared: both authors shared Keynes’s analysis of the reparations 

problem.803 Stock published at least four editions of the Revision, each comprising a thousand 

copies: by December 1922, the fourth edition was on the market. It can thus be presupposed 

that sales must have ranged between 2,000 and 4,000 volumes.804 Although a smaller figure if 

compared to the Consequences, it was still quite respectable if pitched against British sales 

(6,839 copies by July 1922).805 Once more, Keynes sent copies to a number of his French 

acquaintances, but this time through Franck. The recipients included old acquaintances like 
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Charles Vildrac, Charles and André Gide, Charles Rist, Alexandre Célier and Joseph Avenol; 

new ones like Jean Longuet, who had supported Keynes in Le Populaire throughout 1921; 

the philosopher Henri Bergson; and political figures as opposed as Clemenceau and the 

freshly unemployed Aristide Briand.806 Franck sent the book to some of his political friends 

as well, and although no list of these is available, the writer Romain Rolland was among the 

recipients.807 

 

5.4. The translation of the Revision (1922) 

 

Franck’s translation of the Revision was a much more accomplished work than his 

earlier work with the Consequences – however impressive the latter was anyways for a 

nineteen-year-old. The French translation of the Revision respects the intentions of the author 

and the meaning of the original, but without sticking to a literal rendition of its phraseological 

structure and vocabulary. Perhaps owing to the more documentary and dry character of the 

Revision, there were also fewer chances for Franck to use the more allegorical approach he 

had employed when translating the Consequences. Minor issues of Franck’s work consisted 

of some typos in the Revision’s figures;808 and perhaps an inconsistent reliance on either the 

first person singular or the first person plural – but it should be noted that Keynes’s own 

deployment of the personal pronouns was not consistent.809  

Nevertheless, Franck’s translation was deemed by one of Keynes’s more recurrent 

critics, Henri Brenier, as a job badly done. Writing for the Journal des débats, Brenier picked 

on two expressions rendered by Franck in more figurative dressing, but which nevertheless 

did not stray away from the original’s meaning. At best, they reinforced it. Whereas Keynes 

had referred to Brenier as ‘using figures wildly’, these being the product of a ‘mass of 

misprints, muddled arithmetic’;810 Franck translated those passages as ‘calculs mensongers’ 

and ‘ramassis de fautes d’impression; de calculs sophistiques’.811 On this basis, Brenier 

asserted that Keynes had been ‘trahi par son traducteur’. Brenier claimed to have found 

further examples of similar mistakes, but he never presented them.812 With his personal 
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reputation at stake, Franck promptly asked Keynes (twice) for a counter-reply, but 

understandably, the latter refused: Brenier’s arguments were ‘so feeble that I do not feel 

inclined to make a reply’.813  

 

5.5. A less contentious affair: the reception of the Revision (1922) 

 

In France, and in line with Anglo-American opinion, the Revision spawned neither the 

same amount of reactions, nor the same degree of vitriol generated by the Consequences.814 

For a start, Keynes’s arguments were by now well-known, and some of them commonly 

accepted from Left to Right, like the cancellation of inter-allied debts. Moreover, Keynes’s 

presence in the written media was by now habitual. Unlike the Consequences, which was 

published more than a year before Germany’s liability was finally established, the Revision 

was not allowed any time to ‘breathe’. Its novelty value was quickly superseded by ongoing 

international developments and Keynes’s inherent journalistic reactions to these. The dry tone 

of the book also contributed to such an outcome, as it possessed fewer anecdotal passages and 

literary outbursts than the Consequences.  

Nevertheless, expectations started buzzing once it became known in December 1921 

that Keynes was about to publish a sequel to the Consequences.815 According to Franck, it 

was ‘already much spoken of, in the press and as well in the Chamber’.816 Naturally, the 

question on everyone’s lips consisted of what kind of bombshell Keynes would drop this time 

around. Keynes’s late 1921 articles gave a hint of what to expect, and L’Œuvre concluded 

that Keynes’s new book would be more ‘favourable’ to France than the Consequences. The 

arguments of L’Œuvre offered proof that the Consequences had not been carefully read by 

some commentators. A case in point, Keynes’s trademark proposal of coupling inter-allied 

debt cancellation with a diminished reparations burden for Germany was deemed a novelty, 

when it had already featured in that book.817  

That the Revision did not add much in terms of positive policy proposals to the 

Consequences was swiftly noted by the economists Charles Gide and Charles Rist. Both 
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817 François Lebon, ‘Un revirement – le prochain livre du professeur Keynes nous sera-t-il plus favorable?’, 
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endorsed the book, and keenly pointed out that Keynes’s arguments meanwhile had been 

proven right. Naturally, they also drew attention to how they had supported Keynes since the 

beginning, whilst the majority of French political opinion framed him as France’s enemy. 

There were some disagreements between the two French economists, though: Rist considered 

Keynes’s estimates of the damages inflicted upon French devastated areas to be too low; 

whereas Gide considered them to be fairly accurate, and judged official figures to be 

seriously inflated, because resources had been squandered in the reconstruction work.818 Still, 

on the whole, Rist’s analysis of reparations continued to closely parallel Keynes’s own 

reasoning. Even his comments on the stances of French politicians were sharp, with Klotz, 

Poincaré and François-Marsal being singled out. Rist’s own solution consisted of a large 

international loan that would directly implicate the Allies in the recovery of the Reich’s 

finances (for whose state he blamed the recklessness of German politicians).819  

The less polemical tone of the Revision allowed for more sympathetic reactions from 

the otherwise hostile conservative opinion. At Le Temps (which had not reviewed the 

Consequences), the Revision was actually considered a more interesting book due to its 

‘caractère plus positif’.820 Naturally, Keynes’s proposal to reduce French indemnities from 30 

billion gold francs to 18 was criticised on the grounds that France had already spent more 

than that on reconstruction works. For instance, Philippe Millet, the editor-in-chief of the 

journal L’Europe nouvelle, did not spare Keynes any criticisms on this particular point. And 

yet, he also endorsed Keynes’s proposal for cancelling inter-allied debts, and made a semi-

official plead to England (he was friends with the Quai d’Orsay’s secretary general Philippe 

Berthelot): it was not too late ‘pour bien faire’, as France would not be hostile to reasonable 

agreements.821 More negative comments, like those of the financial newspaper L’Information 

financière, noted how the practicality of Keynes’s proposals was dim given American refusal 

to forfeit inter-allied debts.822  

Yet, and in comparison with the Consequences, the most marked contrast regarding 

the reception of the Revision consisted of the reactions coming from the non-Socialist Left 

and academic economists. Amid the latter, Jean Lescure and Bertrand Nogaro criticised 

                                                 
818 Charles Rist, ‘Comptes-rendus critiques’, Revue d’Économie politique (1922), 516; and Charles Gide, ‘Les 
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Keynes’s arguments – but the level of divergence should not be exaggerated. Both 

economists criticised the irresponsibility of politicians in making illusory promises to public 

opinion after the war. Moreover, their analysis of the transfer mechanism was similar to 

Keynes’s. Unlike Keynes, though, Lescure considered both financial indemnities and 

deliveries in kind to be pernicious to French finances (causing inflation) and economy 

(generating unemployment). Unlike Keynes, both Lescure and Nogaro considered that 

Germany possessed a substantial capacity to support reparations, as its internal debt had been 

wiped out by inflation and its economic structure remained intact.823 As a result, Lescure 

criticised Keynes’s proposals on the grounds that they were morally unjust: Germany’s fiscal 

efforts had to be as substantial as those of the French.824 Hence, instead of annuities 

calculated in gold marks, Lescure’s proposal envisaged for the German indemnity to be 

scaled according to French reconstruction costs and pensions. To discharge it, Germany 

would open a perpetual loan in France, which would be backed by other Allied countries.825 

Of course, this amounted to burdening Germany indeterminably. As for Nogaro, he 

pinpointed that the fall of the mark was due not to the burden of reparations, but rather to 

German inability, unwillingness and incompetence in preventing capital flight and raising 

taxation.826  

Within Left republican politics, and although Édouard Herriot openly dismissed the 

Revision,827 the left wing of the Radical Party, represented by L’Œuvre but mostly by L’Ère 

nouvelle and Le Progrès civique, was now much more open to Keynes’s proposals than back 

in 1920. The balance was tipped by the return of Poincaré to power. At L’Œuvre, Robert de 

Jouvenel and Gustave Téry initially considered that Poincaré was bound to carry on with 

Briand’s foreign policy.828 But gradually they swayed to the contrary position, owing to 

Poincaré’s refusal to participate in the Genoa conference and his public rhetoric, which 

stressed the strict execution of the Versailles Treaty.829 Poincaré’s foreign policy was 

gradually depicted in L’Œuvre’s pages as aiming primarily at exerting political control over 
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German internal affairs.830 Instead, L’Œuvre defended a negotiated solution to the reparations 

saga through the arbitration of the LON.831 As a result, the Revision’s reparation proposals 

were lauded as at least pointing towards more constructive solutions than Poincaré’s 

rhetoric.832 

Within the French Left, Lloyd George was thought to follow Keynes’s ideas, ‘sous 

une forme très atténuée’ (they were also believed to represent the majority of British financial 

circles).833 Thus, and unsurprisingly, the replacement of Briand by Poincaré was interpreted 

as a refusal to pursue a moderate line with Germany. Writing for L’Ère nouvelle, Gaston Jèze 

clearly interpreted Poincaré’s comeback as proof that a policy of ‘moderation and fermeté’ 

(Briand’s) had been superseded by ‘force et […] violence’.834 Thus, after praising the 

Revision’s ‘excellente traduction française’, Jèze praised Anglo-American opinion for 

focusing on empirical realities, and gave a warning to Poincaré: ‘Quand il a été démontré 

qu’une chose n’est pas possible, les récriminations sont inutiles et superflues’. After making a 

very sympathetic overview of the Revision, Jèze concluded by defending Keynes from Lévy 

and Brenier: 

 

Si l’on entreprend la réfutation de la thèse de M. Keynes, que cette réfutation soit 

faite sur le terrain des réalités, des possibilités. Qu’on n’écrive point, comme ce fut 

le cas pour le premier livre de M. Keynes, un ridicule pamphlet nationaliste [Lévy’s 

La Juste paix]. Qu’on rédige une œuvre méthodique, solide, pouvant être discutée 

sérieusement, dont les auteurs ne croiront pas faire preuve de noblesse d’âme en 

ajoutant plusieurs zéros à la fin d’un total.835 

 

Furthermore, and besides publishing Charles Gide’s review of the Revision, one of the 

main Left republican outlets, Le Progrès civique, published several articles by the amateur 
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economist Francis Delaisi, who praised Keynes’s proposals.836 Resembling a French Norman 

Angell, Delaisi was one of the key figures of French liberal internationalist thought during 

the 1920s.837 Interestingly, at Le Populaire – and despite recognising the preciseness of the 

Consequences’ predictions (in regards to Germany’s capacity to pay) – Blum thought the 

Revision’s remedies fell short of what the 1922 context demanded. Particularly, Blum 

asserted that even if reparations were scaled down according to Keynes’s proposal, the fall of 

the mark would preclude Germany from defraying financial reparations. Therefore, Blum 

concluded, a more encompassing solution involving the whole of Europe was needed, in the 

vein of what the European Socialist parties had sought to accomplish with the 1921 

Amsterdam Plan.838 The latter was a project structured on transfers in kind and the 

employment of German labour in reconstruction work, under the supervision of a supra-

national organisation composed of trade union and governmental representatives.839 Blum 

had touched a key point. Keynes was well aware of the impact that currency instability had 

on the defrayal of reparations, though. Indeed, as analysed in the following section, his 

subsequent editorial project – already underway when the Revision reached French 

bookshops – aimed precisely at drawing a large scheme of currency stabilisation that would 

guarantee Europe’s reconstruction.  

 

5.6. The making of the Manchester Guardian Commercial Supplements and the Quai 

d’Orsay’s counter-attack (1922–3) 

 

Back in October 1921, while still writing the Revision, Keynes received and accepted 

an editorial proposal from C. P. Scott, the director of the Manchester Guardian, which so far 

had published the majority of Keynes’s newspaper articles. Scott granted Keynes the 

editorship of a series of Supplements to be published by the Guardian’s business edition in 

England, France, Germany and Italy. Its objective would be to offer precisely what Léon 

Blum felt was lacking in the Revision. The Supplements were intended to offer a factual 

overview of Europe’s economic and financial situation, while advancing solutions for 
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monetary instability, reparations, and the establishment of relations with the Soviet Union. 

Although naturally reflecting Keynes’s views, a degree of impartiality was sought by drawing 

political and academic authorities from the most important countries, who held divergent 

standpoints.840 Overall, there were twenty-four French contributors to the twelve numbers of 

the Supplements, which were published from April 1922 to January 1923.841 By now, and 

after almost two years of collaboration, Keynes had clear confidence in Franck: he felt 

‘delighted that we have been able to collaborate so happily in a number of matters’.842 The 

making of the Supplements marked the height of Franck and Keynes’s working relation; but 

as analysed below, it was also the moment at which it came closest to a split.  

With the Revision already published in Britain, Keynes directed his attention towards 

the Supplements and promptly informed Franck of this new project: the two met in London in 

late January to plan the details.843 Back in Paris and along with the frantic job of finishing the 

Revision’s translation, Franck started in earnest the work of sending Keynes’s invitation 

letters to prospective French contributors; and then personally persuading the less convinced. 

He was armed by Keynes with the status of being his official assistant in Paris;844 and also 

relied on the help of his friend Herbert Jacoby, from Le Populaire.845 All the French 

contributors Franck brought together belonged to the Left spectrum of French politics, and 

were within both Keynes’s and Franck’s range of contacts. Keynes gave Franck some latitude 

to look for possible contributions, particularly in those cases where their first choices refused 

to collaborate. Even so, that bias towards the Left happened less by design than by the nature 

of Keynes’s ideas, which made individuals from conservative sectors naturally reluctant to 

write in a series directed by ‘France’s enemy’. 

All in all, though, the cast of contributors brought together by Keynes and Franck was 

impressive, and included all the main politicians from the Left (barring the Communists).846 
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Among the names that accepted Keynes’s invitation, one finds the Socialist politicians Léon 

Blum, Jean Longuet and also Albert Thomas, who had played a major role in the organisation 

of the French war economy and was now at the helm of the International Labour 

Organisation. Notably, Édouard Herriot and Paul Painlevé accepted to write as well (the 

former being one of Franck’s suggestions).847 As referred to before, Herriot was the leader of 

the Radical Socialist Party, whilst Painlevé was the leader of the Republican Socialist Party 

and the founder of the Ligue de la république, an extra-parliamentary organisation aiming to 

foster a union within the republican Left.848 Apparently, Franck and Keynes also tried to get 

Briand on board; Keynes even tried to convince the former Italian Prime Minister Francesco 

Nitti to persuade Briand. But Nitti, who also wrote for the Supplements, replied that owing to 

Briand’s difficult political situation, Painlevé would be the more suitable choice.849 Among 

Keynes’s acquaintances that contributed to the Supplements were Alexandre Célier and the 

economists Charles Gide and Charles Rist. Additionally, the liberal Clément Colson, one of 

the most important French economists of the time and a professor at the École polytechnique, 

wrote on a topic of his particular expertise: French railways. Another known face, the 

financial journalist Georges Lachapelle, wrote an article on the franc’s exchange rate 

fluctuations. 

However, one of the most striking collaborations with the Supplements was that of 

Joseph Caillaux’s, the Radical Socialist politician. Before the war, he was one of the main 

figures of the Left and a rival of Poincaré, noted for his financial expertise. Caillaux’s rising 

political career was firstly tainted in 1914, after his wife murdered the director of Le Figaro, 

who was threatening to divulge Caillaux’s letters to his mistress. Then, in 1917, it was 

brutally halted when he was imprisoned on Clemenceau’s orders, on the grounds of 

maintaining contacts with German agents and conspiring against France. After spending two 

years incarcerated, and despite the feeble evidence collected against him, Caillaux was 

deprived of political rights for ten years. One of Caillaux’s biographers saw in the whole 

process a political attempt by Clemenceau and Poincaré to dismiss a dangerous political 

opponent.850 Despite his political isolation, Caillaux was still a respected figure on the Left, 

due to his known advocacy of an income tax and his penchant for a negotiated peace during 

the war. His published works and articles were sympathetic to Keynes’s analysis of the 
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Treaty, and made similar proposals in regards to reparations.851 Unsurprisingly, in the letter 

he addressed to him, Keynes described Caillaux as having ‘in the eyes of the world the 

reputation of being the greatest of modern French Finance Ministers’.852 During the 1920s, 

Caillaux eventually disputed with Herriot the control of the Radical Socialist Party; he kept 

his authority for financial acumen, based on an orthodox adherence to the doctrine of the gold 

standard, balanced budgets and rigorous taxing.853  

Further contributions from the Left bear Franck’s imprint. They included Adéodat 

Compère-Morel (one of the main specialists in agronomy in the Parliament);854 Fernand 

Bouisson, who had been a commissar for the merchant marine in Clemenceau’s war 

government;855 and Marius Moutet. The three were Socialists, and Moutet was not only one 

of the founders of the LDH, but also one of Caillaux’s defence lawyers.856 It was probably on 

these grounds that Franck insisted with Keynes to allow Moutet to choose the topic of his 

article: ‘for it is very important, from many points of view to secure his collaboration’.857 

Moutet was also recognised as a specialist in Russian affairs (he had been part of a Socialist 

delegation to Russia following the revolution in 1918). Moutet ended up writing about Russia 

and the Genoa Conference.858 Another of Franck’s first suggestions was Victor Basch, the 

secretary general of the LDH. Yet, he was replaced in the end by the Baron Estournelles 

d’Constant, who had received the 1909 Nobel Peace Prize for his efforts in institutionalizing 

international arbitration (naturally, he was also a member of the Ligue).859 Other familiar 

names were those of Gaston Jèze; Henri Barbusse, the director of Clarté; Hyacinthe Philouze, 

who had published Keynes’s articles at Le Câblogramme; the writer Georges Duhamel – a 

friend of Charles Vildrac and Barbusse – who wrote an article on the views of the 

intellectuals on European reconstruction; and François Delaisi, who wrote two articles on the 

French coal situation and the Comité des forges.860  

Most importantly, Franck recruited Georges Boris, a former entrepreneur, who during 

the war had worked in London for the Anglo-French food supply commission, and also at 
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Berne, where by 1918, he was the secretary of the Allied commission in charge of the 

blockade of the Central Empires. After the war, Boris was invited to join the Quai d’Orsay, 

but he disapproved of the Bloc national’s foreign policy. His true vocation, however, was 

financial and economic journalism, and by 1922, he was writing for Le Progrès civique – the 

beginning of a career as one of France’s most influential Left republican journalists, only 

interrupted by the onset of the Second World War.861 Franck introduced him to Keynes as 

‘very well-known in this country’.862 Although sympathetic to Keynes’s conclusions on 

Germany’s capacity to pay, Boris had written an article that thoroughly critiqued Keynes’s 

evaluation of the costs of reconstructing the French devastated areas.863 Nonetheless, the 

article Boris wrote for the Supplements emphasised that Germany could not finance this 

reconstruction without greatly increasing its export capacity.864 From this moment onwards, 

Boris was always a keen reader of Keynes’s books and articles, and they corresponded over 

the following years about the franc’s depreciation. Most importantly, in the 1930s, Boris 

became the main advocate of Keynes’s economic theory in France: he was one of the few to 

read and diffuse the 1930 Treatise on Money; and among the first to read the General Theory, 

proceeding then to introduce its ideas to Pierre Mendès France and Léon Blum.  

Moreover, Franck also managed to convince Anatole France to write ‘une déclaration 

de principes sur la reconstruction de l’Europe’.865 The 1921 Nobel Prize for Literature was at 

the time recognised as the greatest living French writer, and was well-known for his pacifist 

outlook and opposition to the Treaty.866 And yet, for unknown reasons, he never delivered the 

promised article, even if in later years Keynes would recall in ‘quelle manière habile il 

[Franck] parvint à joindre M. Anatole France.867 Franck then tried his luck with Romain 

Rolland, but again with no success (it was Georges Duhamel the novelist who ultimately 

ended up writing for the Supplements). Nevertheless, Rolland took the opportunity to express 

to Keynes: 
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mon admiration pour vos ouvrages. Avec d’autres j’ai loué la lucidité courageuse de 

la riche documentation. Permettez à un artiste d’admirer particulièrement votre 

pénétration psychologique des caractères. Certains de vos portraits restèrent 

historiques, comme ceux des grands musées.868 

 

Crucially, Robert de Jouvenel, arguably the Left’s most important journalist and the 

editor of L’Œuvre, wrote an article on French political opinion and reparations. Keynes 

sought to have an opposing analysis from a Right standpoint, which was written by none 

other than his arch-critic Jacques Bainville from L’Action française; he was apparently 

invited after a refusal from Jean Herbette, the editor of Le Temps. Besides showing 

Bainville’s broad-mindedness, this episode also sheds light on the difficulties Keynes and 

Franck had in finding contributors from sectors of political opinion other than the Left, or 

which were not sympathetic to Keynes’s ideas. One example was the former Prime Minister 

René Viviani, who was in fact a Republican Socialist, but refused to collaborate on political 

grounds – just like Keynes, the Manchester Guardian was often thought to be 

Germanophile.869 At one point, Franck even advised Keynes not to refer in his letters to 

French contributors ‘about Dr. Melchior, and the support you will find in Germany. You 

know why!’870 By then, Melchior, the director of the Warburg bank in Hamburg and 

Keynes’s direct connection to the higher spheres of German government, was doing a similar 

job to Franck’s by organising German contributions to the Supplements.871 Other than 

Bainville, the only figure from the Right that Keynes managed to enlist was his personal 

acquaintance Gabriel Hanotaux, an ex-minister of Foreign Affairs (who was also known to 

Simon and Dorothy Bussy). And like Bainville, Hanotaux was also a critic of the 

Consequences whom Keynes picked precisely to offer a contrast to his own standpoints.872  

It was the difficulties in finding contributors from the Right, together with those 

related to commissioning an authoritative article on the key issue of French devastated areas 

and their reconstruction, which most strained the relations between Keynes and Franck. The 

former was adamant that ‘a solid and really good article’ was needed.873 And while Franck 
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was meeting with that intention Daniel Charles-Vincent, a Radical Socialist deputy and an 

ex-minister of Labour in the Briand cabinet,874 Keynes preferred someone of a higher 

political standing. His first choice was Louis Loucheur, who had been Briand’s minister for 

the devastated areas. Although Loucheur refused, as he wished ‘to stand aloof from any 

public action for the present’,875 he was still keen on collaborating with Keynes. Franck, 

always resourceful, had managed to contact Loucheur through the latter’s chief of cabinet: 

Maurice Petsche, a long-time collaborator and friend of Loucheur, who also accompanied 

him as an expert to the London Conference of May 1921 and to the Cannes conference of 

January 1922. Petsche promised to give Franck ‘tous les documents possibles sur la 

reconstruction’, together with ‘des documents relatives aux négociations franco-allemandes 

relatives à la Main-d’œuvre’ [the Wiesbaden agreements]. Keynes and Franck thus agreed 

that the latter would write an unsigned article, based on Petsche’s memoranda.876 Franck’s 

aim was ‘to express more the facts as they stand and the policy of the Briand-Loucheur 

Cabinet than my own personal views’.877 

 Nevertheless, by mid-February 1922, tensions started mounting between Franck and 

the Guardian’s editorial board. The latter, through William Ryall (the Guardian’s 

correspondent in Paris) and Charles Tee (its commercial agent in France), thought that 

Caillaux’s name was scaring potential sponsors and other Frenchmen to write for the 

Supplements: not an unwarranted claim. Ryall asserted that even if Caillaux ‘wrote on a quite 

uncontroversial subject [he] would compromise everyone who had anything to do with it’.878 

The pressure was put on Keynes to drop him, but he dropped the matter, given that Caillaux 

had already accepted the invitation to write.879 Franck saw farther than anyone else. He 

reacted by insisting on Caillaux’s intellectual authority on finances, and as he rightly 

perceived, Caillaux’s name ‘ne fera pas plus fuir que celui du “Manchester Guardian” ou que 

nos idées’. Moreover, dropping Caillaux would have broader implications for the ideological 

and political objectives of the Supplements: 

 

Je suis prêt à demander des articles à des personnalités aussi réactionnaires que 

possible mais il serait très fâcheux d’avoir recours à des gens pour la seule raison 
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qu’ils siègent à la droite du Parlement français. Cela empêcherait toute action 

constructive en faveur de vos thèses, qui, quoi qu’en puissent penser certains, 

doivent occuper la place principale de ces suppléments. […] Ce ne sont d’ailleurs 

que vos intérêts c’est-à-dire ceux de nos idées, que je défends.880 

 

Franck was right, and the Supplements’ goals were further threatened by attempts 

from Keynes and the Guardian’s editorial board to reach an arrangement with Poincaré. The 

support of the French Prime Minister would, nonetheless, be helpful for the Guardian in two 

ways. For a start, because the Supplements were going to be printed in Berlin to save costs 

(given German inflation), it was within Poincaré’s reach to either prevent the French edition 

from passing the border or condition its circulation.881 Secondly, because Poincaré’s 

endorsement would guarantee that industrialists would be keener to financially support the 

Supplements by buying advertising space, which Tee was finding difficult to sell.882 Yet, as 

Franck had pinpointed, Keynes’s name alone was enough to prevent Frenchmen offering 

their support to the Supplements. The industrialists contacted by the Guardian asked the Quai 

d’Orsay for instructions. Seydoux’s reply was straightforward: 

  

la politique économique de Keynes est, comme vous ne l’ignorez pas, loin de 

répondre aux aspirations et aux revendications de la France sur un certain nombre de 

questions fondamentales. Dans ces conditions, j’estime préférable que votre société 

ne donne aucune suite à la lettre circulaire dont il s’agit.883 

 

On Keynes’s request, Franck inquired with Jacques Bardoux on the possibilities of 

getting an interview with Poincaré, to be published along with Lloyd George’s in the first 

number of the Supplements. But Bardoux made it known to Franck that he was going to settle 

directly the matter in Manchester with the Guardian’s director, C. P. Scott. Feeling his 

authority endangered, Franck claimed that Bardoux’s goal was to make Poincaré’s 

collaboration dependent upon having a veto on the list of French contributors to the 

Supplements. In short, ‘les réactionnaires français tentent de mettre la main sur les 
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suppléments dont vous avez la direction’.884 Franck was right to be worried, as the French 

conservative press had started a campaign against the Supplements.885 Moreover, Bardoux 

not only made it known that Poincaré ‘wants to be assured that he will see whole list of 

French contributors before writing message’;886 but he also made it clear that any further 

French contributions would have to be arranged not through Franck, but either by him or 

Ryall.887  

At first, and although assuring Franck that he maintained ‘complete control over the 

selection of contributors’, Keynes seemed to relent, and gave Bardoux authority to obtain 

‘suitable contributions [...]’. He even halted Franck’s work on the article regarding the 

devastated areas, hoping that Bardoux would persuade Loucheur or Charles Reibel (then 

Poincaré’s minister for the devastated regions) to write it.888 Keynes was deceiving himself, 

as Loucheur had offered his help almost certainly with the intention of attacking Poincaré. 

Besides, he was putting Franck in a difficult situation vis-à-vis Loucheur and Petsche. Franck 

was naturally disconsolate with this turn of events, and further told Keynes that:  

 

si la question de l’interview Poincaré vous fait supposer que je suis incapable de rien 

obtenir des sphères officielles, je vous rappelle que l’affaire a été retirée des mes 

attributions au moment précis où j’étais en droit d’escompter un résultat.889  

 

Whether Franck did ever get close to getting an arrangement with Poincaré, as he 

claimed, cannot be ascertained. In any case, Bardoux’s unwillingness to compromise (and 

inherently Poincaré’s) soon forced Keynes to break relations with him.890 Despite the 

pressures of C. P. Scott, who saw in Poincaré’s interview a journalistic scoop,891 Keynes was 

always uneasy about dealing with Bardoux. The latter had meanwhile been given the list of 

French contributors to the Supplements, and protested against the inclusions of Caillaux and 

Anatole France.892 Almost paraphrasing Franck’s words, Keynes told Scott that he was not 

adamant about letting ‘the French section to be nibbled by the reactionaries, which is 
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certainly their object’. It must be recalled that he had just published the Revision in France. 

Moreover, Keynes made it plain that he was convinced of Franck’s ‘personal sincerity and 

reliability’. 893  

As Keynes refused to exclude Caillaux and Anatole France, Bardoux realised he 

would be unable to achieve his objectives. As retaliation, he leaked in the newspaper La 

Journée industrielle the list of French contributors, and then the correspondence he had 

exchanged with Scott and Keynes. Subsequently, Bardoux denounced the Supplements as a 

serious menace to the Anglo-French entente, and attacked its French contributors. Besides 

having mistaken the ex-minister of the navy Bouisson for the Radical Socialist and peace 

militant Ferdinand Buisson, Bardoux attacked their political affiliations, and the intellectual 

capabilities and respectability of Franck and Caillaux: 

 

Or dans cette liste ne figure aucun industriel, mais une pléiade de socialistes 

révolutionnaires, parmi lesquels Moutet, Longuet, M. Ferdinand Buisson, un 

moraliste, est chargé de traiter les questions navales. Le problème des réparations, 

capital pour la France, est confié à qui? À un étudiant sans expérience et sans 

autorité mais qui est le traducteur de J. M. Keynes. […] J’ignore quels titres il peut 

avoir aux sympathies des puritains anglais, mais ce que je sais, c’est que jamais mon 

nom ne figurera, dans une publication quelconque, à côté de celui de Joseph 

Caillaux.894  

 

That Bardoux’s intentions had been to ideologically shift the Supplements towards the 

Right was proven by his final warning: ‘il faut choisir entre eux [the Left] et nous’.895 As a 

relieved Keynes acknowledged, this proved the end of the Bardoux affair. His conclusion was 

that in dealing with Franck, ‘I have again been very favourably struck, both by his 

competence in work of his kind and also by his sincerity and honesty of purpose’.896 The 

result was that unlike Lloyd George (and even the US Vice President Calvin Coolidge), 

Poincaré did not provide an article or a short statement to the Supplements. Meanwhile, and 
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unlike their German counterparts, French entrepreneurs took no advantage of the advertising 

opportunities offered by the Guardian’s international distribution.897 

Even so, there was a price to be paid for breaking with Bardoux-Poincaré, and soon 

the Guardian faced difficulties in assuring the distribution of the Supplements. For a start, 

Franck had initially arranged for the Supplements to be distributed with L’Œuvre. Yet, 

Charles Tee, erroneously judging L’Œuvre’s circulation to be too low, broke off negotiations, 

out of fears that the publishing house Hachette would be upset. Back then, Hachette held the 

monopoly of newspapers’ distribution in France, and had a strong position in the rest of 

continental Europe as well. However, Franck had arranged for L’Œuvre’s deal in the 

presence of Hachette’s manager: 

 

arrangements were to be made that they [Hachette] should receive their usual 

commission on copies sold through L’Œuvre, just as on other copies; the object of 

L’Œuvre in being connected with the Supplements being political rather than with a 

view to profit. 898  

 

Ultimately, the Supplements were put on sale on their own, even if they were still 

intended to be distributed by Hachette. The first number of the Supplements was supposed to 

be published at the same time as the Genoa conference (which lasted from April to May 

1922), where Lloyd George attempted to launch his own scheme of European reconstruction, 

involving the Soviet Union. Despite the absence of Poincaré and his orders for French 

delegates not to engage in any discussions on reparations, the Genoa conference had a wide 

journalistic coverage, owing precisely to the presence of a Soviet delegation – the first time 

since the end of the war. Yet, not only were there delays in the delivery of the supplement’s 

first number at Genoa,899 but sales were altogether hindered in France. Even if not preventing 

the copies from entering the country, Poincaré forbade Hachette from distributing it. Even so, 

French demand for the 4,000 copies being printed was still considered better than initially 

expected.900 Instead of Hachette, the Guardian relied on the British agency Dawson, which 

was not ‘of course, nearly so good as Hachette’.901 Unsurprisingly, Keynes pondered on how 

the French government did not:  
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[…] play fair in these matters and it is only wasting time to make sacrifices with the 

idea of partially placating them unless one is going the whole way towards meeting 

their ideas, which is impossible.902  

  

At the same time, the Quai d’Orsay – even if in a haphazard way – also published its 

own editorial reply to the Supplements. From his own initiative, the sociologist Alfred de 

Tarde had the idea of publishing a volume to counter the ‘propaganda’ of Keynes and the 

Manchester Guardian. Tarde was then promised official support by Poincaré himself. A 

sociologist, Tarde was best known for the public campaign he had organised before 1914 

with Henri Massis (who was close to L’Action française) against German intellectual 

influence in French universities.903 In anticipation of the Genoa conference, Tarde’s objective 

was to counter British claims on the economic and financial damages done by reparations. To 

write the book, he set up a team composed of his brother, Guillaume de Tarde, and Jean 

Benoit. The former was the director of the Minister of Commerce’s cabinet, and the latter 

deputy director of the Minister of Public Work’s cabinet. They were joined by André 

François-Poncet, a specialist in German affairs, who during the war had worked for the 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs and had close links to the Comité des forges. After the war he 

founded the think tank Société d’études et d’information économique, which was presided by 

Jacques Bardoux. François-Poncet was a member of the French delegation to Genoa, and 

subsequently, part of General Degoutte’s staff, the military commander of the Ruhr 

occupation.904  

By late March 1922, de Tarde had the manuscript ready and proceeded to obtain a 

financial subvention of 35,000 francs from the Quai d’Orsay, which was used to publish it at 

Librarie Plon, and to ‘faire un gros effort de publicité’.905 Published under a collective 

pseudonym, La France à Gênes was, as one could expect, derisory of Keynes’s 

Consequences, described as a specious critique of the Versailles Treaty.906 Four hundred 
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copies were sent to the experts of all delegations present at the Genoa conference; 500 to the 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs; and 80 more were distributed to parliamentarians.907 In short, the 

book deemed Keynes responsible for convincing British opinion (namely Liberals, Labour 

and even Lloyd George) that reparations were the cause of Britain’s economic problems, and 

for the belief that reparations demands were behind German inflation.908 La France à Gênes 

did not engage with Keynes’s formulation of the transfer problem. Instead, it postulated – in 

line with Seydoux’s memoranda on the subject – that German financial troubles were due 

only to an inability to stop capital flight by industrialists; the use of inflation to promote a 

dumping; and excessive expenditures on railway nationalisation, along with welfare and food 

subsidies.909 Finally, the book rebutted Keynes’s proposals to diminish Germany’s 

reparations burden on the argument that French rights could not be further curtailed, while 

advancing the official view that German finances should be subjected to foreign control, 

presumably under the direction of the Reparation Commission.910 All in all, La France à 

Gênes only served to further illustrate how wide the gap between French official policy on 

reparations and Keynes’s views was.  

 

5.7. Last confrontations before France’s financial meltdown and the fall of Poincaré 

(1923–4) 

 

Besides arranging for French contributions to the Supplements, Paul Franck also 

translated and arranged for Keynes’s newspaper articles on the Genoa conference to appear in 

the French press: Keynes covered in loco the conference during its first two weeks. Franck’s 

first option was Le Câblogramme, but as Philouze’s co-editors refused to publish Keynes’s 

articles on political grounds,911 Franck reached an agreement with L’Ère nouvelle, which had 

already published several of Keynes’s articles before.912 Moreover, one of Franck’s friends, 

Jean Luchaire, was working as L’Ère nouvelle’s correspondent at Genoa. Luchaire’s own 

coverage of the Genoa conference echoed Keynes’s views on reparations.913 The leader of the 

Radical Socialist Party, Herriot, who was an advocate for the establishment of relations with 
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the Soviet Union, also praised the Supplements in L’Ère nouvelle’s pages (particularly the 

number on Russian affairs).914 

The extent to which either publishing, or simply favourably reporting on Keynes’s 

articles, constituted a political statement was illustrated when the editor of L’Ère nouvelle, 

Albert Livet, defended Keynes from the accusation made by the conservative press that he 

was in Genoa as a German correspondent.915 The semi-official news agency Havas and the 

daily Le Temps had indeed published that Keynes was the ‘collaborateur du Berliner 

Tageblatt pour la durée de la conference de Gênes’.916 Livet had to defend L’Ère nouvelle’s 

investment in Keynes’s articles, and as a result discredited the assumption of Keynes’s 

Germanophilia. As he rightly pointed out, Keynes had established deals with newspapers 

from several countries to ensure that his articles were met with a wide diffusion. Hence, the 

articles published by the Tageblatt were the same as those published by (simultaneously) by 

L’Ère nouvelle.  

Owing first and foremost to the evolution of French domestic politics after the Genoa 

conference, Keynes’s links with the French Left became stronger between 1922 and 1923, in 

particular with the Radicals. Until then, and despite his 1920–1 rhetoric on the Versailles 

Treaty, Poincaré was willing to reach an agreement on reparations encompassing a 

moratorium on German annuities, together with an international loan to Germany, if a strict 

control of German finances was implemented. Moreover, he pursued the pathway to 

reparations in kind opened by the Wiesbaden agreements until August 1922. Nevertheless, 

the steady fall of the mark, and the treaty of Rapallo (a diplomatic agreement signed between 

Germany and the Soviet Union at the Genoa conference) convinced Poincaré of Germany’s 

bad faith. Even if initially hesitant, he made his final decision to occupy the Ruhr in August. 

Detailed economic and military plans were devised by Seydoux and Foch, and discussed 

thoroughly by the cabinet until December 1922.917  

As referred to in the previous chapter, the French government (and in particular the 

Finance Minister Charles de Lasteyrie), was well aware that occupying the Ruhr would 

hardly prove financially profitable. Instead, the main objective of the occupation was 

political: to break Germany’s resistance and create a will to pay by seizing by force its 
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industrial core.918 At last, French troops entered the Ruhr on 11 of January 1923. The 

outcome is well-known – as the government led by Wilhelm Cuno channelled all its funds to 

support passive resistance in the Ruhr, Germany became financially bankrupt in September 

1923, and called off passive resistance the following month.919 Meanwhile, Poincaré tried to 

take advantage of the German debacle by supporting the Rhenish separatist movement.920 In 

France, conservative opinion, from Le Temps to L’Action française, had long supported an 

operation in the Ruhr;921 whereas the Left was resolutely against it, from the Left wing of the 

Radicals, to the Socialists and Communist. Naturally, Keynes thought the occupation was 

unlawful,922 and drew attention to the strains it would cause to French finances.923  

Over the course of 1923, the parliamentary and public debate was centred on the 

Ruhr’s occupation. In parliament, Poincaré even directly referred to Keynes’s interpretation 

of the Treaty in the Consequences as proof that France was lawfully entitled to be in the Ruhr 

– when Keynes in fact posited otherwise.924 Keynes’s pleas for French troops to abandon the 

Ruhr were naturally dismissed by conservative opinion,925 but his articles continued to be 

published by L’Ère nouvelle.926 Together with L’Œuvre (by the hand of Robert de Jouvenel), 

L’Ère nouvelle published systematic condemnations of Poincaré’s foreign policy.927 In 

parallel to the Socialists, the left wing of the Radicals considered the Ruhr occupation would 

lead to nothing but financial disaster, and pushed for LON arbitration of the conflict. Within 

the Parliament, the forthcoming elections of May 1924 dictated political alignments. The 

Radical Socialist Herriot, although not altogether opposed to the occupation, sought to make 

an electoral alliance with the Socialists, and for that reason joined them in denouncing 

Poincaré’s foreign policy.928  

Meanwhile, the financial stresses that the Ruhr occupation placed on French finances 

caused the franc’s depreciation and an increase of the cost of living.929 Finally, in March 
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1924, Poincaré was forced to relent and ask for a foreign loan from the American firm J. P. 

Morgan & Co., in order to temporarily stabilise the franc’s exchange rate against a 

speculative attack. Although there were no political conditions attached to the loan,930 

Poincaré and Seydoux were well aware that France would be dependent upon American and 

British acquiescence for further financial assistance. In sum, France’s financial troubles 

erased its political leverage, and forced Poincaré to accept a negotiated solution to the 

reparations, which resulted in the 1924 Dawes Plan.  

Keynes was close to the British economist Josiah Stamp, one of the experts who 

composed the Dawes Plan drafting committee. The latter had convened in Paris in March 

1924, and it is telling of the clout that Keynes’s views on reparations had that Stamp 

remarked how: ‘Everyone in France is saying – ‘What will Keynes say?’ So go easy on the 

vials of your wrath at present. You shall run the next kindergarten under an alias’.931 By 

‘everyone’, Stamp was probably alluding to the French members of the committee: Edgard 

Allix (an economics professor at the Sorbonne), and Jean Parmentier, who in 1921 had 

replaced Keynes’s friend Alexandre Célier at the head of the Treasury, but was at the time an 

administrator at the Crédit Foncier de France.932  

In 1924, Keynes wrote four articles on the Dawes Plan and inter-allied debts, but none 

of these were published by any French outlet. Only short abstracts of Keynes’s articles on the 

Plan appeared in the French press, which relied on the translations published by the German 

daily Berliner Tageblatt.933 Among the exceptions to this silence were the conservative 

journalists André Géraud (Pertinax) and Jacques Bainville, even if they only made brief 

remarks on Keynes’s articles on the Dawes Plan.934 No major references or comments were 

made by any of the Left republican press friendlier to Keynes. Probably because the latter 

thought that the Plan was not ultimately feasible, while the Left regarded it as an indictment 

of the Bloc national’s foreign policy. Still, Charles Gide – who had been opposed to the 

Ruhr’s occupation – 935 did not fail to mention how the proposals made by the Dawes experts 

                                                 
930 Stephen A. Schuker, The End, 108–12; and 127–8.  
931 JMK, ‘The Experts’ Reports. I. The Dawes Report’ (12 April 1924), in JMK, Activities 1922–1932, 235; and 

see also D. E. Moggridge, Maynard, 417. 
932 Jacques Bariéty, Les Relations, 301. 
933 See, for instance, ‘Le Règlement de la paix. Conférence interalliée de Londres’, Le Temps, 28 July 1924, 1. 
934 See André Géraud (Pertinax), ‘L’Emprunt international et le rapport des experts’, L’Écho de Paris, 22 April 

1924, 1; and Jacques Bainville, ‘L’Avenir de l’emprunt allemand’, L’Action française, 29 October 1924, 1. 
935 Gide had expressed his opposition to a prospective occupation of the Ruhr already in March 1922, in a 

meeting of the pacifist Union populaire pour la paix universelle (of which Herbert Jacoby was the secretary). 

See ‘Union populaire pour la paix universelle, 22 mars 1922: ordre du jour de la réunion du 26 mars 1922’, 

BDIC/GD/F delta res 235/6/1/15.  
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‘ne sont autres que celles proposées par l’économiste Keynes dans son livre fameux qu’on a 

dénoncé comme un crime contre la France’.936  

In France, and owing to popular discontentment with the consequences of the Ruhr 

occupation – higher taxes and rising inflation – the Bloc national of Poincaré lost the May 

1924 elections to the coalition formed by Radical Socialists, Republican Socialists and 

Socialists: the Cartel des gauches. Thus, it was Édouard Herriot who signed the Dawes Plan 

for France, not Poincaré.937 To conclude, France’s one attempt to settle reparations with 

Germany through unilateral action had failed, mainly owing to the structural weakness of its 

finances. But it was now up to Herriot to counter the consequences of four years of Bloc 

national’s government. From 1924 to 1926, the main theme of discussion in French opinion 

was the steady depreciation of the franc, which brought to the forefront theoretical 

discussions on the merits of deflation, inflation and currency stabilisation. This was a debate 

in which Keynes actively participated. Hence, the following two chapters will analyse how 

his monetary ideas were published and received in France from 1922 to 1926.  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
936 Charles Gide, ‘Est-ce enfin la solution?’, L’Émancipation, Avril 1924, 52.  
937 Stanislas Jeannesson, Poincaré, 387–92; and Stephen A. Schuker, The End, 121–3.  
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Chapter 6 – Unwanted heresies: Keynes’s monetary theories and French 

finances (1922–6) 

 

Un de nos amis rencontra samedi dernier M. J. M. Keynes,  

le fameux économiste anglais, sur les boulevards. 

 ‘Vous êtes sans doute venu à Paris, lui dit-il,  

au sujet de la question du change, ou bien pour  

vous entretenir avec les experts ?’ 

‘Nullement, répondit M. Keynes, je suis à Paris pour voir des tableaux.’ 

Et de fait, il passa son après-midi de samedi à visiter des  

galeries d’avant-garde, s’attardant en  

particulier à l’exposition Cézanne. 

 

Cri de Paris (1924)938 

 

6.1. Introduction 

 

This anecdote, which found its way into the press through Paul Franck, could simply 

be taken as another example of Keynes’s long-lasting interest in French art. But it is also 

possible that Keynes was trying to take some advantage from the franc’s depreciation to 

make a killing in the Parisian art markets. Earlier in March 1924, the franc had depreciated to 

a record 24:1 to the dollar. By the time Keynes arrived in Paris, and following an intervention 

of the BDF in the foreign exchange market, the franc had appreciated and stood at 18:1. One 

year earlier, it had stood at 15:1, and by the time the Versailles Treaty had been signed, in 

June 1919, it was stabilised at a mere 6:1.939  

What lay behind these extreme fluctuations of the franc’s worth? In postwar France, 

the key financial issues consisted of defraying the war’s costs and reconstructing the 

devastated areas. With large financial transfers of German reparations far from impending, 

those costs were met by an increased internal debt and budget deficits. These were factors 

that, after the Ruhr’s occupation, led French and foreign investors to lack confidence in the 

solidity of French finances, and hence, in the franc’s worth. Exchange stability depended up a 

                                                 
938 ‘Amateur de Art’, Cri de Paris, 30 March 1924, 10. At the time, Paul Franck worked as the secretary of the 

Cri de Paris, a humoristic newspaper.  
939 See Eleanor Dulles, The French Franc, 1914–1928. The Facts and Their Interpretation (New York: The 

Macmillan Company, 1929), 457–67. 
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balanced budget, which would allow France to continue to access home and foreign financial 

markets, and involved the choice between restoring the franc to its prewar parity on gold, or 

to devalue it to a lower parity. Yet, besides the technical challenges it involved, the franc’s 

stabilisation also imposed a more axiomatic choice between starkly distinct social and 

political outcomes. To revalue the franc would protect the interests of those who earned fixed 

incomes, the rentiers and the middle classes who had subscribed to war loans. This was the 

solution favoured by the Right and the more conservative factions of the Radical Socialists: 

to devalue amounted to an admission of bankruptcy and the subversion of morals. Most of the 

Left was antagonistic to outright devaluation for fears of seeing the working classes lose 

purchasing power, and called instead for a capital tax to balance the budget. Outspoken 

proponents of devaluation were actually the minority, and consisted of the Treasury, most 

economists and financial experts, and a small part of the Left.  

Between 1920 and 1921, Keynes’s views on purely monetary questions were mostly 

limited to British affairs, and were only known to French audiences from the pages 

discussing the dangers of inflation in the Consequences and the Revision. That changed in 

1922, with the Guardian Supplements, discussed in the previous chapter. Four of the articles 

Keynes wrote for the Supplements were eventually rewritten and republished as his fourth 

book, A Tract on Monetary Reform. After arriving at British booksellers in December 1923, it 

was eventually published in France in June 1924, translated once more by Paul Franck. In his 

articles for the Supplements, and in the Tract, Keynes aimed at answering one of the main 

postwar issues: unpegged from gold, European currencies were fluctuating widely, causing 

price instability, social unrest, and endangering economic growth and prosperity. Keynes’s 

conclusion was that a managed currency had to be implemented as a means to stabilise 

internal price levels, even if at the expense of abandoning gold as a standard of value and of 

external values of currencies. While this policy was mainly devised with the British and the 

American cases in mind, during 1922–6, Keynes applied and used the theoretical frameworks 

underlying it to inquire and offer solutions for French financial and monetary problems. 

Those frameworks consisted of the Cambridge interpretation of the quantity theory of money, 

and of the purchasing power parity, used respectively to gauge the relation between the 

money supply and the level of internal prices, and the value of a currency’s exchange value. 

Accordingly, this chapter will provide the necessary contextual analysis of Keynes’s 

monetary theories, but also of how they were received in France from 1922 to 1924, before 

the beginning of the French financial crisis of 1925–6. I will begin by providing a short 

overview of the reasons behind the calamitous state of French finances in the postwar period, 
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which were the direct cause of the financial and political turmoil France went through after 

1924. Afterwards, I will examine Keynes’s ideas on currency stabilisation as expressed in the 

Supplements, and how they were received between 1922 and 1923 in France by economists, 

financial journalists and politicians. Finally, I will conclude by analysing the translation, 

publishing and reception of the Tract. This chapter does not seek to argue that by the sheer 

force of his arguments and persuasions, Keynes converted Frenchmen to devaluation. Rather, 

it attempts to demonstrate how his ideas circulated within a pre-existing, endogenous debate 

between advocates of currency devaluation and appreciation.940 It was this same political and 

ideological divide which subsequently structured reactions to Keynes’s polarizing comments 

on the French financial crisis of 1925–6.  

 

6.2. The Great War and the origins of the French financial and monetary crisis of 

1924–6 

 

Thanks to postwar inflation and reconstruction works, France’s economy actually 

grew exponentially between 1920 and 1924. By this latter year – and unlike Britain and 

Germany – industrial output and GDP had already surpassed 1914 levels.941 France’s 

monetary problems from 1923–4 onwards were due essentially to financial reasons, which 

derived from its statesmen’s unwillingness in previous years to tackle the war debt by means 

other than reparations. The French State had mainly resorted to internal borrowing and 

monetary inflation to finance its war effort, rather than significantly increasing taxation – it 

only implemented an income tax in 1916 and with derisory results.942  

Internal borrowing was achieved mainly through Treasury and National Defence 

bonds. Treasury bonds (bons du Trésor) had been created in 1824, and their subscription was 

reserved only for financial and economic institutions. The need for financial resources led the 

state to offer them to the public in 1914, rebranded as National Defence bonds. Both kinds of 

bonds continued to be issued, and many banks simply converted their deposits into Treasury 

                                                 
940 There has been considerable research in the last thirty years on interwar French monetary history. Three 

major standard accounts which provide the backbone of the contextual explanations made in the present and 

following chapters are the works of Kenneth Mouré, Managing the Franc Poincaré; and The Gold Standard 

Illusion; and finally, Bertrand Blancheton, Le Pape et l’Empereur. 
941 Between 1920 and 1924, France’s index of industrial production increased from 61 to 108 (1913=100); while 

its GDP (in constant prices), grew from 41,426 million francs to 55,480 (1914= 45,378). See B. R. Mitchell, 

International, 421–2, 909 and 913. 
942 According to the historian and economist Bertrand Blancheton, the war was financed through 15% of taxes, 

74% of loans (35% on short and mid-term, 22% on long term), and 11% of advances from the BDF, which 

amounted to monetary inflation. See Bertrand Blancheton, Le Pape, 93. 
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bonds. National Defence bonds were generally issued in values of 100, 500, and 1,000 francs, 

with a respective maturity date of three, six and twelve months, carrying a 5% interest rate. 

As the war effort demanded more revenue, internal borrowing was intensified by four 

consolidation loans, which were payable in cash but mainly through National Defence, 

Treasury and other types of similar bonds with an average interest rate close to 6%. 

Subscribers to these bonds were commonly known as rentiers (living from the interests of 

capital, the ‘rentes’). They constituted a significant part of the French population, which did 

not only comprise the wealthy, but also the middle classes, who had thought of state 

obligations as safe investments.943 All in all, by 1920, close to 50 billion francs in bonds were 

held by the public. This floating debt was a considerable liability to the French Treasury. If a 

significant proportion of rentiers stopped renewing their bonds and demanded their money 

back, the Treasury would have to rely on loans from the BDF to avoid bankruptcy. Those 

generated inflation, which, if spiralled out of control, would greatly depreciate the franc and 

increase France’s external debt.944  

Yet, already during the war, the Treasury was also forced to ask for loans from the 

BDF: not only to cover its current expenses, but also to pay back the rentiers at the bond’s 

maturity dates. Those loans, usually referred to as ‘advances’, amounted to monetary 

inflation, which reached 21 billion francs in 1918. As the BDF had to print ever more notes to 

meet the Treasury’s needs, note circulation grew from less than 6 billion before the war, to 30 

billion by November 1918. The BDF’s advances had an interest rate of 1%, which could be 

raised to 3% after the war: the Treasury was by then expected to repay them to the BDF, 

which in practical terms amounted to reducing the monetary aggregate. After the war, the 

Treasury (in the person of Keynes’s friend Alexandre Célier and his successor Jean 

Parmentier) and the BDF defended the return of the franc to its prewar parity with the gold 

standard, and the result of this short-lived consensus was the François-Marsal convention.  

This was an agreement signed between the Treasury and the BDF in April 1920 (later 

modified in December of that same year), which established that the former would reimburse 

the BDF at a rate of 2 billion francs per year. It also determined – in a purely arbitrary way – 

the legal ceiling of the notes that could be in circulation at 41 billion francs. To repay the 

BDF, the Treasury would constantly need to create budget surpluses. Still, reconstruction 

expenses meant the budget continued in deficit from 1919 to 1924. It was in the northeast of 

                                                 
943 Bertrand Blancheton, Le Pape, 89–98. 
944 Bertrand Blancheton, Le Pape, 113–5 and 163. 
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France that a major number of its industries were located, making reconstruction work 

pressing and impossible to be postponed until after German financial reparations were 

secured.945 France’s financial freedom was further limited by the debts it had contracted with 

the US and Britain during the war.946 From 1924 onwards, inter-allied debts became a 

recurrent topic in debates on the franc’s stabilisation, as both the US and Britain would only 

furnish the foreign currency necessary to stabilise the franc if France agreed to start defraying 

its debts.947 

Naturally, the 1920–4 Bloc national’s cabinets hoped to finance reconstruction work 

with German war reparations. Reconstruction expenses were thus allocated to a secondary 

budget, tellingly labelled as ‘dépenses recouvrables’.948 Of course, any expectations that a 

substantial amount of German reparations would be secured were put to rest by Germany’s 

hyperinflation of 1922–3.949 Possible solutions for France’s financial quandary ought to have 

involved hikes in indirect and direct taxation, and the devaluation of the franc, which would 

result in diminishing the burden of internal debt, even if at the cost of the rentiers’ 

demands.950 In the 1920s’ context of the gold exchange standard, currency stabilisation would 

consist of the BDF ensuring that the franc’s exchange rate would be kept at a steady level, by 

selling and buying francs against foreign currency – dollars or pound sterling – at a fixed rate 

in the exchange market. From 1922 onwards, the Treasury and the BDF entered into conflict, 

as the former, seeking to reduce public debt, called for a legal increase of the monetary 

aggregate and devaluation. On the other hand, the BDF, with its governor Georges Robineau 

at the forefront, still envisaged a return to the prewar gold standard, and endorsed instead 

deflationist policies.951 

Yet, the Bloc national governments did not increase taxation, whilst both expenditure 

and internal prices continued to grow, particularly after the start of the Ruhr occupation in 

January 1923. From his latter month until September 1923, the retail price index increased 

                                                 
945 Kenneth Mouré, The Gold Standard Illusion, 27–8; and Bertrand Blancheton, Le Pape, 139–52 and 163. 
946 Bertrand Blancheton, Le Pape, 113–5. 
947 Bertrand Blancheton, Le Pape, 97–103; and Jean-Claude Debeir, ‘Inflation et stabilisation en France, 1919–

1928’, Revue Économique, 31, 4 (1980), 624–32. 
948 Kenneth Mouré, The Gold Standard Illusion, 57 and 69. 
949 Bertrand Blancheton, Le Pape, 201–4. 
950 For future reference, devaluation consists of a legally approved depreciation of the currency; depreciation is 

applicable to those situations in which devaluation was not planned, and rather followed structural factors such 

as the forces of the market or the state of national finances. See, for instance, 

http://lexicon.ft.com/term?term=devaluation; and http://lexicon.ft.com/term?term=depreciation (both last visited 

21 May 2014). See Giovanni B. Pittaluga and Elena Seghezza, ‘The Role of Rentiers in the Stabilisation 

Processes of the 1920s’, European Review of Economic History, 16, 2 (2012), 189. 
951 Bertrand Blancheton, Le Pape, 139–46. 
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from 309 to 339;952 and over the course of 1923, the franc depreciated by nearly 40% to the 

dollar.953 An increase in taxes would mean an admission of failure in regards to French policy 

towards Germany. Nevertheless, the uncertainty regarding the outcome of the Ruhr’s 

occupation and the doubts about French financial solidity meant that the franc was prone to 

speculative attacks on the exchange market. The first crisis of the franc thus took place 

between January and March 1924, as an attack by Dutch and German speculators caused the 

franc to further depreciate. The attack was stopped by the intervention of the BDF, relying on 

a loan from J.P. Morgan, France’s closest ally within American banking houses.954 Facing the 

inevitable, Poincaré finally hiked taxation, managing to get an increase of 20% on all taxes 

(known as the double décime) approved in Parliament. In 1923, the ordinary budget was 

balanced,955 but from 1919 until May 1924, the deficit of the secondary budget increased by 

134 billion francs.956 Unfortunately for Poincaré, popular outcry against the double décime 

propelled the Cartel des gauches to victory in the April 1924 elections. Therefore, whereas 

Keynes’s articles on monetary stabilisation were published while Poincaré was still at 

France’s helm, the Tract reached French readers with Herriot already in government. 

 

6.3. Keynes’s ideas on currency stabilisation and their reception within French 

debates on monetary policy (1922–3) 

 

As described in the previous chapter, the publication of the Supplements was intended 

to coincide with the Genoa conference, convened by Lloyd George, who was attempting to 

launch an ill-fated scheme for European reconstruction involving the Soviet Union. The 

conference’s financial commission also emitted a series of general recommendations calling 

for monetary stabilisation, even if at a devalued parity for those cases of more extreme 

depreciation. It further advocated the creation of a gold exchange standard, by which unlike 

the prewar gold standard, currencies would be backed not only with gold, but also with other 

foreign currencies also pegged to gold.957 Such proposals bear the imprint of the Treasury’s 

economist Ralph Hawtrey, a personal friend of Keynes and a major influence on his 

economic thought during the 1920s. Keynes’s own monetary plan for Genoa was closer to a 

                                                 
952 Denise Artaud, La Question des dettes. Vol. II, 556. 
953 See Eleanor Dulles, The French Franc, 167.  
954 Raymond Philippe, Le Drame financier de 1924–1928, 46; and Jean-Claude Debeir, ‘La Crise’, 40–9. 
955 Kenneth Mouré, The Gold Standard Illusion, 72. 
956 See Jean-Noël Jeanneney, Leçon d’histoire pour une gauche au pouvoir: la faillite du Cartel, 1924–1926 

(Paris: Seuil, 1977), 60. 
957 See Carole Fink, The Genoa Conference, 235; and Bruce Kent, The Spoils of War, 177–8.  
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gold bullion standard: currencies would no longer be freely convertible to gold, which would 

be withdrawn from circulation and employed solely as a reserve, being only available to 

settle international debts.958 The countries in a more stable financial condition, namely 

Britain, France, Italy and Belgium, should proceed with immediate currency stabilisation, 

regardless of budgetary equilibrium. Stabilisation would be helped by the FED, which in 

Keynes’s plan would furnish European central banks with gold loans to shore up their 

reserves. Finally, he left the warning that those countries whose currency had depreciated by 

more than 20% from its prewar value, should definitely not attempt to restore convertibility 

to gold at prewar parity: France’s had depreciated by 50%.959  

Keynes’s was a clear manifesto against currency appreciation, and sanctioned 

monetary depreciation as the irrevocable acknowledgement of the massive loss of net wealth 

caused by the war. One by one, the Cambridge economist countered the arguments in favour 

of monetary deflation brandished by the proponents of currency appreciation. In regards to 

the French case, he argued that France would fail to restore the franc to its prewar parity and 

that as a result, appreciation would not bring any additional international prestige. 

Presciently, he further highlighted that if the franc appreciated, rentiers’ claims would 

constitute an intolerable burden upon taxpayers, which would eventually lead to revolution, 

debt repudiation, or to a capital tax.960  

Reactions to Keynes’s proposals mirrored the fractures within French opinion 

concerning monetary policy.961 By 1922–3, discussions of monetary policy were intrinsically 

linked to reparations and their possible role in diminishing the public debt generated by the 

war. A majority defended the appreciation of the franc up to its prewar parity (with free 

convertibility to gold) and held sterner views on reparations. Proponents of such a stance 

were the BDF and the Quai d’Orsay (including Jacques Seydoux), the majority of 

conservative politicians and journalists, and even the bulk of Radical Socialists. Finally, a 

small minority composed of academic economists, the Socialists and a few parliamentarians 

with a solid financial background, stood for stabilising the franc at a devalued parity. Suffice 

it to say, most of the economists favourable to stabilisation at a devalued parity tended to 

                                                 
958 For a comparison between Hawtrey’s and Keynes’s Genoa monetary schemes, see D. E. Moggridge, 

Maynard, 415–6; and Alan Gaukroger, ‘The Director of Financial Enquiries: A Study of the Treasury Career of 

R. G. Hawtrey, 1919–1939.’ PhD Thesis, University of Huddersfield, 2008, 112–122. 
959 JMK, ‘The Stabilisation of the European Exchanges: a Plan for Genoa’ (20 April 1922), in JMK, Activities 

1920–1922, 355–69. 
960 JMK, ‘The Stabilisation’, 359–61. 
961 See Kenneth Mouré, The Gold Standard Illusion, 50–7. 
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have close links with the Left, and appreciated the difficulties of securing German 

reparations: Charles Gide, Charles Rist and Bertrand Nogaro. 

The extent of these domestic divisions was evinced shortly after the Genoa 

conference, through a congress in Paris on French monetary policy. Entitled Semaine de la 

monnaie and partly financed by the BDF, it convened key representatives from conservative 

opinion and industrial interests. Their conclusions were clear: inflation had to be halted, the 

state should respect the François-Marsal convention and keep on the deflationary path of 

currency appreciation to bring the franc to its prewar parity.962 Following a report from 

Frédéric Jenny, Le Temps’ main financial journalist, any relation between the impositions of 

the Versailles Treaty and the mark’s depreciation was negated. Jenny’s report further 

concluded that Germany could pay for reparations and should be ‘contrainte, par tous les 

moyens qui apparaitront effectifs, à fournir, sous quelque forme que ce soit, au budget 

français des réparations les ressources nécessaires […]’.963  

Among the individuals who advocated appreciation one finds several individuals who 

had opposed Keynes’s views on reparations, like Raphaël-Georges Lévy, Charles de 

Lasteyrie and Yves Guyot. They were accompanied by Jules Décamps, then head of 

economic studies at the BDF;964 and various representatives from the insurance sector, and 

the textile and cotton industries.965 Crucially, there were no academic economists among the 

speakers: the director of the financial daily L’Information financière expressed his 

amazement that Charles Gide was not among the participants.966 Nevertheless, and despite 

being relegated to the stands, Charles Rist, Bertrand Nogaro and Gaston Jèze emitted careful 

criticisms of the currency appreciation thesis. They were accompanied by the parliamentarian 

Maurice Bokanowski and the banker Robert Wolff, both of whom had authored a very 

detailed plan for monetary stabilisation in 1921.967 

Within the spectrum of French conservative opinion, reactions to Keynes’s proposals 

revolved around familiar narratives. The franc’s depreciation was caused by the war and the 

need to reconstruct the devastated areas. Both had been caused by German aggression, and as 

a result, it would be unjust that such a burden should fall upon French shoulders. Thus, if 

                                                 
962 Semaine de la Monnaie, La Politique financière et monétaire de la France: rapports, travaux, vœux et 

résolutions, comptes-rendus des séances de la Semaine de la monnaie, 6–11 juin 1922 (Paris: Librairie Félix 

Alcan, Librairie Dunod, Librairie Plon, Nouvelle librairie nationale, 1922), 529–39; and Kenneth Mouré, The 

Gold Standard Illusion, 56–7. 
963 Semaine de la Monnaie, La Politique, 538–9. 
964 Kenneth Mouré, The Gold Standard Illusion, 56, and 59–60.  
965 See Semaine de la Monnaie, La Politique, vii-viii. 
966 Léon Chavenon, ‘La Semaine de la monnaie’, L’Information (Édition politique), 11 May 1922, 1. 
967 Semaine de la Monnaie, La Politique, 539ff; see also Kenneth Mouré, The Gold Standard Illusion, 58–9. 
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France devalued, it was letting Germany free of its obligations. These points were developed 

at length by Georges Lachapelle, the financial journalist of L’Avenir who had corresponded 

with Keynes after the publishing of the Consequences. Back in 1921, Lachapelle had 

published a volume on French finances, where he posited that France should keep on 

deflating to reduce inflation, and avoid any radical measures to diminish its internal debt like 

a capital levy, which was anathema to the psychology of its ‘citoyens laborieux et 

économes’.968 Incidentally, Lachapelle was well informed about foreign monetary theory, as 

in 1923 he translated one of Gustav Cassel’s works, the Swedish economist best known for 

his espousal of the quantity theory of money and the theory of purchasing power parity.969 

Crucially, Lachapelle believed that even if France continued cutting expenses, 

reparations were essential to balance the budget and thus improve the franc’s exchange rate. 

Following Keynes, he criticised the promises made by statesmen to the French public that 

Germany would pay for the war’s costs, and lamented that the Treaty had not settled inter-

allied debts and determined a lump sum for German reparations.970 However, Lachapelle also 

argued that Keynes’s criticisms of the Treaty were excessive and had encouraged Germans to 

deliberately avoid paying reparations.971 German politicians should halt monetary inflation, 

raise taxes and curtail expenses, in order to access foreign capital markets and contract an 

international loan to defray their reparations obligations.972 Lachapelle thus dismissed 

Keynes’s stabilisation project, claiming that the franc could only be stabilised after a 

settlement was reached for both reparations and inter-allied debts. By then, with a balanced 

budget, the franc’s exchange rate would stabilise by itself, presumably with no need for 

foreign loans. Finally, Lachapelle also indicated that if attempted at that moment, 

stabilisation at a devalued parity would drain France’s gold reserves, while foreigners, who 

were betting on a appreciation of the franc, would promptly withdraw their savings from 

French banks.973 

However, Lachapelle’s criticisms of Keynes’s project were quite mild compared to 

those of Le Temps and the Journal des économistes. The former reiterated the semi-official 

view that devaluation amounted to a declaration of bankruptcy from the state, and further 

                                                 
968 Georges Lachapelle, La Vérité sur notre situation financière (Paris: Georges Roustan, éditeur, 1921), 162. 
969 See Gustav Cassel, La Monnaie et le change après 1914 (Paris: Marcel Giard, 1923).  
970 Georges Lachapelle, La Vérité, 64–77. 
971 Georges Lachapelle, La Vérité, 77. 
972 Georges Lachapelle, ‘Le Sabotage des finances allemandes’, L’Avenir, 26 January 1922, 1; see also Georges 

Lachapelle, ‘Le Délabrement des finances allemandes’, L’Avenir, 30 March 1922, 1; and Georges Lachapelle, 

‘La Hausse du franc’, L’Avenir, 2 March 1922, 1.  
973 Georges Lachapelle, ‘La Stabilisation des changes’, L’Avenir, 20 April 1922, 1. 
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claimed that it was impossible to stabilise any currency by simply fixing it to an amount of 

gold: a stable rate could only be achieved with a return to the prewar regime of free 

convertibility to gold.974 As for the Journal des économistes, its director Yves Guyot was 

probably the most ardent critic of Keynes’s project. In 1921, Guyot had published together 

with Arthur Raffalovich a book in which he made the case for deflation and defended the 

repayment by the Treasury of all of the BDF’s advances.975 In his talk for the Semaine de la 

monnaie, Guyot criticised at length Keynes’s proposals for stabilisation, deeming them to be 

an advocacy of bankruptcy.976 The Journal itself derogatorily labelled Keynes’s proposals as 

amounting to a ‘système de dévaluation’.977 

Guyot further developed his accusations in the 1923 Les Problèmes de la déflation, 

which, as the title indicates, consisted of a rebuttal of the arguments raised against deflation. 

Two chapters were dedicated to Keynes, and Guyot started by discrediting the latter’s 

competence by claiming the Revision revealed Keynes’s pro-German feelings. The book was 

proof that the Cambridge economist had lost ‘l’équilibre nécessaire aux hommes de science’, 

and that he suffered from a ‘déformation psychologique’.978 Regarding Keynes’s project for 

stabilisation, Guyot denied a gold exchange standard could work in practice, claiming that no 

fixed relation could exist between gold and paper money: ‘la politique de M. Keynes a pour 

but d’établir un rapport fixe entre l’or et le papier, valeurs qui n’ont rien de fixe’.979 Guyot 

also seized the crucial aspect of devaluation’s social consequences, arguing that by hitting the 

interests of the rentiers the most, it constituted an unequal levy which would foment inter-

class hatred. Indeed, it was the ‘négation de l’égalité des personnes devant la loi: c’est créer 

des castes ennemies se jalousant les unes les autres […]’.980 He further accused Keynes of 

forgetting that in France, most taxpayers were rentiers as well, given that the majority of 

French taxpayers who were subjected to direct taxation had placed their savings in 

government bonds.981 This was a dubious premise: the working classes were also subject to 

taxation, but an indirect one. As analysed in the following section, Keynes believed that 

taxing the rentiers was a less damaging evil than taxing the working classes.  

                                                 
974 ‘Revue financière’, Le Temps, 9 June 1922, 3; and see also ‘La Conférence de Gênes et les questions 

monétaires’, Le Temps, 12 April 1922, 1. 
975 See Yves Guyot and Arthur Raffalovich, Inflation et déflation (Paris: Librairie Félix Alcan, 1921), 259–61.  
976 Semaine de la monnaie, La politique, 132–8. 
977 J. B. Legros, ‘Chronique de la inflation’, Journal des économistes, 15 February 1923, 184. 
978 Yves Guyot, Les Problèmes de la déflation (Paris: Librairie Félix Alcan, 1923), 103–4. 
979 Yves Guyot, Les Problèmes, 130. 
980 Yves Guyot, Les Problèmes, 186. 
981 Yves Guyot, Les Problèmes, 186–7. 
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Advocates of appreciation thus generally believed that the franc could be brought to 

its prewar parity, and that France’s deficit could not be fully overturned without German 

reparations. These were premises not supported by the majority of French economists, who 

acknowledged that sterner financial measures had to be implemented anyway; and that sooner 

or later the franc would be stabilised at a devalued parity. Thus, Charles Rist – named by 

Guyot as a defender of devaluation – considered Keynes’s stabilisation proposal to be the 

best project of the kind that had so far been presented. Rist was especially appreciative of 

Keynes’s proposal involving the FED in an eventual return to the gold standard. His major 

criticisms had more to do with the difficulties involving the application of Keynes’s plan. 

Whereas the latter called for collective European monetary stabilisation, Rist believed that 

each country should instead reach on its own the conditions necessary to ensure stabilisation 

(balanced budgets and halting inflation). Finally, Rist also wondered if any politicians would 

have the courage to devalue ‘dans les conditions présentes’ – a veiled reference to the 

reparations question.982 In 1924, Rist published La Déflation en la pratique, a comparative 

study of the deflationist experiences of the United States, England, France and 

Czechoslovakia between 1919 and 1923. His conclusion was that deflation was not a 

proportionally inverse phenomenon of inflation. In a deflationist scenario, workers would 

resist having their incomes curtailed (sticky wages), and the adjustment between wages and 

prices would result in unemployment and economic paralysis.983 Rist was to play a crucial 

role from 1924 onwards in the campaign for the franc’s stabilisation.  

Like Rist, Charles Gide was also adamant about the need of devaluation, and was 

resolutely against monetary deflation, which would provoke ‘une vague terrible de faillites et 

de chômage’.984 Meanwhile, in the Supplements, the financial journalist Gaston Jèze – who 

had reacted favourably to the Consequences and the Revision – reached an intermediary 

position. Jèze argued that devaluation was a premature solution in 1922, at least before the 

budget’s deficit and inflation had not diminished. Even so, it was ‘a solution to which we 

shall perhaps have to resign ourselves [...]’.985 Although they made no reference to Keynes’s 

stabilisation project, other economists who were also favourable to devaluation were Clément 

                                                 
982 Charles Rist, ‘Le Projet de stabilisation des changes de M. Keynes’, Moniteur des Intérêts Matériels, 25–6 

May 1922, 1; and Charles Rist, ‘Gold-exchange standard et stabilisation des changes’, Moniteur des Intérêts 

Matériels, 22 June 1922, 1–2. 
983 Charles Rist, La Déflation en pratique (Angleterre, États-Unis, France, Tchéco-Slovaquie) (Paris: Marcel 

Giard Librairie-Éditeur, 1924), 115–6. 
984 Charles Gide, ‘L’Inflation’, L’Émancipation, October 1920, 123–4. Quoted from Marc Pénin, Charles Gide, 

244. 
985 Gaston Jèze, ‘The Fluctuations of the Franc’, Manchester Guardian Commercial: Reconstruction in Europe, 

First Number, 20 April 1922, 24. 
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Colson986 and Bertrand Nogaro, who was among the few French economists arguing that 

Germany was evading reparations. Even so, he also recognised that the franc had to be 

devalued; otherwise, deflationary policies and the difficulties of enforcing a lower price level 

would generate ‘une terrible crise économique’.987 

Without a doubt, the most important politicians who were closer in tune with 

Keynes’s ideas were Léon Blum and Joseph Caillaux, even if they did not outright support 

devaluation. On his article for the Supplements, Blum posited in striking contrast with 

conservative opinion that reparations alone would not suffice to balance the French budget; 

and then made the case for a straightforward use of the capital tax on the wealthier classes.988 

Caillaux had been invited by Keynes to write for the Supplements on the subject of French 

finances and the best means to reduce the budgetary deficit. The French politician criticised 

the Bloc national for solely increasing indirect taxation, considering instead that the 

efficiency of tax collection should be improved, and stressed the importance of diminishing 

tax evasion by the richer classes. Moreover, Caillaux pointed out that taxation alone would 

not suffice to diminish internal debt, and courageously argued that some form of 

transformation of public debt would have to be made. This was a veiled reference to debt 

consolidation: it could either mean that the French state would not pay in full the interest 

promised by its war bonds; or that those bonds would be replaced with others possessing later 

maturity dates.989  

Caillaux had read Keynes stabilisation proposal,990 but told the Cambridge economist 

that the French public would be inexorably against it, preferring ‘la faillite à l’aveu de leur 

défaillance’. That is, outright bankruptcy rather than a change in the value of the franc.991 

Caillaux was only too aware of the importance of reducing France’s internal debt, but he 

rejected accomplishing such a goal through monetary inflation. Instead, he thought a more 

limited form of inflation should be engendered, by taking advantage of possible increased 

gold production to diminish the franc’s value in terms of gold.992 This was a still a form of 

devaluation nonetheless, and as one could expect, Keynes was not sympathetic to Caillaux’s 

                                                 
986 On Colson’s stance on devaluation, see Kenneth Mouré, The Gold Standard, 63. 
987 Bertrand Nogaro, Réparations, 105–6. 
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989 Joseph Caillaux, ‘The Financial French Situation: How to Remedy It?’, Manchester Guardian Commercial: 
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990 See Joseph Caillaux to JMK, 19 May 1922, JMK/GS/1/2/124; and Joseph Caillaux to JMK, 21 June 1922, 

JMK/GS/1/3/84. 
991 See Joseph Caillaux to JMK, 21 June 1922, JMK/GS/1/3/84. 
992 Joseph Caillaux to JMK, 21 June 1922, JMK/GS/1/3/87. 
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procrastination on devaluation. In his typical style, Keynes replied by pointing out that 

despite the public’s fears, it was the duty of economists to shape and convince public 

opinion.993 He duly published Caillaux’s opinion (with the latter’s agreement), together with 

a reply of his own, where he rhetorically asked whether ‘France [was] such a madhouse that 

her elder statesmen end with no conclusion but this?’994 Caillaux also sent Keynes a copy of 

his latest book, in which he expressed even more anti-inflationist views, besides a deep 

concern for the effects of monetary depreciation on the incomes of rentiers and pensioners.995 

Crucially, most of the proponents of stabilisation above-named were to assume key 

roles during the French financial crisis of 1924–6, and in 1928, when the franc was finally 

stabilised at a devalued parity. One of them was Caillaux, who although still a pariah in 1922, 

was by then launching his political comeback. In 1925–6, as an advocate of devaluation, he 

was twice appointed minister of finance and pushed for crucial reforms towards stabilising 

the franc, including the appointment of Charles Rist to the BDF’s board.  

 

6.4. The 1923 Tract on Monetary Reform: theoretical frameworks, policies and 

shortcomings  

 

Keynes’s article of April 1922 on currency stabilisation, together with three others he 

wrote for the Supplements, were eventually updated and republished as A Tract on Monetary 

Reform.996 The Tract became available to English readers in December 1923, in line with 

Keynes’s traditional practice of publishing at the end of the civil year.997 Compared with 

Keynes’s previous article, the main difference of the Tract rested on the proposal that gold 

should entirely cease to be an active standard of value. All in all, Keynes’s main premise in 

the Tract was that given that capitalism was fundamentally unstable, public management of 

one of its mechanisms – money – was necessary to achieve price, employment and interest 

rate stability. Currency management was to remain Keynes’s first weapon against business 

                                                 
993 JMK, ‘Letter to Joseph Caillaux’ (18 July 1922), in JMK, Activities 1922–1932, 69. 
994 JMK, ‘The stabilisation of the European exchanges – II’ (7 December 1921), in JMK, Activities 1922–1932, 
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997 Robert Skidelsky, The Economist, 153. 



 

206 

 

cycle fluctuations until his 1936 General Theory of Employment, Interest and Money. The 

Tract started by analyzing the social and economic effects of monetary instability through the 

opposed policies of inflation (an increase of the price level, equivalent to an increase of the 

volume of money and hence depreciating it) and deflation (the opposite). He did so through a 

three-tiered social model, composed by savers and investors, business classes and working 

classes. Looking at the psychological and economic climate of European societies before and 

after the war, Keynes noted how the saving classes and the investing classes, which had 

greatly benefited from monetary stability before 1914, were now being deeply affected by 

postwar monetary depreciation.  

On the other hand, the working and the business classes were benefiting from 

increased incomes and the higher price levels resulting from inflation.998 Faced with 

deflation, the business class – with the prospects of lower prices and inherently lower profits 

– would alter its expectations regarding the economic forecast and diminish output, thus 

creating unemployment. Keynes thus believed deflation brought heaver social and economic 

risks than inflation, and would generate a more unequal redistribution of wealth by enriching 

the rentiers over all other classes.999 Naturally, inflation brought risks of ‘overstimulation of 

industrial activity’;1000 and if employed to a great extent as a levy, it could unravel into an 

uncontrollable spiral and entirely disrupt a country’s economic organisation, as in 1922–23 

Germany.1001 What Keynes argued was that the evils of both inflation and deflation could be 

avoided through monetary management.1002 

Keynes then proceeded to expound the main theoretical principles on which the Tract 

was based: the quantity theory of money and purchasing power parity.1003 At the time, the 

first was learnt by every Cambridge economics student, who would read Alfred Marshall’s 

standard textbook Principles of Economics (1898). Marshall was one of the main theorisers 

of the quantity theory, along with the American Irving Fisher and the Swede Knut Wicksell, 

whose works Keynes had read as well. Fisher had in his 1911 The Purchasing Power of 

                                                 
998 JMK, Tract, 4–30. 
999 JMK, Tract, 36, and 37–60. 
1000 JMK, Tract, 36. 
1001 JMK, Tract, 50–52. 
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Money called for monetary management in the form of a compensated dollar.1004 Monetary 

management was thus not an idea exclusive to Keynes. Theoretically, and despite Keynes’s 

views on gold, he did not differ in 1924 from any other Cambridge economist, be it Ralph 

Hawtrey1005 or Arthur Cecil Pigou, whose quantity theory equation he used in the Tract.1006 

Pigou (and Cambridge’s) version of the quantity theory equation stood as 𝑛 = 𝑝 (𝑘 + 𝑟𝑘′): 𝑛 

corresponds to currency notes; 𝑝 to the index number of the cost of living (prices); 𝑘 to the 

money people used for their daily activities; 𝑟 to the amount of money banks kept as reserves, 

and 𝑘′ to the amount of money people left deposited in their bank accounts. Keynes’s 

explanation of Pigou’s equation had a little nuance that was not apprehended by most French 

critics of the Tract. Keynes argued that while in the long run the money supply and the price 

level directly correlated,1007 in the short run, ‘changes in the speed with which people spend 

their cash – what economists call the velocity of circulation – can change prices 

independently of changes in the quantity of cash’. This amounted to assert that in the short 

run the quantity theory held barely any explanative value.1008  

The theoretical basis from which Keynes justified his policy recommendations 

derived from the emphasis Marshall’s equation put on people’s demand for cash balances as 

the key determinant behind money and price variations. That demand depended upon future 

expectations, and given these could change at any time, if the money supply was left 

unchanged the end result would be price fluctuation.1009 Naturally, then, the practical 

application Keynes made of the quantity theory was that price stability could be achieved by 

controlling bank rates, and as a last resort, the monetary aggregate and bank reserves. The full 

control of the former could not be obtained in a gold standard regime, and that of bank 

reserves presupposed the coordination of banking activities on national and international 

levels by central banks.1010 The price level could be managed by using the central bank’s 

interest rates, which greatly determined the quantity of credit given to businesses.1011 In line 

                                                 
1004 See Don Patinkin, ‘Irving Fisher and his Compensated Dollar Plan’, Federal Reserve Bank of Richmond 

Economic Quarterly, 79, 3 (summer 1993), 3–7. 
1005 JMK, Tract, 138–9. 
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Tract, 65. 
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with Cambridge tradition, Keynes’s focus was to control the price level by managing the 

public’s demand for money, rather than through outright changes in the money supply.1012  

Afterwards, Keynes proceeded to explain the theory of purchasing power parity 

(hereby PPP), which was first formulated by the nineteenth-century economist David 

Ricardo, and later developed by the Gustav Cassel.1013 The PPP postulated ‘that if goods can 

move freely between countries, they must sell at roughly the same price in all countries when 

they are converted into a common currency’.1014 Keynes was aware that while in the long run 

equilibrium between these two variables would occur, in the short run, non-monetary factors 

(like transportation costs, import and export taxes), would prevent actual exchange rates from 

matching the PPP ratio.1015 From the PPP’s shortcomings, Keynes inferred that it could be 

better used to calculate internal purchasing power, which Keynes asserted as being a more 

‘trustworthy indicator of a currency’s value than the market rates of exchange, because 

internal purchasing power quickly reflects the monetary policy of the country’.1016 

Thereby, Keynes argued that when deciding upon a monetary policy, domestic 

economic conditions should be given precedence over the interests of the financial markets. 

Keynes pointed out that money was simply a means to exchange value, which should be used 

not to attain political prestige, but for aims fitting society’s needs, namely price (and as a 

result, credit and employment) stability. As a result, in the Tract, Keynes altogether rejected 

gold as a standard of value, on the basis that it was simply too unstable. For starters, its value 

derived from non-scientific, irrational beliefs (the ‘barbarous relic’1017). And more 

importantly, in a gold standard regime, the money supply’s volume would depend on the 

actions (and reserves) of other central banks, or even on random events like the discovery of 

new gold deposits. Finally, in a gold standard regime, a currency’s exchange rate had to 

remain fixed, with possible great prejudice for a country’s economic conditions (as Britain 

was to find out after 1924).  

Ambiguously, though, Keynes did not altogether dismiss gold. Whilst it should have 

no relation with legal tender money, it was still to be kept as a reserve.1018 The volume of 

currency notes would thus depend ‘on the state of trade and employment, bank-rate policy 
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209 

 

and the Treasury bill policy’.1019 With gold out of sight, devaluation was to be preferred over 

deflation; and the stability of internal prices over the exchange rate’s stability. Moreover, 

Keynes argued that the legal status given to (money) contracts signed in the prewar period 

should not be an obstacle for attaining price stability: he thus favoured a capital tax (when 

possible) as a means to diminish internal debt, at the expense of the rentiers’ interests.1020  

One of the issues with Keynes’s policy recommendations regarded the criteria that 

national authorities should follow to control credit demand. Another resided in the difficulties 

of achieving international price stability, given the existence of so many fluctuating 

currencies and national economies. Keynes swiped the first problem away, conceding that ‘as 

regards the criteria, other than the actual trend of prices, which should determine the action of 

the controlling authority, it is beyond the scope of this volume to deal adequately with the 

diagnosis and analysis of the credit cycle’.1021 Regarding the second, he argued that 

cooperation between the FED and the Bank of England would allow for the world’s most 

important currencies, the dollar and the pound sterling, to remain stabilised at their 

commodity level.1022 As a result, the pound sterling and the dollar’s PPP would always be 

guaranteed, and inherently that of those currencies pegged to either of those. Underlying the 

Tract was thus a negation of laissez-faire economics, as well as an optimistic vision of the 

potentialities of state agency.1023 Through monetary reform, Keynes believed that the 

economic imbalances that British Labour was drawing attention to, could and would be 

solved through capitalist mechanisms, and without the social upheavals the transition to a 

socialist regime would cause.1024  

In the Tract, Keynes actually referred to France as an example of the monetary and 

financial policies he considered European countries should avoid. French finances were those 

of ‘Humpty Dumpty’, a barbed reference to the incompetence of French finance ministers. 

Once more he dismissed illusions that the franc would return to its prewar parity: France’s 

unbalanced budget, its public and foreign debts, monetary inflation and insufficient tax 

receipts simply precluded such an option. France, Keynes concluded, ‘must come in due 

course to some compromise between increasing taxation, and diminishing expenditure, and 
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reducing what they owe their rentiers.1025 As Keynes presciently remarked, that compromise 

was devaluation, and he concluded that France only had to devalue the franc ‘at a level at 

which the service of the internal debt [the interest to be paid to the rentiers] is within the 

capacity of the taxpayer’.1026 The following step would be to peg the franc to one of the main 

managed currencies, the dollar or the pound sterling. Further along the Tract’s proposals, 

France should maintain ‘stability by holding reserves of gold at home and balances in London 

and New York to meet short-period fluctuations, and by using bank rate and other methods to 

regulate the volume of purchasing power, and thus to maintain stability of relative price level, 

over longer periods’.1027 Suffice it to say that in Keynes’s proposals, France would entirely 

lose any aspirations of monetary independency, or of having a central role in the 

establishment of an international gold exchange standard system.  

Before proceeding to the actual account of how the Tract was received in France, it is 

important to recall some of its flaws. On a theoretical level, Keynes did not explain the 

reasons behind changes in money’s velocity of circulation, and the importance that non-

monetary causes of fluctuations could have in determining spending. He did not explain how 

the quantity theory worked in the short run, as his French critics eventually pointed out.1028 

Finally, as referred to above, Keynes’s analysis of the societal and economic effects of 

inflation rested on a tripartite social model, rigidly divided between the working and 

entrepreneurial classes, and the saving classes, these being associated with the wealthy 

middle classes. It has since been argued that in the case of early 1920s German society, 

Keynes’s model failed to take into account those sectors sitting in between the middle and 

working classes, the so called ‘petite-bourgeoisie’. Composed mostly of civil servants and 

other liberal professionals, they earned low fixed incomes and had placed their savings into 

decreasingly valuable state securities.1029 It is worth noting that in France, the ‘petite-

bourgeoisie’ comprised the majority of the Radical Socialist Party’s members; and the 

Radicals were in power from 1924 to 1926, when the French financial crisis reached its 

height.1030 Keynes did apply his social model in his 1925–6 commentaries on French 

finances, a fact that helps explain the widespread clamour these raised. The consensus in 
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France against a significant devaluation of the franc extended socially downwards as well, 

beyond the wealthy middle classes.  

  

6.5. Translating and publishing the Tract (1923–4)  

 

As early as June 1923, Paul Franck contacted Simon Kra, the owner of the Éditions 

du Sagittaire, with the aim of putting out Keynes’s ‘ouvrage sur la monnaie et les 

changes’.1031 Given that the book was only published in England six months later, the 

anticipation is remarkable. Kra’s publishing house was partly supported financially by André 

Germain, whose father had founded the Crédit Lyonnais, one of France’s main banks. 

Germain had made an agreement with Kra to publish his literary journal, Les Écrits 

nouveaux, whose director and editor were respectively Philippe Soupault and Léon Pierre-

Quint. Subsequently, in 1923 Germain signed another contract with Kra, this time to publish 

a new series entitled ‘Les documentaires’, which aimed at competing with Gallimard and 

Grasset for the market of contemporary relevant essays. Soupault and Pierre-Quint thus 

sought to secure the Tract’s rights to launch their new series, and as Franck thought it would 

be hard to find a more financially attractive deal elsewhere, a deal was reached.1032  

Other authors that followed Keynes in ‘Les documentaires’ series were Guglielmo 

Ferrero, Maxim Gorki and André Breton. Moreover, the atmosphere at the Éditions du 

Sagittaire was congenial to Keynes and Franck’s political leanings and personalities. Not 

only was Les Écrits nouveaux – by then renamed Revue européenne – a pro-pacifist 

journal,1033 but the headquarters of the Éditions du Sagittaire served as a meeting point for the 

artistic avant-garde of Paris. There convened literary figures like André Gide, and 

representatives of the surrealist movement as Louis Aragon and Tristan Tzara. Keynes was 

spotted there, and so were celebrities of the time like the actors Charlie Chaplin and 

Josephine Baker.1034  

Despite the anticipation with which Franck arranged for the publication of the Tract, 

the publication of its French edition was severely delayed. The underlying motives are 
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unclear, as compared to Keynes’s previous books, the number of sources documenting the 

translation and publishing of the Tract is quite reduced. By February 1924, Franck was 

working on the translation;1035 but although it was printed in June, the first edition of the 

Tract (comprising 3,000 copies) only reached French booksellers in August 1924.1036 Under 

the title of La Réforme Monétaire, it was sold at the price of 7fr.50 and advertised in the press 

with the slogan: ‘J.-M. Keynes explique l’avenir du Franc et l’avenir des changes’.1037  

Compared with Keynes’s previous books, the Tract was much more centred on 

economic theory; a fact that raises the question of how intellectually well-equipped Franck 

was to translate such a work. An answer is given by Keynes’s first biographer, Roy Harrod, 

who recalled having met in June 1922 a:  

 

young French economist on a brief visit. Keynes was discussing with the Frenchman 

the latest gossip about Continental statesmen, their mistresses, their neuroses, as well 

as their political manoeuvres. These seemed as exciting as fiction; I supposed they 

must be real. […] There was financial talk of the latest movements in the exchanges, 

budgetary positions, the international movement of money. […] But then certain 

more familiar strands began to come into the pattern, for the three of them seemed 

able and ready to relate their items of financial intelligence to theoretical doctrine, 

the quantity theory of money, foreign exchange equilibrium. There were passing 

references to the latest ideas of Cassel and Fisher, and subtle points of criticism were 

made. Then I realised that I was in the presence of something quite unusual – this 

mixture of expertise in the latest theories with inside knowledge of today’s events. 

The Frenchman must have been in some sense a disciple of Keynes, for academic 

French economists of that day did not normally move easily among the latest ideas 

of Anglo-Saxon or Swedish theorists. The excitement was almost unbearable.1038 

 

Most certainly, this Frenchman was none other than Paul Franck on a visit for matters 

related to the Supplements: he was the only young Frenchman with whom Keynes was in 

regular contact at the time. In fact, the translation of the Tract probably stands up as Franck’s 

best effort: one of the book’s reviews referred to its ‘français claire, parfaitement intélligible 

et même élégant’.1039 Unlike Keynes’s next major work to be translated into French, the 1936 
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General Theory, in the Tract, Keynes did not introduce any technical definitions or 

vocabulary novel to the French language. Thus Franck’s rendering of English economics 

vocabulary onto French was straightforward: an example, ‘aggregate real value of all paper 

money’ was rendered as ‘valeur réelle accumulé de tout le papier-monnaie’.1040 Nevertheless, 

besides the usual typos,1041 there are small mistakes and deviations from the original that are 

worth singling out. For a start, in the original Keynes qualified French finances as those of 

‘Humpty-Dumpty’. But Franck eliminated the reference to that well-known British nursery 

rhyme and did not even bother to find an appropriate French replacement.1042 Likewise, 

whereas Keynes wrote that in case German university professors were found to have been 

responsible for ‘the atmosphere which bred war, their class has paid the penalty [through 

hyperinflation]’, Franck eliminated the original’s hypothetical tone: ‘[les] professeurs ont leur 

part dans les responsabilités de la guerre, ils en ont été punis’.1043 

The French edition had a specific preface – in fact it was the sole foreign edition of 

the Tract that had such a privilege – 1044 even if it consisted of an updated version of an 

article Keynes had first published in March 1924.1045 During February and March 1924, the 

franc suffered a speculative attack orchestrated by German and Dutch bankers. Eventually, a 

foreign loan was brokered through the banking house Lazard Frères, which allowed the BDF 

to buy francs and raise the currency’s exchange rate.1046 In the March article and in the 

original draft of the Tract’s preface, Keynes praised the efforts of Poincaré and the French 

Treasury in diminishing the budgetary deficit (a reference to Poincaré’s double décime). Yet, 

as the Tract was only published in France after the elections of April 1924 – when the 

Radical Socialists were already in government – Keynes’s replaced the reference to Poincaré 

with ‘[le] gouvernement’.1047  

In the preface, Keynes reiterated several points he had already made since 1922. Once 

more he stressed that the franc could not return to its prewar parity, given the impact it would 

have upon public debt. He repeated that ‘the value of a country’s monetary unit is not a 

function of its wealth or even of its trade balance’, and discarded speculation as the motive 
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behind the franc’s depreciation.1048 As for the value at which the franc should be stabilised, 

Keynes concluded it would partly depend on the amount of purchasing power the public 

intended to hold, that is, of the confidence of the public in the franc’s prospects. Such 

confidence would be related to the ‘the loan and budgetary policies of the French Treasury’, 

which determined the volume of currency and as a result that of prices.1049 Accordingly, 

Keynes encouraged the Treasury to ‘strengthen its fiscal position [so] that its power to control 

the volume of currency is beyond doubt’: it should diminish floating debt, raise the amount of 

tax revenues and halt inflation.1050 

Furthermore, the Treasury should allow the franc to be freely sold in order to 

eliminate doubts about France’s capacity to control its finances and money supply. The BDF 

should also raise its discount rate to attract capital and prevent over-borrowing, and should 

use its gold reserves to create a reserve of foreign credit that could enable it to support the 

franc’s exchange rate ‘near the present level’, restoring ‘confidence during the interval before 

fiscal reforms can produce their full effect’.1051 Keynes’s advice was for the franc to be 

stabilised between 100 and 120frs/£ – a position from which he did not deviate in the 

following years.1052 All in all, Keynes’s was a realistic assessment, which simply described 

the necessary steps to achieve monetary stability. ‘Simple and well-tried measures’, like 

‘political moderation’ and ‘drastic economies and taxes’,1053 did have a deflationist flavour, 

but were only intended as corrective measures, not as the harbingers of radical deflation.  

Regarding the Tract’s sales, by January 1925, Franck could report that ‘la vente de 

l’ouvrage a marché d’une manière particulièrement satisfaisante et le tirage est actuellement à 

peu près épuisé’. At least the first batch of 3,000 copies was sold, and Simon Kra was keen 

on selling a second edition of at least 3,000 more copies. Yet, ‘les formes de la typographie’ 

had been lost, thus increasing Kra’s costs and making him think twice about the profitability 

of a second edition. Kra thus charged Franck with getting Keynes to write a new preface, and 

Franck even raised the idea of a new chapter on the latest developments in French finances, 

like a comment on the 1925 budget and the financial project of Étienne Clémentel (then the 

minister of finance in Herriot’s government).1054 Although glad for the Tract’s sales success, 
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Keynes rejected Franck’s suggestions, preferring to ‘prepare a new preface of about the 

length of the present one, dealing generally with the progress of monetary reform 

[internationally] since the publication of my first edition’. Indeed, Keynes had doubts 

‘whether a preface dealing with the French financial situation would be at all apropos to the 

general contents of the book’. This was understandable, given that the book was mainly 

written with Britain in mind.1055  

Although a second edition was issued, it contained no updated preface. By 1928, 

4,400 copies had been sold, a quantity judged by Kra’s literary editor Léon Pierre-Quint to be 

‘assez considérable pour un ouvrage surtout technique’.1056 If Keynes’s standpoints on 

reparations had raised hostility from a considerable part of French political opinion, it is also 

clear that they helped make his writings stand out from the crowd. Although he never entirely 

ceased to be identified in France for his writings on reparations, the Tract marked the point at 

which Keynes became gradually known for his heterodox views on monetary, financial and 

economic matters.  

 

6.6. The reception of the Tract: theoretical and political divergences (1924–6)  

 

There is a natural continuity between how Keynes’s 1922–3 articles on currency 

stabilisation were received and reactions to the Tract. The latter had a much smaller 

repercussion than the Consequences and the Revision, which is unsurprising, given its 

technical character and the fact that Keynes’s views on monetary stabilisation were well-

known since 1922. Beginning a trend that continued with Keynes’s subsequent books – 

owing to his focus on economic analysis – the Tract received considerably more attention 

from economists than from political opinion. While on a political level the objections raised 

against Keynes’s ideas continued to revolve around the debate between appreciation and 

devaluation, in academia they addressed not exactly Keynes’s policy recommendations, but 

mostly his theoretical use of the quantity theory of money.  

Several French economists of the interwar period – like Bertrand Nogaro and François 

Simiand – nurtured an antagonism towards the quantity theory. They deemed it ‘a purely 

mechanical explanation of prices’; whereas economics should instead ‘provide an analysis of 

economic phenomena that attains the root of their profound causes, that is, the behaviour of 
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individuals, their motives and needs’.1057 Simiand was one of the proponents of such a stance, 

and it was he who kick-started in May 1924 the reception of the Tract through a review 

published in L’Année Sociologique (which he directed): thus even before the French 

translation was available. Simiand was a sociologist and the chief representative of the 

French sociological and historical approach to economics, a scientific tradition that remained 

highly influential in subsequent decades.1058 Simiand’s starting postulate was that the 

economic fact was primarily social, and therefore encompassed all phenomena conditioning 

human action: psychological, individual, social, and institutional factors. Being a social 

science, economics should then derive its theories from in depth historical, empirical and 

statistical studies of events.1059 He thus regarded the quantity theory as too mechanical to 

encompass the human factor, and as a potentially false premise that could misrepresent 

economic phenomena.1060 Simiand positioned himself against the advocates of more 

deductive analysis – a list on which he included not only French economists like Léon 

Walras, but the majority of English economists. It was a debate that echoed the German 

Methodenstreit, which had opposed proponents of inductive and deductive methods, with the 

end result of leaving economics to economists, and economic history to historians.1061  

Unsurprisingly, Simiand started his review of the Tract by criticising the Cambridge 

formulation of the quantity theory – he was well aware that its particularity lay in the 

axiomatic importance given to the public’s demand for cash. Yet, Simiand argued that from 

his understanding of postwar inflationary experience, it was not the public’s purchasing 

habits and output that determined demand and holding of cash balances; rather, it was the 

amount of money holdings that determined the public’s consumption habits. In short, 

Simiand was hinting that production and prices varied independently from the money 

supply’s purchasing power, an argument he did not develop for lack of detailed empirical 

studies for the postwar years. He also pinpointed that although Keynes recognised the 
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quantity theory was only truly valid in the long run, he did not explain in detail what 

happened in the short run:  

 

pour notre auteur ces liaisons [between the variables of the equation] ne se 

produisent au surplus qu’ ‘à la longue’: mais, entre temps, ce qui se passe est-il sans 

conséquences et qui durent? Passons encore.1062 

 

Given his belief that Keynes’s suggested monetary policies derived from the quantity 

theory’s false premise, Simiand did not analyse them. Even so, he was well aware that the 

Tract’s originality did not reside in its presentation of the quantity theory. His praise was 

reserved for Keynes’s use of statistical and empirical data to explain German hyperinflation: 

the ‘méthode positive’, an epistemological approach he considered to be a novelty among 

Anglo-American economic works. In any case, he and Keynes greatly differed on their 

appreciation of monetary and economic policies. Simiand shared Keynes’s conclusions on the 

disruptive consequences of inflation, but not his critique of deflation. He believed that 

Keynes understated an economy’s capacity of adjustment to lower price levels, and posited 

the neoclassical view that deflation would with experience create new economic equilibriums 

by pushing out of the market uncompetitive and unproductive elements.1063 Simiand did not 

ponder the social costs of these automatic adjustments, though, and he would eventually raise 

the same argument as a solution for the 1930s slump.  

Two other French economists who were well-known for their criticisms of the 

quantity theory were Bertrand Nogaro and, to a lesser extent, Albert Aftalion. Like Simiand, 

Nogaro viewed himself as a proponent of the ‘esprit positive et documentaire’, against the 

Anglo-American, Austrian and Italian deductive economists: the disciples of John Stuart Mill 

and David Ricardo.1064 Nogaro had read the works of Keynes and Ralph Hawtrey, but while 

commenting extensively on the limitations of the original 𝑛 = 𝑝 equation, he never engaged 

in depth with the Cambridge credit-demand version, and tended to inappropriately conflate 

both in his writings. As a result, Nogaro realised that in the Tract, Keynes tried to explain the 

(asymmetrical) effect of credit demand upon a currency’s worth, but concluded that in 

general, economists still elaborated their monetary policies as if there was a constant link 
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between prices and the money supply.1065 In any case, Nogaro never denied the theoretical 

pertinence of the quantity theory;1066 he rather enlarged the number of factors that could 

determine the price level: from the exchange rate to historical and economic contexts.1067 

Incidentally, and despite his misgivings about the quantity theory, Nogaro’s defence of 

monetary stabilisation came from a theoretical premise he shared with Keynes: a normative 

conception of money, which more on Keynes and less on Nogaro bears the influence of 

Georg Friedrich Knapp’s Die Staatliche Theorie des Geldes (1905).1068 Normativists rejected 

the classical notion of money as a commodity possessing a value of its own, and subjected to 

the rules of supply and demand. Rather, they envisaged it as a product of the state and its 

laws, its value being determined by societal needs.1069  

Besides Nogaro, Aftalion also criticised Keynes’s Tract on account of its use of the 

quantity theory. In terms of theoretical sophistication, Aftalion was probably France’s leading 

economist during the interwar years, and was known internationally for his real theory of the 

business cycle, in which he formulated the principle of the accelerator (by which 

entrepreneurs enlarged their capital stock on account of increased demand expectations).1070 

Aftalion also produced a series of statistical studies of French monetary circulation between 

1920 and 1924, whose findings he published in his 1927 Monnaie, prix et change. The 

French economist stressed the importance of psychological and income factors in 

determining exchange rate fluctuations, which would then affect the internal price level, and 

as result the velocity of circulation of the monetary aggregate and its volume.1071  

Monnaie, prix et change contained a whole section dedicated to the Tract’s 

formulation of the quantity theory. Although judging that by stressing the variability of 
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individual demand for cash balances Keynes’s equation was an improvement over Irving 

Fischer’s, Aftalion believed that changes in k and k’ (the amount of money people currently 

hold) resulted primarily from price fluctuations, rather than the other way round. Likewise, he 

thought that along with Fisher, Keynes erred in making money’s velocity of circulation (via 

the demand for cash balances) the basis of price fluctuations.1072 Simiand, Nogaro and 

Aftalion thus basically regarded Keynes as theoretically unoriginal in his espousal of the 

quantity theory of money.  

In any case, there were French economists who did endorse the quantity theory: 

Charles Gide and Charles Rist. Gide never reviewed the Tract, but made the quantity theory 

the axis of his theory of prices,1073 and since 1914 had suggested abolishing the gold standard 

and the employment of monetary management to achieve price stabilisation instead.1074 

Likewise, Rist had received favourably Irving Fisher’s The Purchasing Power of Money, and 

believed that in France from 1870 to 1914, money aggregate increases had raised the price 

level:1075 ‘trop d’expériences ont vérifié l’exactitude essentielle de la théorie quantitative pour 

qu’on puisse la jeter par dessus bord’.1076 It was most probably Rist’s adherence to the 

quantity theory that prompted him to support the publication of Pierre Lazard’s 1926 

Politiques et théories monétaires anglaises d’après-guerre.  

Lazard was a young political scientist who spent 1925 studying at Cambridge’s 

Corpus Christi College.1077 Having attended Keynes’s, Pigou’s and Dennis Robertson’s 

lectures, Lazard decided upon his return to France to gather all of his notes and publish them. 

Thanks to Rist’s support, Lazard’s notes were published as a book and as two articles in the 

Revue politique et parlementaire and in the Revue d’économie politique. In the former came 

out the first half of Lazard’s book, an overview of British financial history from 1918 to 

1922;1078 in the latter was published the second half, a sympathetic but objective analysis of 

Pigou, Hawtrey and Keynes’s monetary theories.1079 Lazard shared their conclusions as to the 
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capabilities of credit control in preventing unemployment and guaranteeing price stability. He 

further concluded by asserting that even if in the present the advocates of the gold exchange 

standard were victorious – he was writing after Britain’s return to gold in 1924 – the future 

could well be that of ‘un système de monnaie “manipulée”’.1080 

Unlike Keynes’s previous books though, the Tract was neither reviewed by Gide nor 

Rist at the Revue d’économie politique, but by Marc de la Valette, a regular contributor to the 

Revue. His only criticisms echoed those of British commentators: that unlike what Keynes 

advanced, central banks should be able to act independently from political interests.1081 

Valette panicked at the prospect of having France’s monetary policies directed by Socialists 

or Communists.1082 The other main French economics journal, the Journal des économistes of 

Yves Guyot, simply ignored the Tract. Owing to Guyot’s opposition to devaluation, this was 

predictable: ‘Cassel, Keynes et, en France, Jèze, Charles Gide, Rist’ were personae non 

gratae in the Journal.1083  

While economists focused on the Tract’s theoretical frameworks, the conservative 

political press focused solely on the book’s preface. As above-mentioned, the Tract’s French 

preface consisted of a slightly rehashed version of an article on the franc Keynes first 

published in March 1924, when Poincaré was still in government. Consequently, and given 

the belated publishing of the book in France, it was ultimately interpreted by the Right as a 

critique of the Cartel des gauches’ government. Reacting to that article, André Géraud 

(Pertinax) – the long-standing critic of Keynes’s reparations proposals – finally agreed with 

‘le grand donneur de conseils’. Géraud only raised obstacles to Keynes’s idea that capitals 

should be allowed to be freely exported in order to restore confidence in the franc.1084 But 

Pertinax was an isolated case, as the French press did not pay attention to Keynes’s article: 

unsurprisingly, as the electoral campaign for the April 1924 general elections was by then in 

full swing. After the Tract was published in August 1924, the Journal des débats used the 
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book’s preface to attack the Cartel des gauches. Among the Journal’s owners was François 

de Wendel, a regent of the BDF and a stern defender of appreciation.1085  

Albert-Petit thus supported Keynes’s view that the franc’s rate was determined 

primarily by the financial policies of the government, while speculation only played a 

secondary role, and inferred from Keynes’s preface that it was the Herriot government which 

was to blame for France’s monetary and financial troubles, because, despite the Journal’s 

warnings, ‘le gouvernement s’évertue à des efforts à côté [increased taxation], qui diminuent 

la confidence au lieu de l’inspirer’.1086 For Albert-Petit, Keynes’s usual support for the 

French Left had in this case turned against him, and he recalled that the Cambridge economist 

had in earlier years shown ‘une sincérité inflexible à l’égard du Bloc national’, and ‘une 

indulgence non moins systématique à l’égard de ceux qui l’ont combattu’. As Keynes had 

written the preface in March, aiming at the Poincaré cabinet, he could not therefore be 

suspected of ‘partis pris contre un ministère qui n’existait pas encore et qui, d’ailleurs, lui 

agrée certainement beaucoup plus que le précédent’.1087  

At L’Action française, Jacques Bainville even went as far as asserting that ‘nous ne 

donnons pas longtemps à M. Keynes […] pour être traité dans la presse Française de gauche 

comme il était traité dans la presse nationaliste il y a deux ou trois ans’. Just like Albert-Petit, 

Bainville had only paid attention to Keynes’s point that the value of the franc depended on 

the state of French finances. Erroneously, he affirmed that Keynes had called for ‘sacrifices 

héroïques, les impôts’; in fact he had actually advised against increasing taxes, thinking that 

France should firstly reform the administrative machine in charge of collecting them. 

Bainville concluded Keynes’s advice would force the Herriot government to abandon its 

‘démagogie électorale’, as the Radical Socialist Prime Minister had been elected on the wave 

of popular discontent caused by Poincaré’s double décime.1088 Eventually, Keynes 

complained to Paul Franck for the Tract’s belated publishing.1089 And understandably, as the 

outdated preface was exploited by the conservative press to pit Keynes against the political 

groups that had usually been the most favourable to his ideas, and which now composed the 

parliamentary majority that he was trying to reach and convince. Other reviews by well-

respected outlets, like L’Europe Nouvelle or the Les Nouvelles littéraires, either noted the 
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inapplicability of Keynes’s proposals (‘M. Keynes a fait entrer les questions financières dans 

le domaine de la littérature d’imagination’),1090 or rejected devaluation.1091  

On a more positive note, L’Information financière, the financial newspaper that had 

been consistently critical of Keynes’s reparations proposals, deemed the Tract to be 

‘excellent’, and ‘traduit avec beaucoup de succès en français’. Moreover, the author of the 

anonymous article reviewing the book particularly underlined Keynes’s proposal for the 

BDF’s gold to be employed in increasing the reserve of foreign currency, in order to support 

the franc’s exchange rate and maintain confidence in the markets in the franc’s value. 

Besides, the reviewer also stood by Keynes’s use of the quantity theory and supported his 

monetary stabilisation scheme (‘on peut se déclarer d’accord avec lui’).1092 The ultimate 

relevance of this encomiastic review is that L’Information financière would publish the 

majority of Keynes’s newspaper articles from 1926 to 1934.  

From Left republican outlets there were no reactions, besides a sympathetic, albeit 

very brief review from L’Ère nouvelle. Mirroring the progressive deterioration of France’s 

finances and the franc’s exchange rate, Keynes’s recommendations to euthanise the rentiers 

were not analysed by Left republican outlets in 1924, unlike his articles of 1926, in which he 

expressed a similar point of view.1093 Nevertheless, it is worth mentioning the lengthy review 

written by Georges-Edgar Bonnet in L’Année politique française et étrangère, even if it was 

only published in 1926. L’Année was a journal favourable to a Franco-German entente that 

aimed at studying in detail common themes to Left republicans of all affiliations (Radical 

Socialists, Republican Socialists and Socialists themselves), the efficiency of the parliament, 

social reforms, or public education.1094 Bonnet was by then the administrator of the Suez 

Canal,1095 and in his review he compared three books favourable to stabilisation, with the 

obvious intent of defending such a policy: Keynes’s Tract, Nogaro’s La Monnaie et les 

phénomènes contemporaines and finally Rist’s La Déflation en pratique. Bonnet started by 

paying homage to Keynes’s ‘verve incontestable’; and acknowledged his ‘personnalité forte, 

dont les idées, même lorsqu’elles apparaissent discutables, ne sont jamais indifférentes’. 

Besides, he also noted the Tract’s lesser impact among the French public compared to 

                                                 
1090 Paul Feyel, ‘Critique des livres’, 3.  
1091 Charles Le Verrier, ‘Les Dernières publications anglaises’, L’Europe nouvelle, 28 June 1924, 826. 
1092 ‘Informations – À propos de une décoration’, L’Information financière (Édition financière), 16 October 

1924, 2. 
1093 See Henry Spont, ‘À travers les livres’, L’Ère nouvelle, 19 November 1924, 3; and Charles Le Verrier, ‘Les 

Dernières publications anglaises’, L’Europe nouvelle, 28 June 1924, 826. 
1094 ‘Notre programme.’ L’Année politique française et étrangère, 1 (1925–26), 1–13. 
1095 He is not to be mistaken with Georges Bonnet, the Radical deputy and minister in several cabinets of 1925 

onwards. 
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Keynes’s previous works, which he explained as owing to the book’s more technical 

character.1096  

Correctly, Bonnet grasped that Keynes’s main objective in advocating internal price 

stability and the abandonment of gold was to grant Britain financial and monetary 

independence from the US. Where Bonnet disagreed with Keynes was in the idea that 

monetary policies in general were sufficient to control the price level. Based on Nogaro’s 

criticisms, he placed Keynes alongside the ‘partisans absolus’ of the quantity theory, which 

posited that the quantity of money in circulation would always have a direct effect upon 

prices. Such partisans, Bonnet argued, were forgetting the influence that velocity of 

circulation and hoarding had upon prices.1097 Those were in fact the examples Keynes gave in 

the Tract to explain the effects of velocity of circulation on prices: by reproducing Nogaro’s 

arguments Bonnet partly reproduced Nogaro’s flawed assessment of Keynes’s ideas. Still, 

Bonnet made other more valid criticisms, including the simple point that if monetary factors 

were not alone in determining prices, then Keynes’s methods would not have the 

encompassing effectiveness the Cambridge economist thought they would have.1098  

At the same time, Bonnet considered Nogaro’s criticisms to be too extreme: the 

quantity theory remained true for cases when the variation of the monetary aggregate was 

significant, and as a result remained ‘suffisante pour orienter une action monétaire’. At least 

by controlling credit and prices, a certain degree of instability could be avoided.1099 However, 

like Nogaro and Rist Bonnet rejected abandoning gold. He judged Keynes’s project too far-

fetched, and believed the solution lay instead in stabilising the franc at a lower parity and 

pegging it to a gold-based currency, the dollar. Bonnet concluded that if all countries pegged 

their currencies to a gold-based currency, then internal price level stability would be easier to 

attain than by Keynes’s method.1100 Indeed, Keynes practical recommendations to abandon 

gold as a standard of value were never taken seriously by any French economist (other than 

Charles Gide).1101 Until 1925, Keynes’s preface to the French edition of the Tract was his last 

comment on the French financial and monetary situations. In between, Paul Franck started 

actively diffusing and applying Keynes’s theoretical tools and policy proposals as exposed in 

                                                 
1096 Georges-Edgar Bonnet, ‘Les Idées contemporaines en matière monétaire’, L’Année politique française et 

étrangère, 1 (1925–26), 96. 
1097 Georges-Edgar Bonnet, ‘Les Idées contemporaines’, 102. 
1098 Georges-Edgar Bonnet, ‘Les Idées contemporaines’, 103. 
1099 Georges-Edgar Bonnet, ‘Les Idées contemporaines’, 104. 
1100 Georges-Edgar Bonnet, ‘Les Idées contemporaines’, 104–6. Bonnet was to republish this overview in Les 

Expériences monétaires contemporaines (Paris: Armand Colin, 1926). 
1101 For instance, see Bertrand Nogaro, ‘L’Or triomphant’, L’Information financière (Édition politique), 17 

March 1926, 1–2. 
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the Tract within Left republican political spheres, through the press and political activism. 

Franck’s use of Keynes’s ideas, and how these circulated from 1925 to 1926, will constitute 

the subject of the following chapter.  
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Chapter 7 – Unwanted realities: Keynes’s stabilisation proposals and their 

reception during the French financial and monetary crisis (1925–6)  

 

Alors? Alors sa science financière serait-elle  

quelque chose d’incompatible avec la raison française?  

Est-ce que, par hasard, cette raison, dans le monde  

moderne où règne la loi du trafic et de l’échange,  

serait un instrument inutilisable?  

Je commence à me le demander sérieusement. 

 

Jean de Pierrefeu (1926)1102 

 

7.1. Introduction 

 

In April 1924, the first Left republican government of the interwar years was formed, 

after the victory of the Cartel des gauches in the general elections that month. With Édouard 

Herriot at its helm, the government was underpinned by an uneasy parliamentary coalition 

between Herriot’s own Radical Socialists and Blum’s Socialists. As analysed in previous 

chapters, both Herriot and Blum had contributed to Keynes’s Supplements. At a first glance, 

it looked as if for the first time, politicians closer to Keynes’s ideas were in office. Yet, the 

Cartel had inherited a poisoned chalice. During the next two years, the toll of the Great War’s 

financial and monetary strains finally hit France, as a crisis combining political rivalries, 

budgetary deficits, inflation and a depreciated currency created panic among the public. In 

the background lingered memories of the German hyperinflation of 1922–3.  

Carrying on with the period of 1920–4, Keynes continued to engage directly with 

French opinion, aiming to promote and influence policy debates on financial and monetary 

policies through his own proposals. Keynes did so in the light of the day, by publishing 

articles conveying his views in the French press; but also backstage, by corresponding and 

enquiring on French matters with financial journalists and even ministers of finance. 

Accordingly, this chapter will study the diffusion and reception of Keynes’s articles and 

comments on the French financial and monetary crisis of 1925–6, which eventually reached 

such a height that it prompted the return of Poincaré to office in 1926. In line with the 

previous chapter, my main hypothesis posits that Keynes’s ideas were circulated as part of an 
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ongoing, endogenous debate between advocates and opponents of the franc’s devaluation. 

Keynes’s ideas were scrutinised, used as a basis for creating analogous stabilisation 

proposals, and employed in political discussions as a rhetorical weapon.  

Following a contextual introduction to the French financial and monetary crisis of 

1925–6, this chapter’s narrative moves on to an analysis of the political use that Paul Franck 

made of Keynes’s ideas between 1925 and 1926. Afterwards, I examine the reception of 

Keynes’s articles on the French crisis from 1925 to 1926. The sheer emotional impact 

Keynes’s proposals had among the French public can be surmised by Jean de Pierrefeu’s 

above-quoted epigraph. The chapter concludes with a discussion of Keynes’s comments on 

the 1928 stabilisation of the franc, and how the latter helped strengthen gold standard 

orthodoxy in France, thus determining the background that structured the reception of 

Keynes’s ideas in the 1930s.  

 

7.2. The unravelling of the French financial crisis: political divisions and monetary 

depreciation (1924–6) 

 

After the war, and particularly from 1921 onwards, the Radical Socialist Party went 

through a process of institutional reorganisation and even ideological redefinition conducted 

by Édouard Herriot, with a stronger focus on the Radical tradition of liberal internationalism. 

One of Herriot’s first decisions as Prime Minister was to agree in the London conference of 

July 1924 to the evacuation of the Ruhr within a year. By signing the Dawes plan, he 

contributed to a revitalisation of French diplomatic relations with the US and Britain.1103 The 

Cartel des gauches’ parliamentary majority was constituted by all Left republican parties: it 

was led by the Radical Socialists, but they held no majority in Parliament or the Senate, and 

relied on the tacit support of the Socialists and the Republican Socialists (who ideologically 

stood in between those two parties). Hence, the years of 1924–6 – from Herriot’s ascent to 

government to the return of Poincaré – were marked by the Cartel’s incapacity to form and 

support a cabinet capable of applying the policies necessary to reduce the budgetary deficit 

and stabilise the franc. For a start, the Radicals were in conflict among themselves regarding 

the application of a capital tax, which constituted the Socialist’s preferred method to defray 

the public debt generated by the war. As a result, public uncertainty regarding the possible 

                                                 
1103 See Serge Berstein, La Recherche, 168–76. 
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application of a capital tax by the Cartel’s successive governments’ caused capital outflows 

and the franc’s increasing depreciation.1104 

Among his contemporaries, Herriot was rightly perceived as having a feeble 

understanding of economic and financial matters.1105 As a result, he was prone to advocating 

conflicting policies. In 1922, he had written for the Supplements a rather superficial article 

calling for a mild capital tax; this article stood in stark contrast with the detailed fiscal 

proposals advanced in the Guardian by Caillaux and Blum.1106 As Prime Minister, and 

together with his Minister of Finance Étienne Clémentel, Herriot decided to stick with the 

BDF’s deflationary policy of forcing the Treasury to reimburse all of advances it had 

received from the bank. Herriot had delineated no clear fiscal or stabilisation plan, and his 

objective was mainly to appease financial markets and investors by abiding to the BDF’s 

instructions.1107  

However, during Poincaré’s last months in power, the BDF had given illegal advances 

of money to the Treasury. These surpassed the legal ceiling of 41 billion francs, and as a 

result, since March 1924, the BDF had ‘manipulated its weekly balances to reduce the 

reported level of notes in circulation’.1108 The bank’s governor, Georges Robineau, was a 

personal friend of Poincaré, and only in June did he disclose the truth to Herriot.1109 In 

practice this meant that the Treasury was depending on the goodwill of the BDF to pay for its 

current expenses, and that the deficit was larger than Herriot initially thought. Despite the 

obvious political gains he could obtain from dumping responsibilities onto the previous 

Poincaré government, Herriot decided not to denounce the illegality of the BDF’s 

procedures.1110 As a result, Herriot and Clémentel became trapped in a dead end: both 

condemned inflation and were committed to carry on with the deflationary policy favoured 

by the BDF. Still, they refused to raise the legal ceiling on bank note circulation, and failed to 

increase tax revenues. When the scandal of the BDF’s faux bilans became publicly known in 

April 1925, and after having failed to grab enough parliamentary support to raise a capital 

tax, Herriot’s government fell that same month.  

                                                 
1104 Giovanni B. Pittaluga and Elena Seghezza, ‘The Role of Rentiers’, 199. 
1105 Stephen A. Schuker, The End, 77 and 127–8.  
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1107 Kenneth Mouré, The Gold Standard Illusion, 77. 
1108 Kenneth Mouré, The Gold Standard Illusion, 79. 
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From April 1925 until June 1926, successive governments underpinned by the 

Cartel’s parliamentary coalition only managed to implement small fiscal measures, and were 

incapable of reversing the continuous fall of the franc’s exchange rate, which proved to be the 

prime factor in bringing Raymond Poincaré back to power in July 1926. A psychological bias 

against the franc had developed after it was publicly revealed that the BDF had previously 

falsified its statistics on bank note circulation.1111 Confidence among the public was 

shattered, with fears that inflation was spiralling out of control, even if the 41 billion francs 

legal ceiling had been set artificially, without taking into account that a larger monetary 

aggregate might be necessary for France’s economic needs. As the subscribers of 

governmental bonds stopped renewing them and began instead asking to receive their money 

back, the Treasury was forced to ask for more advances from the BDF. As a result, the 

volume of notes in circulation grew from 40.9 billion francs in early April 1925 to 51.085 in 

December.1112  

According to the economic historian Bertrand Blancheton, note circulation simply 

stopped being interpreted by financial agents and ordinary citizens as a reliable indicator of 

France’s monetary aggregate: ‘les opérateurs sur le marché des changes révisent leurs 

anticipations de manière erratique et contribuent alors à une dynamique auto-entretenue de 

dépréciation du cours du franc qui s’éteint brutalement en juillet 1926’.1113 Like Germany in 

1922–3, the French public sought to hold the smallest amount of francs possible, preferring to 

hold foreign currency so that it could take advantage of the franc’s depreciation, thus further 

accelerating the franc’s depreciation.1114 Eventually, the continuous fall of the franc 

combined with political conflicts among the Radicals themselves and the Socialists brought 

the Cartel des gauches’ majority to its knees. On 23 July 1926, after an invitation from the 

President Gaston Doumergue, Poincaré formed the new government of Union nationale, with 

the Radical Socialists’ support.1115  

It was under Poincaré’s watch that the franc was stabilised de facto in December 

1926, and de jure in July 1928. Albeit in fact, key structural reforms that allowed for 

stabilisation had previously been prepared by Joseph Caillaux, who was Minister of Finance 

in the April–October 1925 cabinet of Paul Painlevé; and then in the one led by Doumergue 

during June–July 1926. During the latter’s period in office, Caillaux replaced the BDF’s 
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board with individuals favourable to stabilisation (among which Charles Rist), and negotiated 

a foreign loan with the US, which would furnish the dollars necessary to form a foreign 

reserve fund to stabilise the franc. Yet the loan depended on parliamentary approval of the 

Mellon-Bérenger agreement, which settled France’s war debts with the US.1116 When asking 

the parliament for broad decree powers to ratify the war debt agreement, contract the loan and 

stabilise the franc, Caillaux was disavowed by the parliament, particularly, by the Radical 

parliamentarians. Rather than any technical or financial questions, at stake was an internecine 

rivalry between Herriot and Caillaux for the control of the Radical Socialist Party. Herriot 

eventually countered Caillaux’s plan with the implementation of a capital tax – which he had 

refused to raise when in office.1117 

With news that Poincaré – the ‘demi-god for the French bourgeoisie’ –1118 was back, 

the franc’s exchange rate immediately rose from 243 frs/£ on 21 July 1926, to 196 frs/£, and 

then 50 frs/£ on 26 July.1119 Ironically, given how the occupation of the Ruhr in 1923 had 

unleashed the franc’s depreciation, Poincaré was held by public opinion as honest and 

prudent, whereas the ‘double décime’ that had cost him the April 1924 elections granted him 

‘une réputation d’orthodoxie financière’.1120 Even if the necessary technical and financial 

conditions for attaining stabilisation existed before Poincaré’s return to power, his return 

brought a necessary amount of political stability. In any case, the franc was stabilised 

following the guidelines drawn by the experts, among whom was Charles Rist (and Gaston 

Jèze). The experts’ plan was first to narrow down the franc’s fluctuations, and then to finally 

stabilise it at an exchange rate lower than its prewar parity: a victory for the advocates of 

devaluation, among whom were Keynes and Paul Franck.  

 

7.3. Paul Franck and the diffusion of Keynes’s monetary ideas within Left republican 

politics (1925–6) 

 

The years between 1920 and 1924 were a formational period for Paul Franck. Barely 

a year after starting his university studies, Franck began translating Keynes’s books and 

articles, and making use of his social and political networks to publish them. As seen in the 

second chapter of this thesis, Franc’s main ambition was to enter politics, and after translating 
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the Consequences, he continued to tread the dual path between academic studies and political 

activism. In 1921, he collaborated in the creation of the Union populaire pour la paix, a 

pacifist organisation linked with the LDH; and he was also connected with a group of young 

republicans tutored by Robert de Jouvenel, the main journalist at the Radical daily L’Œuvre. 

It was possibly through Jouvenel’s influence that Franck participated in the Conférence Molé-

Tocqueville, an unofficial and elite discussion club that aimed at preparing young lawyers to 

become future parliamentarians. Jouvenel also organised a smaller discussion group 

convening members of these new political generations, including two friends of Franck, Jean 

Luchaire and Jacques Kayser. Franck himself seems to have had an intermittent participation 

in the group’s meetings.1121 From 1922 onwards, Franck also became a secretary of the 

humoristic newspaper Cri de Paris. Incredibly, he accomplished all this despite being 

enlisted in the army since October 1921, and being forced to dedicate half of his daily time to 

military duty. Yet, after obtaining his law degree in 1923, Franck was at a crossroads. His 

political ambitions were translated into a restless aspiration for immediate success, and 

although in line with his plans he immediately joined a lawyer’s bureau, his impatience led 

him to quit it after a few months. In the words of his friend René Maus, Franck dreamt of the 

possibility of working ‘au gré de sa fantaisie’.1122  

After a few more months of reflection, Franck made a couple of life-changing 

decisions. Firstly, and despite his homosexuality, he married in July 1924 Jacqueline Franck 

(her family name being the same as Franck’s), the daughter of an industrialist; incidentally, 

Keynes himself married the Russian ballerina Lydia Lopokova in 1925. Franck was also 

resolutely determined to become a lawyer, and began assisting a lawyer specialised in 

corporate and financial law as a way of learning the ropes of the business.1123 In 1924 he 

obtained his title of ‘Doctor en Droit’ with a thesis on Austria’s finances and its monetary 

stabilisation, which was prefaced by the Austrian minister for foreign affairs. Franck finished 

his thesis around the same time that he translated the Tract (which together with other works 

by Keynes he duly quoted in the thesis).1124 And despite his professional obligations, Franck 
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continued to be politically active. In September 1924, he gave a conference on the reparations 

problem with his friend Jean Luchaire at one of the main Left republican youth organisations, 

the Jeunesses laïques et républicaines; and in November 1924, he represented the Jeunesses 

socialistes in a banquet made in Herriot’s honour. 1125  

By now aged a mere 24 years old, and with both his personal and professional 

situations stabilised, Franck began to take advantage of his knowledge of Keynes’s policy 

proposals to publish in 1925–6 a series of articles on the French financial crisis at L’Opinion 

républicaine that echoed in parliamentary circles.1126 Franck rejected the rentiers’ claims, and 

thought internal price stability should be France’s main goal. Still, Franck did not limit 

himself to passively reproducing Keynes’s ideas; what makes Franck’s use of those worth 

analysing is precisely how his interpretation of Keynes was permeated with domestic Left 

republican beliefs. L’Opinion républicaine, whose first number was published in March 

1925, was a weekly journal founded by Louis Antériou, a member of the Republican Socialist 

Party. Having as lead figures Aristide Briand and Paul Painlevé, the Republican Socialists 

regarded themselves as staunch defenders of Republican values, and were part of the Cartel 

des gauches’ parliamentary coalition. Hence, L’Opinion républicaine stood by the Cartel,1127 

and aimed at providing a neutral outlet for Left republicans, regardless of their party 

affiliations. Its contributors belonged to an elite of parliamentarians and senators: from the 

Republican Socialists were Émile Bibié and César Chabrun;1128 from the Radical Socialists 

Jammy-Schmidt and André Liauthey; from the Socialists the moderates Charles Spinasse and 

Joseph Paul-Boncour. Besides, members of the new political generations and personal friends 

of Franck, like Jean Luchaire and Jacques Kayser, also wrote for L’Opinion Républicaine.  

Franck’s own financial thoughts on the Cartel’s financial policy were summed up in 

his first contribution to L’Opinion républicaine, an article entitled ‘Réflexions sur la 

monnaie’, dated 30 May 1925. One month earlier, Herriot’s government had been 

overthrown, following its failure to obtain parliamentary support to raise a capital tax. 

Meanwhile, the franc continued to plunge. A new cabinet was formed, but this time with the 

Republican Socialist Paul Painlevé at its helm. Significantly, Painlevé chose Joseph Caillaux 
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as his Minister of Finance, thus marking the latter’s comeback to active politics. Besides his 

views on international affairs, Caillaux’s prestige derived from his implementation of the 

income tax in 1916. The income tax had long been part of Left republican propaganda as a 

political weapon against ‘capital’, but Caillaux’s adherence to it was due more to financial 

orthodoxy and to his wish of keeping budgets balanced at all times to avoid inflation, a 

standpoint he continued to defend in the 1930s. Caillaux was perhaps the only Radical leader 

possessing a status capable of challenging Herriot; and barring Léon Blum, he was the only 

Left republican leader with a solid knowledge of economics and finance. Recalling his 

interactions with Herriot and Briand, the economist Charles Rist described how the former 

would subsume policymaking under a vague idea of conciliating ‘les principes démocratiques 

avec les réalités [économiques] s’il le faut jusqu’à la mort’; while the latter would bluntly ask 

him: ‘en quoi consiste une stabilisation?’1129  

It was to Caillaux’s first stint in the Ministry of Finance (from April to November 

1925), and the presentation of his financial plan in parliament, that Franck referred to in his 

first article for L’Opinion républicaine.1130 Caillaux envisaged devaluing and stabilising the 

franc on a gold exchange standard regime. 1131 Franck agreed with Caillaux that balancing the 

budget was the prime step to achieve monetary stabilisation, but deemed him ‘un grand 

classique’ for vowing to re-establish the gold standard. Indeed, Caillaux believed any 

currency should be backed by ‘richesses réelles’, and as a result distrusted the idea of a fiat 

money.1132 On a purely Keynesian line of thought, Franck concluded that stabilising the franc 

and pegging it to gold were two different issues.1133 Franck criticised both monetary deflation 

and inflation as economically disruptive policies: one would increase the public debt’s burden 

and hurt exports, while the other would spiral out of control. As in Keynes’s Tract, Franck 

suggested internal price stability as the ultimate aim of monetary policy, ahead of exchange 

rate stability.1134 Warning against deflation, Franck also directed his readers to Keynes’s 

warnings (‘lumineuses objections’) on the consequences of Britain’s return to gold: that 

France should refrain from adopting ‘une politique dont les avantages purement théoriques 

reposent sur un dogme absurde qui confond la gloriole avec l’intérêt nationale’.1135  
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1131 Paul Franck, ‘Réflexions sur la monnaie’, L’Opinion républicaine, 30 May 1925, 8–9. 
1132 Joseph Caillaux to JMK, 21 June 1922, JMK/GS/1/3/88. 
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Still following Keynes, Franck argued against a return to gold by employing a 

nominalistic conception of money: ‘la monnaie n’a aucune importance intrinsèque’, it was 

simply ‘un instrument des échanges’.1136 Besides by Keynes’s himself, such a notion was 

employed by Bertrand Nogaro, with whose work Franck was acquainted.1137 Franck 

concluded that the gold standard was incompatible with ‘les pratiques et les nécessités 

monétaires modernes’.1138 This was an assertion he backed by referring to the FED’s 

sterilisation of gold inflows to prevent changes in the dollar’s worth: Keynes argued in the 

Tract that the FED was managing the dollar following criteria of price, trade and employment 

stability.1139 Likewise, Franck’s suggested monetary policy was borrowed from the Tract’s. 

The franc should be pegged to the currencies offering the least fluctuations, either the dollar 

or the sterling pound, and the chosen exchange rate would follow budgetary and industrial 

needs.1140  

Franck further developed his proposals on monetary stabilisation (and the defrayal of 

French public debt) in a small book entitled Finances de France, published in May 1925 as 

part of a series entitled ‘Les problèmes du jour’, edited by his friend Jean Luchaire for the 

publisher André Delpeuch.1141 Luchaire was by then deeply involved with several Left 

republican outlets: he was the foreign affairs editor of the daily L’Ère nouvelle; wrote for the 

journal L’Europe nouvelle, and from 1925 onwards became a close aide of Albert Dubarry, 

owner of the weekly La Volonté. Close to Caillaux, Dubarry was suspected of practicing 

blackmailing journalism, and financed his editorial activities through shady contracts signed 

with the German embassy in Paris.1142 Nevertheless, Dubarry’s La Volonté was also financed 

at a certain point by the French Ministries of the Interior, and of Foreign Affairs, and by 

André Delpeuch’s publishing house.1143 Luchaire had long concocted the idea of making his 

own journal Vita a congregation point for all the members of the new generations, by 

advocating ‘l’organisation de la paix internationale et de l’économie nationale’.1144 Although 

persistent financial difficulties precluded him from publishing Vita regularly, Luchaire took 
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advantage of Delpeuch’s offer to resume his editorial projects, through a series of books 

entitled ‘Problèmes du jour’. It reflected Luchaire’s focus on international issues: the first 

volume, authored by Ferdinand Lop and concerning the idea of a European federation, was 

published in 1924;1145 while the third dealt with reparations and was authored by Jacques 

Kayser,1146 another common friend of Franck and Luchaire. Finances de France was the 

second book published, as a lack of finance curtailed Luchaire’s plans.1147  

By explaining key financial and economic concepts, Franck’s intention in writing 

Finances de France was to offer a clear pedagogical overview of France’s financial situation, 

covering the main policies available to the government. Running across the text are several 

Keynesian ideas that were basically lifted from the Tract. Underpinning Franck’s book was 

the common sense postulate that monetary stability depended upon financial equilibrium, as 

sound fiscal policies would greatly help generating internal and external confidence in the 

franc.1148 Franck started by describing the financial and economic consequences of the war, 

stressing and criticising France’s reliance on internal borrowing,1149 and bemoaning postwar 

reliance on German war reparations to defray the public debt.1150 His account of French 

financial problems was thus close to Keynes’s (and current historiographic views), by 

emphasising the lack of a solid fiscal policy as responsible for the franc’s exchange rate 

fluctuations.1151 Naturally, Franck also explained the latter as owing to France’s foreign 

policy, which he deemed imperialistic and war-bound, thus diminishing confidence in the 

franc’s prospects.1152 Like Keynes’s Tract, Franck dismissed speculation as having a 

definitive impact upon the exchange rate. The closeness between Keynes’s and Franck’s 

account of the relation between speculation and monetary fluctuations deserves to be singled 

out. In the Tract Keynes affirmed that:  

 

[…] speculators, indeed, by anticipating the movements [of the currency] tend to 

make them occur a little earlier than they would occur otherwise, but by thus 
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spreading the pressure more evenly through the year their influence is to diminish 

the absolute amount of the fluctuation. […].1153  

 

In the same vein, Franck asserted that: 

  

[…] la spéculation consistant à prévoir les mouvements qui vont se produire, a pour 

résultat d’allonger les périodes de hausse ou de baisse, et par là même de rendre les 

crises moins brutales, partant moins dangereuses’.1154  

 

Additionally, the similarity of Franck’s use of concepts like inflation and deflation, 

and their effects on the rentiers, the working and the business classes, is once again 

remarkably close to Keynes’s. Thus, he denied that national prestige could depend on the 

adoption of the gold standard, and considered that ‘un État peut avoir des finances saines, 

sans que pour cela sa monnaie ait été valorisée’.1155 And following the Tract, Franck 

suggested that a mid-way between inflation and deflation could be achieved if the franc was 

stabilised at the rate of 100–20 frs/£, which he deemed a rate capable of increasing 

confidence both among the rentiers and entrepreneurs.1156  

Yet, at this stage, Franck began dressing his fiscal proposals in clothes capable of 

making them more susceptible to being accepted by mainstream Left republicans. Thus, 

Franck rejected any increase of the income and the inheritance taxes, arguing that they had 

already reached the point of saturation where collected taxes would diminish and capital 

evasion would increase (Keynes had raised the latter point as well).1157 At the same time, he 

also rejected any consolidation or repudiation of the public debt, arguing that by defaulting, 

the state would wipe out the savings of a large proportion of French population: ‘surtout dans 

les milieux d’aisance très modérée’. These were the small property owners, independent 

workers and peasants who constituted the majority of the Radical Socialists and the 

Republican Socialists’ electorate.1158 Furthermore, while considering that a capital levy was a 

democratic expedient that theoretically offered ‘des avantages immenses’,1159 Franck 

considered its benefits were outweighed by inherent economic and financial risks. In 
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particular, he argued that if capitalists attempted to sell their shares in order to generate 

revenue to pay the capital tax, prices would deflate, causing ‘multiples faillites’.1160 

Moreover, he advanced that an indirect form of capital taxation had already been enacted 

through monetary depreciation, and that any additional tax would be an unbearable burden on 

the rentiers.1161 Furthermore, (and unlike Caillaux), Franck rejected any kind of international 

loan to stabilise the franc, as it would compromise French independence. Instead, he 

suggested four fiscal measures, which by taxing the interest generated by National Defence 

bonds and other rentes, amounted in practice to a covert and partial consolidation of public 

debt.1162 Despite his refusal of the politically unpalatable capital levy, at this point, Franck 

was still following Keynes’s line of thought by placing the burden of defraying the public 

debt on the rentiers. Political necessities would soon force him to change his mind. 

Initial reactions to Finances de France were positive. L’Europe Nouvelle described it 

as ‘un petit volume clair, explicatif et modeste’, and approved of its ‘suggestions 

constructives’.1163 The daily La Lanterne introduced Franck as ‘un de nos plus jeunes 

spécialistes de questions économiques et financiers’, and ‘le traducteur français des œuvres 

de M. Keynes sur les conséquences économiques de la paix’, describing the book as a clear 

and insightful work.1164 Moreover, Finances de France caught the attention of Franck’s old 

‘maître’, Charles Gide, who reviewed it in sympathetic tones at the Revue d’économie 

politique. But Gide was not fooled by Franck’s tax proposals, describing them as amounting 

in practice to an assumption of the state’s bankruptcy. Along with Keynes, Gide defended the 

rentiers’ euthanasia, and took the opportunity to defend his own project for a forced 

consolidation of the floating debt (while dropping the hint that Franck should have picked up 

on the idea.1165 

During the rest of 1925 and up until March 1926 (the date of his last articles), Franck 

continued to argue in L’Opinion républicaine in favour of the ideas he had defended in 

Finances de France, namely internal price stabilisation. Still in line with Keynes, and 

referring to Charles Gide’s review of his book, Franck was adamant that capital should be 

allowed to freely leave the country. Such a measure carried a psychological weight, as in the 

wake of Keynes and Gide, Franck thought it would eliminate the reasons leading to capital 
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flight, and would likewise restore confidence among French citizens and foreign markets on 

the healthiness of French finances. What is more, it also consisted of a logical recognition 

that it was simply materially impossible to fully prevent capital flight.1166 On this particular 

level, Franck was positioning himself against the prevalent trend among Radical Socialists, 

Socialists and Left republicans in general.  

At the same time, by refusing a capital tax, which was the SFIO’s favoured method to 

balance the budget, Franck was also straying away from the Socialists. According to Franck, 

it was a policy that should only be employed as complementary to debt consolidation and on 

a small scale.1167 By now, the French financial crisis was reaching its height. On 28 

November, a new government led by Briand had been formed, firstly with Louis Loucheur as 

a minister of finance until 16 December, who was then replaced by Paul Doumer until the 

government was thrown out on 6 March 1926. Franck significantly downplayed the 

importance of debt consolidation, and favoured the creation of a sinking fund by which 

internal debt would be amortised, funded by a rise of the income tax and the creation of an 

exceptional capital tax. These were all ideas defended by the Republican Socialists, and the 

reasons for Franck’s insistence on a sinking fund was due to his working collaboration and 

friendship with César Chabrun, a Republican Socialist parliamentarian. While they were both 

in the list of contributors to L’Opinion républicaine since its first number, they only met for 

the first time in October 1925, after Franck interviewed Chabrun for that journal.1168 The 

Republican Socialist quickly realised Franck’s qualities, and they began working together. 

Years later, Chabrun would recall how:  

 

Quelle aide précieuse j’ai trouvée près de lui. Il avait un don prodigieux d’adaptation 

aux idées d’autrui. Il apportait les siennes propres avec une discrétion pleine de tact. 

Mais je savais bien que, malgré les apparences, il était fortement attaché à ses idées. 

Généralement, il avait raison, car elles étaient excellentes et c’était tout profit de les 

adopter.1169  
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Despite his insistence on more palatable fiscal measures, Franck continued to 

incessantly call for stabilisation, with the ultimate goal of attaining, ‘par l’intermédiaire de la 

monnaie, la constance des prix’. He continued to dismiss a return to the gold standard: the 

only solution was ‘le crédit’, by means of an international currency of purely fiduciary 

nature, which would make possible ‘une organisation logique des échanges et des grands 

courants commerciaux du monde’. Unfortunately, Franck did not elaborate on the technical 

aspects necessary to implement such a system.1170 Regardless of these more utopian schemes, 

it was through the advocacy of internal price stabilisation that his collaboration with Chabrun 

proved the most fruitful. In fact, it constituted one of Franck’s major contributions to the 

diffusion of Keynes’s ideas within French Left republican politics, as it was due to him that 

the idea of price stabilisation was included in the Republican Socialist Party’s financial 

programme. Surely, there were other defenders of stabilisation on the Left, but it was through 

his study and knowledge of Keynes’s ideas that Franck became convinced of the need for 

stabilisation, and it was by possessing this theoretical background that he collaborated and 

convinced Chabrun of the validity of his ideas.  

Chabrun was charged between October and December 1925 with writing the official 

financial programme of the Republican Socialists, which was finally published by L’Opinion 

républicaine in that latter month, and called for ‘la fixation définitive de la monnaie à un 

cours déterminé’, even before the budget was balanced (as Keynes suggested). Franck wrote 

a favourable introduction, pointing out that Chabrun (‘notre collaborateur et ami’) had been 

the first to present a financial plan that posed ‘la question sur son véritable terrain qui est 

nécessairement celui de la stabilité des prix’. Both men defended a stricter control of 

financial activities regarding external trade, in order to prevent Frenchmen from holding 

excessive amounts of foreign currency, a situation that was helping the franc’s depreciation 

(Keynes was to make the exact same point in his 1926 articles, analysed further ahead).1171  

However, if Franck succeeded in transmitting the idea of price stabilisation to 

Chabrun, there were limits to this transfer, which derived from the Republican Socialist’s 

sparse understanding of monetary issues. While Chabrun took up the mantra of price 

stabilisation – even defending it through several articles published in 1926 – his method to 

attain it did not follow the Keynesian insistence on managing credit demand. Rightly, 

Chabrun asserted that the franc’s worth should adjust to the level of prices desired. Unlike in 
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the times of the gold standard, ‘aujourd’hui, c’est la économie qui doit servir de volant à la 

monnaie’.1172 But from this postulate, Chabrun developed the very un-Keynesian idea that 

price controls should predate monetary stabilisation, by means of an entente between ‘les 

quelques vingt hommes qui sont les maîtres des prix en gros’ in France.1173 This was an idea 

alien to Franck’s writings, which always made internal price stabilisation achievable through 

monetary mechanisms. Chabrun had concluded from Britain’s return to gold (by observing 

that a lower price level corresponded to an increased exchange rate) that the price level 

should be stabilised before the currency (when in fact the deflating price level was mostly 

explained by the pound’s return to prewar parity). Bertrand Nogaro stumbled upon one of 

Chabrun’s articles, and rightly concluded that the general idea underpinning them was not 

‘sans quelque analogie avec celles que développaient naguère Cassel et Keynes’:1174 only on 

the main goals, though, not on the means chosen.  

Franck’s collaboration with L’Opinion républicaine ended in March 1926. By then, 

the personal life and political profile of Keynes’s translator were changing apace. In January 

1926, his daughter Michelle had been born,1175 and during that same month, he had helped 

Chabrun draft the fiscal project presented by the Cartel’s parliamentary financial 

commission.1176 Then, from 9 March 1926 until 15 June 1926 (the duration of another Briand 

government), Franck joined the cabinet of the Minister of Education and Arts Lucien 

Lamoureux, who had previously been the parliament’s ‘rapporteur’ on the budget.1177 A 

Radical Socialist, Lamoureux was known for his financial orthodoxy.1178 Franck had actively 

tried to get a post in the ministry, and managed to obtain an interview with Lamoureux thanks 

to recommendations from Chabrun and other Socialist parliamentarians.1179 However, 

Franck’s first governmental experience was short-lived. Following the fall of Briand’s 

government in June, he went on holidays in the Savoie, with plans to start working on an 
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economics book on Germany. It was the one work that he never finished: as described in the 

following chapter, Franck eventually died the following September.1180  

 

7.4. First round: Keynes’s ‘inflationist’ comments on the French Franc (1925) 

 

Besides the contributions of Paul Franck, the presence of Keynes in French debates on 

monetary stabilisation in 1925 also owed to other figures already known for their interest in 

the writings of the Cambridge economist. Thus, it was by the hand of Léon Blum, the 

secretary general of the SFIO, that the Tract made its way into parliamentary debates, as 

Blum sought to defend the implementation of a capital tax. Commenting on the various fiscal 

proposals presented in parliament, Blum told his fellow parliamentarians on 27 November 

1925 how:  

 

[…] hier soir, pour m’entrainer, comme on le fait quand on sait qu’on doit parler le 

lendemain, je lisais un livre de M. Keynes, homme sur lequel beaucoup de 

jugements ont dû changer, j’imagine, depuis 1919. Mes yeux s’arrêtaient sur le 

passage où il montre précisément que, pour tous les pays où la monnaie est dans un 

état comparable à celui de la monnaie française, il n’y avait guère que deux procédés 

possibles: ou bien la dépréciation progressive et quelquefois systématique des signes 

monétaires, ou bien précisément l’impôt sur le capital.1181  

 

Therefore, having read the Tract, Blum was making use of Keynes’s intellectual 

authority to support the Socialist’s endorsement of a capital tax. Of course, Blum did not 

mention that though sympathetic to the idea of a capital tax, on practical terms, Keynes 

thought it was not a viable fiscal solution owing to the political difficulties of applying it.1182 

After publishing the Tract, Keynes did not make any substantial references in his articles to 

the French financial and monetary situation until November 1925, after his expertise was 

sought by Georges Boris. As the reader will recall, Boris was one of Franck’s contacts, and 

had written for the Supplements in 1922. By November 1925, the French Minister of Finance 

Paul Doumer made clear his intention to consolidate the bons du Trésor; as a result, an 

immediate run on the banks took place. Likewise, the holders of National Defence bonds, 
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thinking theirs would be the next to be consolidated, promptly sought to exchange them into 

currency. In this context, Boris argued that the BDF had no other option but to simply print 

more money to repay holders of bons du Trésor. Boris argued that the alternative would be a 

forced consolidation of National Defence bonds; but as most of the banks had invested their 

client’s deposits in these, the end result would be that most savings would be wiped out and 

economic life would be paralysed. Hence, Boris concluded that the only solution was to allow 

for an ‘inflation lente et progressive, pour satisfaire aux besoins économiques du pays, 

jusqu’à ce que la circulation fiduciaire ait été portée à un niveau correspondant à celui des 

prix’.1183 Boris presented his views in an article published both in Le Quotidien and Le 

Progrès civique; and then sought Keynes’s opinion, who thought likewise:  

 

Je souscris complètement et de tout cœur à l’opinion que vous exprimez dans votre 

article au sujet de l’inflation. […] Le sentiment populaire en France à l’heure 

actuelle au sujet de l’inflation me parait prendre le caractère d’une pure superstition. 

Le mal est déjà fait. Je suis tout a fait convaincu que ce que le gouvernement a de 

mieux a faire, c’est d’émettre tous les billets qu’il faudra pour payer les bons venant 

à échéance a la fin de l’année et qui ne seraient pas renouvelés volontairement 

[…].1184  

 

The superstition Keynes was referring to consisted of the French public’s 

presupposition that every increase in the amount of printed note bills was conductive to a 

price increase. The BDF published on a weekly basis data on the level of banknote 

circulation, and once the 41 billion francs ceiling was passed, confidence in the franc’s 

prospects shattered.1185 When mentioning that ‘le mal est déjà fait’, Keynes was restating a 

logical truth: the root of inflation resided in how the war had been financed and in the 

floating debt generated by the bons du Trésor and National Defence bonds.  

At the same time, Boris’s willingness to allow monetary circulation to rise ran in the 

opposite direction of the general discourse of French political opinion, from conservatives to 

Left republicans. Among Radicals and Socialists, the preferred tool (at least rhetorically) to 

both diminish the level of internal debt and to balance the budget was a capital tax; and given 

their anti-inflationist stance, many were in practical terms apologists of deflationist practices. 
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An example was Gaston Jèze, who keenly dismissed Boris’s conclusions, and considered that 

every single emission of note bills would boost inflation in an uncontrollable inflationary 

spiral. To undermine Boris’s use of Keynes’s intellectual support, Jèze reproduced in extenso 

all those passages of the Tract in which Keynes criticised inflation and endorsed the capital 

tax, aiming to assert how Keynes was ‘un terrible humoriste’. Naturally, Jèze did not make 

reference to Keynes’s conclusions that inflation was preferable to deflation both on economic 

and social grounds (as a lesser evil), or that a capital tax was hardly practicable given 

political constraints.1186 Eventually, as Boris and Keynes rightly predicted, the note 

circulation of the BDF did continue to increase from 48,011 million francs in the beginning 

of November, to 51,085 by the end of December 1925.1187  

Keynes also gave his opinion on how to sort out the French financial and monetary 

conundrum to the Minister of Finance Louis Loucheur. Back in October 1925, and after 

having read with ‘beaucoup d’attention’ the Tract, Loucheur invited Keynes to give a talk at 

the École des hautes etudes sociales, which he presided.1188 He recognised Keynes’s 

competence and talent, and was well aware that apart from the ‘milieu de gauche’, most 

French opinion had so far not been favourable to Keynes’s ideas. Nevertheless, Loucheur 

believed Keynes had much to gain from presenting his views to an audience of (conservative) 

French politicians. Furthermore, and regardless of their previous divergences on reparations, 

Loucheur seemed to have similar views to Keynes’s regarding the franc: ‘[...] Si sur plusieurs 

points – et vous le savez – je n’ai pas toujours été en complète communion d’idées avec vous, 

nous avons cependant bien souvent vu les questions de la même façon […]’.1189  

However, Loucheur’s invitation only reached Keynes in December 1925, whereas 

Loucheur meanwhile had been appointed Minister of Finance on 28 November. While 

refusing Loucheur’s offer given time constraints, Keynes did not miss the opportunity to 

pitch his ideas to Loucheur:  

 

[…] You have taken on a job of fascinating interest in going to the Ministry of 

Finance at this juncture. I congratulate you on embarking on so interesting and 

dangerous a life! I do not, for my part, believe that your problem would be at all 
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insoluble – apart from the psychology of the French public. The solution ought to 

come about through internal prices rising, with consequent relief to the budget, 

without any considerable further fall of the franc, thus avoiding any further shock to 

confidence. I believe the right policy would aim at raising the internal prices whilst 

maintaining the exchange value of the franc. But I foresee that the political 

difficulties of la vie chère may make such a course hard to follow. […]’1190 

 

No reply exists from Loucheur, which is understandable. Being a minister of finance 

was indeed a dangerous life, as Loucheur was ousted from the government a mere two weeks 

after Keynes sent his reply. Nevertheless, Keynes’s advice is still worth scrutinising. As 

analysed in this chapter’s next section, he correctly assumed that a gap existed between the 

franc’s exchange rate depreciation and its internal purchasing power, which meant that 

internal prices lagged in comparison to the franc’s value in the exchange market. 

Theoretically, and unless greatly revalued, once the franc was stabilised, internal prices 

would rise until the franc’s internal depreciation matched its decreased external purchasing 

power. Thus, Keynes stated the obvious fact that the government could simply take 

advantage of the franc’s internal depreciation to diminish public debt, thus helping to balance 

the budget without need for further tax increases. The key to prevent this euthanasia of the 

rentiers from spiralling out of control consisted of halting inflationary fears by using the 

BDF’s gold to stabilise the franc, and prevent its exchange rate from depreciating.  

 

7.5. Second round: Keynes’s letters to the French Minister of Finance, ‘whoever he 

might be’ (1926) 

 

As Keynes himself recognised, the main problem preventing his suggested policies 

from being applied owed both to political interests, and to fears among the public of an 

uncontrolled inflation. Nonetheless, he came back to the charge in a series of open letters 

published in January and July 1926, right at the height of the French financial crisis. Between 

September 1925 and January 1926, the level of wholesale prices rose from 567 to 647 

(1914=100), only to hit a ceiling in July 1926 by reaching 854 – in that same month, Poincaré 

returned to power.1191 Naturally, this inflationary context greatly conditioned reactions to 

Keynes’s proposals, which generated a level of vitriol within French opinion comparable 
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only to that caused by the Consequences in 1920. While Keynes’s normal modus operandi 

when publishing his journalistic articles consisted of negotiating directly with newspapers or 

selling the rights to a specialised press agency, in regards to France, he had so far mostly 

relied on Paul Franck. Thus, in 1925, one article by Keynes on inter-allied debts was 

published at L’Ère nouvelle;1192 and then Franck also arranged for a series of articles on the 

USSR’s economic situation to be published by L’Opinion républicaine in November 

1925.1193 

And yet, starting from January 1926 onwards, Keynes’s articles were published 

without the brokering of Paul Franck. Perhaps owing to Franck’s busy personal life, or 

because Keynes sought to secure more money for his articles, he began relying on the offices 

of the literary agent Roy Hopkins, who was usually responsible for arranging the publication 

of his articles in Germany.1194 As a result, an article by Keynes on the Dawes Plan actually 

appeared in Le Petit Journal in February 1926: an odd match explained by that daily’s offer 

to pay £4 for the article (the usual fee being £1).1195 At the same time, the financial daily 

L’Information financière opened its columns to Keynes. It was one of the most respected 

financial newspapers of the time, together with the Agence économique et financière, La 

Journée industrielle and Le Capital. As referred to in previous chapters, it often published 

stern criticisms of Keynes’s views on reparations. Although from 1925 onwards, it was 

among the advocates of the franc’s stabilisation at a devalued parity.1196 Among the 

newspaper’s contributors was the economist Bertrand Nogaro; and L’Information was 

controlled by the Lazard Frères bank, the employees of Raymond Philippe, who had been 

crucial in prompting the BDF to intervene in the exchange market both in 1924 and 1925 to 

defeat speculative attacks on the franc.1197  

                                                 
1192 See JMK, ‘La Bataille des idées – Les dettes interalliées’, L’Ère nouvelle, 11 January 1925, 1. 
1193 ‘Elle [L’Opinion républicaine] s’est assuré l’exclusivité en France de la publication de ces documents qui 

paraissaient en même temps dans le grand journal britannique The Nation’. See ‘La Russie des Soviets’, 

L’Opinion républicaine, 31 October 1925, 19–21; and JMK, ‘La Russie des Soviets’, L’Opinion républicaine: 

published in two articles in 7 November 1925, 4–5; and in 14 November 1925, 6–8. 
1194 Given that there is no correspondence between Keynes and Franck for the period of 1925–6 from the 

former’s papers, it is impossible to ascertain why he decided to rely on Hopkins.  
1195 Roy Hopkins to JMK, 13 January 1926, JMK/L/26/21–2; JMK to Roy Hopkins, 24 January 1926, 

JMK/L/26/28; Roy Hopkins to JMK, 25 January 1926, JMK/L/26/29; and Roy Hopkins to JMK, 28 October 

1926, JMK/L/26/268. See JMK, ‘Le Problème allemande de 1926. Un jugement pessimiste sur l’avenir du plan 

Dawes’, Le Petit Journal, 5 February 1926, 1 and 3. 
1196 Léon Chavenon, ‘La Hausse des prix’, L’Information financière (Édition politique), 10 January 1926, 1. 
1197 Pierre Albert, Histoire générale, 586; Bertrand Blancheton, Le Pape, 214–6; Raymond Philippe had taken 

sides with the Treasury against the BDF at the time. See Raymond Philippe, Le Drame financier, 1924–1928 

(Paris: Librairie Gallimard/NRF, 1931), 60. 



 

245 

 

Boris had published in November 1925 Keynes’s personal letter on the franc’s 

stabilisation, and probably thanks to that, in the following month, Keynes received an offer to 

write an article on the same topic for L’Information financière (through the daily’s London 

representative, Robert Lièvre): 

  

This paper, which always reserved a prominent place to your ideas, would be 

exceedingly pleased to publish an article by you on the present financial crisis in 

France. This crisis has now reached an acute stage and we feel certain that the 

suggestions you could make would not be without influence on French public 

opinion.1198 

 

Initially, Keynes refused Lièvre’s offer, but soon changed his mind. On 8 January 

1926, L’Information published on its front page an open letter addressed by Keynes to the 

French Minister of Finance, ‘whoever he is or may be’ – a sarcastic remark on the fact that by 

the time the article was published, and since the Cartel des gauches had assumed power in 

April 1924, there had been six different ministers of finance. Keynes’s open letter simply 

updated his preface for the Tract and carried on the same arguments of his letter to Boris. 

Hence, Keynes started by asserting that French ministers of finance, in their efforts to balance 

the budget, had wasted time tinkering with impracticable fiscal projects. The solution to the 

French financial problem resided in reducing public debt, and politicians had to choose 

between increasing ‘the burdens on the taxpayer’ or to ‘diminish the claims of the rentiers’. 

Keynes believed the first option was impracticable, as taxation had reached a saturation point 

– further increases would ‘absorb nearly a quarter of the national income of France’.1199 

Instead, he once again argued that the Treasury should improve tax collection.Thus, 

the only solution left was to reduce the rentiers’ claims. The capital tax was Keynes’s 

preferred method, but he rightly believed ‘political and administrative difficulties’ precluded 

it from being used. Secondly, there was the possibility of reducing the rate of interest on 

public debt (the bons du Trésor and National Defence bonds) – in short, consolidation, the 

solution favoured by Charles Gide and Paul Franck in 1925. Such a course implied that a part 

of the state’s debt would be left unpaid, amounting to repudiation. Keynes dismissed it as 
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constituting ‘a departure from financial virtue so extreme and so dangerous as not to be 

undertaken but in the last emergency’.1200  

Given all these political and psychological constraints, Keynes retrieved his own 

argument that France’s ‘one exit only’ was simply to allow internal prices to rise, and to 

apply an inflation tax on the rentiers’ claims.1201 Because after stabilisation internal prices 

would rise to match the franc’s external purchasing power anyways, Keynes simply 

counselled French leaders to take advantage of the inevitable. Keynes was aware of ‘the 

universal unpopularity of la vie chère’, and proposed that the government arrange for ‘wage 

earners and officials’ to have their incomes indexed at the inflation rate, thus leaving the 

rentiers to bear the losses caused by monetary depreciation.1202 As already mentioned, 

Keynes’s argumentation revolved around the existence of a gap between internal prices and 

the franc’s external purchasing power. Keynes acknowledged that the effects of depreciation 

had been felt on imported products, but not foodstuffs. However, he forgot that these and 

other essential items were produced internally, thus contributing to the fact that structurally, 

French internal prices were lower than they should be, if the PPP theory was taken for 

granted. Naturally, this fact did not dent Keynes’s claim that inflation could be used to 

diminish internal debt, but it underestimated its dangers.  

Whereas manipulating inflation to reduce the claims of the rentiers was the solution to 

French financial woes, stabilising the franc was the mechanism behind it. There was no need 

for printing more money, Keynes’s argued, or for allowing the franc’s exchange rate to 

depreciate even more. Therefore, he concluded, the French Minister of Finance should simply 

decree stabilisation near the franc’s then-current level and trust time: Keynes defended a 

value from 25 to 30 francs to the dollar (the chosen rate in 1928 was actually 25.5). France 

would have to employ its gold reserves to keep the franc’s exchange rate steady, but if this 

was accomplished with ‘an iron resolve’, confidence in the franc’s future would soon be re-

established. For two years, the BDF had to assure that it would ‘furnish dollar exchange 

against francs in unlimited amounts’ and be prepared ‘if necessary, to use its gold for the 

purpose’.1203 Eventually, time would bring the internal price level up to ‘equilibrium with the 

exchange’, and the budget would be balanced if the Treasury’s tax machine was 

                                                 
1200 JMK, ‘An Open Letter to the French Minister of Finance (Whoever He is or May Be)’ (16 January 1926), in 

JMK, Essays, 77. 
1201 JMK, ‘An Open Letter’, 78–9. 
1202 JMK, ‘An Open Letter’, 81. 
1203 JMK, ‘An Open Letter’, 80. 
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correspondingly improved.1204 Keynes recalled that export industries would be against 

stabilisation; but correctly, he naturally remarked that the franc could not be allowed to 

depreciate endlessly.1205  

Reactions to Keynes’s open letter were plentiful and mostly scathing, due to the 

financial context of the time, though they were also demonstrative of how monetary debates 

had evolved since 1922. Almost no one dared to defend an appreciation of the franc back to 

its prewar parity; and disagreements to Keynes’s proposals tended to stick mostly to technical 

reasons. The novelty was that Keynes received plenty of flak from the Left, as his suggested 

euthanasia of the rentiers was considered to attack its lower middle class electorate. Besides, 

conservative commentator’s often used Keynes’s advice with the clear intent of undermining 

the Cartel majority, by arguing that stabilisation could not be achieved until all political 

factors of instability had been eliminated. That is, until the menaces of a capital tax and 

increases in direct taxes disappeared, something that could only happen with a change in 

political leadership. Finally, another line of argument shared by critics from both Left and 

Right claimed Keynes’s proposals aimed only at Britain’s benefit.  

Regarding the Left, it is telling that Paul Franck did not comment on Keynes’s article. 

The Cambridge economist dismissed any fiscal projects involving sinking funds and tax 

increases, and deemed the capital tax to be inapplicable; and these were the exact kind of 

proposals comprising the fiscal project drafted by the Republican Socialist parliamentary 

group with Franck’s help.1206 His silence was best explained by Keynes’s overt willingness to 

attack the rentiers’ interests, which sharply contrasted with Franck’s cautious tone in his 

Finances de France and subsequent newspaper articles. Among the non-Socialist and non-

Communist French Left, there was an assumption that in postwar France the rentier (as a 

social type) had ceased to be the ‘richard oisif’ of pre-1914. The war had changed ‘la valeur 

des mots comme des situations sociales’, and given the massive subscription of public debt, 

the rentiers also comprised now the ‘paysan, employeur, fonctionnaire, ouvrier parfois’. In 

short, among the rentiers was also a great part of the Radicals and the Republican Socialist’s 

electorate.1207 As analysed in the previous chapter, Keynes’s tripartite model of rentiers, 

entrepreneurs and working class did not take account of those intermediary social groups. 

Thus, the daily L’Ère nouvelle simply resumed Keynes’s proposals without commenting on 

                                                 
1204 JMK, ‘An Open Letter’, 80. 
1205 JMK, ‘An Open Letter’, 81. 
1206 See ‘Les Projets financières. Le projet d’équilibre budgétaire du Cartel’, L’Ère nouvelle, 14 January 1926, 3. 
1207 Albert Dauzet, ‘Le Retour au franc-or et la petite épargne’, Le Quotidien, 29 June 1925, 1. 
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them.1208 And at the main Radical Socialist newspaper, L’Œuvre, Jean de Pierrefeu, then 

renowned for his novels denouncing the incompetency of French military command during 

the Great War, summed up the general feeling of Left republican opinion about Keynes’s 

open letter: 

 

L’appel à la vie chère, six ou huit fois plus chère, qu’il a préconisé comme moyen de 

salut; cette paradoxale affirmation, ou qui a paru telle, d’utiliser l’or de la Banque de 

France à fournir du change dollars contre des francs pour des montants illimités, à un 

taux oscillant entre 25 et 30 francs, ces moyens de fortune, si je puis dire, ont causé 

chez tous ceux que j’ai rencontrés un prodigieux ahurissement. […] 

Alors? Alors sa science financière serait-elle quelque chose d’incompatible avec la 

raison française ? Est-ce que, par hasard, cette raison, dans le monde moderne ou 

règne la loi du trafic et de l’échange, serait un instrument inutilisable ? Je commence 

à me le demander sérieusement.1209 

 

Pierrefeu’s reaction illustrates the wide gulf between the ignorance of monetary 

mechanisms by mainstream political opinion and that of specialised experts like Keynes (or 

Rist and Gide). This ignorance was well perceived by Gaston Jèze, who, writing for the main 

Radical Socialist daily outside Paris – the Dêpeche de Toulouse – actually endorsed Keynes’s 

advice to stabilise the franc by employing the BDF’s gold reserves. At the same time, Jèze 

also reiterated that sacrificing the rentiers was as iniquitous as the state repudiating its debts; 

the latter should rather implement a capital levy.1210 Neatly, the Communist daily L’Humanité 

summed up Keynes’s policies as ‘un truc pour ruiner le rentier’, and ‘une politique qui vise à 

affamer les petits épargnants’. Still, the Communists approved the idea of indexing incomes 

to the rate of inflation, given that the CGT had defended a similar proposition in parliament. 

Furthermore, L’Humanité also argued that stabilising the franc straightaway would result in 

depleting the BDF’s gold reserves for Britain’s benefit.1211 L’Humanité’s anti-British rhetoric 

was shared by the conservative press, including main Parisian dailies, like Paris-Midi, and 

the provincial ones, as Ouest-Éclair.1212 The rationale went that if France stabilised the franc 

                                                 
1208 See ‘L’Opinion du voisin. Revue de presse. L’article de M. Keynes’, L’Ère nouvelle, 11 January 1926, 3. 
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1210 Gaston Jèze, ‘Idées et doctrines’, La Dépêche de Toulouse, 26 January 1926, 1. 
1211 A.D., ‘Un conseil nous vient d’outre-manche. Le Dr. Keynes trouve que les français vivent à trop bon 

marché. Cet économiste fameux se prononce d’ailleurs pour l’échelle mobile’, L’Humanité, 10 January 1926, 2. 
1212 See Z., ‘Une étrange épistole’, Paris-Midi, 9 January 1926, 3; and L. A. Pagés, ‘La crise financière et les 

vues de M. Keynes’, Ouest-Éclair, 10 January 1926, 1–2. 



 

249 

 

before its budget was balanced, confidence among the franc’s holders would continue to 

wane, and the BDF’s efforts to keep the franc’s exchange rate steady would be useless. Thus, 

Keynes’s open letter was explained by the fact that after returning to the gold standard, 

Britain sought to absorb French gold reserves. The inherent conclusion of most conservative 

press was that stabilisation should only be enacted after the budget was balanced.1213  

Essentially, Keynes’s open letter was caught in a political confrontation between the 

Left and the Right regarding the fiscal effort necessary to defray the public debt and balance 

the budget. Whereas Keynes recommended the use of inflation to diminish the rentiers’ 

claims, the Left called instead for a capital tax. The Right, on the other hand, believed one of 

the main reasons preventing stabilisation from being achieved consisted of the instability 

caused by the Left’s (mainly Socialist) projects for a capital tax. Thus, not only did the 

Right’s comments on Keynes’s open letter hinted at the necessity of ousting the Cartel from 

power, but its fiscal propositions eschewed increases on direct taxes, preferring instead to 

raise indirect taxation.1214 Such a standpoint was defended by the influential Le Temps, which 

besides accusing Keynes of homicidal instincts towards the rentiers, even argued the franc 

should be revalued before it was stabilised.1215  

In any case, accusations directed at Keynes of being an advocate of la vie chère were 

missing the point: the internal price level would rise anyhow to match the depreciation of the 

franc’s exchange rate once stabilisation was decreed. And such inflationary bias would suit 

French financial needs by helping to reduce the floating debt, as recognised by the French 

Treasury since 1922.1216 Indeed, reactions to Keynes’s open letter by those who were more 

knowledgeable about financial and monetary questions were more positive, regardless of 

their political affiliations. One particular case worth highlighting was Albert Despaux, a 

financial journalist of L’Information financière. An ex-Polytechnicien, Despaux was in 

charge of covering the Parisian stock market, and usually sprayed his articles with comments 

on any financial topic of his liking. In 1924, Despaux had made a highly positive reference to 

the Tract, endorsing its formulation of the quantity theory and proposal for the franc’s 

stabilisation.1217  
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1217 Albert Despaux, ‘À propos d’une décoration’, L’Information financière (Édition financière), 16 October 

1924, 2. 



 

250 

 

Despaux was a man of heterodox views, generously regarded by his peers as a sort of 

‘French Keynes’1218– generously, because despite his esteem for Keynes, he was at heart an 

inflationist, something that Keynes never was. Despaux’s treatise on monetary theory, the 

1925 Principes de dynamique monétaire, was mainly an historical apology for inflation’s 

economic benefits. More importantly, though, Despaux made use of a normativist conception 

of money, which he employed to make the case for currency management.1219 His admiration 

for Keynes was visible by the inclusion in the appendixes to his Principes, of his own review 

of the Tract; and of an excerpt from the Tract’s Chapter 4, which dealt with devaluation and 

deflation.1220 As one could expect, given his pro-inflationary views, Despaux subscribed to 

all of Keynes’s arguments. He rightly grasped that Keynes held a positive view of French 

financial prospects: France could stabilise the franc by itself without the need for any foreign 

loans (which would depend on signing an inter-allied debt agreement potentially 

unfavourable to French interests).1221 Moreover, Georges Boris wrote to Keynes expressing 

his complete agreement with Keynes’s proposals, including the use of the BDF’s gold to 

stabilise the franc. Nonetheless, given the state of French public opinion regarding inflation, 

Boris wrote that they should be toned down. Seeing that the psychology of the French public 

would make it more probable for internal debt to be diminished through further taxation 

rather than inflation, Boris argued that prices should increase only six times when compared 

to 1914 levels, instead of the nine Keynes advocated.1222  

The most comprehensive response to Keynes’s open letter came from Robert Wolff, 

the head of the foreign department of the investment bank Alfred Salomon Cahen & Cie.1223 

He was a long-standing defender of monetary stabilisation: in 1921 he authored with his 

brother-in-law, the conservative parliamentarian Maurice Bokanowski, the Note sur la 

stabilisation du franc français.1224 Wolff’s main objection to Keynes’s open letter was that 

Keynes’s proposal to diminish the burden of internal debt through inflation was unnecessary. 
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Wolff incorrectly claimed that Keynes had exaggerated the proportion of debt service to the 

budget: Keynes asserted it was about 22 billion francs, whereas Wolff gave a figure of 13 

billion. Actually, the true figure of the debt service was in between those values, at around 16 

billion.1225 Nevertheless, Wolff’s analysis arguments reinforced Keynes’s axiomatic idea that 

France’s first step was to prevent any further depreciation of the franc by stabilising it (before 

balancing the budget). What mainly distinguished Wolff’s opinion from Keynes’s was that 

the former preferred to wait until the psychological reasons underpinning monetary 

depreciation had disappeared (namely the Left’s ousting from power), and a more significant 

budget equilibrium was achieved.1226  

In two further articles written for L’Information financière, Keynes updated his 

arguments following the figures transmitted to him by Boris and Wolff. For a start, he 

interpreted Wolff’s reluctance to immediately stabilise the franc as representative of French 

people’s psychological bias to keep gold reserves ‘for ornament, not for use’. 1227 But he also 

took the opportunity to complain about the lack of reliable statistical data on French finances, 

pointing out how ‘the private letters which reach me from France [are] ten times more 

sensible and informing than the big newspapers’.1228 In any case, Keynes did not change his 

mind in those two articles, and emphasised that ‘time will come to the rescue sooner than I 

thought, and with less strain to the social system, whilst the policy of exchange stabilisation 

will be all easier and the safer to accomplish’.1229 

Meanwhile, the economist Bertrand Nogaro thought that Keynes’s amendments to his 

original open letter were redundant: he believed Keynes’s original figures on the French 

budget were more accurate than Wolff’s. Keynes certainly read Nogaro’s reply, for Lièvre 

sent it to him (describing the French economist as ‘an important man’). 1230 Nogaro had been 

elected in the April 1924 elections as a Radical Socialist parliamentarian, and, being a long-

time advocate of stabilisation, he expressed his total agreement with Keynes’s urgings to 

stabilise by employing the BDF’s gold. However, his comments on Keynes’s proposals 

reflected the dominant Left republican stance of both opposing inflation and protecting the 
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small rentiers. Although agreeing that inflation was mostly responsible for diminishing the 

internal debt and bringing the budget near to equilibrium, Nogaro believed Keynes’s scheme 

to tax the rentier was a lazy method with iniquitous consequences. Therefore, and in one 

particular comment that presaged the gulf that would open between Keynes and French 

economists from this period onwards (in regards to the gold standard), Nogaro confessed to 

being startled to see an economist alluding to practical circumstances – rather than theoretical 

consistency – to sanction policy suggestions: 

 

Je veux donc bien admettre qu’il est curieux pour un économiste de dégager la 

philosophie des événements et de constater qu’ils se sont déroulés dans l’ordre de ses 

prévisions; mais, de là à ériger un artifice temporaire en système définitive, il y a 

loin, et, pour ma part, je ne suis plus M. Keynes dans ses déductions. La France, à 

mon sens, doit désormais accomplir son dernier effort d’équilibre budgétaire, non 

par des procédés détournés, mais par une politique de fiscalité courageuse et 

franche!1231 

 

Nogaro rejected a capital tax as a means to diminish internal debt,1232 and as a result 

sided with the Right in recommending increases to indirect taxation. Finally, although 

agreeing that prices would nevertheless rise after the franc was stabilised, he believed that the 

franc’s internal depreciation would not ever be parallel to its external depreciation, as Keynes 

had argued in his original open letter. Rightly, Nogaro called attention to those structural 

factors in French economy preventing such a situation from happening, and pointed to how 

Keynes’s blunder was explicable by his reliance on the PPP theory.1233  

Until July 1926, Keynes did not make any further comments on the French situation. 

Meanwhile, though, important developments took place, as the Minister of Finance Raoul 

Péret appointed in May an expert committee in charge of studying a solution to the financial 

and monetary crisis. One of the experts was Charles Rist, who, being a defender of 

stabilisation, had reached similar conclusions as Keynes, but expressed them in a more sober 
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tone.1234 His articles were dressed in circumspect economic jargon. Meanwhile, Keynes’s 

bold style was characterised by the conservative press as the ‘petit ton impertinent’1235 with 

which Keynes wrote his own. Although not going as far as advocating for the public debt to 

be shouldered by the rentiers, Rist never hid that the internal price level would rise anyway 

after stabilisation.1236 The two men knew each other and seem to have corresponded around 

these years; but unfortunately very few traces of their correspondence remain.1237  

Published in July 1926, the expert’s report in which Rist participated urged that 

stabilisation should be enacted as soon as possible, and constituted a quasi-official 

recognition that the franc could and would not be revalued, as that would imply a ruinous 

deflation (the reasons advanced being similar to Keynes’s).1238 At the same time, the report 

rebuffed Left republican preference for increasing direct taxation, and recommended instead 

to raise indirect taxes.1239 To keep the franc’s exchange rate steady, the BDF would need 

foreign currency, and as a result, the report dutifully advised the state to settle its inter-allied 

debts with the US and Britain as soon as possible (a path of which Keynes disapproved).1240 

Noticeably, the report also berated those Frenchmen who had had ‘longtemps l’illusion que 

l’Allemagne supporterait une large portion’ of the public debt, in what was a condemnation 

of the reparations policy pursued by the various Bloc national governments.1241 The experts 

even warned that once stabilisation was enacted, internal prices would rise and burst the 

bubble benefitting French exports.1242  

The experts’ report was upheld by Joseph Caillaux, who in June had replaced Péret as 

Minister of Finance. One of Caillaux’s first acts was to oust both the BDF’s governor, 

Georges Robineau, and his deputy, Albert Aupetit: both defended the appreciation of the 
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franc to prewar parity. Caillaux replaced them with Émile Moreau (previously the governor 

of the Banque d’Algérie), and Charles Rist: both were part of the experts group. There was 

now an institutional agreement between the Treasury and the BDF for stabilising and 

devaluing the franc.1243 France’s war debts, often evoked as an argument for delaying 

stabilisation, were also finally settled. In April 1925, an agreement was reached with the US 

(entitled Mellon-Bérenger), and on 12 July 1926, Caillaux reached a settlement with Winston 

Churchill, then Britain’s premier: it was particularly advantageous to France, cutting 60% of 

its debt. If ratified, both settlements would unlock the foreign credits that would assure the 

convertibility of the franc in the exchange markets – enabling the BDF’s gold to be left 

untouched.  

On 16 July, Caillaux asked the parliament for temporary decree powers to ratify the 

war debt settlements and proceed with stabilisation, following the guidelines drawn by the 

experts report.1244 The subsequent fall of Caillaux confirmed once more that at the root of the 

French financial and monetary crisis were political conflicts. Within the Left, the Socialists 

wanted to apply a capital tax, whereas Caillaux was against it and vouched instead for raising 

indirect taxation. Simultaneously, Herriot supported a capital tax with the simple objective of 

undermining Caillaux in a bid to remain in control of the Radical Party. From the Right, there 

was considerable antagonism to Caillaux, who was still regarded as a traitor. And finally, the 

Mellon-Bérenger agreement with the US generated an outcry because the defrayal of French 

debts was not tied to the receipt of German reparations.1245  

The day after Caillaux asked the parliament for decree powers, Keynes published 

another article at L’Information, which analysed the experts’ report and Caillaux’s 

stabilisation plan. To Keynes, both were proof that ‘there have been three truths which it has 

been found unpatriotic hitherto to admit within France – leaving to foreign critics an artificial 

monopoly of wisdom’. The first two truths were that devaluation was unavoidable, and that 

stabilisation had to be enacted before, rather than at the latter end of any financial reform. 

Keynes’s article was prompted by the fact that the third truth – that gold was the best means 

to back up the franc’s stabilisation – remained ‘officially disreputable’. He praised the 

experts’ report for stressing the importance of reducing the floating debt, but also believed it 

was ‘unduly austere’ in advocating further tax increases. Incidentally, Keynes also reminded 

readers that as he had predicted in his January open letter, the internal price level had 

                                                 
1243 Bertrand Blancheton, Le Pape, 364–71; and Kenneth Mouré, The Gold Standard Illusion, 98. 
1244 See Kenneth Mouré, The Gold Standard Illusion, 99; and H. Clark Johnson, Gold, 123–4. 
1245 H. Clark Johnson, Gold, 124. 
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continued to rise: ‘to critics of my supposed advocacy of la vie chére, I replied that I was 

offering not advice but prophecy, and that there was nothing wrong in taking advantage of the 

inevitable’.1246  

Starting from the assumption that the BDF’s gold holdings were more than sufficient 

for covering the money supply, Keynes refuted the argument advanced by opponents of 

stabilisation, which posited that if the franc was stabilised, floating debt holders would ask to 

be repaid and exchange their money for foreign currency. Rightly, Keynes argued that the 

opposite would actually happen: once confidence in the franc’s stability was re-established, 

rentiers would renew their bonds and capital evasion would be halted. The main issue 

consisted of reducing the floating debt so as to boost confidence in the franc’s prospects, and 

Keynes proceeded to analyse the methods proposed in parliament to contend with it. Firstly, 

he dismissed Tardieu’s proposal for forced debt consolidation (Tardieu was against 

Caillaux’s foreign loan), and Blum’s appeal for a capital tax. In a concession to the smaller 

rentiers, Keynes argued that debt consolidation would hit them the most, while missing the 

richer rentiers, who had already placed their savings abroad. Moreover, it would take ‘months 

and even years’ before a capital tax produced any results.1247  

The optimal solution was simply to use the BDF’s gold as a masse de manoeuvre. 

Given the hostility towards this option, Keynes endorsed both Caillaux and the experts plan 

as constituting the ‘the next best alternative’. Once more, he objected to settling inter-allied 

debts at a moment of distress, as better terms could probably be obtained in the future. 

Although he also concluded that such inter-allied debts settlements would ultimately be 

France’s paycheck for Clemenceau, Tardieu and Klotz’s reparation policy: ‘France, like the 

rest of us [an oblique reference to Britain’s return to gold in 1925], must expect to pay some 

price for rearing up a race of politicians who have neither aptitude nor inclination to 

understand the economic facts of the modern world’.1248 

There were no reactions from the press to Keynes’s article.1249 But it was nonetheless 

a great success, as in his last day as Minister of Finance, Caillaux ‘read [it] entirely’ in 

parliament.1250 In the discussions, the conservative deputy Louis Marin used Keynes’s article 

to bizarrely claim that Caillaux was asking for discretionary powers only to get a hold on the 

                                                 
1246 JMK, ‘The Franc Once More’ (17 July 1926), in JMK, Activities 1922–1929, 567. 
1247 JMK, ‘The Franc Once More’, 564–5. 
1248 JMK, ‘The Franc Once More’, 566. 
1249 One exception being a positive nod from André Géraud (Pertinax), ‘L’Opinion des économistes anglo-

saxons sur notre crise financière’, L’Écho de Paris, 18 July 1926, 1. 
1250 Henry Pearce (writing on behalf of Lièvre) to JMK, 27 July 1926, JMK/L/26/259–60. 
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BDF’s gold. Given that Caillaux favoured a foreign loan precisely to avoid touching the 

bank’s gold reserves, he recurred to Keynes’s article to defend himself from Marin’s 

accusation.1251 And to refute the case in favour of a capital tax made by the Socialist deputy 

Pierre Renaudel, Caillaux once more relied on Keynes’s article:  

 

Dans un article sensationnel, […] M. Keynes, sur lequel chacun peut avoir une 

opinion, mais à qui personne ne peut contester la qualité d’économiste de valeur, ni 

celle d’homme doué de quelque esprit de prévision, M. Keynes écrit que tout en 

n’écartant pas par doctrine, le prélèvement sur le capital, il estimait que cela n’avait 

rien à faire dans la question et que le seul moyen pour la France d’échapper aux 

difficultés de l’heure était de se rallier au programme qu’il appelle tantôt le plan des 

experts, tantôt le programme de M. Caillaux.1252 

 

Caillaux was using Keynes’s article to defend his stabilisation project against almost 

the entire parliament. The week before, he had by his own admission picked on Keynes’s 

definitions of devaluation and deflation in a parliamentary intervention;1253 he was also seen 

carrying the French edition of the Tract with him.1254 And yet, as the Radicals and the Right 

rallied against Caillaux’s plan, the government was brought down and on 22 July, Poincaré 

constituted a new cabinet of ‘union nationale’. Immediately, the confidence Poincaré’s 

prestige inspired, coupled with the rise of the BDF’s interest rates, contributed to halt the 

franc’s depreciation.1255 Poincaré started by following the experts report. Even though 

indirect taxes were raised, contrary to the report’s recommendations, Poincaré actually sought 

to revalue the franc up to 100 frs/£. The promise of a possible appreciation attracted foreign 

capital to France, which meant the BDF greatly increased its holdings of foreign currency and 

gold, permitting it to stabilise the franc without need for foreign loans.1256 Poincaré not only 

endeavoured to delay stabilisation in order to revalue the franc, but also because his 

government depended on parliamentary support from the Radicals. Once stabilisation was 

achieved, the reasons underlying this support – fears of monetary instability and capital 

evasion – would vanish.1257 

                                                 
1251 Journal officiel de la République française, 17 July 1926, 2970; and ‘Discours de M. Caillaux’, Le Temps, 

19 July 1926, 4. 
1252 Journal officiel de la République française, 17 July 1926, 2978; and ‘Discours de M. Caillaux’, 4. 
1253 Journal officiel de la République française, 7 July 1926, 2781. 
1254 ‘À propos d’un lapsus’, L’Économiste parlementaire, 27 July 1926, 3. 
1255 Bertrand Blancheton, Le Pape, 386–7; and H. Clark Johnson, Gold, 125. 
1256 Kenneth Mouré, The Gold Standard, 114. 
1257 Kenneth Mouré, The Gold Standard, 101–6 and 113. 
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From December 1927 until July 1928, the franc was stabilised de facto, that is, the 

BDF intervened in the exchange market to unofficially guarantee the stability of the franc’s 

exchange rate. As the ongoing influx of foreign capital posed an inflationist danger, intense 

pressure from the bank’s governor, Émile Moreau, forced Poincaré to finally stabilise the 

franc de jure. The act was officialised through a law approved in parliament on 25 July 1928, 

which established the franc’s parity as 124.21 fr/£ (or 25.5 fr/$). Hence the Franc Poincaré of 

1928 corresponded to a loss of 80% to the prewar Franc Germinal’s value.1258 As in Keynes’s 

prediction, France was able to stabilise the franc without having to contract any foreign loans. 

More importantly, the 1928 stabilisation marked France’s return to the gold standard. If the 

monetary dogma in the early 1920s consisted of a return to gold, in the 1930s, it would stand 

for opposing the devaluation of the Franc Poincaré and preserving its peg to gold – a path that 

in the wake of the 1930s slump entailed the enactment of deflationist policies. Keynes, as I 

will analyse in Chapter 8, recognised upfront how the franc’s stabilisation law, by stipulating 

a 35% gold cover ratio of notes in circulation and bank deposits, laid the seeds for a future 

international monetary contraction and resulting ‘deflationary pressure’.1259  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
1258 Bertrand Blancheton, Le Pape, 406–412; and Kenneth Mouré, The Gold Standard, 138–44. 
1259 JMK, ‘The French Stabilisation Law’ (September 1928), in JMK, Activities 1922–1929, 760. 
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Part III – The Mountain (somewhat) listens to the Prophet: from France’s return 

to gold to the birth of Keynesianism (1926–50s)  

 

Fillmore is full of ideas about gold. The ‘mythos’ of gold, he calls it. 

I like ‘mythos’ and I like the idea of gold, but I am not obsessed by the subject 

and I don't see why we should make flowerpots, even of gold. He tells me 

that the French are hoarding their gold away in water-tight compartments  

deep below the surface of the earth; he tells me that there is a little 

locomotive which runs around in these subterranean vaults and corridors. I like 

the idea enormously. A profound, uninterrupted silence in which the gold 

softly snoozes at a temperature of 17 1/4 degrees Centigrade.  

 

Henry Miller (1934)1260 

 

A fiery mix of politics and fiscal hardships conditioned how Keynes’s reparations and 

monetary proposals were received in France during the early 1920s. From 1926–8 onwards, 

though, it was mainly the orthodoxy of the gold standard and its anti-inflationist bias that 

determined French reactions to Keynes’s theoretical works and policy proposals. Their 

diffusion was made even harder by Paul Franck’s tragic death. Chapter 8 will thus study the 

reception of Keynes’s Cassandra warnings on the contractionary effects of the gold standard, 

and the debates on his 1929 articles on the reparations transfer question, which reflected the 

different epistemological outlooks of Keynes and French economists on the nature of 

capitalist economies. There was a clear divergence between how Keynes and French 

economists assessed the role of French monetary policy in causing and aggravating the 1930s 

slump. Likewise, the policies Keynes advanced as counter-cyclical measures read like any 

French economist’s version of a Faustian bargain: devaluation, public works, tariffs and an 

international redistribution of gold reserves. At the same time, the type of monetary 

management advocated by Keynes clashed with the French Left’s preference for centralised 

planning as the main remedy against the depression. Owing to this dual misalignment, and as 

analysed in Chapter 9, Keynes’s works of 1930 to 1935 – the 1930 Treatise on Money, the 

1931 Essays in Persuasion and the 1933 Means to Prosperity – were rejected by the majority 

of French opinion. The intellectual gap was so wide that it prompted Keynes to refuse to 

collaborate in the making of the Popular Front’s electoral programme.  

                                                 
1260 Henry Miller, The Tropic of Cancer (New York: Grove Press, 1961), 242–3. Originally published in 1934. 
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Chapters 10 to 12 tell the tale of Keynes’s unlikely transformation from an ugly 

duckling to a half-loved swan. Three correlated events halted Keynes’s walk in the 

wilderness, and all took place in 1936: the publishing of the General Theory, the formation of 

Léon Blum’s Popular Front government, and the ensuing devaluation of the franc, which 

broke the dogma of currency management in France. Chapter 10, by covering the years 

1936–42, examines why and how the inspector of finance Jean Rioust de Largentaye 

translated the General Theory; how Georges Boris and Pierre Mendès France prepared for 

Blum’s government a rearmament plan partly inspired in Keynes’s book; and how a group of 

young economists with direct knowledge of British economic analysis begun the work of 

diffusing the General Theory.  

Ultimately, France paid a high price for its belatedness in devaluing the franc, as 

French economic growth alarmingly decreased in the late 1930s, creating social and political 

rifts that prevented the full modernisation of France’s armed forces, with direct consequences 

for its inability to successfully counter the German invasion of May1940.1261 The years of 

1939–46 are covered in Chapter 11, which is structured in a three-pronged narrative. It 

examines how, owing to the prevalent postwar difficulty of controlling the public’s demand 

within a context of material penury, the contemporary usefulness of Keynes’s theory in 

Britain and France resided in its ability to limit and control, rather than boost aggregate 

demand. Secondly, it analyses the efforts of the economist François Perroux in diffusing the 

General Theory; and finally, it covers the reception of Keynes’s plan for postwar 

international monetary relations. Finally, Chapter 12 evaluates the legacy left by Keynes in 

France: from the appreciation of his public persona – and the uneasy balance between the 

reparations polemicist, the economic theorist and the father of Bretton Woods – to the uses 

made of his economic theory. In particular, it examines whether the triumph of Keynesianism 

in France was as widespread as concluded by extant historiography.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
1261 See at this respect, Robert Frank, La Hantise, 35. 
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Chapter 8 – Bridging the two decades: Britain and France’s return to the gold 

standard and the reparations transfer problem (1926–32) 

 

Puisse la ‘stabilisation’ durer plus longtemps que l’occupation de la Ruhr! 

 

L’Action française (1928)1262 

 

Mais n’y-a-t-il pas cependant, dans la thèse de M. Keynes,  

tendance à oublier le dynamisme de la vie économique, à figer, 

à immobiliser la puissance d’exportation d’un pays, à sous-évaluer 

l’élasticité des exportations allemandes? 

 

Albert Aftalion (1930)1263 

 

8.1. Introduction  

 

From 1926 onwards, the dynamics through which Keynes’s writings were diffused in 

France significantly changed. Paul Franck passed away, and besides a reliable translator, 

Keynes lost a direct connection to the French political and journalistic worlds. The void left 

by Franck’s premature death was never filled, and the translation and publishing of Keynes’s 

subsequent books was always convoluted. His own intellectual interests also pushed him 

away from France. Britain was embroiled in a major economic and unemployment crisis 

following its return to gold in 1925, and Keynes became gradually more involved in the 

making of the economic proposals of the British Liberal party, led at the time by David Lloyd 

George, his former ‘bête noire’. Reparations, which had made his name as an economist and 

publicist in France, ceased to be one of his main objects of attention. The 1924 Dawes Plan 

created a legal and financial platform by which American capital inflows allowed for 

Germany to fully meet its reparations obligations. For a while, political controversies on 

reparations temporarily subsided. Meanwhile, and in contrast to Britain, France started 

reaping the rewards of the franc’s stabilisation at an undervalued parity, and entered into a 

period of economic growth only halted by the 1930s slump. 

                                                 
1262 Header of L’Action française, 1 July 1928, 1. 
1263 Albert Aftalion, ‘L’Élasticité des exports allemands et les transferts’, L’Information financière, 4 February 

1930, 1. 
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What this chapter seeks to assert is how Keynes’s intellectual isolation in regards to 

French economists of the early 1930s was already anticipated by reactions to his views on 

Britain and France’s return to the gold standard between 1925 and 1928. At stake was the 

conception of gold as an automatic regulator of economic life, and the inherent 

presupposition that economic equilibrium could easily be achieved through price 

adjustments. Whereas Keynes emphasised the impact of the pound’s overvaluation in 

increasing Britain’s unemployment levels, influential French economists posited that 

unemployment allowances – which Keynes regarded as an inescapable rigidity – were 

preventing downwards wage adjustments from taking place. Likewise, when in 1928–9 the 

Reparation Commission sought to supersede the Dawes Plan and force Germany to pay 

reparations out of its own effort (resulting in the 1929 Young Plan), the debate between 

Keynes and French economists regarded precisely the capability of an economy to adapt to 

exogenous shocks through price adjustments. Unlike them, Keynes believed that 

contemporary economies possessed several layers of rigidity (from asymmetrical wealth 

accumulation to labour’s wages), which were incompatible with the high interest rates and 

deflationary policy entailed by the gold standard. As analysed in Chapter 9, it was these 

epistemological differences that made the reception of the 1930 Treatise on Money and the 

1933 Means of Prosperity such a thorny affair, rather than any opposition per se to Keynes’s 

schemes for public works.1264  

Therefore, this chapter begins by inquiring about the consequences of Franck’s tragic 

demise for the diffusion of Keynes’s writings in France; and then moves on to analysing the 

reactions to Keynes’s views on the return of Britain and France to the gold standard, and its 

impact on the British economy. Ultimately, the core issue opposing Keynes to French 

economists was the capability of modern economies to smoothly adjust to balance of 

payments disequilibrium. During the making of the 1929 Young Plan, this debate was 

transposed to reparations, and this chapter examines the debate that opposed Keynes to 

Jacques Rueff and Albert Aftalion regarding Germany’s ability to transfer reparations. The 

debate on British unemployment and the transfer question were the first occasions in which 

French economists en masse raised a significant theoretical challenge to Keynes’s 

standpoints. Although this chapter mainly covers the years 1926–9, for the sake of readability 

                                                 
1264 The axiomatic importance of the gold standard in structuring the reception of Keynes’s economic theory and 

policies in the 1930s has been neglected by those historians who have sought to explain the latter’s belated 

reception. See in particular: Bruce Arena and Christian Schmidt, ‘Keynes before and after the General Theory’, 

73–98; Alan Alcouffe, ‘Keynes and the French Guardians of Say’s Law’, 53–72; and Pierre Rosanvallon, 

‘Histoire’, 23–5; and Olivier Dard, ‘Économie et économistes’, 173–95. 
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I take account as well of Keynes’s final pronouncements on the reparations question, which 

was finally settled at the Lausanne Conference of 1932.  

 

8.2. The demise of Paul Franck and its consequences for the diffusion of Keynes’s 

ideas in France. The publishing of the 1928 Réflexions sur le franc (1926–8) 

  

Fresh from his first governmental experience as a member of Lucien Lamoureux’s 

cabinet, Paul Franck headed for a summer vacation with his family to the Savoie, in southeast 

France. Thanks to his wife’s family, Franck had networks in that region, and he aimed at 

building an electoral support base to eventually launch his political career. Once arrived, 

Franck kept in touch with another nearby vacationer and friend, César Chabrun, with whom 

he discussed the BDF’s monetary policy. Franck’s immediate prospects were promising. 

After the vacation was over, he would be teaching at the École des hautes études sociales in 

Paris, starting in September 1926.1265 To general dismay, though, on the fifth day of that 

same month, Franck died, aged 26. The exact circumstances surrounding Franck’s demise 

remain shrouded in mystery. Chabrun alludes to ‘un accident stupide’, after which Franck 

refused to receive proper treatments or even get X-rayed.1266  

In a more detailed account, Franck’s close friend Jacques Kayser mentions that a car 

accident had left Franck with serious head injuries, which were erroneously deemed 

nonserious. According to Kayser, Franck had in fact suffered an undiagnosed traumatic brain 

injury. Left in a deteriorated mental state, he then committed an ‘acte irraisonné’ – a 

euphemism for suicide.1267 And yet, a descendant of Franck’s brother has advanced a sinister 

motive to explain such a tragic death. Allegedly, Franck was in fact the victim of a 

blackmailing attempt by former friends of his, who menaced to publicly disclose his sexual 

orientation. He preferred to pay with his own life, rather than submit to such coercions. Given 

that official documentation on Franck’s death offers little information, it is impossible to 

judge the veracity of such conjecture.1268 

In 1929, the lawyer René Maus, a personal friend of Franck, published a short book in 

his memory, which contained the testimonies of Lamoureux, Chabrun and Keynes. Brief but 

                                                 
1265 It was onto that same institution that Loucheur had invited Keynes to give a talk in 1925.  
1266 René Maus, Paul Franck, 16–7 and 50–2. 
1267 Jacques Kayser, ‘Paul Franck’, L’Ère nouvelle, 17 September 1926, 3. 
1268 Rosine Halphen, niece of Paul Franck (interview with the author), 30 November 2013; and Paul Franck’s 

‘acte de decès’ (which does not state the cause of death). See copy given to the author by the Mairie de 

Chamousset, 18 November 2014.  
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nevertheless emotionally charged, Keynes’s remembered how Franck had been ‘un charmant 

compagnon’, besides stressing his intellectual capabilities and crucial role in diffusing his 

works.1269 Indeed, most of Franck’s obituaries described that as his major life legacy.1270 The 

consequences of Franck’s demise on Keynes’s life went beyond the mere emotional aspect. 

Keynes never again found a French interlocutor so systematically willing to make available 

his time and agency on behalf of his editorial activities and policy aims. The translator of the 

General Theory, Jean Rioust de Largentaye, came close, but his personality and life 

objectives were much different from Franck’s.  

Moreover, by the late 1930s, Keynes was already on the descendent phase of his life, 

and anyways the war interrupted normal communications with France. With Franck’s death, 

Keynes lost the ability to pitch at short notice articles and books to the French market. For the 

forthcoming years, he relied on L’Information financière and L’Europe nouvelle, at first 

through the intermediary of his literary agent Roy Hopkins.1271 In regards to his books, for 

the first years after Franck’s demise, he was dependent on the networks set up by Franck. The 

one time he actively tried to find a translator – for the 1930 Treatise on Money – ended in 

failure.1272 Afterwards, he usually took advantage of the editorial opportunities offered to him 

by French admirers, rather than seeking them by himself: an example was Jean Rioust de 

Largentaye who offered himself to translate the General Theory, and out of intellectual 

curiosity.  

Thus, after Franck’s death, the next of Keynes’s books that appeared in France was 

once again published by the Éditions du Sagittaire – by then renamed Éditions Kra, after its 

founder’s – which had previously put out the Tract. Given the latter’s sales success in France, 

the literary editor of Kra, Léon Pierre-Quint, was keen to publish whatever book Keynes was 

writing at the moment. Indeed, by 1927, Keynes was already at work on the Tract’s 

successor, the Treatise on Money. But the book’s writing was fraught with constant 

                                                 
1269 René Maus, Paul Franck, 12.  
1270 See Jean Luchaire, ‘Paul Franck’, La Volonté, 14 September 1926, 4; Jacques Kayser, ‘Paul Franck’, L’Ère 

Nouvelle, 17 Septembre 1926, 3; R.L., ‘Informations Littéraires – Paul Franck’, L’Europe nouvelle, 25 

September 1926, 1344; R.L., ‘La Mort de Paul Franck’, Les Nouvelles littéraires, artistiques et scientifiques, 18 

September 1926, 2; and also P.C., ‘Paul Franck’, L’Univers israélite, 24 September 1926, 72; see also ‘Deuil’, 

Le Figaro, 18 September 1926, 2. 
1271 Hopkins ‘fought’ with L’Information’s editors to sell each of Keynes’s articles for the (then) high sum of £4. 

See Roy Hopkins to JMK, 28 October 1926, JMK/L/26/268; and JMK to Roy Hopkins, 2 November 1926, 

JMK/L/26/270. 
1272 And although it is not part of this thesis’ subject, Keynes’s attempt to publish his 1921 Treatise on 

Probability with Payot was also unsuccessful: Gustave Payot refused as the book had only sold 2,000 copies in 

Britain by 1927, and an eventual French edition would be onerous given the need to pay for a translation. See 

Gustave Payot to JMK, 7 November 1927, JMK/TP/1/2/100; JMK to Gustave Payot, 16 November 1927, 

JMK/TP/1/2/101; and Gustave Payot to JMK, 24 November 1927, JMK/TP/1/2/102. 
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redefinitions of its theoretical frameworks, and only in 1930 did Keynes submit it to his 

publishers in Britain, Macmillan.1273 Receiving no news, in January 1928, Pierre-Quint came 

back to the charge. His idea was to capitalise on Keynes’s intellectual authority, and publish a 

selection of his articles, a book capable of ‘passioner l’opinion’. At the same time, he sought 

to time the publishing of the prospective book with the incoming French legislative elections 

of April 1928.1274  

Despite some initial reluctance,1275 Keynes eventually agreed. Probably because 

Pierre-Quint shouldered all the work of finding Keynes’s articles in both the British and the 

French press, grouping them in chapters and even of naming the book. All Keynes did was to 

suggest revisions in the chapters’ titles, to send to Pierre-Quint a few articles previously 

unpublished in France, and to suggest the inclusion of a chapter dedicated solely to 

biographical portraits of economists and writers.1276 The book’s final version was structured 

in four chapters, respectively containing the articles on the French monetary crisis of 1924–6; 

reparations and inter-allied war debts; Keynes’s polemic against Britain’s return to the gold 

standard; and three pieces on Churchill, Trotsky and H.G. Wells.1277  

René Lelu was the translator chosen by the publisher to work on the unpublished 

articles. In the 1930s, he went on to translate biographies of luminaries like Charlie Chaplin 

and Henry Ford: never again did he collaborate with Keynes. Meanwhile, the outcome of the 

April 1928 elections was the formation of another government led by Poincaré. Nevertheless, 

Pierre-Quint was still intent on publishing the book as soon as possible, this time to coincide 

with the anticipated de jure stabilisation of the franc, which finally took place on 21 June 

1928, following the vote in parliament of the legal text officialising the franc’s 

devaluation.1278 Given the rush, and against his wishes,1279 for the first time Keynes did not 

revise any proofs of a work of his.1280 In July 1928, and obviously to capitalise on the franc’s 

stabilisation, the book was published with the unimaginative title of Réflexions sur le franc et 

sur quelques autres sujets (and a price tag of 12 francs). Although it lacked the usual 

boldness of his pen, Keynes’s preface was an apt reminder to his French readers of how his 

                                                 
1273 See Léon Pierre-Quint to JMK, 8 February 1927, JMK/L/27/116; and JMK to Léon Pierre-Quint, 16 

February 1927, JMK/L/27/117. 
1274 Léon Pierre-Quint to JMK, 30 January 1928, JMK/L/28/17. 
1275 JMK to Léon Pierre-Quint, 7 February 1928, JMK/L/28/18. 
1276 JMK to Léon Pierre-Quint, 14 March 1928, JMK/L/28/25–6. 
1277 JMK, Réflexions sur le franc et sur quelques autres sujets (Paris: Simon Kra, éditeur, 1928), 181–2. 
1278 Léon Pierre-Quint to JMK, 13 July 1928, JMK/L/28/69; see also Kenneth Mouré, The Gold Standard 

Illusion, 144. 
1279 JMK to Léon Pierre-Quint, 16 April 1928, JMK/L/28/34. 
1280 Léon Pierre-Quint to JMK, 13 July 1928, JMK/L/28/69. 
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predictions on the Versailles Treaty’s reparations settlement and the franc’s devaluation had 

been proven right.1281 

Even if a rather low-key affair, the publication of Réflexions sur le franc was 

indicative of the cachet Keynes’s name held by the late 1920s in the French opinion and 

editorial world, regardless of how much opposition his opinions raised. Indeed, the Réflexions 

was the only one of Keynes’s books that was never published in Britain, being exclusive to 

the French market. In 1931, Keynes recycled the main idea behind the Réflexions in the form 

of the much better-known Essays in Persuasion, which was also published in France.1282 

Although few in number, reactions to the Réflexions overall were positive, and in the 

aftermath of the franc’s stabilisation, reviewers noted how Keynes’s Cassandra pleas had all 

materialised.1283 In the Revue d’économie politique, the economist Henry Truchy noted that 

even if Keynes had advanced one hundred prophecies, to have got a few right was already, 

‘pour un économiste, une proportion exceptionnellement favorable’.1284 Finally, the Left 

republican daily Le Quotidien gave particular attention to Keynes’s political philosophy, 

which was defined as mixing psychology, morals and ‘un certain ton d’objectivité 

détachée’.1285 

Yet without Franck on the terrain to defend his interests, Keynes’s relations with Kra 

soon became strained, as the French publishing house was passing through financial 

difficulties.1286 Keynes had preferred to sell the rights of Réflexions at once and receive a 

lump sum, rather than sticking to his usual formula of securing royalties according to the 

number of copies sold.1287 But it took one year and the threat of putting ‘the matter in the 

hands of my Paris solicitors’, for Keynes to be paid the 3,500 francs (out of a total of 4,000) 

which he was owed.1288 Pierre-Quint excused himself by pointing out that Kra’s publishing 

house was going through the process of becoming a share company.1289 As a result, and 

although there was already a contract signed, plans to publish Keynes’s essay Laissez-faire 

                                                 
1281 JMK, Réflexions, 7–9. 
1282 See in this respect Chapter 9.  
1283 See, for instance, R.P., ‘Analyses et comptes-rendus’, Revue d’histoire économique et sociale, 1928, 683–4; 

Le stylo, ‘Lettres et Arts’, Les Potins de Paris, 19 August 1928, 12.  
1284 Henry Truchy, ‘Comptes-rendus critiques’, Revue d’économie politique (1929), 1162–3. 
1285 Georges Guy-Grand, ‘Le Libre du jour’, Le Quotidien, 6 August 1928, 5.  
1286 Léon Pierre-Quint to JMK, 9 April 1928, JMK/L/28/32–3. 
1287 JMK to Léon Pierre-Quint, 28 March 1928, JMK/L/28/30; and Léon Pierre-Quint to JMK, 13 July 1928, 

JMK/L/28/69. 
1288 JMK to Léon Pierre-Quint, 24 January 1929, JMK/L/28/73; and Léon Pierre-Quint to JMK, 1 March 1929, 

JMK/L/28/74. 
1289 Léon Pierre-Quint to JMK, 7 December 1928, JMK/L/28/72. 
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and Communism were discarded.1290 Keynes never again published with Kra, which together 

with Gallimard (which would publish in 1933 the Essays in Persuasion), was the single 

French publisher that in Keynes’s lifetime put out two of his books.1291 

 

8.3. Britain and France’s return to the gold standard and French opinion (1926–9)  

 

Following Britain’s return to the gold standard in April 1925, Keynes’s journalistic 

and political activities became increasingly focused on denouncing its economic 

consequences. Already the year before, he had acquired a stake in the Liberal newspaper The 

Nation, and until 1929, he helped the Liberals with a public works programme, aimed at 

reducing the unemployment created by the sterling’s overvaluation. This section will 

therefore focus on analysing the reception of Keynes’s views on Britain (and France’s) return 

to gold, and how it already foretold the general aloofness with which his works of the early 

1930s were received. Harking back to Chapter 6, while despite their diverging views on the 

merits of the quantity theory of money, French economists and financial journalists 

acknowledged the scientific interest of the Tract, the same could not be said of Keynes’s 

advocacy of currency management and his critique of gold. There was a large consensus 

within French opinion on the anti-inflationary benefits of the gold standard, which 

institutionally encompassed the BDF and the Treasury, and politically ranged from the Right 

to the Radical Socialists. Return to gold had necessarily to be matched by balanced budgets, 

in order to avoid the capital outflows that would endanger the BDF’s gold reserves – a key 

issue following the financial crisis of 1925–6.1292  

Meanwhile, in Britain, Keynes argued against the decision taken by the Chancellor of 

the Exchequer Winston Churchill to restore sterling’s prewar parity (due to the lobbying of 

the Bank of England and the Treasury). Following the Tract, Keynes reaffirmed his 

preference for internal price stability over exchange rate stability and the discipline of the 

gold standard, which depended on high interest rates injurious to domestic investment. 

Keynes’s reasoning went as follows. Sterling’s parity left it overvalued at 10%, and the 

litmus test consisted of whether export industries could reduce their production costs 

accordingly, in particular money wages. If they could not, they would produce and sell their 

                                                 
1290 JMK to Léon Pierre-Quint, 14 March 1928, JMK/L/28/25–6; and Léon-Pierre Quint to JMK, 9 April 1928, 

JMK/L/28/32–3. See the respective contract in JMK/L/28/38–9. 
1291 Kra only stopped selling the Tract and the Réflexions in 1933, due to sparse demand. See Éditions du 

Sagittaire to JMK, 30 October 1933, JMK/BP/9/18–20.  
1292 On these questions see Kenneth Mouré, Managing, 33–4. 
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products at a loss, inexorably resulting in bankruptcies and unemployment: already by 1924, 

there were one million unemployed in Britain. At the time, Keynes did not deny that 

theoretically, the best way to reduce production costs consisted in cutting wages. Yet he 

argued it was not a practical policy, particularly for coal miners, given the resistances of trade 

unions and ‘the disappearance of an effective mobility of labour and of a competitive wage 

level between industries’. There was also a matter of social fairness, and the inherent 

difficulty in enforcing a downwards cut of the incomes of all wage earners.1293 Inherently, 

Keynes was negating the practical validity of the assumption held by classical economics that 

labour mobility and wage flexibility were given facts.1294 Within Britain, Keynes’s main 

support was Reginald McKenna, his superior at the Treasury during the war, and now 

chairman of the Midland Bank, then one of Britain’s largest commercial banks. Both Keynes 

and McKenna’s case was rejected by the Treasury’s officials, who not only believed that 

internal adjustment to the sterling’s exchange rate would be relatively smooth, but also that 

Britain’s capacity to remain a major financial centre depended on a return to the gold 

standard at prewar parity.1295 

In France, Keynes was rebuffed by one Jacques Rueff, who denied that British 

unemployment was due to monetary factors. His views were eventually relayed by the Revue 

d’économie politique – a turning point, as thanks to Gide and Rist, France’s main economic 

journal had so far always been appreciative of Keynes’s views. After surviving the Great 

War’s trenches, Rueff graduated from the elite École polytechnique. Then he proceeded to 

tread the dual path of academia and civil service, becoming a professor at the Sorbonne’s 

Institute de Statistique, and working in parallel for the Treasury as an inspector of finance. 

His prestige only increased when he entered Poincaré’s cabinet as a Treasury’s chargé de 

mission in the government of 1926–8. In 1926–9, he was also part of the LON’s Economic 

and Financial Committee, and eventually was first the deputy director and then the director of 

the Treasury in the period of 1934 to 1939.1296  

Rueff was a disciple of the economists Clément Colson, Léon Walras and Irving 

Fischer. From the first he retrieved economic liberalism, from the second an emphasis on 

                                                 
1293 JMK, ‘The Economic Consequences of Mr. Churchill’, in JMK, Essays in Persuasion, 223. 
1294 JMK, ‘The Policy of the Bank of England’ (19 July 1924), in JMK, Activities 1922–1929, 261–4; JMK, 

‘The Problem of the Gold Standard’ (21 March 1925), in JMK, Activities 1922–1929, 341; see also Robert 

Skidelsky, The Economist, 185–207; Peter Clarke, The Keynesian, 39; and D. E. Moggridge, Maynard, 414–33. 
1295 See Peter Clarke, The Keynesian, 40–1; and D. E. Moggridge, British Monetary Policy, 1924–1931: The 

Norman Conquest of $4.86 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1972), 68–79, and 84–97. 
1296 Christopher S. Chivvis, The Monetary Conservative: Jacques Rueff and Twentieth-Century Free Market 

Thought (DeKalb: Northern Illinois University Press, 2010), 38 and 48. Chivvis’ remains the main historical 

biographical study written on Rueff. 
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mathematical economics, and from the third his formulation of the quantity theory of money. 

The French economist advocated the use of mathematical models to encapsulate economic 

phenomena, and the employment of statistical analysis as an added empirical proof of 

economics’ scientificity. He was a fierce advocate of the gold standard, by which 

international monetary stability was best achieved, even if at the cost of internal price 

deflation. Thus he espoused the price-specie-flow mechanism first theorised by the 

eighteenth-century philosopher David Hume, through which trade surpluses or deficits 

always tended to even out, through the effect of gold inflows and outflows on the money 

supply and the internal price level, and consequent effects on export and import rates.1297 

Accordingly, Rueff believed that markets would always clear if left unhindered, a 

consequence of his avowal that economic phenomena, thanks to the laws of supply and 

demand, always automatically converged towards equilibrium. This was an assumption 

whose scientificity he justified through the natural science’s principle of Le Châtelier: that 

when subjected to a change in one of its equilibrium-defining properties, the system would 

adapt to a new equilibrium and cancel out that change.1298 

Therefore, whereas Keynes denounced the way the brunt of the automatic adjustments 

presupposed by the gold standard would fall upon the working classes, Rueff argued instead 

that British trade was uncompetitive because unemployment allowances – introduced in 1922 

– had artificially raised the nominal wage level. Due to the pound’s new parity, the price level 

naturally decreased and real wages increased, but owing to the dole and the trade unions’ 

lobbying power, money wages failed to adjust downwards.1299 The persuasiveness of Rueff’s 

case was due to the positive correlation it alledgedly demonstrated between real wage and 

employment variations, which in France became known as the ‘loi Rueff’. As in neoclassical 

theory money and real wages were supposed to vary together, Rueff’s findings thus offered 

support to wage cuts as a counter-cyclical policy. Rueff first published his findings in 1925, 

and would retrieve and update them in 1931, in order to defend French monetary policy and 

attack British devaluation.1300 The theoretical flaw of Rueff’s Law resided in the assumption 

                                                 
1297 On Hume’s price-specie-flow mechanism, and Henry Thornton’s subsequent interpretation of it, see Ernesto 

Screpanti and Stefano Zamagni, An Outline, 40, 123 and 128. 
1298 On Rueff’s use of the Le Châtelier principle, see Jacques Rueff, ‘Le Change, phénomène naturel’, Revue 

générale des sciences pures et appliquées (15 December 1922), 680–7; and Ludovic Frobert, ‘Conventionalism 

and Liberalism in Jacques Rueff’s Early Works (1922 to 1929)’, The European Journal of the History of 

Economic Thought, 17, 3 (August 2010), 439–70. See also Fabien Cardoni, Nathalie Carré de Malberg, and 

Michel Margairaz (eds.), Dictionnaire, 440–1 and 910–1; and Christopher S. Chivvis, The Monetary 

Conservative, 27–8 and 39–41.  
1299 See Jacques Rueff, ‘Les Variations du chômage en Angleterre’, Revue d’économie politique, 1925, 435–6. 
1300 Christopher S. Chivvis, The Monetary Conservative, 41–3; and Alain Alcouffe, ‘Keynes’, 59–63. 
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that the relation between real wages and employment levels held steady, without taking into 

account output and demand variations. Moreover, the Polish economist Michⱥl Kalecki 

would demonstrate in 1939 that Rueff’s correlation was meaningless because in order to 

establish it, he had divided ‘the index of industrial money wages by the general index of 

wholesale prices’. These, however, reflected mostly ‘the costs of domestic and imported raw 

materials than finished industrial products’.1301  

Keynes certainly knew of Rueff’s article because in Cambridge, A. C. Pigou 

acknowledged the validity of the French economist’s premise in a 1927 article.1302 At the 

time, Keynes’s case was still based on empirical arguments, rather than pure theory.1303 Since 

1924, though, he had already begun to question the merits of laissez-faire, and by 1936 would 

eventually establish how in theory and reality, by diminishing demand, decreasing money 

wages had a deflationary bias.1304 Rueff never waived from his assumptions of price 

flexibility and market efficiency, and from this moment onwards, he was Keynes’s fiercest 

critic in France: a crucial fact, given that he eventually directed the Treasury during 1936–9. 

Although Rueff never directly referred to Keynes in his article, when he presented it 

in January 1926 at the Société d’économie politique, the audience immediately apprehended 

the divergences between the two outlooks. The Société was presided by Yves Guyot, the 

long-standing opponent of Keynes’s views on reparations and monetary stabilisation. In the 

ensuing debate, Robert Wolff – who during 1926–7 corresponded with Keynes on the franc’s 

stabilisation1305 – likewise stressed that British unemployment derived from the State 

interference. He then criticised Keynes for seeking to devalue the pound in order to diminish 

real wages. Wolff did not question the pertinence of devaluation on theoretical terms, but 

rather claimed that Keynes aimed at suppressing the consequences of one form of state 

intervention (‘le “management” du salaire nominal par l'indemnité de chômage’), by another 

(‘le “management” du salaire réel par la dépréciation de la monnaie’).1306 

Between 1926 and 1927, Rueff’s case was further relayed in France’s leading 

economics journals: the Revue d’économie politique and the Journal des économistes. Both 

systematically praised Britain’s return to the gold standard and the role of Montagu Norman 

                                                 
1301 Michⱥl Kalecki, ‘Money and Real Wages’ (1939), quoted from Jan Toporowski, ‘Kalecki and Keynes on 

Wages’, 2014, available at https://www.vu.edu.au/sites/default/files/cses/pdfs/toporowski-paper.pdf (retrieved 
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1302 A. C. Pigou, ‘Wage Policy and Unemployment’, The Economic Journal, 37, 147 (September 1947), 366–7.  
1303 Robert Skidelsky, The Economist, 207. 
1304 Peter Clarke, The Keynesian, 21–3 and 310. 
1305 See, for instance, Robert Wolff to JMK, 3 September 1926, JMK/L/26/68–70; JMK to Robert Wolff, 15 

September 1926, JMK/L/26/71–2; and Robert Wolff to JMK, 23 February 1927, JMK/L/27/119. 
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(the Bank of England’s governor) in that decision, while simultaneously deriding Keynes’s 

criticisms. At the Journal des économistes, Yves Guyot continued to level the same kind of 

criticisms against Keynes: that any form of devaluation amounted to bankruptcy.1307 The case 

of the Revue deserves closer attention. On its pages, and on Rueff’s line, Louis Baudin 

negatively depicted Keynes’s views. Baudin was a professor of economics at the University 

of Dijon, a staunch defender of the gold standard and laissez-faire. A forerunner of neoliberal 

thought in France,1308 he stressed that Keynes himself recognised how wages were 

responsible for increasing production costs. At the same time, though, Baudin failed to 

present Keynes’s case of why, on practical terms, pushing for wage deflation was impossible 

without provoking major political and social upheavals (as proven by the 1926 general 

strike).1309 

In any case, Rueff’s views on British unemployment were not entirely representative 

of French economic analysis and financial journalism. Jean Lescure, for instance, considered 

British production costs were too high partly because of the lack of rationalisation of its 

industry. At the same time, he thought unemployment allowances were ultimately beneficial 

and were not a heavy burden on the budget.1310 Between 1927 and 1928, the financial 

correspondents in London of both the Journal des débats and L’Information financière 

supported Keynes. One noted how the faltering performance of British trade was due to the 

pound’s overvaluation;1311 and the other concluded that Keynes’s Cassandra cries would be 

met with the same fate as the Consequences: ‘on critiquera d’abord, on écoutera ensuite, on 

approuvera enfin’.1312 Moreover, the sympathetic Albert Despaux stressed how Keynes’s 

predictions against Britain’s return to gold had materialised in the form of a ‘crise pénible’. 

Despaux further endorsed Keynes’s case for reducing unemployment via state-sponsored 

public works.1313 

                                                 
1307 See Yves Guyot, ‘L’Endémie britannique’, Journal des économistes, 15 December 1926, 427; and see also 

J.-B. Legros, ‘Chronique de l’inflation’, Journal des économistes, 15 May 1927, 167. 
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mai 1929’, Journal des économistes, June 1929, 318. 
1309 Louis Baudin, ‘Les Causes profondes du malaise britannique d’après les banquiers anglais’, Revue 
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d’économie politique, 1927, 98. 
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L’Europe nouvelle, 27 August 1927, 1122–5. 
1311 See, for instance, the conservative Journal des débats: P.V., ‘La Situation du commerce britannique’, 

Journal des débats, 16 August 1927, 1. 
1312 Jacques Angel, ‘La Crise anglaise et les conservateurs’, L’Information financière, July–August 1928, 1. 
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Keynes’s advocacy of public works to mitigate the effects of sterling’s overvaluation 

deserves special consideration, given how mildly they were received in France, at least if 

compared to his views on the pound’s return to gold. Public works were first espoused by 

Keynes in 1924, but it only gained steam in his mind after the battle against the pound’s 

return to prewar parity was lost, and given subsequent political and social resistance against 

wage cuts. His proposal consisted of road, rail and house building programmes, to be 

financed by ‘slightly expansionary monetary policy’.1314 It was also a by-product of Keynes’s 

involvement with Lloyd George and the British Liberal Party, and of the attempt to furnish 

the latter with a valid economic programme for the 1929 British general elections. Keynes’s 

ideas found their way into two party publications: the 1928 study Britain’s Industrial Future, 

being the Report of the Liberal Industrial Inquiry (commonly known as the Yellow Book), 

and the 1929 pamphlet Can Lloyd George Do It? – An examination of the Liberal Pledge.  

In France, Keynes’s proposals for diminishing unemployment in Britain through 

public works were met with a mix of admiration, scepticism and a sense of déjà vu. Indeed, 

public works were a hot topic in late 1920s France. Although given the latter’s booming 

economy, they were envisaged as a means to improve productivity and rationalisation, rather 

than as a counter-cyclical measure. Thus in 1929, Prime Minister André Tardieu – Keynes’s 

old foe and Poincaré’s successor in government – presented in parliament a public works 

programme. It was never implemented, though, and was supposed to be financed from a 

budget surplus, with no influence from Keynes’s proposals.1315  

Meanwhile a faction of the Radicals endorsed Keynes’s proposals, in connection with 

their own works on the topic. In 1928, Bertrand de Jouvenel had published a work endorsing 

a larger intervention of the French state towards industrial rationalisation. Entitled 

L’Économie dirigée, it was essentially a potpourri of anti-laissez-faire ideas, being far from 

the detailed studies on economics, trade and finance published by the British Liberals. 

Incidentally, Jouvenel belonged to the group of the Young Turks, which was mostly 

composed by old friends of Paul Franck, among whom were Jacques Kayser and Jean 

Luchaire. They bet on rejuvenating the economic doctrines of the Radical party, and rallied 

around the figures of Joseph Caillaux and Édouard Daladier. Attention was drawn by the 
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Young Turks, to how both the Yellow Book and Jouvenel’s work were underpinned by the 

premise of shaping domestic economies through public intervention. Once again, these 

similarities were purely circumstantial, as Jouvenel had mostly drawn his ideas not from 

Keynes and the British Liberals, but from the Comte de Saint-Simon, Karl Marx and H.G. 

Wells.1316 

Among professional opinion, reactions to Keynes’s advocacy of public works were 

more ambivalent. The most informed analysis was made by the economist Bertrand Nogaro 

(by then a Radical Socialist parliamentarian), who argued public works alone could not 

reverse the British business cycle, as unemployment was caused by monetary and trade 

issues. He actually believed that in calling for public works, Keynes was abiding by Say’s 

Law (that supply creates its own demand), when its aim was in fact to rekindle curbed 

demand. Nogaro seized well the logics underpinning Keynes’s ‘conception hardie’, 

particularly the notion that with reduced unemployment, consumption would increase, and 

that by a cumulative factor, more jobs in other economic sectors would be created.  

What Nogaro questioned was the assumption that public investment would 

automatically provide a de facto respite from the structural causes of British unemployment: 

the pound’s overvaluation (a point on which he supported Keynes), and the loss of key export 

markets during the Great War.1317 Public works were more suited to a closed economy, which 

owing to the gold standard, Britain was not; so soon increased consumption would boost 

imports and provoke gold outflows.1318 Just like Keynes, Nogaro concluded that 

rationalisation was a long term remedy to improve British productivity, and it is obvious from 

his article that the true solution rested on the pound’s devaluation – which was simply not 

practical politics at the time.1319 Meanwhile, the economist Albert Aftalion – France’s leading 

expert on business cycle fluctuations – recalled that public works actually belonged to 

traditional French economic doctrine, and as a result could aptly be envisaged as a valid 

policy option for French governments in the eventuality of a crisis.1320  

                                                 
1316 See Émile Roche, ‘La Résurrection de l’État: L’Économie Dirigée’, La Voix, 2 December 1928, 1; and Jean 
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Crucially, though, the majority of French commentary on the British economic crisis 

reflected an atmosphere of detachment,1321 fuelled by the stark contrast between France’s 

economic and financial confidence after stabilising the franc, and the turmoil on the other 

side of the Channel.1322 This was particularly true within conservative opinion, which scorned 

Keynes’s ‘bourdonnement pédagogique’, and mockingly predicted that Cassandra would not 

be able to save her own country from an economic crisis.1323 As indicated at the end of 

Chapter 7, the franc was stabilised de jure on 25 July 1928, at a parity of 124.21 frs/£ (25.5 

frs/$).1324 Keynes provided a fitting end to his series of articles on the franc’s stabilisation 

with two final pieces on the stabilisation law, published in June and September 1928.1325 He 

believed that the chosen parity was the most appropriate, as it had prevailed since de facto 

stabilisation (December 1926): consequently the economy had already adapted to it (and the 

spectrum of appreciation was removed).1326 This was one claim Keynes got wrong, as the 

franc was in fact significantly undervalued, and as result, French prices were at least 10% 

lower than the world price level. There was a consensus among Poincaré and the BDF’s 

governor and experts (including Charles Rist) that French prices ought to be lower than world 

prices, in order to minimise the consequences of the stabilisation to French export industries. 

As analysed below, the franc’s undervaluation was one of the variables behind French gold 

hoarding, which eventually played a key role in deepening the 1930s slump.1327  

Recalling their spats on reparations, the Cambridge economist then concluded that 

‘M. Poincaré has, therefore, done something – perhaps for the first time in his career – to 

make the rest of us feel more cheerful’. In bitter tones, Keynes asserted how France, while 

disrespecting ‘all sounds principles of finance’, and with their politicians talking ‘rubbish’, 

had managed in the end to manage stabilisation with less trouble than Britain. The BDF’s 

gold reserves now surpassed the Bank of England’s, the Treasury had curtailed public debt, 

and the economy was not deflating. Keynes thus concluded that at a first glance, ‘assuredly it 

does not pay to be good’: a reference to sterling’s return to its prewar parity, which had 

                                                 
1321 See, for instance, ‘Information et communiqués. Un hommage à la Banque de France’, Journal des débats, 
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preserved the value of the state’s liabilities. Thus, Keynes continued, whereas in England the 

government had not paid attention ‘to the warnings of theory or to the pressure of facts, 

[being] obstinately obedient to conventions’, France had instead ‘obeyed in the end the 

teachings of experience’.1328 These remarks echoed Keynes’s ongoing quarrels with the 

Treasury and the Bank of England. In the longer run, though, as the 1930s were to prove, it 

was French policymakers who ultimately refused to obey the teachings of experience.  

Where Keynes adroitly criticised French stabilisation because of the gold cover ratio 

adopted by the BDF, and the increase in indirect taxation to reduce the budgetary deficit. 

Keynes had called for the burden of devaluation to be placed on the rentiers, whereas the 

stabilisation plan applied by Poincaré actually increased indirect taxes and reduced direct 

levies, in an effort to halt capital evasion. Stabilisation was thus ‘borne by the workers’.1329 

Much more significant for its international repercussions was the provision establishing that 

the volume of bank notes in circulation should amount to a minimum of 35% of the BDF’s 

gold reserves (later in 1928 the value was increased to 40.45%). Likewise, the BDF was also 

to maintain a gold cover of 35% on its current account deposits. Consequently, a vast amount 

of gold and foreign exchange was to be left immobilised in the bank’s vaults, which could not 

be employed to generate credit or manage the internal price level. Keynes warned that this 

policy would ‘keep credit tight for years’.1330 Given that the Bank of England had enforced a 

similar measure, Keynes alerted that if all other central banks followed suit, the world’s gold 

supply would fall short of providing for central bank’s necessities. The end result would be a 

‘steady deflationist pressure’, as interest rates would be raised to attract foreign capital, 

injuring domestic economic performance and provoking worldwide stagnation.1331  

In February 1929, and taking the lead from the Swedish economist Gustav Cassel,1332 

Keynes again elaborated on these ideas in an article for The Nation, in which he pointed the 

finger at both British and French monetary policies. He was writing in the wake of the 

conversion in November 1928, by the BDF, of part of its sterling and dollar reserves to gold, 

after its cover ratio had dipped from 40 to 38%.1333 He correctly identified that the BDF’s 

large foreign exchange reserves, together with the ‘French mentality’ on gold, meant the bank 

                                                 
1328 JMK, ‘The Stabilisation of the Franc’, 85. 
1329 As concluded by Giovanni B. Pittaluga and Elena Seghezza, ‘The Role of Rentiers’, 200. 
1330 JMK, ‘The Stabilisation of the Franc’, 84. 
1331 JMK, ‘The Stabilisation of the Franc’, 759–60. 
1332 See Douglas A. Irwin, ‘Anticipating the Great Depression? Gustav Cassel’s Analysis of the Interwar Gold 

Standard’, Nber Working Paper Series, Nº 17597, available at http://www.nber.org/papers/w17597 (retrieved 17 

February 2015), 5–15. 
1333 Kenneth Mouré, Managing, 48. 
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could and would certainly attempt to increase its gold reserves. By converting its foreign 

exchange into gold, it was transmitting deflationary pressures onto other countries on the gold 

standard. To halt their gold losses, other central banks would have to increase their domestic 

bank rates, unleashing deflation upon their economies.1334 Keynes described the chain of 

events as follows: 

 

[…] if the legal reserves of the central banks of the world are fixed at a high figure, 

and if they prefer gold in their own vaults to liquid resources in foreign centres, then 

there may not be enough gold in the world to allow all the central banks to feel 

comfortable at the same time. In this event they will compete to get what gold there 

is – which means that each will force his neighbour to tighten credit in self-

protection, and that a protracted deflation will restrict the world’s economic activity, 

until, at long last, the working classes of every country have been driven down 

against their impassioned resistance to a lower money wage.1335 

 

The Cambridge economist’s worries that a lack of cooperation between the major 

central banks could have deflationary consequences are worth a contextual excursus, as well 

as his reference to the ‘French mentality’ on gold. Although contrary to what Keynes and 

Cassel thought, the world’s gold supply actually continued to grow during 1928–33 (by at 

least 19%),1336 its maldistribution was a given fact. In 1928, the US alone held 40% of it, a 

fact explained by its position as the postwar’s major creditor, together with the FED’s 

requirements for a gold cover ratio that in practical terms ranged between 40% and 50%.1337 

Meanwhile, France’s own share of the world’s gold supply grew from 7% in 1926 to 27% in 

1932. Those gold inflows started after the franc was stabilised de facto in December 1926, 

amounting to the repatriation of the capital that had fled during the previous two years, along 

with the investment of wily foreigners betting on a possible appreciation of the franc.1338  

According to the economic historian Barry Eichengreen, that maldistribution placed 

pressure on countries with small gold reserves to reduce prices and attract capital with higher 

domestic bank rates. To compensate for this asymmetry, tight central bank cooperation was 

necessary, as creditor countries had to voluntarily use their reserves by expanding credit, and 

                                                 
1334 See JMK, ‘Is There Enough Gold? The League of Nations Inquiry’ (19 January 1929), in JMK, Activities 

1922–1929, 776–80.  
1335 JMK, ‘Is There Enough Gold? The League of Nations Inquiry’, 776. 
1336 Douglas A. Irwin, ‘The French Gold Sink’, 11.  
1337 Barry Eichengreen, Golden Fetters, 194. 
1338 Douglas A. Irwin, ‘The French Gold Sink’, 11–12; and Barry Eichengreen, Golden Fetters, 196–7, and 211. 
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by reducing their own domestic bank rates.1339 Given that the franc was stabilised at an 

undervalued parity, French internal prices were 10% too low. Historians have thus concluded 

that French monetary policy should have allowed for internal inflation or increased foreign 

spending, as a means to compensate for the deflationary effects of gold inflows into France 

on countries with smaller gold reserves and balance of payments difficulties, namely Britain. 

French commercial banks, faced with a shortage of currency at home and the lack of a money 

market in Paris, converted their holdings in London into gold, which they then exchanged for 

francs at the BDF.1340 

After the numerous conflicts on war reparations that opposed the two countries in 

1920 to 1924, officials at the British Treasury and the Bank of England believed that the 

BDF’s monetary policy was motivated by nationalistic goals.1341 In fact, there was a series of 

factors preventing the BDF from embracing credit expansion, comprising not only the 

regulations by which it had to abide, but a particular understanding of the gold standard’s 

workings and functions. According to Kenneth Mouré, in 1928, France technically did not 

adhere to the gold exchange standard (on which the money supply was backed by gold and 

other foreign currencies). Instead, France had instituted a gold bullion standard. By 1928, 

French money supply already had a gold cover ratio of 60%; currency notes could be 

exchanged for gold at the BDF’s counters and as a result gold was not taken out of 

circulation.1342  

Moreover, the BDF was not legally authorised to buy foreign exchange, meaning that 

every increase in the money supply would have to be met with additional gold reserves. This 

was in stark contrast to Keynes’s pleas, and to the recommendations of the 1922 Genoa 

conference, which had advanced the gold exchange standard as the best means to maximise 

the yield of the world’s gold supply.1343 Instead, the perception within the BDF and French 

policymakers was that the gold exchange standard, by removing the direct correlation 

between gold and money supply, easily allowed for an inflationary increase in the credit 

available to the public. As a result, it undermined the raison d’être of the gold standard: the 

price-specie flow mechanism and the restraints it put on political irresponsibility.1344 

Additionally, the BDF’s experts manifested valid doubts on the extent to which foreign 

                                                 
1339 Barry Eichengreen, Golden Fetters, 187. 
1340 Barry Eichengreen, Golden Fetters, 203; and Kenneth Mouré, Managing, 53–8. 
1341 Kenneth Mouré, The Gold Standard, 158–9. 
1342 Kenneth Mouré, The Gold Standard, 144. 
1343 Douglas A. Irwin, ‘The French Gold Sink’, 8. 
1344 Kenneth Mouré, Managing, 46–52. 
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exchange could actually cover the money supply, as in the case of a generalised financial 

catastrophe and ensuing run to the banks.1345 

French fears of inflation were naturally underpinned by the experience of the 1925–6 

inflationary crisis, and the underlying dangers of additional monetisation of the public debt. 

Hence, besides establishing a 35% gold cover ratio, the stabilisation law also prevented the 

BDF from transforming gold inflows into an expanded money supply through open market 

operations – by which a central bank buys or sells government securities to manage the 

monetary base (which amounted to the bank’s accounts in the central bank and the amount of 

currency in circulation). Quite paradoxically, in practical terms, the BDF’s monetary policy – 

by sterilising gold inflows – amounted to currency management, albeit with the sole objective 

of preventing inflation. Thus, and despite increasing domestic demand for currency, the BDF 

prevented note circulation from significantly rising, impeding the increase in gold reserves 

from significantly raising the internal price level.1346 

Among the BDF’s experts who shared this outlook was Charles Rist, who since 1926 

was the bank’s deputy governor, and accordingly one of the stablisation’s fathers. If during 

the early 1920s Rist had been one of the French economists who endorsed Keynes’s views on 

reparations, from this moment on – in great part thanks to his metalist conception of money – 

he became one of his major opponents. Rist denied that the BDF’s monetary policy could be 

blamed for transmitting deflation worldwide. Its high discount ratios were necessary to attract 

gold and reconstruct French gold reserves, while gold inflows simply mirrored French 

economic and financial health: it was up to other countries to deflate and reduce their internal 

price level, not to France to raise its own.1347 This posed particular problems to Britain, 

whose economic situation made the Bank of England reluctant to increase its discount rate. 

French conceptions of how the gold standard ought to be managed mattered because the 

FED’s monetary policy also put strict limits on the monetisation of its gold reserves. Not only 

did the FED sterilise gold inflows, but in 1928, it also started tightening its monetary policy, 

in an attempt to burst the speculative bubble that eventually unfolded into the October 1929 

                                                 
1345 Barry Eichengreen, Golden Fetters, 201–3; and Kenneth Mouré, ‘The Bank of France’, 118–21. 
1346 See in particular Kenneth Mouré, The Gold Standard, 188–9; and Kenneth Mouré, ‘The Bank of France and 

the Gold Standard, 1914–1928’, in Marc Flandreau, Carl-Ludwig Holtfrerich, and Harold James (eds.), 

International Financial History in the Twentieth Century – System and Anarchy (Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press, 2003), 120–3.  
1347 See Kenneth Mouré, ‘The Bank of France’, 120; and Kenneth Mouré, The Gold Standard, 177 and 191–2. 
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Wall Street stock market crash. Both American and French monetary policies created an 

‘initial deflationary impulse’, which prompted the 1930s slump.1348 

Given their prescience, how were Keynes’s forecasts of the deflationary effects of the 

BDF’s gold cover ratio received? The silence and refusal to answer his predictions anticipates 

the narrative of Chapter 9. Between 1927 and 1929, all of Keynes’s articles published in 

France appeared in the journal L’Europe nouvelle, and were usually subjected to a 

preliminary commentary by Roger Auboin, a financial expert. During the 1930s, Auboin was 

a steadfast advocate of economic deflation, as a means to bring the price level downwards 

and preserve the franc’s parity. He entered the BDF’s board in 1937, and from 1938 to 1958 

was the general manager of the Bank for International Settlements (BIS).1349 Keynes’s 

articles were published by L’Europe nouvelle on account of his international reputation and 

intellectual authority: the act of publication did not amount to agreement. Thus, although 

Auboin acknowledged the ‘originalité’ of Keynes’s views on the British crisis,1350 he did not 

attribute it to the return of the gold standard per se. It was rather the consequence of the 

FED’s gold sterilization, which had interfered with world prices, and had only been possible 

thanks to the gold exchange standard system.1351 Even if Auboin admitted that close 

collaboration between Britain and France’s central banks was necessary, he envisaged a 

return to what he erroneously believed to be the self-adjusting gold standard of prewar 

years.1352 Finally, and without specifying his divergences, he limited himself to consider that 

Keynes’s article on the maldistribution of the world’s gold supply raised ‘sérieuses 

objections’.1353 

Likewise, the few other reactions to Keynes’s views in the conservative and financial 

press generally dismissed them en passant. They either accused the Cambridge economist of 

intellectual improbity, or hinted at British jealousy of French gold reserves.1354 In other cases, 

                                                 
1348 H. Clark Johnson, Gold, 107; Douglas A. Irwin, ‘The French Gold Sink’, 22; and Kenneth Mouré, The Gold 

Standard, 189. 
1349 François Denord, Néo-libéralisme, 90; and Henri Queuille, and Isabel Boussard (ed.), Journal de guerre: 7 
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commentators simply decided to stress Keynes’s assertion that the BDF held in its hands the 

stability of the gold standard, as being a matter of French national pride, therefore ignoring 

Keynes’s conclusions on the dangers brought by the mishandling of such power.1355 While 

neither of Keynes’s articles on the franc’s stabilisation law were published in France, they 

were once more commented on by the economist Bertrand Nogaro, who with a vague hint of 

mockery, referred to him as an ‘économiste original et batailleur’. Thanks to his monetary 

nominalism, Nogaro was one of the few French economists who were not gold standard die-

hards, although he praised the BDF’s 35% gold cover ratio for its anti-inflationary bias. 

Consequently, he failed to apprehend Keynes’s main point: that the gold cover ratio by which 

the BDF had to abide would prompt deflation abroad. The matter of dispute consisted of 

Keynes’s claim that given that 35% of the BDF’s gold had to be immobilised, the actual 

reserves it could use to meet immediate emergencies was the excess gold it possessed besides 

those 35%. Nogaro preferred to point out that if converted to gold, France’s foreign exchange 

reserves allowed the BDF to double its cover ratio up to 80% of its money supply. Tellingly, 

he did not spare any time pondering over the international repercussions of such policy; 

besides, his whole commentary ignored the fact that the BDF actually refused the conception 

of a gold exchange standard. 1356 

In an episode described by Kenneth Mouré, in November 1929, Keynes addressed 

Rueff – by then they were personally acquainted, as described in the following section – to 

inquire if he could write an article on the BDF’s monetary policy for the Economic 

Journal.1357 However, the bank’s governor Émile Moreau objected to the idea and the matter 

ended there.1358 There was no meeting between the two sides, and the theoretical mismatch 

between Keynes and most French economists and financial journalists on gold and the 

effectiveness of counter-cyclical policies continued throughout 1930–6. As analysed in 

Chapters 9 and 10, Keynes’s economic theory, from the Treatise on Money to the General 

Theory, were eventually dismissed as a by-product of the British crisis, an exceptional event 

caused by an exceptionally overambitious monetary stabilisation.  

 

8.4. The transfer question and the end of the reparations saga (1926–32) 
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In the late 1920s, Keynes’s interactions with French opinion on that topic were no 

longer marked by the quarrelling that had marked the years 1920–3. There were three main 

raisons for this appeasement. For a start, two stalwarts of French reparations policy passed 

away: Poincaré ended his political career in 1928 (but he was still involved in the preliminary 

negotiations for the Young Plan) and died in 1931; and the main French expert on reparations 

at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Jacques Seydoux, passed away in 1929. Secondly, as 

already pinpointed above, reparations simply ceased to be at the centre of Keynes’s activities. 

Accordingly, he published a lesser number of articles on reparations; and his views offered 

no novelty to French opinion anymore. Conservatives took for granted and continued to 

berate Keynes’s questioning of Germany’s capacity of payment, stressing instead German 

unwillingness to pay.1359 As for Left republican outlets, between 1926 and 1927, the main 

Radical daily L’Œuvre still gave a positive coverage of Keynes’s arguments on inter-allied 

debts.1360 However, in subsequent years one finds almost no reference to Keynes’s articles – a 

possible consequence of Paul Franck’s demise. 

The exception to this state of affairs consisted of French economists, who mobilised 

between 1928 and 1929 against Keynes’s analysis of why Germany could not meet the terms 

of the Young Plan. In light of British difficulties in adjusting its price level to the pound’s 

exchange rate – and of the unfounded nature of wage competitiveness and labour mobility 

assumptions – Keynes applied the same epistemological outlook to the German problem, in 

its post-Dawes guise: namely, of how smoothly Germany could shift its economic structure 

towards exports, and at the same time reduce its internal price level, in order to achieve trade 

surpluses capable of meeting its reparations liabilities. Until now, Louis German-Martin, 

Bertrand Nogaro and Jean Lescure were the only economists who had questioned Keynes’s 

analysis of reparations: but their criticisms were essentially of an empirical nature. In 1928–9, 

though, Albert Aftalion and Jacques Rueff attacked Keynes on strictly theoretical terms. To 

better understand how this confrontation sprang up, one needs to shed light on how the 

Dawes Plan regulated the reparations problem, and Keynes’s criticisms of it.  

Between 1924 and 1925, Germany had no trouble with fulfilling the conditions of the 

Dawes Plan. Taxation more than met the targets laid down, and reparations payments were 

fully met in 1925, and the floating of the Dawes loan was so successful that it was over-

                                                 
1359 See, for instance, André Géraud (Pertinax), ‘M. J.-M. Keynes et le plan Young’, L’Écho de Paris, 21 June 
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subscribed both in the US and Britain.1361 It was further followed, between 1924 and 1930, by 

a large inflow of American capital to Germany in the form of short and long term loans. 

While monetary stabilisation in Britain, France and Germany diminished the credit available 

domestically, following the war, the US possessed abundant liquidity.1362 Thus, behind 

German demand for American capital lay the Reichsbank’s restrictive credit policy, which 

forced businesses and local governments to contract credit abroad.1363 In practice, this inflow 

of capital effectively furnished the means through which Germany was able to discharge its 

reparations annuities. In total, from 1924 to 1930, Germany borrowed from abroad a net sum 

of 17.3 billion reichsmarks, which more than covered what it paid on reparations between 

1924 and 1932: 11.1 billion reichsmarks.1364 

This rosy scenario was marred by a series of worrying issues though. For a start, by 

1931, the interest of those foreign loans amounted to 13.1 billion reichsmarks in short term 

debt, and 10.7 billion in long term debt – their servicing between 1924 and 1932 costing 5 

billion gold marks. To discharge both its reparation burden and its foreign debt, Germany had 

sooner or later to run trade surpluses: borrowing could not go on indefinitely. And yet, 

despite growing export rates, Germany never succeeded in achieving a trade surplus during 

the late 1920s.1365 The reason consisted of an industrial recession that began in 1925 and ran 

throughout the following year, probably caused by the government and the Reichsbank’s 

deflationary policies in the aftermath of the 1924 stabilisation; and the elimination of 

unproductive industries that had taken advantage of the 1921–3 inflation.1366 The recession 

naturally reduced German national income and levels of domestic consumption, and as the 

historian William McNeil concluded, ‘in the face of relative stagnation in the world 

economy’, diminishing national income was the only means by which Germany could create 

trade surpluses.1367  

The social and political costs involved were substantial, though. Only unemployment 

rates of 15–20% could generate the trade surpluses that would cover reparations 

(unemployment had actually reached 22.6% by January 1926).1368 Given the Reichsbank’s 
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refusal to engage with monetary expansion for fears of jeopardizing the mark’s return to the 

gold standard, the Reich used its own resources to finance economic relief schemes, coupled 

with tax cuts to industries. These issues were compounded by the difficulty of the Reich in 

controlling the spending of local governments, and diminish the amount of tax revenues they 

were entitled to. Between risking an economic crisis, and resorting to deficit spending to 

boost economic growth, German politicians preferred the latter option, even if it prevented 

reparations from being paid.1369 Thus, by 1929, a stalemate had been reached between 

German domestic conjuncture and the constraints imposed by the Dawes’ machinery. 

Ultimately, at its core were the perennial questions of whether Allied countries would be 

willing to open their markets to German products, and of whether the US would abate inter-

allied debts.1370 

Already in 1924, Keynes had realised that following the mark’s stabilisation, to 

achieve export competitiveness, Germany had to depress its workers’ wages.1371 From 1924 

onwards, though, wages kept rising: a fact explainable by the Reich’s counter-cyclical 

policies, corporative demands, and the fact that the inflow of foreign funds stimulated 

internal demand.1372 Between 1926 and 1928, Keynes accurately described in his articles how 

reparations had been paid by foreign loans, and how Germany had borrowed more than what 

it had paid for reparations. Along with the Reichsbank’s governor Hjalmar Schacht, Keynes 

considered the debt originated by those loans would eventually lead to a financial crisis. 

Basing himself on German fiscal performance and the incapacity of the Reich in controlling 

local governments’ spending, Keynes correctly predicted that a new reparations crisis would 

take place in 1928–9. Germany would then be forced to economically retrench and start 

discharging its external debt out of its own resources.1373 Most importantly, Keynes crucially 

recognised how the Dawes’ plan requirements for high discount rates and budgetary 

orthodoxy, coupled with Schacht’s restrictive monetary policy, would strain the Reich’s 

finances if it attempted to provide relief to the unemployed.1374 

One of the Dawes Plan’s features was the institution of a transfer protection 

mechanism, which made reparations transfers dependent upon the mark’s exchange rate 
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stability. To protect the latter, it gave commercial claims priority over reparations demands, a 

fact used by the economist Albrecht Ritschl to explain American willingness to lend to 

Germany.1375 Yet, as the FED sought to restrict its monetary policy, in 1928, the Agent 

General for Reparations Seymour Parker-Gilbert started pressing for a definitive fix for 

Germany’s reparation liability. His main objective was to end German dependence on foreign 

credit and force it to defray reparations out of its own efforts.1376 The British economist 

Josiah Stamp, who had already participated in the making of the Dawes Plan (and had then 

leaked its details to Keynes), was once again part of the team in charge of drafting what 

eventually became the Young Plan. More importantly, he informed Keynes that how one of 

the French experts – Jean Parmentier, a former head of the Treasury and member of the 

Dawes Plan committee – had furnished him with translated articles written by Jacques Rueff 

and Albert Aftalion. Both French economists argued that there was no transfer problem at all; 

and the practical inference was that there was no need to maintain Dawes’ transfer protection 

mechanism.1377  

Prior to receiving Stamp’s inside information, Keynes had just finished writing an 

article arguing the maintenance of the transfer mechanism, which was published in March 

1929 in the Economic Journal, and then distributed by Stamp to the Young Committee 

experts.1378 Keynes’s main point was that in its effort to discharge reparations, Germany 

would be subjected to a double loss, which could theoretically make transfers impossible. Not 

only had it to raise its reparations levy, but it also had to depress wages and prices to make its 

exports more competitive in the world markets. In case this adjustment failed, Germany 

would not be able to sell its goods abroad and transfers would not take place. Additionally, a 

budgetary problem ensued: tax revenue would fall due to economic deflation, and Germany 

would fall short of the budgetary goals set by the Dawes Plan. Wage and structural economic 

stickiness was the key concept underpinning Keynes’s reasoning. The process of diverting 

German industry towards exports would be time-consuming and hardly achievable in 
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practical terms. With the British case in the back of his mind, Keynes wondered whether 

forcing wage deflation was ‘politically and humanly feasible’.1379 Accordingly, he argued for 

a downward revision of reparations annuities, and for the continuation of foreign loans and 

unabated maintenance of transfer protection, which would serve to keep in check a rise in the 

balance of payments surpluses to be attained by Germany. Naturally, he was fearful that 

improved German export capacity could injure British industry.1380 

Keynes’s case was not empirically and theoretically flawless. For a start, even for 

today’s historians, the extent to which wages determined the competitiveness of German 

trade remains unclear. Theo Balderston has argued that despite rising wages, German exports 

grew slowly but steadily between 1924 and 1929 (but this growth fell short of trade 

surpluses). Thus, given the fewer politically hostile reactions to Germany after 1924 as 

compared to the immediate postwar years, there was indeed more demand for German 

products in the late 1920s. Likewise, German industries showed great capacity for 

technological innovation and respond to market demands.1381 Most significantly, though, as 

pinpointed by D. E. Moggridge, Keynes took no account of how ‘American long term 

lending overseas had collapsed in the face of the Wall Street boom of 1928–9’, and ‘did not 

foresee the subsequent collapse in American and world incomes’.1382 American willingness to 

lend abroad was gradually disappearing,1383 and the political capital for the full continuation 

of the transfer protection clause was non-existent. The only practical way Germany could pay 

reparations was precisely by reducing internal consumption through deflationary policies. 

Keynes himself had pointed out this outcome in 1928, but never endorsed it given his 

opposition to deflationary policies.1384 

Nevertheless, it was on the theoretical level that Keynes’s article attracted the most 

attention. Besides Rueff and Aftalion, the debate on the transfer question became further 

internationalised after the Swedish economist Bertil Öhlin joined the fray. All three reached 

the conclusion that the transfer problem was either non-existent or residual, even if Aftalion 

and Öhlin’s theoretical approaches to the problem differed from Rueff’s. The latter had first 

exposed his views on reparations in 1922, in an article which in the following year he 
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presented to Poincaré’s secretary. In 1928, he rewrote it to take into account the debate on the 

transfer protection mechanism, and after reading Keynes’s article, he submitted to the 

Economic Journal an abridged version of his views.1385 Both men soon got to know each 

other. Rueff was a delegate to the Financial and Economic section of the LON, which invited 

Keynes in July 1929 for a couple of lectures, where reparations were discussed.1386 After 

some delay, Rueff’s article was finally published in the September 1929 edition of the 

Economic Journal.1387  

In short, Rueff denied that a transfer problem existed in theoretical or practical terms. 

By simply raising a reparations levy – thus automatically depressing internal consumption – 

Germany would transfer purchasing power to the Allies. Balance of payments equilibrium 

would be achieved through exchange (gold outflows) and (downwards) price movements, as 

Rueff presumed that all internal prices would vary in the same proportion as money wages, 

while real wages remained constant.1388 Just as he had one in regards to British 

unemployment, Rueff was applying the theory of the price-specie-flow mechanism to 

reparations. Derisively attacking Keynes, Rueff concluded that the transfer problem was 

nothing but ‘un de ces pseudo-problèmes inventés en si grand nombre depuis la guerre par 

l’imagination d’économistes en mal “d’organisation”’.1389 However, whereas in 1922 Rueff 

acknowledged that protectionist barriers would prevent automatic adjustments of price and 

exchange from favouring German terms of trade,1390 in 1928–9, he posited that regardless of 

tariffs, those same spontaneous adjustments would lead to the opposite outcome.1391  

Rueff groundlessly assumed complete Allied demand elasticity for German goods, 

and did not ponder over the upheavals created by wage deflation and economic contraction in 

Weimar Germany. And as Keynes rightly pointed out, his use of France’s balance of 

                                                 
1385 See Jacques Rueff to JMK, 26 April 1929, JMK/EJ/1/3/143; and Jacques Rueff, 11 May 1929, 

JMK/EJ/1/3/149. Rueff’s biographer, Christopher S. Chivvis, argues that by the late 1920s Rueff was already 

‘one of the better-known proponents of the French view on reparations’. This is highly doubtful, given that he 

had never attacked Keynes in the press in the post-Consequences years. In 1923, he had published an article on 

reparations (analysed below), but in fact it substantiated Keynes’s (and Charles Gide and Rist’s) claims. See 

Christopher S. Chivvis, The Monetary Conservative, 51; and ‘Une traduction’, L’Européen, 16 October 1929, 6. 
1386 Christopher S. Chivvis, The Monetary Conservative, 50. 
1387 See JMK to Jacques Rueff, 21 May 1929, JMK/EJ/1/3/145; and Jacques Rueff to JMK, 17 August 1929, 

JMK/EJ/1/3/150. Rueff’s comments were published together with Öhlin’s. 
1388 Jacques Rueff, ‘Mr. Keynes’s Views on the Transfer Problem. I. A Criticism by M. Jacques Rueff’, 

Economic Journal, 39, 155 (September 1929), 388–99. Rueff’s article was also published in France as: Jacques 

Rueff, ‘Les Idées de M. Keynes sur le problème des transferts’, Revue d’économie politique (1929), 1067–81. 
1389 Jacques Rueff, ‘Comptes-rendus critiques’, Revue d’économie politique (1930), 1260. 
1390 Indeed, in 1922 Rueff remarked that ‘à l’extérieur, aucune mesure prohibitive ne devra s’opposer aux 

exportations allemandes. Les deux prétentions d’obliger l’Allemagne à payer et de l’empêcher d’exporter sont 

contradictoires, donc absurdes’. See Jacques Rueff, ‘Le Change, phénomène naturel’, 686. 
1391 Jacques Rueff, ‘Mr. Keynes’s Views’, 398.  
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payments adjustments in the postwar years – as proof of the general smoothness of economic 

adjustments – was incongruous in the face of the political crises prior to the franc’s 

devaluation.1392 Of course, the locus of their divergences resided in Rueff’s belief that a 

country’s economic structure could swiftly adapt to balance of payments disequilibria. In his 

own words: ‘Keynes refuses to admit that the stuff of economics is sufficiently fluid to obey 

rapidly and without profound disturbances the influences of a non-economic origin which 

tend to shape it’.1393 Rueff argued that crises were best solved by leaving ‘economic 

phenomena left to themselves’. And as a result, he believed that Keynes’s insistence on the 

existence of economic rigidities would lead to growing State interference, which contained 

the ferment of ‘an organised economy similar in principle, if not in object, to the Communist 

economy’.1394  

Aftalion and Öhlin reached a conclusion similar to Rueff’s, but by solely focusing on 

the conditions through which German purchasing power could be transferred to the Allies. 

Unlike Rueff, Aftalion did not believe that the gold standard allowed for automatic balance of 

payments equilibrium: he particularly noted that America’s large gold reserves did not match 

its internal prices. Rather, Aftalion posited that the equilibrium derived from the equality 

between income and output.1395 Like Öhlin, Aftalion contended that Germany was borrowing 

more than it needed to pay for reparations, and was using that surplus to stimulate its 

domestic economy. If foreign loans were halted, the conditions for Germany to both reach a 

trade surplus and transfer reparations to the Allies would be attained. Simultaneously, by 

increasing taxation, German purchasing power would be diminished, while that of the Allied 

countries would be increased. German industries would be forced to redirect their production 

capacity towards exports, while the increased Allied purchasing power would be employed 

for acquiring German products. Like Rueff, Aftalion believed Keynes greatly exaggerated 

economic rigidities.1396  

Incidentally, one of Aftalion’s supervisees at the Sorbonne, Maurice Couve de 

Murville, wrote his doctoral thesis precisely on the transfer question. He reproduced his 

tutor’s viewpoints, and erroneously claimed that according to Keynes, a country’s economic 

                                                 
1392 See Jacques Rueff, ‘Mr. Keynes’s Views’, 396–7; and JMK, ‘The German Transfer Problem’, 477–8. 
1393 Jacques Rueff, ‘Mr. Keynes’s Views’, 390.  
1394 Jacques Rueff, ‘Mr. Keynes’s Views’, 399.  
1395 Albert Aftalion, ‘Le Problème des transferts. I. Les thèses adverses excessives’, L’Information financière, 4 

January 1929, 1. 
1396 Albert Aftalion, ‘Le Problème des transferts. II. Les raisons de la tendance à l’équilibre et la possibilité des 

transferts’, L’Information financière, 5 January 1929, 1–2; Albert Aftalion, ‘Le Problème des transferts. III. Les 

conditions nécessaires à l’équilibre et aux transferts’, 6 January 1929, 1–2; and Albert Aftalion, ‘L’Élasticité’, 1. 

See also Bertil Öhlin, ‘The Reparation Problem: a Discussion’, Economic Journal, 39, 154 (Jun. 1929), 172–6. 
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structure always determined its volume of imports and exports.1397 In fact, the Cambridge 

economist never denied the possibility of structural changes and price adjustments, but only 

emphasised their difficulty due to political and social (‘human’) factors.1398 The aristocrat 

Couve de Murville eventually joined the Treasury in 1933, and from 1937 to 1939, was 

Rueff’s right hand.1399 

Whereas Keynes only conceived the transfer problem in terms of supply (how the 

terms of trade were influenced by supply and the internal price level), Aftalion and Öhlin 

acknowledged as well how German terms of trade could be favoured by increased demand in 

the Allied countries.1400 However, their arguments were partly based on unrealistic premises. 

Aftalion erroneously presumed that reparations levies could only be applied to the income 

and savings of Germany’s wealthier classes.1401 However, Öhlin argued that if Germany was 

allowed a respite of five to six years to create an export surplus, it could reallocate its labour 

and capital towards a full employment situation. On practical grounds, that amounted to 

granting Germany a moratorium, a politically unfeasible situation at the time.1402 Lastly, and 

like Rueff’s, the key point was that Aftalion and Öhlin’s case rested on the existence of 

enough Allied demand elasticity for German goods. Was this a feasible scenario in 1929? 

Aftalion believed that Germany’s trade surplus could grow substantially, but did not specify 

exactly how. He argued that French receipt of German reparations was not tied to increased 

imports of German goods; and argued the same in regards to the US, while leaving 

unmentioned the contemporary British economic crisis. In fact, by mid-1929 he believed the 

US would probably continue to liberally lend credit to Europe.1403 Öhlin himself recognised 

the menace of protectionism to the payment of reparations: 

 

If the policy of protection and of preference to home-made goods, which has been 

growing so much after the war, is intensified when German exports begin to grow, 

and is used consistently to prevent such exports, then the reparation payments may 

                                                 
1397 Maurice Couve de Murville, Le Problème des tranferts. Thèse pour le doctorat (Paris: Librairie Arthur 

Rousseau, 1929), 113–27 and 183–90. 
1398 JMK, ‘Mr. Keynes’s Views on the Transfer Problem. III – A Reply by Mr. Keynes’s (September 1929), in 

JMK, Economic Articles, 477. 
1399 See Fabien Cardoni, Nathalie Carré de Malberg, and Michel Margairaz (eds.), Dictionnaire, 598–9. 
1400 A point remarked by Josiah Stamp when informing Keynes of Aftalion and Rueff’s standpoints. 
1401 Albert Aftalion, ‘Le Problème des transferts. II. Les raisons de la tendance’, 2. 
1402 Bertil Öhlin, ‘The Reparation Problem’, 177–8. 
1403 Albert Aftalion, ‘Les Réparations allemandes entrainent-elles nécessairement l’accroissement de nos 

importations ?’, L’Information financière, 5 June 1929, 1; and Albert Aftalion, ‘Les Réparations allemandes 

entrainent-elles nécessairement l’accroissement de nos importations? - suite’, L’Information financière, 6 June 

1929, 1. 



 

289 

 

become virtually impossible. There can be little doubt that if Great Britain turns to 

protection and other countries are thereby led to raise their tariffs, the chances of 

substantial reparation payments are considerably reduced.1404 

 

Yet, that was exactly how events unfolded in the immediate years. Prospects for 

German exports became bleak following the collapse of the US financial system in October 

1929 and the beginning of the 1930s slump, which saw the approval in the US of the Hawley-

Smooth tariff in June 1930. Meanwhile, as described in the following chapter, Britain 

devalued the pound in 1931, and in the following year introduced a general tariff on foreign 

goods.1405 Understandably, given this background, the historian Barry Eichengreen has 

pointed out how the transfer debate was ‘ultimately beside the point’.1406 

All in all, financial newspapers and a few conservative outlets apart, the transfer 

debate passed almost unobserved by the French press – most probably owing to its technical 

nature. Ultimately, what Rueff and Aftalion did was simply to provide a theoretical backing 

to the general standpoint espoused since 1920 by the Quai d’Orsay and French conservative 

opinion: that Germany could pay for reparations if it stopped squandering resources and 

raised its taxes.1407 Nonetheless, not everyone in France stood by Rueff and Aftalion’s 

optimism. Rueff’s reply to Keynes received significant academic status by being published in 

the Revue d’économie politique; but in the accompanying review his arguments were judged 

to be too optimistic.1408 Rueff’s assumption of automatic economic adjustments was also 

criticised;1409 and the general idea that no transfer problem existed was dismissed by the 

economist Bertrand Nogaro and by Joseph Caillaux.1410  

Following two conferences at The Hague in August 1929 and January 1930, the 

Dawes Plan was replaced by the Young Plan, which neatly matched the annuities to be paid 

by Germany to the outstanding Anglo-French debts to the US. For the first time, it linked a 

                                                 
1404 Bertil Öhlin, ‘The Reparation Problem’, 177. 
1405 Frank Trentmann, Free Trade Nation: Commerce, Consumption, and Civil Society in Modern Britain 

(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2008), 334–5, and 346.  
1406 See Barry Eichengreen, Golden Fetters, 41 and 133; and in the same vein, see also Harold James, The 

German Slump: Politics and Economics, 1924–1936 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1986), 22–3.  
1407 See in particular, André Pironneau, ‘Le Problème des transferts’, L’Écho de Paris, 15 March 1929, 4; André 

Géraud (Pertinax), ‘M. J.-M. Keynes et le plan Young’, 3; and Georges Lachapelle, ‘Le Problème des 

réparations’, Revue politique et parlementaire, 209–24. 
1408 Pierre Meynial, ‘Comptes-rendus critiques’, Revue d’économie politique (1929), 393–4; and see page 460 of 

the Revue’s 1929 number.  
1409 René Deméjan, ‘Réflexions en marge de la question des transferts’, Revue politique et parlementaire, 10 

December 1928, 411–20. 
1410 See Bertrand Nogaro, ‘Le Plan Young et les transferts’, L’Information financière, 14 June 1929, 1; Joseph 

Caillaux, ‘Le Plan des experts’, L’Information financière, 20 June 1929, 1.  
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decrease in American claims on its Allies, to reduced German reparations payments. 

Moreover, it freed Germany from direct foreign controls, replacing the figure of the Agent 

General with the BIS; and it only partly modified the transfer protection system. Furthermore, 

Germany’s liability was slightly reduced, with annuity payments now starting at 1.7 billion 

reichsmarks before eventually reaching 2.43 billion.1411 Nevertheless, no party was satisfied 

with the Young Plan. British efforts to cancel war debts had foundered, and the Empire’s 

share of reparations was reduced from 22 to 20%; and in France, conservatives rallied against 

the evacuation of the Rhineland determined by the Plan. Finally, in Germany there was a 

backlash from the right wing as reparations annuities would extend over 59 years.1412 Given 

that in the US the losses of investors paled in comparison with the immediate electoral and 

political consequences of cancelling interwar debts – namely, imposing higher taxes – the 

vicious knot of reparations and inter-allied debts was prolonged until 1932.1413  

Meanwhile, whereas during 1922–3 Gustav Stresemann had attempted to pursue a 

policy of reparations fulfilment by taking advantage of postwar inflation, the government of 

Heinrich Brüning, formed in March 1930, set out to do the same but through outright 

deflation, aiming to convince the Allies that paying reparations would ruin Germany.1414 The 

consequences for the legitimacy of the Weimar republic were gruesome, as Brüning was only 

able to enforce his deflationary reforms by bypassing the parliament’s authority and relying 

on President Paul von Hindenburg’s support. Unemployment levels reached 26.7% in 1932, 

while the economic crisis fuelled the electoral rise of Adolf Hitler’s National Socialists.1415 

Keynes remained adamant that Germany could not pay reparations without further 

foreign loans, and that given the impact of the respective annuities on Germany’s standard of 

living, the Young Plan would ‘not prove practicable’.1416 The Cambridge economist only 

wrote three articles on the Young Plan, and all in 1929 – one of which was published in 

L’Europe nouvelle.1417 Meanwhile, Aftalion continued to criticise Keynes arguments on the 

transfer question in 1930. American inflows had increased the productivity and technological 

                                                 
1411 William McNeil, American Money, 230–3; and JMK, ‘The Report of the Young Committee’ (15 June 1929), 

in JMK, Activities 1922–1932, 336. 
1412 Bruce Kent, The Spoils of War, 303–6; and Albrecht Ritschl, ‘The German Transfer Problem’, 954–5. 
1413 William McNeil, American Money, 220–1. 
1414 Niall Ferguson, ‘Balance of Payments’, 438–9. 
1415 See Theo Balderston, Economics, 88–99; C. Edmund Clingan, Finance from Kaiser to Führer: Budget 

Politics in Germany, 1912–1934 (Westport, Connecticut: Greenwood Press, 2001), 182–99; and Theo 

Balderston, The Origins, 2 and 9.  
1416 JMK, ‘The Report of the Young Committee’, 334–5; and for the quote see JMK to Andrew McFaydean (5 

January 1930), in JMK, Activities 1922–1932, 347. 
1417 See JMK, ‘La Crise des réparations vue de Londres et la dette franco-anglaise’, L’Europe nouvelle, 27 April 

1929, 533–4.  
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advance of German industries, and given Germany’s increasing exports from 1928 to 1929, it 

seemed evident to him that the Young Plan’s annuities would be easily defrayed. Thus 

Aftalion concluded that Keynes greatly exaggerated the stickiness of modern economies, and 

even through recognising that Germany’s growing exports in 1929 were due to economic 

contraction, he never took account of its domestic consequences. Only in early 1932 did 

Aftalion (partly) concede defeat by acknowledging Germany’s inability to meet the Young 

Plan’s terms. However, he did so by blaming the world depression and industrialists’ 

reluctance to hand in their foreign exchange to the Reich, rather than by recognising the 

inadequacy of his theoretical assumptions to practical realities.1418 

In between, the economic slump provided an opportunity to break the deadlock of 

reparations. Firstly, the American President Herbert Hoover called for a one-year moratorium 

on inter-governmental debts in 1931. Then, at the June to July 1932 Lausanne conference, the 

British Prime Minister Ramsay Macdonald and the French Prime Minister Édouard Herriot 

agreed to subsume German reparations into bonds worth 3 billion marks. As the Lausanne 

agreements were only supposed to be ratified if Britain and France managed to settle their 

debts with America, the bonds were never issued, and Germany’s obligations were in practice 

terminated. In the following year, both Britain and France defaulted on their debt payments to 

the US.1419  

Quite understandably, there were no major references to Keynes in French 

newspapers and journals once the terms of the Lausanne agreement became known. Within 

the Left, though, the worsening international economic climate had already made some 

French commentators recognise the Consequences’ far-sightedness.1420 Given that the head of 

the French delegation to Lausanne was Édouard Herriot, then prime minister of a Radical 

Socialist government, the Left held the Lausanne agreement as a political victory. A 

commentator like Georges Boris, who at the time was single-handedly diffusing the 1930 

Treatise on Money’s ideas, was particularly keen on stressing the economic failure of 

Brüning’s deflationary policies.1421 In short, the agreement was seen as France’s contribution 

to peace and European economic recovery – in hindsight a very ironical postulate, given the 

                                                 
1418 See the following articles by Albert Aftalion: ‘Le Problème des transferts allemands – solutions théoriques 

et solution de fait’, L’Information financière, 11 January 1930, 1; ‘L’Élasticité’, 1; ‘Le Paradoxe allemande’, 

L’Information financière, 22 January 1932, 1–2. 
1419 Bruce Kent, The Spoils of War, 368–72; and Zara Steiner, The Lights that Failed, 685–90. 
1420 See Henri Clerc, ‘Réparations et dettes – solutions héroïques’, L’Œuvre, 12 April 1932, 1.  
1421 See Georges Boris, ‘Le Rocher de Sisyphe de la déflation’, La Lumière, 2 July 1932, 1–2. 
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role of French monetary policy in the unravelling of the 1930s slump.1422 Eventually, the 

experience of Nazi occupation between 1940 and 1945 would make Frenchmen cast under a 

very different light the Great War’s reparations saga and Keynes’s respective writings, as 

analysed in Chapter 12.  

Current historiography on reparations deems Keynes’s theoretical formulation of the 

transfer problem flawed (for not accounting for demand factors), in order to contest the 

validity of his general case on the Great War’s reparations.1423 That rather misses the point. 

Like Keynes’s evaluation of the 1921 London Schedule, his analysis of the Dawes and 

Young Plans was ultimately accurate not because his theoretical assumptions were always 

valid, but because of his far-sighted awareness of how social and political constraints bound 

the application of economic policies.1424 Nonetheless, in the early 1930s, it was not Keynes’s 

writings on reparations that attracted the attention of French opinion anymore, but those on 

the Great Depression.  

  

 

                                                 
1422 See ‘La France et l’Angleterre ont conclu un accord de confiance’, L’Œuvre, 14 July 1932, 1; and Henry de 

Jouvenel, ‘La Paix économique exige la trêve politique’, L’Œuvre, 20 July 1932, 1. 
1423 See, for instance, Leonard Gomes, German Reparations, 228–33. 
1424 See Robert Skidelsky, The Economist, 311. 
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Chapter 9 – Walking the lonely road: Keynes’s ideas on managed currency against 

French commitment to the gold standard (1930–5)  

 

Nous n’avons pas trouvé de panacée pour 

remédier à la situation présente, 

et cela pour cette raison qu’il n’en existe pas. 

 

François Simiand (1932)1425 

 

La crise actuelle ne se laissera surmonter ni  

par un retour de la ‘confiance’ ni par une  

manipulation monétaire. Lutter contre la crise,  

c’est lutter pour une économie planifiée. 

 

Jean Duret (1934)1426 

 

9.1. Introduction  

 

In the early 1930s, Keynes’s divergences with the majority of French economists, 

financial experts and politicians (from the Left and the Right) in regards to monetary policy 

were further deepened, as the slump reached its height. During this period, Keynes published 

his first proper academic foray into monetary theory, the Treatise on Money (1930); and his 

essay Means to Prosperity (1933). In between those two works he published another 

collection of previous writings, the Essays in Persuasion (1931). These three works were 

accompanied by a series of journalistic articles on the impact of the slump in Britain and 

abroad; on the July 1933 World Economic Conference, and on Franklin D. Roosevelt’s New 

Deal programme. Owing to the lasting scholarly impact of Keynes’s 1936 General Theory on 

economic analysis, the reception of Keynes’s ideas in France during the 1930s has attracted 

more attention from scholars than the previous decade. Although full of valuable insights and 

offering valuable guidelines for this chapter, extant studies have altogether ignored Keynes’s 

journalistic output by focusing solely on the Treatise. Furthermore, they have either picked a 

                                                 
1425 François Simiand, Les Fluctuations économiques à longue période et la crise mondiale (Paris: Félix Alcan, 

1932), 126. 
1426 Jean Duret, ‘Autour des plans’, La Tribune des fonctionnaires, 5 May 1934, 4. 
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small number of economists as case studies, or they analyse the reception of the Treatise 

from the prism of the later reception of the General Theory.1427 A teleological narrative is 

thus advanced where the limited, belated, and negative reception of the Treatise, serves as a 

prolegomenon to the equally belated circulation of the General Theory and its difficult 

acceptance by French economists.1428 Among the factors advanced to explain the weak 

impact of Keynes’s ideas during the 1930s are the existence of previous French traditions of 

public works, and even his views on war reparations.1429  

On the contrary, and by sticking to the contextual approach underpinning this thesis, I 

argue that none of those factors played a significant role in preventing Keynes’s ideas from 

having a wider acceptance. Rather, the conflict between Keynes and French opinion derived 

from different diagnoses of the slump and its origins. As for economists – most notoriously 

Charles Rist, who by now had become France’s most influential economist – financial 

journalists, conservative and Radical Socialist politicians, the conflict resulted from their 

refusal of the British Treasury’s argument that French gold hoarding increased Britain’s 

balance of payments disequilibrium, and put downwards pressure on the world price level. 

They altogether rejected any redistribution of the world’s gold reserves, and once Britain left 

gold in 1931, continued to oppose the franc’s devaluation. Within the Left, particularly the 

Socialists and the CGT, Keynes’s ideas did not leave any significant mark, a fact above all 

related to technical ignorance on the importance of monetary issues in shaping the success of 

economic policies, and to political and social fears of devaluation, deemed prejudicial to the 

working classes. Instead of devaluing the franc, the Left favoured planning and increasing the 

working classes’ purchasing power. Nonetheless, Keynes’s few champions still came from 

the Socialist spheres, namely Georges Boris. 

This chapter’s narrative thus begins by providing a succinct overview of how the 

different strands of French opinion conceptualised the 1930s slump. Afterwards, it covers the 

negative reception of the Treatise on Money, contrasting it with Georges Boris’s use of 

                                                 
1427 See Alan Alcouffe, ‘Keynes’, 68–9. 
1428 Examples of this approach are Richard Arena and Christian Schmidt, ‘Keynes before and after the General 

Theory’, 83–4; Jean-François Renaud, ‘J. M. Keynes et les économistes français dans l’entre-deux-guerres: 

quelques éléments explicatifs d’une révolution introuvable’, in Pierre Dockès, Ludovic Frobert, Gérard Klotz, 

Jean-Pierre Potier, and André Tiran (eds.), Les Traditions, 925–9. Of this first wave of studies on the reception 

of Keynes’s ideas, the most wide-ranging remains Olivier Dard, ‘Économie et économistes’, 173–80. It is also 

worth noting that the single existing comparative study of French public opinion’s views on Anglo-French 

monetary policy does not analyse whether Keynes’s articles had any impact in France: see Marguerite Perrot, La 

Monnaie et l’opinion publique en France et en Angleterre de 1924 à 1936 (Paris: Presses de la Fondation 

nationale des sciences politiques, 1955). 
1429 See, for instance, Pierre Rosanvallon, ‘Histoire’, 24–32. 
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Keynes’s book to create his own counter-cyclical policy proposal. The focus is then shifted to 

the reception of Keynes’s journalistic articles on the slump and British devaluation from 1930 

to 1932. Subsequently, I scrutinise how the Essays in Persuasion were translated and 

published in 1933 thanks to the initiative of Herbert Jacoby – an old friend of Paul Franck. 

The remaining two parts of this chapter examine firstly, the reception of Keynes’s Means to 

Prosperity, whose reflationary proposals were discussed before the June 1933 World 

Economic Conference; and secondly, how Keynes refused to collaborate in the making of the 

Popular Front’s economic programme, because it failed to endorse devaluation.  

 

9.2. French interpretations of the Great Depression and how they shaped the 

circulation of Keynes’s ideas  

 

Ultimately, the economic depression of the 1930s had its origins in the deflationary 

bias of the gold standard, which amplified a situation of already falling prices – particularly 

of agricultural products – into a worldwide economic crisis characterised by an accumulation 

of stocks, decreasing levels of industrial output and growing rates of unemployment. The 

main trigger was the decision by the FED to raise interest rates in the first half of 1928, which 

aimed at bursting the speculative bubble going on the Wall Street stock market (which 

eventually developed into the October 1929 crash). Moreover, the deep roots of the slump 

were also to be found in the debt burdens left by the war, and the reduced prospects for 

sustained international financial cooperation.1430 Left as the world’s main creditor, for 

domestic political motives, the US never consented to cancelling inter-allied debts; and 

although in the 1920s, American balance of payments surpluses were recycled by lending to 

Europe and Latin America, the FED tended to guide its monetary policy primarily by 

domestic needs, as it did in 1928.1431  

Meanwhile, after the franc was stabilised de facto in December 1926, the French 

economy entered into recession, but throughout 1928–9 it grew steadily. Industrial output 

only start diminishing in June 1930, and at a rate much smaller than in Britain, the US and 

                                                 
1430 For a succinct overview of the Great Depression’s causes see Barry Eichengreen, ‘The Origins and Nature’, 

214–21; see also Barry Eichengreen, Golden Fetters, 207–29 and 392. 
1431 C. H. Feinstein, Peter Temin, and Gianni Toniolo (eds.), The World Economy Between the World Wars 

(New York: Oxford University Press, 2008), 64–6; Peter Temin, Lessons From the Great Depression 

(Cambridge: Massachusetts: MIT Press, 1989), 55; and Barry Eichengreen, Golden Fetters, 227. 
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Germany.1432 The growth and then belated impact of the slump in France was due not only to 

the franc’s undervaluation (which boosted industrial activity), but also to an ongoing policy 

of public works and subsidies to capital goods’ renovation practiced by the governments of 

Poincaré and André Tardieu, from 1926 to 1931. Public investment was pursued on the 

assumption that the budget surpluses of post-1926 would continue. Ironically, although it 

actually helped delay the onset of the slump in France, public expenditure was judged by 

experts and political leaders to be at the root of French financial and economic problems from 

1931 onwards. Besides, as described in the previous chapter, not only did the BDF’s share of 

the world’s gold reserves increase from 7 to 26% between 1928 and 1932, but its cover ratio 

grew from close to 40% to almost 80% within that same period. Gold inflows were mainly 

neutralised – not as the fruit of any deliberate policy from the BDF and the Treasury, but 

rather because of the anti-inflationary bias of extant legislation and the general frame of mind 

of experts and politicians.1433  

That anti-inflationary outlook was shared by the BDF, the Treasury and all Prime 

Ministers and Ministers of Finance between 1930 and 1936, regardless of their political 

affiliations. From conservatives like Pierre-Étienne Flandin, to Radical Socialists like 

Édouard Herriot, Édouard Daladier, Georges Bonnet and Louis Germain-Martin. Likewise, it 

was shared by most economists, widely diffused by conservative outlets like Le Temps and 

the Journal des débats, as well as by major financial newspapers like L’Information 

financière and La Journée industrielle.1434 Economists like Rist and Rueff blamed the crisis 

on the gold exchange standard system, which allowed for American profligacy in creating 

credit by artificially maintaining low rates of interest and through open market operations – 

under the pernicious aim of maintaining internal price stability. The end result was an 

oversupply of raw and transformed commodities, the natural outcome of a period of rising 

prices and expectations that fuelled speculation. Consequently, the crisis was thought to be 

the logical outcome of a misguided monetary policy, while also representing an opportunity 

to re-establish an unhampered gold standard system and an orthodox financial policy. The 

                                                 
1432 Namely 7% if compared with 1929 levels: in Britain, the US and Germany the fall was of 15% and 30%, 

respectively. See Kenneth Mouré, Managing, 13. 
1433 Kenneth Mouré, Managing, 19–22; and Douglas A. Irwin, ‘The French Gold Sink’, 17. On the resulting 

under-monetarisation of the French economy and how it affected the British balance of payments see Douglas 

A. Irwin, ‘The French Gold Sink’, 18–20; and C. H. Feinstein, Peter Temin, and Gianni Toniolo (eds.), The 

World Economy, 49. 
1434 The ‘official’ view on the crisis and its widespread support have been thoroughly depicted by Kenneth 

Mouré, Managing, 29–38; and also by Julian Jackson, The Politics of Depression in France, 1932–1936 

(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1985), 9–16, and 27–9; and Michel Margairaz, L’État. Vol. I, 30–3.  
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economic consequences would be painful, as agricultural and industrial output would 

decrease to corresponding lower demand, and wages would plunge downwards. Yet, those 

would only be temporary, healthy adjustments that would restore the natural order of life 

dictated by the laws of supply and demand.1435  

The buoyancy of the French economy until 1930, together with the BDF’s substantial 

gold reserves, led to the erroneous perception among its experts that France was insulated 

from the effects of a worldwide slump. Once French exports started being affected by the 

crisis – and became priced out by the British and American devaluations in 1931 and 1933 – 

politicians, economists and conservative opinion agreed that internal prices should decrease 

to keep exports competitive and maintain the franc’s external parity. At the same time, fiscal 

measures to balance the budget should be adopted and the money supply contracted. As 

Michel Margairaz has thoroughly analysed, budgetary (and monetary) deflation followed a 

wider goal of economic deflation. By reducing the budget’s deficit, it was hoped to 

eventually reduce taxes and halt public borrowing, as a means to bring down the financial 

market’s interest rates and restore confidence among investors. In fact, these measures only 

contributed to further diminish investment between 1932 and 1935.1436  

British criticisms of French gold hoarding were rejected on the grounds that gold 

inflows were due to France’s ability to practice higher interest rates (than Britain). Thus, if 

the arguments put forward by leading Treasury civil servants like Ralph Hawtrey (its director 

of Financial Enquiries) and Frederick Leith-Ross (its deputy Controller of Finance), were 

rejected by the BDF’s officials and economists like Rist, so naturally were Keynes’s.1437 

Given the echoes of the French monetary and financial crisis of 1925–6, French economists 

and policymakers opposed devaluation and currency management policies, like open market 

operations. It was thanks to such intransigency that Keynes had already concluded by March 

1930 that ‘in official and academic circles in France it is hardly an exaggeration to say that 

economic science is non-existent. French thought on these matters is two generations out-of-

date’.1438 Finally, the perception that unemployment was lower than the British also took 

away some of the urgency of Keynes’s counter-cyclical proposals: by 1936, it was at 4.3%. 

                                                 
1435 Kenneth Mouré, Managing, 27–40.  
1436 Michel Margairaz, L’État. Vol. I, 33–7 and 53–5; and Kenneth Mouré, Managing, 22. 
1437 On the diverging appreciations of French monetary policy by the British Treasury and the BDF in 1930, see 

Kenneth Mouré, Managing, 52–60. 
1438 JMK, ‘Committee on Finance and Industry. Note of Discussion on Thursday 6 March 1930’, in JMK and 

Donald Moggridge (ed.), The Collected Writings of John Maynard Keynes. Vol. XX: Activities 1929–1931: 

Rethinking Employment and Unemployment Policies (London: Macmillan, 1981), 154. 
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Yet, due to how unemployment was conceptualised in France, French unemployment 

statistics masked the extent of the phenomena. An example was that individuals who had not 

worked for two years were not considered to be part of the active workforce. If 

underemployed labour was taken into account, that rate grew to 10.1% (thus close to the 

British 12.5%, as remarked by Nicolas Baverez).1439  

Within the Left, the Radical Socialists were divided between the deflationary 

consensus described above, and a series of opposed theories and proposals. There were those 

who blamed industrial rationalisation for the crisis, and defended vaguely sketched 

purchasing power stimulation theories (like the ‘abondancisme’ of Jacques Duboin);1440 those 

who envisaged a return to bimetallism in order to enlarge the money supply (Joseph Caillaux 

and Henri Clerc); and finally, the minority that called for the franc’s devaluation.1441 It 

included the economic writers Bertrand de Jouvenel and Raymond Patenôtre. The former will 

be referred to further ahead in this chapter. Patenôtre is usually mentioned as having been 

influenced by Keynes. Yet, and although he had read the Consequences, none of his books 

advocating for the franc’s devaluation actually make any reference to Keynes.1442 In any case, 

during the six consecutive Radical governments of 1932–4, it was the deflationary path that 

was pursued by the main Radical leaders Herriot and Daladier, and by their Ministers of 

Finance, Georges Bonnet and the economist Louis Germain-Martin.1443 For example, 

Daladier commissioned in 1931 a report on the origins of the depression that pointed to its 

main cause as credit inflation, and which likewise dismissed Keynes’s ideas as 

inflationary.1444 

The Socialists, together with the CGT, brandished an underconsumptionist 

explanation for the crisis, whose historical and theoretical precedents went back to the 

nineteenth century economist Simonde de Sismondi, up to the vulgarization of Marxian ideas 

                                                 
1439 See Robert Salais, ‘Why was Unemployment so Low in France during the 1930s, in Barry Eichengreen and 

T. J. Hatton (eds.), Interwar Unemployment in International Perspective (Dordrecht, Boston and London: 

Kluwer Academic Publishers, 1987), 247–88; and Nicolas Baverez, ‘La Spécificité française du chômage 

structurel de masse des années 1930 aux années 1990’, in Vingtième siècle, revue d’histoire, 52 (October–

December 1996), 41–55.  
1440 Julian Jackson, The Politics, 16. 
1441 Serge Berstein, Histoire du parti radical. Vol. II: La Crise du radicalisme (Paris: Presses de la Fondation 

nationale des sciences politiques, 1982), 223–30. See also Joseph Caillaux’s preface to Raymond Patenôtre, La 

crise et le drame monétaire (Paris: Librairie Gallimard, 1932), 10–12.  
1442 See in particular, Raymond Patenôtre, La Crise, 128ff; and also by Patenôtre, Voulons-nous sortir de la 

crise? (Paris: Librairie Plon, 1934). 
1443 Serge Berstein, La Crise du radicalisme, 223–30. On the haplessness of Radical Socialist leadership 

concerning financial and economic issues see Peter J. Larmour, The French Radical Party in the 1930s 

(Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1964), 71–7.  
1444 Serge Berstein, La Crise du radicalisme, 224. 
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in the 1930s. The latter was particularly visible in the CGT’s newspapers and journals, thanks 

to men like Lucien Laurat and Jean Duret (who before joining the CGT had been expelled 

from the French Communist Party in 1932).1445 On a policy level, both the Socialists and the 

CGT sought to stimulate purchasing power through public works, and a smaller, 40-hour 

week without wage cuts.1446 They rejected devaluation as conducive to a higher cost of living 

that would negatively impact the living standards of the working classes, and consequently 

envisaged it as a measure of last resort. From 1935 onwards, devaluation started being 

timidly regarded as a hypothetical possibility, albeit dependent upon an international 

monetary stabilisation plan involving Britain and the US.  

Moreover, the idea of economic planning stole the limelight from monetary 

management as the counter-cyclical weapon of choice, owing in particular to the influence of 

the Belgian Henri de Man. That was also the case among certain elites of the Radical party, 

namely the Young Turks group from 1927 onwards (to which de Jouvenel belonged, as seen 

in the previous chapter).1447 For the Socialists and the CGT, the nationalisation of the BDF 

and economic coordination (which would allow to control the internal price level), would 

suffice to fund public works, without any change in the franc’s value. It must be noted that 

during the 1930s, advocacy of planning was not exclusive to leftist politics, but also to a 

series of engineers, business managers and industrialists formed at the École polytechnique: 

individuals like Jean Coutrot, Robert Gibrat and Auguste Detoeuf. Intellectuals from the Left 

and the Right, and even Catholics embraced planning, seeking to strengthen political and 

social ties against the disorders caused by liberal capitalism. In general, all of these non-

conformist groups called for a mixed economy, where production would be rationalised by 

state direction, supported by statistical observatories. Where they all converged was in 

eschewing devaluation as the most appropriate policy for the French context. In the economic 

plan adopted by the CGT just before the formation of Léon Blum’s Popular Front 

government in June 1936, planning was indeed conceived as an alternative to both 

devaluation and deflation.1448  

                                                 
1445 See François Denord, Néo-libéralisme, 31–2. 
1446 Michel Margairaz, L’État. Vol. I, 115–7 and 120–30; Julian Jackson, The Politics, 38–40; and Kenneth 

Mouré, Managing, 42. Regarding Sismondi’s ideas see Gilles Dostaller, Keynes and his Battles, 181–2. 
1447 Serge Berstein, La Crise du radicalisme, 106–9. 
1448 See Jean Duret, ‘Le Plan et le problème monétaire’, La Tribune des fonctionnaires, 30 March 1935, 4; and 

Francis Delaisi, ‘Si le franc tombait…’, Atelier pour le plan, 15 November 1935, 101–2; see Michel Margairaz, 

L’État. Vol. I, 120–31; Julian Jackson, The Politics, 35–41; Julian Jackson, The Popular Front in France: 

Defending Democracy, 1934–6 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988), 160–4; Olivier Dard, Le 
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To Keynes’s mind, this amounted to nonsense. Any kind of experiment involving 

large public economic intervention (like public works) would have to be underpinned by a 

policy of managed currency, which amounted to either devaluation on gold, or to exit gold 

altogether. Nevertheless, given the Socialists’ outlook on the crisis, it is not surprising that 

one of the individuals who keenly relayed Keynes’s ideas during this time period happened to 

be Georges Boris. He had already collaborated and corresponded with Keynes from 1922 to 

1925, and in 1932 extensively used the Treatise on Money to formulate his own reflationary 

plan. Finally, and to a smaller degree, certain traits of the French Left’s reaction to the crisis – 

which could also be observed at the time in Britain – probably also hampered the prevention 

of a more widespread acceptance of Keynes’s ideas.1449 An example is the radicalisation of 

political discourses during the Great Depression: whereas Keynes aimed at reforming 

capitalist structures through piecemeal reforms, the slump was regarded by several Socialists 

as proof of capitalism’s intrinsically flawed nature. Accordingly, Keynes’s ideas were often 

regarded as partial and short-sighted attempts to prevent the inevitable.1450 Perhaps owing to a 

similar motive, references to Keynes in Communist publications are virtually non-existent: 

their explanation of the crisis relied on Marxian economics and they likewise rejected 

devaluation for fears of inflation (and its impact on the working class).1451 

 

9.3. The 1930 Treatise on Money: its ideas and why it was never translated to French 

 

Of all of Keynes’s books, the Treatise is one of the two that has never been translated 

into French – the other being the 1921 Treatise on Probability.1452 Moreover, although it was 

published in Britain on 24 October 1930, the first French reviews only appeared two years 

later. Nonetheless, as it will be described in this section, although the written reception of the 

Treatise lagged considerably behind that of Keynes’s contemporary journalistic articles on 

the slump, the book start circulating among French economists right in 1930, as various 

references to it in journalistic and scientific articles attest. One reason why the Treatise was 

                                                 
Rendez-vous manqué des relèves des années trente (Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 2002), 51–3 and 

65–72; and finally, Richard F. Kuisel, Capitalism, 98–109.  
1449 Robert Skidelsky, The Economist, 437–8. 
1450 See, for instance, Joseph Diner-Dines, ‘Les Crises économiques mondiales. Aujourd’hui et dans le passé’, 

Le Populaire, 9 March 1931, 6. This was a criticism certain Socialists had made in regards to the Consequences 

(see Chapter 3). 
1451 An example being the newspapers L’Humanité and Regards, and the journal Cahiers du bolchévisme. 
1452 In regards to the Treatise on Probability’s reception in France, see Richard Arena and Christian Schmidt, 

‘Keynes before and after the General Theory’, 78–82. 
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never translated was certainly its length and technical character, the latter making it 

understandable only to economists or those well versed on monetary theory. Whereas all of 

Keynes’s previous books since 1920 (except for the Treatise on Probability) mostly applied 

economics to practical issues,1453 the Treatise on Money was his first systematic foray into 

economic theory. It was composed of two volumes, running to circa 700 pages, which made 

it Keynes’s lengthiest work. Additionally, it also suffered from a long gestation period 

(nearly seven years), which resulted in a lack of systematisation that still makes for a difficult 

read.1454 In the first volume, Keynes presented his pure theory of money, full of algebraic 

formulas and written in a very dry style. In the second, he proceeded to apply it through a 

description of the business cycle, a series of historical narratives on financial history, and 

finally, in how central banking policy could counter a depression by bridging the gap 

between saving and investment levels.  

The Treatise has been regarded by specialised scholarship as a step in between the 

quantity-theory based 1924 Tract, and the theory of effective demand espoused in the 1936 

General Theory.1455 In the Treatise, Keynes’s analysis was still rooted in Marshallian 

orthodoxy, starting from an outlook of general economic equilibrium, presupposing a level of 

output amounting to full employment: his aim was to counter deviations from this 

equilibrium. The book’s main premise was that credit cycle fluctuations derived from short 

term inequalities between saving and investment levels, the latter being the main determinant 

of economic change. Keynes’s peer Dennis Robertson had already pursued this theoretical 

path, but one of the Treatise’s novel points – which was to be duly noted by the French 

economist Charles Rist – was the premise that decisions to save and invest were made by 

different groups of individuals. Investment decisions obeyed to non-monetary factors, namely 

expectations, which were linked to uncertainty about the future. If the public spent less of its 

income on consumer goods than industry spent on producing them, industrialits’ profits 

would experience windfall losses, which would force them to contract their output. Excessive 

saving – either through hoarding or unproductive investment in equities – would lead to 

deflation and unemployment. Keynes formalised these postulates in his ‘Fundamental 

                                                 
1453 With the exception of the 1921 Treatise.  
1454 Robert Skidelsky, The Economist, 281–5. 
1455 What follows is a very brief overview of the Treatise’s main ideas. For a detailed discussion, see Don 

Patinkin, Keynes’s Monetary Thought – a Study of Its Development (Durham: Duke University Press, 1976), 

33–53; Robert Skidelsky, The Economist, 314–337; D. E. Moggridge, Maynard, 484–9; and Pascal Bridel, 

Cambridge Monetary Thought: The Development of Saving-Investment Analysis from Marshall to Keynes 

(London: MacMillan, 1987), 124–56. 
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Equations’, which although a derivative from the Tract’s quantity theory, also allowed for the 

fact that price fluctuations could be determined by non-monetary causes, like changes in 

production costs (wages, for instance). 1456 

Following the Swedish economist Knut Wicksell, Keynes argued that a natural rate of 

interest existed that allowed to bring saving and investment into equilibrium. Random events 

like war, new inventions, or investors’ confidence, would bring about a divergence between 

the natural and the actual market rate of interest, marking the beginning of the business cycle 

through a period of inflation. As incomes gradually caught up with prices, and industry 

increased its output, entrepreneurs would see their profits shrink, while commodity prices 

would likewise decrease. The result would be an economic contraction, aggravated by 

attempts to cut wages.1457 Given that there was no reason for savings and investment to 

balance on their own, Keynes concluded they could only be brought into equilibrium by 

central banks, whose task was to correlate the market to the natural rate of interest.1458 

Central banks could only do so via changes in the interest rates and open market 

operations. Lower interest rates would increase the amount of credit available to industry, 

thus leading to higher prices and windfall profits; in the opposite case, they would have the 

reverse effect and contract economic output.1459 Open market operations would allow to 

control the monetary base, likewise guaranteeing that industry would not be left short of 

credit.1460 Nevertheless, given that on a gold standard regime the adoption of low interest 

rates could result in capital outflows, Keynes proposed an international currency, whose 

value would be indexed to the prices of sixty internationally-traded commodities. Until this 

idea was feasible, central banks should widen the margins by which they agreed to give notes 

for gold or vice-versa, and have half of their reserves composed of foreign exchange.1461  

Despite his proposal for an international monetary system with fixed exchange rates, 

like the 1924 Tract Keynes once more advanced a policy of managed currency primarily 

determined by domestic goals. However, the Treatise’s theoretical frameworks were even 

farther at odds with the belief that economies were auto-regulated by the free play of supply 

and demand. The political and moral conclusions deriving from this stance starkly contrasted 

                                                 
1456 See also Roger Blackwell and Bradley W. Bateman, Capitalist Revolutionary, 86; Gilles Dostaler, Keynes 

and his Battles (Cheltenham: Edward Elgar, 2007), 170–1; and Roger Backhouse, The Penguin, 220–1. 
1457 Robert Skidelsky, The Economist, 330–1. 
1458 Don Patinkin, Keynes’s Monetary Ideas, 33–6. 
1459 D. E. Moggridge, Maynard, 486; and Roger Blackwell, The Penguin, 223. 
1460 Robert Skidelsky, The Economist as S, 334–7. 
1461 D. E. Moggridge, Maynard, 488; Robert Skidelsky, The Economist, 337. 
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with those of key French economists like Charles Rist, Rueff and François Simiand. The 

Treatise acutely reflects Keynes’s belief that 1920s British economic and financial woes 

derived from the high interest rates maintained by the Bank of England in order to keep the 

sterling on the gold standard. Whereas Keynes believed that the FED’s managing of the dollar 

between 1923 and 1928 had been a success, the majority of French economists held it as one 

of the axiomatic causes of the crisis.1462 Keynes’s yardstick for the discussion of central 

banking policies was indeed Britain and the US. Both were noted precisely for the extensive 

powers their central banks held over the money supply and over how much credit member 

banks were allowed to create. Keynes acknowledged this bias, but presciently argued that 

continental countries (including France) would soon emulate their Anglo-American 

counterparts. They would do so both in regards to the extension of the central bank’s powers, 

and through the generalisation of credit payment systems (like cheques).1463  

In the same vein, references in the Treatise to the works of French economists were 

almost inexistent. Besides a few lines on François Divisia’s price index, Keynes’s only 

significant allusion was to Mentor Bouniatian, a pioneer of the underconsumptionist account 

of business cycle fluctuations.1464 An Armenian economist who studied in Berlin before the 

war, Bouniatian integrated the Armenian delegation to the Versailles Conference, and opted 

to establish himself in Paris afterwards, teaching at the Sorbonne. Like Keynes, Bouniatian 

believed that investment and consumptions decisions were not symmetrical, given a lag 

between the production of consumer and capital goods; and because while income grew, the 

tendency to save increased as well. Because of that, demand for consumer goods would 

eventually lag below production capacity, generating overproduction. However, unlike 

Keynes, he argued that falling prices would subsequently bring equilibrium between 

production and consumption and rekindle demand. For that to happen, money wages had to 

necessarily decrease, in order to match the lower price level of industrial goods.1465  

                                                 
1462 Robert Skidelsky, The Economist, 314 and 336. 
1463 JMK, The Collected Writings of John Maynard Keynes. Vol. VI: Treatise on Money. Vol. II: The Applied 

Theory of Money (London: Macmillan, 1971), 42 and 207–9. 
1464 JMK, Treatise. Vol. I, 70–2 and 160–1.  
1465 For an overview of Bouniatian’s theory of the business cycle, see Mauro Boianovski, ‘Bouniatian, Mentor 

(1877–1969).’ The New Palgrave Dictionary of Economics Online, available at 
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Bouniatian would actually refer to the Treatise as proof of British economists’ support 

of the flawed idea that hoarding money could have deflationary effects. He argued that 

regardless of individual cases, in an economy as a whole, the profits earnt from the exchange 

of goods were always invested again in the process of production. Say’s Law thus prevailed; 

and mass hoarding was only observable during banking crises. The lag between investment 

and consumption decisions was only temporary; and unemployment amounted to the transfer 

of workers between industries. Like Lescure and Aftalion (whom he accused of stealing his 

ideas), Bouniatian rejected monetary explanations of the cycle on the basis that the money 

supply followed price movements. As analysed in the next section, their preference for a real 

theory of the business cycle had a key role in limiting the Treatise’s reception.1466 

Certainly the Treatise was not without its flaws, above all the assumption of the 

existence of full employment, when in the aftermath of the depression that was far from being 

the reality in Britain and most European countries at the time (including France, if to a 

smaller degree).1467 Keynes also failed to successfully explain how increasing the amount of 

available credit to industry would be directly translated into increased demand both for 

capital and consumer goods, in the case where expectations regarding the economic climate 

were uncertain.1468 French critics were seize on this point. The harsh reviews Keynes’s book 

received led him to reformulate his theoretical frameworks, resulting in the 1936 General 

Theory. In any case, French criticisms did not influence his intellectual trajectory towards the 

General Theory – by the time the first French reviews of the Treatise appeared (1932–3), he 

had already developed key concepts of that book, like the multiplier.1469 

As ten years earlier with the Consequences, Keynes promptly took the initiative to get 

the Treatise published in France. Yet, he was bereft of Paul Franck’s contacts and skills, and 

his ties with Éditions Kra were severed, so in November 1930 he made use of his domestic 

networks to find a new French translator. On this occasion, he relied on H. A. Siepmann, an 

adviser to Montagu Norman, the governor of the Bank of England.1470 Apparently, either 

                                                 
1466 Mentor Bouniatian, ‘Technical Progress and Unemployment’, International Labour Review, 28, 2 (March 

1933), 338 and 340–1; see also Mentor Bouniatian, ‘The Theory of Economic Cycles based on the tendency 
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Treatise. Vol. I, 155–7. 
1467 See Roger Blackwell and Bradley W. Bateman, Capitalist Revolutionary, 86–7; and in regards to the 
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1468 Roger Blackwell and Bradley W. Bateman, Capitalist Revolutionary, 89–93. 
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Siepmann or Keynes had set their eyes on Marc de la Valette. He had reviewed the Tract for 

the Revue d’économie politique back in 1924, and then wrote a short comparative study of 

Fisher and Keynes’s (pre-Treatise) monetary theories in 1930.1471 However, de la Vallette 

never replied to Siepmann, and the latter took advantage of one of the meetings of the Bank 

for International Settlement (BIS) in Basle to inquire with Pierre Quesnay about de la 

Valette’s competence.  

Back in 1928, while serving as head of the economic studies section of the BDF, 

Quesnay had constituted with the governor Émile Moreau and the vice governor Charles Rist 

the triumvirate in charge of stabilising the franc. After leaving the BDF in 1930, he became 

the general manager of the BIS.1472 Given personal animosities between Montagu Norman 

and Moreau, the dialogue between the two central banks took place mainly through Siepmann 

and Quesnay, who were thus well acquainted with each other.1473 Quesnay advised Siepmann 

against picking Valette, and suggested instead two of his old subordinates at the BDF: Pierre 

Costes as a translator, and Pierre Ricard as a reviser. According to Siepmann, Ricard knew 

‘little or no English but was very competent in financial technique’.1474 Both had translated a 

book authored by the American banker Warren Burgess on the functioning of the FED and of 

New York’s money market: it had been prefaced by Moreau.1475 It might be that Moreau 

stood against his employees translating a book from a notorious critic of French monetary 

policy – just as he had done when Keynes asked Rueff for a contribution on that topic for the 

Economic Journal in November 1929 (an episode referred to in the previous chapter). In any 

case, Keynes does not seem to have proceeded with the matter by contacting either Ricard or 

Costes, and there is no trace in his archives of any correspondence exchanged with French 

publishers regarding the Treatise.1476  

 

9.4. French economists’ unanimity against managed currency and the Treatise (1930–

5)  

 

                                                 
1471 Marc de Valette, Stabilisation, 28–44. In his essay, Valette did not make any references to the Treatise.  
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Until today, the Treatise has never been dressed in French clothes. Yet, French 

economists were soon commenting on it, and what is striking in their analysis is how despite 

their divergent theoretical outlooks, all concurred on rejecting Keynes’s claim that banking 

policies could reverse the crisis. This is explained by several factors: the rejection of the 

British claim that a lack of expansionary action by the BDF heightened the slump’s depth; a 

moral-political and theoretical attachment to laisser-faire and the gold standard; memories of 

the 1924–6 inflationary crisis; and a tad of nationalist pride caused by the BDF’s increasing 

gold reserves. Charles Rist, France’s most influential economist in the 1930s, fits all these 

criteria. He read the Treatise shortly after it was published, but at this stage, his opposition to 

Keynes’s standpoints was total, in great part thanks to his metalist conception of money (he 

did not believe banknotes were a safe store of wealth).1477 After leaving the BDF in March 

1929, Rist built for himself an international reputation as a leading monetary expert.1478 He 

was involved in the stabilisation of the Romanian leu, and likewise worked as an adviser to 

the Spanish, Austrian, and Turkish governments.1479  

Rist continued to maintain close ties with the BDF, though. Backed by Moreau, the 

French economist published an article at the Revue d’économie politique in the end of 1930, 

La Question de l’or. It aimed at refuting British criticisms of French monetary policy, and 

countering an interim report of the LON’s Gold Commission, whose brief allowed it to 

inquire if gold reserves’ shortage and maldistribution was responsible for the slump.1480 In the 

article Rist denied that the BDF could recur to open market operations, given the organisation 

of the Paris money market.1481 And to support his opinion, he disingenuously directed his 

readers to Keynes’s description – in the Treatise’s second volume – of how the FED used 

open market operations. Rist argued that after the 1929 stock market crisis, Keynes seemed to 

                                                 
1477 Lucette Le Van-Lemesle, Le Juste, 474. 
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1929–1932, The International History Review, 26, 4 (December 2004), 765–95; and Patricia Clavin, Securing 

the World Economy: The Reinvention of the League of Nations, 1920–1946 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 

2013), 51–7. 
1481 A point that despite the underlying complacency was legitimate, given the limited control the BDF 

possessed over the Parisian money market, following the absence of ‘reliable information on interest rates and 

the volume of transactions’. Plus, France did not possess discount houses like Britain: these were specialised in 

discounting securities and as a result offered a valid means to the Bank of England for launching open market 

operations. As pointed out by Mouré, unlike the British case, the BDF competed with commercial banks, so 

there was general climate of mistrust on both sides. See Kenneth Mouré, The Gold Standard, 121. 
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have sensibly attenuated his positive opinions on their success: in fact, he remained broadly 

positive about the FED’s management of the dollar.1482 Even so, the main motive behind 

Rist’s refusal to accept the necessity of open market operations was due to his belief that they 

consisted of outright inflation, and consequently: ‘l’inflation effectué par les banques 

d’émission nous paraît encore moins légitime que celle faite par les gouvernements’.1483  

By 1931, Rist reframed his position and half acknowledged the maldistribution of the 

world’s gold reserves, although arguing they were a consequence of lower world prices, 

rather than their cause.1484 The world’s lower price level was the normal consequence of 

industrial rationalisation, whereas the scale of the crisis was due to the FED’s stabilisation 

policies of 1923–8. Interfering with the natural working of the gold standard for the sake of 

domestic price stability and growth, the FED had artificially expanded credit to stimulate 

consumption, thus increasing the price level beyond its natural rate and feeding speculation. 

The way out of the crisis thus consisted of lowering the costs of products sold. Following 

price deflation, consumption was expected to resume. He also rescued Bouniatian’s and 

Aftalion’s (which is analysed below) theories of the cycle to portray the crisis as a 

phenomenon of overproduction. These were conclusions Rist presented in a report on the 

origins of the crisis adopted by France’s official advisory board on economic policy, the 

Conseil Économique. In June 1931 it was published by the Journal Officiel de la République, 

thus sanctifying Rist’s as the official French position on the slump’s causes. Crucially, in this 

same report, Rist denied the validity of Keynes’s Treatise postulate that the slump originated 

from an excessive hoarding of savings maintained in deposit accounts, due to a lack of 

profitable investment opportunities.1485  

This outlook also underpins the lengthy analysis of the Treatise Rist presented to his 

students of political economy throughout the academic year 1932–3.1486 That year, the 

curriculum focused on theoretical explanations of the crisis, and besides Keynes’s, Rist also 

presented the ideas of Ralph Hawtrey, Knut Wicksell and François Simiand. Unsurprisingly, 

                                                 
1482 See JMK, Treatise on Money. Vol. II, 231–2. 
1483 Charles Rist, ‘La Question de l’or’, Revue d’économie politique (November–December 1930), 1509–11; see 

also Kenneth Mouré, The Gold Standard, 253. 
1484 Kenneth Mouré, The Gold Standard, 192. 
1485 See Charles Rist, ‘La Crise économique et ses causes’, Journal officiel de la République française, 30 June 

1931, 461–4 (the version which appeared in the Journal differs from the one published by the Revue d’économie 

politique in 1931, which makes no reference to Keynes). See also Antoine Autier, ‘Charles Rist’, 180; Kenneth 

Mouré, The Gold Standard, 192–3; and Charles Rist, ‘La France économique en 1930. Avant-Propos’, Revue 

d’économie politique (May–June 1931), 469.  
1486 For Rist’s manuscript notes on the Treatise (which unfortunately are undated), see: ‘Keynes: Treatise on 

Money, 2 vols.’, Archives Charles Rist, 32/6.  
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Rist judged Hawtrey’s ideas to be more systematic and coherent than Keynes’s – Hawtrey’s 

was a purely monetary theory of the business cycle. Rist was well acquainted with his ideas, 

as he personally knew Hawtrey on account of their positions as officials of, respectively, the 

British Treasury and the BDF.1487 Incidentally, Rist had also been the driving force behind 

the French translation of Hawtrey’s 1919 Currency and Credit, which appeared in 1935.1488  

Compared to Hawtrey’s theory, Rist’s concluded the Treatise was not ‘facile à 

analyser et à comprendre. Il est touffu, plein de sujets varies et divers et il est difficile d’en 

préciser les lignes générales’.1489 The French economist started by asserting that Keynes’s 

insistence on the deflationary consequences of hoarding was based on a flawed theory of 

saving. At this stage he drew on his own theorisation of the subject,1490 which divided savings 

into ‘productive savings’ (which would be invested in financial securities or capital goods, 

thus generating additional income), and ‘reserve saving’ (the act of hoarding for deferred 

consumption).1491 Rist was reasserting Say’s Law: that all sorts of income, saved or not, are 

sooner or later spent. Even so, he did not deny that pure hoarding (‘thésaurisation’) would 

provoke a fall in demand: producers would react by decreasing prices, but the end result 

would be bankruptcies, unemployment and diminished output. Crucially, though, unlike 

Keynes, Rist believed that in modern economies, pure hoarding was not a realistic possibility. 

It was a phenomenon particular to more primitive economies, where output was stable year 

after year, and where ‘l’industrie et l’agriculture n’attirent pas automatiquement tout ce qui se 

crée d’épargne dans le pays vers des emplois productifs’.1492 Moreover, Rist seconded and 

quoted Dennis Robertson’s views on the confusion raised by Keynes’s non-inclusion of profit 

in his definition of income, a point on which the latter subsequently backtracked: if profits 

were taken into account, it would be evident that both savings and investment derived from 

                                                 
1487 See Kenneth Mouré, The Gold Standard, 192–3. 
1488 It was translated by Georges Gaussel and by Léonard Rist, son of Charles Rist. See at this respect Lucy 

Brillant, ‘Ralph George Hawtrey, Charles Rist and the French Translation of ‘Currency and Credit’ (1935)’, 

available at http://eet.pixel-

online.org/files/research_papers/FR/BrillantLucy_EuropeanContract_%20Pixel_Rist&Hawtrey_July2014.pdf 

(retrieved 15 August 2015), 1–7. 
1489 Charles Rist, 1932–33, 51. 
1490 The original article appeared in the Revue de métaphysique et de morale of April–June 1921 and was 

republished in: Charles Rist, ‘Théorie de l’épargne’, in Charles Rist, Essais, 177–230; for a summary of the 

theory see Charles Rist, 1932–33, 23–33.  
1491 Charles Rist, ‘Théorie de l’épargne’, 181–9. 
1492 Charles Rist, 1932–33, 24. 
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them and were thus similar entities.1493 Likewise, Rist understandably pinpointed the 

influence of Knut Wicksell on Keynes’s use of the idea of natural rate of interest.1494  

Nevertheless, the relevance of Rist’s analysis resides not in its theoretical comments, 

but in how it scrutinised the Treatise from the perspective of French commitment to the gold 

standard and the country’s monetary history. Essentially, his major disagreements concerned 

the effectiveness of banking policies in controlling the credit cycle, and henceforth, the 

correlated idea of using discretionary currency management to achieve price stability. For a 

start, Rist concluded that central banks (he clearly had in mind the BDF) could not fully 

control the amount of credit available, because the latter was dependent upon gold flows, 

which depended on the balance of payments’ status. Moreover, he argued the money supply 

was determined by the public’s needs. Consequently, central banks could not fully control the 

rates of interest: they only followed the market’s signals. Unlike Keynes, he also believed 

that a central bank would have less trouble in cutting credit rather than increasing it. In the 

absence of investors’ demand for credit (caused by the fact that prices were not rising and 

thus the drive to invest was reduced), Rist argued that credit injections through open market 

operations would ultimately result in the additional liquidity being used by the deposit banks 

to pay back their short term loans to central banks.1495 Open market operations would only be 

able to decrease interest rates for a short period, and thus were nothing but an inflationary 

replacement for the more economically productive act of saving.1496  

Therefore, Rist argued that Keynes’s solution of decreasing interest rates to stimulate 

investment would result in gold outflows. In the same vein, he further asserted that Keynes’s 

suggestion that central banks should protect the credit structure of their own countries by 

widening the legal minimum and maximum note values by which central banks would sell 

and buy gold was simply a subterfuge. The natural outcome of Keynes’s ideas was always the 

prioritisation of domestic price stability, or, in other words, economic nationalism.1497 

                                                 
1493 In 1932, Keynes eventually reached the conclusion that in practice saving and investment were similar 

entities; investment being the margin of income not consumed by the community. See Charles Rist, 1932–33, 58 

and 62; Dennis Robertson, ‘Mr. Keynes’s Theory of Money’, Economic Journal, 141, 163 (September 1931), 

406–7; Robert Skidelsky, The Economist, 321 and 452–3; and D. E. Moggridge, Maynard, 533.  
1494 Charles Rist, 1932–33, 93–102. What remains disputed is how well Keynes understood Wicksell’s theory. 

See on this respect Robert Skidelsky, The Economist, 168, 315 and 326.  
1495 Keynes’s paradigm for the deployment of open market policies was Britain, where he argued that 

traditionally, the money market owed ‘little or nothing’ to the Bank of England. As for the FED, extant policy 

was to accompany open market operations with a reduction of discount rates, so as to diminish the appeal for 

member banks to repay old loans, and instead encourage them to extend loans and investments. See, 

respectively: JMK, Treatise on Money. Vol. I, 226–30 and 333–5; and Barry Eichengreen, Golden Fetters, 253. 
1496 Charles Rist, 1932–33, 81–5. 
1497 Charles Rist, 1932–33, 89–93; and JMK, Treatise on Money. Vol. II, 285–96.  
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Finally, Rist dismissed Keynes’s preference for abolishing the system of basing the central 

bank’s reserves on a percentage of gold reserves. Instead, Keynes thought only a maximum 

for the note circulation would be decreed – as in pre-1914 BDF’s policy – which could be 

revised by legislative decision (the objective being to free the central bank’s reserves for 

reflationary purposes).  

Rist recalled that parliaments were not competent in monetary policy: the memory of 

the 1925–6 inflation and the political standoff that had deepened it loomed large.1498 In fact, 

that Keynes had resorted to a system rendered antiquated by the stabilisation law of 1928 and 

the modernity of central banking independence seemed to strike Rist as a throwback to the 

Dark Ages. Whereas Keynes argued that central banks ought to have extended powers over 

the money supply (to increase it or decrease it when economically necessary), Rist instead 

conceived the central bank’s power in terms of its independence from politicians: for 

electoral reasons, the latter tended to eschew sane financial policies for inflation. Rist further 

stressed the alleged archaism underlying Keynes’s ideas, by remarking that the eighteenth-

century economist Richard Cantillon had already described and condoned open market 

operations as inflationary in his 1730 Essay on Economic Theory.1499  

By 1935, Rist concluded that the Treatise had not convinced anyone (he keenly drew 

attention to Hawtrey’s critique of the book), and used even sterner words to condemn it. 

Given that Keynes had used Wicksell’s idea of a natural rate of interest – which Rist 

considered an unaccountable abstraction – consequently his whole monetary theory was 

rendered scientifically unverifiable and impracticable.1500 At the same time, the criticisms 

levied against Keynes’s ideas by the British economist Lionel Robbins – a major advocate of 

free trade and one Keynes’s fiercest adversaries in the early 1930s – were deemed by the 

French economist as ‘excellentes’.1501 These same conclusions were later reproduced by Rist 

in the 1938 edition of his history of monetary ideas.1502 The book authored by Robbins to 

which Rist alluded was the French edition of The Great Depression (1934), which was 

translated by the above-mentioned Pierre Costes, and prefaced by none other than Jacques 

Rueff. Robbins espoused an outlook close to the Austrian School (of Ludwig von Mises and 

                                                 
1498 Charles Rist, 1932–33, 104; and JMK, Treatise on Money. Vol. II, 237. 
1499 Charles Rist, 1932–33, 85–6. 
1500 Charles Rist, ‘Théories relatives à l’action de l’or et du taux d’escompte sur le niveau général des prix’, 

Revue d’économie politique, 5 (September–October 1935), 1520 and 1525–7; on the limitations of Wicksell’s 

conception of natural rate of interest see Roger Blackwell, The Penguin, 213–4. 
1501 Charles Rist, ‘Théories’, 1529–30 and 1534.  
1502 See Charles Rist, Histoire des doctrines relatives au crédit et à la monnaie: depuis John Law jusqu’à nos 

jours (Paris: Librairie du Recueil Sirey, 1938), 312–20.  
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Friedrich Hayek), and attributed the slump to public economic and monetary controls, 

positing instead its cure through free trade and wage flexibility.1503  

The links between Rist, Rueff and Robbins went beyond mere literary and intellectual 

exchanges. After leaving the Sorbonne, and with the support of the Rockefeller Foundation, 

Rist created in 1933 an independent economics research institute, aiming at developping 

economic forecasting and establishing a library specialised in economics works. Named 

Institut de recherches économiques et sociales (ISRES), it was partly funded by the 

Rockefeller Foundation and had a collaboration agreement with the London School of 

Economics (LSE), whose Economics Department was headed by Robbins.1504 By then, the 

latter was seeking to end Cambridge’s intellectual and institutional ascendancy on economic 

analysis.1505  

After Charles Gide’s demise in 1932, Rist took on the direction of the Revue 

d’économie politique. Although its bibliographical section regularly made reference to 

reviews (and inherent criticisms) of the Treatise published abroad,1506 only in 1936 did the 

Revue publish an article dedicated to it. Written by Jean-Marcel Jeanneney, it offers a 

thorough and sympathetic, but mainly descriptive exposition of the Treatise.1507 Nevertheless, 

between 1931 and 1935, other French economists besides Rist referred to the Treatise, and 

naturally, some of them did so under the concomitant spell of British devaluation and British 

criticisms of French gold hoarding. Thus, for the staunch gold standard advocate Louis 

Baudin - then a professor of economics at Dijon and a regular contributor to the Revue 

d’économie politique – Keynes’s basic postulate that saving could differ from investment 

(and ensuing policies against that disequilibrium) belonged to the realm of ‘miraculeuses 

panacées’.  

In short, Baudin argued that the economic crisis resulted from the insufficient 

compression of internal prices through wage reductions. Thus, he posited that the saving 

                                                 
1503 The book was originally published in 1934. For the French edition and in particular Rueff’s preface see 

Lionel Robbins, La Grande Dépression, 1929–34 (Paris: Payot, 1935), 7–14; see also Christopher S. Chivvis, 

The Monetary Conservative, 94–5. 
1504 Robert Marjolin, Le Travail, 50–3; and Pascal Le Merrer, ‘L’Affirmation de l’économie comme discipline 

scientifique: une histoire française particulière’, Tracès. Revue de Sciences humaines, 2 (2011), 166–7. The 

single work done on the ISRES remains Ludovic Tournès, ‘L’Institut scientifique de recherches économiques et 

sociales et les débuts de l’expertise économique en France (1933–1940)’, Génèses, 65 (April 2004), 49–70. 
1505 Robert Skidelsky, The Economist, 368. 
1506 See, for instance, the references to Denis Robertson’s review of the Treatise in: ‘Revue des périodiques’, 

Revue d’économie politique, 3 (May–June 1932), 1259. 
1507 Jean-Marcel Jeanneney, ‘L’Œuvre’, 358–91. Its relevance mainly owes to the insights that it offers on how 

Keynes was perceived by most French economists by the time the General Theory appeared. For that reason, I 

will make a more detailed analysis of Jeanneney’s article in the following chapter.  
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power of the middle classes should be further stimulated, in order to boost the amount of 

credit available to industries. Crucially, he linked Keynes’s ideas to the SFIO’s reflationary 

projects, and believed the SFIO’s rising electoral success was damaging the French economy, 

as it stimulated trade union power and diminished the labour market’s flexibility: views 

which were telling of the political outlook from which he was commenting on Keynes’s 

ideas.1508  

Other economists holding more heterodox views on business cycle theory (if 

compared with Rist or Baudin) equally dismissed the Treatise, namely Jean Lescure and 

Albert Aftalion, who espoused a real theory of the cycle, where monetary factors were 

subjacent to production aspects and consumption patterns. Crucially, their views intersected 

with those of Rist, Rueff and Baudin, as all converged in dismissing the efficiency of 

monetary policies in reversing the business cycle. They empirically justified this belief with 

the late attempt of the FED to halt the crisis by reducing interest rates in 1930–1. Current 

historiography has instead concluded the FED’s belated action essentially failed due to lits 

limited scope.1509 Lescure was a professor at the Sorbonne who in 1922 had attacked 

Keynes’s evaluation of Germany’s capacity to pay reparations. But he was more known as 

the author of a popular historical and statistical account of economic crises, and like Nogaro 

defended an empirical methodology in economics. First published in 1906, Des crises 

générales et périodiques de surproduction was continuously updated throughout the interwar 

years. Three more editions appeared between 1923 and 1938: the 1932 one was the first to 

mention the Treatise.  

Lescure argued that slumps were caused by a disequilibria between entrepreneurs’s 

production costs and profits in the key sectors of an industrial economy: metallurgy, railways, 

construction and electricity. During the boom those industries would eventually overproduce. 

By then, raw materials’ prices, interest rates and labour’s wages would have all increased 

beyond entrepreneurs’ profits. These would place less orders on other associated industries, 

thus transmiting deflation to the rest of the economy. And because in those key industries 

                                                 
1508 Louis Baudin, ‘La Révolte de l’homme (esquisse d’une théorie des crises), Revue hebdomadaire (October 

1932), 556–8 and 570. 
1509 See Jean Lescure, Des crises générales et périodiques de surproduction (Paris: Éditions Domat-

Montchrestien, 1932), 516–7; and Barry Eichengreen, Golden Fetters, 249–53. 
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retail prices were sticky (given the growing prices of raw materias during the boom), 

recovery could only take place after production costs had decreased sufficiently. 1510  

To reverse the slump Lescure proposed a series of contradictory policies. He 

recommended that after a crisis’ onset, interest rates should be raised. Bereft of credit, 

exporters would initially be forced to sell at a loss, but the lower prices of their merchandises 

would attract more foreign purchasers, whose payments would help them defray previous 

debts. Lescure was an advocate of the gold standard (but like Nogaro rejected the quantity 

theory of money), and declared open market policies ineffective because they had not 

prevented the Wall Street crash. For him, the 1920s were a reminder of how ‘la pléthore 

monétaire’ would unequivocally result in disastrous inflation and credit speculation.1511 Thus, 

as Rist, Lescure grouped the Treatise along with Hawtrey’s and Wicksell’s theories, and 

pointed out that easy credit would not suffice to restore entrepreneurs’ confidence in the 

future business conjuncture.1512 However, Lescure also argued in favour of public works as a 

panacea to unemployment. And like Keynes, he rejected the argument that they would take 

capital away from private enterprises (the crowding out hypothesis), by pointing out that 

during a depression ‘les épargnes, quoique abondantes, hésitent ou renoncent à s’investir’.1513  

Then there was the case of Albert Aftalion, one of the few French economists to 

explicitly reject Say’s Law. He likewise espoused a real theory of the business cycle, which 

emphasised how consumers’ growing demand prompted producers to make erroneous 

predictions, and overextend plant capacity beyond the market’s demand for consumer goods. 

This happened because of a time lag between the making and the operation of newly acquired 

capital goods: once the latter were installed and operating, consumers’ demand had dwindled, 

and entrepreneurs were forced to severely contract output, creating a scenario of deflation, 

underconsumption, and unemployment. Like Lescure, Aftalion argued that eventually the 

liquidation of accumulated stocks would rekindle demand: the cycle would thus reverse on its 

own.1514  

Although Charles Rist stressed the similarities between Aftalion and Keynes’s 

descriptions of the cycle, the two had very different readings of the Great Depression’s 

                                                 
1510 For a more encompassing overview of Lescure’s theory of the business cycle, see Alain Raybault, ‘Jean 

Lescure et l’analyse des crises et des fluctuations économiques’, in Pierre Dockès, Ludovic Frobert, Gérard 

Klotz, Jean-Pierre Potier, and André Tiran (eds.), Les Traditions, 288–99; and Jean Lescure, Des crises, 452–92. 
1511 Jean Lescure, Des crises, 519. 
1512 Jean Lescure, Des crises, 391–3 and 516–7. 
1513 Jean Lescure, Des crises, 503–4. 
1514 Albert Aftalion, ‘Les Crises économiques et financières’, in Collected Courses of the Hague Academy of 

International Law, 39 (1932), 326–36.  
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origins.1515 Aftalion denied that monetary policy had any role in causing the latter. An 

example, he denied that the FED’s decision to raise interest rates from February 1928 

onwards had any relation to the crisis’ onset, given that the Wall Street crash had only taken 

place in October 1929. In the same vein, he argued that the failure of lower interest rates and 

open market operations in halting the slump in the US from 1930 to 1931 offered further 

proof that credit-cycle explanations of the cycle were unsound.1516 Hence, Aftalion concluded 

that monetary inflation, even if it did not create the crisis, had increased its depth.1517 

Likewise, Aftalion was the French economist – after Rist’s refusal – who agreed to submit a 

defence of the BDF’s monetary policy to the LON’s Gold Delegation.1518 He denied that the 

US had sterilised gold inflows – based on the credit profligacy of the mid-1920s – and argued 

that American and French gold inflows were due to their central bank’s ability to maintain 

higher interest rates. Thus Aftalion erroneously believed that French monetary circulation 

corresponded to the public’s needs.1519  

Aftalion was aware of the Treatise, as he included it in the bibliography of his class 

notes,1520 and also because in 1933, he was part of a jury that examined a thesis on Keynes’s 

book, written by the doctoral student Gérard Blondot. It offers a further example of how an 

anti-inflationary bias and adherence to gold standard orthodoxy was widespread within 

French economic analysis, and was reproduced from professors to students. Blondot’s thesis 

aimed at cutting through the maze of the Treatise’s two volumes and presenting Keynes’s 

ideas in an unclouded form. Tellingly, when pondering over the inexistence of a French 

translation of the book, Blondot recalled its length and technicality. Moreover, Keynes had 

already written to him warning that he was at work on a new book that would supersede the 

                                                 
1515 Charles Rist, 1932–33, 65, and particularly 76. 
1516 In fact, the Fed had decreased its discount rates to offset the possibility that member banks would use the 

liquidity injected by open market operations to repay their debts to the Fed. That it failed to reduce those rates 

below 2.5% (as necessary) reflected the general perception within the Fed’s board that there was already enough 

credit available, and that a further liquidation of uncompetitive businesses was necessary. See Barry 

Eichengreen, Golden Fetters, 253; for the Fed’s monetary policy during 1929–31 see 249–53. 
1517 Albert Aftalion, ‘Les Crises’, 321–4 and 342–4. See also Albert Aftalion, ‘La Monnaie dirigée et la crise 

américaine’, L’Information financière, 30 July 1930, 1; and Albert Aftalion, ‘Les Multiples explications 

monétaires de la crise mondiale’, L’Information financière, 11 December 1930, 1–2. 
1518 See Patricia Clavin and Jens-Wilhelm Wessels, ‘Another Golden Idol?’, 782; and Kenneth Mouré, 

Managing, 52. 
1519 Albert Aftalion, ‘Les Crises’, 324; and see also the review made by Ralph Hawtrey of Aftalion’s 1932 work 

L’Or et sa distribution mondiale (Paris: Librairie Dalloz, 1932), in R. G. Hawtrey, ‘Review’, Journal of the 

Royal Statistic Society, 97, 2 (1934), 338–41.  
1520 Albert Aftalion, ‘Les Crises’, 345. 
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Treatise: the General Theory.1521 Blondot acknowledged the Treatise as an ‘oeuvre 

remarquable’, but also underlined the difficulty of grasping Keynes’s fundamental equations 

– ‘assez compliquées d’ailleurs pour un profane’.1522 It must be recalled that there was 

substantial opposition to mathematical economics in France (which were practiced mainly by 

economists from the École polytechnique, like François Divisia and René Roy), particularly 

from law faculty economists like Lescure or the sociologist Simiand, adepts of a more 

empirical and historical approach to economic analysis.1523  

Alongside Rist, Blondot also sought to draw parallels between Keynes and Aftalion’s 

theories. Though unlike Rist, Lescure and Aftalion, Blondot gave particular relevance to 

Keynes’s premise that prices could fluctuate without any changes in the monetary aggregate, 

and further noted how the fundamental equations attempted to overcome the limitations of 

the quantity theory by taking into account psychological factors. All these aspects led 

Blondot to locate Keynes within the ‘psychological strand of monetary theory’, of which he 

(rightly) considered Aftalion to be one of the chief exponents. By straying away from the 

strictly monetary theories of the credit cycle espoused by British economists (like Hawtrey), 

Keynes was thus regarded as approaching viewpoints already shared by French 

economists.1524  

Nevertheless, and despite his admiration for how Keynes had managed by the 

fundamental equations to ‘allier l’analyse psychologique à la rigueur mathématique’ – a 

method which could give to political economy ‘de très beaux résultats’ 1525 – Blondot did not 

admit Keynes’s concomitant policy suggestions. In fact, his considerations on the use of 

interest rates and open market operations belied an axiomatic discordance with the Treatise’s 

core aims. Recalling Rist’s above-described arguments, Blondot asserted that lowering 

interest rates would provoke gold outflows, while open market operations would only flood 

the market with credit which would either be unspent, or used to increase output: a dangerous 

                                                 
1521 Gérard Blondot, Les Théories monétaires de J. M. Keynes: Thèse pour le doctorat. Présentée et soutenue le 

30 Mai 1933 (Paris: Les Editions Domat-Montchrestien, 1933), 5. No trace of their correspondence exists at 

JMK’s papers at King’s College.  
1522 Gérard Blondot, Les Théories, 135. 
1523 Aftalion and Rueff were also among the chief proponents of mathematical economics in France. See in this 

respect Martine Bungener and Marie-Eve Joël, ‘L’Essor de l’économétrie au CNRS’, Cahiers pour l’histoire du 

CNRS, 4 (1989), 5–17.  
1524 Gérard Blondot, Les Théories, 152–4. In the 1980s the French economist Jean Weiller reached a similar 

conclusion. See Jean Weiller, ‘Déséquilibres et préférences de politique économique. Secondes lectures de 

Keynes, d’Albert Aftalion et de quelques autres’, Revue économique, 33, 1 (1982), 163–4.  
1525 Gérard Blondot, Les Théories, 155. 
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prospect given the accumulation of stocks during a period of depression.1526 Blondot 

therefore deemed Keynes’s proposals to be too interventionist: socialist, even.1527 

To compound this scenario of general rejection of the Treatise by French economic 

analysis, François Simiand wrote in 1934 what was the most damning indictment of Keynes’s 

book. By then, he was a professor at the Conservatoire des arts et métiers et l’innovation 

statistique; he died the following year at the age of 62. Simiand was known for basing his 

work on a detailed analysis of historical events and statistical series, eschewing in parallel the 

use of any deductive method. Briefly, he claimed that economic progress depended on the 

historically recurrent and thus commonplace alternation of cycles of growth (phases A) and 

depression (phases B), of which the 1929 crisis was merely the latest instance. By arguing 

that historically, recovery from phases B had both derived from efforts to simultaneously 

increase production and to diminish the costs of goods via extended industrial mechanisation, 

Simiand logically concluded that there were no solutions for the crisis. Except, that is, to 

allow for the ‘rude selection’ between the most and least apt businesses to take place, and to 

stimulate deflation.1528  

Consequently, Simiand’s reflections on the Treatise mirrored both his methodological 

outlook and his business cycle theory. For a start, he berated Keynes for conveying as a ‘pure 

theory of money’ (and hence applicable to any context) what in fact he considered to be an 

interpretation of the singular British economic experience of the 1920s.1529 By only paying 

attention to those authors and theories related to British experiences, Keynes had as a result 

unwillingly ignored continental economic theory (but Simiand probably only had in mind 

French economists). Moreover, he pointed out that what Keynes believed to be the most 

advanced forms of monetary economies – namely Britain’s and the US’ – had been in the end 

forced to devalue their currencies. The counterpoint to such examples of bankruptcy was 

obviously France. And, consequently, Simiand pinpointed that British and American banking 

                                                 
1526 Gérard Blondot, Les Théories, 141–5. 
1527 Gérard Blondot, Les Théories, 147. 
1528 See François Simiand, Les Fluctuations, 115–27; Charles Rist, 1932–33, 109–121. See also the following 

article by Philippe Adair and Michel Rosier, ‘La Notion de rationalité chez François Simiand (1873–1935)’, in 

Pierre Dockès, Ludovic Frobert, Gérard Klotz, Jean-Pierre Potier, and André Tiran (eds.), in Les Traditions, 57–

61. However, Adair and Rosier are in the wrong when they insist on Simiand’s preference for an international 

currency. See François Simiand, Les Fluctuations, 108. 
1529 François Simiand, ‘Sur une théorie finaliste et britannique de la monnaie’, Les Annales sociologiques. Série 

D. Sociologie économique, 1 (1934), 168–70; see also Richard Arena and Christian Schmidt, ‘Keynes before 

and after the General Theory’, 83. 
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and financial mechanisms did not possess the technical primacy Keynes attributed to 

them.1530  

On the theoretical side, Simiand’s most important critique was that Keynes’s 

fundamental equations were based on a notion of long term equilibrium, whilst the French 

economist argued instead that economic life was a sequence of irreversible disequilibria of 

depression and growth. From this premise, an economist ought through historical analysis to 

identify the causal links between different monetary phenomena: that was the sole goal of 

monetary theory according to Simiand. The contrast of his epistemological outlook with 

Keynes’s could not be starker. Accordingly, the Treatise was defined by Simiand as an 

‘oeuvre insulaire’, and hence deprived of scientificity: it constituted an apt reminder of how 

British economics were almost scholastic, being dominated by useless abstractions.1531  

 

9.5. The one exception to French unanimity on the Treatise: Georges Boris (1932) 

 

In face of this negative convergence of French economists against the Treatise, it does 

not come as a surprise that positive reactions to Keynes’s book were very limited. One 

example of these was offered by the Revue des sciences de finances, directed by the financial 

expert Gaston Jèze, a Radical Socialist known for his anti-inflationary reviews. However, the 

Treatise’s review published by his academic journal praised it as being an excellent study on 

monetary theory: unfortunately, though, it was also only one paragraph long.1532 It was up to 

Georges Boris to write what was in practice the most encomiastic analysis of Keynes’s book 

published in France, in the form of a counter-cyclical plan whose theoretical frameworks 

were derived from the Treatise.  

Back in 1922, Boris had collaborated with Keynes – through the brokering of the late 

Paul Franck – by writing an article for the Supplements. He had then corresponded and 

appealed to the Cambridge economist’s intellectual authority to underpin his views on the 

stabilisation of the franc from 1925 to 1926. Meanwhile, since 1927, Boris was the director of 

La Lumière, one of the main Left republican newspapers from that year to 1939, when he 

enlisted in the French army. Ideologically, La Lumière was camped between the left wing of 

the Radical Party and the Socialists. However, unlike other Left republican newspapers, like 

                                                 
1530 François Simiand, ‘Sur une théorie’, 158–170. 
1531 François Simiand, ‘Sur une théorie’, 170–2. 
1532 See ‘Bulletin bibliographique’, Revue de science et de législation financières (1931), 368. 
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L’Œuvre or La Dépêche de Toulouse, it had a much smaller printing and appealed mostly to 

an educated elite, rather than the common bourgeois or Socialist militant.1533 The historian 

Marc Noushi has remarked that many of the articles Boris published in La Lumière, either on 

the monetary origins of the crisis or on Roosevelt’s New Deal, show a close alignment with 

Keynes’s own positions: although Boris certainly read Keynes’s articles, he barely mentioned 

them in La Lumière.  

In any case, Boris’s counter-cyclical plan offers enough evidence of his intellectual 

indebtedness to Keynes. He first presented it in the discussion group X-Crise, in February 

1932. X-Crise had only been formed in November 1931, by ex-students of the elite École 

polytechnique, and among the group’s first members was Georges Boris’s brother, 

Roland.1534 The aim of X-Crise was to discuss contemporary economic problems and 

theories, and to provide solutions to the slump. Historians have long associated X-Crise with 

the development of a current of opinion pushing for technocracy and the modernisation of the 

French state by the adoption of economic planning.1535 Owing to their academic background, 

the members of X-Crise were mostly engineers and known for their advocacy of 

mathematical economics. From 1937 onwards, this trait led its most representative members 

(Jean Coutrot for instance) to openly challenge the more inductive approaches defended by 

the law faculties’ economists, whose teaching they regarded as outdated.1536  

Despite their differences of method from law faculties’ economists, it seems that like 

them, X-Crise participants shared the same disregard for monetary explanations of the crisis. 

A month after Boris’s presentation René Carmille – who pioneered the use of punch card 

machines to organise statistical data in France – gave a talk in which he defended the gold 

standard.1537 Later in November 1932, he proceeded to attack Boris as an inflationist, 

labelling him as a ‘vulgarisateur des idées de Maynard Keynes’.1538 Likewise, when 

introducing his brother to the audience, Roland Boris noted how the monetary theories 

exposed by Georges were relatively fresh, and had so far received a very limited diffusion in 

                                                 
1533 See Georges Lefranc, Le Mouvement socialiste sous la troisième république. Vol. II: De 1920 à 1940 (Paris: 

Payot, 1977), 447. 
1534 A fact missed by Olivier Dard in his article ‘Économie et économistes’, 177–8. For a brief overview of the 

X-Crise group see also Olivier Dard, ‘Voyage à l’intérieur d’X-crise’, Vingtième Siècle. Revue d’histoire, 47 

(July–September 1995), 132–46.  
1535 See, for instance, Richard F. Kuisel, Capitalism, 105–6; and François Denord, Néo-libéralisme, 78–9. 
1536 On X-Crise’s contestation of the economics taught at the law faculties, see Lucette Le Van Lemesle, Le 

Juste, 496–522. 
1537 ‘Séance du 5 février 1932: La théorie monétaire classique’, X-information: bulletin mensuel polytechnicien 

(25 February 1932), 205.  
1538 René Carmille, ‘Illusions et réalités monétaires’, Revue politique et parlementaire, 10 November 1932, 268.  
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France. Nevertheless, among the audience was a known figure from previous chapters: the 

financial journalist Albert Despaux, who commended Boris for having ‘le mérite de traduire 

et de résumer les livres de Keynes’.1539  

What use did Boris make of the Treatise? The answer lies in the two lengthy studies 

he published in September 1932 in L’Information sociale,1540 a Left republican newspaper 

specialised in labour issues. Together with Le Populaire, it was among the few outlets to 

denounce the deflationary effects of the gold standard, and it also stood against Rueff’s 

conclusions on the causes underpinning British unemployment.1541 Boris’s first essay 

expounded his solution to the crisis – which bears the imprint of Keynes’s influence – aimed 

at diminishing the deflationist bias of the gold standard by tying currencies on gold to a price 

index made of selected raw commodities, thus allowing for the world price level to rise. 

Maintaining the purchasing power stability of this composite standard would be the task of a 

new international bank, whose capital would come mostly from the gold surpluses of the 

BDF and the FED.1542  

Unlike French economists, Boris espoused a monetary explanation of the crisis, and 

stood by the conclusions of Gustav Cassel, Henry Strakosh, Ralph Hawtrey and Keynes. 

Thus he blamed the slump on the contractionary policies of the FED and the BDF, and on the 

maldistribution of gold reserves – a theme Boris elaborated on his 1931 work Problème de 

l’or et crise mondiale.1543 In his second essay for L’Information sociale, Boris explained the 

origins of the slump on the Keynesian premise that hoarding was deviating income from 

investment, which he took to be a natural development from the gold standard’s deflationary 

bias. Although aware of Hawtrey’s and Robertson’s works, Boris gave all of his attention to 

the Treatise, as it was the latest major work published by a British economist. This second 

article therefore intended to present in a condensed form the Treatise’s theoretical 

frameworks. Boris used Keynes’s fundamental equations to explain the outcome of variations 
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between levels of savings and investment, and presented them both in their algebraic form 

and through simplified diagrams.1544 He also underlined characteristic aspects of the Treatise, 

like the key postulate that differences between saving and investment were caused by the 

axiomatic fact that decisions to invest and consume were made by different sets of people; 

and even went as far as reproducing Keynes’s famous banana parable.1545  

Running throughout the whole essay is the Keynesian undertone that capitalism’s 

survival was endangered by the spirit of ‘thésaurisation, l’épargne sans l’investissement 

correspondant’.1546 Thus he concluded that economic progress depended on an ‘impératif 

inflationniste’, a postulate that presupposed that wages would adjust to the price level, and 

which in practical terms translated into the SFIO’s programme to increase the purchasing 

power of the working classes.1547 Of course, Keynes was not an inflationist, but sought 

essentially to preserve internal price stability. Even so, like him, Boris strove for the middle-

way solution that would enable the survival of capitalist society through piecemeal 

reforms.1548 Boris thus adapted Keynes’s monetary ideas to his own political and sociological 

outlook. For him, monetary reform would not only feed economic progress, but by coercing 

individuals to hoard less, it would modify the social ethics of capitalist societies. Although 

unexpressed, the obvious outcome deriving from this euthanasia of the rentiers would be a 

more democratic redistribution of income.1549  

This emphasis on income redistribution was less Keynesian, but the French political 

context greatly differed from the British: the Communist Party, for instance, was a force to be 

reckoned with. Alongside Paul Franck, Boris was thus one of the few Frenchman with the 

sensibility and political engagement to capture the underlying political content of Keynes’s 

ideas. Still, and despite the historical significance of Boris’s analysis of the Treatise, there 

was a contemporary gulf between his views and those of the majority of French opinion 

regarding monetary explanations of the crisis and the correlated validity of Keynes’s own 

                                                 
1544 Georges Boris, ‘L’Évolution des théories monétaires et leur application à la crise’, L’Information sociale, 1 
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ideas. This gap becomes even more evident when we analyse the reception of Keynes’s 

articles on the slump by the French press. 

 

9.6. Keynes’s journalistic articles on the slump and the French press (1930–2)  

  

Outside France, Keynes was not the only economist stressing the deflationary effects 

of American and French monetary policies. Comparable views were expounded by names 

like Henri Strakosch, Reginald McKenna, Ralph Hawtrey, Gustav Cassel and Irving Fisher, 

who were all well-known to French experts and financial journalists. As a result, Keynes’s 

views on the slump were usually put under the umbrella of ‘Anglo-Saxon monetary 

explanations of the crisis.’ That might offer an explanation for why so few of Keynes’s 

articles from 1930 onwards were published by the French press, together with Paul Franck’s 

demise. Still, and most importantly, from 1931 onwards, Keynes gradually retired from active 

political and public engagements, at least if compared to the scale of the previous decade. He 

did serve on two governmental committees, the Macmillan committee of 1929 in charge of 

examining the causes of the British economic crisis, and the Economic Advisory Council, 

created as a governmental advisory board.1550 But Keynes’s health started deteriorating from 

1931 onwards, whereas politically, he was left somewhat isolated by the decline of the 

Liberal Party. Furthermore, his dissatisfaction with the 1930 Treatise on Money led him to 

direct his intellectual focus primarily to further developing his economic theory.1551 

Keynes’s articles on the international dimension of the slump conveyed both a 

systematic diagnosis and inherent remedies. Following the Treatise, he posited that falling 

prices of both primary commodities and consumer goods was due to a mismatch between 

saving and investment levels. This mismatch derived from the credit restriction policies made 

necessary by the adoption of the gold standard from 1925 onwards. The cure Keynes devised 

was a counterpoint to what he considered to be the gold hoarding of the FED and the BDF, 

which was preventing bank rates from being lowered and new productive investments from 

being created.1552 On the one hand, he urged closer collaboration between the central banks of 

the US, France and Britain to ‘restore confidence to the international long term loan 
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market’.1553 On the other, he asserted that both the French and the American financial 

markets had to increase their foreign lending on a comparable rate to Britain’s, in order to 

spark international trade and provoke a rise in commodity prices.1554  

Following his collaboration with L’Europe nouvelle during 1927–9, from 1930 until 

1934, Keynes’s articles were published by L’Information financière. This was the same 

newspaper in which Keynes had published his articles on the franc’s stabilisation during 

1926. Once again, it was the editorial board of L’Information that directly addressed Keynes, 

asking for an article of his on the slump. His intermediary with L’Information was likewise 

Robert Lièvre, its London editor. L’Information had been publishing the views of French 

experts, and was planning to publish afterwards those of foreign economists like Irving Fisher 

and Gustav Cassel, whose diagnosis of the crisis was comparable to Keynes’.1555 Lièvre even 

made it clear that L’Information would pay any price Keynes demanded.1556 Indeed, Lièvre 

called Keynes ‘the most distinguished and interesting star’ among English experts,1557 as 

along with Hartley Withers (a former editor of The Economist who held orthodox views), he 

was one of the few experts capable of expressing his views ‘simply and naturally’. This was a 

welcome gift given that ‘plain talking and common sense’ was the only kind of language the 

public could understand.1558 Keynes and Lièvre seem to have developed an amicable 

relationship over the following years: on the latter’s request, Keynes once provided him with 

tickets for a ballet staged by the Camargo Society (of which he was one of the financial 

backers).1559 However, for the following years and just as he had proceeded with Franck, it 

was usually Keynes who proposed articles to Lièvre, who in accordance with L’Information’s 

editors would then decide on whether to publish them or not. 

This rekindled journalistic collaboration was started with two articles – ‘Economic 

Possibilities for Our Grandchildren’ and ‘The Great Slump of 1930’. Their translation, like 

that of subsequent articles published by L’Information, was done by the newspaper itself. 

These articles in particular did not arouse any comments from other financial experts or 
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journalists on L’Information. Yet, contemporary articles on the origins of the crisis published 

by other French economists at L’Information encapsulate the state of French expert opinion 

and allow us to assess the impact that Keynes’s ideas had. For instance, for Bertrand Nogaro 

there was no solid proof that the world’s gold supply determined the world’s price level, a 

conclusion he derived from statistical studies. Moreover, he considered that although high 

discount rates would somewhat restrict the amount of domestic credit available to borrowers, 

that asymmetry would be compensated by the inherent increase of foreign inflow of 

capital.1560 Even financial journalists who were well informed of British economic theory, 

like Gaël Fain, recognised the need to extend French foreign lending and organise large 

international loans to debtor countries, and refused to acknowledge the structural role of 

American and French gold hoarding in deepening the slump.1561  

From 1931 onwards, French newspapers started paying renewed attention to Keynes’s 

articles, owing to the deepening of British economic and financial woes, a result of a ‘chronic 

balance of payments crisis’ caused by the pound’s overvaluation. Decreasing profits from 

financial services, overseas lending and shipping compounded the situation.1562 Pressure on 

the balance of payments would result in gold outflows that had to be accompanied by 

deflationary policies, but high unemployment rates politically precluded further hikes in the 

discount rate to protect sterling’s exchange rate, and Britain thus exited the gold standard on 

21 September 1931.1563  

Previously, between March and September 1931, given political hostility to 

devaluation and Britain’s growing financial difficulties, Keynes started publicly advocating 

the adoption of a revenue tariff as a replacement for price deflation. A tariff would stimulate 

domestic demand, increase income and diminish unemployment, thus solving Britain’s 

budgetary problems, and contributing to maintaining the sterling on the gold standard.1564 His 
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article was published by L’Information financière,1565 and just as had happened in Britain, 

Keynes’s conversion to tariffs and subsequent articles on the case was received with surprise 

and widely reported on during the following months.1566  

Naturally, the liberal lobby at the Journal des économistes judged Keynes’s 

conversion negatively, whereas at the Revue d’économie politique, the young economist Jean 

Weiller (a disciple of Aftalion) briefly analysed Keynes’s case for tariffs as part of a broader 

inquiry into the ideological progress of protectionism in Britain. Although mainly expositive, 

Weiller’s essay is interesting for the way he qualified the ‘neo-protectionism’ of British 

economists as logical, and containing a definite condemnation of free trade. However, 

Weiller also considered it to be the fruit of a paradoxical economic situation, motivated by 

antiquated industrial structures and sticky labour wages,1567 which had caused ‘un 

déséquilibre exceptionnel que traduit un chômage persistant’.1568 Similarly to Simiand, 

Weiller was seizing on the particularities of the British context to downplay the general 

theoretical relevance of British economic analysis: a standpoint that French economists 

would frequently levy at the General Theory. 

Furthermore, Jacques Rueff retrieved his 1925 article on British unemployment to 

argue that Britain’s woes were caused by the pound’s overvaluation and the dole, which had 

prevented real wages from decreasing appropriately.1569 He aimed at challenging Keynes’s 

views.1570 After Britain left gold, Rueff argued that by making open market operations and 

delaying changes in the discount rate, the Bank of England had prevented the working of the 

price-specie-flow mechanism, and delayed the inevitable deflationary measures from being 

taken. British woes were thus caused by flawed monetary policy, rather than by an 

asymmetrical distribution of the world’s gold reserves. Devaluation was thus an attempt to 

offload the consequences of Britain’s own policy failings onto other countries.1571 By 1931, 
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Rueff was a financial attaché to the London embassy, and after the pound was unpegged from 

gold, he condensed his views in a memo that he submitted both to Minister of Finance Pierre-

Étienne Flandin, and to Prime Minister Pierre Laval.1572 

Immediately prior to Britain’s exit from the gold standard, Keynes started advocating 

for the sterling-pound’s devaluation, blaming American and French unwillingness to lend 

abroad their credit surpluses. To remedy the latter problem, he called for an international 

monetary conference, and threatened that otherwise Britain would leave the gold standard.1573 

This possibility was dismissed as fantastical by the officious daily Le Temps, and judged to 

mirror ‘le désarroi qui règne à l’heure actuelle dans l’aile gauche de l’opinion publique de ce 

pays’.1574 Likewise, on the same day that the Bank of England abandoned the convertibility 

of the sterling to gold, the influential journalist André Géraud (Pertinax) could be found 

advising the British Chancellor of the Exchequer Philip Snowden to refuse Keynes’s advice 

to abandon the gold standard. The result would necessarily be inflation, as ‘la planche aux 

assignats recommencerait à jouer’.1575 

Once Britain left gold, French financial journalists and economists reproduced 

Rueff’s arguments about the pound’s overvaluation and British unwillingness to pursue a 

deflationary policy. Keynes eventually heard it first hand when in May 1932, the French 

economist presented his case in Cambridge. On the surface, the two economists maintained 

amicable relations. Yet, if for the sake of politeness Keynes expressed his admiration for the 

clarity of Rueff’s exposition, he also concluded that: ‘les élasticités sur lesquelles vous 

comptez sont chimériques et […] nous devons construire une machine [économique] qui 

puisse fonctionner sans s’appuyer sur elles’.1576  

Meanwhile, Rueff’s argument against unemployment allowances was adopted by the 

economist Louis Baudin, who criticised Keynes’s proposals for an international expansion of 

credit on the basis that the latter was being overly optimistic on the effectiveness of central 

banking monetary management in reversing the business cycle. Using Charles Rist’s 

conclusions, Baudin argued that the FED’s experience was proof that monetary management 
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through banking mechanisms could not determine businesses’ activity. Instead, Baudin 

argued that ‘de plus en plus, on le voit, les phénomènes monétaires revêtent un caractère 

psychologique’. As a result, Keynes’s proposals to stimulate purchasing power would result 

in creating an inflation utopia. The only practical solution left to Britain consisted of re-

adopting ‘remèdes classiques’. That is, to cut costs, stimulate the creation of savings and 

deflate the internal price level.1577  

Naturally, periodicals affiliated with the CGT condemned Rueff’s views on British 

unemployment as inhumane. Incidentally, one of them also drew attention to Keynes’s 

attacks on the Baldwin government’s projects to cut teachers’ wages, a way to denounce pre-

emptively attempts to enact similar plans in France.1578 Yet, Rueff’s case proved influential, 

as it was continuously employed by other French experts to criticise Keynes’s conclusion that 

by cutting wages, producers would eventually see their profits diminish: the cumulative 

effects of low prices and deflationary policies would necessarily lead to a general decrease in 

the aggregate purchasing power of the community.1579 This postulate was rebutted by the 

Baron Charles Mourre at the Société d’économie politique in November 1931. Mourre 

espoused an overproduction-type of explanation for the crisis, and argued for a two-fold 

remedy. Firstly, wages had to decrease, to correspond to lower commodity prices and thus 

diminish production costs. Afterwards, the actual retail prices of those commodities would be 

brought upwards, through the constitution of cartels, which would control production and re-

establish producers’ profits. Mourre then drew on Rueff’s arguments and statistical sources to 

conclude that unlike what Keynes believed, by reducing wages, labour mobility would be 

increased and unemployment reduced. In line with Rueff, Mourre took for granted that labour 

would accept smaller money wages: in an overproduction scenario, reducing production costs 

by cutting wages was unavoidable.1580  

After Britain left the gold standard, Keynes’s proposals for a managed currency 

continued to be depicted in a similarly negative tone. A telling case was that of Georges 

Lachapelle, the financial journalist who in the 1920s had corresponded with Keynes on war 

                                                 
1577 Louis Baudin, ‘L’Économie britannique. Les plans de sauvetage monétaire’, L’Information financière, 11 

March 1930, 1–2. 
1578 See the article by the economist Roger Picard (one of the few to criticise Rueff, althouth without naming 

him): ‘Chômage, salaire et crise économique’, La Tribune des fonctionnaires, 5 September 1931, 5; and ‘“On a 

trompé les instituteurs, c’est une chose monstrueuse”’, dit l’économiste J.-M. Keynes’, La Tribune des 

fonctionnaires, 3 October 1931, 1. 
1579 See JMK, ‘The Great Slump of 1930’, 127–8.  
1580 ‘Société d’économie politique. Séance du 5 novembre 1931’, Bulletin de la société d’économie politique 

(suite des Annales), 1931, 152–4. 
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reparations and then on the franc’s stabilisation. For Lachapelle, Keynes’s opinions on 

monetary policy were ‘détestables’, and belonged to the realm of extravagancy. 

Unsurprisingly, he held that devaluation was only a step towards an inflationist spiral. Thus 

he argued the export advantage that Britain was drawing from devaluation was temporary. 

Eventually, labour wages would have to increase to follow the rising cost of living (as 

imports were dearer), thereby leading to further devaluations, so that export advantage could 

be maintained. Underlying Lachapelle’s conclusions was the postulate that countries on the 

gold standard would be able to sufficiently deflate their production costs, in order to match 

those of the countries that had devalued.1581 

As more and more countries joined the sterling area, Keynes immediately warned that 

the main countries still on the gold standard (and on a creditor position) – the US and France 

– would soon become debtors, as their currency would become overvalued and their exports 

too costly. Indeed, it was from 1931 to 1932 that the world economic crisis arrived at full 

steam in France. Given lower world prices and the franc’s overvaluation, there was less 

demand for French exports, thus causing domestic industrial output to decrease.1582 Between 

1929 and 1932, French industrial output decreased by 30%.1583 First at a conference in 

Hamburg in January 1932, and then at a talk to the Marshall Society the following February, 

Keynes accurately predicted that:  

 

[…] France’s creditor position will be undermined before the end of 1932. The 

cessation of reparation receipts, the loss of tourist traffic, the importation of a large 

proportion of the world’s available gold, the competitive disadvantage of her export 

trades with non-gold countries, and the loss of income from foreign investments will, 

between them, do the work.1584  

 

These gloomy predictions were soon commented on by the French press. Meanwhile, 

the House of Commons had passed on 6 February 1932 the Import Duties Act, which applied 

                                                 
1581 Georges Lachapelle, ‘La Crise de la livre sterling’, Revue politique et parlementaire, 10 October 1931, 32–

3.  
1582 Kenneth Mouré, Managing, 22. 
1583 Kenneth Mouré, Managing, 13. 
1584 For this quote, see JMK, ‘The Economic Prospects 1932’ (a lecture given in 8 January 1932), in JMK and 

Donald Moggridge (ed.), The Collected Writings of John Maynard Keynes. Vol. XXI: Activities 1931–1939: 

World Crises and Policies in Britain and America (London: Macmillan, 1982), 44; see also Keynes’s lecture of 

the 18 February 1932 to the Marshall Society in JMK, Activities 1931–1939, 53 and 58–62. 
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a 10% duty to all imported goods, excepting those from the Dominions.1585 At Le Temps, 

Keynes’s claim that France – the European country possessing the largest gold reserves – 

could soon be left facing unfavourable terms of trade was deemed too bold. Nevertheless, 

there was a genuine apprehension that Britain and other countries (presumably those in the 

sterling area), would implement discriminatory tariffs against the gold standard countries’ 

goods.1586  

For the remainder of 1932, most references to Keynes’s viewpoints in the French 

press concerned the final chapter of the reparations saga and the preparations for the June to 

July Lausanne conference. Symptomatic of the general state of French opinion were André 

Géraud’s (Pertinax) fears that the conference could be used by Britain to impose an 

international managed currency, the idea which he adroitly associated with ‘les J. Maynard 

Keynes’. According to Géraud, a currency not backed by gold could not guarantee a natural 

set of prices based on the interplay of supply and demand. Given its monetary worth derived 

from political decision, a managed currency necessarily entailed a planned economy akin to 

communism. As the state could never claim to be in full knowledge of people’s needs and 

wills, Géraud concluded that any kind of managed currency was therefore doomed to failure. 

In short: ‘Seul le Démiurge réussirait dans cette tache. Or, il n’est pas entré au service des 

Bolcheviks et il n’entrera pas au service de M. Keynes’.1587 Nonetheless, by now the die was 

cast. Until the devaluation of the franc in 1936, the Treasury fought a losing battle to balance 

the budget. Although it aimed at cutting internal prices to offset the franc’s high exchange 

rate, by diminishing economic growth, deflation defeated this policy and further deepened the 

impact of the economic crisis in France. Whereas the countries that left the gold standard 

recovered the soonest, France trod the opposite path.1588  

 

9.7. The translator who became a cabaret manager in New York: Herbert Jacoby and 

the translation of the Essays in Persuasion (1931–3)  

 

                                                 
1585 Barry Eichengreen and Douglas A. Irwin, ‘The Slide to Protectionism in the Great Depression: Who 

Succumbed and Why?’, The Journal of Economic History, 70, 4 (December 2010), 878.  
1586 ‘Nouvelles de l’étranger. M. Keynes et l’étalon-or’, Le Temps, 10 February 1932, 2; see also the following 

short reports on Keynes’s Hamburg conference: ‘Actualités – Étalon d’or’, Le Journal, 10 January 1932, 4; ‘M. 

Keynes prévoit et conseille l’abandon de l’étalon-or’, Le Matin, 12 January 1932, 3; and ‘Monnaie or et 

monnaie dirigée’, L’Information financière, 6 February 1932, 1.  
1587 André Géraud (Pertinax), ‘En vue d’une conférence monétaire internationale. Peut-on remédier à la crise 

économique par la inflation ?’, L’Écho de Paris, 2 June 1932, 1 and 3. 
1588 Kenneth Mouré, Managing, 22; and Michel Margairaz, L’État. Vol. I, 37ff, and 97. 
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On 16 October 1931, a year after the Treatise had finally reached booksellers, Keynes 

sent a new manuscript to his publisher Macmillan. Originally entitled ‘Essays in Prophecy 

and Persuasion’, it was published the following 27 November with the shortened and rather 

catchier title of Essays in Persuasion.1589 Like the 1928 Réflexions sur le franc, this new book 

aimed at collecting Keynes’s best known articles and book chapters in a single volume. 

However, unlike with the Réflexions, Keynes’s agency was the main spur behind the Essays. 

He had chosen to publish it in the aftermath of Britain’s exit from the gold standard, as to 

mark what he believed constituted a turning point in British history.1590  

In comparison with the Réflexions, the organisation of the Essays was thematically 

more systematic, and the book clearly benefitted from the inclusion of Keynes’s recent 

articles on the slump. It opened with one section on reparations and war debts, which was 

then followed by one on the effects of deflation and inflation in monetary policies; another on 

the failure of the return to the gold standard; one on Keynes’s political views (which included 

the 1926 essay on laissez-faire that Éditions Kra had failed to publish); and a final section on 

Keynes’s predictions on humankind’s economic future.1591 If compared with the Réflexion’s 

preface, and in the light of accomplished predictions and facts, the Essays’ introductory notes 

exhibited a much more confident sense of vindication.1592 In the Réflexions, Keynes had 

listed his 1920s warnings on reparations and the franc’s devaluation, as if trying to remind the 

readers of their prescience and relevance. But in the Essays, he could finally confide that for 

the past twelve years, his Cassandra’s pleas in fact contained ‘more understatement than 

overstatement’.1593 Likewise, while the Réflexions’ last section consisted of a miscellanea of 

political portraits and social analysis, the Essays’ – in line with Britain’s exit from the gold 

standard – boldly looked at ‘The Future’.  

The original British edition was followed only two months afterwards by an American 

version.1594 Yet, the French translation had to wait two more years to appear in the 

bookshops, and only after a very long process in which old acquaintances gave Keynes a 

providential hand. One obvious problem was to make the publishing of the Essays 

particularly tortuous. Whereas in England Keynes’s works had always been published by 

Macmillan, in France, each of his books had been brought to the market by different 

                                                 
1589 D. E. Moggridge, Maynard, 529. 
1590 See JMK, Essays in Persuasion, xix. 
1591 See JMK, Essays in Persuasion, v-vi. 
1592 JMK, Essays in Persuasion, xvii-xix. 
1593 JMK, Essays in Persuasion, xvii. 
1594 D. E. Moggridge, Maynard, 529. 



 

330 

 

 

publishers. Keynes’s and Franck’s strategy to maximise profits at each opportunity now 

caused copyright problems, as each publisher possessed the legal editorial rights to the 

respective translations.  

For a start, the first section on reparations was wholly taken out from parts of the 

Consequences and the Revision, which had been published by NRF/Gallimard and Stock. 

Apart from a small section from the Treatise, the rest of the book was made out of Keynes’s 

journalist writings and essays, as well of three large extracts from the Tract, whose French 

rights were held by Éditions Kra. Given that the Essays was essentially the same type of 

book, and aimed at fulfilling the same goals as the Réflexions, Éditions Kra theoretically had 

no interest in allowing another competitor on the market. On these grounds, it is striking that 

the French press was reporting on 10 November 1932 that Éditions Kra had re-published both 

the Tract and the Réflexions, while the Essays appeared in England on the 27 of that 

month.1595 This allows us to infer that firstly, Kra probably intended to capitalise on the 

publishing of the Essays; secondly, that Keynes’s works continued to have some degree of 

marketability in France; and thirdly, that the first editions of both the Tract and the Réflexions 

had sold out.  

Indeed, beyond the spheres of political and financial newspapers, and of academic 

economics, Keynes’s writing skills were appreciated by the French literary world. A few 

years later, the writer André Maurois – who had often used English historical themes for his 

work and had spent the war as a liaison officer with the British army – considered that 

Keynes ranked among the best English writers of the postwar period.1596 As it could be 

expected, Keynes garnered that literary credit on account of the Consequences. Indeed, 

among economists Maurois believed that Keynes stood out ‘par l’excellence de sa forme et, 

dans les Conséquences économiques de la Paix, par de beaux portraits d’hommes d’État’.1597  

The story of how the Essays were published in France started with an abortive 

initiative in January 1932 by Éditions Stock, who directly contacted Keynes. He was aware of 

the copyright issues described above, and offered to negotiate with Gallimard and Kra if 

                                                 
1595 Le Stylo, ‘Bloc-notes’, Le Petit Parisien, 10 November 1931, 4; and ‘Nouvelles des lettres’, Paris-Soir, 11 

November 1931, 2. There is no extant correspondence between Éditions Kra and Keynes informing the latter of 

such a fact in JMK’s papers. 
1596 Kornel Huvos, Cinq mirages américains. Les États-Unis dans l’œuvre de Georges Duhamel, Jules Romains, 

André Maurois, Jacques Maritain et Simone de Beauvoir (Paris: Librairie Marcel Didier, 1972), 35–43. 
1597 André Maurois, ‘Vingt-cinq ans de littérature anglaise’, Les Nouvelles littéraires, artistiques et scientifiques, 

11 May 1935, 1. Maurois’ overview also included plenty of members from the Bloomsbury circle: Lytton 

Strachey, Virginia Woolf, Bertrand Russell, Roger Fry and Clive Bell. 
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Stock decided to buy the book’s rights.1598 Nevertheless, one of Stock’s owners, Maurice 

Delamain, thought that given that the Essays consisted of a series of articles and essays 

already published that dealt with past events, it would only be read in France by a ‘minorité 

professionnelle’. Instead, Stock aimed at reaching a larger public, and taking advantage of 

Keynes’s catchy writing style, its editorial board would rather like to publish a wide-ranging 

political and economic essay of his on the worldwide slump. Indeed, Delamain’s opinion was 

that: 

 

dans un temps où règnent le chaos et l’incertitude, vous apportez des faits définis et 

des affirmations tout à fait utiles, d’autant plus que par la façon dont elles sont 

exposées elles sont savoureuses et suggestives.1599  

 

Keynes did not follow up on Delamain’s suggestion, though, and there were no 

further developments until he was contacted by an old friend, Herbert Jacoby: the Le 

Populaire journalist who had first been introduced to Keynes by Paul Franck in 1921, and 

who then collaborated in the making of the Supplements. Jacoby had stumbled upon the 

advertisements of the Essays’ English edition, and offered to translate the book and find a 

publisher.1600 His command of English was certainly impeccable, as during his youth, he had 

been educated at a Manchester boarding school.1601 Financial needs and the memories of his 

friendship with Franck were probably the factors that led him to propose his services to 

Keynes, who accepted with joy the offer. Even so, he once more warned against the ‘slight 

nuisance’ regarding the French copyrights of his works.1602  

In a rather ironic twist of fate, Jacoby soon reached an agreement with Gaston 

Gallimard – in 1921, Keynes had vowed never to publish with the NRF again.1603 Despite the 

technical tone of the book, Gallimard believed that the Essays could probably outsell the 

Consequences, as the NRF-Gallimard was by now better prepared – logistically – to 

capitalise on the book’s sales potential.1604 All negotiations were done through the brokering 

                                                 
1598 JMK to Librairie Stock, 5 January 1931, JMK/P/1/69. 
1599 Maurice Delamain to JMK, 8 January 1931, JMK/P/1/70. 
1600 Herbert Jacoby to JMK, 29 March 1932, JMK/P/1/71. 
1601 James Gavin, Intimate Nights, 21. 
1602 JMK to Herbert Jacoby to JMK, 5 April 1932, JMK/P/1/72. 
1603 Herbert Jacoby to JMK, undated, JMK/P/1/74. 
1604 Gallimard’s expression was that the NRF was more ‘outillé’, an allusion probably encompassing not only 

the improvements the NRF’s logistical organisation had received since the early 1920s, but also its use of 

marketing techniques. See copy of letter from Gaston Gallimard to Herbert Jacoby, undated, JMK/P/1/78. 
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of Jacoby, who then sent Keynes the correspondence he exchanged with Gallimard. Keynes’s 

only condition was to be paid in a lump sum, instead of the usual royalties, and to retain the 

liberty to use the material in any future publications. Indeed, he complained to Jacoby about 

not getting any regular statements on actual sales and inherent royalties from any of his past 

French publishers.1605 For instance, he had not been informed by Kra about the re-publishing 

of the Tract and the Réflexions by Kra in 1931. 

Now, given that the Essays were going to be published by the NRF, the excerpts from 

the Consequences could be retrieved without any qualms; furthermore, Jacoby swiftly 

reached a deal with Stock.1606 As it could be expected, it was from Éditions Kra that the main 

hindrances came: Kra demanded 10 francs per page of the Tract or the Réflexions t included 

in the French edition of the Essays.1607 In retrospect, such an attitude was understandable: 

besides not wanting to see a competitor to its Réflexions on the market, Kra specialised in 

luxury books and was hard-hit by the slump.1608 To compound this uneasy situation, Keynes 

could not find the original contract that he had signed with Kra regarding the Tract, 

erroneously believing Franck had kept the original. In fact, Keynes possessed a copy of it, 

which stated than any republication of the Tract had to be preceded by an agreement between 

both parts.1609 Unfortunately, Jacoby never settled a fee with Kra. As a result, although the 

French edition of the Essays did not include any excerpts from the Tract, almost all of 

Keynes’s journalistic articles were included: even one that had featured in the Réflexions. 1610 

Ultimately, the intransigency of Kra brought no benefits to the company. After some pressure 

from Jacoby, Kra finally paid Keynes in October 1933 the royalties due from the Tract and 

the Réflexions. And by then he was also informed that owing to low sales, both books had 

been taken off of the market.1611 

                                                 
1605 JMK to Herbert Jacoby, 10 May 1932, JMK/P/1/76. 
1606 Herbert Jacoby to JMK, undated, JMK/P/1/74. 
1607 Herbert Jacoby to JMK, undated, JMK/P/1/80. 
1608 See François Laurent and Béatrice Mousli, Les Éditions, 186–8.  
1609 See JMK to Herbert Jacoby, 14 July 1932, JMK/P/1/83; and the Tract’s contract in JMK/MR/1/1/55–6.  
1610 Missing from the French Essais are the following sections of the Tract that were included in the original 

Essays: ‘Social Consequences of Changes in the Value of Money (1923), ‘Alternative Aims in Monetary Policy 

(1923), and ‘Positive Suggestions for the Future Regulation of Money (1923). The one literary essay already 

published in the Réflexions, ‘Clissold’ (a review of the homonymous book by H.G. Wells) was also included. 

However, the article ‘After the Suspension of the Gold Standard (27 September 1931)’ is missing from the 

Essais; extant sources offer no clue to the underlying reason. 
1611 Herbert Jacoby to JMK, undated, JMK/L/33/1/41; and the letter from the delegated administrator of Éditions 

Kra to JMK, 30 October 1933, JMK/BP/9/18–9. 
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Thus the Essais de persuasion that the NRF finally published in March 1933 (with a 

15-franc price tag) was an abridged version of the original.1612 According to Keynes’s wishes, 

there was no special preface for the French public.1613 The translations made by Jacoby of the 

book’s new contents (for the French audience) were generally flawless, and his style was also 

more literal than Franck’s. However, a probable lack of acquaintance with economic and 

financial jargon led to him to make a sloppy translation of certain terms. For instance, Jacoby 

translated ‘representative money’ as ‘argent représentatif’, whereas ‘monnaie fiduciaire’ 

would have been the accurate choice.1614 Jacoby has found a stern critic in the historian Pierre 

Saly, who has argued that one of the Essais’ articles was ‘très mal et très incomplètement 

traduit en français’.1615 But apart from the issues referred to above, Saly’s assertions are 

groundless. Not only did Jacoby translate the article in its entirety, but the meaning was on 

the whole also preserved in its French rendering – even if there is one grave slip, in which 

Jacoby translated investment as ‘spéculation’.1616 Incidentally, it must also be noted that the 

Essais published by Payot in 1971 constitutes altogether a distinct and later edition from the 

NRF one, the former being translated by Michel Panoff from the English original.1617 

Once the Essais were published, Keynes’s and Jacoby’s paths once again diverged, 

and quite radically. A year later, Jacoby could be found working as a translator at the 

International Chamber of Commerce. At that time, he again proposed to Keynes to translate 

his journalistic articles and find newspapers willing to publish them; an offer that this time 

around the latter refused.1618 In 1937, a novel translated by Jacoby was put out by 

Gallimard,1619 and by then he also became the press agent for a Parisian nightclub. In 

                                                 
1612 See ‘Livres reçus’, Le Populaire, 16 March 1933, 4; and ‘La Semaine bibliographique’, Les Nouvelles 

littéraires, artistiques et scientifiques, 31 March 1933, 9. 
1613 Herbert Jacoby to JMK, undated, JMK/L/33/1/41. 
1614 See JMK, Essais de persuasion (Paris: N.R.F., 1933), 139; and JMK, Essays, 163. 
1615 See JMK, Essays in Persuasion, 86–125. This was ‘A Programme of Expansion (General Election, May 

1929)’, which was originally written together with Hubert Henderson and published in 1929 to support the 

British Liberals’ case for public works with the title of ‘Can Lloyd George Do It?’; see also Pierre Saly, ‘La 

Politique française des grands travaux (1929–1939) fut-elle keynésienne?’, Revue économique, 31, 4 (July 

1980), 713–4. Saly’s qualms most probably derive from his having read the article in the JMK’s Collected 

Writings edition of the Essays. In the original edition of the Essays, though, Keynes abridged his journalistic 

articles, whereas in the Collected Writings edition they werefully published. See JMK, Essays, xv. 
1616 See JMK, Essais, 89; and JMK, Essays in Persuasion (New York and London: W.W. Norton & Company, 

1963), 124.  
1617 Suffice to say Payot’s is not the first French edition of the Essays, as it is claimed in its editorial notes. See 

JMK, Essais sur la monnaie et l’économie. Les cris de Cassandre (Paris: Payot, 1990), 4. 
1618 Herbert Jacoby to JMK, 28 June 1934, JMK/L/34/128. 
1619 This was Victoria Lincoln’s February Hill, which appeared in France with the title of Hivers sur la colline. 

The author James Gavin claims that at this time, Jacoby was working for Le Populaire as an editor, a job he 

eventually abandoned after the fall of Blum’s first Front Populaire government in June 1937. However, it should 
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December of that same year, though, he could be found in New York opening a new cabaret 

venue, Le Ruban bleu. The translator of one of Keynes’s most well-known books, Jacoby had 

taken the first step of a long career as one of New York’s leading cabaret impresarios.1620  

The French edition of the Essays appeared in March 1933, incidentally coinciding 

with the time at which Keynes published his Means to Prosperity. A series of articles arguing 

for domestic and international reflation, they aimed at influencing the agenda of the World 

Economic Conference, scheduled to take place in London in July 1933. Resulting from this 

coincidence meant that attention was primarily focused on Keynes’s Means, rather than on 

the dated articles composing the Essays. There were few reviews of the latter, and most were 

published by left wing journals. Once again, the NRF does not seem to have done much to 

publicise Keynes’s book: unlike what it had done with the Consequences, its literary review 

did not even mention it.1621  

 

9.8. From the reception of the Means to Prosperity to the advent of the Popular Front 

(1933–5) 

  

During the first half of 1933 – and to a much larger extent than over the previous 

three years – Keynes’s name featured prominently in the pages of the French press and in the 

minds of various leading French politicians. The background for such attention was the 

upcoming World Economic Conference. Keynes regarded it as an opportunity to promote 

(and adopt) a major scheme for raising the world price level and creating a widespread 

economic recovery. Like the Treasury experts, Keynes believed that Britain could only return 

to gold if there was a redistribution of gold reserves. Meanwhile, French political leaders and 

experts were concerned with the domestic impact of the depression, but still held budgetary 

equilibrium as the main path to halt it. For that reason, and along with the governor of the 

BDF, Clément Moret, they opposed both Keynes’s and the British Treasury’s projects.1622 

Between January and October 1933, the French Prime Minister was the Radical Édouard 

                                                 
be noted that he offers no empirical backing to these claims (or to any other biographical detail he offers on 

Jacoby). However, given the lack of biographical data on Jacoby, I have opted to reproduce Gavin’s findings.  
1620 See James Gavin, Intimate Nights, 21–2. 
1621 See the appreciative review made by Jacques Chabannes, ‘Lettres étrangères’, Notre-Temps, 16 April 1933, 

123; and the negative account of Pierre Gérôme, ‘J. M. Keynes – Essais de persuasion’, Europe, 15 July 1933, 

460–1. Gérôme (sometimes also spelled as Jérôme) was actually the alias of François Walter – his connections 

with Keynes will be analysed in this chapter’s last section.  
1622 Kenneth Mouré, Managing, 85–9. 
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Daladier, in whom the Radical’s left wing had placed in the late 1920s their hopes for the 

adoption of an économie dirigée.1623  

Keynes’s counter-cyclical proposals were published from 13 to 16 March 1933 in five 

articles, which appeared later that same month as a pamphlet entitled The Means to 

Prosperity.1624 They consisted of a domestic policy of public works, to be funded through a 

budget deficit; it aimed at reducing unemployment, raising prices and eventually increasing 

aggregate income. Of course, by stimulating domestic activitiy, the end result could 

eventually be a negative balance of payments. Protectionist barriers would prevent imports 

from rising, but they would further poison political relations between countries. Keynes thus 

envisaged a return to a reformed gold standard following a redistribution of gold reserves: 

with added liquidity, central banks would have the necessary means to adopt expansionary 

domestic measures and halt the slump.1625 A new international bank would issue gold bank 

notes at a face value of 5 billion dollars, which would be furnished to countries against gold 

bonds with the same value. Those gold notes would serve as a reserve to be held only by 

treasuries and central banks. The amount received by each country would depend on the level 

of gold reserves it possessed in 1928: thus, prior to France’s accelerated accumulation of gold 

and British gold outflows. Redistribution would be further achieved by the fact that all major 

countries – Britain, the US, France and Germany – would receive a similar quota of gold 

notes. Each country would then simultaneously use this additional liquidity to pursue policies 

susceptible to improve international trade: either by defraying foreign debt, or by funding 

national development through public works, which would boost income and therefore 

imports. Part of the deal was that all countries would be forced to terminate any kind of trade 

restrictions. All national monies would be tied to gold, but their exchange rates could slide 

within 5% of gold’s price. Moreover, price stability would be assured by the new 

                                                 
1623 For Daladier’s oscillations between the weight of financial orthodoxy, and the recognition that the budget’s 

deficit was caused by deflation, see Julian Jackson, The Politics, 63–71. 
1624 Robert Skidelsky, The Economist, 470; and D. E. Moggridge, Maynard, 572–4. Keynes developed his 

project for gold redistribution together with the Cambridge economist Hubert Henderson. The Means’ proposals 

featured in all of Keynes’s articles on international finance from December 1932 to July 1933. See JMK, ‘The 

World Economic Conference’ (24 December 1932), in JMK and Donald Moggridge (ed.), The Collected 

Writings of John Maynard Keynes. Vol. XXI: Activities 1931–1939: World Crises and Policies in Britain and 

America (London: Macmillan, 1982), 211–6; and JMK, ‘Should Britain Compromise on the Gold Standard?’ 

(17 February 1933), in JMK, Activities 1931–1939, 232–3.  
1625 JMK, The Means to Prosperity (London: Macmillan, 1933), 1–22; and Robert Skidelsky, The Economist, 

471–3. 
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international bank, which could modify the value of the gold notes, based on a price-index of 

selected raw commodities.1626 

Nowadays the Means – particularly in their updated American version – draw most 

attention for being the first instance in which Keynes presented in developed form the 

investment multiplier. This consisted of the ratio ‘between the change in real income in the 

community and the initial change in expenditure which brought it about’.1627 In layman’s 

terms, it allowed to calculate the extra income generated by additional indirect employment 

and consumption brought about by public expenditure.1628 But in France, comments were 

made on the British Means, in which Keynes did not explain at length the working of the 

multiplier.1629 Moreover, between 1929 and 1935, various French governments had pursued a 

policy of public works, even if always on a very small scale. By 1935, at the height of the 

depression, out of 1 million unemployed (490,000 being on the dole), only 22,000 were 

working for the state.1630 Incidentally, in 1932, the French economist Albert Aftalion 

pondered over the economic benefits of public works, only to shy away from endorsing them 

due to possible budgetary strains.1631 

As a result, what attracted most attention in France was Keynes’s ideas on 

international reflation, not on public works. Although the Means were not immediately 

translated into French, the press gave notice of a previous article by Keynes urging for similar 

policies.1632 Additionally, on 17 March 1933, his reflationary project was discussed by the 

British and French Ministers of Finance, Neville Chamberlain and Georges Bonnet, in a joint 

preliminary meeting to the World Conference. Unsurprisingly, both concurred in deeming 

Keynes’s proposals unfeasible.1633 Publicly, the first notorious comment on the Means was 

made by the politician Paul Reynaud in a speech given in London on 27 March. Reynaud 

rejected the indirect redistribution of gold reserves subjacent to Keynes’s plan on the ground 

that healthy countries should not be punished for the misdeeds of ‘les pays malsains’ – an 

accurate rendering of the orthodox view that posited the Depression’s origins as exogenous to 

                                                 
1626 JMK, The Means, 22–34; and Robert Skidelsky, The Economist, 471–3. 
1627 G. C. Peden, Keynes, 29. 
1628 See, for instance, Gilles Dostaler, Keynes and his Battles, 194–5. 
1629 See JMK, ‘The Means to Prosperity’, in JMK, Essays in Persuasion, 335. 
1630 Julian Jackson, The Politics, 31–2 and 87–8. 
1631 Albert Aftalion, ‘Les Crises’, 344. 
1632 See ‘Notes et réflexions – un projet d’inflation international’, L’Information financière, 15 February 1933, 

2; a translation was put out at the weekly Lu: see JMK, ‘Un programme contre les effets du chômage’, Lu, 10 

February 1933, 9.  
1633 Kenneth Mouré, Managing, 91–2; see also Henri Claudet, ‘Les Entretiens économiques et financières de M. 

Georges Bonnet avec les ministres anglais’, Le Journal, 18 March 1933, 1. 



 

337 

 

 

French monetary policy.1634 A leading member of the major French conservative party, the 

Alliance démocratique, Reynaud still sat during 1933 in the deflation camp, but the following 

year he stunned French opinion by becoming the first major politician calling for 

devaluation.1635  

Meanwhile, after having just taken office in March, the American President Franklin 

D. Roosevelt shook French opinion by unpegging the dollar from gold in April. As pointed 

out by the historian Patricia Clavin, at the time Roosevelt’s decision was striking because the 

dollar’s devaluation did not follow any balance of payments deficit (as in the case of Britain 

in 1931), but rather aimed at the purely domestic objective of raising internal prices.1636 From 

this moment onwards, the main objective of Daladier’s government was to use the 

Conference to bind the US and Britain to an international monetary stabilisation plan that 

would maintain the franc’s gold peg and keep French exports competitive.1637  

Also in April, L’Information financière gave a descriptive abstract of the Means,1638 

and coinciding with the impending beginning of the Conference, discussion of Keynes’s 

ideas greatly intensified in May and June. For a start, on 1 May, Keynes had the opportunity 

to exchange views with Pierre-Étienne Flandin, the leader of the Alliance démocratique and 

Reynaud’s rival.1639 Flandin had been invited by Cambridge University’s French Society to 

give a talk on the slump, and he focused on the Means’ proposals. Naturally, Flandin talked 

from the perspective of gold standard orthodoxy, which eschewed a monetary explanation of 

the crisis and rejected open market operations. He also preferred to pick on selected aspects 

of the Means rather than commenting on the whole. Predictably, he began by stating that 

1928 prices were the result of a partial inflation, and consequently the way out of the crisis 

consisted of lowering costs of production. Regarding public works, Flandin argued that if the 

budget was not balanced, confidence would be wanting and entrepreneurs would refrain from 

investing. Additionally, the loans which would fund public works would be contracted at 

high rates of interest, thus amplifying budgetary difficulties. Even if public works turned out 

                                                 
1634 ‘M. Paul Reynaud parle à Londres de la situation économique’, Le Journal, 29 March 1933, 3. 
1635 On Reynaud’s transition see Kenneth Mouré, Managing, 196–202; and Thibault Tellier, Paul Reynaud: un 

indépendant en politique, 1878–1966 (Paris: Fayard, 2005), 217–38. 
1636 Patricia Clavin, The Failure, 84–5. 
1637 Kenneth Mouré, Managing, 94–105. 
1638 Gaël Fain, ‘Pour restaurer la prospérité – Les suggestions de John Maynard Keynes’, L’Information 

financière, 4 April 1933, 4. 
1639 See Thibault Tellier, Paul Reynaud, 134–5. 
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to be economically productive, the result would be that in the longer term, the price level 

would always deflate. Keynes countered by restating his proposals.1640  

In June, Flandin further elaborated his views on the Means, particularly on Keynes’s 

gold notes project, in an article for the Revue politique et parlementaire.1641 Once more, 

underlying his view of the crisis were various tenets of the orthodox outlook on the 

depression: Say’s Law and the postulate that economic progress derived from a low price 

level.1642 As for Keynes’s scheme for redistributing gold reserves through gold bank notes, 

Flandin regarded it as ‘injuste’ and ‘immoral’.1643 The reason was simple: given added 

liquidity, debtor countries would import beyond their means, while creditor countries would 

be left burdened with worthless gold notes. Creditor countries would then be forced to print 

more money to allow for equilibrium in this reformed gold standard regime: they would 

simply be punished for possessing larger gold reserves. Flandin concluded by pointing out 

how monetary solutions were artificial, and would only delay the rekindling of investor’s 

confidence, which depended on monetary stability and on reducing output to match extant 

lower demand.1644  

Employing these same arguments, Flandin attacked Prime Minister Daladier in 

parliament, one day before the French delegation headed to London. Back in February 1933, 

Daladier had mentioned the possibility of implementing a public works programme, 

prompting Flandin to accuse him of being willing to accept British proposals for the 

Conference, which he deemed none other than Keynes’s plan.1645 This was far from the truth. 

Not only had Radical Socialists tended to analyse the Means on lines similar to Flandin’s;1646 

                                                 
1640 References in the press to Flandin’s talk only provided a short overview of the debate. See ‘The Economic 

Crisis. Former French Minister on Mr. Keynes’s Plan’, The Times, 2 May 1933, 6; Léon Chavenon, ‘Les Faits 

du jour – Le budget et la monnaie. Deux systèmes en présence’, L’Information financière, 4 May 1933, 1; and 

‘Le Plan de inflation de M. Keynes’, Le Temps, 9 May 1933, 7.  
1641 Pierre-Étienne Flandin, ‘Le Plan de M. Keynes pour rétablir la prospérité’, Revue politique et parlementaire, 

10 June 1933, 441–50. The first historiographic reference to this particular article was made by Kenneth Mouré, 

Managing, 92. See also Flandin’s defence of gold standard orthodoxy against Keynes and Cassel’s ideas on 

managed currency in Pierre-Étienne Flandin, ‘Inflation ou déflation’, La Revue de Paris, May–June 1933, 481–

95. And for yet another similar article on Keynes’s reflationary project see Yves-Marie Goblet, ‘L’Économie 

britannique à la veille de la conférence’, Revue politique et parlementaire, 10 May 1933, 279–87. 
1642 Pierre-Étienne Flandin, ‘Le Plan’, 442. 
1643 Pierre-Étienne Flandin, ‘Le Plan’, 448. 
1644 Pierre-Étienne Flandin, ‘Le Plan’, 447–50. 
1645 ‘Un grand débat à la Chambre sur la politique extérieure’, Journal des débats, 11 June 1933, 3; and ‘La 

Politique générale du gouvernement devant la chambre’, Le Temps, 11 June 1933, 3. 
1646 See, for instance, Georges Potut, ‘La Reprise de l’activité économique et les mouvements internationaux de 

capitaux’, Affaires étrangères (1934), 487–8. Cf. also the main Radical newspapers L’Œuvre and L’Ère 

nouvelle, which at the time published various articles denouncing any kind of inflation. A case in point was that 

of the Radical deputy and economist Bertrand Nogaro: ‘Pas d’inflation!’, L’Ère nouvelle, 2 May 1933, 1.  
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but one of the members of the French delegation to the Conference was Charles Rist, who 

also dismissed Keynes’s proposals. In fact, Rist had participated in preparatory meetings 

between French and British experts, and was certainly quite familiar with the gist of the 

Means beforehand.1647  

Almost certainly owing to his status as a member of the French delegation, Rist was 

offered the opportunity to present his views in the Economic Journal, which was edited by 

Keynes. Rist’s arguments were like Flandin’s, and offered a crystallised rendering of the 

French mainstream outlook on the slump. Unsurprisingly, Rist claimed the failure of open 

market operations in the US was proof that monetary policies could not halt it. Furthermore, 

he dismissed public works on the grounds of the crowding out hypothesis. Rist thus 

concluded that the crisis could only be countered through price deflation, and argued 

Keynes’s scheme was dishonest, because it aimed at provoking a disguised inflation, which 

would transfer debt burdens to creditor countries.1648 Rist’s liberal remedies mirrored those of 

the French delegation to the World Conference, shaken by Roosevelt’s decision to take the 

dollar out of gold: ‘la stabilisation, par chaque pays ayant des réserves-or suffisantes, de sa 

propre monnaie et la diminution générale des restrictions au commerce international’.1649 

Likewise, Bertrand Nogaro regarded the distinct outlook of French and British economists on 

the reflationary efficacy of monetary policies as a key divider between France and Britain in 

the World Conference.1650 The Conference ended in failure when Roosevelt refused in July a 

tripartite monetary stabilisation agreement. Thus prompting France, the Netherlands, 

Switzerland, Belgium and Italy to form a gold bloc; which soon start dissolving as in 1935 

Italy forbade gold exports and Belgium devalued.1651 

Meanwhile, even in the X-Crise group, reactions to the Means were negative. On 26 

April 1933, one of the group’s founding members, the engineer John Nicolétis, presented a 

detailed overview of Keynes’s reflationary scheme. Together with Georges Boris’s 

presentation, Nicolétis’ overview of the Means was the only in depth discussion of Keynes’s 

ideas at X-Crise during the period covered by this chapter.1652 After Nicolétis finished his 

                                                 
1647 Kenneth Mouré, Managing, 82–3. 
1648 Charles Rist, ‘The Means to Prosperity, by J. M. Keynes’, The Economic Journal, 43, 170 (June 1933), 269–

71. 
1649 Charles Rist, ‘The Means’, 271; and see Kenneth Mouré, Managing, 88 and 95–9. 
1650 Bertrand Nogaro, ‘La Conférence de Londres et les conflits de doctrine’, L’Information financière, 26 June 

1933, 1–2. 
1651 Patricia Clavin, The Failure, 129–38; and Kenneth Mouré, Managing, 105–11.  
1652 Nevertheless, during a debate in 1935, the engineer Robert Gibrat, a key figure in the introduction of 

econometrics in France, made a comment comparing Hayek and Keynes’s theories of the business cycle. See 
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talk, Roland Boris (the brother of Georges Boris) read to the audience an article by Albert 

Despaux, who had meanwhile moved from L’Information financière to another financial 

newspaper named Orientation économique et financière. Despaux approved of reflation like 

that sought by Keynes, on the basis that it would stimulate consumption and offset five years 

of deflation. Though unlike Keynes, he believed that such a policy ought to be combined with 

production controls.1653  

In any case, the majority of the X-Crise audience dismissed Keynes’s proposals. For 

the engineer Maurice Lacoin, levels of production and consumption were regulated solely by 

technical progress and by how consumption was socially distributed. Keynes’s monetary 

remedies were artificial and slumps should be let to run their own course: ‘il faut encore jeter 

bas les ruines avant de réconstruire’. This outlook on the salutary effects of deflation was also 

emphasised by Georges Guillaume, who together with his brother, Édouard, was the author of 

a macroeconomic mathematical model of French economy.1654 Guillaume remarked that by 

arbitrarily determining the value of gold, Keynes’s proposals would interfere with inflexible 

variables like gold mining output, which depended on the price level and on geological 

factors. In practice, Keynes’s was once more regarded as seeking to falsify the price level, 

when the crisis had in the first place been triggered by inflation and credit abuse. From Rist 

and Flandin to X-Crise, Keynes’s proposals were rejected for interfering with a normal and 

detoxifying deflationary process towards economic equilibrium.1655 Incidentally, the gold 

standard consensus was strengthened by the BDF, which financed anti-devaluation 

propaganda from 1934 until the April to May 1936 elections, which Blum’s Popular Front 

won.1656  

Unsurprisingly, against this general consensus stood the Left, particularly newspapers 

and journals directly or indirectly associated with the CGT. At the latter’s official organ, Le 

Peuple, Keynes’s Means were succinctly and appreciatively described, and deemed similar to 

the CGT’s own programme and diagnosis of the crisis. No objections were made to Keynes’s 

                                                 
‘Compte-rendu de la séance du 13 décembre 1935. Conférence de M. L. Dugé de Bernonville, sous-directeur de 

la statistique générale de la France. Les indices du mouvement économique’, Bulletin mensuel X-Crise, 

September–December 1935, 56. See also Michel Armatte, ‘Robert Gibrat et la loi de l’effet proportionnel’, 

Mathématiques et sciences humaines, 129 (1995), 5–8. 
1653 John Nicolétis, ‘Les Voies de la prospérité’, Bulletin mensuel X-Crise, June 1933, 23–7.  
1654 See Marianne Fischman and Émeric Lendjel, ‘X-Crise et le modèles des frères Guillaume’, in in Pierre 

Dockès, Ludovic Frobert, Gérard Klotz, Jean-Pierre Potier, and André Tiran (eds.), Les Traditions, 369–81. 
1655 ‘Discussion’, Bulletin mensuel X-Crise, June 1933, 28. 
1656 See Kenneth Mouré, Managing, 212–6.  
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plans to inflate the world price level, or to proceed to a redistribution of gold reserves.1657 

Likewise, the Tribune des fonctionnaires, which represented the public employees’ 

association (the Fédération des fonctionnaires, attached to the CGT), also gave an overview 

of the Means.1658 And yet, even among the Socialist Left, there was opposition to reflationary 

proposals. Jean Duret – the author of vulgarisations of Marxian economic theory who wrote 

both at Le Peuple and the Tribune – dismissed monetary explanation of the crisis and calls for 

a managed currency on account of the effects of inflation on the working class standards of 

living. He explained French accumulation of gold in similar terms to Rist’s: it was not 

France’s fault that its positive balance of payments caused gold inflows.1659  

For example, the Socialist Parliamentary leader Léon Blum did not yet approve of 

devaluation, advocating instead an outright increase of purchasing power as the key remedy 

to the crisis. Hence, cases like that of Barthélemy Montagnon, a Socialist parliamentarian 

who stood by devaluation, were rare. Montagnon also claimed that the fact that devaluation 

had not provoked uncontrolled inflation in Britain was in great part due to the efforts of 

public education on monetary matters made by Keynes and Reginald McKenna in the 

press.1660 Only other isolated voices recognised the need for either inflation or devaluation, 

and referred to Keynes’s plans in the process. That was the case of the writer André Maurois, 

who gave a timid endorsement to Keynes’s plan by acknowledging the need for raising the 

world price level. He did so at Marianne, the main Left republican weekly of the early 

1930s.1661 Nevertheless, even among the Young Turks, Bertrand de Jouvenel was isolated in 

his support for devaluation – he described Keynes’s project in the Radical daily La 

République,1662 but by 1934, he had abandoned the Radical Party on account of its 

endorsement of deflation.1663  

                                                 
1657 ‘Pour rétablir la prospérité – Le programme d’action de M. Keynes’, Le Peuple, 1 Avril 1933; see also ‘La 

conférence économique de Londres’, Le Peuple, 10 June 1933, 3.  
1658 ‘Pour rétablir la prospérité – Des suggestions de l’économiste J. M. Keynes’, La Tribune des fonctionnaires, 

13 April 1933, 4; see also Michel Margairaz, L’État. Vol. I, 134–5. 
1659 Jean Duret, Le Marxisme et les crises (Paris: Gallimard, 1933), 225–9. 
1660 See Julian Jackson, The Politics, 190; and also Barthélémy Montagnon, ‘Problèmes monétaires’, Notre-

Temps, 19 March 1933, 53–7.  
1661 André Maurois, ‘Discours imaginaire’, Marianne, 19 April 1933, 1. As pointed above, Maurois was an 

admirer of Keynes’s writing skills and he seems to have read him with some regularity. See André Maurois, 

‘Chantiers anglais’, Marianne, 21 November 1934, 3. On Marianne see Bernard Laguerre, ‘Marianne’, in 

Jacques Julliard and Michel Winock (eds.), Dictionnaire des intellectuels français: Les personnes. Les lieux. Les 

moments (Paris: Éditions du Seuil, 1996), 746–7.  
1662 Bertrand de Jouvenel, ‘Les Problèmes monétaires à la conférence économique mondiale’, La République, 3 

May 1933, 4.  
1663 John Ronald Braun, ‘Une fidélité difficile’, 348–50. Although another Jeune-Turc, Jean Luchaire (an old 

friend of the late Paul Franck) also supported devaluation. See Jean Luchaire, ‘L’Économie dirigée – La 

revolution monétaire’, Notre-Temps, 18 December 1932, 553. 
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In the so-called non-conformist spheres – a term commonly used for an assorted 

group of individuals who sought a spiritual and political reform of France, and were noted for 

their anti-parliamentarism, but who did not possess a strong affiliation to any political party – 

there were also relevant uses of Keynes’s conceptions of the gold standard. Therefore, at the 

journal Esprit, founded by the catholic Emmanuel Mounier, one could find Édouard Dolléans 

(a Socialist and labour historian) quoting Keynes, to denounce ‘la mythe de l’or’, which he 

believed stimulated individual avarice among the French youth. It prevented valuable 

qualities from developing, like human generosity or the willingness to take risks. It thus led 

to an egotistic society, which presumably would be quite hostile to currency devaluations.1664  

Nonetheless, even within non-conformism, support for devaluation was not a given 

fact. One key example was that of Alfred Fabre-Luce, an intellectual who together with 

Pierre Dominique and Jean Prévost founded in February 1933 a short-lived weekly journal 

entitled Pamphlet.1665 Fabre-Luce’s Pamphlet was an outlet sympathetic to Keynes’s ideas: it 

advertised the French translation of the Essays on Persuasion and published extracts from it. 

1666 Most importantly, Fabre-Luce took the initiative to meet Keynes in London. Although 

theirs was merely an informal talk, Fabre-Luce gave a summary of it as part of a special 

Pamphlet edition of May 1933 on ‘contre-thésaurisation’. Tellingly, Fabre-Luce also 

interviewed for that same issue Georges Boris, who advanced arguments like those of his 

1932 Treatise-inspired article. Boris concluded that either the world price level would inflate 

through a depreciation of gold (on the whole Keynes’s aim), or there would be a general 

withdrawal from gold.1667  

Fabre-Luce managed to scoop up a series of ideas Keynes later published himself in 

June, and which consisted of a variation of the Means’ proposals.1668 Keynes now called for a 

general monetary devaluation,1669 believing that the accruing gold reserves could be used by 

Treasuries for public work policies or for tax relief purposes, in order to stimulate production 

                                                 
1664 Édouard Dolléans, ‘Retour des vendanges. De la famille-argent à la famille-foyer’, Esprit, 1 May 1933, 

256–7. On Esprit’s foundation and programme see Goulven Bouldic, ‘Esprit’, in Jacques Julliard and Michel 

Winock (eds.), Dictionnaire, 448; and Olivier Dard, Le Rendez-vous, 139–49.  
1665 On Pamphlet see Olivier Dard, Le Rendez-vous, 169–70; on Fabre-Luce see Daniel Lindenberg, ‘Fabre-

Luce (Alfred)’, in Jacques Julliard and Michel Winock (eds.), Dictionnaire, 468–70.  
1666 See JMK, ‘Suis-je radical?’, Pamphlet, 24 March 1933, 17; for the advertisements of the Essais see 

Pamphlet, 10 March 1933, 18; and Pamphlet, 13 June 1933, 18. 
1667 ‘M. Georges Boris’, Pamphlet, 26 May 1933, 9. 
1668 He also mentioned that Keynes held clear ideas on France’s monetary situation, which he soon intended to 

publish: these wishes never came to fruition, as Keynes did not write any article on France during the following 

months.  
1669 ‘En causant avec M. Keynes’, Pamphlet, 26 May 1933, 10. 
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and boost prices.1670 Fabre-Luce, who was an advocate of economic planning, was favourable 

to a mild devaluation that would preserve most of the rentiers’ rights. Yet, he concluded the 

ideal solution would consist of reducing both production costs, and French public spending – 

an aim that could only be successfully attained by ‘un dictateur intelligent et consenti’.1671 

Given how at the time Keynes developed his middle-way reforms, partly against the kind of 

anti-parliamentarism espoused in Britain by the fascist Oswald Mosley, it becomes clear how 

the political economies of Fabre-Luce and Keynes were located on starkly opposite 

ideological grounds.1672  

As is well-known, Roosevelt torpedoed the World Economic Conference on 3 July by 

rejecting any agreement on international monetary stabilisation. Among all delegations which 

attended the Conference, the French was the most critical of Roosevelt’s decision, which only 

served to reinforce the commitment of France’s leadership and conservative opinion to the 

gold standard.1673 Keynes applauded Roosevelt’s decision, and although he had considered 

France to be ‘the last home of the bullionist complex and of ultra-conservatism in all matters 

concerning cash’,1674 he also recognised that French reluctance to devalue was 

understandable – which was not to say right – on the grounds that unlike Britain and the US, 

France was among the countries that had already greatly curtailed its war-related public 

debt.1675  

From the second half of 1933 to 1934, references to Keynes in the French press were 

smaller in number and made against the background of anti-devaluation propaganda, and 

inherent criticisms of Roosevelt’s monetary policy. Socialists appreciated Keynes’s views, 

but for the conservative press, Keynes symbolised together with Blum and Roosevelt the 

spectre of managed currency and reflation, which threatened official commitment to the gold 

standard.1676 In 1934, a new conservative cabinet let by Gaston Doumergue was formed with 

                                                 
1670 JMK, ‘Can We Co-Operate with America?’ (27 June 1933), in JMK, Activities 1931–1939, 266–8.  
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1672 Robert Skidelsky, The Economist, 478. 
1673 Patricia Clavin, The Failure, 132–8; and Michel Margairaz, L’État. Vol. I, 42–3. 
1674 JMK, ‘Should Britain Compromise on the Gold Standard’ (17 February 1933), in JMK, Activities 1931–

1939, 231.  
1675 JMK, ‘Shall We Follow the Dollar or the Franc?’ (14 July 1933), in Activities 1931–1939, 277–9. The same 
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Guerre des monnaies’, La Revue de Paris, 1 September 1933, 14. 
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‘Bulletin du jour’, Le Temps, 8 July 1933, 1; and ‘Économie et monnaie’, Le Temps, 30 June 1934, 1. As for the 
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Georges Bonnet as minister of finance: budgetary deflation was increased, with cuts in war 

veterans’ pensions and in the wages of public employees.1677 As French economic woes 

accentuated, so did political instability. And in the wake of the proto-fascist right wing riots 

of 6 February 1934, an assorted group of Socialists, non-conformists, intellectuals (and even 

Right Wing Croix de feu) disclosed the Plan of 9 July 1934. Among the signatories was 

Fabre-Luce. The Plan called for state reform and the reinforcement of the executive power, 

and endorsed corporatism as a remedy against the evils of liberal capitalism. Most 

importantly, it courageously endorsed devaluation (without abandoning the gold peg), even if 

it was followed by further budgetary deflation.1678 Incidentally, Keynes was asked a few 

months later by Fabre-Luce to provide an article for the weekly L’Europe nouvelle on the 

gold standard’s future, an offer which he rejected on the grounds of being hard at work on a 

new book: the General Theory.1679 

Indeed, the General Theory occupied most of Keynes’s time throughout 1935 as 

well.1680 Nevertheless, his reflationary schemes of public works were once more brought to 

the forefront of political discussions by Pierre-Étienne Flandin. Brought to power in February 

1935 after a political agreement between the Radicals and the Alliance démocratique, Flandin 

sought to diminish long term interest rates in order to rekindle investors’ confidence, boost 

economic activity and reduce unemployment. Believing that world prices would soon rise to 

a level where the franc would cease to be overvalued, Flandin attempted as a result to 

combine a policy of cheap domestic credit with halting deflation, but without any kind of 

monetary devaluation – Flandin’s policy was destined to fail from its conception.1681  

While justifying in parliament his cabinet’s policy on unemployment, Flandin 

disingenuously argued that the ‘éminent économiste Keynes’s had almost reached 

conclusions similar to his own on the financial costs of public works. Keynes had indeed 

posited that at least one third of the latter would be immediately translated into budgetary 

savings on the dole. Unlike what Flandin’s ensuing remarks suggested, Keynes had not 

concluded that the remaining two thirds would constitute an increase in public debt. In fact, 
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Keynes had actually stated that due to the multiplier, national income would be boosted 

beyond the level of initial expenditure. Thus between half and two thirds of public works 

expenditure would revert to the state in the form of collected taxes. Not only did Flandin not 

refer to Keynes’s multiplier, but whereas the latter insisted that public works ought to be 

combined with tax relief, Flandin insisted that taxes should be increased to pay for them.1682  

Contrary to Flandin’s predictions, the fall in sterling and Belgium’s exit from gold 

further increased the gap between French and world prices, while by February 1935, the 

budget’s deficit was estimated at about 8 billion francs.1683 After a financial crisis in May 

1935 marked by large gold outflows, Pierre Laval’s government attempted to cut public 

expenses by 10% to protect the franc’s parity. Yet, faced with political opposition from the 

Left, the government approved a series of conflicting anti-crisis measures of protectionist 

(support to farmers to raise agricultural prices) and social relief character, which aggravated 

the budgetary deficit. In the short term, at the cost of deficit spending, Laval’s measures 

managed to revive the French economy. But sooner or later devaluation would have to be 

enacted: efforts to balance the budget would fail in the face of economic deflation, which 

reduced income and tax receipts, thus exhausting the Treasury’s funds.1684  

Keynes’s own perspective on French monetary policy was clear-cut. From 11 to 13 

July 1935 he participated in a meeting of European economists in Antwerp, which was also 

attended by the British economists Hubert Henderson and Roy Harrod, the Swede Bertil 

Öhlin and the French Bertrand Nogaro. The aim of the meeting was to discuss international 

monetary stabilisation, and it came in the wake of the successful Belgian devaluation in the 

previous April.1685 In the notes he drafted for the conference, Keynes pinpointed how the 

‘stupid and obstinate old gentlemen at [the] Banks of Netherlands and France [were] 

crucifying their countries in a struggle which is certain to prove futile’.1686 He believed that 

the value of the French franc should be fixed on gold – probably on account of political, 

social and psychological motives related to French attachment to gold – but certainly at a 

                                                 
1682 Pierre-Étienne Flandin, Journal officiel de la République. Débats parlementaires. Sénat, 15 February 1935, 

518–20; and JMK, The Means, 11–14; see also Robert Skidelsky, The Economist, 470–1. 
1683 Michel Margairaz, L’État. Vol. I, 74–5; Julian Jackson, The Politics, 99–101.  
1684 Michel Margairaz, L’État. Vol. I, 89–97; and Kenneth Mouré, Managing, 178–83. 
1685 On the Belgian devaluation and its economic benefits, see Isabelle Cassiers, ‘Managing the Franc in 

Belgium and France: The Economic Consequences of Exchange-Rate Policies, 1925–1936’, in Charles H. 

Feinstein (ed.), Banking, Currency and Finance in Europe between the Wars (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 

1935), 231–3. 
1686 JMK, Activities 1931–9, 356.  
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devalued level.1687 The outcome of the meeting was a draft report counselling international 

monetary stabilisation, but allowing exchange rates to float within determined margins.1688  

As for Nogaro, he admitted to the economic benefits of devaluation, but remained 

non-committal on its enactment. He believed that the psychology of the French people stood 

against devaluation’s success; that recently-lowered tariffs also constituted a form of 

devaluation; and that with its colonial empire and allies, France could build its own, viable 

currency area.1689 It was thus not surprising that in Antwerp, he submitted his own separate 

draft conclusions, which consisted of a vague call for international monetary stabilisation.1690 

By early 1935, and despite the fact that French prices were 22% higher than the British, no 

French economist of renown publicly acknowledged the need to devalue the franc.1691 To 

Nogaro’s credit, in June 1936 he became the first major French economist to thoroughly 

make the case for devaluation, by analysing at length how the lasting impact of the Great 

Depression in France was due to the uncompetitiveness of French prices, given the franc’s 

overvaluation.1692  

 

9.9. Keynes’s refusal to collaborate in the making of the Popular Front’s economic 

programme (1935) 

 

Throughout 1935, the growing depth of the crisis prompted both Socialists and 

Communists to hold talks about a prospective political coalition. The Socialists, in particular 

through the voice of Léon Blum, had been opposed to the deflationist policies of all 

governments since 1932. Finally, in January 1936, the whole of the Left adopted a common 

electoral manifesto, which provided the basis for the government formed in June 1936 with 

Blum at its head.1693 Unlike what had happened with the previous French financial crisis of 

                                                 
1687 JMK, Activities 1931–9, 357. 
1688 See the account of the conference made by one of the Belgian participants: Laurent Dechesne, ‘Le 

Rétablissement du commerce international à la réunion des économistes d’Anvers’, Revue d’économie politique, 

4 (July–August 1935), 1406–12. 
1689 Bertrand Nogaro, Le Problème de la “dévaluation” en France (Bruxelles: Revue économique 

internationale/ Goemaere, Imprimeur du Roi, éditeur, 1935), 54–61. 
1690 Laurent Dechesne, ‘Le Rétablissement’, 1410–2. 
1691 Sauvy measured the gap between French and British prices by February 1935 22% gap; and during 1935–6 

in an average of 25%. See Alfred Sauvy, Histoire. Vol. III, 365. Sauvy in particular noted how in regards to 

devaluation, Rist had tried not to ‘se compromettre’, and that French economists had evaded their 

responsabilities. See Alfred Sauvy, De Paul Reynaud à Charles de Gaulle: Scènes, tableaux, souvenirs (Paris: 

Casterman, 1972), 18. 
1692 Bertrand Nogaro, La Crise économique dans le monde et en France: symptômes, causes et remèdes (Paris: 

Librairie générale de droit et de jurisprudence, 1936), 245–79 and 331–8. 
1693 Michel Margairaz, L’État. Vol. I, 201. 
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1925–6, Keynes never published any article on French troubles before or after the Popular 

Front’s election. At the time, he was deep at work in the process of writing, revising the 

General Theory – published in February – and then of replying to the criticisms it received.  

Still, Keynes did play a small role in the process leading up to the making of the 

Popular Front’s economic programme, in an episode left unanalysed by extant 

historiography. In September 1935, he was contacted by one of the founders of the lobby 

Comité de vigilance des intellectuelles anti-fascistes (CVIA) – François Walter, who wrote 

under the alias of Pierre Jerôme and was close to the Communist Party.1694 Walter belonged 

to a committee in charge of drafting a common economic and financial programme to the 

whole Left, including all the Left parties, and lobbies like the CVIA and the LDH. According 

to Julian Jackson, by 2 October, Walter presented his own programme to the SFIO, the 

Communists and the Radical Socialists.1695 More importantly, Walter also pitched it to 

Keynes – a surprising fact, given how upon reviewing the Essais on Persuasion, he had 

criticised Keynes’s reformist middle way, and showed suspicion for what he judged to be the 

latter’s penchant to rapidly find expedients to solve any sort of economic ills.1696 

Nonetheless, in late September, he used a common friend – Quentin Bell, the son of Clive 

and Vanessa Bell, from the Bloomsbury group –1697 to probe into whether Keynes would 

receive him personally in London. Keynes seems to have insisted on first receiving Walter’s 

economic programme before meeting him, though. Walter complied and sent him a 

memorandum, which represented the ‘texte du projet que je soutiens dans les milieux du 

Front populaire ‘.1698  

The role Walter’s memorandum actually played in the formation of the Popular 

Front’s programme remains unknown.1699 Walter’s was actually bolder than the latter: 

budgetary equilibrium would be achieved by raising the upper classes’ taxes; and exchange 

controls would be adopted. Other proposals were similar to the Popular Front’s programme, 

an example being the nationalisations of the war industries and the BDF; the 40-hour working 

                                                 
1694 Julian Jackson, The Politics, 119. 
1695 Julian Jackson, The Politics, 120–6.  
1696 Pierre Gérôme, ‘J. M. Keynes – Essais de persuasion’, 461. 
1697 Moreover, Walter married in 1938 Zoum Vanden Eeckhoudt, whose parents were friends with Dorothy and 

Simon Bussy, and at whose place in Southern France Keynes used to spend vacations in the early 1920s. See 

Mary Ann Caws and Sarah Bird Wright, Bloomsbury, 367 and 378. 
1698 Pierre Jérôme (François Walter) to JMK, 30 September 1935, JMK/CO/4/1–2. 
1699 For the Rassemblement populaire’s programme of 11 January 1936, see Julian Jackson, The Popular Front, 

299–302; and for the SFIO’s and CGT’s programmatic ideas on the crisis during 1935 see Michel Margairaz, 

L’État. Vol. I, 178–99. 
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week, or the consecution of a large public works programme to boost purchasing power. 

Walter was also fully in line with the SFIO regarding the refusal to devalue the franc, unless 

as if part of an international monetary stabilisation. He was also wary of the hostility 

devaluation would raise against a prospective Left government; and accordingly his 

memorandum finished by supporting the maintenance of the franc’s gold convertibility 

(regardless of exchange controls).1700  

Keynes’s reply was trenchant. Although he admitted that in Walter’s memorandum 

there were policies he would be likely to support (he did not specify which, but almost surely 

public works), Keynes considered they were ‘utterly incompatible with your apparent 

opposition both to devaluation and to inflation’. Given Walter’s inability to understand that 

the only viable alternative to devaluation was wage deflation, Keynes simply refused to meet 

him: 

 

I see no realisation in your memorandum that the alternative to devaluation is a 

reduction in wages. In fact, intellectually I could discover no material difference 

between yourself and Monsieur Laval, or, indeed Monsieur Tardieu. I appreciate that 

emotionally you desire to belong to the Left. But it seems obvious to me that 

intellectually you still dwell in the nineteenth century and are just as much to the 

Right as anyone else.  

Forgive me for my frankness. I wish I could recommend to you some French 

economist who might be of assistance. But I fear I know none.1701 

 

Had he known about it, Keynes could have redirected Walter to Nogaro’s book that 

made the case for devaluation. More interestingly, it seems that in the months prior to the 

Popular Front’s electoral victory, Walter participated in a secret meeting – convened at the 

behest of Vincent Auriol, Blum’s future Minister of Finance – with representatives of the 

SFIO, the Radicals, and the LDH to decide on whether the future coalition should devalue the 

franc. The answer was yes. Although due to Communist opposition, it was decided not to 

publicise that decision, and as a result devaluation was not part of the Popular Front’s 

programme.1702 

                                                 
1700 Pierre Jérôme (François Walter) to JMK, 30 September 1935, JMK/CO/4/3–17.  
1701 JMK to Pierre Jérôme (François Walter), 7 October 1935, JMK/CO/9/18–9. Following Keynes’s premiss, 

Paul Reynaud was therefore more solidly on the Left than Blum and Auriol. 
1702 Michel Margairaz, L’État. Vol.I, 155. 



 

349 

 

 

Regardless if Blum and Auriol were aware of the necessity to devaluation, it is not 

difficult to imagine what Keynes might have thought of the SFIO’s electoral motto ‘ni 

déflation, ni dévaluation’.1703 Consequently, caution must be exerted when depicting the 

Popular Front’s economic and financial programme as being ‘keynesian’: it certainly did not 

match what Keynes thought the Popular Front’s monetary policy ought to be from the start. 

Indeed, Keynes’s reply to Walter encapsulates the dead end faced by Blum and Auriol until 

they finally devalued the franc in October 1936 – and only after gold outflows had made the 

decision unavoidable.1704 Furthermore, his despondent views on the state of French 

economics are hardly surprising: only by May 1936 did Charles Rist finally endorse 

devaluation, and only in the following June was Nogaro’s analysis of the Great Depression’s 

origins published.1705 And yet, although Keynes never published a single line on the Popular 

Front’s policies, this is not to say that what he wrote from 1936 onwards did not influence 

Blum’s actions. Indeed, how the General Theory began being diffused in France within the 

Popular Front’s political and administrative spheres is one of the main themes of Chapter 10. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
1703 Michel Margairaz, L’État. Vol. I, 189. 
1704 Kenneth Mouré, Managing, 261–3.  
1705 See Kenneth Mouré, Managing, 226 and 238–9.  
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Chapter 10 – Turnover: early steps in the diffusion of The General Theory of 

Employment, Interest and Money (1936–42) 

 

En France, son nom est, de tous ceux des économistes étrangers,  

un des plus connus; mais comme ses thèses ont souvent heurté  

les prétentions de notre pays, elles ont paru à l’opinion  

française d’être entachées de partialité. […] 

La fécondité de son œuvre se mesurera peut-être 

moins aux vérités qu’elle aura énoncées qu’aux 

discussions et aux recherches neuves qu’elle aura suscitées.  

 

Jean-Marcel Jeanneney (1936)1706 

 

La première traduction de Keynes a été faite par  

Jean de Largentaye, inspecteur des finances,  

qui faisait rire de lui dans la corporation. 

 

François Bloch-Lainé (1978)1707 

 

10.1. Introduction 

  

The book that ultimately paved the way for a more widespread and continuous 

diffusion of Keynes’s ideas in France was The General Theory of Employment, Interest and 

Money. Firstly published in England on 4 February 1936, its French translation would only 

appear in 1942. Although Keynes’s opus only began being taught at French universities after 

the Second World War, in between that chronological period, its ideas had already started 

circulating, within both a small group of inspectors of finance and politicians linked to the 

Popular Front’s governments, and the younger generations of French economists. None of 

these younger economists were really Keynes’s champions, though (apart from Robert 

                                                 
1706 Jean-Marcel Jeanneney, ‘L‘Œuvre scientifique de quelques économistes étrangers. VIII. – John Maynard 

Keynes’, Revue d’économie politique, 2 (March–April 1936), 358.  
1707 Testimony of François Bloch-Lainé, 24 January 1978, in Comité d’histoire de la Deuxième guerre mondiale 

– Commission d’histoire économique et sociale, AN/AJ72/678, 65. 
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Marjolin), and indeed the main difference between the French and British contexts in regards 

to the General Theory’s diffusion was that those most willing to spread the gospel were not 

economists, but usually civil servants and politicians.  

Blum’s first government of 1936–7 devalued the franc and nationalised the BDF, 

breaking with gold standard orthodoxy and therefore forcing the adoption of monetary 

management practices. This conjuncture allowed for realistic discussions on the application 

of Keynes’s ideas in French economic policy. Besides the Spanish Civil War, the late 1930s 

were marked by the rise of Germany’s military threat, which alerted to the possibility of 

combining rearmament with economic recovery. Hence, after a contextual section on the 

General Theory’s theoretical frameworks and policy ideas, this chapter’s second part studies 

how those were firstly applied in France to the drafting in 1938 of an economic and financial 

programme, aiming at boosting income and financing a large-scale rearmament project. Its 

authors were Georges Boris and the politician Pierre Mendès France, and the project was 

taken up by Blum, who was unable to get it approved by the parliament in April 1938. 

Against the background of Boris and Mendès France’s Keynesian draft bill, though, was a 

process of theoretical soul-searching by a small group of inspectors of finance, after the 

failure of the Popular Front’s reflationary programme in 1936–7. Associated with that group 

was Jean Rioust de Largentaye, the translator of the General Theory. The significance of the 

fact that the Treasury’s officialdom was exposed so early to the General Theory – even if it 

was really only a handful of individuals, unrepresentative of the Inspection générale des 

Finances (IGF) as a whole – becomes obvious if compared to the non-impact of Keynes’s 

theory on the British Treasury before 1941 (and then only thanks to its usefulness in 

restricting demand).1708  

Afterwards, the third part inquires about how French economists received the General 

Theory between 1936 and 1941. My aim is to greatly nuance the claim in extant literature that 

Keynes’s book was only belatedly diffused in France, that is, from 1945 onwards. That is an 

argument usually based on recollections from inspectors of finance, who rightly claimed that 

before the war, Keynes’s economic theory was absent from the undergraduate courses taught 

at the law faculties.1709 Although this fact is naturally explained by senior economists’ refusal 

of the Treatise, even in Britain, the General Theory was only taught at Cambridge and 

Oxford, and only by Keynes’s disciples. Prior to the war, these were still a minority among 

                                                 
1708 See George C. Peden, Keynes, 34–9. 
1709 Nathalie Carré de Malberg, Le Grand, 286. 
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the profession. In the US, the diffusion of Keynes’s book was mostly limited to Harvard, 

where early converts like Alvin Hansen and Lauchlin Currie taught.1710  

However, while Keynes’s book was actually discussed and used by French 

economists in their own works prior to the war, it was only by a handful of younger 

researchers, and certainly not by established names like Rist or Aftalion. In 1933, Charles 

Rist had created the ISRES, through which he established an institutional link with the LSE’s 

Economics department, which was led by two opponents of Keynes, Lionel Robbins and 

Friedrich Hayek. Two of the ISRES’ young researchers – Étienne Mantoux and Robert 

Marjolin – took advantage of their link to the LSE to acquire first-hand knowledge of British 

economics debates. Yet, they reached divergent conclusions on the validity of Keynes’s 

theory. Mantoux, who would eventually write The Carthaginian Peace, applied Hayek’s 

theory of the cycle in his doctoral thesis and refused Keynes’s ideas. As for Marjolin, even 

though very liberal-minded, he admired Keynes and was the first doctoral student to apply 

the General Theory’s frameworks in his own work. During the Second World War, he 

became one of Jean Monnet’s right hand men.  

Finally, this chapter’s last section focuses on the lengthy and arduous process of de 

Largentaye’s translation and publishing of the General Theory, which lasted from 1938 to 

1942.1711 Owing to illness and the war’s outbreak, Keynes’s input on how his book reached 

France was limited to his correspondence with de Largentaye. Since 1931, Keynes had 

suffered from chest pains, and in June 1937, he was diagnosed with subacute bacterial 

endocarditis, a disease from which he never fully recovered given the lack of appropriate 

antibiotics at the time. Together with the intense workload of his Treasury activities during 

the war, plus all the negotiations involving the 1944 Bretton Woods agreements, it 

constituted the cause of his demise on 21 April 1946.1712 Although interspersed by periods of 

recovery, Keynes’s physical decline meant that now, more than ever, he was reliant on the 

initiative of his French followers to get his ideas spread, and likewise that he never had the 

opportunity to reply to his French critics.  

 

                                                 
1710 Robert Cord, Reinterpreting, 51–7. 
1711 Hence, this chapter will focus solely on the reception of Keynes’s economic ideas. Nevertheless, it should be 

noted that during 1935–8, Keynes published a series of articles on the diplomatic and political contours of 

Hitler’s menace, up to the Munich agreements of September 1938. Whether those articles raised any echoes in 

France remains to be studied; although at first glance, the answer is negative. See in this respect Robert 

Skidelsky, Fighting, 26–38. 
1712 Robert Skidelsky, Fighting, 6. 
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10.2. Keynes’s magnum opus: The General Theory of Employment, Interest and 

Money  

 

The General Theory aimed at explaining how levels of employment and output were 

determined. Keynes’s underlying hypothesis was that an economy could remain indefinitely 

in equilibrium below optimal output conditions, but that by combining fiscal with monetary 

policies, the demand levels of both investors and consumers could be managed to produce an 

economic situation of near full employment. My goal in this section will be twofold: to 

present the General Theory’s arguments and its limitations; and to contextualise it in relation 

to Keynes’s previous works, 1930s economic analysis, and contemporary interpretations 

made of the General Theory.1713  

Like the Treatise, the General Theory was a book primarily aimed at economists, and 

only secondarily at laymen. Its style was heavily technical and often wordy, mirroring 

Keynes’s difficulties in translating his vision of economics to the paper.1714 Still, at 300 

pages, the General Theory’s size pales in comparison to that of the Treatise. Concerning 

theoretical aspects, there were two main threads of continuity between the two books. Firstly, 

the perception that capitalist economies were not self-regulating; and secondly, Keynes’s 

negative portrayal of thriftiness due to its deflationary consequences. Yet, more sets the 

Treatise and the General Theory apart than ties them together. In the latter, Keynes’s 

frameworks concern those of a closed economy, viewed from a short term, static perspective. 

Thus, unlike the Treatise, there are barely no discussions of the impact of exchange rates or 

international trade upon the economy.1715 As described in the previous chapter, the Treatise 

aimed at explaining the determinants of changes in the price level and how they caused the 

alternation of credit cycles. Keynes’s explanation was that slumps were caused by an 

imbalance between saving and investment, which in the Treatise constituted two separate 

accounting entities. To counter the imbalance between them, Keynes advocated monetary 

management: changes in the rates of interest and open market operations.  

                                                 
1713 Besides the General Theory itself, the following paragraphs draw from: Robert Skidelsky, The Economist, 

537–621; Gilles Dostaler, Keynes and his Battles, 196–205; Roger Backhouse and Bradley W. Bateman, 

Capitalist Revolutionary, 93–9; and Roger Backhouse, Economics, 228–31.  
1714 See JMK, The Collected Writings of John Maynard Keynes. Vol. VII: The General Theory of Employment, 

Interest and Money (London: Macmillan St. Martin’s Press, 1973), xxi.  
1715 Exceptions are Keynes’s discussion of whether reducing money wages in an open economic system would 

increase unemployment. He concluded on the negative, mostly by paying attention to the effects of a lower price 

level on private and national debt. See JMK, The General Theory, 262–4 and 269–71; and see page 120 for the 

discussion of how the fiscal multiplier works in an open system.  
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Instead, in the General Theory, Keynes turned his whole argumentation upside down. 

Saving and investment constituted the two faces of a coin named income (or in other words 

output), which depended on consumers’ demand. Divergences between the quantities 

dedicated to saving and investment were automatically adjusted by changes of income. 

Hence, what changes is not the quantities saved or invested, but rather the individuals’ desire 

to pursue either action.1716 According to Michael Stewart and Robert Skidelsky, this 

paradoxical postulate accounted ‘for some of the most eminent economists of the 1930s never 

really understanding what Keynes was getting at’. This is worth keeping in mind, given that 

older French economists were no exception to that rule.1717  

The core of the General Theory’s argument was that if individuals saved more, 

decreasing demand would see entrepreneurs incurring losses and curtailing production, thus 

reducing income and bringing saving and investment to a new (lower) equilibrium. Positive 

levels of demand were thereby necessary to keep entrepreneurs’ expectations of present and 

future profits steady, thus encouraging them to increase investment in capital goods and 

prevent employment levels from falling. To theoretically frame his hypothesis that 

employment was determined by income (which depended on the level of investment), Keynes 

presented three concepts. They all highlighted the importance that uncertainty about the 

future had on how entrepreneurs and consumers made their money decisions: the marginal 

propensity to consume, the marginal efficiency of capital and liquidity preference.1718  

Both demand and investment were determined by the marginal propensity to consume 

(MPC), which posited that as consumers’ income grows, individuals divert ever smaller 

amounts of it towards consumption, even if when income continues on the aggregate to 

increase. By restraining consumption and instead hoarding savings, individuals would 

therefore contribute to decrease present and entrepreneurs’ future profits expectations (as 

stocks would start to accumulate and the price level would decline), thus paving the way for 

an economic downturn.1719 To counter the public’s progressively decreasing MPC, the state 

thus had to intervene: the potential success of its action was demonstrated by the multiplier, 

which Keynes had firstly used in the 1933 Means to Prosperity. The multiplier established a 

direct relation between investment and income, and showed how an initial public investment 

                                                 
1716 Robert Skidelsky, The Economist, 551. 
1717 Michael Stewart, Keynes and After (Harmondsworth: Penguin Books, 1972), 99–101. 
1718 Gilles Dostaler, Keynes and his Battles, 198–9. 
1719 Robert Skidelsky, The Economist, 595; and Roger Backhouse and Bradley W. Bateman, Capitalist 

Revolutionary, 91. 
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could produce an increase in income, via increased production and employment firstly in 

capital goods industries, and then in consumer goods. However, given the MPC, the 

multiplier was also crucial to Keynes’s theory to guarantee the equality between investment 

and saving: accumulated households’ savings from boosted incomes would eventually halt 

the multiplying process.1720  

The second concept was the marginal efficiency of capital (MEC), which stressed the 

impact of expectations on entrepreneurs’ investment decisions, namely, the relevance of short 

term expectations based on current sales and of long term expectations, vis-à-vis factors like 

consumers’ demand and the yield of capital goods. In specific terms, the marginal efficiency 

of capital reported in relation to the prospective yield of a new capital good (based on those 

expectations), and its replacement cost. If the MEC was higher than the rate of interest, 

entrepreneurs would be more willing to invest. However, if they looked at future economic 

prospects with unease – following, for instance, present lower rates of consumption due to a 

high marginal propensity to consume or high interest rates – the MEC would decrease, 

regardless of a given capital good’s actual productivity.1721  

Besides the propensity to consume and entrepreneurs’ expectations, the level of 

investment was therefore also determined by the rate of interest, which depended on the 

General Theory’s third operational principle: liquidity preference, that is, of the individuals’ 

predisposition to hoard money either because of sheer uncertainty about the future, or simply 

because financial assets are not profitable enough.1722 Hence the rate of interest was the 

reward for people’s willingness to part with their money, the price tag on their renouncing a 

liquid storage of wealth. Consequently, it simply adjusted the supply of money to its demand. 

Unlike what contemporary monetary theory argued, the rate of interest was thus not a self-

equilibrating mechanism that brought into equilibrium the supply of savings with the demand 

curve for investment. Likewise, this disproved Keynes’s premise in the Treatise that levels of 

investment could be raised by reducing the rate of interest, which would reduce saving. In 

                                                 
1720JMK, General Theory, 113–31; Roger Backhouse, Economics, 229; Robert Skidelsky, The Economist, 554; 

and Jochen Hartwig, ‘Three views of the multiplier’, in Claude Gnos and Louis-Philippe Rochon (eds.), The 

Keynesian Multiplier (London and New York: Routledge, 2008), 11–13. 
1721 Gilles Dostaler, Keynes and his Battles, 199–200; Roger Backhouse, Economics, 230; and Robert Skidelsky, 

The Economist, 551–2 and 555. It should also be noted that Keynes argued that increased investment on a given 

type of capital would lead to a decreasing MEC of that same capital asset. 
1722 Roger Backhouse, Economics, 231. 
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fact, the amount of savings available depended on the amount of income generated: the 

postulate that investment equals saving (I=S).1723  

Liquidity preference also limited the effectiveness of the rate of interest in increasing 

investment, as it could cause that rate to remain stable at a level high enough to discourage 

entrepreneurs from borrowing money. Thus monetary policies on the like of open market 

operations were necessary to lower the rate. However, in particular cases like a slump, capital 

holders could counter the authorities’ attempts to lower the rate of interest by converting their 

financial assets into money. They would do so to anticipate the fact that with a lower rate, 

bonds and equities would not be profitable enough – a phenomenon known as the liquidity 

trap.1724  

Hence, and in contrast with what Keynes himself had argued in the Treatise, banking 

policies alone could not stimulate investment and increase demand. Fiscal policies together 

with monetary management were therefore necessary to keep aggregate investment at a level 

conducive to full employment. The State should finance public works or other kinds of public 

investment, and combine this policy with changes in tax regimes and traditional monetary 

policy (manipulation of the rate of interest and open market operations to keep money 

cheap).1725 It should be noted that Keynes dismissed full state control of a country’s means of 

production, limiting himself to call for a ‘somewhat comprehensive socialisation of 

investment’.1726 Indeed, in his political and moral vision, the General Theory was an attempt 

to establish a framework in which individual agency could thrive. Keynes thought individual 

iniative and personal liberties were the mainstay of a capitalist economy, being both 

necessary to attain creativity and efficiency, and guarantee cultural diversity.1727  

To summarise, Keynes was thus convinced that state action through fiscal and 

monetary reforms could regulate demand, increasing both aggregate income and achieving 

wealth redistribution. In the absence of state action, economies would simply stagnate in 

either an unemployment trap or working under their optimal capabilities. In theory, full 

employment could be attained through demand management. Although he did not clearly 

state it in the General Theory, in practice, Keynes was much more cautious, and believed that 

a state of near full employment was a more realistic possibility. He was also pragmatic: the 

                                                 
1723 Robert Skidelsky, The Economist, 558–62; see also Tyler Beck Goodspeed, Rethinking the Keynesian 

Revolution: Keynes, Hayek, and the Wicksell Connection (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012), 103. 
1724 Robert Skidelsky, The Economist, 561–2. 
1725 Roger Backhouse and Bradley W. Bateman, Capitalist Revolutionary, 93–4. 
1726 JMK, The General Theory, 378.  
1727 See JMK, The General Theory, 374–81. 
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exact extent and nature of the countercyclical policies to be adopted depended on the given 

economic context and the expectations of entrepreneurs. That was the reason why he did not 

advance in the General Theory a set of economic policies with a degree of detail comparable 

to his previous articles and books.1728 Finally, despite what is commonly thought, Keynes’s 

idea of demand management only regarded the use of budget deficits to finance public 

investment as a last resort, and he certainly never advocated any kind of fiscal fine-tuning.1729  

One of the main limitations of Keynes’s theory was that inflation posed a limit to the 

effectiveness of the policies it advocated. Keynes adamantly recognised that even before full 

employment was attained, increasing output would in most cases raise prices and wages.1730 

However, he thought that in the beginning and middle states of recovery, demand would still 

be lacking, and consequently money wages and price movements would lag behind output 

and employment increases. Yet, as various critics soon argued – in particular Hayek, Jacob 

Viner and Hubert Henderson – much of Keynes’s case that increased public investment 

would boost employment levels depended on the premise that labour would not 

systematically increase its wage demands after every price hike. This happened because 

Keynes’ accepted the classical postulate that in equilibrium, as employment and output grew 

labour’s marginal productivity decreased, and so did real wages. Once full employment was 

reached, the real wage would decline to a level at which labour would not be willing to work 

(thus equalling marginal disutility), while further money wage demands would cause 

inflation. Classical theory would at that stage come into play again.1731 

Keynes believed that workers bargained on money wage terms, rather than protesting 

when real wages fell due to inflation. Yet, there was the eventuality that workers and trade 

unionists would soon realise the dupery, and subsequently try to compensate every price 

increase with corresponding larger money wages. Keynes’s assumption of diminishing 

marginal returns in a scenario of perfect competition eventually exposed his theory to the 

accusation that it had a real inflationary potential; and that full employment could indeed only 

be attained temporarily (at least without any kind of economic controls).1732 

                                                 
1728 See, for instance, JMK, The General Theory, 378. 
1729 See Bradley W. Bateman, ‘Keynes and Keynesianism’, in Roger Backhouse and Bradley W. Bateman 

(eds.), The Cambridge Companion to Keynes (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006), 273–7. 
1730 JMK, The General Theory, 295–302. 
1731 Robert Skidelsky, The Economist, 602. 
1732 Robert Skidelsky, The Economist, 602–5; see also Nicholas Kaldor, Limitations of the ‘General Theory’ 

(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1983), 14–5. 
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Right from the onset of the General Theory’s publication, two Keynesian schools of 

thought sprang from it. Both shared the belief that full employment could be attained through 

demand control, but they emphasised different features of Keynes’s book. The first school’s 

most known members were the British economists Richard Kahn and Joan Robinson. Usually 

referred to as ‘fundamentalist Keynesians’, they emphasised along with Keynes how the 

decisions and expectations of economic agents were dictated by their evaluations of 

uncertainty and risk in regards to future events.1733 Keynes himself was closer to this 

rendering of his theory, as proven by the article he published in March 1937 in the Quarterly 

Journal of Economics. Narrowing the General Theory down to fourteen pages, Keynes chose 

to underline the impact of uncertainty and expectations on the interest rate and the propensity 

to invest.1734  

The second school, espousing a ‘hydraulic Keynesianism’, comprised Roy Harrod 

(Keynes’s first biographer), James Meade and, most importantly, John Hicks. Their main 

concern was to render mathematically the General Theory’s frameworks. It was Hicks who 

authored the latter’s most famous formalisation, the IS (Investment/Saving)-LM (Demand for 

Money/Money Supply) model. Hicks first presented it at the 1936 meeting of the 

Econometrics Society in Cambridge, and then published it in the form of a highly influential 

article in the April 1937 issue of Econometrica. It is necessary to describe the IS-LM at some 

length, because one of the idiosyncratic features of the French diffusion of the General 

Theory (if compared to the Anglo-American) during the 1940–50s, was that Hicks’s model 

did not monopolise French renderings of Keynes’s theory. At the same time though, even 

without recurring to Hicks’s model, conservative French economists like Rueff shared 

Hicks’s assumption that Keynes’s theory of interest was only a special case in neoclassical 

economics (see Chapter 12).1735 

 The IS-LM model (and diagram) derived from four equations (for income, saving, 

investment and the rate of interest), with which Hicks intended to display how the General 

Theory was simply a special case of unemployment equilibrium within the general 

equilibrium of neoclassical theory. It also allowed for a demonstration of the level of 

effectiveness of fiscal and monetary policies, by displaying their effects on income and the 

                                                 
1733 Robert Skidelsky, The Economist, 558 and 613. 
1734 Warren Young, Interpreting Mr. Keynes: The IS-LM enigma (Cambridge: Polity Press, 1987), 13–6 and 18–

20; JMK, ‘The General Theory of Employment’, The Quarterly Journal of Economics, 51, 2 (February 1937), 

213–23; and Robert Skidelsky, The Economist, 616. 
1735 Robert Skidelsky, The Economist, 575. 
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interest rate.1736 However, the IS-LM model differed in several aspects from Keynes’s, 

Kahn’s and Robinson’s interpretations of the General Theory. For a start, liquidity 

preference, the marginal efficiency of capital, and the quantity of money were all taken as 

stable factors. This allowed for a symmetric and interdependent relation between the four 

equations composing IS-LM. Instead, in Keynes’s theory those functions could be 

assymtretical to each other. Furthermore, and on the contrary to Keynes’s position, Hicks and 

Harrod established a nexus between the interest rate and saving, by making the latter a 

function of both income and interest. Thus they made compatible Keynes’s theory of interest 

with the classical tenet that the interest rate brought saving and investment into equilibrium. 

Keynes, of course, stressed that the rate of interest was solely determined by liquidity 

preference and the money supply, having nothing to do with saving.1737  

A further issue was that in Hicks’s model, the investment demand function depended 

on current income (and the rate of interest), whilst in Keynes’s theory, it was a function of 

expected income. By positing a deterministic relation between increases in income and 

investment, Hicks’s model failed to capture that in real life – as Keynes’s disciple Nicholas 

Kaldor put it – ‘sometimes investment reacts strongly to a change in income, and sometimes 

in a weak way or not at all, depending on expectations and uncertainty’.1738 In the 1940s, 

Hicks’s model was further developed and popularised by the Italian economist Franco 

Modigliani and the American economists Alvin Hansen and Paul Samuelson. It then became 

a main feature of the neoclassical synthesis, which sought to match Keynes’s 

macroeconomics to neoclassical microeconomics.1739  

This ‘hydraulic Keynesianism’ assumed to a much larger extent than Keynes the 

capacity of state action to control effective demand, and the application of its models was 

greatly stimulated by the contemporaneous development of national income accounting and 

statistical observatories. Dating from the 1930s, these were an innovation greatly boosted 

during the Second World War in the US and Britain (here with Keynes’s support) due to the 

need for wartime planning.1740 Indeed, by knowing the major variables determining the level 

of employment (investment, income, consumption), policymakers could thus successfully 

                                                 
1736 Warren Young, Interpreting, 4–7; Roger Backhouse and Bradley W. Bateman, Capitalist Revolutionary, 

35–8; and Robert Skidelsky, The Economist, 622–4. 
1737 Warren Young, Interpreting, 20–30. 
1738 Warren Young, Interpreting, 113; see also Ernesto Screpanti and Stefano Zamagni, An Outline, 289–91. 
1739 Roger Backhouse and Bradley W. Bateman, Capitalist, 37 and 117–8; and Ernesto Screpanti and Stefano 

Zamagni, An Outline, 325ff. 
1740 Roger Backhouse, The Penguin, 241–4. 
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plan present and future schedules of public investment. As analysed in the following two 

chapters, the diffusion of the General Theory was inextricably linked with the building up of 

French national income accounting before and after the Liberation.  

Finally, it is worth noting that the General Theory was not born in a theoretical or 

empirical vacuum. Although their analysis falls out of the scope of this thesis, the success of 

Roosevelt’s New Deal policies provided empirical proof of the validity of Keynes’s 

arguments.1741 Moreover, several scholars – from the economist Joseph Schumpeter to the 

historians of economic thought David Laidler and Roger Backhouse – have pinpointed how 

the General Theory fit into contemporaneous theoretical trends. For instance, Keynes was not 

the first to expose a monetary theory of the rate of interest, being preceded by Knut 

Wicksell.1742 Likewise, the Swedish economists Bertil Öhlin, Erik Lindahl and Gunnar 

Myrdal had already emphasised in the 1930s the impact of price changes in the expectations 

of economic agents. Like Keynes, they also believed that counter-cyclical fiscal policies 

should be employed during times of depression.1743 Finally, Jacob Viner at the University of 

Chicago acknowledged that monetary policy alone would not suffice to reverse a slump, and 

had argued since 1933 for ‘money-financed deficit expenditures as a means for reliably 

increasing the money supply’.1744 Thus the commonplace idea that the General Theory 

abandoned a widespread theoretical orthodoxy, which then triggered a Keynesian revolution, 

has been considered by historians of economic thought as a myth.1745  

 

10.3. A rewarding failure: the reception of the General Theory by the Popular Front’s 

financial experts (1936–8) 

 

However, the point is that unlike the US, Britain or Sweden, by the time the General 

Theory was published, there was definitely no hint of theoretical consensus among French 

policymakers and economists in regards to the necessity of monetary and fiscal counter-

cyclical measures. For example, in a thorough discussion of the Great Depression’s causes 

and remedies published in 1936, Bertrand Nogaro could write that although potentially 

economically beneficial, a public works policy always involved the risk of increasing the 

                                                 
1741 David Laidler, Fabricating, 9 and 277.  
1742 Robert Skidelsky, The Economist, 598. 
1743 David Laidler, Fabricating, 57–75; and Robert Skidelsky, The Economist, 546–7. 
1744 David Laidler, Fabricating, 238.  
1745 David Laidler, Fabricating, 325–40; and Roger Backhouse, Economics, 232–5. 
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state’s debt, generate monetary inflation, burdening the taxpayers and raising the rate of 

interest. No mention was made through the Kahn-Keynes multiplier, public works could well 

generate sufficient revenue to cover the initial investment made by the state.1746 In fact, 

elements of what Keynes’s identified as staples of what he judged the ‘classical theory of 

economics’ – like Say’s Law or the advocacy of wage deflation in times of crisis – were 

shared by key French economists like Charles Rist and Jacques Rueff. These beliefs were 

fuelled by the existence of a gold standard complex, which effectively blocked discussions on 

the mix of monetary and fiscal policies suggested by the General Theory.  

However, this background changed with the formation of Léon Blum’s Popular Front 

government in June 1936, following a Socialist victory in the general elections of April to 

May. During his first government, which lasted until June 1937, Blum first reformed the 

BDF’s statutes, effectively putting monetary policy under the executive’s grip, and then 

devalued the franc in October 1936. Belgium had already devalued, Holland and Switzerland 

did likewise. However, the franc was insufficiently and belatedly devalued. This was one of 

the main reasons why Blum’s reflationary policies adopted during his first government failed 

to achieve economic recovery. Such failure, combined with the necessity to fund rearmament 

expenditure without causing capital outflows, prompted French Socialists to look elsewhere 

than France for theoretical and empirical inspiration, namely to Keynes’s General Theory and 

to Germany’s closed economy. How that happened is the subject of this chapter’s section.  

Incidentally, the same month that Blum formed his government, June 1936, the 

monthly review L’Atelier pour le plan – an offspring of the CGT’s official study group – 

made an analysis of the General Theory. The anonymous article started by recalling Keynes’s 

popularity among experts and public opinion (certainly not France’s!) since he had 

denounced the mistakes of the Versailles Treaty. Now, the General Theory was thought to 

symbolise Keynes’s definite conversion from laissez-faire to the notion of économie dirigée. 

The reviewer fully understood the postulate that saving and investment were determined by 

output, with both depending upon entrepreneurs’ expectations regarding future consumption. 

Understandably, particular attention was given to the General Theory’s chapter in which 

Keynes asserted how the neoclassical case on unemployment was flawed: decreasing money 

wages would only result in creating more unemployment, as entrepreneurs would take into 

account prospective lower prices and pre-emptively decrease investment.1747 

                                                 
1746 Bertrand Nogaro, La Crise, 340 and 345.  
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The only points of divergence assumed by the Atelier pour le plan’s reviewer 

concerned Keynes’s ideas ‘sur l’avenir du système économique actuel’.1748 A vague remark 

that was most surely an allusion to Keynes’s refusal that the state should own an economy’s 

means of production: like the obvious example of the USSR.1749 Although the CGT’s 

economic programme did not go that far, it still called for the nationalisation of the banking 

sector, together with that of transports, energy and main raw materials’ sectors.1750 At this 

stage, and just as it had happened with the 1933 Means to Prosperity, the reader is left with 

the impression that Keynes was being lauded for offering added proof of the validity of the 

policies already defended by the CGT, rather than being taken onboard as an original source 

of intellectual guidance.1751 

As analysed in the last section of the previous chapter, there was a significant gap 

between Keynes’s assessment of how the slump should be countered in France, and that of 

the Popular Front’s programme. On the one hand, in late 1935, Keynes insisted on the franc’s 

devaluation as the first step to be taken if the Socialist Left came to power. On the other hand, 

although Blum was convinced of the necessity of devaluation right from the onset of his 

government, he was also faced with Communist opposition, and thus preferred to underpin 

devaluation on a tripartite monetary agreement with Britain and the US.1752 Given the franc’s 

overvaluation, the reflationary measures implemented by Blum between June and August 

1936 thus contributed to increase even more the gap between French and world prices. Those 

were measures either included in the Popular Front’s programme (like a public works 

programme and the 40-hour working week without wage reductions), or constituted political 

concessions to labour following the May to June 1936 strikes – a case in point being the wage 

increases stipulated by the Matignon agreements.1753 

Following continuous gold losses, Blum was finally forced to devalue the franc on 1 

October 1936. The devaluation law did not establish a new parity for the franc, allowing it to 

oscillate between 49 and 43 milligrams of gold, that is, between 25% and 34% of the 1928 

                                                 
1748 ‘Sur l’économie dirigée’, L’Atelier pour le plan, 15 March 1936, 175–6. To the best of my knowledge, the 

first reference to this article was made by Julian Jackson, The Politics, 165–6. 
1749 The allusion was to the General Theory’s last chapter, ‘Concluding Notes on the Social Philosophy towards 

which the General Theory Might Lead’. See JMK, The General Theory, 375–81. 
1750 See Michel Margairaz, L’État. Vol. I, 149; and Julian Jackson, The Politics, 157. 
1751 For an example see: M. Harmel, ‘La Reprise, et après…’, Atelier pour le plan, 15 décembre-15 janvier 

1937, 292–4.  
1752 Kenneth Mouré, The Gold Standard, 216; see also the recollections of Wilfrid Baumgartner (then director of 

the Treasury) in Pierre Renouvin and René Rémond (eds.), Léon Blum, chef de gouvernement: 1936–7. Actes du 

colloque, Fondation nationale des sciences politiques, 26 et 27 mars 1965 (Paris: Armand Colin, 1967), 281. 
1753 See Julian Jackson, The Front Populaire, 168. 
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franc’s value. Hence the franc’s devaluation was inferior to that of the pound sterling in 1931 

(40%) and of the dollar in 1934 (41%), due to the awareness of the Treasury and BDF’s 

experts that British and Americans would not tolerate a larger devaluation in the range of 

40%.1754 An exchange stabilisation fund was created, to manage the franc’s peg to 

sterling.1755 The franc’s devaluation had been institutionally prepared in July by the reform of 

the BDF’s administrative statutes, which resulted in its de facto nationalisation. With the 

franc freed from gold, monetary management was now more than ever necessary to sustain 

the franc’s exchange rate and assist with domestic economic needs. Thus the BDF could now 

gradually catch up with the policies and techniques that had long been practiced by the FED 

and the Bank of England. This included low discount rates (2% to 4%) to provide cheap 

credit to both the Treasury and the economy; and from June 1938 onwards, open market 

operations.1756 Without the reform of the BDF’s statutes, Blum’s rearmament programme of 

April 1938, which was partly inspired by the General Theory and is analysed further ahead, 

could have never been conceived.  

Following the franc’s devaluation, domestic demand was stimulated, and until March 

1937, a short term economic upturn took place. Yet, the franc was insufficiently devalued. A 

fact that together with the higher price level caused by the social legislation enacted by Blum 

before devaluation, prevented the gap between French prices and British prices from 

decreasing. Indeed, the disparity between French and British prices decreased with the 

October 1936 devaluation: from a ratio of 1.15 in September 1936 to 0.86 the following 

month. But it then increased up to 0.97 in March 1937; when Blum stepped down from office 

the following June, it had stabilised at 0.93.1757 Thus from March 1937 onwards, the economy 

entered in recession, as French industry reached a situation close to full employment, being 

unable to make production meet growing demand, while imports increased. Historians have 

attributed this outcome to the introduction of the 40-hour work week and the lack of skilled 

labour.1758 In parallel, the financial situation kept deteriorating. On the one hand, the fiscal 

deficit continued to grow due to rearmament; on the other, lack of political confidence in 

Blum’s government caused by that same deficit, an increasing trade deficit and fears of a 

                                                 
1754 See Michel Margairaz, L’État. Vol. I, 219–21; and also Kenneth Mouré, The Gold Standard, 228–9; and 

Kenneth Mouré, Managing, 266. 
1755 Kenneth Mouré, The Gold Standard, 221. Thus, and in a quite different historical context, the monetary 

reform of 1 October 1936 accomplished one of the measures Keynes had proposed in the 1924 Tract on 

Monetary Reform: that the franc’s exchange rate should be pegged to the pound sterling. 
1756 On the BDF’s reform, see Kenneth Mouré, The Gold Standard, 222–6 and 250–8. 
1757 Kenneth Mouré, Managing, 270–3; and Alfred Sauvy, Histoire. Vol. III, 366.  
1758 Julian Jackson, The Popular Front, 168–177. 
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further devaluation led to continuous capital evasion and currency hoarding. As a result, 

Blum was unable to finance the deficit through public borrowing. Capital repatriation was 

also partly prevented by the fact that the devaluation law forced gold-franc conversions to be 

made at the rate of the 1928 Franc Poincaré.1759  

Ultimately, the obvious theoretical inanity of the slogan ‘ni déflation, ni dévaluation’ 

– to which Keynes had pointed out – had ultimately left Blum trapped in a dead end. Feasible 

solutions encompassed imposing capital and exchange controls (which Blum rejected for the 

sake of maintaining friendly relations with the US and Britain), or cutting back on public 

expenditure to balance the budget. Blum went along with the latter option, and from January 

1937 onwards, cuts were made in civil expenditures, while the rearmament programme was 

kept at full steam.1760 Incidentally, that was also the desideratum of Jacques Rueff, who had 

been appointed head of the Treasury in November 1936 by the Minister of Finance Vincent 

Auriol, despite the fact that he had been part of Pierre Laval’s group of advisors.1761 Rueff 

always used the highest estimates of the deficit possible in order to convince Blum and 

Auriol to halt public works. Tellingly, Rueff never suggested to Auriol applicable measures 

capable of reducing the deficit; in fact, he judged both exchange controls and the floating of 

the franc’s exchange rate as ineffective measures towards that end.1762  

Regardless of Rueff’s pressures, Auriol in particular was already convinced of the 

necessity of making cuts to public expenditure. Thus March 1937 marked the beginning of 

the ‘pause’, by which most expenditure on public works was halted, and restrictions on gold 

imports and exports were abolished with an aim of attracting savings from abroad. Still, from 

April 1937 onwards, capital flight resumed.1763 The historian Julian Jackson has suggested 

that French banks might have partly orchestrated the trade-in of Treasury bills in order to 

undermine Blum’s government.1764 Blum had always sought to preserve investors’ 

confidence in the franc, and one of the measures he took with that goal in mind was to 

appoint in March 1937 Charles Rist and Paul Baudoin (the president of the Banque 

d’émission de l’Indochine) to the exchange stabilisation fund’s board.1765  
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Nevertheless, on 14 June 1937, Baudoin convinced Rist that the board must resign, on 

the basis that the government was unwilling to follow its recommendations to reduce the 

deficit by raising indirect taxes and allow the franc’s exchange rate to float. Allegedly, 

Baudoin had very close links to Jacques Doriot, who headed the fascist Parti Populaire 

Français. In any case, their resignation has been judged to have helped further stimulate 

speculation against the franc and capital flight.1766 Baudoin had had Rueff’s support from the 

start, who was also a member of the board. Given that Rueff headed the Treasury, his support 

for the board’s decision naturally infuriated Auriol. Allegedly, on that occasion, Rueff 

threatened ‘to punch Auriol in the eye’; Auriol intended to replace Rueff but was out of 

government before he had an opportunity to do so.1767 With the benefit of hindsight, Rist 

believed that had it not been for Rueff’s ‘insistence maladroite’, Auriol would have probably 

relented and tried to prevent his and Baudoin’s demission.1768 More importantly, underlying 

this conflict was a significant gap between the economics of Rueff and those of Auriol’s 

experts. The former advocated for an increase in indirect taxation and opposed the Popular 

Front’s reflationary programme, whereas the latter defended the traditional SFIO policy of 

raising direct taxation, and further called for extended State control on the banking sector to 

force the ‘repatriation of non-commercial foreign balances’.1769  

In any case, the day after Rist and Baudoin’s demission, Blum asked the two 

chambers for decree powers to deal with the financial crisis, presumably along the lines of 

Auriol’s experts plan: these powers were given by the parliament, but twice rejected by the 

senate. Facing hostility from the Radicals and the whole of the Right, Blum decided to step 

down from government. Rueff’s responsability (and indirectly Rist’s) in Blum’s fall is a 

reminder that at least some French economists could and did exert political power when 

necessary. The Radical Camille Chautemps replaced Blum, and appointed the Radical 

Georges Bonnet as minister of finance: Bonnet had been the minister of finance who in 1933 

had dismissed Keynes’s Means to Prosperity. Thus Rueff convinced a willing Bonnet to 

adopt the measures that Auriol had refused, including further cuts in public works, an 

increase in indirect taxes, and from 1938 onwards, reducing rearmament expenditure.1770 

                                                 
1766 See the testimony of Gaston Cusin in Pierre Renouvin and René Rémond (eds.), Léon Blum, 292; and 

Michel Margairaz, L’État. Vol. I, 310. 
1767 Kenneth Mouré, The Gold Standard, 234; and Jacques Rueff, De l’aube, 138–9.  
1768 The episode, as seen from Rist’s perspective, is thoroughly described by Antoine Autier, ‘Charles Rist’, 

231–4. 
1769 Julian Jackson, The Popular Front, 181–2. 
1770 Incidentally, on 29 June 1937 (already after Blum’s fall), Keynes proposed to the Chancellor of the 

Exchequer Sir John Simon to offer a loan of £100,000,000 to France, as a means to give the Treasury a 



 

367 

 

 

Meanwhile, the franc was devalued again in June 1937 and left floating afterwards, which 

resulted in an ongoing depreciation caused by the trade deficit, political instability and the 

fact that the BDF had to print money to fund the Treasury’s needs.1771  

This context of a depreciating franc, inflation and an economic recession was the 

situation faced by Blum once he formed a new government on 13 March 1938. Some three 

weeks later, on 5 April 1938, he requested decree powers to put in motion a new economic 

programme in the form of a draft bill that made rearmament expenditure the basis of 

domestic economic growth. Blum’s actions were explained by the growing international 

instability caused by the Spanish Civil War, and crucially, by the German annexation of 

Austria on 12 March 1938.1772 The sheer significance of Blum’s draft bill in the larger 

narrative of this thesis cannot be understated. All the individuals who participated in its 

making have recognised that at the time, they were directly influenced by Keynes’s General 

Theory. Thus it constitutes the first time Keynes’s ideas were directly applied into official 

policymaking in France, that is, by civil servants and experts belonging to an actual 

government in the exercise of its functions.  

The makers of Blum’s draft bill can be divided into two separate groups. Among the 

first were the members of Vincent Auriol’s cabinet in the first Popular Front government: 

Gaston Cusin and Jean Saltes. They were joined by Jean Rioust de Largentaye – the translator 

of the General Theory.1773 Between 1927 and 1936, Cusin had worked as a customs officer, 

and most importantly, he belonged to the civil servants’ trade union, which was linked with 

the CGT.1774 During Blum’s first government, he held various leading posts in Auriol’s 

cabinet, and was involved in drafting the legislation of the BDF’s nationalisation.1775 

                                                 
‘breathing space’. Simon remarked that such a proposal would require parliamentary discussion, and asserted 

that France had to achieve budgetary equilibrium to halt capital flight. Keynes replied the budget could not be 

balanced without halting rearmament (which although he did not state it was a politically impossible course of 
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1771 Kenneth Mouré, The Gold Standard, 236–7. 
1772 Julian Jackson, The Popular Front, 185. 
1773 It should be mentioned that together with Saltes, Ludovic Tron was the only inspector of finance who agreed 

to take part in Auriol’s cabinet. Yet, between 1937 and 1938, he was posted to Rome and Morocco, and as a 
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Following Cusin’s own testimony, it seems that by 1936, there was already awareness within 

the CGT of the latest developments in British economics through contacts with British 

Labour. At one international conference on economic planning that took place in Geneva in 

April 1936 (and which Cusin attended), there was a significant British delegation from the 

New Fabian Research Bureau (a think tank linked to the Labour Party), comprising Hugh 

Gaitskell, G.D.H. Cole and Colin Clark.1776 They all had contact with disciples of Keynes, 

like Roy Harrod and James Meade. In particular, Clark was the economic statistician who had 

assisted Richard Kahn in the making of the first version of the fiscal multiplier, which 

eventually found its way into Keynes’s Means to Prosperity.1777  

Despite the fall of Blum’s first government, Cusin remained in functions and directed 

the cabinet of René Brunet, the undersecretary of state at the Ministry of Finances. This gave 

him access to all information on French finances and economy, which he discussed 

throughout the winter of 1937–8 with his old colleagues from Auriol’s cabinet, in a series of 

meetings at Auriol’s house. Among those colleagues was Jean Saltes, an inspector of finance 

who had been the deputy director of Auriol’s cabinet. It was thanks to him that at a certain 

point in early 1938, the meetings started being enriched with discussions of the General 

Theory.1778  

According to Cusin, it was Saltes who distributed within the group early translation 

drafts of the General Theory made by a friend of the latter, another inspector of finance 

named Jean Rioust de Largentaye. However, Cusin’s recollections are not entirely 

trustworthy.1779 De Largentaye only read the General Theory for the first time in May 1937, 

and judging from the correspondence he exchanged with Keynes, he only started translating it 

                                                 
1776 There was another meeting in 1937, but Lefranc gives no information on what the British delegation’s 

composition was. See Georges Lefranc, ‘Les Conférences internationales des plans et la commission 
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1778 See Gaston Cusin’s testimony, in Pierre Renouvin and René Rémond (eds.), Léon Blum, chef de 

gouvernement: 1936–7. Actes du colloque, Fondation nationale des sciences politiques, 26 et 27 mars 1965 

(Paris: Armand Colin, 1967), 294; and also Ghislain Deleplace, ‘Timing’, The French Translation of Keynes’s 

General Theory: Timing, Personal Links, Political Context’, available at http://eet.pixel-

online.org/files/research_papers/FR/The%20French%20Translation%20of%20Keynes’s%20General%20Theory

%20-%20Timing%20and%20Personal%20Context.pdf (retrieved 4 July 2016), 8–9. On Saltes’ biography see 

‘Saltes, Jean François Charles Louis’, in Fabien Cardoni, Nathalie Carré de Malberg, and Michel Margairaz 

(eds.), Dictionnaire, 919–20. 
1779 Cusin once even mentioned that already in 1936, he had had access to Largentaye’s translation. For Cusin’s 

misleading statement, see: Testimony of François Bloch-Lainé, 24 January 1978, 66. 

http://eet.pixel-online.org/files/research_papers/FR/The%20French%20Translation%20of%20Keynes's%20General%20Theory%20-%20Timing%20and%20Personal%20Context.pdf
http://eet.pixel-online.org/files/research_papers/FR/The%20French%20Translation%20of%20Keynes's%20General%20Theory%20-%20Timing%20and%20Personal%20Context.pdf
http://eet.pixel-online.org/files/research_papers/FR/The%20French%20Translation%20of%20Keynes's%20General%20Theory%20-%20Timing%20and%20Personal%20Context.pdf
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on 4 April 1938, and only sent the first draft chapter to Keynes on 8 May 1938.1780 From this 

it can be inferred that Cusin’s group probably only had access to Largentaye’s reading notes 

of the General Theory, rather than any translation samples. Most importantly, Cusin and 

Saltes once more held posts in Blum’s second government. The former was Vincent Auriol’s 

head of cabinet (who was a minister without portfolio), whereas Saltes was Blum’s head of 

cabinet and deputy director of the Treasury, thus being Rueff’s hierarchical subordinate. As 

for de Largentaye, he continued working as a chargé de mission at the Treasury: a detailed 

analysis of his translation of the General Theory will be made below.1781  

Nevertheless, it needs to be noted that Saltes’ acceptance of such close links with both 

Popular Front’s governments was due to his (vague) political affiliation with the Left, which 

nonetheless constituted an oddity among inspectors of finance.1782 The majority of inspectors 

held conservative political views (‘centre-droit’), and collaborating with a Socialist 

government was not well regarded. Moreover, between 1934 and 1936, inspectors of finance 

holding relevant posts at the Ministry of Finances and at the BDF – such as Wilfried 

Baumgartner (the director of the Treasury) and Robert Lacour-Gayet (head of the bank’s 

section of economic studies from 1930 to 1936) – had been instrumental in resisting the 

franc’s devaluation and enforcing the opposite solution of fiscal deflation. An exception to 

this picture was actually Jacques Rueff, Baumgartner’s deputy director. On his own 

admission, Rueff had defended devaluation since June 1934. Yet, he does not seem to have 

done much to change the course of events, even if afterwards he was openly willing to 

confront Vincent Auriol on the matter of public expenditure.1783  

Additionally, that Saltes and particularly de Largentaye were willing to engage with 

the General Theory was an intellectual action not entirely expected from an inspector of 

finance. Candidates to the IGF learnt their economics either at the law faculties, at the ELSP, 

or at the elite École polytechnique: there they had been taught classical liberal economics by 

names like Rist, Germain-Martin, Colson or even Wilfried Baumgartner himself. Inspectors 

were thus generally the fruit of an endogenous intellectual environment, indifferent to foreign 

economic experiments like Roosevelt’s New Deal, Hjalmar Schacht’s attempts to institute a 

closed economic system in Germany (described below), or credit-based theories of the slump. 

                                                 
1780 Jean Rioust de Largentaye to JMK, 4 April 1938, JMK/GTE/3/59. This was the draft of chapter 11, on the 

marginal efficiency of capital. See Jean Rioust de Largentaye to JMK, 8 May 1938, JMK/GTE/3/62.  
1781 ‘Rioust de Largentaye, Jean Marie René Olivier’, in Fabien Cardoni, Nathalie Carré de Malberg, and Michel 

Margairaz (eds.), Dictionnaire, 894. 
1782 Nathalie Carré de Malberg, Le Grand, 194–7. 
1783 See in this respect, Nathalie Carré de Malberg, Le Grand, 80–8; and 357–408. 



 

370 

 

 

The sole exceptions to this outlook were those inspectors who had been posted as financial 

attachés in England or Berlin.1784 As one of them recalled: 

 

Les professeurs de politique économique de faculté étaient nuls. […] Non seulement 

ils étaient nuls mais ils étaient d’un nationalisme vaniteux et ils considéraient comme 

inexistantes les doctrines en honneur dans les milieux anglo-saxons. Vous n’auriez 

jamais trouvé avant 1939 un professeur quelconque en France, acceptant de 

reconnaître que Keynes avait pu dire de temps en temps des choses qui n’étaient pas 

sans intérêt. D’ailleurs Rueff a gardé cette hantise… C’est une des raisons des 

grossières erreurs commises dans la politique économique et financière de la 

France.1785 

 

However, de Largentaye and Jean Saltes studied at the École polytechnique, and even 

if it was a hotbed of economic liberalism under Clément Colson and François Divisia’s 

teaching, the École also possessed the strongest tradition in France of spreading both 

mathematical economics and Walrasian-like marginal theory.1786 Consequently, and at least 

in theory, their students were better prepared to apply mathematics to practical economic 

problems, and were the most willing to challenge the more empirical approaches of law 

faculty professors.1787 Enrolment at the École polytechnique meant that both Saltes and de 

Largentaye certainly possessed the mathematical education to understand Keynes’s 

arguments – the latter was savvy enough to spot gaps in the logical disposition of Keynes’s 

equations.1788 Furthermore, as described below, Largentaye was first introduced to the 

General Theory thanks to another ex-Polytechnicien, Stéphane Leven (who also happened to 

be connected to X-Crise). They had all joined the Polytechnique in the early 1920s: 

Largentaye in 1921, Leven in 1923 and Saltes in 1925.1789
 

Besides the input given by Auriol’s old cabinet members, Blum’s recovery 

programme owed its origins to a duo composed by none other than Georges Boris and a 

                                                 
1784 Nathalie Carré de Malberg, Le Grand, 51–57. 
1785 This was Jacques Calvet, who was a financial attaché at the London embassy from 1945 to 1947. Quoted in 

Nathalie Carré de Malberg, Le Grand, 286. 
1786 On the teaching of economics at the École polytechnique, see Lucette Le Van Lemesle, Le Juste, 451–64.  
1787 This is a fact that explains the conflict between the X-Crise group and the law faculties’s economists. See 

Lucette Le Van Lemesle, Le Juste, 504–22. 
1788 Jean Rioust de Largentaye to JMK, 8 May 1938, JMK/GTE/3/62. 
1789 See: ‘Rioust de Largentaye, Jean Marie René Olivier’; and ‘Saltes, Jean François Charles Louis’, in Fabien 

Cardoni, Nathalie Carré de Malberg, and Michel Margairaz (eds.), Dictionnaire, 894 and 919; and Jean Ullmo, 

‘In memoriam: Stéphane Leven (1903–1973)’, La Jaune et la Rouge (October 1973), 23–4. 
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young Radical parliamentarian named Pierre Mendès France. In March 1938, Blum 

appointed them respectively as head of the cabinet of his Ministry of the Treasury, and sub-

secretary of state in that same ministry. As far back as the 1920s, Boris was close to Blum 

and belonged to the latter’s personal entourage. Although he did not hold any post in Blum’s 

first government, he actively supported the Popular Front in La Lumière, even if he criticised 

Blum and Auriol for not devaluing the franc in time.1790 Mendès France was one of the 

brightest promises of Left republican politics. After being in the Jeunesses radicales during 

the late 1920s – a period in which he collaborated with the Young Turks group led by 

Bertrand de Jouvenel and Jean Luchaire – he was elected for the Radical Socialist Party in 

1932: aged only 25, he was thus the Parliament’s youngest ever parliamentarian. Boris and 

Mendès had been acquainted with each other at least since 1932, and it was after Boris’s 

suggestion that Blum invited Mendès to join his second government.1791 During the summer 

of 1937, and at the same time as de Largentaye started reading the General Theory (in May), 

Boris himself was reading Keynes’s work for the first time. Contextually, this coincided with 

Blum’s fall from power in June. Subsequently, during the winter of 1937–8 (while Cusin and 

Auriol’s cabinet were meeting), Boris introduced Blum to the General Theory’s arguments 

during their frequent talks: 

 

Au cours de l’été 1937 j’avais lu l’ouvrage en anglais. Je fis part à Léon Blum des 

éléments de la doctrine keynésienne qui s’appliquaient au cas de la France. 

Pratiquement on pouvait, en s’inspirant, relancer l’économie au moyen de dépenses 

gouvernementales: investissements civils, ou, ce qui était malheureusement à l’ordre 

du jour, et aussi plus facile à faire accepter par les critiques du gouvernement, 

dépenses d’armement.1792  

 

With hindsight, Mendès France thought these meetings contributed to changing 

Blum’s conceptions of how economic recovery could be attained,1793 namely from a 

perspective of ‘financial orthodoxy and monetary liberalism’ towards one of monetary 

                                                 
1790 Jean-Luis Crémieux-Brilhac, Georges Boris, 78–84; and Marc Noushi, ‘Georges Boris’, 66–7. 
1791 Marie-France Toinet, ‘Georges Boris (1888–1960). Un socialiste humaniste’, PhD thesis, Institut 

d’études politiques de Paris, 1969, 305–7. 
1792 Georges Boris, Servir la république: textes et témoignages (Paris: 1963), 203; see also Jean-Luis Crémieux-

Brilhac, Georges Boris, 80; and Pierre Mendès France’s testimony on this episode in Georges Boris, Servir la 

république, 211–12. 
1793 Pierre Mendès-France, ‘La Politique économique du gouvernement Léon Blum’, in Pierre Renouvin and 

René Rémond (eds.), Léon Blum, 239. 
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management and demand control.1794 Likewise, somewhere in between the last months of 

1937 and March 1938, Boris also encouraged Mendès France to read the General Theory.1795 

Mendès followed the advice, and Keynes’s economic theory remained a permanent feature of 

his economics for the remainder of Mendès long-lasting political career.1796 Working 

together, Boris and Mendès developed a close friendship and long-time collaboration that 

lasted until Boris’s death in 1961. Their friendship was the by-product of the isolation both 

felt at the ministry. Most of its staff was carried over from previous governments and was 

close to Rueff. Thus, although most of Blum’s programme was written by Boris, both Cusin 

and Mendès France also drafted parts of it.1797  

The actual draft bill contained a detailed discussion of the prospective legislation to 

be adopted, and was preceded by an ‘exposé des motifs’ from which the rationale of the 

programme can be fully grasped. It made use of monetary inflation to kick-start public 

expenditure, offsetting the ensuing capital outflows by the adoption of exchange controls. 

Therefore, the printed money used to pay for public expenditure would always revert back to 

the Treasury in the form of collected taxes or bonds, instituting a closed financial circuit.1798 

Already since February 1938, Boris had been advocating the institution of exchange controls 

in La Lumière.1799 Also, on 30 March 1938, Cusin, Saltes and Auriol met Léon Blum, a 

meeting at which Cusin stressed the necessity of adopting said policy.1800  

However, at the last moment, Boris introduced a capital tax into the draft bill. 

Although he had Blum’s support, the tax raised the opposition of Cusin, who allegedly had 

arranged with Caillaux for the Senate’s approval of a project without any capital taxes. 

Caillaux held substantial power in the Senate, as he presided its financial commission, which 

reviewed all related bills submitted by the executive. Boris’s and Blum’s decision have been 

interpreted as a concession to the working classes given the enactment of the draft bill would 

lead to consumption restrictions and the end of the 40-hour working week. The inclusion of a 

                                                 
1794 The quoted words were uttered by Léon Blum in April 1938. Quoted from Julian Jackson, The Popular 

Front, 186. 
1795 Jacques Wolff, ‘Pierre Mendès France et J. M. Keynes: un premier repérage’, in Michel Margairaz (ed.), 

Pierre Mendès France et l’économie: pensée et action (actes du colloque… à l’Assemblée nationale, Paris, les 

11 et 12 Janvier 1988) (Paris: Odile Jacob, 1988), 59. 
1796 The peculiarities of Mendès France’ understanding of the General Theory will be analysed in Chapter 12. 
1797 It also counted with the input of the statistician Alfred Sauvy. See Alfred Sauvy, De Paul Reynaud, 63–4; 

and Comité d’histoire de la deuxième guerre mondiale, Réunion du 12 décembre 1977: M. Gaston Cusin, Les 

Services de l’économie nationale, 1944–1948, IHTP/72AJ/678, 39; and Georges Boris, Servir, 212. 
1798 Blum’s draft bill was never printed in the Journal official de la République Française, but is available at 

Pierre Mendès France, Œuvres complètes. Vol. I: S’engager, 1922–1943 (Paris: Gallimard, 1984), 797–821. 
1799 Marc Noushi, ‘Georges Boris’, 70. 
1800 Michel Margairaz, L’État. Vol. I, 432–3. 
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capital tax raised a conflict between Boris and Cusin. With the benefit of hindsight, the latter 

believed that the inclusion of a capital tax corresponded to Blum’s wish to swiftly provoke 

the fall of his own government, so that a new government of ‘Union nationale’, capable of 

fully facing Hitler’s menace, could be constituted.1801  

Regardless of the crucial place it holds in this narrative, the fate of Blum’s 

programme was thus dire. For the second time in less than one year, the Parliament supported 

Blum, but the senate – thanks in great part to Caillaux’s influence – once more refused to 

grant him decree powers.1802 More importantly, it is obvious from the whole draft bill that 

several basic notions advanced by Keynes in the General Theory are used and articulated 

with each other in the draft bill, particularly the working of the investment multiplier on a 

closed economy. The bill’s ‘exposé de motifs’ drew attention to how public works and the 

increased output of primary industries would have multiplying effects, increasing demand for 

consumer goods, which would provoke a general reanimation of the economy and boost 

national income.1803 On a smaller note, the General Theory’s influence was also present in 

the various references to the possibility of reabsorbing partially or even fully unemployment 

(full employment in other words);1804 or to the necessity of stimulating private investment by 

reducing both the discount rate and long term rates of interest.1805  

As for Boris, and having in mind the large role he had in drafting the bill, it becomes 

clear that he transitioned from believing that monetary policies alone would suffice to reverse 

the business cycle, towards a more embracing macroeconomic notion articulating fiscal with 

monetary policies.1806 Thus he had, in a sense, followed Keynes’s theoretical evolution from 

a distance. He had gone through the whole arch of Keynes’s works: from reparations and the 

Supplements to the Treatise on Money, until finally introducing the General Theory to two 

prime ministers: firstly Léon Blum and then Mendès (in 1954). 

And yet, historians who have delved into this episode have tended to relativise the 

operative role that Keynes’s ideas had in the making of Blum’s programme, despite the 

testimonies to the contrary of Boris, Mendès and Cusin. For a start, Michel Margairaz has 

remarked that the inclusion of a capital tax stood against Keynes’s recommendation that taxes 

                                                 
1801 See Michel Margairaz, L’État. Vol. I, 437; Julian Jackson, The Popular Front, 186; and Gaston Cusin’s 

testimony in Pierre Renouvin and René Rémond (eds.), Léon Blum, 295.  
1802 Julian Jackson, The Popular Front, 186. Although judging by other contemporary views, like Sauvy’s, the 

parliament only voted because it knew the senate would block it. See Alfred Sauvy, De Paul Reynaud, 64. 
1803 Pierre Mendès France, S’engager, 802. 
1804 Pierre Mendès France, S’engager, 803–4. 
1805 Pierre Mendès France, S’engager, 814.  
1806 A point first made by Jean-Luis Crémieux-Brilhac, Georges Boris, 80.  
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should be decreased in periods of crisis due to their deflationary effects.1807 Although a valid 

point in regards to Keynes’s views on taxation in general,1808 in the General Theory, Keynes 

does not rule out hikes in income and capital taxes per se, as long as they would be conducive 

to a ‘more equal distribution of incomes’. By reducing the public’s propensity to save, a 

capital tax would stimulate the ‘propensity to consume’.1809 Moreover, historians like Robert 

Franck and Pierre Rosanvallon have pinpointed that on his own admission, Blum referred to 

Hjalmar Schacht’s closed economic system as constituting the major source of inspiration for 

the draft bill.1810  

Despite the 1930s slump, and due to fears of a new hyperinflation, Germany had not 

devalued, and German prices were thus above those of Britain, France and the US. Thus, to 

square the circle between funding Germany’s war effort (which depended heavily on the 

importation of raw materials), while avoiding capital outflows and a negative balance of 

trade, Schacht devised a series of measures that combined attaining those goals and full 

employment. From 1934 onwards, a closed financial circuit was instituted through the 

adoption of exchange controls, while external trade was regulated through bilateral clearing 

agreements, a regulated form of barter between two countries. Moreover, payments to 

armaments suppliers were made in ‘Mefo-bills’. These were promises of payment issued by a 

fictitious company named Mefo, which could be discounted by the Reichsbank. The Mefo 

only had a capital of 1 million reichsmarks. But as it was legally able to delay payments to 

the Reichsbank for up to five years, Schacht was able through this loophole to temporarily 

hide the impact of rearmament expenditure on the budget. Mefo bills were thus a concealed 

form of inflation, which during 1935–8 represented 3% to 6% of Germany’s GNP.1811  

That Schacht’s system offered a practical guideline to Boris and Blum is not 

surprising at all. Within Western Europe, Germany offered the only example of a major 

                                                 
1807 Michel Margairaz, L’État. Vol. I, 437–8.  
1808 See, for instance, JMK, The Means, 7. 
1809 JMK, General Theory, 94–5. Although writing for the British context, Keynes also advised in January 1937 

that armament expenditure should be met through taxation in order to prevent an inflationary crisis. See JMK, 

‘How to Avoid a Slump’ (12–14 January 1937), in JMK, Activities 1931–1939, 390. Incidentally, it should be 

added that in the draft bill, the idea of raising income tax was referred to as being taken from extant British 

legislation. 
1810 See Robert Frankenstein, Le Prix du réarmement français: 1935–1939 (Paris: Publications de la Sorbonne, 

1982), 156–7; Julian Jackson, The Popular Front, 186; and Pierre Rosanvallon, ‘Histoire’, 38–9. 
1811 Mefo stood for Metallurgishe Forschungsgesellschaft mbH. See Harold James, The German Slump, 372–

419; and Adam Tooze, The Wages of Destruction: The Making and Breaking of the Nazi Economy (London and 

New York: Allen Lane, 2006), 54–5 and 84–94. Technical and theoretical knowledge of Schacht’s system 

existed in France at least since 1937, after the financial journalist Gaël Fain translated Ferdinand Grünig’s Le 

Circuit économique: libéralisme ou autarchie. 
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developed and industrialised country working in a closed economy. Besides, nowhere in the 

General Theory did Keynes refer to armaments expenditure as a means to stimulate demand 

and attain a near-full employment level. Although Keynes was naturally fully aware of how 

war expenditure could lead to economic recovery, he judged it to be ultimately unproductive: 

a fact actually acknowledged by the ‘exposé’ of Blum’s draft bill.1812 It was a theme Keynes 

only addressed specifically for the first time in a June 1939 radio broadcast,1813 and in a 

theoretically systematised way with the November 1939 to February 1940 How to Pay for the 

War articles. Besides, Keynes only started pushing for the adoption of full-blown exchange 

controls from April 1940 onwards.1814  

Given that Boris and Mendès always stressed the influence of the General Theory in 

the draft bill, a sensible conclusion seems to be that Schacht’s system offered them the 

empirical inspiration for the draft bill; while Keynes’s General Theory – as its object was a 

closed economy – offered the theoretical backing. That Keynes’s book was employed in 

French policymaking is more impressive given the recent hostility of Rueff and Flandin to his 

proposals. Moreover, at the time of the General Theory’s publication, Keynes was somewhat 

of an isolated figure in Britain. The conservative government of Neville Chamberlain was 

administering economic growth due to a mix of cheap money with balanced budgets, whilst 

most English economists remained either hostile or ambivalent to Keynes’s book.1815 Lastly, 

it was between 1937 and 1938 that part of the seeds for the future circulation of the General 

Theory within French financial administration during and after the Second World War were 

sown. After June 1940, Boris, Mendès and de Largentaye in particular joined General Charles 

de Gaulle’s Free France government-in-exile, and as analysed in Chapters 11 to 12, they were 

instrumental in attempts to apply Keynes’s anti-inflationary policies after the Second World 

War.1816  

 

10.4. First steps in the diffusion and reception of the General Theory among French 

economists (1936–41)  

 

                                                 
1812 JMK, ‘The Policy of Government Storage of Foodstuffs and Raw Materials’ (September 1938), in JMK, 

Activities 1931–1939, 463; see also Pierre Mendès France, S’engager, 802. 
1813 See JMK, ‘Will Rearmament Cure Unemployment?’ (1 June 1939), in JMK, Activities 1931–1939, 528–

532.  
1814 Robert Skidelsky, Fighting, 75. 
1815 Robert Skidelsky, Fighting, 4–5. 
1816 See Pierre Rosanvallon, ‘Histoire’, 37. 
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Even if in France the most fruitful receptions of the General Theory took place 

outside the sphere of academic economics, this is not to say that the latter ignored Keynes’s 

book. Indeed, it is quite clear that up to the French defeat of June 1940 and the publishing of 

the General Theory’s French translation in 1942, Keynes’s work had already created much 

more of an impact than its predecessor, a fact that can be attested by the number of reviews 

and references made to it. This section will thus analyse the reactions of French economists to 

the General Theory, with an emphasis on three main interwoven arguments. Firstly, that in 

general, younger economists tended to be more willing to simply engage with or even to 

endorse the General Theory than their elders: a similar phenomenon was observable in 

regards to British and American economists.1817 The fact has been previously mentioned by 

the historian Lucette Le Van-Lemesle, but without any empirical backing.1818  

Secondly, that almost all economists (and even financial journalists) who first 

commented at length on Keynes’s book all had first-hand knowledge of the latest 

developments in British economic analysis. Most of them had travelled to Britain within one 

year before or after the publication of the General Theory. Either they maintained close ties 

with the LSE, or they had visited Cambridge University. When that was not the case, then 

they were well integrated into international academic networks. This means that their 

understanding of Keynes’s original text was compounded by the avalanche of articles and 

reviews of it in Britain and the US by economists as diverse as Hicks, Schumpeter or Hansen. 

There was thus a double transfer of ideas, even if in a haphazard way: that of Keynes and of 

those economists who commented on his book.  

 The third point, by which I will began this section’s narrative, consists of the 

intellectual context underpinning the negative reactions that the General Theory received 

from senior French economists (and even a few younger ones). These reactions were due as 

much to recurrent theoretical grudges (Charles Rist’s being an example), as to contemporary 

political developments and parallel trends within British and French economics. In the late 

1930s, the economics profession in France was split institutionally and ideologically. At X-

Crise, the engineers of the École polytechnique reacted against the slump by calling for 

centrally organised rationalisation underpinned by statistics and econometric methods – an 

                                                 
1817 By younger economists, I allude to those who were below forty years of age. There were exceptions of 

course, like Maurice Allais, a self-taught economist who espoused neo-marginalism. He only started publishing 

his major works from 1943 onwards though, and thus I will only refer to him in Chapter 12. See also Robert 

Skidelsky, The Economist, 572–3. 
1818 See Lucette Le Van-Lemesle, Le Juste, 628–9. 
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aim that in any case did not make them sympathetic to Keynes’s ideas. Thus the engineers 

criticised the law faculty’s economists for their reluctance to fully adopt mathematical 

methods into their curricula.1819 Taking into account the radicalised political climate of the 

late 1930s – from the internal and international political polarisations caused by the Popular 

Front’s economic and labour policies, the Spanish Civil War, and Italy and Germany’s 

attempts at economic autarky – it is not surprising that senior figures like Charles Rist and 

Jacques Rueff sought to find allies abroad who likewise held economically liberal views.1820 

Indeed, during the late 1930s, Rist and Rueff maintained close academic links with 

the LSE economics department headed by Lionel Robbins and Hayek. These academic 

connections were matched by Rist and Rueff’s own involvement in the nascent neoliberal 

movement led by Walter Lippman and Hayek, to which was also co-opted the promising 

young economist Étienne Mantoux: the son of Paul Mantoux, who had clashed with Keynes 

in regards to the Consequences. Thus, in 1938, Mantoux arranged for the publication of a 

work by Robbins against economic planning, in the Éditions de la Librairie de Médicis, a 

publishing house closely associated with the French neoliberal movement. The latter grew in 

the late 1930s as a reaction against economic planning and German, Italian and Russian 

totalitarianisms, and the threat they posed to free markets and personal liberties.1821  

In his book, Robbins regarded economic planning as a source of both political 

instability and diminished propensity to save. Instead, he called for an international federation 

as a means to guarantee the survival of free markets and private property.1822 Robbins’ book 

was prefaced by Louis Baudin, the economics professor and gold standard advocate who in 

the early 1930s had systematically opposed Keynes’s calls for monetary management. Baudin 

was close to Catholic right wing circles, and together with Rist, Rueff and Mantoux, ranked 

among the French attendees of the August 1938 Walter Lippmann Colloquium in Paris, 

which kick-started the international neoliberal movement.1823  

                                                 
1819 See at this respect Lucette Le Van-Lemesle, Le Juste, 506–8, 518–22, and 633. 
1820 See Lucette Le Van-Lemesle, Le Juste, 627. 
1821 See François Denord, Néo-libéralisme, 89ff.  
1822 Susan Howson, Lionel Robbins (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2011), 300–2. The French edition 

of Robbins’ book was L’Économie planifiée et l’ordre international (Paris: Éditions de la Librairie de Médicis, 

1938). See Ludwig von Mises, N. G. Pierson et alii, L’Économie dirigée en régime collectiviste. Études 

critiques sur les possibilités du socialisme (Paris: Éditions de Médicis, 1939), 93–132; and Roger Backhouse, 

The Penguin, 276.  
1823 François Denord, Néo-libéralisme, 136–7. 
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Besides publishing the French translation of Walter Lippman’s 1937 work The Good 

Society,1824 between 1936 and 1939, the Librairie de Médicis also published works by Hayek 

and Ludwig von Mises. These espoused the Austrian school’s views, like Mises’ famous 

article on the socialist calculation debate, where he posited that Socialism was impossible to 

implement, because agents depended on money prices freely determined by market forces 

alone, in order to make entrepreneurial decisions.1825 Among the works published was also 

Fritz Machlup’s 1934 Führer durch die krisenpolitik, which warned against the dangers of 

economic interventionism. The French translation was prefaced by none other than Jean 

Lescure, who denounced the ‘charlatans de l’économie politique’, and those advocating 

monetary manipulations and economic controls against the virtues of balanced budgets and 

free trade.1826 Suffice it to say that in general, these neoliberal spheres were quite hostile to 

the Popular Front.1827  

Yet, what can also be inferred from the links of Rist and Rueff with the LSE is that 

foreign economic analysis per se was not dismissed by senior French economists. There was 

indeed a wider interest from some of them in theoretical developments from abroad. A case 

in point was Gaëtan Pirou, who perceived political economy graduates as being hampered by 

their lack of knowledge of foreign economics. Hence between 1928 and 1938, he gave a 

seminar at the École pratique de hautes etudes, which covered not only the Austrian 

marginalist school, but also the whole of American economic analysis: from the institutional 

economics of Thorstein Veblen and John R. Commons, to the works of national income 

accounting pioneer Simon Kuznets.1828  

                                                 
1824 In the book Lippman (one of Keynes’s American friends) defended monetary management, though. See the 

review of Lippman’s work written by Gaëtan Pirou in ‘Revue des livres’, Revue d’économie politique, 5 

(September–October 1938), 1457–8. 
1825 See, for instance, Ludwig von Mises, N. G. Pierson et alii, L’Économie dirigée en régime collectiviste. 

Études critiques sur les possibilités du socialisme (Paris: Éditions de Médicis, 1939), 93–132; and Roger 

Backhouse, The Penguin, 276. 
1826 Fritz Machlup, Guide à travers les panacées économiques (Paris: Librairie de Médicis, 1938), 9. 
1827 Indeed, given the melting pot that was French neoliberalism at the time, some of its members were also 

quite close to the Catholic far-right and even espoused corporatist ideas. See François Denord, Néo-libéralisme, 

128–39. 
1828 On the epistemological goals of Pirou’s seminar, see Annie L. Cot, ‘Gaëtan Pirou, historien des théories 

économiques: le miroir américain’, in Pierre Dockès, Ludovic Frobert, Gérard Klotz, Jean-Pierre Potier, and 

André Tiran (eds.), Les Traditions, 913–24; see also Lucette Le Van-Lemesle, ‘La Perception de l’innovation 

chez les économistes français (1896–1939)’, Revue historique, 271 (1984), 375; and Gaëtan Pirou, Les 

Nouveaux courants de la Théorie économique aux États-Unis. Fascicule I: Thorstein Veblen - John Maurice 

Clark - Henry-Ludwell Moore (Conférences faites à l’École pratique des Hautes Études en 1934–35 (Paris: Les 

Éditions Domat-Montchrestien, 1935); and ‘Revue des livres’, Revue d’économie politique, 2 (March–April 

1939), 867.  
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Interestingly, French interest in Austrian economics was taking place while given the 

General Theory’s appearance, the ‘Austrian outpost at the LSE [had] crumbled’. By 1938, its 

most promising young economists had ‘deserted to the Keynesian camp’: namely Abba 

Lerner, Nicholas Kaldor and John Hicks.1829 Hence, from 1936 to 1939, Keynes’s General 

Theory was not unheard of by senior French economists, though Keynes’s call for the 

‘socialisation of investment’ definitely did not match their political preferences and 

theoretical credos.1830 After the Second World War, the large impact of Keynes’s book on 

Anglo-American economic analysis eventually forced the generality of French economists to 

engage with it.1831 Yet, that even before the war’s outbreak there were already junior 

researchers willing to engage with the General Theory, was a significant progress if 

compared to the scarce attention given to the Treatise. 

The reception of the General Theory in French economics was kick-started when, as a 

prolegomena to a prospective analytical review of Keynes’s book, the Revue d’économie 

politique finally published in its March–April 1936 number an extensive overview of 

Keynes’s Treatise, together with a small comment on the Means to Prosperity. Its author was 

a promising young economist named Jean-Marcel Jeanneney – then a lecturer at the 

Sorbonne – who had written it thanks to an invitation from Gaëtan Pirou on account of his 

command of English and as of a way of testing his ‘academic abilities’.1832 Jeanneney’s 

account of the Treatise was descriptive, and on the whole sympathetic. More interesting were 

his considerations of Keynes’s intellectual development. On the one hand, he remarked how 

prophetic Keynes’s dismissal of laissez-faire and advocacy of monetary management had 

been, particularly in regards to Britain. Thus, Keynes’s main feat consisted of restoring faith 

in the importance of ideas as crucial to shape the organisation of the economic world. On the 

other hand, though, Jeanneney also thought that Keynes’s constant intellectual shifts betrayed 

a lack of theoretical systematisation. Consequently, he believed the whole of his work would 

probably be remembered more for the research clues and discussions that it raised than by the 

truths it contained.1833  

                                                 
1829 Robert Skidelsky, The Economist, 573. 
1830 JMK, General Theory, 378.  
1831 On the impact of the General Theory on Anglo-American economists between 1936 and the 1950s see 

Roger E. Backhouse, The Penguin, 232–6; and Walter Salant, ‘The Spread of Keynesian Doctrines and Practices 

in the United States’, in Peter Hall (ed.), The Political, 27–53. 
1832 Richard Arena and Christian Schmidt, ‘Keynes before and after the General Theory’, 83–4. 
1833 Jean-Marcel Jeanneney, ‘L‘Œuvre scientifique de quelques économistes étrangers. VIII. – John Maynard 

Keynes’, Revue d’économie politique, March–April 1936, 358–92.  
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Jeanneney finished his article by pointing out that a proper account of the then 

recently-published General Theory would soon appear in the Revue. But for unknown 

reasons, one whole year passed by before it appeared in print. Meanwhile, the young 

economist Georges Lutfalla, who was a regular participant at the X-Crise’s meetings, 

reported in the March–April 1937 issue of the Revue on the September 1936 European 

congress of the Econometrics Society. This was the main international association of scholars 

using mathematical and statistical methods in economics; and that meeting in particular has 

been referred to ‘as perhaps the most important meeting in the history of economics’.1834 It 

was at this congress that Roy Harrod, James Meade and finally John Hicks presented the first 

mathematical formalisations made of the General Theory’s frameworks. Hicks in particular 

exposed for the first time the basis of what eventually became known as the IS-LM model.1835 

Although Lutfalla was a member of the society,1836 judging from the list of attendees, he was 

not physically present at the meeting. In fact, the sole French participant was Robert Gibrat, a 

fellow econometrician and member of X-Crise: thus it might be that Lutfalla’s article was 

based on Gibrat’s notes.1837  

Lutfalla deemed the General Theory to be a brilliant work, and noted the ‘petite 

revolution’ it had triggered in British economic analysis. Tellingly, he called attention to how 

some of the book’s technical terms were ‘intraduisibles’ to French – an omen for the 

terminological challenges Jean Rioust de Largentaye was to face.1838 However, this was 

clearly Lutfalla’s first contact with Keynes’s book, and it was naturally through the 

perspective of Harrod, Meade and Hicks’s presentations and conclusions that he presented 

Keynes’s theory. Hence, he naturally stressed Hicks’s viewpoint that the General Theory 

could be fit into the classical tradition of Marshall, Ricardo and John Stuart Mill. Moreover, 

he gave an accurate resume of Harrod’s rendering of the General Theory through a system of 

simultaneous equations, and also of Hicks’s presentation of the IS-LM model and diagram, 

and of the four possible macroeconomic scenarios that he formalised from Keynes’s book.1839 

                                                 
1834 Warren Young, Interpreting, x. 
1835 Robert Skidelsky, The Economist, 610–24.  
1836 ‘List of Members of the Econometric Society’, Econometrica, 4 (October 1935), 488. 
1837 See ‘Attendance at the Oxford Meeting, September 25–9, 1936’, Econometrica, 5, 2 (April 1937), 198. 
1838 Georges Lutfalla, ‘Compte rendu des travaux de la VIe réunion européenne de la Société internationale 

d’économétrie (Oxford, 25–29 septembre 1936), Revue d’économie politique, March–April 1937, 423 and 427. 
1839 Georges Lutfalla, ‘Compte rendu’, 423–45. It should also be noted that Lutfalla was the translator of John 

Hicks’s Théorie mathématique de la valeur en régime de libre concurrence (Paris: Hermann & Cie, 1937). See 

John R. Cunningham Wood and Ronald N. Woods (eds.), Sir John R. Hicks: critical assessments. Vol. I 

(London and New York: Routledge, 1989), 26. 
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Lutfalla was thus the first economist to introduce the IS-LM model (together with Hicks’s 

diagram) into French economics. Although it did not gain significant traction in the post-1945 

years among French economists, after the Second World War IS-LM became the main 

instrument through which economics undergraduates at British and American universities 

were introduced to the General Theory.  

This was thanks to a large extent to Paul Samuelson’s bestselling textbook, 

Economics. First published in the US in 1948, it was the first economics textbook to expound 

the neoclassical synthesis.1840 The French edition of Samuelson’s textbook only appeared in 

1953, and its translator was Gaël Fain, the same financial journalist of L’Information 

financière who during the early 1930s had often commented on Keynes’s views on the 

slump. It is worth noting that in 1937, Fain had spent a year in Cambridge studying 

economics. Subsequently, at around the same time that Lutfalla’s article was published, Fain 

gave a very general lecture at the orthodox Société d’économie politique on Keynes’s 

remedies for unemployment. As expected from an environment renowned for its theoretical 

orthodoxy, reactions to Fain’s presentation were negative.1841  

In the end, the task of reviewing the General Theory in the Revue d’économie 

politique fell neither on Jeanneney or Lutfalla, but on Étienne Mantoux. By 1937, he was 

only 24 years old, but he had spoken both French and English fluently from an early age. 

This was a fruit of his international upbringing: he had been raised in London, as his father 

Paul Mantoux had been a teacher at the University of London before the Great War. After 

finishing his law course and enrolling at the ELSP, Mantoux benefited from a research grant 

to study during 1935–6 at the LSE, where he worked under the supervision of Lionel 

Robbins.1842 Although according to Mantoux’s peers it was with Robbins that the young 

French economist established the closest links, he was also deeply influenced by Hayek’s 

theory of the business cycle, as it will become evident below.1843  

Thus it is safe to presuppose that Mantoux was picked to review the General Theory 

not only on account of his knowledge of British economics, but also because most probably 

he would be critical of Keynes’s book. Neither Hayek nor Robbins reviewed the General 

                                                 
1840 Roger Backhouse and Bradley W. Bateman, Capitalist Revolutionary, 165–6. 
1841 ‘À la société d’économie politique’, Le Temps, 7 April 1937, 2. 
1842 See Vincent Duclert, ‘Étienne Mantoux’, 93–4; see also the preface written by Paul Mantoux for the French 

translation of The Carthaginian Peace: Étienne Mantoux, La Paix calomnié ou les conséquences économiques 

de M. Keynes (Paris: N.R.F., 1946), 13–4; and Friedrich Hayek, ‘London School of Economics’, Economica, 

13, 49 (February, 1946), 18. 
1843 Édouard Dolléans, ‘La Paix carthaginoise’, Revue d’histoire économique et sociale, 27, 1 (1948), 4; Vincent 

Duclert, ‘Étienne Mantoux’, 99. 
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Theory, but it is known that the latter advised against having it taught to the LSE’s 

undergraduates.1844 Mantoux also collaborated with Rist – who together with Pirou was one 

of the Revue’s directors – in the latter’s research institute, the ISRES.1845 Politically, he was 

also an ardent Liberal; incidentally, like Keynes, he admired Edmond Burke.1846 As 

mentioned above, he was one of the participants in the Walter Lippmann Colloquium,1847 and 

also participated in the offspring of the Colloquium, the short-lived Centre international 

d’études pour la rénovation du libéralisme (CIRL).1848 Overlapping intellectual and 

institutional connections aside, Mantoux proved to be a fitting choice to review the General 

Theory. He was well aware of Keynes’s intellectual confrontations with Robbins and Hayek 

in regards to the Treatise, and of how the General Theory had been received by British, 

American and German economists.1849  

Although Mantoux’s review of the General Theory is commonly described as 

negative,1850 a more careful analysis leads to a rather more nuanced picture. In short, 

Mantoux’s noticeable suspicion of Keynes’s political and intellectual goals was offset by an 

inability to analytically challenge the theoretical premises of the General Theory. Like 

Jeanneney, he was puzzled by Keynes’s theoretical evolution since the Consequences,1851 and 

remarked how that book’s literary style was much clearer than that of the General Theory’s. 

On Mantoux’s account, that was primarily the result of an endogenous intellectual process; he 

did not consider that it could be the inherent consequence of surrounding changes in political 

and economic contexts. Moreover, and curiously for such a young economist, Mantoux 

reproduced his elder’s accusations that by attacking his predecessor Alfred Marshall, Keynes 

was dynamiting the respectability of the economics profession.1852 In the same vein, he 

                                                 
1844 Warren Young, Interpreting, 174–5.  
1845 On Mantoux’s links with Rist, see François Denord, Néo-libéralisme, 148. 
1846 Vincent Duclert, ‘Étienne Mantoux’, 92; and Robert Skidelsky, The Economist, 61–4. 
1847 Even if the Colloquium participants disagreed on the compatibility of liberalism with managed currency or 

social security, their programme can be summarised as defending a market economy regulated by state 

authority, under the principles of political liberalism. See François Denord, Néo-libéralisme, 122.  
1848 The CIRL constituted the first attempt to internationalise the neoliberal movement, but the outbreak of the 

war put a halt to its activities. It was eventually succeeded by the Mont-Pèlerin Society, created by Hayek in 

1947. See François Denord, Néo-libéralisme, 118–23 and 219–20. 
1849 Étienne Mantoux, ‘La ‘Théorie générale’ de M. Keynes’, Revue d’économie politique, 51, 6 (Novembre-

Décembre 1937) in Ramón Tortajada (ed.), Commentaires, 244–51.  
1850 See Pierre Rosanvallon, ‘Histoire des idées’, 54; Olivier Dard, ‘Économie et économistes’, 175; and Richard 

Arena and Christian Schmidt, ‘Keynes before and after the General Theory’, 84–5. The only exception to this 

standard account of Mantoux’s article was made by Gilles Dostaler, ‘Book reviews - Commentaires de la 

Théorie générale de Keynes à sa parution. Edited by Ramón Tortajada’, History of Political Economy, 44, 4 

(2012), 700–1. 
1851 See Étienne Mantoux, ‘La ‘Théorie générale’, 243–4. 
1852 Étienne Mantoux, ‘La ‘Théorie générale’, 247. 
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affirmed that Keynes’s homage to outcasts of the history of economics, like the British John 

Hobson or the German Silvio Gesell, aimed mostly at provoking his peers1853 – even if in fact 

Keynes sought to establish a historical pedigree for his theoretical renovation.1854  

Hence, in Mantoux’s script, Keynes was a victim of himself. After the shock caused 

by his dismissal of free trade, his General Theory now amounted to providing a ‘justification 

ésotérique des préjugés de l’homme de la rue, dont le jugement intuitif, comme il aime à le 

répéter, est plus correct que celui de l’économiste classique’.1855 Thus Mantoux wrongly 

concluded that underneath all the mockery of his predecessors, Keynes was in a state of 

(intellectual) disarray, the aftermath of ‘un long et douloureux effort de conscience à la 

recherché de la vérité perdue’.1856 In fact, the opposite was true: at the time, the General 

Theory represented the one theoretical work by which Keynes had managed the most to 

bridge the gap between the written word and his vision of economics.  

Nevertheless, the key point is that Mantoux’s criticisms were circumstantial and 

related to the political and sociological implications (and applications) of Keynes’s book, 

rather than to its theoretical frameworks. His presentation of the latter was flawless, and the 

tone of his analysis ranges between the neutral and the flattering. Mantoux did not criticise 

the principle of propensity to consume and Keynes’s condemnation of Say’s Law, and further 

recognised that the classical argument, which posited that added investment depended on 

previous increased accumulation of savings needed revision, as ultimately it only stood true 

in a situation of full employment.1857 Additionally, at the time Mantoux clearly seems to have 

endorsed Keynes’s theory of the rate of interest, and correctly described how because of 

liquidity preference, the interest rate became a purely monetary phenomenon. He concluded 

that by introducing the importance of predictions about the future on the theory of interest, 

Keynes had linked ‘assez heureusement la théorie “pure” ou “réelle” à la théorie de la 

monnaie’.1858 At the time, Keynes’s treatment of the rate of interest was precisely the feature 

of the General Theory that was most criticised by his peers Dennis Robertson and Arthur 

Cecil Pigou.1859  

                                                 
1853 Étienne Mantoux, ‘La ‘Théorie générale’, 266.  
1854 Robert Skidelsky, The Economist, 569. 
1855 Étienne Mantoux, ‘La ‘Théorie générale’, 266. 
1856 Étienne Mantoux, ‘La ‘Théorie générale’, 266. 
1857 Étienne Mantoux, ‘La ‘Théorie générale’, 253.  
1858 Étienne Mantoux, ‘La ‘Théorie générale’, 260. 
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Mantoux’s single theoretical criticisms concerned the fiscal multiplier’s algebraic 

formalisation, and were based on a 1936 article by the Austrian economist Gottfried 

Haberler. It considered whether Keynes’s was right to presuppose a causal relationship 

between the deterministic algebra of the multiplier (through which additional investment was 

always proportional to additional consumption), and the psychological tenets underpinning 

the principle of propensity to consume, without offering any empirical proof of it.1860 The 

main underlying issue was that Keynes’s multiplier formula did not take into account the 

negative expectations of entrepreneurs regarding additional State investment, or possible 

variations in the marginal propensity to consume.1861 Despite this, Mantoux did not deny the 

multiplier’s premise that public investment would lead to additional primary and secondary 

employment: ‘les effets du multiplicateur, si approximatifs qu’ils soient, ne peuvent être mis 

en doute’.1862 

However, although Mantoux showed admiration for the General Theory’s theoretical 

frameworks – and was sensitive enough to identify how Keynes proposed a middle-way 

solution for economic crises that eschewed communist solutions and still called for wealth 

redistribution – ultimately, Keynes’s suggested policies were too unpalatable for him. He 

doubted whether full employment should be taken as the main goal of economic policy, but 

his criticisms consisted mostly of the terminological difficulty in defining it. Likewise, he 

regretted that economists and politicians were willing to attain full employment even if at the 

cost of reducing aggregate income (which was never Keynes’s intention).1863 

What really worried Mantoux, though, were the old inflationist devils that tormented 

French economists, and which Keynes seemed to be willing to grant freedom via monetary 

manipulations. Therefore, and by reproducing the criticisms of the American economist 

Jacob Viner, Mantoux was alert enough to seize – even if en passant – on the inflationary 

consequences of Keynes’s acceptance of the classic premise that higher employment levels 

led to lower real wages.1864 Moreover, whereas Keynes insisted in the General Theory that 

monetary policies alone could not reverse a slump; Mantoux claimed that in Keynes’s theory, 

the manipulation of the rate of interest remained the main tool by which a state of full 

employment could be attained. Sarcastically, Mantoux lauded Keynes’s prediction of the 

                                                 
1860 See Étienne Mantoux, ‘La ‘Théorie générale’, 253; and Gottfried Haberler, ‘Mr. Keynes’s Theory of the 

Multiplier – A Methodological Criticism’, Zeitschrift für Nationalökonomie, 7, 3 (1936), 301–5. 
1861 Robert Skidelsky, The Economist, 555. 
1862 Étienne Mantoux, ‘La ‘Théorie générale’, 253. 
1863 Étienne Mantoux, ‘La ‘Théorie générale’, 246, 256–7 and 263–4. 
1864 Étienne Mantoux, ‘La ‘Théorie générale’, 251–2; and Robert Skidelsky, The Economist, 602–4. 
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euthanasia of the rentiers and his prediction that the rate of interest could be maintained 

slightly above zero, while the economy would be stable and close to full employment. Yet, in 

the young French economist’s conclusion, to attempt to reduce liquidity preference through 

low rates of interest would intrinsically generate ‘inflation pure et simple’, like that practiced 

by the FED during the 1920s: here Mantoux was following the lead of Rist, Rueff, Hayek and 

Robbins.1865 

These remarks disclose Mantoux’s belief that managing the rate of interest went 

against the natural workings of a market economy. Sooner or later the rate would increase as 

ultimately the state could not corner market forces. For this reason, he stressed that the 

General Theory did not shed any light on how ‘speculative booms’ could be prevented. 

Indeed, that was a neglected topic in the book, and in January 1937, Keynes published three 

newspaper articles on boom control, which corresponded to his belief that in order to prevent 

inflation, Britain needed to better allocate demand rather than increase aggregate demand. 

Thus Keynes posited that demand should be stimulated in times of economic downturn and 

the opposite in times of upturn, whereas rates of interest should always be kept low to offset 

liquidity preference.1866  

In France, Keynes’s articles were reported on by L’Information financière, and 

although Mantoux clearly had read them, he did not relate Keynes’s suggestions to the book’s 

frameworks. Instead, he preferred to call attention to how maintaining low rates of interest 

provoked inflation: Keynes was thus partly responsible for a flawed ideology of cheap 

money, which would eventually lead to economic panic.1867 Of course, Mantoux’s concern 

with inflation needs also to be understood in the context of the Popular Front’s failed 

devaluation. Ultimately, though, more relevant than his analysis of Keynes’s book was that 

by doing so, Mantoux translated for the first time into French several technical expressions of 

the General Theory, in a way which Keynes’s disciple Piero Sraffa thought to be the most 

accurate. As studied by Ghislain Deleplace and elaborated on the following section, 

Mantoux’s review was eventually suggested by Sraffa to Jean Rioust de Largentaye as a 
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lexical guideline on which the latter could base his translation of the General Theory; de 

Largentaye even went as far as seeking Mantoux’s for advice.1868  

However, this was far from being the end of Mantoux’s engagement with Keynes’s 

book. Four years after reviewing the General Theory, he finally made a sweeping critique of 

it in his doctoral thesis, whose originality derived from the Austrian School’s outlook 

imbedding its analysis. Following the outbreak of the war, Mantoux was mobilised into the 

army. After surviving unscathed the French defeat, he followed his family and moved from 

Paris to Lyon, apparently as an attempt to escape attention, given their Jewish origins. In the 

following months, Mantoux concluded his thesis, which he defended at Lyon’s University in 

May 1941.1869 If it was not for his untimely death in 1945, Mantoux would have been one of 

Keynes’s fiercest ‘foes’ after the war, in terms of economic analysis, thus his views on the 

General Theory are worth rescuing from oblivion.  

In his thesis, Mantoux aimed at determining to what extent monetary inflation could 

generate economic growth. Given the war’s context, it is safe to assume that he wanted to kill 

two birds with one stone. On the one hand, he sought to assert how German economic growth 

(and that of other economies financing public investment through budget deficits), was 

destined to crumble into an inflationary bubble. By so doing, he also had to make a critique 

of economic theories arguing otherwise, namely Keynes’s. The stone Mantoux threw was the 

concept of forced saving, which can be traced back to the works of Jeremy Bentham and John 

Stuart Mill; Mantoux retrieved it from the monetary theories of Mises and Hayek, however. 

The Austrian duo had in their turn grabbed it from Wicksell. In a nutshell, and assuming a 

situation of full employment, the reasoning behind forced savings was that increasing the 

money supply (by lowering the rate of interest) would operate a hidden transfer of savings 

from wage earners to entrepreneurs. A lower interest rate would shift production from 

consumer goods to capital goods (which involved lengthier productive processes), thus 

reducing the amount of goods available to consumers (and due to scarcity, inflating their 

price). Consequently, wage earners would be forced to reduce their consumption, as in 

practice their real wages had decreased.1870  
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online.org/files/research_papers/FR/The%20French%20Translation%20of%20Keynes’s%20s%20General%20T

heory%20-%20Terminological%20Problems%20.pdf (retrieved 3 July 2015), 3 and 7. 
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Whereas for Wicksell, forced saving was a necessary means to finance investment, for 

Hayek, it was where the root of the boom-bust cycle resided, being triggered by the 

dislocation of the money rate of interest from its natural rate. Entrepreneurs would believe the 

additional credit available was the product of voluntary savings, and therefore acknowledge it 

as a sign to invest in longer productive processes, whilst in fact the public’s consumption 

preferences had not shifted. Steady consumers’ demand for consumer goods would be 

matched by a smaller supply of such goods. Their price would thus gradually increase along 

with the profit margins of their producers. Eventually, competition for raw resources among 

entrepreneurs would lead to those involved in longer processes of production having their 

profit margins reduced. They would then be forced to scale back or halt their investment 

processes, unleashing an economic downturn.1871  

Hence, and contrary to French economists’ theories of the business cycle like 

Aftalion’s, for Hayek, the core issue was not one of overconsumption due to real factors, but 

rather of flawed schedules of investment caused by monetary interventionism. Hayek’s 

remedy was to maintain the money supply at a stable level, in order to avoid any inflation or 

deflation that would falsify price signals. The practical impossibility of enforcing what Hayek 

deemed a ‘neutral money’ policy helps explain why in the 1930s, he simply resorted to advise 

against any governmental interference during a slump. Mantoux himself was forced to 

acknowledge the impossibility of a monetary policy flawless enough to keep money ‘neutral’ 

at all times. Unsurprisingly, Mantoux’s own conclusions therefore amounted to nothing more 

than an appeal to for caution to politicians and policymakers, when taking decisions on 

monetary policy.1872 

Keynes had flirted with forced saving during the writing of the Treatise, before 

dropping it partly because he thought it was impossible to assess how much saving 

wascreated that way, and also because the concept presupposed a situation of full 

employment, precisely the opposite of the phenomenon the General Theory sought to 
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explain.1873 Eventually, Hayek himself admitted the necessity of pursuing counter-cyclical 

policies in periods of deep slump: as in his 1941 The Pure Theory of Capital, in which he 

affirmed that with unemployed resources, ‘investment demand […] will create its own 

savings via the multiplier, not via forced saving’.1874 The Austrian economist did not deny 

that in cases of extended unemployment, ‘monetary counteractions’ and public works were 

appropriate policies. Unlike Keynes, though, he believed that those situations were far from 

being the norm in capitalist economies.1875  

Consequently, Mantoux’s axiomatic use of forced saving to counter Keynes’s theory 

ultimately undermined the success of his attempt. The young French economist began by 

questioning the validity of I=S, considering that Keynes’s postulate did not account for 

changes in income due to the addition of newly-created bank money over two time points. In 

his account, that would constitute a case of forced saving and prompt investment to exceed 

(voluntary) savings. Yet, in Keynes’s theory (with its static framework, a point which I will 

analyse more in depth in the following two chapters), new funds were expended within the 

same time period, therefore increasing current income, whilst the funds not consumed were 

saved: income adjustments thus guaranteed I=S in each time period.1876 By joining that 

argument with the (erroneous) assumption that I=S did not affect individual economic 

activities, and describing Hayek’s theory of the cycle (as in his 1931 Prices and Production), 

Mantoux stressed the income-redistribution and information asymmetry consequences of 

forced saving through monetary inflation.1877  

However, as Keynes affirmed, even with unutilised resources, ‘any increase in 

employment [by raising prices] involves some sacrifice of real income to those who were 

already employed [particularly fixed-income earners]’.1878 Changes in the money supply 

would affect income (via the rate of interest), and thus the amount saved. But saving would 

not be any more forced for being caused by a monetary expansion than for any other 

circumstance. Moreover, the outcome of a monetary expansion in that case would generally 
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be to increase aggregate real income, whereas in a situation of full employment, as Keynes 

always acknowledged, it would lead to inflation.1879  

Afterwards, Mantoux tackled Keynes’s postulate that below full employment, wage 

and price levels would lag behind increases in the money supply. Yet, he erroneously 

affirmed that Keynes argued that below full employment, money supply increases would 

stimulate demand and output without any inflation. In fact, that was a scenario Keynes made 

dependent upon labour not demanding wage increases before all workers were employed.1880 

Retrieving the argument he had raised in his 1937 review of the General Theory, Mantoux 

once more stressed that the ability of Keynes’s theory to reduce unemployment depended on 

disguised reductions of real wages, which labour could not be expected to stand 

indefinitely.1881 Nevertheless, in the end, Mantoux was forced to admit that regardless of 

inflation, a controlled monetary policy could indeed boost employment levels. Although he 

restrained the usefulness of that policy to cases in which unemployment derived from 

labour’s high real wages, and to the latter’s acceptance of a context of rising prices and stable 

money wages. In fact, Mantoux considered that, generally, mass unemployment was the 

result of natural causes like technological maladjustments and shifts in consumers’ demand 

for specific products. Spurring demand through monetary policy would only provoke a 

temporary respite, and there was the risk that prices would start rising before output. 

Ultimately, unemployment could only be successfully countered from the supply side, by 

adjusting productive capacity to demand.1882  

While Mantoux drew on Hayekian theory to attack Keynes, a colleague of his, Robert 

Marjolin, was instead among the early converts to the General Theory. Marjolin had also 

been to the LSE, attended the Lippmann Colloquium, and collaborated with the CIRL.1883 

Perhaps tellingly, whereas in the Colloquium’s debates Mantoux claimed that liberty was an 

end in itself, Marjolin considered it instead to be a means to an end. During the war, Marjolin 

was mostly an aide to Jean Monnet, and from 1948 to 1955 became the secretary general of 

the Organisation for European Economic Co-operation (OEEC), which was responsible for 
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allocating the Marshall Plan’s funds.1884 Hailing from a very humble Parisian family, 

Marjolin had through his intellectual merits impressed Celestin Bouglé, a Left republican 

philosopher. Through Bouglé, Marjolin was given a Rockefeller grant that enabled him to 

attend Yale University from 1932 to 1933; and it was again through Bouglé that in 1934, 

Charles Rist employed him at the ISRES, where eventually he coincided with Mantoux.1885  

At the same time, Marjolin had since 1929 been a SFIO militant. After returning from 

Yale, he wrote a pamphlet on Roosevelt’s New Deal that impressed Léon Blum so much that 

the latter invited him to write the financial column of Le Populaire, a task Marjolin undertook 

between 1935 and 1937.1886 During Blum’s first government, Marjolin was appointed special 

advisor to his cabinet, but both on account of his views on devaluation (whose belatedness he 

criticised), and opposition to the 40-hour working week (which he believed had offset the 

competitiveness brought by devaluation), he became disillusioned with Blum and withdrew 

from the SFIO’s ranks. Compared to his peers – and in Gaston Cusin’s words – Marjolin held 

‘liberal views’, but his decision to quit the party was also resulted from Blum’s decision not 

to directly intervene in the Spanish Civil War. After Blum’s fall, Marjolin transitioned to the 

Chautemps government, and only left official service in March 1938, when Blum constituted 

his short-lived second government.1887  

From then on, Marjolin focused instead on his doctoral thesis and on his job at Rist’s 

institute, and became the latter’s main collaborator. According to Marjolin, the ISRES had a 

collaboration agreement with the LSE, and he was acquainted with both Robbins and Hayek, 

and even frequented the exclusive Reform Club.1888 However, the ISRES also had an 

institutional agreement with the London and Cambridge Economic Service, by which the 

LSE and Cambridge University sought to develop and share statistical information on 

Britain’s economy. Most importantly, as a member of the Service’s Executive Committee, 

Keynes continued to attendy regularly the Service’s meetings (together with Robbins and 

Hayek). To represent the ISRES at those meetings, Marjolin travelled every three months to 

England.1889 All in all, along with the work he undertook for his thesis and his visits to 
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England, Marjolin developed a growing acquaintance with Anglo-American economic 

literature and debates: in early 1937, he read the General Theory.1890 It was precisely 

concerning the practical applicability of Keynes’s frameworks that shortly afterwards, 

Marjolin entered into a small but revealing academic dispute with the Polish economist 

Michał Kalecki.  

Contemporaneously to Keynes but independently from him, Kalecki had developed a 

theory of the business cycle according to which entrepreneurs’ outlay on capital and 

consumer goods determined output and employment levels – an early rendering of which had 

appeared in the Revue d’économie politique in 1935.1891 Kalecki and Marjolin knew each 

other personally. In 1936, the former was at the LSE and in early 1937, he stayed in Paris for 

two months, where he visited Rist’s institute and made the acquaintance of Jacques Rueff and 

François Perroux (an economist who play an important part in the narratives of Chapters 11 

and 12). The year afterwards, Kalecki went to Cambridge, where he worked for six months 

with Keynes’s disciples, Joan Robinson and Richard Kahn. Making use of the experience 

gathered from his Parisian sojourn, in March 1938, Kalecki published in the Economic 

Journal (which was directed by Keynes) a study of Blum’s reflationary experience. His 

objective was to study the effects of changes in money wages on a closed economic 

system.1892 

 Kalecki argued that from April 1936 to April 1937, following Blum’s reflationary 

measures, the costs of manual labour had increased by approximately 60%. Despite this, both 

the fiscal and balance of trade deficits had only increased marginally, whereas the rate of 

interest had actually lowered and industrial production had slightly risen. From this 

conjunction of factors, Kalecki inferred that the French economy during Blum’s first 

government was comparable to that of a closed economic system. Consequently, he 

concluded that Blum’s experience backed the General Theory’ postulate that ‘the rise of 

wages in an isolated system tends to change prices in the same proportion, and not to affect 
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the output’.1893 Kalecki then argued that Blum’s reflation failed, because a fiscal deficit large 

enough to prompt an economic recovery had not been created. Had that been the case, the 

subsequent economic recovery would have boosted tax revenues and allowed to balance the 

budget: a very Keynesian sequence of events. The success of Kalecki’s remedy depended 

upon a politically unfeasible condition: that Blum should have had adopted exchange controls 

from April 1936.1894 To conclude, Kalecki took a jab at the ‘French deficit theory’, according 

to which deficits financed by the Central Bank prompted capital flights and currency 

depreciation.1895  

Two months later, Marjolin challenged Kalecki’s conclusion that Blum had been too 

timid in applying reflationary measures via an article published at Economica, LSE’s journal. 

Underpinning Marjolin’s perspective were his disagreements with the Popular Front’s 

economics. Thus Marjolin dismissed Kalecki’s conclusions first on account of the negative 

economic effects of the collusion between the deficit and capital flight, and then by insisting 

that from March to the Autumn of 1937, industrial production had been checked by a lack of 

skilled labour, and because the 40-hour working week had artificially created a situation of 

full employment.1896 Roughly, this resembles today’s historiographic overview of why 

Blum’s reflationary programme failed.1897 In a more orthodox and contestable conclusion, 

Marjolin argued that exchange controls would have proved to be difficult to implement, and 

would not in any case prevent confidence in the franc from decreasing.1898  

All of this led him to predictably infer that Kalecki was wrong in deeming France a 

closed economic system and a valid case study from which to prove the validity of the 

General Theory’s postulates. Nevertheless, Marjolin was at pains to avoid any criticisms of 

Keynes’s book, and refused to comment on the accuracy of the latter’s conclusions.1899 He 

even went as far as denying that Blum’s experiment constituted proof that wage increases 

would lead to economic recessions: as ‘an opponent of Mr. Keynes’s theory might claim’.1900 

In hindsight, Marjolin was merely pointing out what Keynes himself had concluded in 1935: 
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that given the gap between French and world prices, devaluation was the first step to put 

France back on the path to economic recovery.1901 Marjolin’s article has been used by Pierre 

Rosanvallon to claim that the diffusion of the General Theory was hampered in France by a 

contextual gap between the nature of British debates on Keynes’s book, and French 

economists’ debates on the failure of Blum’s reflation (mostly concerned with the effects of 

the 40-hour working week). This line of argument strikes me as inconsequential. The true gap 

resided in how French economic policy was tied to the gold standard, and it was bridged by 

the devaluation of October 1936. Moreover, British debates on the General Theory were 

focused on theoretical issues. And as already analysed, it was precisely in the aftermath of the 

failure of Blum’s reflation that Georges Boris started reading Keynes’s book.  

Yet, what did Marjolin actually think of the General Theory? Back in 1937, he had 

referred to Keynes in one of his articles for Le Populaire as ranking among the best English 

economists.1902 A rather more pertinent fact was that Marjolin’s doctoral thesis – in the 

making between 1934 and 1939, and defended in 1940 –1903 arguably constitutes the first 

French thesis in which the influence of Keynes’s book was an operative factor. Entitled Prix, 

monnaie et production, it was published in 1941 (and prefaced by Rist): thus one year before 

de Largentaye’s translation of the General Theory was available. Marjolin’s goal was to 

study how prices were determined in the long run, and along very Keynesian lines, he started 

from the premise that the long run was in fact a succession of short term cycles. In the short 

run, price changes were determined by variations of income, which ultimately depended on 

entrepreneurs’ willingness to invest. This factor was based on the relation between the rate of 

interest and the marginal efficiency of capital (which in Marjolin’s account could be 

influenced by technical progress, public investment and changes in gold production). The 

emphasis Marjolin placed on the effects of gold upon price changes is explained by the fact 

that in the theoretical section of his thesis, he only used pre-1914 statistics.1904  

The similarities of his argumentation to the General Theory are natural, given that 

Marjolin considered Keynes’s work provided ‘la meilleur explication que nous possédons à 

ce jour des mouvements économiques généraux’.1905 Hence, and logically enough, Marjolin 
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gave a thorough depiction of the General Theory’s frameworks in the theoretical section of 

his thesis, particularly regarding the marginal efficiency of capital, and how liquidity 

preference determined the rate of interest.1906 At the time, all foreign reviewers took note of 

Keynes’s influence in Marjolin’s thesis, even going as far as considering that the latter was a 

summation of his ‘discovery of the significance [of] the new ideas which have been 

crystallised and systematised in the work of Keynes’s.1907 Moreover, as pointed out by 

Richard Arena and Christian Schmidt, Marjolin’s thesis also constituted the first instance of a 

characteristic approach of French economists to the General Theory from 1946 onwards: to 

build on Keynes’s frameworks to develop a dynamic model of business cycles taking account 

of the long run. In Marjolin’s case, the variable emphasised was ‘the dynamism of long run 

entrepreneurial expectations’.1908 In addition to Keynes’s, Marjolin also referred at length to 

the works of the economists Wicksell, Hayek, Myrdal and Hicks. In his memoirs, Marjolin 

acknowledged that part of the contemporary success his thesis found among young 

researchers was based on the fact they could find in it ‘l’analyse de doctrines anglo-saxonnes 

encore inconnues ou mal connues en France’.1909 

Another young economist who also read the General Theory at the time was Robert 

Bordaz. After the Liberation, he was a director at the Ministère de l’Économie nationale 

(MEN), the first step of a long career as a high-ranking civil servant, which culminated when 

he became the first president of the Centre Georges Pompidou.1910 He made his first foray 

into academic publishing in 1938, with a small tract on counter-cyclical policies, as part of a 

collection directed by Gaëtan Pirou. Unlike Mantoux or Marjolin, Bordaz does not seem to 

have had any contacts with British academia, and besides referring to Keynes’s works, he 

used Jeanneney’s review of the Treatise and Mantoux’s review of the General Theory to 

present the ideas of the Cambridge economist. Bordaz overemphasised the importance of the 

rate of interest in determining the propensity to invest; but he also gave a short overview of 

the theoretical debates raised by the General Theory abroad, particularly the polemics related 

to the equality I=S. In terms of economic policies, his conclusions were bold, combining 
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Keynes’s call for low interest rates with Jean Lescure’s advocacy of public works.1911 The 

book was reviewed by the economist René Courtin, who lauded the positive influence of 

Anglo-American economic analysis on young French economists, as it stressed the tendency 

to ‘rattacher les questions pratiques aux problèmes théoriques’. But Courtin also criticised 

Bordaz for not discussing the veracity of Keynes’s postulates on the deflationary 

consequences of reducing nominal wages.1912 

Against the trend set by their younger counterparts, whose reactions ranged from a 

minimum of intellectual interest to approval, elder economists tended to altogether reject the 

General Theory: Charles Rist, Jacques Rueff and Bertrand Nogaro were the main examples. 

Rueff only began commenting at length on Keynes’s book from 1947 onwards. Rist and 

Rueff did likewise, but they were already citing the General Theory before 1939, and for that 

reason, I will analyse their views in the following paragraphs.1913 

As expected, Rist was hostile to the General Theory, and his review in fact updated 

the same arguments he had pitched against the Treatise. Indeed, Rist keenly noted the 

parallels between the two books,1914 namely Keynes’s underlying moral parable that 

thriftiness increased aggregate poverty. Once more, Rist asserted that Keynes’s theory of 

saving (‘épargne’) was rudimentary, given that it posited any act of saving as unproductive. 

Likewise, Rist affirmed that it was false to believe that an increase in individual saving would 

lead to a lower price level of consumer goods. In fact, more saving would translate to more 

investment, putting more goods on the market at lower prices and attracting more consumers. 

How much Rist confused the Treatise with the General Theory can be seen by his use of 

Bertil Öhlin’s ex-ante and ex-post methodology. Öhlin argued that decisions to save and 

invest differed before their consecution (ex-ante), but once they had been realised, they were 

in accounting terms equal (ex-post). Rist thought Öhlin shattered Keynes’s belief that saving 

and investment were separate entities: a feature of the Treatise but not of the General Theory, 

where it was the propensity to save that differed from the propensity to consume.1915 
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Once again, Rist accused Keynes of theoretical backwardness, finding the ancestry of 

Keynes’s propensity to consume in the works of the eighteenth-century economist Pierre 

Samuel du Pont de Nemours (whose descendants would go on to found the well-known 

industrial conglomerate Du Pont).1916 Rist thus accused Keynes of resurrecting mercantilism, 

a point on which he was joined by Schumpeter and Hansen.1917 Furthermore, he argued the 

Treatise and the General Theory constituted illegitimate attempts at building an 

encompassing economic theory, given how they derived from the highly particular economic 

and financial problems of 1930s Britain (which resulted in the obsession that British 

economists had with unemployment).1918 As analysed in the previous chapter, Rist thought 

those problems were of Britain’s own creation due to a mismanagement of the gold standard. 

Unemployment was something that ought to be solved by the orthodox solution of either 

reducing wages or curtailing working hours. Hence, Rist believed that Keynes’s theory, by 

rejecting the premise that wage cuts (as a means to bring down the costs of goods sold) would 

increase employment constituted an attack on Rueff and Robbins’ views, who argued the 

opposite.1919 

Rist was also sceptical of Keynes’s fears that in a given future, there would be a lack 

of future productive investments to which income could be channelled. Thus he believed that 

underlying the General Theory was a flawed static vision of society, on which investment 

opportunities derived from technological innovation would be scarce.1920 Even so, as noted 

by Robert Skidelsky, although the post-1939 world disproved much of Keynes’s stagnationist 

fears, he always linked investment to added well-being, whereas the space that opened to 

investment through technological developments in the 1940s mostly derived from war.1921 

Until his demise in 1955, Rist’s hostility to Keynes’s economics only fortified. Hence in his 

posthumously published autobiography, Rist considered that everything Keynes had written 

on saving and investment was ‘une pure et simple divagation’.1922 Even after the Second 

World War, he never shook off the belief that economic normality was linked to the free play 
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of prices, and as a result that state policies aiming at controlling the business cycle were an 

absurdity in theory and practice.1923 Rist’s advocacy of the gold standard and free markets 

was only matched by Rueff’s, who also believed that the General Theory was a recipe for 

uncontrollable inflation.1924  

Nogaro, like other older economists outside France, had trouble in grasping the 

General Theory’s theoretical frameworks, particularly the investment-saving equality (I=S). 

By 1939, he referred to Keynes’s book fleetingly in his published work, but like Charles Rist, 

it was only after the war that he fully tackled Keynes’s book.1925 Although he agreed with 

Keynes that the level of employment was not determined by wage adjustments, Nogaro 

contested the idea that saving was not an autonomous variable. To disprove of this premise, 

Nogaro picked on Keynes’s formal definition of I=S. In the latter, income was defined as 

amounting to output’s value (price of capital and consumer goods sold), and saving as the 

difference between income and outlay on consumer goods. Nogaro thus pointed out how 

saving amounted to the value of capital goods sold, and concluded that Keynes argued for 

I=S at the cost of presupposing that capital goods were always sold, and as a result that 

savings were always invested. Implicitly, Nogaro was concluding that Keynes had in fact 

reinstated Say’s Law. His critique was valid from the point of view of Keynes’s formal 

definition of I=S.1926 However, more important was Keynes’s description of how I=S was 

achieved in practice, which Nogaro did not take account of: in a situation in which savings 

were hoarded, aggregate income would decrease and generate a new equilibrium in the 

amounts allocated to I and S, thus mirroring a lower level of output and employment.1927 

Furthermore, it should be noted that several books written in the late 1930s by 

Keynes’s disciples (like Joan Robinson) and based on the General Theory were also analysed 

in the Revue. The respective reviews insisted that to each degree of unemployment there was 

a correlated wage level, thus stressing the validity of wage deflation to boost employment.1928 

They further emphasised that equilibrium should be attained from the supply side (by 
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reducing costs, rather than changing the price level).1929 It should be noted that in 1938, the 

sociologist Maurice Halbwachs, who directed the economics edition of the Annales 

sociologiques and was in charge of reviewing foreign books, published two short and very 

descriptive reviews of both the General Theory and of Joan Robinson’s Essays in 

Employment.1930 These anticipated a more thorough overview he made of the former in 1940, 

which will be analysed in the next chapter. 

Hence, among younger and older economists in the late 1930s, the General Theory 

was already known, and so were even some of the works written by Keynes’s disciples. 

Moreover, younger economists were expressing much more nuanced and even positive views 

on Keynes’s work than it had happened up to 1935. This hinted at a generational change that 

blossomed over the following two decades, which together with the growing impact of 

Keynes’s book on Anglo-American economic analysis prompted a wider number of French 

economists to analytically engage with Keynes’s work. However, that is not to say that in the 

1940s and 50s, Keynesianism as embodied by the General Theory became a dominant school 

of thought in France. Keynesianism eventually had to compete with mathematical 

microeconomics and related general equilibrium theories, which were revived from 1943 

onwards thanks to the works of Maurice Allais.1931 But before proceeding to analyse the 

diffusion of Keynes’s ideas during the war, it is necessary to explain why and how Jean 

Rioust de Largentaye translated and published the General Theory. 

 

10.5. A providential match: Jean Rioust de Largentaye and the General Theory’s 

translation (1937–42)  

 

The story of the General Theory’s translation starts in May 1936, when the publishers 

Macmillan – either on Keynes’s urging or out of their own initiative – inquired with Payot 

about the possibility of putting out a French edition of the book.1932 It ends in 1942, when that 

                                                 
1929 See the review of Balchandra Adarkar’s 1937 The Theory of Monetary Policy by Louis Baudin, ‘Revue des 

livres’, Revue d’économie politique (July–August 1938), 1270.  
1930 See Maurice Halbwachs, ‘Revues critiques, analyses et bibliographie’, Les Annales sociologiques. Série D. 

Sociologie économique, 3 (1938), 70–1 (for the review of Robinson’s book), and 114 (for Keynes’s).  
1931 Alain Béraud and Philippe Steiner, ‘France, Economics in, after 1870’, in Steven N. Durlauf and Lawrence 

E. Blume (eds.), The New Palgrave Dictionary of Economics Online, available at 

http://www.dictionaryofeconomics.com/article?id=pde2008_F000307 (retrieved 8 August 2015). 
1932 Besides my own reading of the correspondence Largentaye exchanged with Keynes, the bulk of this section 

greatly bears the imprint of Ghislain Deleplace’s studies on the French translation of the General Theory, the 

first of the kind to have been written on the topic.  
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same Payot finally published it.1933 Given that its catalogue was specialised in social sciences, 

the publishing house led by Gustave Payot was a suitable choice. And as seen in past 

chapters, Keynes had already conducted unfruitful negotiations with Payot in regards to the 

prospective publication of the Consequences, the Revision and the Treatise on Probability. In 

September 1936, Payot contacted Keynes. The French publisher was willing to publish the 

General Theory and thought highly of its relevance, but also considered that the book 

possessed ‘un caractère trop special pour le public français’.1934 The problem becomes fully 

intelligible by looking at Payot’s suggested solution: to publish a shortened version of the 

book in which the mathematical parts were either wholly or partly deleted.1935 On the one 

hand, and to capitalise on Keynes’s name, Payot was probably aiming at a market larger than 

that of economics textbooks. Those qualms about algebra reflected the difference between the 

theoretical character of the General Theory, and the more accentuated literary nature of the 

last works of Keynes’s published in France (namely the Essays in Persuasion). Besides, 

Payot’s suggestion also mirrored the limited diffusion of mathematical economics in France.  

The translator suggested by Payot was none other than Gaël Fain, the financial 

journalist who, as mentioned in the previous section, had studied economics in Cambridge 

between 1936 and 1937. In a first instance, Keynes thought that taking the equations away 

would not be much of an issue, and indeed pondered making a shorter version of the General 

Theory. But apparently, he changed tack on the usefulness of such an endeavour and never 

replied to Payot.1936 Keynes’s silence is unsurprising. Although there were only two chapters 

heavily dependent on algebraic notations,1937 key chapters like those on terminological 

definitions, the multiplier, or the marginal propensity to consume were also permeated with 

either mathematical notations or algebra. Moreover, after suffering from a heart attack, 

Keynes was hospitalised from June to September 1937 at a sanatorium in Wales, and then 

until October 1938, he spent most of his time convalescing at his house in Tilton, 

Cambridge.1938  

                                                 
1933 In comparison, the German translation had been published already by the end of 1936. See Robert 

Skidelsky, The Economist, 581. 
1934 Payot to JMK, 11 September 1936, JMK/GTE/3/45. 
1935 Unfortunately, the signature of Payot’s employee who entered into contact with Keynes is illegible. See also 

Payot to JMK, 24 September 1936, JMK/GTE/3/48. 
1936 JMK to Payot, 22 September 1936, JMK/GTE/3/47; and JMK to Jean Rioust de Largentaye, 7 February 

1938, JMK/GTE/3/51. 
1937 These were Chapters 20 and 21, respectively on the employment function and the theory of prices. 
1938 Robert Skidelsky, Fighting, 5–8. 
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Perhaps as an alternative plan, Fain translated James Meade’s 1936 work Introduction 

to Economic Analysis and Policy, which Payot published in 1939. Together with Richard 

Kahn and Joan Robinson, Meade was also a member of the Circus, the discussion group that 

had served as a sounding board for Keynes during the writing of the General Theory. Thus 

Meade’s book contained a thorough discussion of the necessity of counter-cyclical policies as 

a means to reduce unemployment in a closed economic context, which by his own admission 

was tributary of Keynes’s book. Whether the translation received a wide diffusion in France 

is doubtful, given the fact that it was not even reviewed by the Revue d’économie 

politique.1939  

In any case, either because of his physical condition or because he forgot about it (or 

both), Keynes put the matter of the General Theory’s French translation aside. That is, until 

Jean Rioust de Largentaye resurrected it in January 1938, by directly offering his services as 

a translator to Keynes. De Largentaye’s education at the École polytechnique definitely 

equipped him with the mathematical education necessary to fully understand the General 

Theory. Yet, his personal background also goes a long way to explain his interest in the book. 

He hailed from a catholic aristocratic background, and his uncle Frédéric had been a royalist 

deputy and an anti-dreyfusard. In these regards, he was in line with the conservative 

backgrounds of most inspectors of finance.1940 However, he had also studied on the Channel 

Island of Jersey, gaining proficiency in English in the process.1941 And it was this latter fact 

that made de Largentaye an oddity at the IGF. Although most inspectors knew rudiments of 

either English or German, their respective language proficiency was notoriously low.1942 In 

the same vein, unlike most inspectors, Largentaye had worked in the private sector before 

entering the Inspection, at the industrial gases conglomerate Air liquide. There he worked as 

an engineer from 1925 to 1930, when, according to himself, he left the company because of 

                                                 
1939 See James Meade, An Introduction to Economic Analysis and Policy (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 

1937), vi and 1–94. The corresponding French edition of Meade’s book had the title of Économie politique et 

politique économique (Paris: Payot, 1939). 
1940 ‘Largentaye, Frédéric Rioust de’, in Jean Jolly (ed.), Dictionnaire. Vol. VI, 2131–2. 
1941 The connection with Jersey might be explained by the fact that the island had been a common destination for 

political exiles since the eighteenth century: from royalists escaping the French Revolution, to individuals 

escaping Louis Napoléon’s coup in 1851, like the writer Victor Hugo. See Raoul Lemprière, History of the 

Channel Islands (London: Robert Hale Limited, 1980), 133 and 180. 
1942 Nathalie Carré de Malberg, Le Grand, 59–61 and 393. A case in point, Baumgartner spoke badly English. 
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the economic crisis;1943 though according to another account, he was in fact simply 

disillusioned with his job.1944  

In 1931, Largentaye was admitted to the IGF, and in 1936, he was appointed to the 

Treasury, where he was put under Jacques Rueff’s orders as a chargé de mission.1945 It was 

due to his work at the Treasury that de Largentaye soon afterwards discovered the General 

Theory. In May 1937, Vincent Auriol asked Jacques Rueff to inquire into a remark made by 

the parliamentarian Gaston Bergery, who argued that the economy was stalling partly 

because of a monetary shortage. Bergery had been Herriot’s head of cabinet in the first 1924 

Cartel des gauches government and now headed the minnow Parti frontiste, which backed 

the Popular Front. Bergery thought devaluation had been tardy, and that the adoption of 

exchange controls was inevitable, but had finished his parliamentary speech by calling for a 

vaguely-defined politics of confidence, to be attained by combatting economic interests.1946  

Rueff delegated the task of answering Auriol’s request to de Largentaye,1947 who, 

feeling out of his depth, asked a former colleague from the École polytechnique for 

assistance, Stéphane Leven. Hailing from a family of stockbrockers, Leven was the founder 

in the early 1930s of one of the first equity portfolio management societies in France. He was 

also deeply involved in the efforts of the Guillaume brothers, who had created a 

macroeconomic model of France and were regular attendees of the X-Crise meetings.1948 

Leven also headed one of the divisions of Guillaume’s private consultantship, where he did 

research on economic leading indicators (the variables used to predict future economic 

activity). Despite being admired by his peers for his intellectual ability, Leven was a humble 

figure, and due to his reluctance to publish, his first book only appeared in 1971, a tract on 

monetary disequilibria.1949 

                                                 
1943 Nathalie Carré de Malberg, Le Grand, 392–3; and Jean Rioust de Largentaye to JMK, 31 January 1938, 

JMK/GTE/3/49.  
1944 Jean-Charles Asselain, ‘Jean de Largentaye (1902–1970), in Fabien Cardoni, Nathalie Carré de Malberg, 

and Michel Margairaz (eds.), Dictionnaire, 238.  
1945 ‘Rioust de Largentaye, Jean Marie René Olivier’, in Fabien Cardoni, Nathalie Carré de Malberg, and Michel 

Margairaz (eds.), Dictionnaire, 894. 
1946 For Bergery’s intervention, see ‘Gaston Bergery’, Journal officiel de la République française, 7 May 1937, 

1447–50; see also ‘Bergery, Gaston, Franck’, in Béatrice Wattel and Michel Wattel, Qui était qui: dictionnaire 

biographique des Français disparus ayant marqué le XXe siècle (Levallois-Perret: Jacques Lafitte, 2004), 189. 
1947 Ghislain Deleplace, ‘Timing’, 7.  
1948 Leven himself presented in 1936 at X-Crise an ‘Exposé sur la possibilité d’une politique d’open market en 

France’.  
1949 Jean Ullmo, ‘In memoriam: Stéphane Leven (1903–1973)’, 23–4; and Guido Erreygers, ‘Mechanics Meets 

Economics, Once Again: On the Rationale of “Rationale Economics” of the Guillaume Brothers’ (2012), 

available at http://economix.fr/pdf/workshops/2012_pioneers/erreygers.pdf (retrieved 3 November 2015), 16 

and 18. For Leven’s sole book see Essai sur l’instabilité monétaire (Paris: Dunod, 1971). 
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De Largentaye’s troubles owed to his inability to understand when an increase of the 

monetary aggregate corresponded in fact to inflation, a question that he admitted had been 

puzzling him for years.1950 And it was Leven who advised him to read the General Theory: 

there Keynes posited that only in a situation of full employment did an increase in the 

monetary aggregate certainly and directly correspond to inflation. In the end, de Largentaye’s 

memorandum concluded that no monetary shortage as defined by Bergery existed, but rather 

that demand for money was in fact lacking and had to be restored. Here the influence of 

Keynes was felt, as de Largentaye posited that restoring demand for money depended on 

raising expectations for prospective profits through fiscal and even monetary means if 

necessary.1951 

In the introductory letter he sent to Keynes in January 1938, de Largentaye stated that 

he wanted to contribute to a wider diffusion of the General Theory in France, remarking that 

it had enlightened him ‘considerably’. De Largentaye pointed out that the book was still little 

known in France, and claimed Mantoux’s review offered proof that it was also ‘ill 

understood’. As mentioned above, Piero Sraffa actually thought otherwise of Mantoux’s 

review. But whereas Sraffa was referring to Mantoux’s understanding of the General 

Theory’s frameworks, de Largentaye seems to have had more in mind Mantoux’ criticisms of 

the policies Keynes suggested.1952 Dryly, Keynes advised him to get in touch with Payot.1953 

Once he secured the latter’s agreement to translate the book, de Largentaye started work in 

April 1938, and eventually submitted the first draft to Payot in June 1939. It must be recalled 

that by now, Keynes was still in convalescence, and that he only started properly recovering 

from March 1939 onwards, when he put himself in the hands of a Hungarian doctor, János 

Plesch, who medicated him with Protosil, a German precursor of modern antibiotics.1954  

Keynes’s ailing condition and long recovery covered most of the period in which de 

Largentaye worked on the translation. This fact goes a long way to explain why he basically 

put his disciple, the above-mentioned Piero Sraffa, in charge of ‘supervising’ de Largentaye’s 

progress. Sraffa was an Italian economist who had immigrated to Britain to escape Fascism; 

incidentally, he was one of Antonio Gramsci’s best friends. He was also a better French 

                                                 
1950 Jean Rioust de Largentaye to JMK, 31 January 1938, JMK/GTE/3/49. 
1951 Ghislain Deleplace, ‘Timing’, 8.  
1952 Jean Rioust de Largentaye to JMK, 31 January 1938, JMK/GTE/3/49. 
1953 JMK to Jean Rioust de Largentaye, 7 February 1938, JMK/GTE/3/51. 
1954 Robert Skidelsky, Fighting, 40–3. 
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speaker than Keynes, and was well acquainted with French economic analysis.1955 Moreover, 

his unwillingness to teach meant that he had enough time to spare.1956 Thus a periodic routine 

ensued: de Largentaye would send translated chapters and (mostly) lists of translations of 

technical terms for Keynes to comment on; Keynes would do so but ask Sraffa for additional 

comments; then finally Keynes would send both his and Sraffa’s annotations back to de 

Largentaye. Sraffa and the latter only met once to discuss the translation’s progress, during 

January 1939 in Paris.1957  

Despite de Largentaye’s dedication and enthusiasm, the translation was a lengthy and 

thorny process. Three kinds of troubles hampered his efforts. Firstly, and unlike the late Paul 

Franck, de Largentaye actually had a demanding full-time job, and his colleagues were not 

entirely appreciative of his endeavour. As recalled by François Bloch-Lainé in one of this 

chapter’s epigraphs, de Largentaye was mocked at the IGF for spending his time translating 

Keynes’s work.1958 Secondly, time was in short supply, as the spectrum of war was becoming 

ever more pervasive. Hence, de Largentaye had to interrupt his work twice because he was 

mobilised, first in September 1938, and then in April 1939.1959  

Nevertheless, the main difficulties involved the translation of economic jargon 

specific to works written in English (terms like ‘global’ or ‘disutility’), and most notably, 

what Keynes deemed the most poignant challenge: to find ‘suitable equivalents for my set of 

technical terms’. This included staple expressions specific to the General Theory, like 

‘liquidity preference’ or ‘propensity to consume’. Keynes’s first suggestion was for de 

Largentaye to follow the example set by the German translation, which included an English-

German lexicon of the most important terms.1960 Hence, most of their correspondence related 

to terminological issues, and to a lesser degree to clarifying muddled passages of the original 

text. The only draft translations de Largentaye sent to Keynes consisted of two chapters, plus 

                                                 
1955 As proved when discussing how to translate the General Theory’s jargon to French, Sraffa mentioned to 

Keynes that both Mantoux and Rist used the term ‘investissement’ to refer to the act of ‘investment’. See 

Ghislain Deleplace, ‘Terminological’, 6. 
1956 See Robert Skidelsky, The Economist, 289–91. 
1957 See, for instance, JMK to Jean Rioust de Largentaye, 22 December 1938, JMK/GTE/3/107–10; and Ghislain 

Deleplace, ‘Terminological’, 1–3. 
1958 Testimony of François Bloch-Lainé, 24 January 1978, 65. 
1959 Jean Rioust de Largentaye to JMK, 26 October 1938, JMK/GTE/3/92; and Jean Rioust de Largentaye to 

JMK, 30 April 1939, JMK/GTE/3/132. 
1960 JMK to Jean Rioust de Largentaye, 9 April 1938, JMK/GTE/3/60.  
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the preface which the Cambridge economist had specifically written for the French 

edition.1961 

De Largentaye immediately ran into trouble after Keynes and Sraffa considered that 

he had misrepresented the meaning of the original terms in both the first chapter he had 

completed (the eleventh, on the marginal efficiency of capital), and in his first attempt to 

make a French lexicon.1962 By his own admission, de Largentaye first attempted to render the 

General Theory ‘as easy to understand as possible for readers who are not students of 

political economy’.1963 This desire to make Keynes’s book intelligible to the layman can be 

attributable to how inspectors of finance were expected to use language in their memoranda: 

technical and complex issues were to be rendered in a clear and concise style, meant to help 

inexperienced ministers.1964 The way de Largentaye’s professional background shaped his 

use of language also explains why, when commenting on his draft translation of chapter 

17,1965 Sraffa complained to Keynes that de Largentaye’s French was ‘disgraceful’.1966 

Consequently, Keynes told him that his French was ‘insufficiently idiomatic’. He even went 

as far as advising de Largentaye that once he had managed to properly render the meaning of 

the original text into French, it would not be a bad idea to ask someone to help him improve 

the translation stylistically – whether de Largentaye ever followed Keynes’s suggestion is 

unknown.1967 That Keynes and Sraffa had such high expectations is explainable by the 

artistry of the former’s writing style; but it was also ironic, given the General Theory had 

gained from the start a reputation for (literary) abstruseness.1968 

If both Keynes and Sraffa thought that de Largentaye’s prose was not aesthetically 

pleasant, they expected him to translate the technical jargon as literally as possible to avoid 

misrepresentations. Sraffa believed de Largentaye’s initial difficulties in translating technical 

terms betrayed a lack of acquaintance with Anglo-American economic literature – not a 

                                                 
1961 Ghislain Deleplace, ‘The French Translation of Keynes’s General Theory: Analytical Difficulties’, 

unpublished article handed to the author, 1. For a full analysis of the amendments suggested by de Largentaye 

which were then accepted by Keynes (partly because he could not properly trace back his original chains of 

thought), and the theoretical issues said amendments raised, see Ghislain Deleplace, ‘The French Translation of 

Keynes’s General Theory: Analytical Difficulties’, unpublished article forwarded by Deleplace to the author, 1–

16. 
1962 Ghislain Deleplace, ‘Terminological’, 3. 
1963 Jean Rioust de Largentaye to JMK, 11 June 1938, JMK/GTE/3/90. 
1964 Nathalie Carré de Malberg, Le Grand, 402. 
1965 Chapter 17 dealt with the specificities of money when compared with other commodities and the inherent 

impact on the rate of interest. See Robert Skidelsky, The Economist, 566–7. 
1966 Ghislain Deleplace, ‘Terminological’, 4–5. 
1967 JMK to Jean Rioust de Largentaye, 22 December 1938, JMK/GTE/3/109.  
1968 See Paul Samuelson’s views on the General Theory’s style in Robert Skidelsky, The Economist, 548. 
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surprising conclusion given how insular the economics taught at the Polytechnique were. The 

difficulties included mistakes in translating terms like ‘factor cost’ or ‘prime cost’.1969 

Keynes believed that ultimately, de Largentaye’s troubles were due to the fact that in the 

previous fifty years, no up-to-date Anglo-American work on economic theory had been 

translated into French.1970 This remark was not groundless: only in 1935 did a French 

translation of Ralph Hawtrey’s 1919 Currency and Credit appear; Fain’s translation of James 

Meade’s textbook was only available in 1939.1971 However, as proved when de Largentaye 

complained that the term ‘marginal’ was not commonly used in France,1972 the fact was that 

he was probably not very much acquainted with French economic analysis either.1973  

Between them, Sraffa suggested to Keynes that de Largentaye should get acquainted 

with Alfred Marshall’s Principle of Economics and, most importantly, that he should emulate 

the solution adopted by Étienne Mantoux. In his review of the General Theory, the latter had 

adopted a literal approach to translate Keynes’s jargon: for instance ‘liquidity preference’ was 

rendered as ‘préference de liquidité’; ‘effective demand’ became ‘demande effective’; and 

‘propensity to consume’ as ‘propension à consumer.’1974 On Sraffa’s advice, Keynes thus 

urged de Largentaye to contact Mantoux – even if he refrained from telling him to read 

Marshall. Interestingly, Keynes thought this Mantoux was Étienne’s father, Paul Mantoux; 

and even referred to the latter as an ‘old friend of mine’. Either he had forgotten about his 

past strife with Paul Mantoux, or Keynes probably used that description quite liberally.1975 In 

any case, soon afterwards, de Largentaye reported that he had met Mantoux, who ‘after a 

thorough examination’ had helped him to revise the list of technical terms.1976 And by this 

turn of events, the LSE of Robbins and Hayek, by contributing to educate Mantoux on the 

contemporary debates of British economic analysis, had eventually come to rescue Keynes. 

Though de Largentaye lacked a wide knowledge of English and French economics 

literature, he nevertheless showed a correct understanding of Keynes’s arguments, together 

                                                 
1969 Ghislain Deleplace, ‘Terminological’, 6. 
1970 JMK to Jean Rioust de Largentaye, 3 April 1939, JMK/GTE/3/130.  
1971 Lucy Brillant, ‘Ralph George Hawtrey’, 1.  
1972 Jean Rioust de Largentaye to JMK, 28 March 1939, JMK/GTE/2/128.  
1973 For instance, the term ‘marginale’ is employed by the economists Robert Mossé and Adolphe Landry in 

relation to money, productivity, and exports throughout the Revue d’économie politique in 1936, the same year 

the General Theory was published. 
1974 Ghislain Deleplace, ‘Terminological’, 6. 
1975 JMK to Jean Rioust de Largentaye, 2 June 1938, JMK/GTE/3/88; and Ghislain Deleplace, ‘Terminological’, 

3–4. 
1976 Jean Rioust de Largentaye to JMK, 26 October 1938, JMK/GTE/3/92–6. 
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with a very good command of the English language.1977 Indeed, his inquisitive mind 

prompted him to regularly question Keynes on the meaning of more obscure passages, with 

the result that in various sections of the translation, clearer expressions were adopted than in 

the original. An example was de Largentaye’s criticism of a line in Chapter 19 (on the impact 

of changes in money wages on the level of employment). Discussing Australia’s policy of 

price stability, Keynes mentioned how the country had fixed real wages as a way to attain 

that goal. Yet, the original read that ‘the terms of trade were an important influence on real 

wages’.1978 Rightly, de Largentaye pointed out that previously, Keynes had referred to how 

real wages were determined by law, and that what he really wanted to affirm was that foreign 

investment and the terms of trade ‘produced an equilibrium at the level of real wages fixed by 

law’. Keynes acknowledged this, and asked Largentaye to replace ‘real wages’ by ‘the price 

of wage goods’.1979  

Furthermore, the French edition also differed from the original as de Largentaye 

pushed for the inclusion of a glossary of Keynes’s definitions, rather than the simpler lexicon 

that the latter had initially suggested. The glossary related each technical term or expression 

either to a quote lifted from the text, or to a short explanatory note furnished by de 

Largentaye. Naturally, Keynes was anxious about avoiding possible theoretical 

misunderstandings, and insisted that the glossary should only be included if those parts that 

were de Largentaye’s own work were indicated as such.1980 Besides, the French edition also 

contained a specific preface, in which Keynes summarised his theory, which he illustrated as 

an attempt to ditch Say’s law of markets, and to resurrect Montesquieu’s preference for low 

interest rates as in the latter’s 1748 De l’esprit des lois. Keynes thus deemed Montesquieu as 

the greatest French economist and the equal of Adam Smith, deliberately ignoring Say and 

Walras. Montesquieu, who believed wealth derived from increased output rather than from 

the accumulation of precious metals, indeed argued that:  

 

                                                 
1977 Ghislain Deleplace, ‘Terminological’, 4–5. 
1978 JMK, General Theory, 270. 
1979 See Jean Rioust de Largentaye to JMK, 26 October 1938, JMK/GTE/3/93; and JMK to Jean Rioust de 

Largentaye, 12 November 1938, JMK/GTE/3/98. This particularly involved the discussion in chapter 15 of the 

role liquidity preference played in the American slump during 1932, and in chapter 17 the theoretical issues 

raised by Keynes’s two definitions of commodities’ own-rates of interest. 
1980 Jean Rioust de Largentaye to JMK, 7 March 1939, JMK/GTE/2/120; and JMK to Jean Rioust de Largentaye, 

13 March 1939, JMK/GTE/3/125; see also JMK, Théorie générale de l’emploi, de l’intérêt et de la monnaie 

(Payot: 1949), 398–407.  
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Pour que le commerce puisse se bien faire, il faut que l’argent ait un prix, mais que 

ce prix soit peu considérable. S’il est trop haut, le négociant, qui voit qu’il lui en 

coûterait plus en intérêts qu’il ne pourroit gagner dans son commerce, n’entreprend 

rien; si l’argent n’à point de prix, personne n’en prête, et le négociant n’entreprend 

rien non plus.1981  

 

However, he also pinpointed that the state ‘should not tinker with the prevailing level 

of interest as the latter is postulated to be a rate best determined by the free (natural) play of 

real economic forces’. Keynes did not quote Montesquieu elsewhere in the General Theory, 

and most probably only referred to him to increase the appeal of his book to the French 

public. Even so, he did nurture a real interest for Montesquieu in the 1930s, and between 

1933 and 1937 bought original editions of his works.1982 

Yet, the main relevance of Keynes’s preface resides in its commentary on the state of 

French economic analysis. Previously, he had only uttered a few isolated gibes on the 

ineptitude of French economists. This time around, Keynes identified the theoretical 

heterogeneity of French economists as possibly constituting a more receptive backdrop to the 

acceptance of his theory. Keynes considered French economists’ works ‘too eclectic […] 

without deep roots in systematic thought’.1983 Judging by the theoretical differences between 

Rist, Rueff, Nogaro and Aftalion, and the general preference for wide-ranging socio-

historical work, Keynes’s reasoning was cogent. However, he also erroneously thought that 

there was no ‘classical theory’ in France waiting to be defeated – presumably as in a 

consensus around the neoclassical theories laid down by the economists Alfred Marshall in 

Britain and Eugen Böhm-Bawerk in Austria.1984  

For Keynes, the French equivalent of Marshall was Charles Gide, who was somewhat 

of an isolated figure; this was true, even in Gide’s concern for social issues with his defence 

of cooperativism. In any case, Rist and Rueff were certainly closer to marginalism, and more 

classical and liberal than Gide: their continuous opposition to the General Theory betrayed 

                                                 
1981 See Montesquieu, De l’esprit des lois. Tome Deuxième (Paris: P. Pourrat Frères Éditeurs, 1834), 247. 
1982 See Nicos E. Devletoglou, ‘Montesquieu and the Wealth of Nations’, The Canadian Journal of Economics 

and Political Science, 29, 1 (February 1963), 11–4. For how Keynes’s endorsement of Montesquieu was 

received by French economists, specifically François Perroux, see the following chapter. 
1983 JMK, General Theory, xxxii.  
1984 Or Léon Walras, but his marginalism and advocacy of mathematical economics restrained his influence to 

the École polytechnique (besides economists like Rist and Étienne Antonelli, who was actually linked to the 

SFIO).  
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Keynes’s belief that there was no classical theory in France.1985 Moreover, Keynes also forgot 

that there was among French economists a liberal orthodoxy regarding economic policies. As 

described in chapter 9, either because of their adherence to economic and political liberalism 

or scepticism of credit-cycle explanations of the slump (or both), holders of exogenous and 

endogenous conceptions of money, advocates of historical methods, supporters and 

opponents of mathematical economics and marginalism: all tended to reject the monetary and 

fiscal management defended by Keynes.  

The General Theory’s French translation also included a second preface by de 

Largentaye, which he had written at Payot’s request.1986 The preface was highly encomiastic 

of Keynes’s work, and naturally the latter thought it ‘excellently done’.1987 It mostly 

consisted of a contextual and theoretical introduction to the General Theory, and gave an 

overview of how Keynes’s economic thought had evolved since the Tract on Monetary 

Reform and the concomitant role that British unemployment had played in that process. 

Additionally, de Largentaye’s preface also illustrated the theoretical novelties brought by the 

book in comparison to the ‘théorie traditionnelle’: he highlighted Keynes’s premise of 

variable output below full employment, and the psychological depth of his frameworks. And 

he also gave an overview of how Keynes’s book had been received abroad, noting its 

increasing influence on foreign economic analysis and the diffusion of concepts like the 

marginal propensity to consume, liquidity preference or full employment. Interestingly, de 

Largentaye also underlined how Keynes was still mostly known among the general French 

public for the Consequences, and that the General Theory was the first theoretical work of 

Keynes’s being translated into French – as the Tract was a hybrid of journalistic articles and 

theory, whereas neither the Treatise on Probability or the Treatise on Money had appeared in 

France. De Largentaye’s remarks underline the fact that ever since the Consequences, 

Keynes’s writings had become more and more accessible only to specialists in finances or 

economics.  

Finally, he also drew parallels between Keynes’s ‘théorie pure’ and contemporary 

economic experiments. Thus he concluded that the General Theory greatly helped to explain 

why, contrary to what French experts believed,1988 in Germany’s closed system, an increase 

                                                 
1985 See Lucette Le Van-Lemesle, Le Juste, 473–4; and Ernesto Screpanti and Stefano Zamagni, An Outline, 

180–216. 
1986 Jean Rioust de Largentaye to JMK, 26 May 1939, JMK/GTE/3/135. 
1987 JMK to Jean Rioust de Largentaye, 22 June 1939, JMK/GTE/3/136. 
1988 Judging from the testimony of Jean Aris, the French financial attaché in Berlin, Jacques Rueff was a 

notorious example of such belief. See Nathalie Carré de Malberg, Le Grand, 425. 



 

409 

 

 

in the money supply had boosted employment levels, rather than unleashed a ruinous 

inflation that would have prompted the end of Hitler’s regime.1989 In historical hindsight, 

these are conclusions that do not stand, given how particular Germany’s case was. Firstly, 

according to Harold James, 56% of German fiscal deficits from 1933 to 1939 were in fact 

funded by taxation and the profits of public enterprises, whereas only 8% were financed by 

monetary expansion. Only in the late 1930s did inflation become the main source of 

rearmament financing, in particular through the above described Mefo-bills.1990  

Moreover, several aspects of the German recovery simply did not meet the General 

Theory’s assumptions, namely the existence of a market economy where economic agents 

freely made their decisions. From 1933 onwards, German labour’s nominal wages ‘barely 

changed’, as wage controls were instituted and labour mobility was strictly controlled by the 

state. Price controls were implemented and imports strictly controlled, and as a result the 

quality of consumer goods available in the market significantly decreased. In short, German 

economic recovery managed to reach a state of full employment, but without increasing the 

standard of living of the average German individual: that is not surprising, as the ultimate 

goal of the recovery was military.1991 All of this stood in contrast with the General Theory’s 

frameworks, which ultimately aimed at increasing society’s aggregate welfare for peaceful 

purposes.  

De Largentaye finally completed the translation in June 1939, and the first proofs 

were handed by Payot to de Largentaye the following month.1992 Besides Keynes, Sraffa and 

to a minor extent Mantoux, he had also relied on the help of two friends, Jean Cheguillaume 

and Gabriel Ardant, whom he thanked in his preface.1993 Cheguillaume was apparently a 

medical doctor, but Ardant, an inspector of finance, is much better known. From the 1940s 

onwards, he became a key figure in the diffusion of Keynes’s theory within the Treasury, 

joined Free France’s financial administration in Algiers during the war, and a direct 

collaborator and personal friend of both Georges Boris and Pierre Mendès-France during and 

after it. With the latter, he co-authored various works on economics imbued with the General 

Theory’s frameworks; after 1946, he jousted with Rueff on the validity of Keynes’s theory. 

All these topics will be elaborated on the following two chapters.  

                                                 
1989 JMK, Théorie générale, 17–23. 
1990 Harold James, The German Slump, 372–7. 
1991 Harold James, The German Slump, 372–419. 
1992 Jean Rioust de Largentaye to JMK, 12 May 1940, JMK/GTE/3/139.  
1993 JMK, Théorie générale, 23. 
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Initially, Payot planned to publish the French translation on 15 September 1939, an 

arrangement that was derailed by the war’s preparations and its eventual outbreak in 

September. De Largentaye was mobilised in August and spent part of the ‘drôle de guerre’ in 

an artillery battery, after which he was attached to the Ministry of Armament and sent to 

Madrid to negotiate arms supplies. In November 1939, he corrected the second proofs of the 

translation, but its publication was fully in the hands of Gustave Payot, who for the next two 

years resorted to various excuses to stall it. At first glance, he seems to have been afraid that 

the war sales would be low. For that reason, he remarked that paper and work force were now 

in short supply.1994  

However, according to a recollection told by de Largentaye to his children, Payot was 

in fact being pressured by the mighty Comité des forges (the main French steel cartel) to not 

publish the General Theory on the basis that it was a Communist work!1995 Subsequently, in 

1941, Payot also attempted to convince de Largentaye to commission a preface from François 

Piétri, a proposition which the former refused on the basis that it would taint the worth of 

Keynes’s work.1996 As a Minister of Budget and Finance of Laval and Flandin, Piétri was one 

of the proponents of 1930s deflationist policies’; and from October 1940 to November 1944, 

was Vichy’s ambassador in Madrid. He was eventually condemned in 1948 to five years of 

national indignity.1997  

Ultimately, the French translation of the General Theory was published in a very 

haphazard way. Firstly, in May 1941, Payot decided to finally print 2,000 copies, which 

constituted the first edition. At the time, the German authorities were confiscating lead,1998 

the material of which the plates used in the printing process were made of. If Payot had not 

taken that decision, the publishing would have been even more delayed. Nevertheless, Payot 

did not immediately put this first edition on the market, with the excuse that he lacked an 

authorisation from the German censors. When de Largentaye was about to request the 

authorisation, Payot managed to arrange it and with no warning nor press advertisements 

whatsoever, the book was put on sale in late 1942. According to de Largentaye, by December 

of that same year, the first edition was almost sold out: it was ‘extremely difficult to find any 

copy at the booksellers’.1999 He managed to send one to Keynes through Hugh Ellis-Rees, the 

                                                 
1994 Jean Rioust de Largentaye to JMK, 12 May 1940, JMK/GTE/3/139–40. 
1995 Pierre Rosanvallon, ‘Histoire’, 53. 
1996 Jean Rioust de Largentaye to JMK, 28 June 1941, JMK/GTE/3/144. 
1997 ‘Piétri, François Sampiero Sébastien Marie Jourdan’, 870–1. 
1998 Jean Rioust de Largentaye to JMK, 28 June 1941, JMK/GTE/3/144; and Ghislain Deleplace, ‘Timing’, 3. 
1999 Jean Rioust de Largentaye to JMK, 4 December 1942, JMK/GTE/3/151. 
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financial attaché of the British embassy in Madrid. Keynes was delighted and noticed that 

despite the war, the book’s ‘format is just as usual, the paper rather better and the price not 

much higher’ (it had been printed in the non-occupied area controlled by Vichy).2000 Further 

reprints were made only after the end of the war. As described in the following chapter, the 

difficulty in obtaining copies during the conflict eventually prompted other economists to 

start their own translations of the General Theory. 

At the time the translation was published, de Largentaye was still officially working 

for Vichy, as a financial attaché in Madrid and Lisbon. However, he was also involved with 

the French Resistance. According to Gaston Cusin, he was responsible for ‘secret financial 

transfers’ to help members of the Resistance hiding in Spain.2001 By December 1942, he 

hinted to Keynes that he was soon going to defect; and indeed, in May 1943, he reached 

Algiers from Lisbon, carrying with him 30 million escudos, which corresponded to Vichy’s 

funds in Lisbon. Meanwhile, Le Matin – the conservative newspaper now aligned with Vichy 

– charged de Largentaye with transferring ‘capitaux peu Aryens’ to Algiers, and accused him 

of being an intimate friend of Ellis-Rees. Entertainingly, it also accused him of attempting to 

print the General Theory in Switzerland, to then send the copies clandestinely to France. This 

was clear anti-Allied propaganda: by now Keynes had been both elevated to the peerage and 

appointed to the Bank of England’s board.2002 In Algiers, Largentaye became a member of 

the Financial Commission of the Comité français de la libération nationale (CFLN), the 

North African branch of Free France, De Gaulle’s government-in-exile whose headquarters 

were located in London. De Largentaye’s superior was Pierre Mendès-France, and together 

with Ardant (who reached Algiers in March 1943), the three formed a powerful team of 

experts acquainted with Keynesian economics.2003 As described in the following chapter, 

together with Mendès and Boris, de Largentaye eventually met Keynes as one of the 

members of the French delegation that attended the June to July 1944 Bretton Woods 

Conference. 

 

                                                 
2000 JMK to Jean Rioust de Largentaye, 3 March 1943, JMK/GTE/3/155; and Ghislain Deleplace, ‘Timing’, 4. 
2001 Ghislain Deleplace, ‘Timing’, 5. 
2002 De Largentaye stole Vichy’s funds on orders of Maurice Couve de Murville, who had reached Algiers 

already in March 1943. See Nathalie Carré de Malberg, L’État-majeur, 444; and Jean Nosco, ‘L’Équipe des 

inspecteurs des Finances félons’, Le Matin, 19 May 1943, 1–3; ‘Couve de Murville, Jacques Maurice’ and 

‘Leroy-Beaulieu, Paul Alfred Marie René’ in Fabien Cardoni, Nathalie Carré de Malberg, and Michel Margairaz 

(eds.), Dictionnaire, 599 and 792.  
2003 ‘Ardant, Gabriel Henri Marie’, in Fabien Cardoni, Nathalie Carré de Malberg, and Michel Margairaz (eds.), 

Dictionnaire, 477. 
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Chapter 11 – Once again, the Prophet’s fame is propelled by war: anti-inflationary 

ideas, national income accounting, and Bretton Woods (1939–46) 

 

Ainsi, voilà que le plus ésotérique des économistes anglais 

est considéré comme une autorité par ceux qui représentent 

le mieux les réactions instinctives de la classe ouvrière en [Angleterre], 

et que son prestige nous apparaît s’étendre singulièrement  

au-delà du cercle des économistes professionnelles. Constatons le fait. 

 

Maurice Halbwachs (1940)2004 

 

11.1. Introduction 

 

Upon being told in March 1943 by Jean Rioust de Largentaye that the French edition 

of the General Theory had promptly sold out, Keynes wryly replied that: ‘[…] there are a 

good many people in France today who have nothing better to do than think about the future 

rather than the present!’2005 Keynes was actually spot on, as France’s defeat of June 1940 

against Hitler’s armies did not halt the reception of his economic theory amid economically-

literate Frenchmen. The previous chapter analysed how the General Theory was first known 

in France thanks to the efforts of a marginal and assorted group of inspectors of finance, 

politicians and financial experts, and the curiosity of younger economists. This chapter’s 

hypothesis is that the war helped to accelerate the spread of Keynes’s ideas, in great part 

because of their growing impact on Anglo-American economic analysis and British financial 

policies. Moreover, and decisively, the war aligned individuals and determined the contexts 

that eventually allowed for the application and systematic diffusion of Keynes’s theory in 

post-1945 France.  

Thus this chapter’s five sections analyse the reception of Keynes’s economic theory 

and policy suggestions from 1940 to the date of his demise, April 1946. The first section 

inquires about the reception of his 1939–40 How to Pay for the War articles and pamphlet. 

These were Keynes’s attempt to apply the General Theory’s frameworks onto a context of 

excess, rather than deficient aggregate demand. It also prompted the making of the first 

                                                 
2004 Maurice Halbwachs, ‘La “Théorie Générale” de John Maynard Keynes’, Les Annales sociologiques. Série 

D. Sociologie économique, 4 (1940), 27. 
2005 JMK to Jean Rioust de Largentaye, 3 March 1943, JMK/GTE/3/155. 
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national budget – that is, the use of national income accounting to establish a prospective 

macroeconomic scenario determining the gap between total output and public and private 

expenditure. From the resulting inflationary (aggregate demand being higher than aggregate 

supply) or deflationary gap (the opposite case), a set of fiscal policies could be designed to 

restrain or stimulate demand, and therefore to promote or counter inflation. Afterwards, the 

third and fourth sections scrutinise Pierre Mendès France’s attempt to apply Keynes’s anti-

inflationary ideas in postwar France; and François Perroux’s efforts to make known the 

General Theory, from Vichy to the post-Liberation years. It was Perroux who trained Pierre 

Uri, the chief architect of the first French national budget in 1947. Subsequently, the fourth 

and fifth parts of this chapter examine younger economists’ theoretical criticisms of Keynes’s 

theory during the war, which foreshadowed post-1945 French economists’ views on the 

General Theory; and the reception of Keynes’s Clearing Union Plan, which preceded the 

1944 Bretton Woods conference. Awareness of Keynes’s increased political relevance abroad 

was revealed by reactions to his death in France. Yet, and mirroring his long-standing 

differences with French economists, his death was not announced in the most important 

French economics journal.  

 

11.2. The General Theory against inflation: How to Pay for the War and its reception 

in France (1939–43)  

 

Following up on his 1937 suggestions on how to avoid a slump, it was through his 

1939–40 articles and subsequent pamphlet entitled How to Pay for the War that Keynes first 

applied the General Theory’s frameworks in an encompassing policy proposal. With war 

approaching, the main economic and financial problem posed to policymakers consisted of 

achieving an optimal warfare-related output, while at the same time offsetting the inflationary 

effects of an economy soon to be working at full employment. As production was shifted to 

war-related materials and goods, business’ profits increased and so did the working classes’ 

purchasing power. However, owing to the smaller number of consumer goods on the market 

that increased purchasing power posed a serious inflationary risk. At the same time, it was the 

Treasury’s task to finance the State’s expenditure over the duration of the war. The approach 

of the British and French governments consisted of increasing direct and indirect taxation, 

and of gradually implementing rationing, alongside with price and exchange-controls. These 
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combined measures allowed them to curtail the public’s purchasing power, and redirect its 

savings to war loans raised by the Treasury.  

However, Keynes thought that there existed a more efficient way of preventing 

inflation and controlling private consumption than rationing and price controls: compulsory 

savings.2006 Keynes first approached the issue of how to cope with the financial strains 

imposed by rearmament expenditure in April 1939, through two articles published in the 

Times. With the prospect of war looming, he proposed the creation of a closed financial 

circuit, on the grounds of the above-described inflationary context of an economy working at 

full employment with boosted purchasing power and fewer consumer goods on the market. 

To prevent capital flight and maintain financial equilibrium, Keynes made the channelling of 

savings into public loan subscriptions dependent upon the adoption of exchange controls. 

Finally, to limit wastage of ressources, he called for State control of imports and exports, and 

for central coordination of labour allocation between industries.2007  

These articles were reviewed in France by Frédéric Jenny, the editor of the semi-

official and conservative political daily Le Temps. Jenny did not doubt that Keynes’s closed 

monetary circuit could succeed in Britain, but refused the general validity of the postulate 

that fiscal expenditure would provoke an increase of savings, which could then be reinvested 

onto public loans. In Jenny’s account, that postulate was similar to the ‘pouvoir d’achat’ 

theory applied by Léon Blum’s government from 1936 to 1937; or, in other words, a recipe 

for catastrophic inflation. Besides, Jenny also rejected state coordination of the rearmament 

process, on the grounds that entrepreneurs knew better of their own productive capabilities 

and markets. He regarded exchange controls as totalitarian, and concluded that Keynes’s 

advocacy of a closed economy and managed monetary policy was inspired by Hjalmar 

Schacht’s system. Further proof, he pointed out, was that Keynes was not and had never been 

a liberal. Jenny was wrong, as will become evident from comparing Keynes’s How to Pay 

with French rearmament-financing techniques.2008  

The main issue with Keynes’s proposals was that they did not sufficiently curb the 

public’s increased purchasing power by channeling it towards the Treasury’s accounts. Given 

his rejection of rationing (which he deemed illiberal, as analysed further below), he opted for 

an ingenious form of taxation. Thus, in two newspaper articles entitled How to Pay for the 

                                                 
2006 For a full contextualisation of Keynes’s ideas within the realm of British financial preparations for the war, 

see Robert Skidelsky, Fighting, 52–61; see also D. E. Moggridge, Maynard, 628–33. 
2007 JMK, ‘Crisis Finance: An Outline of Policy’ (17–8 April 1939), in JMK, Activities 1931–1939, 509–18.  
2008 Frédéric Jenny, ‘Finances de paix et finances de guerre’, Le Temps, 24 April 1939, 3. 
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War (first published on 14 and 15 November 1939 by the Times), Keynes presented the idea 

of compulsory savings, which he aimed to introduce to the 1940 war budget. The reasoning 

of How to Pay went as follows. If the volume of consumer goods available on the market (as 

a result of the shift of output towards war goods) would not match the increased purchasing 

power, and given how in an inflationary context wages lagged behind prices, the working 

classes would lose the most. During the First World War, it was partly through such an 

inflationary process that the British Treasury – not deliberately – had financed the war. The 

working classes consumed less because of the widening gap between prices and wages, 

whilst business profits were directly taxed.2009  

Yet, it could not be expected that labour would acquiesce once again in such an 

expedient. Nor was the solution of simply implementing an income tax on lower wages a 

politically and socially painless solution, because the working class’ wages were traditionally 

exempted from direct taxation.2010 Keynes’s scheme of compulsory savings (which he 

christened ‘deferred pay’) thus sought to force the working classes to defer the enjoyment of 

their higher wages. All incomes over a specified level would be requisitioned by the 

Treasury, partly as a direct tax and partly in the form of compulsory savings. These would be 

deposited in individual accounts at the Post Office Savings Bank, and remain blocked during 

the hostilities, while carrying interest. Keynes believed that after the war, a short boom would 

be followed by a more lasting slump owing to reduced effective demand. The blocked 

savings would then be unleashed and employed as a counter-cyclical measure.2011  

Compulsory savings were thus primarily intended as an alternative to consumption-

restraining methods like rationing, wage and price controls. Only belatedly did Keynes accept 

the necessity of those controls, which he believed constituted forms of ‘totalitarian planning’ 

that would interfere with the maintenance of ‘natural prices’ in the market. He believed the 

latter were essential to enable consumer choice, a basic individual’s right; the parallel with 

Hayek’s 1944 work The Road to Serfdom has been properly noted by Skidelsky.2012 More 

                                                 
2009 For Britain’s war financing during the First World War, see Stephen Broadberry and Peter Howlett, ‘The 

United Kingdom During World War I: Business as Usual?’, in Stephen Broadberry and Mark Harrison, The 

Economics, 215–26; and Robert Skidelsky, Fighting, 52–3. 
2010 Robert Skidelsky, Fighting, 53; and Stephen Broadberry and Peter Howlett, ‘The United Kingdom: “Victory 

at All Costs”’, in Mark Harrison (ed.), The Economics of World War II: Six Great Powers in International 

Comparison (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998), 48. 
2011 JMK, ‘Paying for the War’ (14–5 November 1939), in JMK and Donald Moggridge (ed.), The Collected 

Writings of John Maynard Keynes. Vol. XXII: Activities 1939–1945: Internal War Finance (London: 

Macmillan, 1978), 41–51; and Keynes’s reply to his critics in JMK, ‘Mr. Keynes and his Critics: a Reply and 

Some Questions’ (28 November 1939), in JMK, Activities 1939–45, 74–81. 
2012 Robert Skidelsky, Fighting, 56; and 67. 
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importantly, in How to Pay, Keynes put the General Theory’s macroeconomic accounting 

mechanics to work, albeit to curtail aggregate demand, rather than expanding it. Thus, more 

relevant than compulsory savings per se, was the method employed by Keynes to calculate 

by how much taxation had to be increased in order to cover the gap between aggregate 

demand and aggregate supply. Given how the former was determined by two independent 

components (consumption and investment), it did not adjust automatically to the aggregate 

supply, as determined by Say’s Law. However, as there was no official data on British 

national income available, to quantify the gap, Keynes had to enlist the help of a statistician 

then working at Cambridge, Erwin Rothbarth. He picked and updated previous estimates 

made by the economist Colin Clark (covering the years 1924 to 35). With the estimates of 

national income in hand, the policymaker could not only reach a socially equitable 

distribution of fiscal charges, but more rationally employ fiscal policy to attain 

macroeconomic equilibrium.2013 

Keynes’s articles were widely discussed in the press, and subjected to criticisms and 

suggestions from all quarters of British opinion, from economists to trade union 

representatives. Their criticisms can be narrowed down to mainly two points. Firstly, 

representatives from the Labour Party and the conservative press pointed out that compulsory 

savings restrained individual liberties. Labour actually endorsed controlled inflation together 

with rationing, followed by a capital tax on businessman’s profits, to be levied after the war. 

Secondly, economists pinpointed that after the war, the core problem would rather be to stave 

off inflation, as the scarcity of resources would be mismatched against the public’s suddenly 

and greatly increased purchasing power. Still, all major economists in Britain – from Dennis 

Robertson to Hayek and Robbins – supported How to Pay given its anti-inflationary 

character.2014 Both kinds of criticism were eventually also made in France. 

After assimilating that feedback, Keynes updated his original articles and published 

them on 27 February 1940 as an 88-page pamphlet, also named How to Pay: his goal was to 

finally gather Labour’s support and introduce compulsory savings to the national budget. The 

pamphlet sought to further diminish the burden placed on the working classes, by proposing 

                                                 
2013 D. E. Moggridge, Maynard, 628–32 (and 644); Robert Skidelsky, Fighting, 70–1; and Pierre Delfaud and 

Alain Planche, ‘Les Lois de l’économie de guerre. Des agrégats de Keynes au financement de l’effort de 

guerre’, in Frédéric Poulon (ed.), Les Écrits, 72. On the role of Erwin Rothbarth in the making of How to Pay’s 

accounts and the accounting definitions used in them see Ludo Cuyvers, ‘Keynes’s collaboration with Erwin 

Rothbarth’, The Economic Journal, 93 (September 1983), 629–36. See also Gérard Klotz, ‘Que reste-t-il de 

Keynes? Au moins la comptabilité nationale!’, L’Actualité économique, 79, 1–2 (2003), 221–38.  
2014 For a more detailed overview of How to Pay for the War’s reception in Britain, see Robert Skidelsky, 

Fighting, 56–61; and D. E. Moggridge, Maynard, 633–5. 
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family allowances and an iron ration made of basic essential goods purchasable at stable 

prices. These concessions would be paid for mainly out of further increases in the income tax. 

Picking on a suggestion made by Hayek, Keynes relented and proposed that the blocked 

savings should be handed back not immediately after the end of the war, but at the onset of 

the first postwar slump hitting Britain: they would be paid with the proceeds of a capital 

tax.2015  

Keynes returned to the Treasury in August 1940. Twenty-two years had passed since 

he had abandoned the top echelon of Britain’s financial administration in the aftermath of the 

Versailles conference.2016 His first major achievement was the adoption in 1941 budget of 

national income accounting to determine how much fiscal revenue would have to be raised to 

close the inflationary gap. That is, the difference between the projected higher level of 

purchasing power held by the fully employed working force, and the comparatively lower 

level of available goods on the market characteristic of a war economy. Making use of his 

prestige, he sponsored and protected from internal interferences the work developed by James 

Meade and Richard Stone on more up-to-date estimates of national income. Both were 

working for the Central Economic Information Service of the War Cabinet: Meade had been 

part of the Cambridge Circus, whilst Stone was a former student of Keynes. Their estimates 

for the years 1938 to 1940 were finally used by Keynes to calculate the inflationary gap for 

1941, and were then published as an appendix to the budget of that same year.  

As remarked by Donald Moggridge and George Peden, the breakthrough character of 

this method resided in the way it conceived of the budget as a tool to attain macroeconomic 

equilibrium. Until then, in Britain (and France), the budget was simply ‘a cash balance sheet 

of central government income and expenditure’ – hence the emphasis was on the financial 

equilibrium of public accounts.2017 Thus, despite the insufficient accuracy of the income data 

available at the time, the 1941 budget laid a precedent for all subsequent British budgets, and 

the procedure of using national income estimates to establish the budget for the following 

fiscal year was subsequently emulated by the US in 1943.2018 This was the major intellectual 

triumph Keynes gained from How to Pay. Compulsory savings were introduced in the 1941 

                                                 
2015 JMK, How to Pay for the War, 44–57. 
2016 For the context behind Keynes’s return to the Treasury, see D. E. Moggridge, Maynard, 638–41. 
2017 George C. Peden, Keynes, 40; and for a thorough narrative of Keynes and his disciples’ involvement in the 

making of the 1941 budget, see D. E. Moggridge, Maynard, 645–8. 
2018 Regarding contemporary developments on national income accounting, see Roger E. Backhouse, The 

Penguin, 240–5; and in what regards the US see Paul Studenski, The Income of Nations. Theory, Measurement 

and Analysis: Past and Present. A Study in Applied Economics and Statistics (New York: University Press, 

1958), 153 and 457.  
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budget, but covered less than 3% of domestic government expenditure, rather than the 15% 

originally envisaged by Keynes. And anyways, these measures had already been preceded 

since 1940 by the extensive implementation of rationing and price controls.2019 Historical 

opinion on Keynes’s compulsory savings has not been kind. As Peden concluded, after the 

war, the blocked savings ‘had to be peddled out slowly, and in greatly depreciated currency, 

to old-age pensioners and other special cases’.2020  

Across the Channel, and well in advance of Keynes’s How to Pay proposals, the 

Minister of Finance Paul Reynaud had implemented throughout 1938–9 several measures 

equally aimed at preventing inflation and restraining consumption. After the fall of Blum’s 

second government in April 1938, the Radical Édouard Daladier formed a new government 

that lasted until March 1940. For the remainder of 1938, capital outflows continued to 

endanger French finances, but Daladier refused to adopt exchange controls as suggested by 

his Minister of Finance, Paul Marchandeau. Even when advised to implement them by the 

head of the US Treasury Harry Morgenthau, Daladier rejected exchange controls, which he 

deemed a measure more akin to totalitarian regimes like Germany.  

Precisely because Marchandeau did not fully share that outlook, Daladier replaced 

him with Paul Reynaud in November 1938. Reynaud’s and Daladier’s adherence to economic 

liberalism, together with a crack-down on the Popular Front’s labour legislation, stimulated a 

massive repatriation of capitals. Capital holders were willing to subscribe to short term public 

debt titles, which the Treasury used to finance rearmament expenditure. The profits derived 

from the resulting industrial growth were then reinvested in public debt. Hence the financial 

circuit envisaged by Blum and Boris in their 1938 draft bill was established by Reynaud, 

albeit through liberal means rather than based on a closed economy. Rearmament finally 

spurred economic recovery, and industrial production rose from 80 in November 1938 to 92 

(1929=100) in June 1939.2021 Yet, the economic liberalism of Daladier and Reynaud meant 

that aggregate armament output and its quality were below the French armed forces’ needs. 

                                                 
2019 Robert Skidelsky, Fighting, 74–90; D. E. Moggridge, Maynard, 636–48; Stephen Broadberry and Peter 

Howlett, ‘The United Kingdom’, 48–9; and Talbot Imlay, Facing, 348–9. For an overview of the impact of 
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2000), 16–8 and 45–6.  
2020 George C. Peden, Keynes, 42. 
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encompassing analysis, see Michel Margairaz, L’État. Vol. I, 450–96; Kenneth Mouré, The Gold, 244–6; Robert 
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In great part, this was due to the fact that rearmament was mainly conducted by private 

industrialists, without central planning, coordination or allocation of production capacity, 

labour and raw resources.2022  

Like Keynes, Reynaud also sought to avoid using war-financing ‘totalitarian’ 

methods. For him, this involved abiding by what he claimed were capitalism’s rules: ‘profits, 

individual risk, free markets and growth by competition’.2023 Whereas Keynes sought to 

prevent the war’s financial burden from fully falling upon the working classes, Reynaud 

thought otherwise. In practical terms, his solution to increase output consisted of forcing 

labour to accept wage cuts and an extension of working hours, while industrialists’ profits 

from rearmament were not taxed. Unlike Britain, war financing measures were implemented 

without any negotiation with the working classes’ political representatives. Daladier and 

Reynaud’s policies mirrored the industrialists’ wishes in shedding the social reforms 

implemented by the Popular Front, above all the 40-hour working week.2024  

In the same month the war started, September 1939, exchange controls were finally 

adopted, but wages and prices remained frozen at prewar levels. Working hours were 

subsequently increased to 72 in armament industries, whilst labour mobility was restricted. 

Furthermore, the pay due to overtime work was heavily taxed and redirected to a Solidarity 

Fund, created to fund civilian expenses throughout the war. Rationing was adopted in 

February 1940, but limited only to alcohol and cake!2025 Not only did Reynaud’s measures 

effectively fail to prevent inflation, but it was the working classes that bore the brunt: from 

August 1939 to April 1940 food prices alone rose in the order of 15-20%.2026 Hence, it is not 

surprising that in the How to Pay pamphlet (published in March 1940), Keynes referred to 

French policies – namely measures restricting labour mobility and taxing overtime work pay 

– to assert how mild the impact of compulsory savings would in comparison be on the living 

standards of British labour.2027  

Keynes deployed considerable attention to the diffusion of his proposals in France, 

more than to any other set of journalistic material since the Supplements. And both the initial 

November 1939 articles and the February 1940 How to Pay pamphlet raised a degree of 

                                                 
2022 On this topic see Talbot Imlay, Facing, 274–98. 
2023 Quoted from Talbot Imlay, Facing, 261–2; see also 273–4. 
2024 Talbot Imlay, Facing, 261–4. 
2025 Talbot Imlay, Facing, 285; for a contemporary positive overview of the September–November 1939 decrees 

increasing working class taxation see Robert Wolff to JMK, 20 March 1940, JMK/HP/4/192. 
2026 Talbot Imlay, Facing, 285. 
2027 JMK, How to Pay for the War, 75–7. 
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interest in Keynes’s ideas within the French press that had last been observed only with the 

1933 Means to Prosperity. French reactions thematically converged with the British; 

although in France there were barely any reactions from labour’s political forces (most 

notably the SFIO and the CGT), perhaps owing to the fact that their weight in policymaking 

was marginal.2028 Like their British counterparts, financial journalists stressed that voluntary 

savings would suffice to close the inflationary gap. Economists’ attitudes ranged between 

refusal and scepticism in regards to compulsory savings’ feasibleness, but on a theoretical 

level, key names like Nogaro and Rueff sympathised with Keynes’s scheme for its anti-

inflationary purpose.  

At Le Temps, unsurprisingly, Frédéric Jenny dismissed compulsory savings as a 

totalitarian measure akin to Germany’s similar projects (which in the end were never 

implemented given the effectiveness of rationing and production controls).2029 Although he 

recognised the anti-inflationary merits of Keynes’s scheme, he believed its implementation 

was practically unfeasible and undesirable in principle. Most industries would not be 

mobilised to the war effort, he claimed, because financing the war would necessarily depend 

on the existence of profitable industries involved in the making of consumer goods. And as 

compulsory savings were ultimately incompatible with liberal democracies, the solution lay 

instead in appealing to the patriotism of capital holders. Thus voluntary savings (channelled 

to public loans via higher rates of interest), combined with increased taxation, would suffice 

to finance the war.2030 The adoption of Keynes’s compulsory savings proposal would at most 

shatter the public’s confidence, and drive savings away from voluntary subscriptions to 

public debt, thus putting at risk the Treasury’s financement and eventually leading to 

inflation.2031 

Similar arguments were made in the same daily by the Catholic politician Joseph 

Barthélemy, a fierce advocate of economic liberalism who eventually became Vichy’s 

Minister of Justice from 1941 to 1943, and conducted the Riom trial against Léon Blum. 

Barthélemy referred to Sir Robert Kindersley’s (the administrator of the Bank of England) 

refusal of Keynes’s scheme to emphasise how France and Britain constituted a homogenous 

                                                 
2028 For instance, there were no references to Keynes’s proposals in the CGT’s daily, Le Peuple; whose coverage 

of British labour news essentially focused on changes in legislation and the TUC’s statements. 
2029 Frédéric Jenny, ‘Le Financement de guerre’, Le Temps, 25 December 1939, 3; and Frédéric Jenny, ‘Les 

Deux méthodes’, Le Temps, 15 January 1940, 1. In regards to Germany’s war taxation and consumption 

restriction measures see Adam Tooze, The Wages, 354–6, 495, and 644–8. 
2030 Frédéric Jenny, ‘Le “Financement” de la guerre en Grande-Bretagne’, Le Temps, 11 March 1940, 3.  
2031 Frédéric Jenny, ‘Méthodes de financement’, Le Temps, 13 May 1940, 3. 
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alliance, united in defence of liberty.2032 Finally, at Le Matin, inflation was simply considered 

inevitable and compulsory savings thus thought of as a superfluous measure: the indolent 

logic being that wages would have to match rising prices anyways.2033 Beyond conservative 

dailies, the Socialist Le Populaire limited itself to publishing an extensive and neutral 

overview of the How to Pay articles in January 1940.2034 It was authored by François Crucy, a 

journalist who had been part of Léon Blum’s cabinet (in his first government). A few months 

after this article, Crucy offered to publish the How to Pay pamphlet. Yet, as explained further 

below, Keynes rejected the offer, as he was already in talks with Gallimard.2035  

It was up to a non-politically aligned outlet to give what was by far the best analysis 

of Keynes’s proposals and of the intentions underlying it: the Nouveaux cahiers, which 

supported economic planning. With the industrialist August Detoeuf as its most prominent 

member, the Nouveaux cahiers formed an eclectic group. Mostly they were ‘forward-thinking 

businessman’, who nevertheless also counted the Marxist Lucien Laurat and the philosopher 

Simone Weil within their fold.2036 The article reviewing How to Pay – which was anonymous 

– published large translated sections of Keynes’s articles and praised him as a ‘grande 

économiste’, which was uncommon in the French press. It further considered Keynes’s 

proposals as possessing great interest for France, where unlike Britain, inflationist dangers 

were not so much derived from unnecessary imports, as from the overheating of domestic 

industries. Accurately, the reviewer pointed out that Keynes’s proposals were not only the 

most liberal approach to war financing so far devised, but that they were also socially more 

transparent than the combination of taxing and price controls hitherto adopted in Britain and 

France. It nevertheless criticised Keynes’s promise that the blocked savings would not be 

subjected to depreciation throughout the war (a point Keynes revised in the February 

pamphlet), and stressed that compulsory savings should be enforced after the voluntary 

saving ceased to provide for the Treasury’s necessities.2037  

                                                 
2032 Joseph Barthélemy, ‘Interruption de prescription’, Le Temps, 2 March 1940, 1–2. On Joseph Barthélemy’s 

transition from the Third Republic to Vichy see Gilles Martinez, ‘Joseph Barthélemy et la crise de la démocratie 

libérale’, Vingtième Siècle. Revue d’histoire. 59 (July–September 1998), 32–47. 
2033 ‘L’Épargne obligatoire’, Le Matin, 5 May 1940, 4. 
2034 François Crucy, ‘Comment financer la guerre? Les trade-unions et le projet de J. M. Keynes’, Le Populaire, 

31 December 1939, 1–2. 
2035 François Crucy to JMK, 6 March 1940, JMK/HP/7/100; and JMK to François Crucy, 12 March 1940, 

JMK/HP/7/101. 
2036 On Auguste Detoeuf, the Nouveaux cahiers and its relation with Sciences Po, see Philip Nord, France’s New 

Deal, 84–6. 
2037 ‘Autour du plan Keynes’, Nouveaux cahiers, 1 February 1940, 20–5.  
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As for French economists’ attitudes, they oscillated between hostility to compulsory 

savings and non-commitment owing to the practical difficulties of implementing it. With a 

few exceptions, they obviously recognised the advantage of restraining consumption, fighting 

inflation and channelling savings to the Treasury in one single swipe. One of those 

exceptions was Jean Lescure, who sent a letter to Le Temps in March 1940 protesting against 

Keynes’s idea of compulsory savings. He deemed it dangerous and comparable to Stalinist 

coercion, predicting it would raise labour strife. Likewise, Lescure regarded the idea of a 

postwar capital tax as mere tomfoolery; and to back his point, he asserted that the 

development of German war industries was mainly thanks to the public subscription to their 

securities.2038 What he failed to consider was whether those loans had really been voluntarily 

subscribed. In fact, Germany’s own attempt at raising a war loan in 1938 had produced 

meagre results. It was through rationing and other controls that savings were forcibly 

redirected to state securities, or indirectly borrowed by the Reich from ‘the coffers of local 

government, the insurance funds and local savings banks’.2039  

However, two heavyweights of French economics, Jacques Rueff and Bertrand 

Nogaro, acknowledged the value of Keynes’s scheme. By then, the former was the deputy 

director of the Treasury. Like Hayek in Britain, Rueff also agreed with Keynes on the 

economics of scarcity: but for once, Keynes beat Rueff as the champion of liberalism. Rueff 

was clearly aware that times of war called for different rules than in peace: exchange 

controls, import and export controls, and increases in direct taxation were all measures worth 

adopting. Likewise, Rueff argued that voluntary savings should be stimulated by rationing 

goods and forbidding new ones from being sold (‘prohibir le neuf’). Rueff’s ‘mystique de la 

restriction’ thus resembled German war financing methods, and was more illiberal than the 

compulsory savings advocated by Keynes. If voluntary savings failed, Rueff defended the use 

of open market operations to raise long term rates of interest and thus attract capital to public 

loans. In any case, he pointed out that inflation was a last resort method, only to be employed 

when all other methods had failed in covering the Treasury’s needs.2040 In a talk on war 

finances given at the École de guerre, Rueff substantially quoted from the original How to 

                                                 
2038 ‘Correspondance. Les projets de M. Keynes’, Le Temps, 16 March 1940, 4. 
2039 Adam Tooze, The Wages, 354.  
2040 Rueff publicly presented his ideas on war financing at a meeting of the Société d’économie politique 

presided by Paul Reynaud. See Jacques Rueff, ‘Les Problèmes économiques et financières de la guerre totale’ (5 

February 1940), in Jacques Rueff, Œuvres complètes de Jacques Rueff. Tome III, Volume I: Politique 

économique (Paris: Librairie Plon, 1979), 184–203; and Jacques Rueff, ‘Économie et finances de guerre’ (29 

April 1940), in Jacques Rueff, Politique économique, 210–1. 
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Pay for the War articles. However, he finally concluded, rather feebly, that given individuals’ 

reluctance to decrease their standard of living and defer the fruition of their incomes, 

compulsory savings would probably never be implemented.2041  

The French economist who was the most interested in Keynes’s proposals was 

Bertrand Nogaro. He actively sought to publish a French translation of the How to Pay 

pamphlet, an effort that failed because of the French capitulation to Hitler’s armies on 21 

June 1940. The characters involved in this previously unstudied episode were the publisher 

Gallimard, Nogaro and his daughter and, tellingly, General Robert Jacomet, the Secretary 

General of the Ministry of National Defence and War (and general controller of the 

Army).2042 Nogaro had known Keynes personally at least since 1935, when the two had met 

at a conference in Antwerp. A few years later, when Nogaro was seeking to publish some of 

his works in Britain, it was to Keynes that he turned for advice.2043  

Although dismissive of the General Theory, Nogaro was positive of Keynes’s How to 

Pay, not so much because of its practical applicability, but owing to how it neatly framed the 

requisites that he believed should guide an efficient war finance policy. Thus, Nogaro 

discussed Keynes’s proposals in the classes he taught at the Sorbonne, and also in a book he 

published on the topic before the French defeat (and even in another published after the 

Liberation). There were differences between his and Keynes’s views, though. For a start, 

Nogaro believed that if rationing was implemented, idle savings would almost automatically 

be invested largely in public loans. He also thought compulsory savings should be adopted 

together with extensive and discretionary rationing. Moreover, he did not rule out inflation as 

a financing solution measure, as long as measures – presumably price controls – were 

implemented to eliminate its pernicious effects.2044 Keynes, of course, had devised his 

scheme precisely to avoid rationing and price controls.  

In any case, impressed by the How to Pay pamphlet, Nogaro contacted Keynes in 

March 1940 aiming to publish a French translation of it. Nogaro was also writing on behalf of 

                                                 
2041 Jacques Rueff, ‘Économie et finances de guerre’, 213–7. 
2042 ‘Jacomet, Robert’, in Béatrice Wattel and Michel Wattel, Qui était qui, 1045.  
2043 Bertrand Nogaro to JMK, 29 April 1939, JMK/L/39/63–4; and JMK to Bertrand Nogaro, 29 May 1939, 

JMK/L/39/65–6. 
2044 Bertrand Nogaro, Répétitions écrites de science financière, rédigés d’après les cours et avec autorisation de 

M. Bertrand Nogaro, 1939–40 (Paris: Les Cours de Droit, 1940), 315–20; Nogaro then republished these 

classroom notes in Problèmes contemporains de finances publiques: équilibre budgétaire et finances de guerre 

(Paris: Éditions Domat-Montchrestien, 1940), 316–20. He again referred to Keynes’s proposals in encomiastic 

terms in Le Financement des dépenses publiques et la liquidation des dépenses de guerre (Paris: Éditions 

Domat-Montchrestien, 1945), 19 and 110. 
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the General Jacomet. Both directed the Section de finances publiques of the Institut de droit 

comparé at the Sorbonne.2045 They believed that Keynes’s ideas merited a wider diffusion in 

France, particularly given how the press had only given a perfunctory overview of them; and 

also because the translation would help foster a ‘rapprochement intellectual’ between Britain 

and France. And presumably, they also hoped to convince public opinion of how crucial it 

was to restrain private consumption.2046 Keynes gladly accepted Nogaro’s offer and gave him 

the French rights of the translation for free. There would hardly be any major profits from the 

enterprise, as Nogaro’s plan was to publish the translation with a specialised academic 

publisher. Keynes’s sole condition was that it should be published at the lowest price possible 

in order to allow for the widest diffusion possible.2047  

However, there was a problem. Back in January 1940, Gaston Gallimard – alerted by 

the success of Keynes’s articles – had already obtained from Keynes the promise of the 

pamphlet’s French rights.2048 Keynes never received any further updates from Gallimard 

though, but still advised Nogaro to contact the French publisher to prevent any 

misunderstandings. Upon understanding that Keynes had a possible deal with Gallimard, 

Nogaro initially envisaged abandoning the project, as understandably that publisher 

possessed the means to make the pamphlet a greater editorial success.2049 

Eventually a happy middle ground was reached. Hearing of Nogaro’s interest, 

Gallimard agreed to publish the pamphlet at a reduced price and further proposed that Nogaro 

should translate it. As Nogaro had no experience with such endeavours, he passed the task on 

to his daughter: she was familiar with the original text, having read it in advance. Generously, 

Keynes gave Nogaro’s daughter the lump sum Gallimard had promised him for the 

pamphlet’s French rights (2,000 francs).2050 By 22 April, she started working on the 

translation. Through the intermediary of her father, she exchanged a few letters with Keynes 

concerning the translation of particular expressions and technical terms. True to his usual 

                                                 
2045 On Jacomet and his involvement with the Institut, of which he was one of the founders together with the 

economist Edgard Allix, see: Paul Reuter, ‘Le Contrôleur general Robert Jacomet’, Revue internationale de 

droit comparé, 14, 3 (July–September 1962), 603–5.  
2046 Bertrand Nogaro and General Robert Jacomet, 15 March 1940, JMK/HP/7/103–4.  
2047 The publisher was most probably the Librairie du Recueil Sirey, which published the Institut de droit 

comparé’s journal. See, for instance, Annales de finances publiques, 5 (1935), 1. JMK to Bertrand Nogaro, 18 

March 1940, JMK/HP/7/105–6. 
2048 Gaston Gallimard to JMK, 27 January 1940, JMK/HP/7/97. 
2049 Bertrand Nogaro to JMK, 26 March 1940, JMK/HP/7/108. 
2050 Gaston Gallimard to JMK, 2 April 1940, JMK/HP/7/109; JMK to Gaston Gallimard, 9 April 1940, 

JMK/HP/7/110; Bertrand Nogaro to JMK, 4 April 1940, JMK/HP/7/112; JMK to Bertrand Nogaro, 9 April 

1940, JMK/HP/7/114; Gaston Gallimard to JMK, 13 April 1940, JMK/HP/7/116; and JMK to Gaston 

Gallimard, 17 April 1940, JMK/HP/7/117. 
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self, Keynes took the time to reply in detail to each of her queries, besides making his own 

translation suggestions.2051 After reading the draft translation, Keynes thought it to be ‘quite 

excellent’.2052 

This final draft contained a specific preface for the French public. As seen above, in 

the How to Pay pamphlet, Keynes referred fleetingly to French war financing techniques. But 

after publishing it in Britain, Keynes kept receiving more up-to-date feedback from French 

readers on France’s tax system, together with statistical data on output and tax yields. With 

this information in hand, Keynes set out in the French edition’s preface to compare the two 

countries’ finances, in order to prove why his scheme was equally applicable to France. For a 

start, Keynes reached the conclusion that the percentage of national income now reverting to 

France and Britain’s treasuries ranged between 20% and 25%, and asserted that in both 

countries, there were social groups that were getting away lightly from war taxation. 

However, whilst in France it was the farmers, in Britain it was the middle class and the 

highest-earning strata of the working class.2053 Keynes thus presented compulsory savings as 

a means to tax the ‘intermediate range of incomes in a manner compatible with social justice 

[…]’.2054 Adopting an argument previously made by Nogaro, Keynes concluded by arguing 

that the introduction of deferred pay in both countries would strengthen the political and 

psychological ties uniting them against Germany.2055 

The French individuals who had briefed Keynes were Robert Wolff and Emmanuel 

Monick. The former was the financier who had corresponded at length with Keynes in the 

1920s, regarding the franc’s stabilisation. He was now working for the Haut-Commissariat de 

l’Économie nationale, which was mainly in charge of monitoring prices.2056 After reading 

How to Pay, he contacted Keynes, informing him particularly about the incidence of taxation 

on wages, and giving him details of the French system of family allowances.2057 Monick, on 

the other hand, was an inspector of finance who had succeeded Rueff in 1934 as the French 

                                                 
2051 Given that to my knowledge, the draft translation is not extant in Keynes’s archives, and that the French 

edition was never published, I opted not to analyse in detail the technical issues involving the translation of How 

to Pay for the War. For the correspondence exchanged between Keynes and Nogaro on this matter, see: 

Bertrand Nogaro to JMK, 22 April 1940, JMK/EJ/1/6/171; Bertrand Nogaro to JMK, 4 May 1940, 

JMK/HP/7/143–4; and fore and foremost JMK to Bertrand Nogaro, 12 May 1940, JMK/HP/7/146–53. 
2052 JMK to Bertrand Nogaro, 12 May 1940, JMK/HP/7/146. 
2053 JMK, ‘Preface to the French Edition’, in JMK, Activities, 1939–1945, 136–7.  
2054 JMK, ‘Preface to the French Edition’, 137. 
2055 JMK to Robert Wolff, 27 March 1940, JMK/HP/4/195–6; see also JMK, ‘Preface to the French Edition’, 

142. 
2056 Michel Margairaz, L’État. Vol. I, 487. 
2057 Robert Wolff to JMK, 20 March 1940, JMK/HP/4/192; and JMK to Robert Wolff, 27 March 1940, 

JMK/HP/4/195–6.  
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financial attaché in London: he supplied Keynes with statistics on the yield of taxation in 

relation to French national income. 2058  

Keynes had first met Monick after his officious involvement in war financing between 

1939 and 1940. After the crucial defeat of the French armies in Sedan between 12 and 15 

May 1940, Keynes – together with Monick and Jean Monnet (the cognac entrepreneur who 

was by then the chairman of the Franco-British Economic Co-ordination Committee, and 

after the French defeat, of the British supply commission in the US) – came up with a plan. 

Their aim was to convince Prime Minister Winston Churchill and the Chancellor of the 

Exchequer to make a public statement offering to France Britain’s resources, debt-free. The 

rationale of Monick and Monet was that fighting spirits in France would be boosted by the 

guarantee that the soldiers’ widows and houses would be financially safeguarded, regardless 

of the war’s destructions. Keynes also believed that if Britain, France, Belgium and Holland 

pooled resources, they would hold a stronger hand when negotiating war credits with the 

US.2059 The successes of Hitler’s armies leapfrogged these plans, though, as by 14 June, 

German troops were already in Paris. In a last ditch measure, Prime Minister Winston 

Churchill offered on 16 June to Reynaud a full political, financial and military union, but the 

following day, France capitulated.2060 At this stage, Nogaro’s daughter had already sent the 

translation of How to Pay to Gallimard, but with the French defeat, its publication was 

understandably halted.2061  

Keynes’s proposals for deferred pay remained a relatively talked-of topic within the 

French press throughout the war, owing in part to an awareness of Keynes’s growing 

institutional influence in Britain; and above all to a natural interest in Britain’s war finances. 

Thus the financial journalist Jean Gascuel interpreted Keynes’s appointment to the Bank of 

England’s board in September 1941 as a sign of the likely introduction of compulsory savings 

in Britain: in fact, it was already part of the 1941 budget (divulged in April of that year).2062 

And in 1942, the journalist Roger Savary from Le Figaro noted how the introduction of 

                                                 
2058 ‘Monick, Emmanuel Georges’, in Fabien Cardoni, Nathalie Carré de Malberg, and Michel Margairaz (eds.), 

Dictionnaire, 834–5; and JMK to Bertrand Nogaro, 12 May 1940, JMK/HP/7/146. 
2059 JMK, Activities 1939–1945, 177–81; and Robert Skidelsky, Fighting, 76. 
2060 On the Franco-British Union see Avi Shlaim, ‘Prelude to Downfall: the British Offer of Union to France’, 

Journal of Contemporary History, 9, 3 (July 1974), 27–63; and Robert Skidelsky, Fighting, 76–7. 
2061 Bertrand Nogaro to JMK, 16 August 1945, JMK/HP/7/246. Keynes had also commissioned in April 1940 

from Bertrand Nogaro an obituary of Clément Colson (news of his death in March 1939 took a year to reach 

Keynes) for the Economic Journal. It was likewise never published because of the war’s outbreak. See JMK to 

Bertrand Nogaro, 25 April 1940, JMK/EJ/1/6/172; and Bertrand Nogaro to JMK, 29 April 1940, 

JMK/HP/7/126.  
2062 Jean Gascuel, ‘L’Épargne forcée’, Journal des débats, 14 October 1941, 4. 
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deferred pay in British war budgets from 1941 onwards was due to Keynes’s influence. Yet, 

at Le Temps, the ever-sceptical Frédéric Jenny noted the limited application of that measure 

and inferred the opposite conclusion.2063 In academia, the subject of deferred pay was 

addressed both on its own, and in connection with the wider issue of how the financial 

circuits of the belligerents were structured. Thus the economist Albert Detry proposed in his 

doctoral thesis a scheme of compulsory savings applicable to France, which was directly 

inspired by How to Pay.2064 Other theses on economics finished during the war – whose 

authors will be studied below – likewise referred to Keynes’s scheme.2065 Once the war was 

over, Nogaro inquired with Keynes if he should seek to get How to Pay published, but the 

latter refused, on the understandable grounds that it was both outdated and not really 

contextually relevant anymore. This was only half true, given that the macroeconomic 

method of estimating the inflationary gap underpinning How to Pay was particularly adapted 

to postwar France. The following section will analyse why.2066 

 

11.3. From the Resistance to the Liberation: Pierre Mendès France and the uses of 

Keynesian theory against inflation (1940–5) 

 

One of the striking features of the reception of Keynes’s ideas in France is how 

several of the Frenchmen who had read the General Theory before the war ended up joining 

the Resistance after its outbreak. They consisted of the inspectors of finance and politicians 

who were either involved in the translation of the General Theory (Jean Rioust de Largentaye 

and Gabriel Ardant), or in the making of Blum’s 1938 rearmament plan (Georges Boris and 

Pierre Mendès France), together with the odd economist well acquainted with Keynes’s 

theory (Marjolin). Exiled due to their Left republicanism or outright patriotism, they 

witnessed the application of policies directly or indirectly inspired by the General Theory in 

                                                 
2063 Frédéric Jenny, ‘Les Finances britanniques’, Le Temps, 27 April 1942, 3; and Roger Savary, ‘De l’épargne-

emprunt à l’impôt d’épargne’, Le Figaro, 2 March 1942, 3. 
2064 Albert Detry, L’Épargne obligatoire (Paris: Maurice Lavergne, Imprimeur, 1942), 86–183; see also the 

passing reference to How to Pay made in the doctoral thesis of Jean-Pierre Le Mée, Le Premier Budget de 

guerre britannique, 1938–1939 (Lyon: Bosc frères, M. et L. Riou Imprimeurs-Éditeurs, 1941), 156–7. 
2065 See Henri Bartoli, Essai d’étude théorique de l’autofinancement de la nation (Lyon: Impressions E. Vinay, 

1943), 109–12; and Jacques Peyréga, La Politique des grands travaux devant la théorie économique: L’effet à 

court terme des grands travaux sur l’activité économique nationale (Paris: Librairie du Recueil Sirey, 1943), 

343–4. In any case, these authors only doubted whether the blocked savings resultant from deferred pay could 

be released after the war. 
2066 JMK to Bertrand Nogaro, 22 August 1945, JMK/HP/7/248.  
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Britain. An example of the former was the aforementioned British 1941 national budget, with 

its macroeconomic approach to inflation underpinned by national income accounting.  

A more oblique example of Keynes’s influence could be found in the pamphlet 

published by British economist William Beveridge in 1944, entitled Full Employment in a 

Free Society. It made a causational link between the attainment of full employment via 

economic planning and demand control, with the financing of a social insurance scheme, 

which had been the object of a previous 1942 report bearing his name. Full employment was 

also made an official policy by a White Paper published in May 1944, which was intended as 

the government’s answer to Beveridge’s 1944 pamphlet. The Paper committed the British 

government to ensuring a stable and high level of employment after the war. Although the 

notion of full employment as a policy goal was firstly popularised among economists thanks 

to the General Theory, it only turned into reality thanks to war expenditure. It was then 

employed by Beveridge and the White Paper both as a policy goal and as a political rhetorical 

device.  

However, simply referring to full employment was not tantamount to adherence to 

Keynes’s theory; and although the White Paper counted with James Meade’s input, Keynes 

himself made no contributions to it. Nor had he any role in shaping Beveridge’s plan. Whilst 

Keynes actively defended it within the Treasury, he was mostly interested in making the plan 

financially more affordable. He also thought that Beveridge’s maximum of 3% 

unemployment was too ambitious (believing instead 5% to be a more feasible rate).2067 

Finally, even if Keynes was favourable to keeping employment levels stable and high, in his 

vision, the notion of full employment did not correspond to a literal full employment of all 

resources. It was determined in practice by how much the public would be willing to tolerate 

lower real wages and state intervention (with the ensuing loss of liberties); together with the 

contextual characteristics of unemployment itself. That is, whether it derived from structural 

reasons or to lack of demand.2068  

Given Keynes’s scant involvement in the making of Beveridge’s report on full 

employment, I will not study its impact in France. A related reason for that concerns the fact 

                                                 
2067 See D. E. Moggridge, Maynard, 714. 
2068 In regards to Keynes’s views on full employment during the war, see D. E. Moggridge, Maynard, 707–14; 

and Robert Skidelsky, Fighting, 266–74. For a detailed and nuanced overview of the extent to which Keynes’s 

ideas impregnated Beveridge’s Full Employment tract, see Jose Harris, William Beveridge: A Biography 

(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1997), 434–7. Beveridge’s impact on France’s postwar social security scheme was 

also limited: the latter was not universal and covered only the working population. See Philip Nord, France’s 

New Deal, 146 and 167–72. 
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thatgiven the destructions caused by the war, the first serious attempts to apply Keynes’s 

theory in postwar France actually aimed at curbing aggregate demand, rather than expanding 

it to attain full employment. Of Keynes’s economics, it was the macroeconomic approach to 

inflation underlying How to Pay that in the short term was contextually more fitting to 

France. I will thus start this section by scrutinising how within certain circles of overseas 

Resistance, British war planning led to a reinforced influence/acceptance of Keynes’s theory. 

Afterwards, I scrutinise Pierre Mendès France’s Keynesian conception of inflation and how 

he applied it in his 1944–5 reconstruction plans. Mostly owing to motives of political and 

technical expediency, these were never implemented. Even so, they set a historical precedent 

in regards to how a macroeconomic approach to inflation could be applied to the French 

context – as it eventually was in 1947, albeit through Jean Monnet’s planning commission.  

After the French defeat in June 1940, Georges Boris – then a liaison officer with the 

British army – was evacuated from Dunkirk to London, where he promptly put himself under 

De Gaulle’s orders. Throughout the war, he remained in London as part of Free France’s 

executive committee, and was particularly active in organising propaganda efforts. In 1942, 

he was joined by Mendès France, who had sensationally escaped prison in Vichy, after which 

he joined a bomber squad once in Britain.2069 If Jean Rioust de Largentaye’s pro-Resistance 

activities and subsequent defection to Algiers in 1942 were already mentioned in the 

preceding chapter, but it must be added that his friend, Gabriel Ardant – who had helped him 

translate the General Theory – also joined Free France in 1943. Both de Largentaye’s and 

Ardant’s were part of a wider series of defections of inspectors of finance, also comprising 

Maurice Couve de Murville, the close collaborator of Jacques Rueff.2070  

In Britain, Boris and Mendès were impressed by the government’s economic war 

policy. From the 1941 budget, Boris was mostly impressed by how the war cabinet was 

willing to increase income taxes to prevent inflation; he likewise regarded a policy of full 

employment and Beveridge’s social security plan as the ingredients of socialism. Boris also 

concluded that a policy of full employment in peace time could only be achievable through 

centralised investment planning, even if it would demand a degree of public intervention that 

could be unpopular. It is fair to presuppose that his view of Keynes’s theory significantly 

                                                 
2069 For a description of Boris and Mendès’s activities during the war, see Jean-Louis Crémieux-Brilhac, 

Georges Boris, 93–303; and Jean Lacouture, Pierre Mendès France. Paris: Éditions du Seuil, 1981, 143–216.  
2070 ‘Ardant, Gabriel Henri Marie’, in Fabien Cardoni, Nathalie Carré de Malberg, and Michel Margairaz (eds.), 

Dictionnaire, 477; see also See Jean Nosco, ‘L’équipe des inspecteurs des Finances félons’, Le Matin, 19 May 

1943, 1–3. 
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enlarged the scope of public intervention originally devised by its author.2071 As for Mendès, 

in the early 1950s he would reminisce of how Britain had long been the country where 

‘economic theory has most clearly and most completely been translated into fact’. It was a 

trait he believed had led in the past to ruinous outcomes, like the return to the gold standard 

in 1924, but which had also stimulated Keynes to write the General Theory. Mendès 

remarked how during the war, Britain had put its economists to work not only to keep the 

economic machine working, but also to stave off inflation. Finally, he pointed out how the 

1944 White Paper on employment was published right before the Normandy invasion. The 

Paper ‘reflected the will to build a new world on rational foundations’, and the symbolism of 

the coincidence was not lost on him. It was only made possible because Britain was ‘applying 

de facto the conclusions of the most recent theoretical works’. By this, he certainly meant the 

General Theory and Beveridge’s report.2072  

The unity of thought and action, which Mendès assumed in British war economic 

policies, strengthened his characteristic willingness to inform political decisions with what he 

judged to be the rationality of economics, derived from its analytical and quantitative core. 

Coupled with a belief in economic planning, those traits shaped Mendès’s political career for 

the remainder of his life. But the French context differed from the British, and he envisaged a 

much more nationalised economy than Keynes did, where deposit banks and the energy and 

industrial sectors would be put under public tutelage.2073 The memories of the Cartel des 

gauches and of the Popular Front’s failings loomed large. Thus Mendès argued how the 

BDF’s monetary and credit policy had consistently been opposed to public interest, while the 

British and German central banks had collaborated in the rearmament programme of their 

countries.2074 Nevertheless, it should be noted that despite his pro-Keynesian reading of 

interwar economic failings and war policies, by early 1945, he was among those who 

                                                 
2071 Georges Boris, Servir, 14–15, 292–3, and 321–6.  
2072 Pierre Mendès France and Gabriel Ardant, Economics and Action (London and Paris: William Heinemann 

and UNESCO, 1955), 8–11.  
2073 Even so, Keynes made the opportunity of nationalisations depend upon both social and commercial reasons. 

See D. E. Moggridge, ‘“Rescuing Keynes from the economists?”: the Skidelsky trilogy’, The European Journal 

of the History of Economic Thought, 9, 1 (Spring 2002), 116–7; and JMK, ‘Report of the official committee on 

Public Interest Corporations’ (19 December 1944), in JMK, Activities 1939–1945, 465.  
2074 Pierre Mendès France, Œuvres complètes. Vol. II: Une politique de l’économie, 1943–1954 (Paris: 

Gallimard, 1985), 586–7. Of course, Mendès’s conception of economic planning evolved according to 

contemporary political and economic contexts (like the necessity of opening the French economy to 

international competition). See in this respect Olivier Feiertag, ‘Pierre Mendès France acteur et témoin de la 

planification en France, 1943–1962’, Michel Margairaz (ed.), Pierre, 365–95. 
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envisaged forced coke transfers from the Ruhr to Lorraine to offset the structural French 

weakness in steel output.2075  

At the same time, unlike Boris and Mendès, for the economist Robert Marjolin – who 

also joined Free France and was in London – the war confirmed the validity of a substantially 

more liberal vision of Keynes’s economics. Marjolin started the war attached to a 

meteorological unit, and was finally rescued from boredom when, thanks to a common friend, 

he was invited to work with Jean Monnet as a statistician. The latter, together with Emmanuel 

Monick, was then heading the Anglo-French committee in charge of coordinating 

acquisitions of American war material. After a detour to Morocco, Marjolin finally arrived in 

London in 1942. There he remained for a year and a half, before re-joining Monnet in 

Washington, where at De Gaulle’s request they prepared the re-supplying of post-Liberation 

France.2076  

Since reading the General Theory in 1937, Marjolin had thought of himself as a 

Keynesian. His London sojourn served to reinforce what he called his ‘convictions 

économiques’. Marjolin believed that thanks to the British economic analysis – from Adam 

Smith to Keynes – economists had finally at their disposal the knowledge to counter not only 

past intractable issues like unemployment, but also to quickly boost economic growth after 

the war. In London, Marjolin used his forced vacations to better acquaint himself with Anglo-

American economic analysis, and to study national income accounting; he even took 

advantage of that free time to finally read David Ricardo and Alfred Marshall at length. Most 

probably, he was also very well informed about British economic and financial war policy: he 

often met Lionel Robbins (who was attached to the Central Economic Information Service of 

the War Cabinet) at the Reform Club, a haven for liberals. The philosopher Raymond Aron – 

also exiled in London and Marjolin’s friend – would recall in his memories that it was thanks 

to the latter that he met Robbins and Hayek at the Club.2077  

As could be expected, and contrary to Mendès and Boris, Marjolin’s reading of 

Keynes’s theory was instead shaped by strong liberal instincts. Marjolin agreed with 

Keynes’s premise that laissez-faire would not guarantee full employment either in the short 

                                                 
2075 A common position within Free France’s ranks, though, examples of which were De Gaulle himself and 

Jean Monnet. See Gérard Bossuat, ‘Le Plan Marshall dans la modernisation en France’, in Serge Berstein and 

Pierre Milza (eds.), L’Année 1947 (Paris: Presses de Sciences po, 2000), 50.  
2076 Robert Marjolin, Le Travail, 95–7. 
2077 Robert Marjolin, Le Travail, 177–8, and 122–3; and Raymond Aron, Mémoires (Paris: Julliard, 1983), 167. 

It should be remembered, though, that Marjolin, Hayek and Aron had attended the Walter Lippmann 

Colloquium.  
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or in the long term, but assumed that state intervention was necessary only in the short term. 

In an article published for a Resistance newspaper in July 1943, Marjolin presented his 

account of Keynesian economics, in which the state ought only to intervene by investing or 

stimulating consumption when aggregate demand was insufficient. The means used should 

mostly be limited to supporting private enterprise through fiscal incentives. During an 

economic upturn, the decision to produce should be left in the hands of private enterprise and 

industrialists, whilst the state should refrain from intervening in the market. No serious 

attempts should be made to modify extant patterns of wealth redistribution (which amounted 

to a call against capital taxes or even social relief).2078  

Marjolin’s interpretation of the General Theory was thus quite distant from Keynes’s 

calls for wealth redistribution as a means to stabilise or increase the propensity to consume, 

and for a continuous degree of public investment as a precaution against slumps, rather than 

using counter-cyclical policies as their belated cure.2079 It was from Marjolin’s liberal 

instincts that sprang the idea of the progressive dismantlement of war controls and the 

eventual construction of a European market, based on free trade and competitive advantage. 

Upon meeting Marjolin in London, Mendès recognised the quality of his intellect, but also 

reacted to his liberalism with exasperation. After the war, Marjolin’s liberal conception of 

economic planning would be partly responsible for preventing his collaboration with the duo 

Mendès-Boris.2080  

Before that, and throughout 1942–3, Boris and Marjolin had the opportunity within 

Free France’s ranks to outline their views on how French economy should be structured. An 

example was the 1942 plan bearing the name of Hervé Alphand, an inspector of finance who 

was the deputy of René Pleven, De Gaulle’s right hand and head of Free France’s 

Commissariat for the Economy and Colonies.2081 The plan called, for instance, for ‘fiscal, 

monetary, and credit measures to assure steady economic activity and full employment’.2082 

Policy commitments like this were representative of a widespread consensus within Free 

France on the need for state-directed and planned investment after the war. This consensus 

started with De Gaulle and encompassed men of liberal instincts like Pleven, Alphand and 

                                                 
2078 Entitled ‘La Science économique nouvelle, les industriels et l’État’, the article was published at La France 

libre, directed by Raymond Aron among others. See Robert Marjolin, Le Travail, 123–6. 
2079 Robert Skidelsky, Fighting, 274 and 278. 
2080 Robert Marjolin, Le Travail, 126–31. As Mendès remarked: ‘Il est encore terriblement libéral’. See Pierre 

Mendès France, ‘18 septembre 1943’, Œuvres. Vol. I, 652–3. 
2081 Richard F. Kuisel, Capitalism, 160. 
2082 Richard F. Kuisel, Capitalism, 162. 
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Monnet, and the Socialist André Philip. Yet, rather than any general adhesion and 

understanding of Keynes’s economics within Free France’s officialdom, it should be first and 

foremost interpreted as a reaction against the technological and industrial backwardness of 

the French economy. It was in tatters after a decade of underinvestment and four years of 

destructions and German requisitions. And this was a panorama that looked even more dire if 

set against the might of American industrial power.2083 

Once the Allies landed in Sicily in July 1943, and then on Normandy’s shores in June 

1944, Free France’s officialdom was pressed with the practical need of materialising that 

investment in a context of penury. By 1944, French output was almost 60% lower than 1939 

levels, whilst thanks to war mobilisation and a stagnating population, unemployment was a 

mere 1% of the active population. Finally, in between 1938 and 1944, inflation increased by 

25% every year. The main challenge was thus how to adjust consumer demand to extant 

supplies, while chanelling national income towards re-equipping the French economy. 

Furthermore, after four years of privations, the population would resist demand-curtailing 

measures, and ask instead for wage rises capable of bridging the gap to inflation. They would 

also push for the end of Vichy’s economic controls.2084 

The technical and theoretical implications of the context described above were 

understood better than anyone by Mendès France and his entourage. In November 1943, De 

Gaulle appointed him to head the commission on Finances of the French Committee of 

National Liberation in Algiers (CFLN). The Committee served as the embryo of the future 

provisional postwar government, which held office from June 1944 to January 1946 with De 

Gaulle as head of State. Boris remained in London, but even at distance he continued to act as 

a Mendès’s trustworthy soundboard. Likewise, Ardant was in Corsica supervising a monetary 

blockage, but he remained in touch with Mendès, and would help him to try to apply that 

same policy in France between 1944 and 1945.2085 Mendès’s cabinet was meanwhile staffed 

by the translator of the General Theory, de Largentaye, and by a young inspector of finance 

                                                 
2083 For an analysis of the overseas Resistance reconstruction plans, namely those of the Commission d’études 

des problèmes économiques d’après guerre, and also that of the Socialist André Philip, see Michel Margairaz, 

L’État. Vol. II, 8–9 and 19–21; and Richard F. Kuisel, Capitalism, 160–3 and 177–9. 
2084 Assuming a reference of 100=1938, French national income decreased from 107 in 1939 to 50 in 1944. On a 

reference of 100=1914, prices increased from 706 in 1938 to 2013 in 1944. For a detailed statistical overview of 

the long French inflation of 1938–52, see the first chapter of Michel-Pierre Chélini, Inflation, État et opinion en 

France de 1944 à 1952 (Paris: Comité pour l’histoire économique et financière de la France, 1998), 3–103. 
2085 See, for instance, Georges Boris to Pierre Mendès France, 17 March 1944, CAEF/B-0050977/2.  
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named Roger Goetze.2086 Although he never viewed himself as a Keynesian, he confessed to 

having read the General Theory at the time (perhaps under de Largentaye’s persuasion). He 

remarked that: 

 

Cela ne m’avait pas convaincu. J’avais trouvé qu’il y avait beaucoup de théorie, que 

c’était très bien mais cela ne m’avait pas convaincu. Et puis je m’étais dit qu’ensuite 

il fallait appliquer ce qu’il était possible d’appliquer [in regards to budgetary policy] 

et puis voilà, on verrait bien après. Oui, j’ai lu Keynes. Il y avait le grand homme de 

Keynes, un inspecteur des Finances […] c’était Largentaye. Il était keynésiste au 

maximum […].2087 

   

  This was the same cabinet that accompanied the French delegation – headed by 

Mendès – to the conference of Bretton Woods in June 1944. This particular topic will only be 

analysed further below in this chapter, but a related episode is worth retrieving to illustrate by 

how much Mendès was concerned at the time with Keynes’s theory. In February 1944, 

Mendès tasked none other than Stéphane Leven with a particular mission. It was Leven who 

had advised de Largentaye to read the General Theory back in 1937; he now worked at the 

French Economic Mission in Washington. Mendès sought to know what the dominant 

economic and financial theories in the US were, how influential the General Theory was 

there and whether rival theories had appeared. Further inquiries reflected the cabinet’s 

concerns with economic planning and the prospective nationalisation of the banking sector in 

France. Thus Mendès sought to know what statistical methods were employed in the US; 

means envisaged to stave off unemployment; and also how the FED intervened to control the 

money supply and create credit.2088 At least academically, Leven was well connected. He 

knew personally the economist Wassily Léontief, the German-Russian economist who taught 

at Harvard and had developed input-output analysis.2089  

Yet, it should be remembered that the Keynesianism of Mendès, de Largentaye and 

Ardant was still a peculiarity within both the CFLN and the IGF. The economics of most 

                                                 
2086 Besides three others inspectors of finance: Didier Gregh, Guillaume Guindey and Pierre Denis. See Michel 

Margairaz, L’État. Vol. II, 23. 
2087 Robert Goetze and Nathalie Carré de Malberg (ed.), Entretiens avec Roger Goetze, haut fonctionnaires des 

Finances. Rivoli-Alger-Rivoli, 1937–1958 (Paris: Comité pour l’histoire économique et financière de la France, 

1997), 121.  
2088 Note No. 6498/F.2 of Pierre Mendès France to Stéphane Leven, 11 February 1944, CAEF/B-0063550/3. 

Unfortunately I was unable to find Leven’s reply in the CAEF archives. 
2089 Guido Erreygers, ‘Mechanics’, 19; and Roger E. Backhouse, The Penguin, 207–8. 
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inspectors continued to mirror the liberal orthodoxy taught at the ELSP or the École 

polytechnique. An example was Wilfrid Baumgartner, who along with the inspectors Guy de 

Carmoy and Jean Saltes, was deported in 1943 to Germany as a hostage. During their 

captivity, Carmoy realised that Baumgartner had never read the General Theory. In fact, the 

latter had only heard about it through a book by the banker Alfred Pose, who only referred to 

Keynes perfunctorily. Thus, Carmoy concluded, Baumgartner possessed no ‘définition de la 

monnaie. Et par conséquence pas de doctrine monétaire’. That Carmoy criticised a former 

director of the Treasury for ignoring Keynes’s book might be telling of an increased 

awareness of the necessity to catch up with modern economic analysis. Yet, the real changes 

in the economic education of inspectors of finance only started taking place with the 

foundation of the École nationale d’administration in 1945.2090 

Meanwhile, Mendès’s cabinet necessarily had to study what would be the main 

economic and financial issues of the post-Liberation years. Their first major memorandum 

was the Plan d’Alger, dated February 1944. Rather than the anti-inflationary policies it 

proposed, what deserves most attention is how they derived from a macroeconomic 

understanding of inflation. Indeed, whether in the Plan d’Alger or in private correspondence, 

Mendès systematically framed inflation with a mix of Keynesian theory and Fisher’s quantity 

of money equation:  

 

La disproportion entre la masse des moyens de règlement et le volume des 

marchandises disponibles constituera une situation de nature à provoquer des 

troubles monétaires profonds. […] Pour s’opposer à [l’inflation] […] il faudra 

améliorer le ravitaillement […] et réduire le volume global des pouvoirs d’achat 

utilisables en contrepartie.2091  

 

                                                 
2090 This was Alfred Pose’s book La Monnaie, which did not even come close to giving a perfunctory overview 

of the General Theory. This particular episode was noted by the inspector of finance Guy de Carmoy. See 

Olivier Feiertag, Wilfrid Baumgartner. Un grand commis des finances à la croisée des pouvoirs (1902–1978) 

(Paris: Institut de la gestion publique et du développement économique. Comité pour l’histoire économique et 

financière de la France, 2006), 255. 
2091 Pierre Mendès France, ‘Le Plan d’Alger’ [the original title being ‘Note sur les questions monétaires et 

financières (période immédiatement postérieure à la libération)’, Œuvres. Vol. II, 563. In the same vein, see also 

Pierre Mendès France to General de Gaulle, 18 January 1944, in Œuvres. Vol. II, 115. The French economist 

Alain Barrère would eventually criticise in 1952 Keynes’s account of inflation in How to Pay as ‘une simple 

raffinement de la théorie quantitative’, given the nexus it established between monetary income and output; and 

by simply comparing magnitudes and not taking into account dynamic factors like lags (as in the receiving and 

spending of personal incomes, for instance). Keynes, of course, was thinking in a full employment context. See 

Alain Barrère, Théorie économique, 460–3. 
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Mendès acknowledged that to stave off inflation, he would have to combine policies 

of monetary, fiscal and economic character. His main proposed solution, though, was the 

monetary blockage of highly-denominated bank notes (to avoid their hoarding). Meanwhile, 

bank accounts would be frozen, whilst an excessive profits tax would be levied to confiscate 

illegal profits – all measures aiming at penalising the black market and compressing 

purchasing power and demand. In the same vein, Vichy’s rationing, wage and price controls 

would continue in place, administered by a prospective MEN. They would be used by the 

latter to allocate resources towards an equipment plan, run by civil servants and primarily 

aimed at increasing output in the energy sector. The MEN would also centralise official 

statistical information. The general spirit of Mendès’s policies emulated British wartime 

economic controls and Soviet planning, whereas for the monetary blockage, it emulated 

contemporary experiments in Belgium and the one directed by Ardant in Corsica.2092  

Mendès’s scheme was met with outright opposition from his colleagues at the CFLN, 

starting with René Pleven, De Gaulle’s right hand. Pleven aimed at liberalising market prices 

and preferred to rely on voluntary savings by raising a public loan. De Gaulle seconded him, 

believing that in the short term, Pleven’s was the smoothest option, politically and socially. 

As a result, in the provisional government established after the Liberation, Mendès was 

instead given by De Gaulle the newly-formed MEN, rather than the Ministry of Finances. 

The MEN was a poisoned chalice, lacking human and institutional resources to organise 

economic planning, and the political support to preserve the highly unpopular rationing, price 

and wage controls. Mendès’s pool of support was basically reduced to his own cabinet: Boris, 

Ardant and Goetze; according to the latter, de Largentaye had to remain in Algiers, against 

his wishes.2093  

Opposition to Mendès’s proposals was thus general, starting with Pleven, who 

labelled them deflationary. Mendès reacted bitterly, given how that adjective was connoted 

with the 1930s slump and financial and economic orthodoxy. Remarkably, he accused Pleven 

of claiming to follow Anglo-American full employment and monetary policies, whilst 

forgetting how they derived from a very specific conception of inflation. Showcasing his 

knowledge of Keynes’s theory, Mendès defined it as: ‘La véritable inflation commence à 

partir du moment où l’expansion monétaire et l’augmentation des revenus distribués 

                                                 
2092 See Pierre Mendès France, ‘Le Plan d’Alger’, 562–72; Michel Margairaz, L’État. Vol. II, 25–7; and Michel-

Pierre Chélini, Inflation, 257–345.  
2093 Robert Goetze and Nathalie Carré de Malberg (ed.), Entretiens, 129. 
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n’accroissent pas la production’.2094 Mendès was dressing in layman’s terms the General 

Theory’s characteristic postulate that: ‘When a further increase in the quantity of effective 

demand produces no further increase in output […] we have reached a condition which might 

be appropriately designated as one of true inflation’.2095  

Mendès’s proposals were negatively received by his colleagues in the provisional 

government, as the MEN would assume prerogatives from related key ministries (like that of 

Finances). They were also rejected by the economist René Courtin, the author of the 1944 

mainland Resistance’s economic programme. He was at first sympathetic to the idea of 

blocking deposit accounts, until Charles Rist swayed him against the idea.2096 Further 

opposition came from Emmanuel Monick, now the director of the BDF. Meanwhile, the 

Communists called for wage rises, whilst public opinion continued to associate – in interwar 

fashion – inflation with increases in the money supply caused by the budgetary deficit, rather 

than resulting from a gap between purchasing power and output.2097 

It is today accepted that Mendès’s cabinet exaggerated the degree of monetary 

inflation in France. In addition, Mendès’s and Ardant’s doctrinal intransigence – in spite of 

political and social contingencies – might have prevented a middle-term solution from being 

adopted. Ultimately, though, Mendès was right in believing that in 1944–5, output would not 

be increased by raising purchasing power alone. Pleven’s loan thus failed to stave off 

inflation, which was further fuelled by wage raises and the subsequent liberalisation of meat 

and bread prices. Given how wages were lagging in the order of 60% to 70% behind prices 

during the war, they would have to be raised anyway. But whilst Mendès called for a 20% 

hike, Pleven conceded raises that in practice reached the 50% mark. In the end, wholesale 

prices increased by 56% every year between 1944 and 1947, dragging down the French 

economy well until the 1950s and affecting the prestige of the incipient Fourth Republic.2098 

Incidentally, the only major French economists who seemed to have supported both Mendès 

                                                 
2094 Pierre Mendès France to René Pleven, 4 April 1945, in Pierre Mendès France, Œuvres. Vol. II, 150. 
2095 JMK, General Theory, 303–4. 
2096 From the 5 September 1943 entry of Rist’s diaries. See Charles Rist, Une saison gâtée. Journal de la guerre 

et de l’occupation (1939–1945) établi, présenté et annoté par Jean-Noël Jeanneney (Paris: Fayard, 1983), 353.  
2097 For an exhaustive analysis of why Mendès could not impose his anti-inflationary proposals see Michel 

Margairaz, L’État. Vol. II, 54–62; and Michel-Pierre Chélini, Inflation, 257–345. See also Richard F. Kuisel, 

Capitalism, 183; and Georges Boris, Servir, 350. 
2098 Michel-Pierre Chélini, Inflation, 257–345; and Michel Margairaz, L’État. Vol. II, 63–5. See also François 

Bloch-Lainé and Claude Gruson, Hauts fonctionnaires sous l’occupation (Paris: Éditions Odile Jacob, 1996), 

179–82. 
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and criticised Pleven’s policies were François Perroux and Bertrand Nogaro. Crucially, the 

latter did so by alluding to Keynes’s How to Pay and British anti-inflationary policies.2099  

Politically defeated, Mendès France quit the provisional government on 5 April 1945. 

As analysed in Chapter 12, together with Ardant, he continued after the war to spread 

Keynes’s economic theory, both through teaching and publishing. Meanwhile, Jean Monnet’s 

more indicative conception of economic planning supplanted Mendès’s top-down approach. 

Monnet worked outside the government, and tried to enforce output goals via personal 

persuasion and committees where politicians, industry captains and trade unionists, were 

brought together.2100 However, Monnet and his right hand Marjolin – who had rejected Boris’ 

invitation to direct Mendès’s plan at the MEN – underestimated the effects of inflation on 

their investment programme. Erroneously, they believed that by eliminating bottlenecks and 

aiming at boosting productivity, income would grow ahead of inflation. They only changed 

tack in 1946–7, in great part thanks to the necessity of obtaining American financial aid to 

fund their plan. Hence, it was in the framework of Monnet’s Planning Commission and in the 

antechamber to the Marshall Plan that the technique of the Keynesian inflationary gap was 

finally applied in France. Behind that feat was a non-academically trained economist, Pierre 

Uri. In 1947, he produced the first estimate of the inflationary gap and, henceforth, the first 

French national budget – six years after Britain’s own.  

 

11.4. From Vichy to the Fourth Republic: François Perroux’s crucial role in the 

diffusion of Keynes’s economic theory (1940–6) 

 

Pierre Uri learnt his economics through François Perroux, an economist who without 

ever becoming a Keynesian, assumed a crucial role in the diffusion of the General Theory 

during the 1940s and beyond. Following the French defeat and Pétain’s ascent to power, the 

creation of the Vichy regime in July 1940 brought to the forefront of political life an assorted 

mix of Catholics and advocates of economic and administrative rationalisation. Before the 

war, these non-conformist individuals had published in journals like Esprit and the Nouveaux 

Cahiers. They espoused a belief in the efficiency of technocratic rule as opposed to the limits 

                                                 
2099 Bertrand Nogaro, Le Financement, 109–15. 
2100 Michel Margairaz, ‘Pierre Mendès France, la gauche et les “impératifs de l’efficacité économique”’, in 

Michel Margairaz (ed.), Pierre, 344–50. 
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posed by parliamentary checks.2101 One of them was François Perroux, and he remained one 

of the most sophisticated advocates of corporatism during the war. His political and 

intellectual trajectory is far from being a virgin topic. In particular, the political scientist 

Antonin Cohen has raised the hypothesis that by becoming a specialist in the subsequently 

fashionable Keynesian theory, Perroux managed to avoid the post-Liberation purges that 

befell so many collaborators or Vichy’s compagnons de route. So, Cohen’s argument goes, 

Perroux imported into France a doctrine named Keynesianism, which allowed him to replace 

it with Vichyiste corporatism as a third way between liberalism and Soviet-style 

collectivism.2102  

Perroux – by his own actions and through the research institute he created in January 

1944, the ISEA – certainly contributed to diffuse Keynes’s economic theory. Keynes’s third 

way certainly fitted his penchant for market interventionism, but despite professing an 

enduring admiration for the author of the General Theory, he was before and after the 

Liberation consistently critical of it.2103 What this section will argue is that, firstly, Perroux 

diffused Keynes’s theory because of an acute consciousness of how French economic 

analysis lagged behind foreign economic analysis. His interest for Keynes thus reflected the 

growing academic impact in Britain and the US of the General Theory. Secondly, Perroux’s 

interest in Keynes’s theory also reflected the latter’s involvement in the Bretton Woods 

Conference and preceding international monetary plan, together with contemporary British 

developments on national income accounting.  

This section will thus start by highlighting Perroux’s wide-ranging exposure to 

foreign economic analysis, which started already before 1939. I will then analyse the 

networks through which he popularised Keynes’s theory during and after Vichy’s regime, 

and how in 1942, his research assistant, Jean Domarchi, authored the first French monograph 

solely aimed at scrutinising the General Theory. Afterwards, I will move on to describe the 

means through which Perroux’s ISEA channelled Keynes’s theory after the Liberation. 

                                                 
2101 Two standard accounts of this process are the works of Richard Kuisel, Capitalism; and Philip Nord, 

France’s New Deal; see also Michel Margairaz, L’État. Vol. I, 502–3. 
2102 See Antonin Cohen, ‘Du corporatisme au keynésianisme. Continuités pratiques et ruptures symboliques 

dans le sillage de François Perroux’, Revue d’économie politique, 56, 4 (August 2006), 555–92. Nevertheless, 

the most balanced and insightful study of Perroux’ trajectory has been made by Julian Jackson, ‘‘Mal embarqué 

bien arrivé’: The Strange Story of François Perroux’, in Hanna Diamond and Simon Kitson (eds.), Vichy, 

Resistance, Liberation: New Perspectives on Wartime France (Oxford and New York: Berg, 2005), 155–69. See 

also Olivier Dard, ‘Économie et économistes’, 180–1. 
2103 As noted by Julian Jackson, ‘The Strange’, 157.  
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Finally, I will conclude by analysing Perroux’s critique of the General Theory, and Pierre 

Uri’s use of the Keynes’s inflationary gap to criticise Pleven’s policies. 

Hailing from Lyon and born into a family of Catholic industrialists, François Perroux 

began teaching economics in that city’s university in 1928. Along with Rist and Rueff, he 

was the most travelled French economist, and certainly the most aware of contemporary 

foreign economic analysis debates. In 1934, he was awarded a Rockefeller Foundation grant, 

which allowed him to spend two years in Vienna and Berlin. In the former, he attended the 

seminars of Ludwig Von Mises, but he missed Schumpeter and Hayek, who were already 

teaching, respectively, at Harvard and in London. He also spent some time in Rome in 1935, 

where he made the acquaintance of Corrado Gini. A statistician of fascist leanings, Gini had 

pioneered the use of statistics as a means of ascertaining income inequalities (through the 

famous Gini coefficient).2104  

Then, in 1937, Perroux moved to Paris, where he began teaching a doctorate course at 

the Sorbonne, along with a seminar at the École pratique des hautes études. By earning a 

promotion to Paris at the young age of 34, Perroux had accomplished a decisive step in his 

academic career. Thanks to his knowledge of foreign economic analysis and the brilliance of 

his courses, Perroux stood out from his colleagues. The drawback of his fiery personality was 

thus compensated by an intellectual magnetism that naturally attracted younger scholars: 

among those who attended his courses were Jean-Marcel Jeanneney and Robert Marjolin.2105 

Perroux was fluent in German and also read English (but his speaking proficiency was 

reduced). He was therefore well schooled in Swedish, British and American works, even if 

during the 1930s, his main interest remained Austrian economic analysis. After returning to 

France, he pushed for the diffusion of Joseph Schumpeter’s work,2106 and also prefaced in 

1938 a translation of Von Mises’s work on the socialist calculus.2107  

                                                 
2104 François Perroux, ‘Pérégrinations d’un économiste et choix de son itinéraire’, Économie appliquée, 2 

(1987), 197–200. See also François Fourquet (ed.), Les Comptes de la puissance: histoire de la comptabilité 

nationale et du plan (Paris: Recherches, 1980), 19.  
2105 See the following testimonies made by attendees of Perroux’s courses: Pierre Uri, ‘Souvenirs sur François 

Perroux’, 169; Jean Sirol, ‘Un maître: François Perroux’, 197–9; and Robert Marjolin, Le Travail, 52. See also 

François Perroux, Cours d’économie politique. IV: La Valeur des biens (Paris: Les Éditions Domat-

Montchrestien, 1941). 
2106 He wrote an extensive introduction (of over 100 pages) for the French translation of Schumpeter’s 1911 

opus The Theory of Economic Development. For an in depth analysis of the extent and limits that Schumpeter’s 

vision of capitalism shaped Perroux’s thought, see Gérard Destanne de Bernis, ‘La Dynamique de François 

Perroux: L’homme, la création collective, le projet humain’, in François Denoël (ed.), François Perroux: 

dossier (Lausanne: L’Âge d’homme, 1990), 110–2. 
2107 Antonin Cohen, ‘Du Corporatisme’, 558. The translation was published as Ludwig Von Mises, Le 

Socialisme: étude économique et sociologique (Paris: Librarie de Médicis, 1938). 
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Yet, there was one more aspect in which Perroux differed from the majority of 

economics professors: his critique of capitalism and liberal democracy. Perroux thought 

monopolies had undermined capitalism’s ‘capacity for automatic self-adjustment and self 

regulation’, and concluded that the working classes were becoming an estranged part of 

society. At the same time, influenced by Austrian neo-marginal theory, Perroux underpinned 

the working of a modern economy on market-established prices, and accordingly refused 

socialism. As a third way between capitalism and socialism, Perroux thus advanced the idea 

of ‘communauté de travail’. This meant a society organised on the basis of corporations, 

allowing for a more regulated market whilst at the same time superseding decadent liberal 

democracy.2108 These were ideas Perroux published in Esprit before the war, and which 

prompted him to praise the Portuguese authoritarian regime of Oliveira Salazar.2109 On 

account of his critique of liberal democracy alone, Perroux was totally unlike men like Boris 

and Mendès France. 

At the same time, he also denounced the racism and latent military menace of 

Nazism.2110 In fact, Perroux first referred to the General Theory in a study in which he 

condemned Schacht’s system, which he regarded as a first step in the building-up of German 

economic imperialism. In that book, published in May 1940 by the Librairie de Médicis, 

Perroux criticised the General Theory’s policies for their autarchic bias. Although his 

comments on Keynes’s theory remained vague, they amounted on the whole to discredit the 

former’s proposition that a certain degree of national self-sufficiency could be fully 

compatible with the maintenance of external trade. Perroux argued instead that the 

maintenance of full employment presupposed a degree of economic controls that was 

incompatible with an open market. The French economist was about to travel to the US when 

the war broke out, and by the time his book reached the bookshops, Hitler’s armies were 

already marching through Belgium. 2111  

Although Perroux was never a Germanophile, once Vichy’s regime was formed, he 

nevertheless found an apt environment in which to propagate his corporatist credo. In 1941, 

he was appointed as an expert to a commission charged by Vichy’s consultative assembly, 

                                                 
2108 Julian Jackson, ‘The Strange’, 159. 
2109 On Perroux’s ‘communauté de travail’ see Julian Jackson, ‘The Strange’, 157–66; and Gilles de Margerie, 

‘Sur l’enseignement économique à la Faculté de Paris à l’époque de Vichy’, Recherches et travaux de l’Institut 

d’histoire économique et sociale de l’Université Paris 1, 9 (October 1980), 55–88. See also Philip Nord, 

France’s New Deal, 39. 
2110 Henri Jourdan ‘Une lucidité passionnée’, 235–44. 
2111 François Perroux, Autarcie et expansion: Empire ou empires? (Paris: Libraire de Médicis, 1940), 14, 33, and 

36–9; and François Perroux, ‘Pérégrinations’, 201. 
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the Conseil national, with drafting a constitution for the new regime.2112 He also joined in that 

same year another experts committee, this time formed by Pétain’s Minister of Finance, Yves 

Bouthillier (who had been previously part of Daladier and Reynaud’s governments). Titled 

the Conseil d’Études économiques, it aimed at debating the allocation of raw materials within 

the French economy. Among Perroux’s peers at the Conseil one finds known faces from 

previous chapters. Like Auguste Detoeuf – the industrialist who directed the Nouveaux 

cahiers, the journal which had praised How to Pay for the War – or Gaël Fain, who had 

translated James Meade’s 1936 Introduction to Economic Analysis and had previously been 

lined up by Payot as a possible translator for the General Theory.2113 

The persona of Perroux, the corporatist doctrinaire and compagnon de route of Vichy, 

was indissociable from the economics professor who continued teaching in Paris. It was from 

these two positions that he began pushing for the diffusion of Keynes’s ideas. He was acutely 

aware of how French economic teaching and analysis lagged behind foreign developments, 

and was keen to articulate theoretical with applied economics, with an aim of guaranteeing a 

better economic formation for France’s future policymakers.2114 One of the channels he used 

for these ambitious aims was the Fondation Alexis Carrel, financed by Vichy, and of which 

Perroux was appointed secretary general in September 1942. Perroux headed a ‘bio-

sociology’ department, whose vague goals matched his humanistic conception of economics: 

to redefine economic knowledge by framing it within ‘la connaissance opérationnelle de 

l’homme’.2115 More down to earth, he also charged his department with studying the 

prospective structural and political reforms needed to attain full employment in France.2116 

True to his epistemological perspective, Perroux described full employment not as the 

maximum profitability attained by the employment of all human and material resources, but 

as a matter of reaching ‘le plus haut rendement humain’.2117 The General Theory was among 

the contemporary applications of full employment highlighted by Perroux.2118  

                                                 
2112 On Perroux’s activities in the Conseil see Michèle Cointet, Le Conseil national de Vichy, 1940–1944 (Paris: 

Aux Amateurs de Livres, 1989), 154–6; see also Robert Delavignette, ‘François Perroux et l’École nationale de 

la France d’outre-mer’, 202–3. 
2113 Michel Margairaz, L’État. Vol. I, 500 and 510. 
2114 See, for instance, Perroux’s preface to Auguste Murât, Initiation à la théorie économique (Paris: Presses 

Universitaires de France, 1943), viii-xiv. 
2115 Alain Drouard, Une inconnue des sciences sociales: la Fondation Alexis Carrel, 1941–1945 (Paris: Éditions 

de la Maison des sciences de l’homme, 1992), 158. For Perroux’s involvement with the Foundation, see 152ff. 
2116 Alain Drouard, Une inconnue, 215–6. 
2117 Oliver Dard, ‘Économie’, 180–1. 
2118 Alain Drouard, Une inconnue, 216.  
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Furthermore, he also created in January 1943 a Centre d’échanges de théorie 

économique, attached to the Fondation Carrel. Its purpose was to offset the paucity of French 

libraries’ holdings of foreign economics works. By fostering the translation of articles and 

books by key foreign economists, Perroux expected to motivate research on economic theory 

by young students. Several of the economists who were part of the Centre’s membership list 

were either already referred to in previous chapters (Georges Lutfalla); eventually 

collaborated with Perroux at the ISEA (Jean Domarchi); or became well-known figures of 

post-1945 French economic analysis (Maurice Allais, Henri Guitton, Jean Marchal); and 

were involved in developing national income accounting (Jean Bénard). Nevertheless, the 

progress of the war hampered communications between the Centre’s members, and 

consequently it only convened once, in April 1943, for a talk given by Perroux on Keynes’s 

theory.2119  

According to the recollections of Jean Bénard – then a young Resistant who was 

enrolled in 1943 by Perroux as a secretary to the Centre – sometime around 1943–4 various 

young students affiliated with the Centre attempted to translate on their own the General 

Theory. Although it proved fruitless, that effort was explainable by the difficulty of finding 

copies of de Largentaye’s translation, which was not surprising: there were only 2,000 copies 

that had quickly sold out, and communications within France were hampered because of the 

war.2120 Bénard also recalled how: ‘ce petit groupe se tenait au courant des travaux de théorie 

économique du monde anglo-saxon, dont les revues et les livres nous arrivaient avec 

beaucoup de retard’.2121  

Likewise, and thanks to his good relations with Paul Angoulvent – the founder and 

head of the Presses Universitaires de France – Perroux created two new editorial series 

entitled Theoria and Pragma. One aimed at publishing textbooks and translations of 

theoretical economics works; the other of works relating to applied economics. Both 

stemmed from Perroux’s interest in covering the most fashionable topics and contemporary 

authors.2122 Pragma passed from paper to reality only after the war, while in January 1943, 

Theoria was kick-started with an introductory textbook on economics written by Auguste 

                                                 
2119 Alain Drouard, Une inconnue, 218. 
2120 After mentioning how the group continued its work under the ISEA and its efforts in translating the General 

Theory, Bénard proceeds to recall how, in 1943, Allais arrived with a freshly printed copy of À la recherche 

d’une discipline économique. See François Fourquet, Les Comptes, 42–3; and Alain Drouard, Une inconnue, 

456–7. 
2121 François Fourquet, Les Comptes, 42–3. 
2122 Auguste Murât, Initiation à la théorie économique (Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1943), xiv-xv. 
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Murât. By then, the latter was teaching at the University of Dijon, and also collaborated with 

Perroux at the Fondation Carrel.2123 The sections of Murât’s textbook on money (like 

terminological definitions and monetary equations), were mostly borrowed from Keynes’s 

Treatise, whose reading he recommended to students.2124 Even more eye-catching was 

Perroux’s preface, which presented Murat’s book as a step towards offsetting the 

backwardness of French economics. On Perroux’s account, that gap was widely perceived by 

foreign economists, most notably by Keynes.2125 This was an oblique reference to the latter’s 

preface to the General Theory’s French edition. There, Keynes named Montesquieu as the 

greatest of French economists and Charles Gide as the equal of Alfred Marshall: Gide was 

dead and Montesquieu did not have much of a reputation as an economist. Keynes’s remark 

offered proof to Perroux that no living French economist had any weight in contemporary 

economics debates, or deserved the respect of his foreign peers.2126  

Besides supporting Murât, Perroux also supervised the first French doctoral thesis 

specifically aimed at dissecting the General Theory. It was written by Jean Domarchi and 

published in 1943. Domarchi was an old student of Perroux, and worked as his research 

assistant during the two preceding years. Even before his thesis was completed, Domarchi 

also published an article where he explained the relation between the General Theory’s 

multiplier and employment policies. It appeared in a series of cahiers entitled Renaître – 

another of Perroux’s editorial initiatives.2127 By the end of 1942, Perroux had become 

disenchanted with Vichy and founded Renaître with a former army officer named Yves 

Urvoy. Both men aimed at laying down a programme of action for an eventual Christian and 

corporatist ‘Révolution nationale’.2128 In any case, the tone of Domarchi’s article was 

indisputably academic and made no allusions to how a public investment policy could work 

out in a corporatist regime.2129 More relevantly, Domarchi’s conclusions anticipated the work 

on national income accounting carried on after the war by Perroux’s ISEA. He established an 

                                                 
2123 Alain Drouard, Une inconnue, 212. 
2124 August Murât, Initiation, 149–80. 
2125 Auguste Murât, Initiation, v-vii.  
2126 Keynes’s reference to Montesquieu was due to the latter’s views on the rate of interest. See in this respect 

section 10.5 of the previous chapter. 
2127 Jean Domarchi, ‘Les Investissements publics en théorie et en pratique’, in Rencontres, 6–7: L’Économie 

sans abondance (Paris: Les Éditions du CERF, [1943?]), 129–40. 
2128 Antonin Cohen, ‘Du Corporatisme’, 570–1 and 579. 
2129 Unlike what Antonin Cohen suggests. See Antonin Cohen, ‘Du Corporatisme’, 580. 
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obvious nexus between public investment and the ‘infrastructure théorique et des 

monographes statistiques capables d’être pour les gouvernants des guides sûrs’.2130 

By November 1942, Domarchi had finally completed his thesis. After some delay 

owing to a lack of paper, it was published in another editorial series directed by Perroux, 

albeit this time at the specialised academic publisher Domat-Montchrestien.2131 To justify his 

choice of subject, Domarchi insisted on the lack of translations of foreign economics 

works.2132 However, neither his article on the multiplier, nor his thesis made any reference to 

previous works on Keynes’s theory written by Jeanneney, Marjolin or Mantoux. And 

therefore, Domarchi’s claims of pioneering the diffusion of the General Theory in France 

must be taken with a pinch of salt. Naming Keynes as perhaps the most relevant economist 

alive due to how he combined theory with practice, Domarchi intended to determine how 

general the General Theory in fact was. However, by this he did not mean whether Keynes’s 

theory of interest was only a special case within a more general theory, a conclusion he 

nevertheless reached by following the Polish economist Oskar Lange, who had squeezed the 

General Theory down to a set of equations similar to Hicks’s IS-LM.2133 

Rather, by general, Domarchi meant whether Keynes’s theory was also applicable to 

non-capitalist economies, namely those structured in terms of ‘planification intégrale’ – a 

euphemism for socialism.2134 He concluded it was not, given how Keynes’s theory was 

underpinned by the principle of the marginal propensity to consume (MPC), which could be 

depicted as constituting a specific articulation of two capitalist factors: profits and wages. He 

also argued that Keynes offered no empirical or theoretical proof that the MPC was 

observable in contexts other than Victorian England. Despite his reservations, Domarchi 

thought the General Theory deeply valuable. It offered a new epistemological perspective, 

which made evident the possibility of under-full employment equilibrium, and fully 

invalidated Say’s Law.2135  

Unfortunately, though, the title of Domarchi’s thesis – La Pensée de John Maynard 

Keynes – overstated the extent of its real scope. The young French economist spent so many 

pages contextualising Keynes’s theory in relation to previous classical and neoclassical 

theory, and contemporary works on the relevance of expectations and uncertainty upon 

                                                 
2130 Jean Domarchi, ‘Les Investissements’, 149. 
2131 Pierre Gallière, ‘Les Débuts’, 189. 
2132 Jean Domarchi, La Pensée de J. M. Keynes (Paris: Les Éditions Domat-Montchrestien, 1943), 7. 
2133 Warren Young, Interpreting, 79–82. 
2134 Jean Domarchi, La Pensée, 17. 
2135 Jean Domarchi, La Pensée, 171–80. 
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monetary theory, that he reserved a meagre eighteen pages to analyse both the Treatise and 

the General Theory! After the Liberation and thanks to Perroux’s networks, Domarchi sent 

his thesis to Keynes. It was precisely because of the scant number of pages dedicated to the 

General Theory that Keynes expressed his disappointment with Domarchi’s effort.2136 In 

Keynes’s words, it resembled ‘a discourse on botany by a highly discriminating butterfly, 

addressed to other butterflies who have been visiting the same flowers’.2137 Even so, he was 

sufficiently impressed to recommend Domarchi for a Rockefeller Foundation grant. Although 

the correspondence between the two men stops at this point, Domarchi did obtain the grant. 

He planned to visit Keynes at Cambridge by late 1945, so they could discuss the continuation 

of his thesis, which would be solely focused on the General Theory. However, this second 

volume remained a stillborn project.2138 Incidentally, after the war, Domarchi was also 

involved in the translation of Beveridge’s plan, together with the economist Henry 

Laufenburger (another acquaintance of Perroux).2139 

At this stage, Perroux had already created his own research centre, the Institut de 

science économique appliqué (ISEA). In December 1943, he had fallen out with Alexis 

Carrel for administrative reasons, and formed the ISEA the following month. Located at the 

old Parisian headquarters of the Carnegie Foundation, Perroux actively lobbied to attach the 

ISEA to the ELSP. It was telling of Perroux’s academic prestige and ability to conserve a 

relatively independent political position, that he was supported by one of the ELSP’s 

directors, the sociologist and Resistant André Siegfried.2140 Moreover, it seems that the 

Resistance groups then operating in Paris did not raise much trouble against the ISEA either. 

Until the Liberation, the ISEA’s premises served as a Resistance meeting point and a safe 

haven for Soviet, Polish and American citizens. Whether this was a trade-off accepted by 

Perroux, or the result of his own initiative, is unknown.2141 

Academically, the ISEA promptly received the support of all major French 

economists from the law faculties, the ELSP, and the Polytechnique: Aftalion, Nogaro, Rist, 

                                                 
2136 Perroux’s contact was a certain Monsieur Dalmont – of whom I was unable to retrieve any biographical 

data. See Jean Domarchi to JMK, 19 April 1945, JMK/CO/1/238.  
2137 JMK to Jean Domarchi, 17 July 1945, JMK/CO/1/240–1. 
2138 Jean Domarchi to JMK, 14 August 1945, JMK/CO/1/242–3. 
2139 Antonin Cohen, ‘Du Corporatisme’, 580. 
2140 Concerning Siegfried’s resistance activities, see Richard Kuisel, Ernest Mercier: French Technocrat 

(Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1967), 150–1. 
2141 He did other trade-offs, such as denouncing Carrel after the Liberation for collaborationism. See Julian 

Jackson, ‘The Strange’, 164–5. See also Roger Seydoux, ‘L’École des sciences politiques’, in François Denoël 

(ed.), François, 174; Yves Manguy, ‘La Création de l’I.S.E.A.’, in François Denoël (ed.), 175; and Pierre 

Gallière, ‘Les Débuts de l’I.S.E.A.’, in François Denoël (ed.), 185–6. 
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Rueff, Divisa and Pirou. The Centre d’études founded by Perroux at the Fondation Carrel was 

attached to the ISEA and continued to be administered by Jean Bénard. Among its 

participants were several young economists who went on to build solid academic careers after 

the war: apart from Domarchi, these were Henri Guitton, Henri Bartoli and the brothers Jean 

and André Marchal.2142 Financially, the ISEA initially survived thanks to Perroux’s own 

funds and financial backing from the BDF. This was probably obtained through Jean 

Vergeot, a collaborator of Perroux who worked at the BDF, and had been secretary of the 

Revue d’économie politique in the 1930s.2143  

The most significant question, though, relates to what the ISEA’s scientific aims 

were, and how they contributed to the diffusion of Keynes’s economic theory. Firstly, at the 

time, Perroux nurtured an interest in mathematical economics. His proposal to have the ISEA 

attached to the ELSP in fact pitched it as bringing to the latter an expertise in researching and 

teaching mathematical economics. Thus it is unsurprising that Perroux sought academic 

support from the engineer-economists of the École polytechnique and the École des mines 

(François Divisia, René Roy and the young Maurice Allais), with whom he had already 

maintained a working group during the war.2144 In Perroux’s words, since the ISEA’s early 

days, ‘nous avons […] travaillé sur des modèles mathématiques et sur les paradigmes, c’est-

à-dire les formes les plus générales des programmes de calcul’.2145 Apparently, he was even 

taking at the time private lessons in mathematics.2146  

In any case, this belief in the potentialities of quantitative economic knowledge was 

not directed towards microeconomics, but to national income accounting. In July and August 

1945 and counting on the support of the Minister of Finance René Pleven, Perroux and two 

other ISEA researchers travelled to England. There they worked with Richard Stone at the 

Central Statistical Office (which was responsible for preparing the British national budgets) 

for a whole month.2147 Those researchers were Henri Bartoli (a young economist who had 

written his doctoral thesis on counter-cyclical policies, as analysed in the following section), 

                                                 
2142 Bénard named this research group as the Groupe d’études sur la théorie économique. I will refer to these 

economists in more detail throughout the penultimate section of this chapter. See François Fourquet, Les 

Comptes, 42. 
2143 Yves Manguy, ‘La Création’, 181–2; and Pierre Gallière, ‘Les Débuts’, 185. 
2144 Which Perroux presided together with Georges Lutfalla. See François Fourquet, Les Comptes, 42. 
2145 François Fourquet, Les Comptes, 42. 
2146 François Fourquet, Les Comptes, 41–2; Pierre Gallière, ‘Les Débuts’, 186; and Antonin Cohen, ‘Du 

corporatisme’, 582–3.  
2147 As Perroux put it: Stone ‘a été pour nous le plus sûr et le plus aimable des instructeurs’. See François 

Perroux (ed.), Le Revenu national: son calcul et sa signification (Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1947), 

76. 
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and Pierre Uri. The three men also paid a visit to Joan Robinson and John Hicks.2148 From 

this research mission resulted the 1947 monograph Le Revenu national, published on behalf 

of Jean Monnet’s Planning Commission.2149 

It was Pierre Uri who served as the main intermediary between Perroux and the 

British economists, and who would become the main intellectual force behind the first French 

national budget of 1948, as a result of the first practical implementation of Keynes’s theory in 

French economic policymaking. A graduate from the École normale supérieure, Uri 

benefitted in the late 1930s from a grant to study at Princeton, where he first studied 

economics. He was teaching philosophy in Reims when the French defeat and the enactment 

of Vichy’s racial laws saw him suspended from duties, which convinced him to reinvent his 

career. After deciding to enrol at the Sorbonne to finish a doctorate in law, he began attending 

Perroux’s classes both there and at the École des hautes études. With the benefit of hindsight, 

Uri acknowledged that he owed to Perroux ‘l’essentiel de ma formation d’économiste’.2150  

Uri claimed to have first read the General Theory in 1940, thus in its English edition. 

In his 1942 thesis – a very dry tract on the concept of profit –by then he was already aware of 

the differences between the Treatise and the General Theory.2151 He was forced to spend 

most of the war living half-clandestinely in the south of France, but he still managed to work 

in Vichy’s administration (in a Comité d’organisation) via the intervention of Henri Culmann 

– an inspector of finance who was friends with Perroux and was part of the Ministry of 

Industrial Production in 1943. Once Paris was liberated, Perroux promptly invited Uri to join 

the ISEA. I will come back to Uri’s role in spreading Keynes’s theory after the Liberation 

further below in this section.2152 

After the Liberation, Perroux immediately took advantage of the reopening of 

communications with the Allied countries to bring over to the ISEA the most renowned 

Anglo-American economists of the time. And although Keynes never came to the ISEA, he 

gave it his patronage by accepting to be a foreigner correspondent.2153 As early as January 

1945, Keynes’s disciple Joan Robinson came to the ISEA, where she gave a talk comparing 

                                                 
2148 François Fourquet, Les Comptes, 19 and 66–9; and François Perroux, ‘Pérégrinations’, 201. 
2149 François Perroux (ed.), Le Revenu national, 1–2 and 15. 
2150 Pierre Uri, Penser pour l’action: un fondateur de l’Europe (Paris: Éditions Odile Jacob, 1991), 36. 
2151 Uri noted how Keynes defined income distinctly in the two books. See Pierre Uri, ‘Vers une définition du 

bénéfice’, 28–9. In HAEU/PU/4. Incidentally, although translatable as profit, in French ‘bénéfice’ is mainly 

used as an accounting term, whilst profit is reserved for an economics context.  
2152 Antonin Cohen, ‘Du corporatisme’, 575; François Fourquet, Les Comptes, 20 and 42; and Pierre Uri, 

Penser, 13–46. 
2153 François Perroux to JMK, 10 April 1945, JMK/L/45/19. 
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Marx’s to Keynes’s economic thought.2154 She was accompanied by Thomas Balogh and the 

American Edward Chamberlin: both the latter and Robinson were pioneers in the study of 

imperfect competition markets. Pierre Uri acted as a translator during the proceedings.2155 

This inaugural conference was the first of a long list whose members read like a who’s who 

of post-1945 economics. In that list one finds disciples of Keynes and economists whose 

work was in some way or another influenced by the General Theory, like Nicholas Kaldor, 

John Hicks, Colin Clark, Paul Samuelson and Kalecki. But it also contains names that were 

often on opposite side of the Keynesian trenches, like the econometrics pioneer Jan 

Tinbergen, Lionel Robbins and even Hayek, who gave a talk to his French audience on why 

there was no such thing as an investment multiplier. The ISEA’s intellectual vitality filled its 

rooms with young students avid for knowledge, and starkly contrasted with the parochialism 

of the economics taught at the law faculties.2156  

Additionally, from 1944 to 1946, the ISEA’s intellectual prestige was also greatly 

built upon by a series of lengthy monographs covering the Allied postwar monetary plans, the 

Bretton Woods agreements, and Beveridge’s reports on social security and full 

employment.2157 These monographs were not destined for the general public, but primarily 

intended for use by the ISEA’s financial backers, among which, as abovementioned, was the 

BDF.2158 The first monograph was published in June 1944 and covered the postwar monetary 

plans presented by Keynes, Harry White and even the Canadian Isley plan. It was written by 

Perroux, apparently with the help of Jean Vergeot and Pierre Pujade, an economist who he 

had brought over from the Fondation Carrel.2159 The second monograph was finished in 

March 1945, and contextualised Keynes’s and Harry White’s plans within interwar economic 

history and economic analysis’ developments. Two more were published in May and 

December of that same year, already counting with the input of Pierre Uri, and focusing 

respectively on Beveridge’s plans and on the Bretton Woods Conference.2160  

                                                 
2154 As described by Pierre Uri in his review of Robinson’s 1942 An Essay on Marxian Economics, which was 

only published in 1945.  
2155 Pierre Uri, Penser, 43–4; Pierre Gallière, ‘Les Débuts’, 187; and Ernesto Screpanti and Stefano Zamagni, An 

Outline, 270–80. 
2156 Yves Manguy, ‘La Création’, 177–8; and Pierre Gallière, ‘Les Débuts’, 185.  
2157 Despite what has been suggested by Antonin Cohen, it is hard to see in the topics chosen for the cahiers a 

premeditated attempt of ideological cover-up by Perroux – in the context of postwar economic reconstruction 

these were simply the dominant topics of the time. See Antonin Cohen, ‘Du Corporatisme’, 584. 
2158 Pierre Uri, Penser, 43. 
2159 Not be mistaken with the populist politician of the 1950s, Pierre Poujade. 
2160 Yves Manguy, ‘La Création’, 179. The drafts from two articles Uri wrote on the Beveridge Plan (‘L’Idée de 

sécurité sociale’ and ‘Le Plein emploi dans une société libre’) can be found in his personal papers: 

HAEU/PU/4–5. See also Pierre Uri, Penser, 44–5. Incidentally, the ISEA’s studies on social security also 
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At first glance, it would seem from the above that the ISEA was a ‘Keynesian 

hotbed’.2161 Yet, such a conclusion compares oddly with the fact that its founder was never 

sympathetic to the General Theory’s theoretical frameworks, and that the ISEA never formed 

a generation of Keynesian economists. This is best demonstrated by the course Perroux 

taught on Keynes’s theory between 1946 and 1947 at the Institut d’études politiques (the 

successor of the nationalised ELSP). Perroux’s aim was to explain the impact of the 

‘révolution keynésienne’ by comparing the General Theory with neoclassical economics.2162 

But his was not a sycophantic explanation of Keynes’s ideas, as one of his students well 

noted. In the words of Pierre Trudeau (the future Canadian Prime Minister): ‘dès les 

premières leçons de François Perroux, je me vis confié à une nouvelle lecture de Keynes à la 

fois très critique et très chaleureuse’.2163  

Hence, Perroux started by bemoaning the General Theory’s obscure style and its 

static framework, considering that Keynes’s premises of sticky prices and under-full 

employment equilibrium made it only a specific case within general economic theory. 

Moreover, Perroux considered the principle of marginal propensity to consume was merely a 

hypothesis lacking empirical confirmation, and deemed liquidity preference theory as 

mechanistic, and only a special case in the theory of interest. He also considered that Keynes 

exaggerated the influence of the rate of interest in determining investment, thus forgetting, 

for instance, how investment could be affected by the amount of monopolistic competition. 

Furthermore, Perroux pointed out that trade unions’ pressures and the unreliability of 

statistical data would make it difficult to prevent full employment policies from creating 

inflation. This was compounded by the fact that available statistics could not uncover all the 

exact causes behind unemployment: whether it originated from demand or structural/supply 

factors (labour and technological lags). Finally, and unsurprisingly for a Schumpeterian 

writing in an era in which reconstruction offered France a blank sheet for an economic catch-

up, Perroux dismissed Keynes’s fears of capitalist decline and secular stagnation. In short, he 

portrayed the General Theory as a relic from the Great Depression, in which wages were 

exceptionally sticky and large quantities of human and material resources remained idle.2164 

                                                 
counted with the advisory of Étienne Antonelli, a disciple of Walras who was also a SFIO militant. See Yves 

Manguy, ‘La Création’, 176. 
2161 As advanced by Philip Nord, France’s, 100. 
2162 In 1949, Perroux further elaborated on his analysis of the General Theory in his 1949 article ‘La 

Généralisation de la General Theory’, to which I will also refer in the following paragraphs. 
2163 Pierre Elliott Trudeau, in François Denoël (ed.), François, 70. 
2164 François Perroux, Histoire des doctrines économiques contemporaines. Année 1946–1947 (Paris: Centre de 

documentation universitaire, 1947), 34–52; ‘La Généralisation de la General Theory’, Revue de la Faculté des 
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Perroux’s analysis is also interesting for the way it realised the mismatch between 

Keynes’s original intentions when writing the General Theory, and the interpretations made 

by disciples like Joan Robinson and Kalecki. He was well aware that Keynes’s liberal 

interventionism was devised as an alternative to measures like wage and price controls. For 

Keynes’s system to work it would be essential for the Bank of England, the Treasury and 

trade unions to be reasonable (the latter with their wage demands). Meanwhile, Robinson and 

Kalecki showed sympathy for socialism and planning: two tenets contradictory with 

Keynes’s sentiment and aims.2165 Likewise, Perroux also warned against accepting as an 

accurate representation of an economic system the interplay between a series of 

macroeconomic aggregates, established by national income accounting, as the General 

Theory invited to do. The dangers, as Perroux showed by referring to the work of Kalecki and 

Abba Lerner (a disciple of Keynes teaching in the US), consisted of assimilating budgetary 

deficits to investment, or of downplaying the dangers of rising public debt.2166 

And yet, unlike the majority of his colleagues (see Chapter 12), Perroux openly 

claimed Keynes’s economic theory represented a breakthrough, if compared with previous 

economic thought. He particularly praised Keynes for formulating a theory of equilibrium in 

which variable income – rather than the rate of interest – determined the level of savings, in 

which money played an active role, and which as a result broke with the neoclassical premise 

that economic adjustments took place through the automatic working of the price 

mechanism.2167 Still, Perroux’s findings amounted to admitting that the General Theory’s 

value resided mostly in its being a source of un-systematised hints and concepts, which were 

begging for further theoretical development.2168 Perroux acted accordingly, and his own 

research after the war bears the direct influence of Keynes’s book. He believed additional 

research was necessary to decompose Keynes’s macroeconomic aggregates. For instance, in 

the case of the inflationary gap, the challenge was thus to identify the asymmetrical impact of 

inflation within each economic/social group, and its possible structural causes. In the same 

vein, he also pushed for the study of macroeconomic decisions: the rationale behind the 

economic decisions of entrepreneurs and politicians, of companies and nations. This was a 

                                                 
sciences économiques de l’Université d’Istanbul, 1–4 (October 1948–June 1949), 9–45; and also Le Capitalisme 

(Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1948), 97–102. 
2165 François Perroux, ‘La Généralisation’, 46–59. To appreciate the general prescience of Perroux’s conclusions 

cf. with Robert Skidelsky, Fighting, 498–507.  
2166 François Perroux, Histoire, 33–4 and 52–4; and ‘La Généralisation’, 60–7.  
2167 François Perroux, Histoire, 29–31; and ‘La Généralisation’, 18–25. 
2168 François Perroux, Histoire, 35; and ‘La Généralisation’, 78. 
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topic Perroux considered Keynes had left unexplained, and which he eventually explained 

through the axiomatic concept of domination. Noticeably, Perroux’s postwar research agenda 

reinforced the already notorious penchant of French economic analysis to prioritise a soft 

science approach, which downplayed the need for mathematical formalisation.2169  

At the ISEA, other economists held equally ambivalent or even hostile views against 

the General Theory. Thus Jean Lhomme – deputy director of the ISEA – criticised it for its 

inflationist potential. Like Perroux, he considered Keynes’s under-full employment 

equilibrium to be particular only to specific economic contexts.2170 But perhaps, the most 

telling cases of rejection of Keynes’s theory were those of Jean Domarchi and Jean Bénard. 

They are indicative of how in postwar France, Marxian economics constituted a major pole of 

attraction to those seeking an alternative to neoclassical theory, but who at the same time 

were also sceptical of the conservatism of Keynes’s political and social vision.  

By 1948, Domarchi started shifting his attention to Marxian economics, but from the 

1950s onwards, he gained more of a reputation as one of France’s leading movie critics than 

as an economist.2171 Likewise, Jean Bénard – whose political allegiances were with the 

Communist Party – published in 1949 various articles critical of Keynes’s theory, which he 

deemed to be the new theoretical orthodoxy of the capitalist order. His account of Keynes’s 

theory was politically biased, ignoring the remedies it proposed and concluding that Keynes 

endorsed an economy structured by stock market speculation.2172 And yet, from 1950 

onwards, Bénard worked under Claude Gruson’s direction at the Service des études 

économiques et financières, being thus involved in developing the French national income 

accounting system.2173  

Of all of Perroux’s collaborators, it was Pierre Uri – who was not even an 

academically trained economist – who vouched the most for the validity of Keynes’s 

                                                 
2169 François Perroux, ‘La Généralisation’, 60–8. 
2170 See Christian Morrisson, ‘Jean Lhomme, de l’économie à l’histoire (1901–1987), Revue économique, 39, 3 

(1988), 497–510; and Olivier Dard, ‘Théoriciens et praticiens de l’économie: un changement de paradigme’, in 

Serge Berstein and Pierre Milza (eds.), L’Année 1947, 81. 
2171 He was a leading contributor to the Cahiers du cinéma. See Jean Domarchi, ‘Matérialisme dialectique et 

conscience de classe’, Esprit (May–June 1948), 814–29; and the obituary published after his demise in 1981 by 

Le Monde. Available at http://www.lemonde.fr/archives/article/1981/01/24/mort-de-jean-

domarchi_2718897_1819218.html (retrieved 6 January 2016).  
2172 He also criticised Keynes for refusing (‘désespérément’) Marxian surplus value theory in order to justify 

capitalist profit. See Jean Bénard, La Conception marxiste du capital. Paris: SEDES, 1952, 179–82. 
2173 Olivier Dard, ‘Théoriciens’, 75–6 and 112; and Aude Terray, Des francs-tireurs aux experts. L’organisation 

de la prévision économique au ministère des Finances, 1948–1968 (Paris: Comité pour l’histoire économique et 

financière de la France), 2002, 83. Nevertheless, two other economists who had links with Perroux, Jean 

Marchal and Henri Guitton, recognised the General Theory’s scientific impact. In regards to Marchal, see 

Chapter 12. 
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economics, and the benefits to be derived from their application. Unlike Perroux, but 

similarly to Mendès France and Boris, Uri was primarily attracted to the technocratic 

potential of applying economic theory in practice, rather than by purely theoretical 

discussions. His case provides added proof that technocrats, rather than academic economists, 

remained the major proponents of the General Theory in France. It was by writing after the 

defeat of Mendès France’s anti-inflationary proposals that Uri began applying Keynes’s 

theory to gauge the possibilities of combining full employment with inflation and 

reconstruction. He did so through several articles published throughout 1945–6: not only in a 

revue affiliated with the ISEA, Productions françaises; but also in journals as diverse as the 

Catholic La Vie intellectuelle, and the more literary ones L’Âge d’or and Le Temps Modernes. 

The latter was the follow up to the Nouvelle revue française, and was edited by the 

philosopher Jean-Paul Sartre.2174  

Uri’s articles reveal the intellectual and policy concerns that tied his work at the 

ISEA, to his subsequent 1947 work on the national budget for Jean Monnet’s Planning 

Commission. In his artices, Uri considered that the General Theory’s breakthrough resided in 

its negation of Say’s Law, and its emphasis on effective demand as the axiomatic mechanism 

of capitalist economies. Standing against Keynes’s theory were classical economics, which 

were regarded by Uri as oblivious to the possibility of involuntary unemployment, given that 

they could only presuppose scenarios of perfect competition and automatic price equilibrium. 

Crucially, Uri was also sympathetic to the social vision of Keynes’s theory. Indeed, he 

considered the rentiers’ death would offer strong theoretical justification for income 

redistribution, which would henceforth help ensuring higher consumption levels and 

employment stability.2175  

As Uri started addressing in more detail the desirability of attaining full employment 

in France, his exposition of Keynes’s theory became more refined. From simplistically 

claiming that budget deficits posed no inflationist danger until full employment was attained, 

he went on to recognise that Keynes did acknowledge how near full employment, frictions in 

the labour market and technical lags could indeed generate inflation.2176 Uri was also aware 

that because of Keynes’s definition of full employment – the largest level of employment 

                                                 
2174 Uri knew Maurice Merleau-Ponty (who was part of the revue’s editorial board) from the École normale 

supérieure. See Roger Chartier and Henri-Jean Martin (eds.), Histoire, 275 and 503; and Pierre Uri, Penser, 51. 
2175 Pierre Uri, ‘Révolution dans la pensée économique’, L’Âge d’or, August 1945, 70. Consulted in 

HAEU/PU/241; and Pierre Uri, ‘Théorie et politique du plein emploi’, Productions françaises: Revue mensuelle 

d’action économique, January 1946, 19–20. In HAEU/PU/242. 
2176 Compare Pierre Uri, ‘Révolution’, 73; with Pierre Uri, ‘Théorie’, 22–3. 
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compatible with the lowest accepted real wage – the General Theory did not offer a full 

employment policy suitable to every country. As output grew, there would be a limit at which 

reductions in the real wage due to inflation would cease to be tolerated, which would be 

specific to each national context. This explained Keynes’ vagueness in offering detailed 

policy recommendations – a feature of the General Theory which Uri regretted.2177  

Therefore, Uri pondered whether Kalecki’s theory of effective demand was more 

suitable to public policy than Keynes’s. But he refused to endorse it, by arguing that Kalecki 

did not offer a clear theoretical guideline to assess the inflationary risks of full employment. 

Assuming perfect competition, Keynes posited that with higher employment the real wage 

level decreased, while marginal costs increased. Yet, Kalecki argued that real wages were 

determined by the market’s degree of monopoly (which set firms’ mark-up of prices). With 

inutilised plant, marginal costs of production would be constant in relation to output changes; 

while the price level would rise slightly. However, if full employment was reached, trade 

unions’ bargaining power might be higher, and its money wage demands potentially 

inflationary. Inflation would thus essentially depend on trade unions’ power and the market’s 

imperfection.2178 Uri was therefore more comforted by Keynes’s analytical rescuing of 

classical theory in full employment, than by Kalecki’s structural approach to inflation: ‘La 

théorie revisée renounce à découvrir une situation où la théorie classique soit validée. Les 

risques d’inflation ne se lient plus à des appreciations de coût subjectif [as in when real wages 

would equal labour’s disutility), mais à des obstacles de fait’.2179  

In any case, Uri was very well aware that in postwar France, full employment per se 

was not the most pressing issue. Despite high employment levels, a lack of raw resources and 

machinery resulted in low output levels. On Uri’s account, the priority of policymakers 

should rather be to boost national income. This goal could be best achieved by economic 

rationalisation and by fostering productivity, which depended on investing in capital 

equipment and improving workforce’s skills.2180 This emphasis on industrial modernisation 

was a commonplace assertion at the time: it drove Jean Monnet and Marjolin’s actions, and 

was shared by Mendès France and Boris.2181 They all accepted the rationale that war 

                                                 
2177 Pierre Uri, ‘Théorie’, 19–23; see also Robert Skidelsky, Fighting, 272. 
2178 In regards to the relation between wages, employment and inflation in Kalecki’s theory see Jan Toporowski, 

‘Kalecki’, 1–22; and Malcolm C. Sawyer, ‘The Economics of Michał Kalecki’, Eastern European Economics, 

23, 3–4 (spring–summer 1985), 20–40 and 110–43. 
2179 In Pierre Uri, ‘Théorie’, 23.  
2180 Pierre Uri, ‘Théorie’, 23–4.  
2181 On this topic the literature is extensive. For a succinct overview see Richard F. Kuisel, Capitalism, 191–201 

and 229–37.  
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destructions and a systematic lack of investment in capital equipment ‘was responsible for 

low productivity and high costs, which in turn yield a low standard of living and deficits in 

the balance of payments’.2182 As expected given his knowledge of Keynesian theory, Uri 

sided with Mendès France against René Pleven, and called for an articulated policy of price 

deflation based on rationing, wage arbitration and price controls. The failure of Pleven’s 

policies, Uri concluded, was a reminder that modern capitalist economies were unable to 

come out of a crisis solely through the market’s invisible hand. In France’s case, that meant 

that reconstruction through liberal solutions would aggravate inflation.2183  

What is worth stressing, though, is the theoretical principle on which Uri buttressed 

this conclusion, and in particular the means by which he intended to fund reconstruction, 

whilst avoiding the inflationist pitfall. The principle was Keynes’s concept of the inflationary 

gap, and the means were national income accounting. Quoting Hicks, Uri was aware of how 

the allure of Keynes’s theory had much increased in the wake of the How to Pay for the War 

proposals: it was as applicable to the economics of plenty as to those of scarcity.2184 Thus Uri 

rejected explaining French inflation only on monetary terms, as derived from the quantity 

theory of money (which was the thesis favoured by the economist René Courtin).2185  

Instead, Uri proposed Keynes’s macroeconomic definition, which he retrieved from 

How to Pay: inflation resulted from the gap between aggregate purchasing power and the 

aggregate supply of goods in the market. Uri then logically referred to a national budget, as a 

tool by which the necessary fiscal policies to fund reconstruction without inflation could be 

determined. France’s goal should thus consist of following British war finance practices, 

starting with the creation of reliable estimates of national income, its sources and 

components. Then the gap between prospective public and private expenditure and total 

output could finally be calculated.2186 As Uri concluded: 

 

Elle [France] doit se souvenir que c’est Keynes lui-même qui, dans l’Angleterre en 

guerre, a proposé un programme de fiscalité resserrée et d’épargne forcée; et ce sont 

                                                 
2182 Richard F. Kuisel, Capitalism, 224–5. 
2183 Pierre Uri, ‘Crise financière’, Les Temps modernes (April 1946), 1300–1; and and ‘Dirigisme de restriction 

et dirigisme d’expansion’, Bulletin d’information du C.P.A. (April 1946), 7–11. Consulted at HAEU/PU/242.  
2184 Pierre Uri, ‘Théorie’, 24. 
2185 Michel-Pierre Chélini, Inflation, 210–1. 
2186 Pierre Uri, ‘Crise financière’, 1302–10; ‘Théorie et politique du plein emploi (II)’, Productions françaises: 

Revue mensuelle d’action économique, July 1946, 40–2; and ‘Dirigisme de restriction’, 10. Consulted at 
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les keynesiens avancés qui ont organisé le contrôle des prix et le rationnement, 

comme moyens spécifiques de lutte contre l’inflation […].2187 

 

In short, this was Uri’s intellectual trajectory from Keynes’s theory of effective 

demand and the desideratum of full employment, to the practical imperative of national 

income accounting. As described in Chapter 12, following his work with the ISEA and thanks 

to American intervention, Uri was given in 1947 by Jean Monnet a decisive opportunity to 

apply his ideas at the Planning Commission. The importance of Perroux within the larger 

narrative of this thesis thus consists of how he facilitated the reception of Keynes’s economic 

theory at a key juncture in the history of French postwar reconstruction, and right at the 

height of Keynes’s prestige. Perroux’s scientific curiosity adroitly grasped the impact of 

Keynes’s ideas in contemporary policy debates, even if he refused to hold it as a new 

doctrinal orthodoxy. Thus he stood in between French economists and their opposites: 

technocrats from the civil service and politicians. The former emphasised theoretical 

divergences to either deny or downplay the relevance of Keynes’s theory; the latter saw in it 

primarily an instrument of action and were less interested in academic debates.  

 

11.5. The continuous diffusion of the General Theory in French academia (1940–3)  

 

Alongside Perroux’s efforts, and carrying on a prewar trend, throughout 1940–5, 

young economists working on business cycle-related topics actively engaged with the 

General Theory. Crucially, their criticism of the latter’s static frameworks, and their limited 

acceptance of counter-cyclical policies – as a cure rather than as a prevention (as intended by 

Keynes) – anticipated French economists’ postwar discussions on the General Theory. This 

section seeks to illustrate this state of affairs by analysing doctoral theses published during 

the war, notably those written by Henry Peyréga and Henri Bartoli (who was connected to 

Perroux). But it also explores how French economists conceived postwar economic and 

monetary policy, by scrutinising the economic report René Courtin wrote for the mainland 

Resistance.  

Thanks to How to Pay for the War, there was already before the defeat of June 1940 a 

certain awareness of Keynes’s increased political and societal status. An example of this 

change is the sociologist Maurice Halbwachs, responsible for reviewing economics 

                                                 
2187 Pierre Uri, ‘Théorie et politique du plein emploi (II)’, 42. 
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monographs at the Annales sociologiques, after François Simiand’s demise in 1935. 

Halbwachs took notice of how in Britain, the Trade Union Congress was willing to consult 

Keynes on the matter of deferred pay. That prompted him to review the General Theory, 

given its relation with ‘la pratique, et avec les préoccupations de l’heure’.2188 Unsurprisingly 

for a sociologist, one of Halbwachs’s main points of contention with Keynes’s book consisted 

of its claim of being a general theory. Thus he emphasised that historical contexts set the 

priorities by which economic theories were construed. And his conclusions amounted to 

saying that an economic context characterised by full employment – like the nineteenth 

century in his account – could well become a standard theoretical premise again. From this it 

could be inferred that classical economics preserved their relevance. Regrettably, these were 

the last thoughts that Halbwachs ever published on Keynes’s theory. Arrested in July 1944 by 

the Gestapo, he perished in March 1945 at Buchenwald.2189 

Indeed, the four years of German occupation took a heavy human toll among French 

economists. One of Rist’s sons died in the Resistance; Nogaro spent the war feverishly 

working at home, mourning his son who had fallen in the 1940 battle for France; the timid 

Aftalion was forced to retire from the Sorbonne owing to his Jewish origins; whilst Rueff 

(whose daughter was godfathered by Pétain), resigned from the BDF for the same motive.2190 

There was a great wealth of literature published on Vichy’s production and price control 

mechanisms, but apart from the cases of Perroux (who replaced Aftalion) and Henry 

Laufenburger – owing to their corporatist leanings – economists in general do not seem to 

have accommodated their courses to suit Vichy’s managed economy. Two particular cases of 

continuity were Nogaro (whose courses continued to be published throughout the war with 

minor revisions only), and Gaëtan Pirou. The latter continued to push his students to delve 

into foreign economic analysis, like Jacques Peyréga, analysed below.2191  

                                                 
2188 Maurice Halbwachs, ‘La “Théorie Générale”’, 27–8.  
2189 Maurice Halbwachs, ‘La “Théorie Générale”’, 37–41; and Robert Skidelsky, The Economist, 599 and 607–

8; see also Annette Becker, Maurice Halbwachs: un intellectuel en guerres mondiales, 1914–1945 (Paris: Agnès 
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2190 Charles Rist, Une saison, 14–5; Bernard Delmas, ‘Albert Aftalion (1874–1956). Jalons et enjeux d’une 

biographie’, in Serge Dormard (ed.), Albert Aftalion – Redécouverte d’un économiste français du XXe siècle 

(Paris: Éditions de l’Harmattan, 2003), 23–35; Jean Lhomme, ‘L’Influence intellectuelle d’Albert Aftalion’, 
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Moreover, and in comparison to the prewar years, the law faculties located in Vichy’s 

free zone also seemed to have gained in intellectual and even political relevance, precisely 

because Vichy was not occupied by Hitler’s armies until late 1942. Lyon, in particular, was a 

key Resistance pole, and it was at that city’s university that Étienne Mantoux – who had fled 

Paris given his Jewish origins – finished and defended his doctoral thesis.2192 The young 

economist Henri Bartoli, whose research focused on whether fiscal policies could prevent 

business cycle fluctuations, also studied in Lyon. And finally, it was at Montpellier that the 

author of the mainland Resistance’s economic report, René Courtin, taught before the war.  

As mentioned above, Peyréga and Bartoli’s thesis anticipated the major theoretical 

issues regarding the General Theory with which French economists grappled after the 

war.2193 Peyréga’s thesis on the short term effects of public works was highly critical of 

Keynes’s employment multiplier. But underpinning his stance was a more pervasive 

indictment of the General Theory’s static equilibrium analysis, which Keynes had borrowed 

from Marshall. In Keynes’s book, the method was used to demonstrate how the employment 

level relative to a determinate equilibrium between aggregate demand and supply was 

attained, by comparing – at the beginning and the end of a given period of time – changes in 

key variables like investment and consumption. Yet, it did not show how these variables 

changed through time.2194  

Comparative statics nonetheless allowed Keynes to present a readily applicable theory 

of employment by, among other things, simplifying the character and impact of 

entrepreneurs’ expectations upon investment decisions. Major economists like Dennis 

Robertson and Bertil Öhlin were irked, and regarded Keynes’s use of comparative statics as a 

serious methodological regression compared to contemporary efforts to build dynamic 

interpretations of the business cycle.2195 By assuming money wages, capital stock and 

technological improvements were stable, Keynes further restricted the number of variables at 

                                                 
2192 Diane de Bellescize, Les Neuf sages de la Résistance: Le Comité général d’études dans la clandestinité 

(Paris: Librairie Plon, 1979), 32; and Gaëtan Pirou, ‘Nécrologie’, 8–9. 
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play in his model.2196 Öhlin thus concluded that Keynes’s theory was nothing but ‘a special 

case of a more general theory of fluctuations’.2197 This amounted to say that its theoretical 

pertinence was entirely context-dependent. An argument that French economists after 1945, 

in a context far more diverse from that of the Great Depression, eventually used at length to 

contest the General Theory.  

Criticisms of Keynes’s statics were also prominently made by Göttfried Haberler’s 

1936 article on the multiplier, and in the 1939 edition of Prosperity and Depression, a survey 

of pre-General Theory business cycle theories, commissioned by the LON’s financial section. 

Haberler’s works were well-known by French economists: Mantoux’s works (analysed in the 

previous chapter) often quoted them, and so did Peyréga.2198 Following Haberler, and similar 

views argued by another LON economist, Jacques Polak, Peyréga deemed Keynes’s 

multiplier unsuitable for the practical implementation of a public works programme. Given 

its static framework, Keynes’s multiplier could not take into account possible negative 

anticipations of entrepreneurs, or possible time lags between the expansion of production and 

employment from primary to secondary industries. Keynes acknowledged these possibilities: 

but verbally only, for the sake of clarity of exposition.2199  

Policy-wise, Peyréga’s conclusions were nuanced, and far from Keynesian. It was 

possible for public works financed by monetary inflation to create a sustainable recovery, but 

the key to gauging their success lay in whether private investment eventually took over public 

initiative. This depended on psychological and structural conditions, a view that led Peyréga 

to endorse a sociological kind of economic inquiry, rather than what he judged to be 

Keynes’s abstract theory. However, he also considered that in undercapitalised economies, 

deficit spending could possibly aggravate subsequent depressions by artificially extending 

purchasing power.2200  

                                                 
2196 Axel Leijonhufvud, On Keynesian, 61. 
2197 Robert Skidelsky, The Economist, 600. 
2198 Haberler’s Prosperity was also cited (but for documentary rather than analytical reasons) by Bordaz and 

Marjolin. On Haberler and the making of Prosperity see Mauro Boianovsky and Hans-Michael Trautwein, 

‘Haberler, the League of Nations, and the Quest for Consensus in Business Cycle Theory in the 1930s, History 

of Political Economy, 38, 1 (2006), 45–89; Mauro Boianovsky, ‘In Search of a Canonical History of 

Macroeconomics in the Interwar Period: Haberler’s Prosperity and Depression’, Revista Brasileira de 

Economia, 54, 3 (July–September 2000): 303–31; and Patricia Clavin, Securing, 203–9.  
2199 Jacques Peyréga, La Politique des grands travaux devant la théorie économique: L’effet à court terme des 

grands travaux sur l’activité économique nationale (Paris: Librairie du Recueil Sirey, 1943), 89–118.  
2200 Jacques Peyréga, La Politique, 375–6. 
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The incapacity of fiscal policies to prevent business cycle fluctuations was likewise 

argued by Henri Bartoli.2201 Having read the General Theory – and also Domarchi’s 

exposition of the multiplier – Bartoli did not deny that a policy of public works funded with a 

budget deficit could boost national income and diminish unemployment. In fact, his 

theoretical description of how counter-cyclical policies worked reads like a synopsis of 

Keynes’s book, with the key tenets of the marginal propensity to consume and liquidity 

preference being thoroughly described.2202 Yet, Bartoli also considered that in a closed 

economy, a steady policy of public investment would ultimately falsify prices, and thereby 

preventing public authorities from interpreting the public’s preferences.2203 The perils would 

be increased at the stage of near-full employment, owing to inflationist pressures. Bartoli 

concluded that counter-cyclical fiscal and monetary policies should only be employed 

temporarily, as a panacea against bouts of high unemployment. Like Marjolin and Peyréga, 

his focus was set on curing slumps, rather than on preventing them, as was Keynes’s 

intention.2204  

Crucially, Bartoli had the opportunity to put his ideas into practice, after being invited 

in August 1943 to write a part of the Conseil national d’études de la résistance’s report on 

postwar economic policy. This organ was attached to the Conseil national de la résistance 

(CNR), a successful attempt by de Gaulle and Jean Moulin to federate all the Resistance 

movements operating in mainland France. The economist René Courtin was tasked with 

writing the report. A Protestant with equally great faith in economic liberalism, Courtin had 

the difficult task of writing a programme that would conciliate the views of all the 

Resistance’s factions.2205 The relevance of his report for this chapter’s narrative rests on the 

fact that its macroeconomic perspective is usually described by extant historiography as 

Keynesian.2206 Yet, at the height of the 1930s slump, Courtin had considered Keynes’s calls 

for public works as theoretically promising, but out of touch with reality. Instead, he 

                                                 
2201 Henri Bartoli, Essai d’étude théorique de l’autofinancement de la nation (Lyon: Impressions E. Vinay, 

1943), 5–24. Bartoli was certainly a close collaborator of Perroux and the ISEA from 1944 onwards, but there 

are not extant references to what was the influence of the latter and his disciples in prompting Bartoli to read the 

General Theory. Unlike Peyréga, Bartoli did not include de Largentaye’s translation in his bibliography.  
2202 Henri Bartoli, Essai, 175–83. 
2203 Given the Hayekian tone of this assertion, it is not unfeasible that Bartoli was influenced by Mantoux, who 

had finished his thesis two years before him.  
2204 Henri Bartoli, Essai, 189–219. 
2205 For a detailed description of the political context underlying it, its proposed policies and reception, see 

Michel Margairaz, L’État. Vol. II, 10–7. 
2206 Examples of this stance are: Michel Margairaz, L’État. Vol. II, 12; and most notably Richard F. Kuisel, 

Capitalism, 172–3 (from which I retrieved the above quote).  



 

462 

 

 

concluded the crisis was caused by ‘économie dirigée’.2207 The report’s authorship and 

intellectual influences are difficult to ascertain, given that it was partly the fruit of collective 

brainstorming inside the CNR,2208 and because Courtin also invited Bartoli to contribute to 

the report’s section on economic planning (which was also the most technical).2209 Courtin’s 

report is therefore a mix of the drive for investment and industrialisation that so characterised 

the Resistance’s attitudes towards economic policy, and a very confused monetarist 

understanding of business cycle fluctuations.  

The report firmly endorsed the establishment of a pro-investment policy, conducive to 

the maintenance of full employment. Capital goods would be modernised, national income 

boosted, and wealth socially redistributed. But this is not enough to make Courtin’s report 

Keynesian. The devil lies in the details, and they reveal a confusing gap between rhetoric and 

theory. To keep demand at steady levels, the state would stave off deflation by resorting to 

monetary policy, specifically money supply variations. Courtin fully acknowledged that 

given the French societal context, sticky wages made attempts at deflation self-defeating; he 

even described the employment multiplier. Yet, fiscal policies like public works were solely 

reserved for periods of slump. We are quite far from Keynes’s advocacy of ‘socialisation of 

investment’.2210  

More troubling was Courtin’s use of Keynes to reject a low interest rate policy. Like 

Keynes, Courtin acknowledged that the formation of savings was due more to income and the 

public’s (liquidity) preferences, than to the rate of interest. He also concluded – rightly – that 

lowering interest rates could be an ineffective policy during a slump owing to depressed 

demand. But he proceeded to conclude that because of that, it was unnecessary to force 

interest rates down. According to Courtin, the experience of the slump in 1934–5 France had 

shown that only negative rates of interest would have boosted demand for credits, and that in 

practice, lenders never refused to put their savings on the market. Moreover, he pointed out, 

what kept entrepreneurs’ profit expectations positive was keeping consumers’ demand 

steady, rather than offering to entrepreneurs’ long term affordable investment 

                                                 
2207 René Courtin, ‘Essai sur la thérapeutique de crise’, Revue d’économie politique, 4 (July–August 1935), 

1308–9. 
2208 Michel Margairaz, L’État. Vol. II, 11.  
2209 See the testimony of Henri Bartoli for the 2004 ‘Appel des Résistants aux jeunes générations’, published in: 

Résistances! autour du 60ème anniversaire du programme du Conseil National de la Résistance (Paris: 

Altérnatives:images, 2006), DVD. It was also made available by the publisher at 

http://www.dailymotion.com/video/x17l3u_henri-bartoli-entretien_news (retrieved 20 March 2016).  
2210 René Courtin, Rapport sur la politique économique d’après-guerre (Alger: Éditions Combat, 1944), 28–36, 

43 and 57. 
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opportunities.2211 This was exactly the opposite of what Keynes defended: lower interest rates 

would help decreasing long term interest rates, thus stimulating entrepreneurs’ expectations 

of future profits. In fact, deep down, Courtin was still a classic. He concluded that budgetary 

deficits were responsible for France’s low economic growth during the period leading to the 

depression. Budget deficits, he claimed, had prevented savings from being productively 

invested: thus the key to keep interest rates at low levels was for the state to abstain from 

borrowing money.2212  

Although Courtin’s report was not Keynesian, it does attest to how French economists 

were becoming more committed to supporting the enactment of fiscal counter-cyclical 

policies in case of (extreme) need. In this development, the responsibility of the war’s 

consequences and Vichy’s interventionism, along with Keynes’s influence, are clear. 

Naturally, after the war figures like Charles Rist, Jacques Rueff and Louis Baudin continued 

to defend a return to the gold standard and accompanying financial orthodoxy. For Rist, the 

notion that slumps could be prevented by economic policy was still ‘absurde’ and 

‘choquante’.2213 However, Rueff and Rist’s hostility to any degree of economic intervention – 

which was half born of theoretical conviction and half of a reaction against Vichy’s economic 

controls – was not representative of French economists as a whole.2214  

 

11.6. The farewell of the Bretton Woods’ Hero: the reception of the Clearing Union 

Plan and reactions to Keynes’s demise (1942–6) 

 

Following the war’s onset, Keynes’s prestige greatly increased, owing to manifold 

motives: the intellectual ascendancy he possessed at the Treasury; the application of How to 

Pay’s technique of demand management; and the popularisation of full employment rhetoric, 

which inherently brought further attention to the General Theory. Meanwhile, the liberal 

economic paradigm that had been tarnished by the Great Depression was definitely buried by 

war economic interventionism both in Britain and the US. Keynes’s growing social status 

was confirmed by his appointment to the Bank of England’s board in September 1941, and 

                                                 
2211 René Courtin, Rapport, 41–3. A fact that sits oddly with Richard F. Kuisel’s argument that ‘Courtin 

employed an explicitly Keynesian analysis of the relationship among savings, investment, and unemployment to 

conclude that the key to development was a favourable investment climate’. See Richard F. Kuisel, Capitalism, 

172. 
2212 René Courtin, Rapport, 26–7, and 41. 
2213 Charles Rist, ‘Notice biographique’, 1044–5. See also Louis Baudin, La Monnaie: ce que tout le monde 

devrait en savoir (Paris: Librairie de Médicis, 1947), 45 and 203. 
2214 See, for instance, Jean Marchal, Cours, 660–4. 
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his promotion to the peerage in July 1942. And yet, it was Keynes’s symbolic fatherhood of 

the Bretton Woods conference of July 1944 that made him appear in the eyes of the world as 

the leading economist of his time. Rather than a hack, Keynes now appeared to the common 

French politician, civil servant or economist as Lord Keynes, who together with the director 

of US Treasury Harry Morgenthau had laid the roots for postwar monetary and financial 

order.2215 

This section begins with a brief overview of Keynes’s Clearing Union Plan – which 

represented the official British proposal to regulate international monetary relations after the 

war – and of how it differed from the actual Bretton Woods agreements. I will then analyse 

the reactions of Free France’s experts to these plans: a relevant matter, given that France was 

represented in Bretton Woods by Mendès France, and because de Largentaye was part of the 

Free France’s delegation. Afterwards, I will scrutinise the reception of these monetary plans 

and the Bretton Woods agreements by French public opinion. The tide of history had by then 

shifted in Keynes’s favour. Although the changed perception of Keynes’s standing did not 

generate automatic acquiescence to his ideas, it at least garnered him widespread 

respectability, as exemplified by subsequent reactions to this death in France.  

There was widespread acknowledgement among experts and public opinion in 

Britain, the US and France, that the postwar transition would have to be planned very 

differently than it had been in 1918. Domestically, this meant the implementation of (near) 

full employment and social security policies, and the maintenance of investment at levels 

conducive to those objectives. Keynes was not directly involved in the making of postwar 

British employment policies, but those were aims which he thought worth pursuing.2216 

Where he really put his pen to work, though, was in laying down a framework for regulating 

international financial and monetary relations after the war. Keynes started from the 

assumption that a return to the 1920s gold standard system was impossible. Firstly, because it 

diminished the scope for domestic anti-unemployment policies, and secondly, because it 

placed the burden of economic adjustment on debtors, via wage-deflation adjustments. 

Likewise, Keynes rejected a return to the 1930s context of competitive devaluations and 

beggar-thy-neighbour policies, which created a world economy segmented in monetary areas 

separated from each other by exchange controls and trade barriers. Keynes’s bias against gold 

                                                 
2215 See, for instance, Pierre Dervaux, ‘Réfléxions’, 149–50. 
2216 A case in point being JMK, ‘The Long-Term Problem of Full Employment’ (25 May 1943), in JMK and 

Donald Moggridge (ed.), The Collected Writings of John Maynard Keynes. Vol. XXVII: Activities 1940–1946: 

Shaping the Post-War World: Employment and Commodities (London: Macmillan, 1980), 320–5. 
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was not shared by the US Treasury and the State Department: understandably, given that as 

the world’s major economy, the US held the largest gold reserves in the world.2217 

Thus, for once Keynes’s intellect was aligned with British and French interests. 

Britain had managed to repel German attacks but at the cost of bankruptcy. Like France, Italy 

and Germany, it would thus be after the war dependent upon American financial aid – in its 

case in order to maintain high levels of employment and implement Beveridge’s social 

insurance plan. Keynes’s 1942 Clearing Union scheme thus sought to involve the US in 

European reconstruction, and help offset its asymmetric position as the major postwar 

creditor. Underpinning this aim was the General Theory’s principle of liquidity preference: 

the hoarding of reserves by creditor countries would necessarily transmit deflation abroad, 

eventually engendering a worldwide economic downturn.2218  

The axis of Keynes’s plan was the International Clearing Bank (ICB), which aimed at 

achieving multilateralism through barter methods, like Schacht’s system. The ICB would 

channel all exchanges of national currencies between central banks. Each of them would 

possess an account at the ICB, with an overdraft facility equivalent to an estimate of the value 

of its respective country’s prewar trade. These accounts would be denominated not in 

national currencies, but in Bancor, the ICB’s supranational currency. Bancor was 

denominated in gold, but could not be converted into it. In fact, gold could only be employed 

by each central bank to buy foreign currency or additional Bancor, and would then remain 

stored in the ICB’s vaults. Keynes thus sought to demonetise gold, and to prevent it from 

being hoarded by central banks as during the interwar period. Fixed exchange rates would be 

achieved by pegging each national currency to Bancor, while yearly 5% adjustments were 

allowed. To keep the international balance of payments in equilibrium, creditors would be 

penalised for accumulating trade surpluses. In the opposite situation, debtors could draw from 

their overdraft facility at the ICB; if they systematically ran deficits, they would be forced to 

devalue their currencies and hand in gold and foreign currency to the ICB.2219  

On the other hand, the plan of the US Treasury – authored by Harry White, the 

assistant secretary of the Treasury and second in the hierarchy to the director Henry 

                                                 
2217 Robert Skidelsky, ‘Keynes’s Road to Bretton Woods. An Essay in Interpretation’, in Marc Flandreau, Carl-

Ludwig Holtfrerich, and Harold James (eds.), International, 126–41; and D. E. Moggridge, Maynard, 673–84. 
2218 Robert Skidelsky, Fighting, 155, 190–209; and D. E. Moggridge, Maynard, 673–6. 
2219 For a thorough analysis of both plans and their origins, see Robert Skidelsky, Fighting, 179–232; D. E. 

Moggridge, Maynard, 671–94; Ed Conway, The Summit: The Biggest Battle of the Second World War – Fought 

Behind Closed Doors (London: Little Brown, 2014), 123–34; and Benn Steil, The Battle of Bretton Woods: 

John Maynard Keynes, Harry Dexter White, and the Making of a New World Order (Princeton: Princeton 

University Press, 2014), 126–47. 
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Morgenthau – mirrored the US’ standing as the world’s largest creditor. Whereas Keynes’s 

fund was to be an automatic stabiliser of the international balance of payments, the 

International Stabilisation Fund (ISF) envisaged by White would only act as an emergency 

lender to countries lacking a particular foreign currency. Members would commit to 

maintaining their exchange rates fixed to gold. Given America’s economic primacy and gold 

reserves, the US dollar was the only currency denominated in gold, which amounted to 

making it the only currency capable of being used as the main international unit of account. 

Any exchange rate adjustments would depend upon the ISF’s authorisation. Finally, the 

latter’s resources would be limited to $5 billion, subscribed by each member, half of which 

would be furnished by the US. In comparison, the overdraft facilities of Keynes’s fund 

amounted to $25 billion.2220  

Keynes’s plan was approved by the British Treasury, and then published together with 

White’s plan in April 1943. From June to October that same year, and then in early 1944, 

Keynes and White attempted to negotiate a common Anglo-American draft, which White 

intended to be approved in a subsequent international conference. Due to the US’ position of 

pre-eminence, the final draft reflected almost entirely White’s proposals. Even so, the fund – 

finally named the International Monetary Fund (IMF) – now possessed an overall capital of 

$10 billion. Thus, the international conference that convened at Bretton Woods in July 1944 – 

which brought together experts from most Allied countries – was in fact orchestrated by the 

US Treasury and intended by White to sanctify the Anglo-American ‘agreement.’ 

Discussions at Bretton Woods mostly concerned the size of each country’s quota in the IMF. 

This was not a minor question, given that those quotas determined each country’s borrowing 

capacity and voting power in the IMF, and also in its sibling, the International Bank for 

Reconstruction and Development (IBRD), whose goal was to aid postwar reconstruction.2221  

Of the negotiations leading up to Bretton Woods, De Gaulle and his officialdom were 

mere witnesses. The reality was that Free France simply lacked a position of political, 

military and economic force from which it could be admitted to the Anglo-American table of 

negotiations.2222 In March 1944, Free France’s delegation to Bretton Woods sailed to the US 

from Alger. Mendès France had a torrid time in Bretton Woods. The American delegates did 

                                                 
2220 D. E. Moggridge, Maynard, 684–90. 
2221 Robert Skidelsky, Fighting, 340, and ‘Keynes’s Road to Bretton Woods’, 148–52; Benn Steil, The Battle, 

230ff; and Ed Conway, The Summit, 203ff. 
2222 And financially, Free France was entirely dependent on the Allies to build up its military power and assure 

the subsistence of its African colonies. See, in this respect, G. E. Maguire, Anglo-American Policy Towards the 
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not take him seriously, not only because of his strong accent, but also because Churchill and 

Roosevelt were yet to recognise Free France as the de jure provisional French government. 

Often arriving late at meetings, Mendès was irate upon realising that France had been 

relegated to fifth place in the quota pecking order (preceded by the US, Britain, Russia and 

China). Still, he managed to snatch from Morgenthau a permanent seat for France in the 

IMF’s executive committee.2223 More importantly, it was at Bretton Woods that de 

Largentaye finally met Keynes in person. They would meet again in March 1946 at the 

Savannah Conference, which settled the administrative details concerning the IMF and 

IBRD’s functioning. In the aftermath of Savannah, Mendès France advised the then Minister 

of Finance André Philip against appointing someone from the BDF to the IMF’s executive 

board. It was necessary, Mendès argued, to preclude the IMF from falling into a gold 

standard type of monetary orthodoxy. De Largentaye was the chosen one, and he remained 

the IMF’s French executive director from 1946 to 1964.2224  

Going back to 1943, reactions were immediate to Keynes’s and White’s plans. Once 

they were officially published in April that year, Free France’s civil servants Hervé Alphand 

and André Istel (a banker, past advisor of Paul Reynaud and childhood friend of Georges 

Boris) divulged their own proposals. As a preamble to the creation of an International 

Clearing Union, Alphand and Istel envisaged a transitional period in which exchange rates 

would be fixed through bilateral agreements. From the proliferation of these, a return to 

multilateralism and an international gold standard would ensue (the dollar-gold link would 

facilitate this anyways).2225 Both Frenchmen had the opportunity to present their ideas to 

Keynes upon meeting him in London in August 1943. They regarded Keynes’s plan as 

utopian, and theirs as a more pragmatic means of attaining multilateralism. Alphand, in 

                                                 
2223 Mendès’s worries came from the fact that the quota of the Benelux countries combined would be larger than 

France’s, and so would be their voting power. See Ed Conway, The Summit, 227–30; and Pierre Mendès France, 

Œuvres. Vol. II, 44–8. 
2224 PMF to André Philip (then Minister of Finance), 16 March 1943, in Pierre Mendès France, Œuvres. Vol. II, 
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a copy of the Treatise, see Ghislain Deleplace, ‘The French Translation of Keynes’s General Theory: Timing, 

Personal Links, Political Context’, 6. 
2225 Alphand and Istel’s proposals never passed the drawing board stage. For respective contemporary reactions, 

see ‘Post-War Financing for World Proposed by French Economists’, New York Times, 9 May 1943, 8–9; and 
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particular, concluded that Keynes was a sort of ‘rêveur monétaire’. There was also a 

theoretical misalignment. Keynes presupposed in his Clearing Union Plan that exchange 

controls would continue to be in place, and that creditor countries would be disadvantaged for 

systematically running trade surpluses. But for Alphand and Istel, multilateralism was 

anathema to exchange controls.2226 

Nevertheless, Alphand and Istel’s proposals were not representative of all of Free 

France’s experts or of mainland Resistance. Marjolin, for instance, showed himself 

favourable to Keynes’s plan in an April 1943 CFLN memorandum, believing it more fitting 

to France’s debtor status than White’s plan.2227 Subsequently, in the mainland Resistance’s 

economic programme, René Courtin referred to Marjolin’s report and likewise endorsed 

Keynes’s plan for the same reasons. However, he also deemed Keynes’s plan more preferable 

because its Clearing Union would hoard gold: an example of how French attachment to gold 

could manifest itself in unexpected ways. For that reason, Courtin claimed Keynes’s plan 

would also make easier the financing of an international public works plan.2228 Even so, 

Courtin also concluded that Keynes’s plan possessed a clear inflationist danger, in case 

Bancor was devalued against the dollar.2229  

De Largentaye’s reaction to Keynes’s plan needs closer inspection. One would expect 

him to support it, but that was not the case; and neither did he support Alphand and Istel’s. In 

August 1945, de Largentaye sent a lengthy report (117 pages in total) to the Minister of 

Finance René Pleven, detailing the background of the Bretton Woods agreements. He argued 

that they would in fact resurrect the gold standard – which he criticised on the Keynesian 

grounds that it tended to depress global effective demand and employment levels –, but still 

advised their ratification by the parliament. The IMF’s loan facilities would be advantageous 

to France, if compared to the low pecuniary obligations necessary to gain membership to the 

fund.2230  

Nonetheless, the interest of de Largentaye’s report resides in how he articulated the 

critique of Keynes’s plan and of the Bretton Woods agreements, with the espousal of a 

commodity-based international monetary standard – an idiosyncrasy amid Free France’s 
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2227 Gérard Bossuat, La France. Vol. I, 67–8.  
2228 An idea that resembled the proposal of Keynes’s 1933 Means to Prosperity. 
2229 René Courtin, Rapport, 56–9 and 97. 
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experts.2231 In this system, also known as a tabular standard, the unit of account’s value 

would be pegged to the aggregate price of determined raw materials, amounting to a claim on 

stocks of these. De Largentaye was in fact picking up a previous proposal made by Hayek, 

which the Austrian justified, however, purely in a quantity theory of money terms. Given the 

higher elasticity of raw materials output (other than gold), a tabular standard would allow for 

swifter changes in the money supply, thus offsetting one of the gold standard’s major 

drawbacks. These included the lag between gold supply increases, and the public’s desire for 

liquidity, which boosted gold’s price and deflated the general price level.2232  

De Largentaye took one step further and tinged this analysis with Keynesian colours. 

Starting from the premise that an international monetary system should seek to conciliate the 

pursuit of full employment policies with free capital flows, he argued the key issue resided in 

maintaining equilibrium between global effective demand and productive capacity. Given the 

tendency of effective demand to become stationary below full employment, it was primarily 

necessary to stimulate investment outlay, a goal that a monetary standard pegged to raw 

materials was particularly suited to achieve. He further claimed that in a scenario of 

insufficient demand by creditor countries, and excessive consumption outlay among debtors, 

a fiat-currency system like Keynes’s ICB would only increase debtors’ monetary reserves. 

Erroneously, he concluded that Keynes’s system had the potential of ultimately deepening 

international balance of payments disequilibrium.2233  

In fact, as de Largentaye certainly knew (because he had read it), in the Treatise 

Keynes argued for a tabular system: he proposed a supranational currency denominated in 

gold, whose price would then be pegged to a set of 62 commodities. Moreover, throughout 

1942–3, Keynes had developed a scheme based on international primary commodity buffer 

stocks, which were to be financed by his Clearing Union, with the aim of stabilising the 

prices of the most traded commodities. Although he believed that the future of international 

                                                 
2231 De Largentaye remained a keen advocate of a commodity standard for the remaining of his life, and 

eventually met Piero Sraffa in the 1960s to discuss the topic. See Ghislain Deleplace, ‘Terminological’, 1–2. 
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monetary systems would evolve in the direction of tabular systems and buffer stocks, Keynes 

eventually dropped the scheme. It were simply not practical politics, owing to American 

unwillingness to accept changes to the price of gold. Buffer stocks’ implementation would 

also be untimely, given the resource scarcity induced by the war.2234  

French economists were divided in their reception of the Anglo-American monetary 

plans. The more encompassing analysis was made by François Perroux’s ISEA cahiers, 

which over three lengthy volumes published throughout 1944–6, scrutinised both Keynes’s 

and White’s plan (and the IMF’s statutes).2235 Perroux’s was an unbiased analysis, but his 

sympathy seems to have been more directed to Keynes’s plan, given the larger credit 

allowances it granted to debtor countries.2236 There was no opposition, Perroux claimed, 

between the General Theory and the Clearing Union Plan. The latter was in fact Keynes’s 

attempt to bring together two variables which classic liberalism deemed incompatible, by 

employing economic nationalism to better organise an international open market.2237  

Even Jean Lescure, traditionally opposed to Keynes’s ideas, praised the Clearing 

Union for its ‘organismes d’investissements très larges’.2238 The contrast was offered by 

Charles Rist’s reaction. After the defeat of 1940, he had refused either to collaborate with 

Vichy or to join the CFLN at Alger. He first read both plans in May 1943, starkly concluding 

that Keynes’s was an utter absurdity directly aimed against the US.2239 Unsurprisingly, Rist 

continued to lobby for the restoration of the gold standard and the full end of trade barriers 

after the war, a fact that explains his lukewarm reception of the Bretton Woods’ 

agreements.2240 But his time in the political limelight was over, and Rist’s sense of being 

                                                 
2234 JMK, ‘Note by Lord Keynes’, The Economic Journal, 54, 215–6 (December 1944), 429–30; Leanne Ussher, 

Armin Haas and Carlo Jaeger, ‘Keynes and the International Monetary System. Time for a Tabular Standard?’, 

2015, available at https://www.researchgate.net/publication/280234777 (retrieved 29 February 2016), 1–32; and 

D. E. Moggridge, Maynard, 681–2. 
2235 The first cahier was published one month before the Bretton Woods Conference, the second in March 1945 

and the third already in 1946. 
2236 ISEA, Cahiers de l’Institut de science économique appliquée. Série A: Les Plans monétaires internationaux. 

Vol. I: Présentation et situation des plans (Paris: ISEA, 1944), 43, 66 and 100–6. A fourth volume was written 

by Pierre Uri on the IBRD, but it was never published as Uri abandoned the ISEA in 1946 after several quarrels 

with Perroux. It can be read at HAEU/PU/5. See also Pierre Uri, Penser, 43–7. 
2237 ISEA, Cahiers de l’Institut de science économique appliquée. Série A: Les Plans monétaires internationaux. 

Vol. II: Situation des plans (Paris: ISEA, 1945), 109. 
2238 Jean Lescure, Guerre et crises économiques face au chômage (Paris: Librairie générale du droit et de 

jurisprudence, 1944), 62–3; see also pages 76–91 for Lescure’s views on the future international monetary 

order, which broadly resemble Keynes and White’s proposals, but attributed only a limited role to monetary 

policy in taming unemployment at a national level. 
2239 Charles Rist, Une saison, 337 (see also 17–20). 
2240 Charles Rist, ‘La Reconstruction du commerce mondiale’, in Louis Baudin et alii, Pour une économie 

libérée (Paris: SPID, 1946), 187–8.  
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generationally overrun by the CFLN’s officialdom is neatly illustrated by the following entry 

from his war diaries:  

 

Grande conférence monétaire aux États-Unis. La France est représentée par Mendès 

France et [André] Istel. Georges Boris, de fâcheuse mémoire, fabrique des notes sur 

la monnaie. Tous ces gens ne rêvent que représailles.2241 

 

Beyond policymakers and economists, Keynes’s and White’s plans were also 

thoroughly scrutinised by Vichy’s press. At the Journal des débats, the financial journalist 

Jean Gascuel – who had already commented on How to Pay – compared extensively and 

even-handedly both plans. Gascuel set them against Walter Funk’s plan (Germany’s own 

proposals which extended Schacht’s system to the rest of Europe), and his preference was in 

favour of a clearing union along Funk and Keynes’s lines. He particularly stressed that 

Keynes’s plan worked as an automatic stabiliser of international balance of payments 

disequilibria.2242 The counterpoint to Gascuel’s articles was offered by Frédéric Jenny, who at 

Le Journal labelled both plans inflationist, particularly Keynes.’ Jenny took issue with 

Bancor’s inconvertibility into gold; and in fact, with the notion of fiat-money altogether. In 

his orthodox perspective, economic growth depended on zero inflation and near-full gold 

convertibility.2243  

Coverage of the plans in other dailies was mostly done in anti-Allied tones, and the 

levels of hostility deepened to 1944, as the Allied victory came ever closer. Vichy’s 

economic controls and collaborationism had also subverted prewar discourses against public 

interventionism, triggering once unthinkable ideological turnarounds. Thus the Ouest-Éclair, 

Paris-Soir and Le Matin framed Anglo-American monetary plans as an instrument of 

                                                 
2241 From the 8 July 1944 entry in Charles Rist’s Une saison, 414; see also page 435 in regards to his son, 

Léonard, also an economist. The notes Rist alludes probably consisted of Georges Boris’s memoranda on the 

franc’s postwar parity, of which he probably knew about through his son Léonard Rist – an economist and 

Résistant. See, for instance, ‘Note adressée par M. Boris à M. d’Astier: Note au sujet de la fixation du cours du 

franc métropolitain au moment de la libération’ (6 March 1944), in CAEF/B0063552/3. 
2242 Gascuel also covered (thanks to the leaks of the American press) the evolution of White and Keynes’s talks 

throughout 1943. See Jean Gascuel, ‘Les Projets financières anglo-américains. Un plan de l’économiste anglais 

Keynes’, Journal des débats, 10 April 1943, 4; ‘Vues sur le système monétaire d’après guerre’, Journal des 

débats, 25 April 1943, 4; ‘Le Plan Keynes’, Journal des débats, 26 May 1943, 4; and ‘Discussions monétaires’, 

Journal des débats, 16–7 September 1943, 4. On a similar vein see ‘Les Plans monétaires: divergences’, La 

Croix, 7 January 1944, 2. 
2243 Frédéric Jenny, ‘Que sera le futur régime monétaire’, Le Journal, 3 April 1943, 1; ‘Un plan américain’, Le 

Journal, 17 April 1943, 1–3; ‘Plans monétaires et inflation’, Le Journal, 25 September 1943, 1; and ‘Pourra-t-

on atténuer les crises économiques, Le Journal, 24 December 1943, 1. 
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‘Yankee’ domination, and the preamble for the spoliation of the French colonial empire and 

Soviet control of Europe.2244 For similar reasons, the Petit Parisien explicitly upheld the 

Funk plan.2245 Finally, in its coverage of the Bretton Woods conference, even the Journal des 

débats preferred to celebrate Britain’s external debt of 12 billion dollars as tantamount to 

bankruptcy. For worse reasons, this same newspaper – which had systematically railed 

against Keynes’s views on reparations during the 1920s – took the opportunity to praise him 

for being the first Englishman after Versailles to demonstrate the European solidarity that 

linked France to Italy and Germany.2246 

Therefore, once Paris was liberated, the Bretton Woods agreements were already an 

accomplished fact; whilst the fact that American power had prevailed over Keynes’s intellect 

was well acknowledged. Over the subsequent two years, before and after their ratification by 

the French parliament in December 1945, several monographs and pamphlets aiming at 

contextualising and dissecting the agreements were published. They generally emphasised the 

small credit lines offered by the IMF and the IBRD if compared to the necessities of 

reconstruction; amid criticisms that free capital flows and exchange rate stability right after 

the war would guarantee neither international equilibrium, nor domestic reconstruction.2247 It 

was owing to those fears – shared by Mendès, for instance – that the ratification of the 

agreements was so delayed in France, although ultimately the necessity of obtaining 

American aid prevailed over fears of losing monetary sovereignty.2248  

As it turned out, immediate post-1946 Western European reconstruction did not take 

place under Bretton Woods’ multilateral system of fixed exchange rates. Intra-European trade 

in fact took place bilaterally; and France devalued the franc in 1948 against the IMF’s wishes 

(but with tacit US support), further adopting different exchange rates for imports and exports. 

                                                 
2244 A position that can be nevertheless cogently be understood as a reaction to American insistence on making 

financial assistance dependent upon the dismantlement of trade barriers.  
2245 ‘Les Anglo-Américains veulent régenter l’économie mondiale’, Le Matin, 10 April 1943, 3; Jacques Servoz, 

‘Aux théories égoistes et conservatrices de l’Angleterre et de l’Amérique, le Dr. Walter Funk oppose un plan 

révolutionnaire de communauté européenne’, Le Petit Parisien, 7 May 1943, 1; and ‘Les Visées du capitalisme 

yankee’, Ouest-Éclair, 27 April 1943, 1.  
2246 ‘La Faillite économique et financière de l’Angleterre révélée par Lord Keynes’, Journal des débats, 11 July 

1944, 4; see also ‘À la conférence monétaire de Bretton Woods. La position soviétique’, Journal des débats, 20 

July 1944, 4. Due to their collaborationism with Vichy, all of the above-named newspapers disappeared after the 

Liberation. 
2247 See, for instance, Cyrille Dechamp, Comment financer les réparations? Les accords de Bretton Woods sur 

la stabilité économique et la reconstruction monétaire (Paris: Librairie du Recueil Sirey, 1945), 4–5 and 33–4; 

and J. Lévy-Jacquemin, L’Économie du monde: sa transformation, Bretton Woods, le futur conflit, la mission de 

la France (Paris: Librairie du Recueil Sirey, 1946), 79–161. See also François Perroux, Les Accords de Bretton 

Woods. Ce que chacun en doit savoir (Paris: Éditions Domat-Montchrestien, 1945).  
2248 Gérard Bossuat, ‘La France et le FMI au lendemain de la seconde guerre mondiale: les raisons de la traison’, 

in La France et les institutions, 15–9. 
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Finally, neither the IMF nor the IBRD had a key role in financing French reconstruction. It 

was the US, in its effort to push for closer European integration, that directly disbursed 

financial aid of $13 billion through the Marshall Plan (1948–54), which eventually paid for 

14.8% to 20.6% of French imports between 1949 and 1950.2249  

In hindsight, the relevance of Bretton Woods within this narrative owes primarily to 

its symbolism. The last comparable events had been the failed 1933 World Economic 

Conference, and the Versailles Conference, from which stemmed Keynes’s public career as 

an economist. At the time, he appeared in the eyes of the world as one of the promoters of a 

finally successful conference, at which all major countries constructively agreed to sit down 

and establish a basis for long term monetary and economic order.2250 François Perroux, for 

instance, perceived Bretton Woods as a spirit, rather than as an indelible reality: a ‘premier 

effort qui en suppose beaucoup d’autres et en appelle plus encore’.2251 The contrast with 1919 

could not have been starker, and showed the extent to which the tide of history had changed 

in Keynes’s favour. Not only was this exemplified by the popularisation of full employment 

as a policy goal; but it was likewise illustrated by how analysis of the Bretton Woods 

agreements was often linked to a pro-Keynesian reading of 1920–39 economic history. One 

example was the ISEA’s cahiers on Bretton Woods.2252 Perroux claimed that at the root of 

interwar monetary disequilibrium was America’s unwillingness to ease the deflationist 

pressure created by its creditor status and gold sterilisation. In the same vein, he was 

sympathetic to Keynes’s critique of the gold standard and vindicated his case on 

reparations.2253  

However, all the praise came when Keynes was already near the end of his life. From 

1944 to 1946, his health rapidly deteriorated, owing to the strenuous work schedules imposed 

by the Anglo-American discussions concerning post-war monetary plans and loan 

negotiations. Yet, there was still time for this once deemed enemy of France and ardent 

Germanophile to receive an honorary doctorate from the Sorbonne, following a faculty 

decision in October 1945.2254 Keynes passed away on 21 April 1946 at his house in Tilton, 

                                                 
2249 Alan S. Milward, The Reconstruction of Western Europe, 1945–1951 (London and New York: Routledge, 

1984), 34–42, 76, and 169ff; Robert Frank, ‘Bretton Woods’, 12–4; and Gérard Bossuat, ‘La France’, 27–32.  
2250 See Robert Skidelsky, Fighting, 355–8. 
2251 François Perroux, Les Accords, 60; and in the same vein, 58–61. 
2252 Another being the contemporary analysis of Bretton Woods (and from an explicitly Keynesian theoretical 

bias) done by J. Lévy-Jacquemin in L’Économie, 45–76. 
2253 ISEA, Présentation, 165–95; and Situation, 9, 78, 152 and 181; and François Perroux, Les Accords, 19.  
2254 Keynes was nominated along with the American economist Wesley Mitchell, head of the National Bureau of 

Economic Research. See Bernard Delmas, ‘Albert Aftalion’, 35. 
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victim of cardiac arrest. The first obituaries started appearing in the French press over the 

following days. The most representative was perhaps that of the Agence France Presse (the 

successor to the news agency Havas), which was published by Le Monde: founded in 1944, 

but in fact a purged and re-branded Le Temps, the long-lasting near-official daily of the 

former Third Republic.  

The obituary noted how Keynes had accurately predicted in the Consequences ‘tous 

les désastres économiques de l’après-guerre’ (and it rightly pointed out the book was aimed at 

Lloyd George); it labelled him a brilliant theoretician. It also drew attention to the fact that 

Keynes had been the cabinet’s main adviser on financial matters, even if it entered the realm 

of fairytale by claiming that he had exerted a great influence over Roosevelt, ‘qui connaissait 

et appréciait ses theories’. Further on, it underlined Keynes’s care for arts, and asserted that 

the fatigue generated by the international negotiations in which he had been involved 

debilitated him to the point of death.2255 Similarly, at La Vie française, the economist Henry 

Laufenburger saluted Keynes’s ‘grande mémoire’, and named him as the greatest British 

economist since Adam Smith and Ricardo. Laufenburger noted how Keynes had had the 

privilege of applying his theories in practice via his work for the Treasury, and remarked how 

the Treatise and the General Theory had generated a ‘universal’ repercussion, exerting a 

decisive influence over British and American economic policies.2256 

The deafening exception to this consensus was that key institution of French 

economics, the Revue d’économie politique, by then directed by Charles Rist and René 

Courtin. Regardless of younger economists’ eagerness to engage with Keynes’s theory and 

Perroux’s efforts, it was telling of the divisions raised by the General Theory within the 

profession that, whilst the book was intensively debated at the Revue, no obituary of Keynes 

was ever published in its pages. Obituaries usually mirror a certain degree of consensus on 

the achievements or misfortunes of the fallen, which French economists on the whole did not 

share in regards to the most important economist of their time. Why that was the case will be 

explained in the last chapter of this thesis.2257  

                                                 
2255 ‘Mort de Lord Keynes, directeur de la Banque d’Angleterre, Le Monde, 23 April 1946, 1.  
2256 Henry Laufenburger, ‘Keynes est mort’, La Vie française: hebdomadaire économique et financière, 27 April 

1946, 1. 
2257 It should be noted that in the two years following Keynes’s death, the Revue published obituaries of Irving 

Fisher and Jean Lescure. In its April–June 1946 edition, the Revue published an article by the pioneer of 

development economics (from a free market perspective) Peter Thomas Bauer: ‘Remarques sur la théorie 

générale de Lord Keynes’, Revue d’économie politique (April–June 1946), 121–34. Regarding Bauer see James 

A. Dorn, ‘Bauer, Peter Thomas (1915–2002)’, The New Palgrave Dictionary of Economics Online, available at 

http://www.dictionaryofeconomics.com/article?id=pde2008_B000261 (retrieved 07 March 2016). 
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Chapter 12 – Amour-haine: Keynes’s legacy and the convoluted survival of his 

economic theory in France (1946–50s)  

 

Toutefois, les méthodes appliquées par les belligérants de la 

seconde guerre mondiale pour porter la production de 

guerre à son intensité maxima ont permis à la fois  

d’employer toute la main-d’œuvre disponible et de maintenir les prix. 

Or, elles peuvent être transposées dans un univers pacifique. 

 

Claude Gruson (1949)2258 

 

12.1. Introduction 

 

After Keynes’s demise began the Keynesian era, and this chapter’s aim is to study the 

initial stages of that story in France. The main question is whether, as advanced by Pierre 

Rosanvallon, France was in fact the country where the triumph of Keynesianism was most 

notorious after 1946. He also argues that Keynesianism – a concept which he identifies with 

the revival of a Colbertian interventionist tradition – served to bring together Marxists and 

non-Marxists under a common economic discourse, allowing for societal compromise on the 

necessity of economic modernisation.2259 Instead, this chapter will emphasise that even if in 

the postwar years Keynes’s theory was much more accepted than in the previous decade, it 

never became a dominant theoretical paradigm within French economic analysis, and civil 

servants never converted en masse to it.  

This chapter begins by analysing how in 1946, the economist Étienne Mantoux, in an 

attempt to shape the post-Second World War reparations debate, sought to undermine 

Keynes’s reputation by criticising his 1920s writings on reparations. Mantoux’s book, The 

Carthaginian Peace, had a good reception, but failed to diminish interest for Keynes’s theory 

in France. In the long run, though, it became a feature of contemporary Anglo-American and 

French historiography on interwar reparations, thus indirectly shaping historical narratives on 

Keynes’s actions and persona. Mantoux’s book is also a reminder that the French depiction of 

the ‘Germanophile’ Keynes, which goes back to 1920, continued to survive after the war.  

                                                 
2258 Claude Gruson, Esquisse d’une théorie générale de l’équilibre économique. Réflexions sur la Théorie 

générale de Lord Keynes (Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1949), 4. 
2259 See Pierre Rosanvallon, ‘Histoire’, 22–56.  
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Finally, the last two sections examine, respectively, the postwar diffusion of Keynes’s 

theory amongst economists and civil servants: both had always been Keynes’s main targets. 

Regarding the former, I argue that although Keynes’s theory gradually entered the law 

faculty’s economics curricula, it also suffered from the competition of general equilibrium 

theory (in the Grandes écoles) and Marxian theory right from 1946 onwards. Hence, 

Keynes’s was only one more theory within the theoretical eclecticism characteristic of French 

economic analysis. Keynes’s direct influence on civil servants was real, but also much 

circumscribed. The last section starts by analysing how, through Jean Monnet’s Planning 

Commission, Pierre Uri made the first French national budget in 1948, which applied the 

notion of the Keynesian inflationary gap. Hence, as in Britain’s case, the General Theory’s 

principles were first applied in France not to boost aggregate demand, but instead to curtail it. 

From Uri’s effort stemmed the creation of a macroeconomic forecasting division at the 

Treasury, which instituted national income accounting in France, and was headed by a 

Keynesian named Claude Gruson.  

At first glance, Keynes’s theory was being widely diffused by the French state itself, 

most notably at the ENA, which after the war was responsible for training future inspectors of 

finance. However, even at the ENA, Keynes’s theory was not always correctly taught, and it 

was never accepted by all of its teachers and students. Besides, at the BDF, conservative 

views continued to prevail; while at the Treasury throughout the 1950s, elder inspectors of 

finance continued to be refractory to economic planning and national income accounting. 

Finally, the effort of industrial modernisation that guided the Treasury’s policies after the war 

came primarily from contextual factors, rather than from Keynesian theoretical inspiration. 

  

12.2. Étienne Mantoux’s posthumous revenge and the resurrection of the reparations 

question (1943–6)  

 

It did not take long before Keynes’s intellectual legacy started being openly contested 

and his reputation tarnished. The first blow was struck by Étienne Mantoux’s 1946 book, The 

Carthaginian Peace or the Economic Consequences of Mr. Keynes, published after both 

men’s death. Judged within the overall narrative of this thesis, The Carthaginian Peace can 

be deemed Mantoux’s attempt to settle the battle his father had lost against Keynes, when he 

had publicly questioned in 1920 the Consequence’s veracity. On a more micro level, 

Mantoux’s book was also a reaction to the crushing defeat of 1940, anti-Semitic persecution 
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and the experience of exile. And crucially, it was also Mantoux’s avowed attempt to 

determine the postwar debate on reparations, imposing upon Germany the rightful reparations 

burden it had allegedly escaped two decades before. It is by locating The Carthaginian Peace 

in that specific context, that this section will focus on how Mantoux’s book shaped the ways 

historical narratives have framed Keynes’s views on reparations and his capabilities as an 

economist, in France and abroad.  

After defending his doctoral thesis in Lyon in May 1941, Mantoux escaped to the US, 

thanks to a grant from the Rockefeller Foundation. He was a Jew, and was part of a shortlist 

of intellectuals whom the Foundation thought worth rescuing from the German menace. 

Tellingly, he came to the Foundation’s attention through his participation in a 1939 debate on 

Walter Lippmann’s The Good Society, within the incipient French neoliberal movement. At 

the debate, Mantoux denounced the threat posed by totalitarianisms over Western 

democracies.2260 In the US, Mantoux worked at Princeton’s Institute for Advanced Studies, 

where he finished The Carthaginian Peace. It was there that the LON’s Princeton mission 

was located, after an effort (also involving the Rockefeller Foundation) had been made to 

rescue part of the LON’s economic section from Geneva. Mantoux was among friends: his 

father had headed the LON’s political section in the early 1920s. As scrutinised by Patricia 

Clavin, Mantoux discussed his arguments with the mission’s staff, was given access to 

material related to interwar reparations, and retrieved the book’s statistical data mostly from 

LON compilations.2261 

Meanwhile, the LON’s work on interwar reparations also fed into contemporary US 

administration’s memoranda on the same topic, against the backdrop of preparations for 

official talks on post-Second World War reparations. Crucially, Mantoux’s sponsor at 

Princeton – the economist Winfield Riefler – was in secondment at the US Treasury.2262 

Mantoux ‘was also on friendly terms’ with Jacob Viner. A Princeton University professor and 

one of Morgenthau’s advisers, Viner was also one of the economists who opposed Keynes’s 

position on the 1928–9 reparations transfer debate.2263 At the time, there were competing 

                                                 
2260 Vincent Duclert, L’Avenir de l’histoire (Paris: Armand Collin, 2010), 167–83. Raymond Aron also attended 

the debate. 
2261 Patricia Clavin, Securing, 261–6 and 321–4. 
2262 Patricia Clavin points out that Riefler and Harry White ‘expressed very similar ideas to Mantoux at US 

Treasury meetings’, and that ‘Mantoux’s analysis of the productive capacity of the Ruhr finds a striking parallel 

in White’s proposals’. See Patricia Clavin, Securing, 323. 
2263 Jacob Viner, ‘Reviews of books’, The Journal of Modern History, 19, 1 (March 1947), 69; Patricia Clavin, 

Securing, 323; and Arthur I. Bloomfield, ‘On the Centenary of Jacob Viner’s Birth: A Retrospective View of the 
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schemes by the different US governmental departments regarding German reparations. The 

Treasury’s plan, brandished by Morgenthau which the US State Department opposed, 

amounted securing from Germany a large scheme of reparations in kind. The Ruhr and the 

Saar regions would be partially de-industrialised, and dismantled plants would be transferred 

to the Allies as reparations. Like Mantoux, the Princeton mission and the Treasury considered 

that Germany possessed the economic capability to pay reparations: what had been lacking in 

the aftermath of the Great War was the adequate measure of Allied political coercion to 

enforce the reparations settlement.2264 

The driving arguments of The Carthaginian Peace are well-known and have already 

been refuted by Keynes’s biographers Donald Moggridge and Robert Skidelsky. In short, 

Mantoux claimed that Keynes, by emphasising economic issues over political realities, 

underestimated German economic might and grossly exaggerated the impact of Versailles’ 

economic clauses. The success of the Consequences thus helped foment a guilt complex in 

Britain and the US, which ultimately left Western democracies unprepared to recognise the 

extent of the Nazi menace. On the transfer debate, Mantoux reproduced Rueff’s thesis that it 

had never existed in first place. The imposition of a reparations tax on German citizens would 

suffice to depress prices and wages, and shift domestic resources towards augmenting export 

capacity. Like Rueff, Mantoux took no account of time lags, labour friction, or the width of 

demand elasticity from creditor countries. He even disingenuously attempted to turn the 

General Theory against its creator. Thus he argued that if below full employment investment 

expenditure would always increase employment and income, as proven by Germany’s 

rearmament in the 1930s, then if it had paid reparations its national wealth would have surely 

increased as well.2265  

There were valid aspects to Mantoux’s critique, in particular the blunders it picked up 

on Keynes’s estimates of the impact of reparations on German national income. But as his 

rhetorical use of the General Theory demonstrates, The Carthaginian Peace was partly an 

extended exercise on a de-contextualised reading of Keynes’s writings. For instance, 

Mantoux argued that the productivity of German war economy, and its ability to extract 

                                                 
Man and His Work’, Journal of Economic Literature, 30, 4 (December 1992), 2056 and 2068–71. Concerning 

the reparation transfer debate see chapter 8 of this thesis. 
2264 Patricia Clavin, Securing, 261–2 and 323–4; and ‘Reparations in the Long Run’, Diplomacy & Statecraft, 

16, 3 (2005), 515–30; in regards to the Morgenthau plan see Michaela Hönicke, ‘“Prevent World War III”: An 

Historiographical Appraisal of Morgenthau’s Programme for Germany’ in Robert A. Garson and Stuart S. Kidd 

(eds.), The Roosevelt Years. New Perspectives on American History, 1933–45 (Edinburgh: Edinburgh 

University Press, 1999), 162–8. 
2265 See, for instance, Étienne Mantoux, The Carthaginian Peace, 61 and 117–32.  
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reparations from occupied countries between 1940 and 1945, disproved Keynes’s emphasis 

on the difficulties of transferring heavy financial reparations abroad. Of course, Keynes had 

made those arguments on the eve of the Great Depression. Fitting that context, he always 

framed relations between creditor and debtor countries within the liberal democratic 

framework which had been established by the Versailles Treaty.2266 

To further contextualise Mantoux’s book, two remarks must be made. Firstly, that he 

was not the first to pursue a line of thought that ultimately had its roots in the attacks made 

against Keynes by conservative French politicians and press between 1920 and 1924. Already 

in 1940, an anonymous pamphlet published in Belgium praised Jacques Bainville and blamed 

the war’s outbreak on Keynes’s Consequences and pacifism, which was understood as a by-

product of the LON, the Socialists and the Radicals. The accusation was made from a right 

wing catholic outlook, and claimed that Keynes’s book had been massively diffused by occult 

propaganda. Moreover, the pamphlet claimed, Keynes had been spurred to write it by Lloyd 

George’s entourage, which was composed of pro-German Jewish businessmen.2267 Secondly, 

and most importantly, not every Frenchmen held views akin to Mantoux’s. François Perroux, 

for instance, although admitting that Keynes’s book was not faultless, argued in his classes 

that it remained a prophetic analysis of the Versailles Treaty’s errors and ensuing interwar 

economic crisis.2268 

Mantoux never lived to see his book published. To protect his own family, he had 

insisted it should only be published after the Liberation. Upon returning to England in 

November 1943, he joined Free France’s armed forces, and after Paris was liberated, 

preferred to fight on, rather than joining the provisional government.2269 Whilst participating 

in April 1945 in the advance of the French army into Bavaria, he died in what appears to have 

been a road accident, aged 31. It was a few weeks after Keynes’s death that The Carthaginian 

Peace was published by Oxford University Press. In American and British journals, the book 

was well received. Diplomats – like the Swiss William Rappard, who was involved since the 

                                                 
2266 Robert Skidelsky, Hopes, 397–400; and D. E. Moggridge, Maynard, 340–6. See, in this respect, the 

Consequences’ last chapter and Keynes’s project for a European free trade zone.  
2267 Fabricius, Les Responsabilités de la guerre de 1939. Chronique d’une faillite (Bruxelles: Éditions des 

Cahiers corporatives, 1940), 6–7, 19, 23–56, and 78–81.  
2268 See François Perroux, Cours, 5. 
2269 In the 8 November 1943 entry of his war diaries, Mendès France noted down Mantoux’s arrival in an 

(arguably) unfair tone: ‘Était en Amérique depuis l’armistice et ne s’est guère hâté à s’engager’. See Pierre 

Mendès France, S’engager, 742; and Vincent Duclert, L’Avenir, 183–4. 
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start with Hayek’s Mont-Pélerin society –2270 political scientists and crucially, non-Keynesian 

economists (like Michael Heilperin), seized the opportunity Mantoux’s book offered them to 

take a jab at Keynes.  

They all highlighted the ‘constant intermingling of economic reasoning and of 

eloquent ethical pleading which mar the brilliant writings of Keynes’,2271 but perhaps the 

most illustrative reaction came from Jacob Viner. Economists, he claimed, had always been 

aware of how Keynes’s analysis of reparations was theoretically defective, but had preferred 

to remain silent because they shared his political agenda. Thus, Viner argued it was time for 

economists to apologise for the bias of Anglo-American liberals against France. In the same 

vein, he fully endorsed Mantoux’s claim that the Consequences had helped create a disastrous 

guilt complex, which allowed Germany to prepare unhindered the Second World War. Even 

so, Viner also acknowledged that Mantoux had failed to point out in his book that the Treaty, 

while demanding from Germany heavy reparations payments, allowed the Allies to raise 

tariffs against its exports.2272 In Britain, Cambridge’s Economic Journal did not review The 

Carthaginian Peace, although in Keynes’s obituary, the economist Austin Robinson 

suggested that Mantoux’s what-if scenario of an enforced Versailles Treaty would have 

hardly been feasible. It was left to Ralph Hawtrey at LSE’s Economica to defend Keynes and 

point out the weak points in Mantoux’s argument.2273  

In France, The Carthaginian Peace also appeared in 1946 through Gallimard, which 

had also published the Consequences. Mantoux’s father did the translation and Raymond 

Aron wrote the preface, which was naturally sympathetic. However, Aron – who had read the 

General Theory before the war – doubted Mantoux’s confidence in both how smoothly 

Germany could adapt its productive structure to export reparations, and how Allied 

economies would adapt to increased German competition.2274 Like the US, and particularly 

                                                 
2270 See Giovanni Busino, ‘William Rappard, le libéralisme “nouveau” et les origines de la Mont-Pèlerin 

Society’, Revue européenne des sciences sociales, 28, 88 (1990), 205–16. Interestingly, Rappard objected to 

Hayek against inviting Perroux to the society’s first meeting. 
2271 William Rappard, ‘Book Reviews and Notices’, The American Political Science Review, 40, 5 (October 

1946), 984.  
2272 Jacob Viner, ‘Reviews’, 69–70. Rappard did likewise, but insisted Keynes had overstated impediments to 

Germany’s defrayal of reparations. See William Rappard, ‘Book Reviews and Notices’, 983–5; and also 

Melchior Palyi, ‘The Carthaginian Peace’, The Review of Politics, 9, 3 (July 1947), 390–3; and Michael A. 

Heilperin, ‘International Trade, Finance and Economic Policy’, The American Economic Review, 36, 5 

(December 1946), 930–4.  
2273 Ralph Hawtrey, ‘The Carthaginian Peace’, Economica, 15, 59 (August 1948), 234–8; see in the same vein, 

Arthur Wynne Plumptre, ‘The Carthaginian Peace’, International Journal, 2, 2 (Spring 1947), 166. See also 

Austin Robinson, ‘John Maynard Keynes, 1883–1946’, The Economic Journal, 57, 225 (March 1947), 23–6. 
2274 Raymond Aron, ‘Préface’, in Étienne Mantoux, La Paix calomnié, 7–12. 
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after four years of German occupation, French reactions to Mantoux’s book were 

overwhelmingly positive. They were written by individuals as distinct as Édouard Dolléans (a 

historian of labour and close to the Mantoux family), Georges Scelle (a specialist on 

international law), and Louis Aubert (a journalist). All three authors pitched what they judged 

to be Keynes’s partialness against Mantoux’s scientific honesty and objectivity. What they 

left unsaid could be hinted at, though: if Keynes was partly responsible for the Second World 

War’s outbreak, then he also had his share of blame in the young and gifted Mantoux’s 

death.2275  

At the Revue d’économie politique, Mantoux was given the obituary which had been 

refused to Keynes; Charles Rist further wrote a laudatory review of The Carthaginian 

Peace.2276 Rist thought the Second World War’s origins were due in great part to what he 

judged to be Britain’s perpetual collusion with Germany, so unsurprisingly he supported the 

political arguments of Mantoux. It was a judgment he compounded by claiming that Keynes 

had always been blind to Germany’s penchant for military aggression.2277 However, Rist’s 

memory was also solid enough to recall his own stance at the time of the Versailles Treaty. 

Thus, he pointed out how Keynes’s book was mainly a reaction against the false promises 

politicians had made regarding Germany’s capacity to pay reparations. By alluding to the 

‘inanité’ of the Allied reparations bill and consequent discrimination against German goods, 

Rist ultimately confirmed the validity of the Consequences’ main argument.2278  

Even so, despite the good press it received, Mantoux’s book failed to achieve its goal, 

not because many Frenchmen remembered Keynes’s Consequences, though. The long-lasting 

French desire to separate the Ruhr from Germany and use its coke to feed French steel 

production was shared by Keynesians (Mendès France), and non-Keynesians (De Gaulle, 

Hervé Alphand and Couve de Murville) alike. Yet, France was too dependent on American 

credits – in order to finance its reconstruction – to risk the consequences of acting 

                                                 
2275 See Louis F. Aubert, ‘Étienne Mantoux’, Politique étrangère, 12, 1 (1947), 92–6; Éduard Dolléans, ‘La Paix 

Carthaginoise’, Revue d’histoire économique et sociale, 27, 1 (1948), 3–13; and George Scelle, ‘Mantoux 

(Étienne)’, L’Année sociologique, 2 (1940–8), 619–22. Incidentally, French and foreign reviewers of Mantoux’s 

book coincided in claiming that The Carthaginian Peace was the answer of the generation to whom Keynes had 

appealed in the Consequences, as he sought to overturn the Versailles Treaty. It can also be argued though, that 

the generation Keynes was the previous one, which encompassed individuals with fates as diverse as Paul 

Franck, Jean Luchaire, Bertrand de Jouvenel and Pierre Mendès France.  
2276 See Gaëtan Pirou, ‘Nécrologie – Étienne Mantoux’, Revue d’économie politique, 56, 1 (January–March 

1946), 8–9.  
2277 See Charles Rist, Une saison, 20. 
2278 Charles Rist, ‘Notes et mémoranda – I, La Paix calomnié’, Revue d’économie politique, 57, 1 (January–

February 1947), 132–6. In the same vein, see Charles Rist, ‘Notice’, 988–91. 
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unilaterally. In between 1947 and 1948, the US State Department’s commitment to European 

integration won over Morgenthau’s partial de-industrialisation proposal, and prompted the 

creation of the Marshall Plan (partly as a means to integrate Germany into the Western bloc). 

Two years afterwards, Monnet prepared the Schuman declaration, which advocated the 

pooling of Franco-German markets on coal and steel.2279 Furthermore, as it will be evident in 

the subsequent two sections of this chapter, Mantoux’s critique did not prevent French 

economists and civil servants from showing an increased interest in the General Theory after 

the war.  

Where The Carthaginian Peace proved to be lastingly influential was in shaping 

historiographic narratives on Keynes’s reparations views. Indeed, Keynes’s relatives soon 

tried to limit the damage the book did to Keynes’s reputation. Étienne’s father, Paul 

Mantoux, claimed that Keynes’s friends (which he left unnamed) tried to halt the re-edition 

of The Carthaginian Peace in England. This is quite believable: Roy Harrod’s 1951 

biography of Keynes sought to protect the latter’s public memory, in order not to blemish the 

persuasiveness of the General Theory in Britain and the US.2280 Mantoux’s book was re-

published in 1952, but in the US, through the New York publisher Charles Scribner.2281  

Subsequently, and following the opening of the British and French diplomatic 

archives in the 1960s and 1970s, The Carthaginian Peace was retrieved by historians of 

interwar reparations and international relations, who sought to contest Keynes’s case against 

the Versailles Treaty. Although this remains a mere hypothesis, chances are that the allure of 

Mantoux’s book was boosted by the backlash Keynesian economics suffered in the 1970s, 

thanks to stagflation and the rise of Milton Friedmann’s monetarism. Henceforth, The 

Carthaginian Peace continues to this day to command respectability from historiography on 

the interwar period as a valid critique (even regarding its economic arguments) of Keynes’s 

writings on 1920s reparations.2282  

                                                 
2279 See Gérard Bossuat, La France. Vol. I, 63–175; and by the same author ‘Les Risques et les espoirs du plan 

Marshall pour la France’, Études et documents, 1 (1989), 207–59; François Duchêne, Jean Monnet: The First 

Statesmen of Interdependence (New York and London: W. W. Norton & Company, 1994), 164–206. 
2280 Robert Skidelsky, Fighting, 492–3. Robert Skidelsky’s biography asserts how for that motive, Roy Harrod 

explicitly refrained from mentioning Keynes’s homosexuality in his biography. 
2281 Vincent Duclert, ‘Préface: un historien contre les tyrannies’, in Étienne Mantoux, La Paix calomnié ou les 

conséquences économiques de M. Keynes (Paris: L’Harmattan, 2002), I. 
2282 See, for instance, Adam Tooze’s reference to Mantoux’s book (‘Generations of economists have picked 

apart the flaws in Keynes’s argument’) in The Deluge: The Great War and the Remaking of the Global Order, 

1916–1931 (London: Penguin Books, 2015), 295. 
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In France, and in an ironic twist of fate, Gallimard published in 2000 a joint edition of 

Jacques Bardoux’s Les Conséquences politiques de la paix and Keynes’s Consequences. 

Tellingly, the critical apparatus to Keynes’s book was largely lifted from Mantoux’s own. 

The fact that there never had been a single French stance on the reparations question had 

meanwhile been long forgotten. In any case, it is fitting that in the year of Keynes’s death, the 

memory and public perception of his figure was blurred by the resurrection of reparations, 

owing to which his name had become known to the French public. Mantoux’s book had thus 

closed a circle.  

 

12.3. Between outright refusal and syncretisation: French economists and the General 

Theory (1946–1950s) 

 

And yet, The Carthaginian Peace did little or nothing to undermine the diffusion of 

Keynes’s economics in France after 1946. Thanks to the General Theory, he became 

primarily known as an economist, and his writings on reparations were relegated to a distant 

past. It was after the war that in depth theoretical scrutiny of the General Theory became 

ubiquitous in French economic analysis. The same phenomenon took place in Anglo-

American academia, where according to the historian of economic thought Mark Blaug: ‘the 

real controversies about [the General Theory’s interpretation] began in the 1940s, increased 

in the 1950s, and reached a crescendo in the 1960s’.2283 In Anglo-American economics, 

interest in Keynes’s theory was motivated by the popularity of full employment as a postwar 

policy goal, the generalisation of national income accounting and the econometric 

potentialities derived from the formalisation of the General Theory’s frameworks. Attempts 

to syncretise it with neoclassical economics like the IS-LM model – even if at the cost of 

simplification – made the basic arguments of Keynes’s difficult book easier to understand 

and transmit to students.2284  

However, IS-LM and the neoclassical interpretation of the General Theory never took 

hold of French economists’ theoretical tools to the extent that it did in Anglo-American 

economic analysis. Here, the distinction must be introduced between the economists who 

taught at the law faculties, who constituted the mainstream of the profession; and the French 

                                                 
2283 Mark Blaug, ‘Recent Biographies of Keynes’, Journal of Economic Literature, 32, 3 (September 1994), 

1211. 
2284 See, in particular, Mark Blaug and David Laidler, ‘What Was Lost with IS-LM’, History of Political 

Economy, 36, Supplement 1 (2004), 25–56. 
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tradition of engineer-economists hailing from the École polytechnique. Older economists 

from the Law schools like Rist or Nogaro never endorsed the General Theory. But the 

younger generations of law faculty economists were increasingly influenced by Keynes’s 

book, employed it to introduce their students to macroeconomics, and structured their 

presentation of the history of economic thought around it. They were also less liberal minded, 

and acknowledged that counter-cyclical policies should be deployed during slumps. 

However, they never seconded Keynes’s social and political agenda, particularly its emphasis 

on a steady investment policy as prevention against slumps. Following their elders, younger 

economists also recognised the General Theory’s static framework as a serious limitation, 

being instead keener to build a dynamic theory of the business cycle. They took into account 

the criticisms made abroad of Keynes’s book since 1936, and therefore regarded it as a 

starting point for future economic theorising, rather than as a compendium of immaculate 

truths. Moreover, the appeal of Keynes’s theory among younger minds was also challenged 

by the revival of Marxian economics, resulting in either rejection or syncretisation with the 

former.  

The relation of the engineer-economists formed in the Grandes écoles with Keynes’s 

theory in the immediate years after his demise was more complex. After 1946, several 

followed in the steps of Maurice Allais, and embraced microeconomics and general 

equilibrium analysis; while others, given their mathematical formation, were among the first 

to analyse Keynes’s theory through Samuelson and Hicks’s neoclassical lenses. In the late 

1950s, they would eventually serve as bridges between those working within the French state 

on macroeconomic planning, and those applying microeconomic tools like marginal cost 

pricing in French public enterprises. This section thus begins with an analysis of the major 

lines of argument shared by postwar reactions to Keynes’s theory, which mostly focused on 

the latter’s treatment of time, and on the necessity of building of a dynamic theory of the 

business cycle. Ultimately, Keynesian economics simply became one more school of thought 

within French economic analysis, rather than the dominant one. Owing to distinct reactions to 

the postwar political situation, they had to compete not only with Marxian economics, but 

also with the revival of microeconomics and general equilibrium theory.2285  

                                                 
2285 My goal will be to analyse the place that Keynes’s theory occupied within French economic analysis, from a 

broad intellectual and institutional outlook. For an analysis solely focused on theoretical issues, see Richard 

Arena and Anna Maricic, ‘Les Réactions’, 15–41. For a more encompassing analysis of the main schools of 

thought and methodological approaches of the late 1940s to 1950s French economics, see Richard Arena, ‘Les 

Économistes’, 969–1007. 
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Once academic life went back to its normal rhythm of work, a true ‘Keynesian 

avalanche’ took over French economic analysis, as plenty of articles and monographs 

discussing the General Theory were published from 1945 through the 1950s. Shortly after the 

Liberation, the Revue d’économie politique published an article by Hicks (never published 

outside France) claiming that the war had proved how Keynes’s was far from being a theory 

of depressions only. Hicks emphasised how it could also be applicable to a full employment 

situation, and how it had stimulated the development of national income evaluations.2286 In 

the same number of the Revue, however, an article by Pierre Dervaux ignoring the demand 

control theory referred to by Hicks argued otherwise, and criticised Keynes’s theory of 

interest for overstressing the link between low interest rates and an increased propensity to 

invest. At the same time, Dervaux was forced to acknowledge that the volume of savings 

depended first and foremost on aggregate income, and admitted that low interest rates were 

beneficial to economic expansion.2287  

Nevertheless, the major debates only began after Keynes’s demise, when in 1947, 

Jacques Rueff skirmished with Gabriel Ardant in the Revue on the pertinence of the General 

Theory. The Revue’s direction was now in the hands of Rist, René Courtin and Georges 

Lutfalla. The latter had back in 1937 published the first presentation of the IS-LM model in 

France.2288 Rueff expounded the mistaken belief that the adoption of full employment 

economic policies in Britain, the US and France followed simply from Keynes’s influence, 

rather than deriving from political and societal changes specific to the war context and the 

preceding 1930s slump. His attack on Keynes elaborated the argumentation he first made in 

the 1947 anti-planning treatise L’Ordre social, the French equivalent of Hayek’s The Road to 

Serfdom.2289 Although Rueff raised pertinent questions about whether full employment could 

be enforced in peace time, without resorting to rationing and other controls, the premises of 

his arguments and the virulence of his conclusions were out of touch with contemporary 

                                                 
2286 J. R. Hicks, ‘La Théorie de Keynes après neuf ans’, Revue d’économie politique, 55 (1945), 1–3.  
2287 See Pierre Dervaux, ‘Réfléxions sur l’intérêt, l’épargne et l’investissement’, Revue d’économie politique, 55 

(1945), 149–78. In its substance, Dervaux’s article was much less hostile than what Olivier Dard claims in 

‘Économie et économistes’, 182.  
2288 Rueff also published his attack against Keynes in Harvard’s Quarterly Journal of Economics, after which he 

embarked into a controversy with the American economist James Tobin. See Jacques Rueff, ‘The Fallacies of 

Lord Keynes’s General Theory’, 61, 3 (May 1947), 343–67; and Tobin’s reply: ‘The Fallacies of Lord Keynes’s 

General Theory: Comment’, The Quarterly Journal of Economics, 62, 5 (November 1948), 763–70.  
2289 Reviews of Rueff’s L’Ordre social in British and American academia were overtly negative, and 

emphasised the unlikeliness of its premises. See, for instance, R. G. Hawtrey, ‘Book Reviews’, Economica, 13, 

52 (November 1946), 300–3; and Robert Triffin, ‘Public Finance; Fiscal Policy; Taxation’, The American 

Economic Review, 37, 1 (March 1947), 213–5.  
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realities. Thus, he continued to assert that markets cleared all goods and ensured full 

employment if unfettered by state interventionism (perfect competition being an attainable 

reality); that in budget deficits lay the root of the loss of individual liberties; whilst any 

extensive programme of public works would pave the way to a totalitarian autarchy.2290 

Suffice to say that on Rueff’s account, Keynes’s theory was only a very special case within 

economic theory, that of economies insensitive to ‘movements of prices and interest 

rates’.2291  

Rueff’s arguments were subsequently contested by Ardant mainly on theoretical 

grounds, as he accused Rueff of shallowly misrepresenting Keynes’s theory. Even so, Ardant 

recognised the General Theory had its shortcomings, like the scarce attention given to 

contexts of excessive aggregate demand. Even so, Ardant (rightly) insisted that in the book, 

Keynes did recognise the possible effects of wage deflation in stimulating employment 

levels, but that the success of this policy had clear limits owing to labour rigidities, and to the 

dynamic consequences of wage cuts upon consumption expenses and entrepreneurs’ profits 

and expectations.2292 The Rueff-Ardant exchange laid bare the difference between older and 

younger generations of inspectors of finance, and the different roles they ascribed to the state 

in the direction of the economy. Such a public dispute on economic theory between two 

inspectors of finance on different hierarchical positions would have been unthinkable before 

the war.  

In the same number of the Revue in which Ardant’s reply was published, Georges 

Lutfalla settled the debate in the former’s favour by pointing out the relevance of the General 

Theory. It was a difficult work, but one which also opened the door to what Lutfalla defined 

as a ‘meta-static’ macroeconomic theory.2293 This was a concept that Lutfalla defined as 

being half-way between statics and dynamics, but unlike the latter enabling formal modelling, 

and unlike the former, taking account of empirically relevant factors, such as monetary 

dynamics and imperfect competition. Ultimately, Lutfalla concluded, the rift between classics 

(Rueff) and moderns (Ardant) was artificial because the two theories would co-exist in the 

                                                 
2290 Naturally, this is only a very brief overview of Rueff’s analysis of the General Theory, whose theoretical 

basis also rested on a metalist conception of money and a reinstatement of Say’s Law. See Jacques Rueff, ‘Les 

Erreurs de la Théorie Générale de Lord Keynes’, Revue d’économie politique, 57, 1 (January–February 1947), 

5–33. 
2291 Jacques Rueff, ‘The Fallacies’, 359. 
2292 Gabriel Ardant, ‘À propos de la Théorie Générale de Lord Keynes (Réponse à M. Rueff), Revue d’économie 

politique, 57, 2 (March–April 1947), 379–91. See also Richard Arena and Christian Schmidt, ‘Keynes before’, 

88–9. 
2293 Lutfalla stressed his concept was not similar to comparative statics. 
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near future. However, he finished by warning that the moderns’ meta-static lenses would 

enable them to see farther ahead.2294 Lutfalla’s analysis was unique in hinting that in 

Keynes’s theory there was only superficially a conflict between a static model and dynamic 

analysis, or an insufficient distinction between the short and the long run. The key to the 

riddle was that in Keynes’s vision, long term expectations were prone to swift change, and 

were in fact being realised in present decisions and through the present capital stock.2295  

In the years after Keynes’s death, most French economists were indeed concerned by 

whether General Theory could furnish the basis of a dynamic theory of the business cycle. 

Their conclusion was generally negative.2296 The particularity of this interest for Keynes’s 

statics was its lateness: in the late 1930s, economists as diverse as Robertson, Öhlin and 

Schumpeter had already disapproved of Keynes’s theory on that account. Yet, it should be 

noted that the Stockholm School’s work on monetary dynamics was only truly known in 

France in the late 1940s and early 1950s, in great part thanks to the efforts of André 

Marchal.2297 At the same time, elderly figures like Rist and Rueff were keen to deny the 

theoretical and practical pertinence of Keynes’s theory by stressing its historicity (as of being 

a representation of very particular British interwar economic problems and contexts).2298 

Likewise, René Courtin in his 1950 courses insisted that a truly general theory should not 

take wage and price rigidities as given premises.2299  

Younger economists instead tried mainly to couple Keynes’s theory with Swedish ex 

ante and ex post analysis; but in any case, they always recognised its scientific relevance. 

One such case was André Marchal’s brother, Jean, who in his courses introduced his students 

to Keynes’s monetary theory, and bridged it with the Stockholm school. The General 

Theory’s relevance, Marchal concluded, was comparable to Adam Smith’s The Wealth of 

Nations: it was the theory of modern capitalism and inherent institutional and functional 

particularities.2300 Nonetheless, the most important of those younger economists was Alain 

                                                 
2294 Georges Lutfalla, ‘La Querelle des classiques et de les modernes’, Revue d’économie politique, 57, 3 (May–

June 1947), 361–78. 
2295 Georges Lutfalla, ‘La Querelle’, 372; Richard Arena and Anna Maricic, ‘Les Réactions’, 37; and Michael S. 

Lawlor, The Economics, 18–22.  
2296 As evinced by Richard Arena and Anna Maricic, ‘Les Réactions’, 15–41; and Richard Arena, ‘Les 

Économistes’, 989. 
2297 His wife, for instance, translated Gunnar Myrdal’s 1936 English edition of Monetary Dynamics, which 

appeared in France in 1950 (through the Librairie de Médicis). 
2298 Charles Rist, ‘Notice biographique’, 1035 and 1042. 
2299 Richard Arena and Christian Schmidt, ‘French economist’s reactions’, 86–7; and Richard Arena and Anna 

Maricic, ‘Les Réactions’, 21; see also Richard Arena, ‘Les Économistes’, 977–8. 
2300 Jean Marchal, Cours d’économie politique (Paris: Librairie de Médicis, 1950), 242–7. 
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Barrère, perhaps the first major French economist who can truly be considered Keynesian 

(even if he always refused the label). Barrère first read Keynes in a German prisoners’ camp 

for French officers in Austria, after a fellow economist – Robert Goetz-Girey – managed to 

clandestinely send him a copy of de Largentaye’s translation.2301  

Whilst in prison, Barrère wrote the first drafts of what eventually became his 1952 

Théorie et impulsion keynésienne, a 700-page introduction and historical-theoretical 

interpretation of the General Theory. It shows the resistance that Keynes’s book could raise 

that Barrère was forced to remove the expression ‘Révolution keynésienne’ from the title.2302 

He reproduced Perroux’s criticisms of the General Theory, noting how Keynes did not study 

the influence of mistaken short and long term expectations, or how they were formed and 

revised. For that reason, Barrère articulated Keynes’s theory with the Swedish economist Erik 

Lundberg’s work on sequence analysis. Also like Perroux, Barrère did not frame the General 

Theory as the product of a reaction against a classical paradigm of economics, but rather as 

the corollary of previous contemporary theoretical findings on monetary dynamics and 

imperfect competition.2303 Most importantly, though, Barrère’s Théorie was the first book of 

its kind published in France and by a Frenchmen, which dissected the General Theory’s 

theoretical frameworks, and explained them in an accessible way. As the decades passed, and 

until his demise in 1995, Barrère continued to reinterpret Keynes’s theory against the 

neoclassical synthesis, emphasising instead the ‘importance of expectations, of non-

probabilistic uncertainty and of money’.2304 Barrère was also involved in Social Catholicism, 

and was a strong critic of the French neoliberal movement.2305  

Although Barrère was pretty much a unique case in the immediate postwar years, the 

truth was that Keynes’s influence in contemporary Anglo-American economic thought was 

simply too pervasive for French economists to afford to ignore his theory.2306 Perhaps the 

                                                 
2301 On Goetz-Girey’s life and work, see ‘Robert Goetz-Girey (1910–1964): in memoriam’, Revue économique, 

16, 2 (1965), 177–98.  
2302 Christian Barrère, ‘Note de présentation de l’avant-propos de Théorie économique et impulsion 

keynésienne’, Cahiers d’économie politique, 26 (1996), 11–2. 
2303 Richard Arena and Anna Maricic, ‘Les Réactions’, 23–30; and Alain Barrère, Théorie économique, 551ff. 
2304 Michel Beaud and Gilles Dostaler, Economic Thought since Keynes: A History and Dictionary of Major 

Economists (London and New York: Routledge, 2005), 168–9. For instance, in 1979 Barrère published 

Déséquilibres économiques et contre-révolution keynésienne: Keynes, seconde lecture; and in 1990, five years 

before his death, Macroéconomie keynésienne: le projet économique de John Maynard Keynes.  
2305 François Denord, Néo-libéralisme, 257. 
2306 See Richard Arena, ‘Les Économistes’, 989. The fact was noted at the time by British economists. See A. 

W. Coats review of Emile James’s 1955 work Histoire de la pensée économique au XXe siècle, in Economica, 

22, 8 (November 1955), 361–2. Coats concluded that French economists were less insular than their British 

counterparts – quite a turnaround if compared with the early 1930s. 
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best example of this was Raymond Barre’s textbook, first published in 1956 and then re-

edited and updated along fifteen editions until 1997. It was arguably the first modern French 

economics textbook, presenting in separate parts micro and macro-economics (which were 

not yet consensual among French economists).2307 A pupil of Perroux with liberal leanings, 

Barre also translated Hayek, and eventually became Prime Minister from 1976 to 1981. He 

sought to articulate the defence of a market economy with the necessary degree of public 

intervention.2308 Thus, right from the first edition of his textbook, Barre introduced his 

students to macroeconomics by describing Keynes’s theory of effective demand and 

accommodating it to ex ante and ex post analysis, in order to describe the adjustments 

between investment and saving. Barre even included an early forerunner of the IS-LM model 

(but only the equations, not the diagram), and in later editions also described Kalecki’s 

theory, and Nicholas Kaldor’s Keynesian theory.2309  

Crucially, Barre recognised that the rigidities of modern capitalist societies validated 

Keynes’s main arguments, in particular the effects upon entrepreneurs’ expectations of wage 

and price falls, and the subsequent cumulative process of deflation.2310 Likewise, he always 

acknowledged the Keynesian premise that full employment equilibrium was not 

automatically guaranteed by the free play of markets and prices.2311 Nevertheless, he also 

criticised certain features of Keynes’s theory, like the static multiplier and its theory of 

interest, recurring to pre- and post-1936 developments in economic theory.2312  

So, by the late 1950s, the essential parts of Keynes’s theory had become innocuous 

enough to survive as an analytical tool within the reach of any future economist or lawyer. By 

playing catch-up with Anglo-American literature published before and after the war, and by 

reading or re-reading the General Theory in a non-slump context, French economists 

                                                 
2307 See, for instance, ‘André Marchal (1907–1968): in memoriam’, Revue économique, 20, 3 (1969), 384. 
2308 For Barre’s relation with Perroux and André Marchal’s support in the making of his textbook see Christiane 

Rimbaud, Raymond Barre (Paris: Perrin, 2015), 39–59; see also François Denord, Néo-libéralisme, 249–50. 
2309 Which Barre retrieved from Oscar Lange’s 1938 article ‘The Rate of Interest and the Optimum Propensity to 

Consume.’ Although he naturally had also read Hicks seminal article ‘Mr. Keynes and the Classics.’ See 

Raymond Barre, Économie politique. Fifth edition. Vol. II (Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1965), 244–

52 and 429–48; and for his overview of Keynes’s effective demand theory in the first edition: Économie 

politique. First Edition. Vol. II (Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1956), 371–413. For an analysis of 

Lange’s model see Warren Young, Interpreting, 79–82. 
2310 Raymond Barre, Économie, 447. 
2311 Barred named his main influences as Keynes, Perroux and Schumpeter. See, for instance, Raymond Barre, 

Questions de confiance: entretiens avec Jean-Marie Colombani (Paris: Flammarion, 1988), 42–4. 
2312 Thus Barre presented a dynamic version of the multiplier; and juxtaposed Keynes’s theory of interest against 

Dennis Robertson’s loaning funds theory. See Raymond Barre, Économie, 177–98, 319–29, and 459–74.  
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necessarily produced a nuanced and contextualised understanding of Keynes’s book.2313 In 

parallel, given their lack of (advanced) mathematical education and the above mentioned 

emphasis on dynamics, French economists never adhered en masse to Hicks and Samuelson’s 

neoclassical synthesis. Further research is nevertheless necessary to confirm this hypothesis, 

taking into account how the 1970s stagflation and transfer of economic theory from the US 

affected French economics teaching. In the very long term, though, the persistence of a more 

sociological and institutional approach to economics led to the appearance of heterodox 

theories heavily inspired by the General Theory. An example was the convention theory, 

which first appeared in the 1980s and aimed at studying how thought systems structured the 

decisions of economic agents in a climate of non-probabilistic uncertainty.2314  

Further reasons to why Keynesian economics did not become dominant in postwar 

France can be found in the fact that two other schools of thought – unfavourable to both the 

politics and theoretical premises and postulates of Keynes’s theory – gained increased 

relevance. After the war, the French Communist Party acquired a new political and societal 

influence. Thus Marxian economics, absent from academia in the interwar years, were now 

introduced to the Law Faculty courses by economists like Jean Lhomme and André Piettre. 

According to the historian Thierry Pouch, they seemed to have used Marx as a theoretical 

cover for their dabbling in corporatism during Vichy.2315  

But there was also a powerful cultural current at play, with origins in 1930s non-

conformism, which interpreted Marx from the viewpoint of Catholic humanism. The most 

notable example of this stance was none other than Henri Bartoli, who like Perroux’s 

disciple, Jean Domarchi, was one more case of those who began their academic career by 

working on Keynes, only to focus on Marxian economics afterwards. On the opposite side 

were economists like Henri Denis, Jean Bénard (another pupil of Perroux) and Charles 

Bettelheim. Affiliated with the French Communist Party, they rejected that Social Catholic 

interpretation of Marx (along with Keynesian economics) in the name of Communism’s 

                                                 
2313 See, for instance, Émile James’s sympathetic overview of Keynes’s theory and its place on the history of 

economic thought (which again emphasises the French interest for dynamics) in Histoire des theories 

économiques (Paris: Flammarion, 1950), 294–319. 
2314 See Olivier Favereau, ‘La Théorie Générale: de l’économie conventionnelle à l’économie des conventions’, 

Cahiers d’économie politique, 14, 5 (1988), 197–220. Favereau derived his notion of convention from the 

General Theory’s framing of a Classical tradition as the nemesis of the Keynesian vision of economics.  
2315 Pouch includes Jean Marchal on this list, but the latter’s overview of Marx’s thought is fairly critical. See 

Jean Marchal, Cours, 184–200. 
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revolutionary project.2316 Nevertheless, since the end of the war, there have been economists 

willing to syncretise parts of Keynes’s theory with Marxian economics, like the economist 

Jacques Lecaillon, or in the 1960s, Paul Boccara.2317 Similarly, as analysed in the final 

section of this chapter, many of the technocrats involved in the making of French national 

income accounts regarded themselves as both Marxists and Keynesians. In the 1970s 

stagflation context, economists like Robert Boyer bridged Marxian economics with Keynes’s, 

as interpreted from a Kaleckian perspective, aiming to study the different regimes of capital 

accumulation and their relation to capitalism’s boom and bust dynamics.2318 

Finally, at the École polytechnique and the École des mines (one of the Grandes 

écoles, specialised in mining engineering), the mathematical economists continued to 

stoically resist Keynes’s theory. Amid other criticisms, François Divisia claimed that savings 

were not a residuum of national income, but the result of an inter-temporal rational calculus, 

whilst René Roy asserted that Keynes’s macroeconomics lacked rigorous micro-economic 

foundations.2319 At the École des mines, Maurice Allais gave a fresh breath of life to 

Walrasian general equilibrium analysis. A graduate from the École polytechnique, Allais took 

advantage of the war to focus on economics, in which he sought to introduce the formal 

exactitude of physics. His first major work was the 1943 À la recherché d’une discipline 

économique, which shows the influence of Walras, Divisia, Pareto and Fisher. Along with 

Hicks’s 1937 Value and Capital, it introduced time dynamics into general equilibrium 

analysis – even if individual agents and enterprises’ future expectations were always realised. 

More importantly, it also gave formal proof of the equivalence theorem between a perfect 

market with free competition and maximum economic efficiency.2320  

Allais’ monetary theory was influenced by the notion of liquidity preference, and he 

did acknowledge that Keynes’s book was full of suggestive insights. Nevertheless, he also 

vehemently criticised its lack of formal precision, and asserted that Keynes’s ideas on saving 

                                                 
2316 Thierry Pouch, ‘Les Tumultueuses relations des économistes français avec le marxisme: une mise en 

perspective historique’, Le Portique: Revue de philosophie et de sciences humaines, 32 (2014), 2–14; and 

François Denord and Xavier Zunigo, ‘“Révolutionnairement vôtre”. Économie marxiste, militantisme 

intellectuel et expertise politique chez Charles Bettelheim’, Actes de de la recherche en sciences sociales, 158 

(March 2005), 16–7. 
2317 Thierry Pouch, ‘Les Tumultueuses’, 4; and Emmanuel Arghiri, ‘Le Taux de profit et les incompatibilités 

Marx-Keynes’, Annales. Économies, Sociétés, Civilisations, 21, 6 (1966), 1189–1211. 
2318 Michel Beaud and Gilles Dostaler, Economics, 136–7. 
2319 Richard Arena, ‘Les Économistes’, 994.  
2320 Alain Béraud, ‘Le Traité d’économie pure, la contribution fondatrice’, in Arnaud Diemer, Jérôme 

Lallement, and Bertrand Munier, Maurice Allais et la science économique (Paris: Clément Juglar, 2000), 37–48. 
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and income inequality were fallacious, and his theory inflationist.2321 Like Rueff, Allais 

stressed that Keynes’s under-employment equilibrium was based on price and wage 

rigidities; without these, an economy would evolve towards a long term full employment 

status. During the postwar years, Allais found an audience in the neoliberal movement, but 

remained nonetheless a highly idiosyncratic figure. For instance, he subscribed to the 

neoliberal aim of state intervention to ensure free competition and choice, and for that reason 

rejected price controls, unemployment allowances and central planning. Yet, he also 

acknowledged the imperfection of real markets, and even advocated Walras’ proposal that all 

land should be nationalised and then lent by the state.2322  

In truth, Allais was always a marginal figure within both French and Anglo-American 

academia. He was refused a position at the Polytechnique and taught instead at the École des 

mines; and also at the Institut national de la statistique et des etudes économiques (INSEE), 

founded in 1946 and responsible for the collection of French national statistics. Law 

faculties’ economists continued on the whole to be unreceptive to deductive methods and 

adopted primarily a literary form of expression. It was only from the 1960s onwards that 

mathematical formalisation began making inroads into mainstream French economic 

analysis.2323 Thus, neoliberals like Louis Baudin and Daniel Villey refused not only national 

income accounting, but also the kind of mathematical formalisation advocated by Allais, on 

the grounds that those were instruments of economic planning.2324  

As a result, Allais' disciples were forced to either build their academic careers abroad, 

or outside academia. Even so, in manifold and contrasting ways, they still had a pervasive 

influence over economics both in its theoretical and applied forms.2325 The future Nobel Prize 

                                                 
2321 Maurice Allais, À la Recherche d’une discipline économique. Tome I: Traité d’économie pure (Paris: 

Clément Juglar, 1994), 30; and Économie et intérêt: présentation nouvelle des problèmes fondamentaux relatifs 

au rôle économique du taux de l’intérêt et de leurs solutions (Paris: Imprimerie nationale, 1947), 319–21. 
2322 For an overview of the evolution of Allais’ various economic theories, see Henri Sterdyniak, ‘Maurice 

Allais, itinéraire d’un économiste français’, Revue d’économie politique, 121, 2 (2011), 119–53. For his public 

involvement in the neoliberal cause during the postwar period, see Olivier Dard, ‘Les Économistes et le service 

public, d’une guerre à l’autre’, Revue d’histoire moderne, 52, 3 (July–September 2005), 119–31. 
2323 Judging by Philippe Steiner’s analysis of the articles published by the Revue économique, founded in 1950 

and one of the major economics journals in France in the postwar period, together with the Revue d’économie 

politique and the ISEA’s Économie appliquée. See Philippe Steiner, ‘La Revue Économique, 1950–1980. La 

marche vers l’orthodoxie académique?’, Revue économique, 51, 5 (2000), 1046–8. For an Anglo-American 

perspective see Mark Blaug, ‘The Formalist Revolution of the 1950s’, Journal of History of Economic Thought, 

25, 2 (June 2003), 145–56.  
2324 François Denord, Néo-libéralisme, 245; see also Marion Fourcade, Economists and Societies: Disciple and 

Profession in the United States, Britain, and France, 1890s to 1990s (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 

2009), 192–3; and Richard Arena, ‘Les Économistes’, 990–1. 
2325 See, for instance, Till Düppe, ‘Gérard Debreu’s Secrecy: His Life in Order and Silence’, History of Political 

Economy 44, 3 (2012), 423–4. 
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winner Gérard Debreu greatly influenced the turn of Anglo-American economic analysis into 

mathematical formalisation. His co-authored Arrow-Debreu general equilibrium model 

proved the existence of equilibrium, but at the cost of taking for granted the existence of 

perfect competition and eschewing an analysis of money dynamics.2326  

Debreu’s colleague Edmond Malinvaud recalled how in the late 1940s, they would 

absorb foreign economics literature during lunches, including for instance, Abba Lerner’s 

1944 The Economics of Control. Malinvaud subsequently directed the INSEE from 1974 to 

1987, and was among the earliest and main French proponents of econometrics. In 1977, he 

authored an influential theory of unemployment based on disequilibrium analysis: a branch of 

macroeconomics originally developed by economists based at American universities, which 

aimed at underpinning Keynesian macro on non-Walrasian microeconomic principles.2327 

Another disciple of Allais, Marcel Boiteaux, applied in the 1950s marginal cost pricing at the 

public company Éléctricités de France.2328  

Finally, the engineer Pierre Massé, who had never been a student of Allais but was 

influenced by his early works, was among the first French economists after the war to 

interpret Keynes’s theory with knowledge of Hicks’s and Samuelson’s works on general 

equilibrium (and the IS-LM model). From 1959 to 1966, Massé headed the French Planning 

Commission.2329 The seeds of the syncretisation of microeconomics with Keynesian macro in 

France were thus being planted shortly after Keynes’s demise, but by engineer-economists, 

rather than by academic economists. 

 

12.4. The limits of the Keynesian momentum in French economic and financial 

policymaking (1946–1950s) 

 

                                                 
2326 Mark Blaug, ‘The Formalist’, 146–50. 
2327 On Malinvaud’s biography and theory of unemployment, see Michel Beaud and Gilles Dostaler, Economic, 

121–3, 310 and 327–9; Alan B. Krueger, ‘An Interview with Edmond Malinvaud’, The Journal of Economic 

Perspectives, 17, 1 (Winter, 2003), 181–98; and Roger E. Backhouse and Mauro Boianovsky, Transforming 

Modern Macroeconomics: Exploring Disequilibrium Microfoundations, 1956–2003 (Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press, 2014), 136–40. 
2328 Aude Terray, Des francs-tireurs, 336–7 and 426–30; and Richard Arena, ‘Les Économistes’, 993. For a 

detailed description of Allais and Boiteux’s work on marginal cost pricing see Jacques Drèze, ‘Some Postwar 

Contributions of French Economists to Theory and Public Policy: With Special Emphasis on Problems of 

Resource Allocation’, The American Economic Review, 54, 4 (June 1964), 10–45. 
2329 On Massé’s understanding of Keynes’s theory during 1948–52, see Richard Arena, ‘Les Économistes’, 996. 

See also Pierre Massé, ‘Le mécanisme des prix et de l’intérêt dans une économie concurrentielle aléatoire (Suite 

et fin)’, Revue d’économie politique (1952), 72–3.  
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Compared to academia, it was within French financial administration that 

immediately after the war Keynes’s economic theory held the most influence. Even so, its 

effect on French policymaking was limited. This influence can be gauged through three 

interwoven events: the foundation of the École nationale d’administration (ENA) in October 

1945; 2330 the making and publishing of the first French national budget in 1947–8; and the 

creation in 1951 of the Services des études économiques et financières (SEEF), by which 

national income accounting became institutionalised within the French State. In the previous 

section, I analysed how the impact of the General Theory among French economists was 

muffled by a wall of discord which was preserved in the postwar years, but which was also 

accompanied by processes of systematic syncretisation with other economic theories. In this 

section, the key issue concerns the practical contribution to French policymaking of the 

efforts made since 1938 by a handful of inspectors of finance (de Largentaye), politicians 

(Mendès and Boris) and economists (Perroux and Uri) in the diffusion of Keynes’s theory. 

My goal is therefore to ask whether a Keynesian revolution took over the monetary and fiscal 

practices of the French State, now in its Fourth Republic guise, or whether such practices 

evolved only with a rather localised influence of the General Theory and those who had read 

it. The answer leans strongly in favour of the latter hypothesis.  

The Trojan horse that finally allowed the introduction of Keynesian demand 

management theory in French policy was Jean Monnet’s Planning Commission. The 

underlying motives were inflation and the concomitant need to guarantee American financial 

aid, whilst the intellectual authorship belonged to Pierre Uri. Created in 1946 under De 

Gaulle’s authority, the Commission lacked any executive power. It was thus up to Monnet to 

convince the main agents – trade unionists, industrialists’ associations, ministers holding the 

reigns of the nationalised enterprises – to enforce the Plan’s directives. These initially aimed 

at rebuilding French capital equipment over a four-year period, in which up to 25% of 

national income would be allocated to investment. Luckily for Monnet, François Bloch-Lainé 

(the head of the Treasury and former Resistant) was favourable to this investment drive: 

                                                 
2330 The ENA was founded with the objective of democratising the access to elite civil service (with mixed 

results); and its graduates progressed to the IGF, the Conseil d’état or the Cour des comptes. Like the ELSP – 

from which most of the Third Republic’s high-ranking civil servants graduated -, the ENA relied on a cast of 

academic professors and individuals with experience of public administration. See Marie-Christine Kessler, 

L’École nationale d’administration: la politique de la haute fonction publique (Paris: Presses de la Fondation 

nationale des sciences politiques, 1978), 36ff; and Philip Nord, France’s New Deal, 202.  
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control of the crucial foreign exchange reserves (necessary to import goods and machinery) 

was in the hands of the Treasury, not the Commission.2331  

French planning was thus essentially indicative: by forecasting a macro-economic 

scenario for the coming years, it theoretically helped reduce entrepreneurs’ uncertainty over 

future business conditions.2332 It thus resembled Keynes’s own vaguely sketched vision of 

economic planning in peace time.2333 Nonetheless, the light institutional framework of French 

planning derived firstly from Monnet’s preference for exerting influence over informal 

channels. Secondly, there was widespread political and ministerial hostility towards the type 

of mandatory and centralised planning advocated by Mendès France and the Socialists. 

Initially, Monnet and Marjolin assumed that growing productivity (and inherently 

increased output) would enable the French economy to ‘railroad through’ inflation.2334 They 

were mainly concerned with eliminating production bottlenecks, and accordingly only gave 

‘cursory attention’ to how the plan would be financed.2335 But by 1946, the inefficiency of 

economic controls and rising inflation broke the monetary circuit: wholesale prices between 

1944 and 1947 increased at a yearly rate of 56%.2336 Real savings would be insufficient to 

fund the plan as the public fled the franc, while French gold holdings and dollar reserves 

were likewise reduced. Moreover, the US State Department was reluctant to meet French 

demands unless serious efforts were made to curb inflation and attain budgetary 

equilibrium.2337  

There is no need to provide an in depth analysis of how French negotiations for 

American financial aid proceeded throughout 1946–7 up to the 1948 Marshall Plan.2338 

Suffice to say that the State Department’s insistence on the quantification of French outlays 

and receipts went a long way to force the Planning Commission to accelerate the making of 

French national income accounts.2339 It was even before the Blum-Byrnes agreement of May 

                                                 
2331 Richard F. Kuisel, Capitalism, 222–42. 
2332 Jacques Drèze, ‘Some Postwar Contributions’, 46. 
2333 JMK and Donald Moggridge (ed.), Shaping, 267–9; and JMK, General Theory, 378. Keynes actually gave 

advice to Guillaume Guindey and Hervé Alphand in January 1946 on what should be the broad objectives of the 

Monnet Plan, against the background of previous discussions for the American loan to Britain, and France’s 

prospective negotiations with the US for financial aid (led by Monnet). See Michel Margairaz, L’État. Vol. II, 

78–104.  
2334 According to Uri, it was an expression used by Monnet himself. See Interview of François Duchêne with 

Pierre Uri, 22 April 1988, 6. Available at http://archives.eui.eu/oral_history/ (retrieved 5 April 2016).  
2335 Richard F. Kuisel, Capitalism, 233; and see also Interview of François Duchêne with Pierre Uri, 6. 
2336 See Michel-Pierre Chélini, Inflation, 257–345. 
2337 Michel Margairaz, L’État. Vol. II, 107–8 and 114–5; François Duchêne, Jean Monnet, 165–6; and  
2338 See at this respect, Gérard Bossuat, La France. Vol. I, 93–175. 
2339 Michel Margairaz, L’État. Vol. II, 89.  
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1946, which granted France a loan of $650 million – less than Monnet expected – that he 

brought the American Robert Nathan over as an external adviser to the Planning 

Commission. An economist, Nathan had chaired the planning committee of the US War 

Production Board, and was a disciple of Simon Kuznets.2340 He first visited the Commission 

in April 1946; his task was to help supervise the making of the first investment plan that 

would be submitted to the US State Department.2341 In April, Nathan was taken to the ISEA 

by Jean Vergeot, and after meeting Pierre Uri and knowing of the ISEA’s work on national 

income accounting, recommended that Monnet contact him. Monnet had already assembled 

at the Commission a group of technocrats, who during the war had calculated, under the 

direction of the statistician and demographer Alfred Sauvy, the costs of German occupation 

on the French economy. Among them was Vergeot, who had also worked at the ISEA before 

joining the Commission.2342  

Marjolin, who had known Uri since the late 1930s (the two had met at Charles Rist’s 

research institute), and had read his articles on Keynesian economics, further endorsed him to 

Monnet. For now, Uri had one foot in the ISEA and another in the Planning Commission. In 

that same month of April, Marjolin, acting as the deputy director of the Planning 

Commission, tasked the ISEA with writing a monograph on the methodology of national 

income accounting. The fruit of the ISEA’s work was Le Revenu national, published only in 

1947, but in fact already finished by July 1946.2343 Perroux compared British, American and 

Swedish methods of national income accounting, whilst Uri described how the collection of 

economic information could be organised and institutionalised in France following the 

Anglo-American experience.  

Crucially, in his article, the statistician Jan Marczewski demonstrated the national 

budget’s technique, namely, how past gross national income statistics could be used to 

provide a short term macroeconomic forecast. By comparing the size of the active working 

force with past and prospective (or desired) output levels, and what would be the necessary 

                                                 
2340 Richard F. Kuisel, Capitalism, 230. Early in the war, Monnet was a member of the British supply 

commission and it was in that condition that they first met. 
2341 Nonetheless, Nathan only officially joined the Commission in August. See Philippe Mioche, Le Plan 

Monnet, 136. 
2342 Sauvy’s team also attempted to calculate French national income, in an effort theoretically independent from 

British efforts; but that is a story already described by François Fourquet, Les Comptes, 18–41; and 

methodologically analysed by François Perroux in Le Revenu national, 113–32. See also Interview of François 

Duchêne with Pierre Uri, 4; and Yves Manguy, ‘La Création’, 176 and 180. 
2343 Interview of François Duchêne with Pierre Uri, 3–5; and François Fourquet, Les Comptes, 68; and François 

Perroux ed.), Le Revenu national, 1–2. Marjolin’s preface was dated of 24 November 1946. 
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amount of purchasing power to acquire that output, an inflationary or a deflationary gap 

between output and private and public expenditure could be uncovered. If aggregate 

investment did not allow to fully employ the workforce – because of the public’s decreased 

marginal propensity to consume – it had to be boosted: the deflationary gap indicated by how 

much. The opposite case of the inflationary gap corresponded, for instance, to a situation of 

heavy inflation with reduced output and high levels of employment, as in France, or in the 

Netherlands, the example used by Marczewski. Aggregate demand ran ahead of aggregate 

supplies, so while productivity and savings had to be stimulated, consumption had to be 

restrained.2344  

In March 1947, and after numerous feuds with Perroux (who had a notoriously fiery 

personality), Uri officially joined the Commission. His stock was rising: he had previously 

refused a job offer from the IMF’s director, Camille Gutt, who had read his cahiers on 

Bretton Woods, and another from Emmanuel Monick to become the BDF’s economic 

adviser.2345 It should be noted that Nathan had already stressed that output increases would 

continue lagging behind current and deferred demand while the re-equipment plan was 

enforced. From mid-1946 onwards, Monnet seemed to have gradually become aware of the 

necessity of tackling excess demand; an aim for which Nathan recommended tax increases 

and wage cuts.2346  

Yet, it was only after General Marshall’s Harvard speech of July 1947 – promising 

large-scale American financial aid for Western Europe – that Monnet focused his attention on 

curbing inflation. By now, 60% of all capital goods imported to France came from the United 

States, whilst French dollar reserves were nearing exhaustion. Monnet rightly hinted that 

future American credits would depend on enforcing anti-inflationary measures.2347 Once 

again, he opted to bring additional expertise from outside: from none other than Edward 

Bernstein, who had been Harry White’s right hand at the US Treasury.2348 Bernstein was at 

                                                 
2344 See the article by Jan Marczewski, ‘Tableaux de la comptabilité et du revenu de la nation’, in François 

Perroux (ed.), Le Revenu national, 276–306. Although in his article he did not refer to the British example: 

while to illustrate the inflationary gap he employed the Netherlands’ example, to illustrate the deflationary gap 

he used the US.  
2345 See Interview of François Duchêne with Pierre Uri, 1 and 5. In an interesting turn of events, Gutt had been 

invited to direct the IMF by Keynes himself. See Robert Skidelsky, The Economist, 467–8. 
2346 Philippe Mioche, Le Plan Monnet, 139–41. 
2347 Michel Margairaz, L’État. Vol. II, 142–69 and 181–4; Alan Milward, The Reconstruction, 30; and Interview 

of François Duchêne with Pierre Uri, 5–6. 
2348 Also in July 1947, Marjolin and Uri had agreed in bringing Nicholas Kaldor (a disciple of Keynes) over to 

the Planning Commission to study how Monnet’s plan could be financed. See Interview of François Duchêne 

with Pierre Uri, 5. 
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the time the IMF’s director of economic research, and his advice to the Commission was 

straightforward: establish a national budget in order to calculate the inflationary gap.2349 The 

irony was that Bernstein’s fussiness in the negotiations preceding Bretton Woods had greatly 

irritated Keynes; now he was unknowingly lobbying for the application of Keynes’s demand 

management theory in France.2350  

Finally, in September 1947, Monnet succeeded in gaining the support of the Minister 

of Finance Robert Schuman, towards establishing an inter-ministerial commission in charge 

of making a national budget (which was mistakenly referred to as the ‘bilan national’).2351 

Given his past work at the ISEA, Uri was naturally suited to head the making of the budget, 

as Bernstein acknowledged. Uri was aided by the statistical expertise of Sauvy’s team,2352 

and both the budget and its accompanying report were finished in December 1947. The 

concept of inflation was framed in a Keynesian fashion, whereas the inflationary gap for 

1948 was estimated at 365 billion francs.2353 The ultimate result of Uri’s national budget was 

a set of financial, economic and monetary measures that succeeded in halting the inflationary 

spiral, and guaranteed the survival of Monnet’s investment plan.2354 On the whole, it was a 

belated triumph for Keynes, who had written so many lines trying to convince French 

policymakers of the worth of his proposals.2355  

More importantly, the 1947 national budget marked a turning point in French 

financial and economic policymaking. Gradually, the notion that budgets should be employed 

to attain macroeconomic – rather than mere budgetary – equilibrium, gained ground. In that 

evolution, François Bloch-Lainé was fundamental by being open to the work done by Uri and 

the Planning Commission, which introduced many Ministry of Finance’s civil servants to 

                                                 
2349 Interview of François Duchêne with Pierre Uri, 6–8. 
2350 D. E. Moggridge, Maynard, 727–8. 
2351 As Uri remarked, ‘bilan’ was an unappropriate French rendering of ‘national budget’: ‘c’est un mauvais 

mot, puisqu'un bilan, c'est une situation à un moment donné. [What we tried to do] Ce n'était pas encore l'input-

output, c'était simplement le revenu national et un budget économique, c'est à dire qu'on va prévoir pour l'année 

suivante des évolutions économiques pour fonder le budget’. See Interview of François Duchêne with Pierre 

Uri, 7. 
2352 At first, Monnet picked the statistician Jacques Dumontier, who was part of Sauvy’s team at Vichy’s Service 

nationale des statistiques during the war, but Dumontier refused because he was going on travel. No member of 

Sauvy’s team was acquainted with Keynes’s theory or Stone’s accounting methodology, as noted by François 

Fourquet, Les Comptes, 41 and 75–8. 
2353 Michel Margairaz, L’État. Vol. II, 168–9, 222–40 and 264–8; and Interview of François Duchêne with 

Pierre Uri, 9–11. 
2354 Richard F. Kuisel, Capitalism, 238. 
2355 It should nevertheless be mentioned that Uri’s effort did not owe much to methodological rigour and 

quantitative accuracy, given that available statistics for the post-1938 years were highly incomplete. See 

François Fourquet, Les Comptes, 83–6. 
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Anglo-American economic theory and accounting methods.2356 There were limits to this 

influence, though. With the benefit of hindsight, Bloch-Lainé deemed the inflationary gap ‘a 

faux concept pour une juste cause’.2357  

Like many other inspectors of finance, Bloch-Lainé was a graduate from the École 

polytechnique, and was unaware of Keynes’s theory until after the war. Yet, after the war he 

frequented the ISEA, and through his collaboration with Monnet’s Planning Commission, he 

eventually realised that controlling economic data gave an added degree of power to the 

Treasury: allowing it, for instance, to reign over the Planning Commission’s investment 

demands.2358 Thus Bloch-Lainé keenly supported the proposal of his close friend Claude 

Gruson, to integrate into the Treasury the Planning Commission’s national accounting 

services, which were still headed by Uri. The latter was on good terms with Gruson, and by 

then was already shifting his attention to Monnet’s project for a European Coal and Steel 

Community. The merger took place in 1950, but it was only two years afterwards that the 

SEEF was officially constituted – with Claude Gruson at its helm.2359  

Gruson had graduated in 1929 from the École polytechnique, and he first read the 

General Theory during the war, while lying bedridden in a Swiss sanatorium. Keynes’s book 

was for him a revelation, especially given his original economic formation with the liberal 

Clément Colson. He named Keynes alongside the theologian Karl Barth as his major 

intellectual influences.2360 The result of this intellectual discovery was a lengthy work written 

between 1945 and 1946, which aimed at clarifying and developing Keynes’s theory. It was 

finally published in 1949 in a collection directed by Perroux, with whom Gruson was 

close.2361 The book was structured around the very Keynesian premise that capitalist 

economies were essentially unstable. Due to the independent variations of investment and 

consumption flows, either a dynamic disequilibrium characterised by depression or expansion 

                                                 
2356 See the testimony of Louis Franck (then at the Direction des Prix of the Ministry of Finances) in Michel 

Margairaz, L’État. Vol. II, 183. 
2357 Perhaps owing to the above referred insufficiency of French economic statistics. See François Bloch-Lainé, 

Profession: fonctionnaire. Entretiens avec Françoise Carrère (Paris: Éditions du Seuil, 1976), 108.  
2358 Uri claimed that when Bloch-Lainé assumed the direction of the Treasury: ‘[…] il ne savait pas grande 

chose. Il croyait que les banques prêtaient l’argent qu’on y avait déposé la veille. Il ne savait pas que les 

banques créaient de l’argent, et que c’étaient les crédits qui créaient les dépôts, et pas les les dépôts les crédits. 

Mais il a très vite appris’. See Interview of François Duchêne with Pierre Uri, 7. 
2359 For a thorough account of the antecedents of national accounting in France and the creation of the SEEF, see 

Aude Terray, Des francs-tireurs, 31–99; see also François Bloch-Lainé, Profession, 112–3; and François 

Fourquet, Les Comptes, 99–104.  
2360 Claude Gruson, Programmer l’espérance: conversations avec Philippe Dominique (Paris: Stock, 1976), 34–

66; and Aude Terray, Des francs-tireurs, 54–5.  
2361 François Fourquet, Les Comptes, 119. 
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could result. Market forces were not sufficient to bring a return to full employment 

equilibrium and price stability, from which resulted the necessity of public regulation of 

investment flows. Gruson’s main practical conclusion was that monetary policy alone would 

not suffice to attain equilibrium.2362 National income accounting was thus envisaged by 

Gruson as a means through which those disequilibria could be depicted. Policy-wise, the role 

he attributed to national accounting in informing economic decisions derived from a desire 

for social justice, with strong spiritual undertones, owing to his Calvinist faith.2363  

Moreover, Gruson was on the opposite side of men like Marjolin and Uri. The latter’s 

support for Jean Monnet’s European common market projects partly derived from the belief 

that the French economy needed to be open to international competition to develop. Unlike 

them, in the immediate postwar years, Gruson conceived economic planning as conducive to 

a near-Schachtian system. In the introduction to his book, he wondered whether wage, price 

and resource controls, even if at the cost of sacrificing individualism, were not a low cost to 

pay for full employment and price stability. It is worth remembering that in the General 

Theory, Keynes aimed at saving individualism by justifying the case for public economic 

intervention.2364 Tellingly, Gruson’s interpretation of the General Theory was closer to the 

hydraulic school that emphasised the smoothness of fiscal fine-tuning in shaping demand. In 

the critique Jean Marchal made of the SEEF’s first macroeconomic model, published by 

Gruson in 1951, he noted that the latter made employment and investment levels dependent 

upon current (realised) profits; when Keynes had insisted that those functions depended – 

through the marginal efficiency of capital – on entrepreneurs’ expectations of predicted 

profits; and those could be volatile.2365  

The atmosphere at the SEEF in the 1950s was therefore biased towards the Left, 

particularly because several of its staff shared a Resistance past. In its initial years, the 

SEEF’s lacked prestige and institutional relevance within the Treasury and among inspectors 

of finance – precisely because of its emphasis on theoretical work. Consequently, the SEEF 

served as a sort of depot for politically heterodox civil servants, that is, Communists. As 

analysed by Aude Terray, the Communists and Keynesians of the SEEF shared a similar 

policy preference for the state-directed modernisation of French society. The Communists 

                                                 
2362 Claude Gruson, Esquisse, 202, 249–55 and 287; and Richard Arena, ‘Les Économistes’, 997–8.  
2363 See Aude Terray, Des francs-tireurs, 55 and 62–5. 
2364 Claude Gruson, Esquisse, 4–7. 
2365 Jean Marchal, ‘Note critique sur le modèle économique présenté par M. Gruson’, Revue économique, 4 

(1951), 397. 
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reproached Keynes for being too monetarist, but valued his ‘dimension de modernité’.2366 

There was thus a rivalry between the SEEF and the engineer-economists, who were disciples 

of Maurice Allais and put the primacy of market efficiency ahead of centralised economic 

planning.2367 It was only in the 1960s, through the efforts of Pierre Massé (then the Planning 

Commissioner), and Jean Saint-Geours (Gruson’s successor), that microeconomic modelling 

started gaining ground at the Commission and the SEEF. But by then, inflationist pressures 

and the creation of the European Common Market in 1957 – on which Uri, as Monnet’s right 

hand, would have a crucial role – had put much more emphasis on assuring the profitability 

of public investments.2368  

There are two final aspects worth stressing regarding the link between the birth of 

French national income accounting, and the reception of Keynes’s theory. Firstly, and like the 

ISEA and Monnet’s Planning Commission before, the SEEF filled a gap deliberately left 

open by the law faculty economists. For instance, Henri Laufenburger and René Courtin were 

hostile to national income accounting, which they regarded as an instrument of planning, 

which would moreover force a change of teaching curricula.2369 Secondly, in order to kick-

start the SEEF’s work in the early 1950s, Gruson relied on individuals who either had close 

links with Perroux (the Communist Jean Bénard and the Keynesian Jean Denizet), or who 

had recently graduated from the ENA.2370  

Several of those ENA graduates who joined the SEEF held the General Theory as 

their major theoretical influence (Simon Nora and Jean Sérisé, for instance), a fact that draws 

attention to how the ENA effectively broke down the monopoly held by the law faculties and 

the Grandes écoles in the teaching of economics. The benefits to the diffusion of Keynes’s 

theory in France were large, even if the way it was taught was not always theoretically sound. 

Although extant studies on the ENA have described its economics curriculum as being 

                                                 
2366 As told by Charles Alphandéry to Aude Terray, in Aude Terray, Des francs-tireurs, 148–9. 
2367 Besides Jean Bénard, other key figures in the SEEF’s early years were Charles Alphandéry and Jacques Le 

Noane; both were graduates of the École nationale d’administration. See François Fourquet, Les Comptes, 114–

6 and 255. 
2368 See Aude Terray, Des francs-tireurs, 338–42 and 439ff. 
2369 According to François Perroux. See François Fourquet, Les Comptes, 253. 
2370 The Communists held as much influence as the Keynesians. In 1950, Jan Marczewski worked together with 

Richard Stone in Cambridge to produce for the OEEC the Simplified System of National Accounts. But in the 

1950s, Gruson’s SEEF rejected the Anglo-American national income accounting methodology, and attempted 

instead to create a specific French approach, which was in fact less dependent on Keynes’s theory: partly 

because of the Marxists’ civil servants preference for different definitions of notions like production. For the 

testimonies of Marczewski and Edmond Malinvaud in these regards, see François Fourquet, Les Comptes, 170–

5. 
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explicitly Keynesian, the teaching of Keynes’s theory seems to have been organised 

somewhat haphazardly in the immediate postwar period.2371  

One of the ENA’s first graduates, Jean Sérisé, recalled how most students had never 

heard of macroeconomics before entering the school, and how difficult it was to find 

professors who could teach it. Nonetheless, right in 1946, the economist Jean Marchal was 

invited to give a fifteen-hour class on the ‘théories keynésiennes’. The focus was thus not 

merely on Keynes’s book, but on ensuing theoretical developments based on the General 

Theory. By his own admission, at the time Marchal’s knowledge of Keynes’s book was scant, 

so to prepare his classes, he relied on an early draft of Alain Barrère’s Théorie et impulsion 

keynésienne.2372 Keynes’s theory was also taught in 1946–7 by Jean Rioust de Largentaye 

and Jean Ullmo, a member of the X-Crise group. Moreover, the philosopher Raymond Aron, 

upon realising that his students had never heard of Keynes, interrupted his course on the 

history of political thought to give an overview of Keynes’s theory, which apparently lasted 

up to four weeks. As mentioned before, Aron had read the General Theory before 1939 

(probably thanks to his friendship with Marjolin); he even began writing a commentary of it, 

which he lost because of the war.2373  

It was owing to Aron’s indication that Pierre Uri was invited to teach at the ENA; 

both had written for Sartre’s Les Temps modernes. Uri taught at the ENA from 1947 to 1950, 

when he joined Monnet at Luxembourg to prepare the European Coal and Steel Community. 

His classes were heavily influenced by his ongoing work with the Planning Commission. As 

a result, he presented his students with bits of Keynes’s economics, like the How to Pay’s 

conception of inflation, or the General Theory’s notion of effective demand.2374 Mendès 

France was Uri’s replacement, and his course gave great importance to Keynes’s theory. And 

yet, as analysed by the economist Robert Salais, Mendès’s reading of the General Theory 

introduced neoclassical theory through the backdoor, via a flawed interpretation of the I-S 

equilibrium. Mendès’s explanation of the multiplier or the determinants of investment was 

sound, but he considered investment to be a residue of consumption, rather than considering 

savings as a residuum of consumption. Thus he concluded that in order to boost investment, 

                                                 
2371 See, for instance, Richard F. Kuisel, Capitalism, 215.  
2372 Jean Marchal, ‘Préface’, in Alain Barrère, Théorie, vii-viii. 
2373 See the testimony of Jean Sérisé in François Fourquet, Les Comptes, 104; and Raymond Aron, Mémoires, 

143 and 152. 
2374 See Pierre Uri, Penser, 67–70. Uri’s courses dealt, year by year, on: ‘Revenu national et finances publiques’, 

‘Théorie et politique de la stabilité monétaire’, and ‘Le Problème monétaire français sur le plan intérieur et 

international’. The latter is the only one extant in Uri’s archives. See HAEU/PU/16–7. 
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consumption should decrease to augment the pool of savings: exactly the opposite of what 

Keynes defended.2375  

Besides the ENA, the INSEE – the French statistical observatory – was founded in 

1946 and also possessed its own economics curriculum, as part of the observatory’s task to 

train France’s future statisticians. Its 1947 teaching curriculum included a twelve-hour class 

explicitly on Keynes’s theory. The professor in charge was François Walter – the same who 

in 1935 had asked for Keynes’s advice on the Popular Front’s economic programme. After 

spending the war in England and becoming an Anglophile, Walter was at the time at the Cour 

des comptes; he would join Marjolin at the OEEC in the 1950s. Apparently, Walter was also 

involved in yet another aborted attempt at translating the General Theory (presumably during 

the war), independently of de Largentaye’s effort.2376 Lutfalla also taught at the INSEE on 

economic planning. The INSEE was even responsible for publishing in 1947 the translation 

of Joan Robinson’s Introduction to the Theory of Employment, the first introductory book to 

the General Theory ever written, which had appeared in England a decade before.2377 

Although there were links between the ISEA and the INSEE, the focus of the school’s 

curriculum was on microeconomics and econometrics, rather than Keynesian 

macroeconomics. The key subject of economic theories, for instance, was taught by Maurice 

Allais.2378 

Finally, Keynes’s theory was also taught at the ELSP, thanks to François Perroux. 

Nationalised in 1945, it was now called the Institut d’études politiques (or Sciences Po). 

During the Third Republic, it had been responsible for forming the majority of high-ranking 

civil servants, whereas now it was one of the faculties that served as an ante-chamber for the 

                                                 
2375 In Mendès’s defence, it is not entirely clear whether he had in mind a full employment situation or not. See 

Robert Salais, ‘L’Interprétation de Keynes par Pierre Mendès France’, in Michel Margairaz (ed.), Pierre, 103–

13. 
2376 According to Jacques Mayer, a Communist and graduate from the École normale supérieure, who benefitted 

from a Rockefeller grant to spend six months working with Richard Stone in 1950, before joining, in succession, 

the ISEA, and then the SEEF in 1955. See François Fourquet, Les Comptes, 120–1; and Angus Maddison, 

‘Confessions of a Chiffrephile’, in D. S. Prasada Rao and Bart Van Ark (eds.), World Economic Conference: 

Past, Present and Future. Essays in the Celebration of the Life and Work of Angus Maddison (Cheltenham: 

Edward Elgar, 2013), 371. 
2377 Translated by Jacques Delons and published on behalf of the INSEE as Joan Robinson, Introduction à la 

théorie de l’emploi (Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1948). 
2378 Béatrice Touchelay takes note of the links between the INSEE and Perroux’s ISEA to conclude of how 

widespread Keynesianism was at the INSEE, and argues that Allais participated in the diffusion of Keynes’s 

theory. But Perroux’s reading of Keynes was highly nuanced, and Allais was a known opponent of Keynes’s 

theory. See Béatrice Touchelay, ‘L’INSEE des origines à 1961: évolution et relation avec la réalité économique, 

politique et sociale’, PhD Thesis, Université Paris-Est Créteil Val de Marne, 1993, 204–10 and 327–333; and 

see also François Nord, France’s New Deal, 151.  
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three-year ENA programme.2379 As analysed before, Perroux’s courses offered a highly 

nuanced overview of the General Theory, but the underlying tone was one of admiration for 

the British economist.2380 At the same time, though, echoes from interwar battles could be 

heard in the classes of Jacques Rueff, who presented Keynes to his students as a sort of 

‘zozo’ (a fool). But for the moment, the tide had turned, and the postwar generations of civil 

servants had a much more positive conception of the state’s role in controlling economic 

fluctuations and assuring investment. Jean Saint-Geours, for instance, had studied at Sciences 

Po before transiting to the ENA. He recalled reacting with incredulity to Rueff’s classes, 

which prompted him to start a path of intellectual discovery that in his words made him an 

avowed Keynesian.2381 

Right after Keynes’s demise, his economic theory was thus being diffused within the 

French state’s high-ranking educational institutions: a major turn of events if compared to the 

previous two decades. Nonetheless, there remains the question of how widespread this 

Keynesian momentum was within French administration, and to what extent it actually 

shaped its economic, financial and monetary practices. To answer this question in depth 

would require a thorough overview of the Fourth Republic’s policies from those standpoints, 

whereas for now, a few concluding paragraphs must suffice. For a start, it seems clear that the 

investment drive that characterised the Fourth Republic did not derive from a widespread 

conversion of its politicians and high-ranking officials to Keynes’s ideas. Instead, it was 

primarily forced by the necessities of reconstruction, and an acute awareness of French 

industrial backwardness. Then, the necessary bargaining for American credits to fund 

Monnet’s investment plan drove both the Treasury and the Planning Commission towards 

adopting, or at least becoming acquainted with, Anglo-American economic and financial 

techniques. Among these was the Keynesian inflationary gap and national income 

accounting.  

Self-confessed Keynesians like Uri and Marjolin were crucial figures in Monnet’s 

Planning Commission, and went on to have key roles in the building-up of the first European 

organisations, from the OEEC to the European Common Market. But they were technicians 

who built up Monnet’s guiding ideas (and who soon shifted their attention to international, 

                                                 
2379 See Marie-Christine Kessler, L’École, 22–3 and 45–7. 
2380 Uri had actually been invited first, but Perroux forced him to refuse the offer. See Interview of François 

Duchêne with Pierre Uri, 1–2. 
2381 See the testimony of Jean Saint-Geours in François Fourquet, Les Comptes, 122–3; see also François Nord, 

France’s New Deal, 197–8. 
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rather than domestic problems); and there is no hint that Monnet ever read the General 

Theory. Even inside the Planning Commission, there were civil servants hostile to Keynes’s 

theory. One was Jean Fourastié, a well-known public figure in the early 1950s, owing to his 

bestselling books extolling the virtues of progress and productivity. On his account, Keynes’s 

theory was insufficiently (mathematically speaking) formalised, and amounted to putting a 

misleading monetary shroud over economic disequilibria. These were due solely to labour 

frictions and insufficient wage flexibility, unhampered technical evolution being the answer 

to business cycle fluctuations.2382  

Regarding the impact of Keynes’s theory on postwar French reconstruction, the 

general picture is likewise mixed. In broad terms, the Treasury came close to adopting 

Keynes’s vision, owing to Bloch-Lainé’s initiative. His visceral reaction to the French defeat 

of 1940 made him realise the utmost importance of modernising the French economy, and 

consequently the need of prioritising investment (funded by the Treasury when necessary) to 

spur demand. Bloch-Lainé’s contacts with the ISEA and the Planning Commission also made 

him aware that the Treasury’s mission consisted of using fiscal policy to attain economic, 

rather than strictly budgetary, equilibrium.  

However, Keynes’s influence on French postwar reconstruction was at best marginal. 

The Treasury’s investment policy was primarily guided by the practical necessities of 

financing capital equipment investment without exhausting its funds, while interwoven 

domestic (inflation) and international reasons (US aid and consequently the Korean War) 

emphasised the need to maintain budgetary equilibrium. Besides, the Treasury’s objective 

was always to systematically reduce the proportion of public investment in the economy as 

the re-equipment plan reached its conclusion (in 1952), and to make the nationalised firms 

self-financeable. An example was the Fonds de modernisation et d’équipement (FME), 

created in 1948, through which the Treasury channelled its own funds and part of the 

Marshall Plan’s credit to the economy.2383 A note from Jean Vergeot to Monnet conceived 

the FME as an economic stabiliser, by which public investment would compensate for 

liquidity preference, thus avoiding deflation (or inflation by restraining credits). As Michel 

Margairaz remarked, the FME’s Keynesian outlook was undeniable.2384 However, the FME 

                                                 
2382 Olivier Dard, ‘Théoriciens’, 95–7; and Jean Fourastié, Le Grand Espoir du XXe siècle: progrès technique, 

progrès économique, progrès social (Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1952), 155. 
2383 But mainly to the nationalised enterprises: coal, electricity, railways and gas. 
2384 Michel Margairaz, L’État. Vol. II, 432. The Keynesian outlook is explained by Vergeot’s above-mentioned 

links with Uri, Perroux and the ISEA.  
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was envisaged as an exceptional means of financing, to only be employed if the market did 

not provide the funds required.2385 As Bloch-Lainé summed it up, ‘les variations de la 

politique des investissements ont obéi à la force des choses plus qu’à n’importe quelle 

doctrine’.2386  

Concomitantly, the number of civil servants working at the Treasury during the 1950s 

– bar the SEEF – who knew or were influenced by Keynes’s theory seems to have been 

reduced.2387 This is unsurprising, in light of Alan Booth’s studies on the diffusion of 

Keynes’s theory within the 1950s British Treasury. Like their French counterparts, most civil 

servants had been trained in the 1920s to 1930s, and to expect them to have learnt Keynesian 

economics ‘would betoken a miracle, rather than a revolution’.2388 If Keynes’s theory entered 

the British Treasury it was because its economics section was mostly composed of 

Keynesians, and it took the 1947 inflationary crisis for its officials to heed their economists’ 

advice (and even then as a last-resort measure). Meanwhile, French economists, as described 

in this thesis, were only beginning to debate the General Theory’s merits and flaws, and were 

refractory to the conceptual simplifications brought by Keynesian economic modelling (for 

example Perroux and Marchal). Those Keynesian economists who existed were working as 

technocrats (Marjolin and Uri), or only at the beginning of their academic careers 

(Barrère).2389 

Within the BDF, Keynes’s theory found no advocates. Its first directors after the war 

– Emmanuel Monick and Wilfrid Baumgartner – were both economic liberals: once again, 

like almost every inspector of finance educated either at the École polytechnique or the ELSP 

before 1939. Understandably, the Treasury’s officials – starting with the Keynesian Saint-

Geours – were critical of the BDF’s preference for maintaining high interest rates: they 

hampered the Treasury’s financing ability and were judged economically unsound.2390 It was 

only at the SEEF that the penetration of Keynes’s theory was guaranteed, whilst the practical 

influence of Gruson’s service upon the Ministry of Finance’s decision-making process 

                                                 
2385 See Michel Margairaz, L’État. Vol. II, 409ff. 
2386 François Bloch-Lainé and Jean Bouvier, La France restaurée, 1944–1954. Dialogue sur les choix d’une 

modernisation (Paris: Fayard, 1986), 173. 
2387 That is my interpretation of Laure Quennoëlle-Corre’s findings in her study of the 1950s Treasury. See 

Laure Quennoëlle-Corre, La Direction du Trésor, 1946–1967. L’État-banquier et la croissance (Paris: Comité 

pour l’histoire économique et financière de la France, 2000), 133–242. 
2388 Alain Booth, ‘New Revisionists’, 348. 
2389 See also Alan Booth, ‘The “Keynesian Revolution” in Economic Policy-Making’, The Economic History 

Review, 36, 1 (February 1983), 122–3; and ‘New Revisionists’, 349ff. 
2390 Laure Quennoëlle-Courre, La Direction, 243–99. 
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gradually grew during the Fourth Republic. From 1949 to 1952, the SEEF’s work was 

essentially dedicated to research. Meanwhile, elder inspectors of finance regarded Gruson’s 

early forays into macroeconomic forecasting with suspicion, a result of their hostility to 

economic planning. But by 1958 – already in De Gaulle’s Fifth Republic – the SEEF’s 

models were developed enough to prompt the Treasury’s director Pierre-Paul Schweitzer to 

inquire if the SEEF could test the effects of the franc’s devaluation on the French 

economy.2391  

Finally, although from the ENA graduated several self-confessed Keynesians who 

went on to achieve prominent careers (Jean Saint-Geours, Jean Sérisé and Simon Nora), there 

is then the question – as shown by Mendès France’s case – of whether the Keynesian theory 

they learnt was Keynes’s theory at all.2392 Besides, there were students who simply refused 

the General Theory’s lessons. One of them was Valéry Giscard d’Estaing, who graduated 

from the ENA in 1949 and attended both Uri’s and Mendès’s classes. Giscard d’Estaing 

became Minister of Finance and President of France, and emphasised budgetary orthodoxy 

and whom Mendès remembered from his classes as being ‘antikeynésien’.2393 What is more, 

at the ENA, economics or financial matters were not taught only from a Keynesian 

perspective: in the postwar years, Fourastié and Baumgartner belonged to its teaching 

staff.2394 

In fact, the only major politician who could be labelled as Keynesian during the 

Fourth Republic was Mendès France, despite the uneven theoretical soundness of his reading 

of the General Theory. Always supported by Boris and Ardant, Mendès remained a very 

influential voice among the technocratic elites of the French state, being regarded as a 

proponent of economic rationality and modernity. Through Simon Nora (who wrote speeches 

and articles on economic policy for him), he also possessed very close links to the SEEF.2395 

With Ardant, he published a layman’s account of Keynes’s theory in 1955.2396 Yet, Mendès 

never possessed extensive political support, and it was only thanks to the backing of the 

                                                 
2391 Aude Terray, Des francs-tireurs, 82–97 and 206–8. 
2392 See, for instance, how a student of Mendès at the ENA understood the Keynesian I=S equality as 

tantamount to a particular case where the marginal propensity to consume guaranteed that investment was self-

financeable; a proposition which he regarded as dangerous, due to its inflationist potential. See Robert Salais, 

‘L’Interpretation’, 108–13. 
2393 Olivier Todd, La Marelle de Giscard, 1926–1974 (Paris: Éditions Robert Laffont, 1977), 87–9. 
2394 See Philip Nord, France’s New Deal, 202–3. 
2395 See Aude Terray, Des francs-tireurs, 100–22. 
2396 This time around, Mendès acknowledged the need of high consumption rates in order to keep entrepreneurs’ 

profit expectations favourable towards further investment. See Pierre Mendès France and Gabriel Ardant, 

Economics, 35–53.  
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French Parliament’s Right aisles that he was appointed Prime Minister between 1953 and 

1954. In his cabinet were Nora, Sérisé and Saint-Geours; but in that short period, Mendès’s 

attention was mostly set on putting an end to the Indochina war (1948–54), rather than on 

economic policy.2397 

Ultimately, Mendès’s career at the higher echelons of French political life was cut 

short by the foundation of the Fifth Republic in 1958, and the subsequent return of De Gaulle 

to power, a consequence of the upheavals generated by the Algerian War (1954–62), among 

which was inflation. One of De Gaulle’s first decisions was to charge Jacques Rueff with 

coordinating an anti-inflationary plan, to be enacted together with the franc’s devaluation.2398 

Rueff’s comeback was a reminder that in France, the societal power of neoliberalism – 

supported by pro-business associations – in particular and of economic liberal ideas in 

general, gradually increased throughout the 1950s, the result of a permanent inflationary 

context and anti-Communist sentiment.2399  

Therefore, France was never the country in which Keynesianism’s triumph had been 

the most widespread after the war.2400 It is not even right to speak of a ‘triumph’: Keynes’s 

economic theory simply started being systematically analysed and dissected without (too 

many) a priori ideological prejudices – thanks to its ever-growing academic repercussion in 

Britain and the US, and also to the efforts of pioneers like de Largentaye, Mendès, Perroux 

and Barrère. Rather than a Keynesian triumph in the Fourth Republic, there was instead a 

cohabitation between instances of rejection, and of localised syncretisation and application of 

the General Theory’s ideas. Of course, by the late 1940s and 1950s there were also transfers 

of contemporary Anglo-American interpretations of the General Theory to France, which 

helped French economists to disprove or interpret Keynes’s book, in a process that continued 

throughout the 1960s. However, by then it was Keynesianism which was being diffused, 

rather than Keynes’s theory, as befitting historical agents living in contexts and reacting to 

problems that Keynes had not confronted.  

 

 

 

 

                                                 
2397 See Jean Lacouture, Pierre, 303ff. 
2398 See Laure Quennouëlle-Corre, La Direction, 405–50.  
2399 See, for instance, François Denord, Néo-libéralisme, 198–264. 
2400 As claimed by Pierre Rosanvallon,’Histoire’, 23. 
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Conclusion 

 

In the twenty-six years between the publishing of The Economic Consequences of the 

Peace and Keynes’s demise, his writings were never ignored in France. At the same time, the 

resistances Keynes’s monetary and fiscal proposals triggered from advocates of the gold 

standard and opponents of monetary management were ultimately more powerful than the 

support they received from a small group of civil servants. That explains why, in the post-

1946 period, Keynes’s economic theory never became a prevalent economic paradigm in 

France, even if it reached a much larger public than in his lifetime. To reach this conclusion, I 

began this dissertation by establishing that, in the aftermath of the Versailles Treaty, the 

reception of Keynes’s Consequences was not one-sidedly hostile, as previously argued by 

historical literature. In fact, French reactions to the Consequences were broadly similar to 

those in Britain. Since 1919, there was a polarisation between academic economists and the 

pacifist and Socialist Left, on one side, and the Centre and the Right, on the other, regarding 

the Treaty and its reparations settlement. This resulted in a major economist like Charles 

Gide helping Keynes find a translator and a publisher for the Consequences, while the 

Socialists proceeded to publish Keynes’s newspaper articles at Le Populaire. Meanwhile, 

Keynes’s translator and literary agent from 1920 to 1926 was a young Socialist, Paul Franck, 

who pushed for the circulation of Keynes’s writings because of ideological agreement as 

much as for political ambition.  

Naturally, from the Monarchist Right to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Keynes’s 

proposals on reparations were rejected, and his probity questioned by journalists and prime 

ministers alike. Yet, as reparations remained at the forefront of political debates from the 

Treaty to the 1924 Dawes Plan, Keynes’s policy proposals – which he kept on updating – 

maintained their relevance and continued to be discussed in parliament and in the daily press. 

His writings generated solid sales throughout the 1920s, which explains why French 

publishers and newspaper editors were systematically willing to buy the translation rights. At 

the same time, and far from the dominant historiographic perception of him as a 

Francophobe, Keynes pushed for, and remained willingly involved in, the process of 

spreading his ideas in France: owing both to ideological and financial reasons, as his dealings 

with Paul Franck and the publishing of the Manchester Guardian Supplements confirm.  

The issue of reparations certainly made Keynes a persona non grata within the 

political conservative milieu, but the main catalyst for the growing isolation of Keynes from 
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the majority of French opinion (including the Left) was actually the predominance of a gold 

standard orthodoxy in France. The key juncture was 1926-9 with the debates on the franc’s 

stabilisation and its return to gold in 1928. Keynes advocated monetary devaluation as a 

means to significantly reduce rentiers’ claims, and thus cut French public debt. The Right was 

generally against devaluation, and many rentiers belonged to the lower middle classes, who 

made up the bulk of Radical Socialist voters; the Socialists called instead for a capital tax 

(which Keynes rejected). Keynes was popular among politicians favourable to stabilisation, 

like Joseph Caillaux, but his calls for the rentiers’ euthanasia drew even the ire of economists 

favourable to devaluation, like Bertrand Nogaro. When in 1928 Keynes criticised the 

stabilisation law’s restrictive provisions on the BDF’s gold cover as prospectively 

deflationary, his conclusions were promptly derided by economists and journalists. 

Meanwhile, French economists like Jacques Rueff attacked Keynes’s analysis of British 

unemployment, insisting that rather than devaluing sterling, Britain should reduce labour’s 

real wages. That would entail deflation, an outcome that Keynes always rejected and which 

motivated further spats with Rueff and Albert Aftalion about German reparations in 1929.  

Afterwards, it was the Great Depression that confirmed and further widened the gulf 

between Keynes and French opinion. French economists either viewed the gold standard as 

an automatic economic regulator, or, by espousing real theories of the business cycle, rejected 

monetary policy as counter-cyclically ineffective. Meanwhile, politicians and journalists from 

the Centre and the Right rejected currency management as inflationist. The Left – opposed to 

deflationist policies but fearful of the impact of inflation on labour’s standard of living – 

advocated instead economic planning. Accordingly, from 1930 to 1935, Keynes was ‘in the 

wilderness’ in France. His articles were still published, but only by the more specialised 

financial newspapers. He even refused to collaborate in the making of the economic 

programme of Blum’s Popular Front, because it refused to stand for the franc’s devaluation.  

Henceforth, it was not due to reparations that Keynes’s The General Theory of 

Employment, Interest and Money was only substantially diffused in France after 1945, but 

rather owing to both sides’ different readings of the Great Depression’s origins, and to the 

rejection of of Keynes’s advocacy of currency management. These were the main reasons 

that prevented the publishing of the 1930 A Treatise on Money, to this day the sole economic 

book by Keynes never to have been translated into French. The return to a larger diffusion of 

Keynes’s ideas in France took place in 1936, with the publishing of the General Theory and 

the devaluation of the franc, and was accelerated by the Second World War. Although 
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Keynes’s book only started being substantially read and commented in France after 1945, this 

dissertation has demonstrated in detail how it was already being discussed within and outside 

French academia shortly after its publication in England. The franc’s devaluation forced the 

adoption of monetary management and opened the door to possible applications of Keynes’s 

theory, as shown by Georges Boris and Pierre Mendès France’s rearmament project of April 

1938. Before that, the Left republican Boris had already been the only Frenchman to have 

read and applied the Treatise to design a counter-cyclical programme. His case is 

paradigmatic of how, in the history of ideas, the number of references or publications are not 

always an apt measure of intellectual and practical influence.  

In the wake of their previous criticisms of the Treatise, major figures in French 

economics like Charles Rist and Jacques Rueff rejected the General Theory as inflationist, 

and the fruit of a partial reading of very specific British economic conditions. Nonetheless, 

younger economists were much keener to read and discuss it. Academic mobility at the time 

helped in transferring knowledge of British economic analysis to France, as revealed not only 

by the cases of Robert Marjolin and Étienne Mantoux, but also by Georges Lutfalla’s early 

description of the IS-LM model. The General Theory did not enter the economics curricula in 

France prior to the Second World War, but even in Britain its teaching was mostly 

circumscribed to Cambridge.  

It was the Second World War – not Keynes – that solved the unemployment problem 

created by the Great Depression. Regardless of that, war once again propelled Keynes’s name 

to new heights: not only in Britain and in the US, but also in France. For a start, because 

although full employment became a widespread political aim and rhetorical tool, it also 

brought attention to the inflationary problems caused by overheated economies. What this 

thesis has demonstrated is that as in Britain, Keynes’s theory was firstly applied in French 

policymaking thanks to the anti-inflationary potential of demand management, conceived in 

macroeconomic terms. Even before the French 1940 defeat, the Keynesian approach to 

inflation – as espoused in the 1940 How to Pay for the War – was already known. And 

afterwards, in England exiles like Pierre Mendès France and Georges Boris paid close 

attention to British war finance policy.  

Meanwhile, and throughout the war, awareness of the General Theory’s growing 

relevance in American and British academia prompted the economist François Perroux to 

motivate his students to study Keynes’s book. After 1945, Perroux was responsible for 

transferring to France the national income accounting technique, which had previously 
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allowed for the first application of Keynes’s macroeconomic theory in Britain. Moreover, 

prior to the Liberation, awareness of Keynes’s boosted political status was already growing in 

France, thanks to his work in the Treasury, the Bank of England, and his involvement in the 

Bretton Woods Conference and its preliminaries. Keynes’s Clearing Union Plan, for instance, 

was well-known not only amonst Free France’s officials, but also in Vichy France, owing to 

the daily press. 

Once Keynes passed away, and due to the wealth of literature published on the 

General Theory in Britain and the US, French economists as a whole could no longer afford 

to ignore it. However, Keynes’s theory never became a dominant scientific paradigm, given 

the theoretical eclecticism characteristic of French economic analysis. Firstly, the General 

Theory faced the competition of Marxian economics, thanks to the Communists’ gradual 

political and societal importance from the 1950s onwards. Secondly, adepts of mathematical 

economics from the Grandes écoles rejected in general Keynes’s theory, embracing instead 

general equilibrium analysis and neoclassical microeconomics, then increasingly 

mathematically formalised. Finally, in law faculties’ economics, the marked penchant for a 

more empirical and historic-sociological approach to economics gave rise to two distinct 

reactions. One group – mostly composed of those attached to the gold standard orthodoxy 

and opposed to monetary and fiscal interventionism – sought to diminish the scientific value 

of Keynes’s theory, by denouncing it as a reaction to the (allegedly specific) interwar British 

economic troubles. Their case was close to the neoclassical interpretation of Keynes’s theory, 

which started gaining traction in the 1950s. Another, formed by a younger generation of 

economists (many linked to Perroux), sought instead to improve Keynes’s comparative statics 

by developing a dynamic theory of the business cycle, in which hardly quantifiable variables, 

like expectations and uncertainty, were further taken account of.  

Due to political and theoretical reasons, French economists never fully endorsed 

national income accounting and demand management: it was left to civil servants, 

technocrats, and politicians to bridge that gap. This constitutes the major contrast between the 

French and British receptions of the General Theory. Aiming at curbing post war inflation, 

Mendès France and Boris initially failed to implement a set of monetary, fiscal and economic 

policies inspired by a Keynesian conception of inflation. Subsequently, it was thanks to Jean 

Monnet’s Planning Commission, and to Pierre Uri – an economist trained by Perroux – that 

Keynes’s demand management ideas were finally applied in France, in the form of a budget 

underpinned by the notion of the inflationary gap.  
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Nevertheless – and like its British counterpart – the French Treasury’s officialdom 

had been educated in the 1920s–30s, was economically liberal, and exhibited limited 

proficiency in foreign languages. Thus, the intellectual curiosity of Jean Rioust de 

Largentaye, which prompted him to translate the General Theory in 1938, was a rarity among 

inspectors of finance. And so was the advocacy of Keynesian economic planning by Claude 

Gruson, the director of the Services des études économiques et financières, the Treasury’s 

macroeconomic forecasting division founded in 1952. If, after 1945, new generations of 

inspectors of finance were learning Keynes’s theory at the École nationale d’administration, 

the general outlook of the Inspection des finances was still not Keynesian. In the aftermath of 

the war, the Treasury’s favourable outlook towards a publically-financed modernisation of 

the French economy was due more to a series of circumstantial factors – namely the 

awareness of France’s economic backwardness compared to its allies – than to the intellectual 

inspiration of Keynes. Moreover, there remained within French society a considerable degree 

of hostility towards public economic interventionism, as attested by the growing relevance of 

the nascent neoliberal movement. Keynes’s theory thus did not triumph in France any more 

than it did in Britain or the US: it simply became one more among others. 

As a historical study, this dissertation has naturally focused on a contextualised 

analysis of how relevant Keynes’s writings were in France between the 1920s and 1950s. 

However, there is a clear parallel between Keynes’s skirmishes with French economists on 

the difficulty and desirability of enforcing wage deflation in countries whose currency was 

pegged to gold, and the current conflict opposing the Eurozone’s creditor and debtor 

countries. Thanks to a lack of fiscal union and the euro’s fixed exchange rate, debtor 

countries like Greece and Portugal are forced to internally deflate, trapped in a Sisyphean 

struggle to address balance of payments disequilibria.2401 Thus, Keynes’s far-sightedness in 

warning of the impact of British and French reparations demands on the society and political 

system of debtor Germany remains pertinent. As it does his insistence on how economic 

theory and policy should derive their premises from contemporary reality, a tenet that went 

against the belief of French advocates of the gold standard, who stood for the salutary effect 

of deflation in the midst of a depression. By analysing the whys and hows of those debates, 

this thesis therefore contributes to further confirm the relevance of the writings and ideas of 

John Maynard Keynes in the twenty-first century.  

                                                 
2401 Peter Temin and David Vines, Keynes: Useful Economics for the World Economy (Cambridge, 

Massachusets: The MIT Press, 2014), 25–6. 
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Appendixes  

 

Appendix 1 – Dramatis personae 2402  

  

AFTALION, Albert (1874–56). Economist, the most sophisticated (in regards to 

theory) in interwar France. Known for his work on the business cycle, particularly the 

accelerator principle; and for studying the role of expectations in determining exchange rate 

fluctuations. Together with Jacques Rueff and the Swedish economist Bertil Öhlin (1899–

1979), criticised Keynes’s analysis of the reparations transfer problem during 1929–32. At 

the same time, he also defended French monetary policy of the early 1930s. Known for being 

a solitary researcher, he never engaged with the General Theory during Keynes’s lifetime. 

ALBERT-PETIT, Armand (1860–1939). Historian. Used the Tract to attack Herriot’s 

financial policy in 1924. 

ALLAIS, Maurice (1911–2010). Economist, inspired by Léon Walras and Irving 

Fisher; professor of Gérard Debreu and Edmond Malinvaud. Known for his work on general 

equilibrium theory. Inspired by Keynes’s theory of interest, but criticised the General Theory 

for being inflationist and formally deficient. 

ALPHAND, Hervé (1907–94). Inspector of finance and diplomat. Co-authored with 

André Istel the Alphand-Istel monetary plan, the sole French project presented in anticipation 

of the Bretton Woods Conference. Rejected Keynes’s Clearing Union Plan as utopian. 

ARDANT, Gabriel (1906–77). Inspector of finance. Helped de Largentaye translate 

the General Theory. Joined Free France during the war and became a close collaborator of 

Mendès France. Countered Rueff’s criticisms of Keynes’s book in the Revue d’économie 

politique, and published in the 1950s with Mendès several layman accounts of Keynesian 

economics. 

ARON, Raymond (1905–83). Philosopher. Friend of Robert Marjolin and Étienne 

Mantoux. Read the General Theory before the war, and taught it at the ENA after it. Wrote 

the preface of the French edition of Mantoux’s The Carthaginian Peace. 

                                                 
2402 For reasons of expediency, I restrained this biographical list to the French figures mentioned in this thesis. 

Each biographical note does not provide an encompassing overview of the individual’s life, focusing instead on 

those aspects more fitting to this thesis’ narrative.  
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AUBOIN, Roger (1891–1974). Financial journalist and economist. Wrote for 

L’Europe nouvelle, where he commented on Keynes’s articles that the journal published in 

the late 1920s. General Manager of the BIS from 1938 to 1958. 

AURIOL, Vincent (1884–1966). Socialist politician and specialist on financial 

questions, although his expertise was always questioned by those who worked with him. Like 

Blum and Longuet, was well aware of Keynes’s reparation proposals. Minister of Finance in 

Blum’s Popular Front government of June 1936–7, when he clashed violently with Rueff. 

President of the French Republic from 1947 to 1954. 

AVENOL, Joseph (1879–1952). Inspector of finance. Financial attaché of the French 

embassy in London from 1919 to 1923. Among the civil servants to whom Keynes sent a 

copy of the Consequences: never replied, but discussed it with his friend Georges Lachapelle. 

Secretary General of the LON from 1933 to 1940. 

BAINVILLE, Jacques (1879–1936). Historian, Monarchist, and one of the main 

figures of L’Action française. Opposed the Versailles Treaty for not guaranteeing France’s 

military safety against Germany, and consequently wrote Les Conséquences politiques de la 

paix in 1920: the first serious attempt to counter Keynes’s Consequences.  

BARBUSSE, Henri (1873–1935).Great War veteran and writer. Founded with Henri 

Lefebvre Clarté, a pacifist outlet, where Franck published his review of the Consequences. 

Joined the Communist Party in 1923; the same year he wrote for the Supplements. 

BARDOUX, Jacques (1874–1959). Conservative political figure and historian. 

Together with Bainville, one of Keynes’s fiercest critics during the 1920s. As an aide to 

Poincaré, tried to influence the political and intellectual leanings of the Supplements. 

BARRE, Raymond (1924–2007). Economist, and politician. Disciple of Perroux. 

Authored the first French economics textbook that attempted to combine macro with 

microeconomics. His presentation of the former was based on an eclectic reading of the 

General Theory, which bears the influence of Swedish theory and neoclassical economics. 

BARRÈRE, Alain (1910–95). Economist. Thanks to the economist Robert Goetz-

Girey (1910–64), was introduced to the General Theory. Close to Perroux, wrote the first 

French introductory textbook to Keynes’s economics, which appeared in 1952: Théorie et 

impulsion keynésienne. Even if he rejected the epithet, was the main French Keynesian 

economist of his time. Popularised Keynes’s theory throughout his life: rejected neoclassical 

interpretations of it, and stressed the importance of uncertainty and expectations in 

determining output levels. 
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BARTHÉLEMY, Joseph (1874–45). Conservative politician and economic liberal. 

Criticised How to Pay at Le Temps. 

BARTOLI, Henri (1918–2000). Economist. While participating in the Resistance, 

published a thesis that thoroughly described the General Theory’s frameworks. Helped 

Courtin write the Rapport sur la politique économique d’après guerre. Bartoli was close to 

Perroux, and together with Uri, part of the ISEA’s mission to England in 1945, which aimed 

at studying British national income accounting. Known after the war for his Catholic reading 

of Marxian economic theory. 

BAUDIN, Louis (1887–1964). Economist. Economic liberal and staunch advocate of 

the gold standard, criticised Keynes’s calls for devaluation and monetary management as 

inflationist. Part of the incipient French neoliberal movement of the late 1930s: together with 

Rueff, Rist, Marjolin and Étienne Mantoux. 

BAUMGARTNER, Wilfrid (1902–78). Inspector of finance. Taught at the ELSP. 

Assistant director of the Treasury (1930–4); co-director of the Treasury (1934–5); and 

director of the Treasury (1935–6). Governor of the BDF (1949–60). Noted for his sparse 

knowledge of contemporary economic analysis. Rueff’s rival at the IGF in the 1930s: 

likewise an economic liberal, but compared to Rueff more pragmatic and less attached to 

theoretical orthodoxies. 

BAZALGETTE, Léon (1873–1928). Writer and translator. Friend of Vildrac, 

corresponded with Keynes and tried to convince L’Humanité to publish the Consequences, 

without success. 

BÉNARD, Jean (1923–92). Economist, statistician and civil servant. Started 

collaborating with Perroux during the war, and joined Gruson’s SEEF in 1950. Like 

Domarchi, was interested in Keynes’s theory during the war; but thanks to his Communist 

affiliation became a critic of it in the 1950s.  

BERTHELOT, Philippe (1866–1934). Diplomat, and secretary general of the Quai 

d’Orsay from 1920 to 1923. Close friend of Seydoux and Gallimard. 

BLOCH-LAINÉ, François (1912–2002). Inspector of finance. Directed the Treasury 

from 1947 to 1952: instrumental in supporting the enactment of Monnet’s industrial re-

equipment plan; and in allowing his friend Claude Gruson to constitute within the Treasury a 

section specialised on national income accounting and macroeconomic forecasting.  

BLONDOT, Gérard (??–??). Economist, published in 1933 the first doctorate thesis 

specifically aimed at studying Keynes’s monetary theory.  
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BLUM, Léon (1872–1950). Socialist leader. As director of Le Populaire, agreed to 

publish Keynes’s newspaper articles and held similar views on reparations, and through the 

intermediary of Franck, wrote an article for the Supplements. After the failure of his Popular 

Front government of June 1936–7 in boosting economic growth, listened to Georges Boris’s 

explanations of the General Theory. In his second government of March–April 1938 allowed 

Boris and Mendès France to draft a rearmament project that was inspired by Keynes’s theory, 

but vetoed by the Senate. After spending the war incarcerated, led the postwar provisory 

government from December 1946 to January 1947. 

BONNET, Georges-Edgar (1881–1967). Director of the Suez Canal and amateur 

economist. Reviewed in positive terms the Tract, being favourable to the franc’s stabilisation. 

BONNET, Georges-Étienne (1889–1973). Radical Socialist politician. Minister of 

Finance during January 1933–4. Opposed devaluation and dismissed Keynes’s Means to 

Prosperity. 

BORDAZ, Robert (1908–1996). Economist and civil servant. Wrote a small book on 

counter-cyclical policies in 1938, which was among the first academic tracts published in 

France covering the General Theory.  

BORIS, Georges (1888–1960). Entrepreneur, journalist and politician. An 

acquaintance of Paul Franck, and one of the interwar’s leading Left republican journalists, 

particularly thanks to his newspaper La Lumière. Wrote for the Guardian Supplements and 

corresponded with Keynes. One of the sole Frenchmen to endorse and diffuse the Treatise on 

Money, and responsible for introducing the General Theory to Blum and Mendès France. 

Wrote a rearmament project inspired by Keynes’s book in 1938; and joined De Gaulle’s Free 

France in 1940. Close friend, advisor and collaborator of Mendès France. 

BOUNIATIAN, Mentor (1877–1969). Armenian economist, exiled in France after the 

Versailles Peace Conference. Developped a real theory of the business cycle where 

fluctuations derived from underconsumption; like Aftalion and Lescure rejected monetary 

explanations of the crise, and refused the Treatise’s postulate that money hoarding could have 

deflationary effects.  

BOUTELLEAU (née Chardonne), Jacques (1884–1968); and DELAMAIN, Maurice 

(1883–1974). Both were writers and lawyers, and the owners and directors of Éditions Stock, 

which published in 1922 the Revision.  
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BOYER, Robert (1943–). Economist. One of the theorisers of the regulation school, 

an institutional approach to the study of business cycle fluctuations, inspired by Marxian and 

Keynesian economics. 

BRENIER, Henri (1867–1962). Journalist and economist, president of Lyon’s 

Chamber of Commerce. Published several pamphlets and articles (particularly in the Times), 

which countered Keynes’s estimates of French reconstruction costs. One of the few French 

critics to whom Keynes replied (in the Revision). 

BRIAND, Aristide (1862–1932). Politician and partisan of appeasement towards 

Germany in the 1920s. Prime Minister in January 1921–2; November 1925–July 1926; and 

July 1929–October 1929. After the Locarno agreements, received in 1926 the Nobel Peace 

Prize with the German Minister of Foreign Affairs Gustav Stresemann. 

BUSSY, Dorothy (1865–1960); and BUSSY, Simon (1870–1954). A married couple, 

respectively an English translator and a French painter. Close to Bloomsbury, they welcomed 

Gide when he visited Cambridge during the war. Keynes used to spend vacations at their 

house on the Riviera during the 1910–20s.  

CAILLAUX, Joseph (1863–1944). Radical Socialist politician, who disputed with 

Herriot the party’s leadership during the interwar years. Corresponded with Keynes and 

endorsed the latter’s views on reparations. Known for his financial orthodoxy, was 

instrumental in preparing the path for the franc’s devaluation (de facto in 1926 and de jure in 

1928). 

CARMOY, Guy de (1907–97). Inspector of finance. Read the General Theory 

sometime before 1943: when he was deported to Buchenwald in that year with Saltes and 

Baumgartner, complained in his diaries about the latter’s lack of theoretical acumen and 

ignorance of Keynes’s book. 

CÉLIER, Alexandre (1881–1952). Inspector of finance. Director of the Treasury 

during 1917–21, and member of the French delegation to the Peace Conference. Keynes sent 

him a copy of the Consequences: at the time Célier was the sole civil servant to show 

sympathy for Keynes’s arguments.  

CHABRUN, César (1880–1934). Law professor and parliamentarian for the 

Republican Socialist Party. In 1926, Franck helped him draft their financial programme.  

CLEMENCEAU, Georges (1841–1929). Radical Socialist politician. Prime Minister 

in November 1917–January 1920, and leader of the French delegation to the Versailles Peace 
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Conference. In the Consequences, Keynes exaggeratedly attributed to him the intellectual 

authorship of the Versailles Treaty.  

CLÉMENTEL, Étienne (1864–1936). Minister of Commerce and Industry during 

1915–19, and one of the members of the French delegation to the Versailles Peace 

Conference. Favoured a reparations settlement structured on German deliveries of raw 

materials. Minister of Finance in Herriot’s June 1924-April 1925 government. 

COLSON, Clément (1853–1939). Economist, taught at the École polytechnique from 

1914 to 1928. Combined economic liberalism with mathematical formalisation and 

marginalism. Tutored Divisia, Roy and Rueff. Wrote an article for the Supplements.  

COMPÈRE-MOREL, Adéodat (1872–1941). Socialist politician, and the party’s 

specialist on agricultural matters. Wrote an article for the Supplements on that topic. 

COPEAU, Jacques (1879–1946). Dramatist and one of the NRF’s founders. 

Following Roger Fry’s testimony, he was allegedly hostile to the Consequences for patriotic 

reasons.  

COURTIN, René (1900–64). Economist, known for his protestant faith (like Gide and 

Rist) and his economic liberalism. Joined the Resistance during the war and authored in 1943 

the Rapport sur la politique économique d’après guerre, where he rejected Keynes’s 

favoured policy of low interest rates as a means to stimulate investment. Criticised the 

General Theory for its static frameworks.   

COUVE DE MURVILLE, Maurice (1907–1999). Inspector of finance and diplomat. 

Published in 1929 his doctoral thesis, supervised by Aftalion, in which inspired by the latter 

and Rueff, he criticised Keynes’s analysis of the reparations transfer question. 

CRUCY, François (1875–1958). Socialist, and journalist at Le Populaire. Offered to 

publish a French edition of How to Pay. 

CUSIN, Gaston (1903–93). Civil servant and syndicalist (CGT). Close to Vincent 

Auriol, of whose cabinet he was deputy chief in Blum’s first Popular Front government. After 

the latter’s fall, formed the group of officials and inspectors of finance that met at Auriol’s 

house to discuss economic policy, in which de Largentaye’s notes of the General Theory 

were discussed.  

DALADIER, Édouard (1884–1970). Radical Socialist politician. Prime-Minister 

during January–October 1933, January–February 1934, and April–March 1940.  
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DAUDET, Léon (1867–1942). Monarchist, parliamentarian and member of L’Action 

française. Denounced Consequences in the parliament as an example of economic Pan-

Germanism. 

DEBREU, Gérard (1921–2004). Economist, and disciple of Allais. The co-author of 

the Arrow-Debreu general equilibrium model, which demonstrated the existence of economic 

equilibrium at the cost of taking for granted the existence of perfect competition. 1983 Nobel 

Prize for Economics. 

DÉCAMPS, Jules (??–??). Director of the BDF’s section of economic studies. 

Opposed the franc’s devaluation during the 1930s crisis. 

DELAISI, Francis (1873–1947). Amateur economist and journalist. Liberal 

internationalist favourable to Keynes’s views on reparations.  

DELBOS, Yvon (1885–1956). Radical Socialist politician and founder of L’Ère 

nouvelle in 1919. Supported in 1921 Keynes’s reparation proposals with the proviso that 

inter-allied debts should be abolished. 

DEMARTIAL, Georges (1861–1945). Pacifist writer. Held revisionist ideas on the 

Great War’s origins, for which he (wrongly) blamed Poincaré. Part of Franck’s political and 

editorial networks.  

DERVAUX, Pierre (??–??). Economist. Published one of the first critiques of 

Keynes’s liquidity preference theory that appeared in the Revue d’économie politique after 

the war. 

DESPAUX, Albert (1874–1962). Financial journalist and amateur economist. 

Graduate of the École polytechnique. Wrote mainly for L’Information financière. Known for 

his advocacy of inflation and devaluation, which made his peers consider him the French 

Keynes. Supported Keynes’s ideas on reparations, and endorsed the Tract and the Treatise: a 

unique case in the French financial press. 

DETOEUF, August (1883–1947). Entrepreneur and amateur economist, graduate of 

the École polytechnique. Member of the X-Crise group. One of the founders of Nouveau 

cahiers, which published an encomiastic review of How to Pay right before the invasion of 

France. 

DETRY, Albert (??–??). Economist. Published in 1942 a doctoral thesis on saving, 

which adapted How to Pay’s proposals to the French context. 
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DIVISIA, François (1889–1964). Economist and engineer. Disciple of Colson, taught 

at the École polytechnique from 1929 to 1959. Among the most prominent advocates of 

mathematical economics in France.  

DOLLÉANS, Édouard (1877–54). Socialist, and historian of labour. Lauded Keynes’s 

views on gold during the 1930s; but being a friend of Mantoux, also wrote an encomiastic 

review of The Carthaginian Peace 

DOMARCHI, Jean (1916–81). Economist. Disciple and research assistant of Perroux 

in 1941–2. Wrote the first French doctoral thesis aimed at dissecting the General Theory’s 

frameworks. After the war specialised in Marxian economics; and became a well-known film 

critic and director. 

DUBOIS, Louis (1859–1946). Succeeded Clémentel as minister of trade in 

Clemenceau’s government, from November 1919 to January 1920. After being singled out by 

Keynes in the Consequences as a proponent of overblown French reconstruction estimates, 

wrote as a member of the parliament’s budget commission a detailed rebuttal of Keynes’s 

figures.  

DUHAMEL, Georges (1864–1966). Doctor and writer. Friend of Vildrac, Bazalgette 

and Roger Fry. Published an article in the Supplements. 

DURET, Jean (1900–71). Marxian economist. Expelled from the Communist Party in 

1932, joined the CGT, where he directed its economic service. During the 1930s slump, 

rejected devaluation and currency management for centralised economic planning.  

FABRE-LUCE, Alfred (1899–1983). Journalist, associated with the non-conformist 

movement in the 1930’s. Corresponded with and visited Keynes in Cambridge, seeking to 

listen to his opinions on monetary management; the outcome being an interview published by 

Pamphlet in 1933.  

FAIN, Gaël (1893–1990). Financial journalist and translator of economic works. In 

the 1930s wrote for L’Information financière, where he often commented on Keynes’s 

newspaper articles. Sometime in 1936–7, went to Cambridge to study economics. 

Subsequently, was suggested in 1937 by Payot as a possible translator for the General 

Theory. Instead, translated James Meade’s Introduction to Economic Analysis, which 

appeared in 1939. Also translated Paul Samuelson’s Economics textbook, published in France 

in 1953.  

FLANDIN, Pierre-Étienne (1889–1958). Conservative politician, and rival of Paul 

Reynaud in the conservative party Alliance démocratique. Prime Minister between November 
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1934–June 1935. Opposed devaluation and countered Keynes’s Means to Prosperity in the 

press. 

FRANCK, Paul (1900–26). The translator of the Consequences, the Revision and the 

Tract. Keynes’s de facto French literary agent during 1921–6, close aide and friend. In charge 

of getting Keynes’s newspaper articles published, and recruiting French contributors for the 

Supplements. A Jewish homosexual, student of Charles Gide, and heavily involved in 

Socialist and pacifist politics. Died tragically in unclear circumstances.  

FOCH, Maréchal Ferdinand (1851–1929). Supreme Allied Commander in 1918, 

advocated a harsh reparation settlement on Germany, including the annexation or the 

occupation of the Rhineland. Bardoux was a member of his cabinet during the war. 

FOURASTIÉ, Jean (1907–90). Civil servant and economist. Worked for the 

Commissariat général du plan during the enactment of Monnet’s re-equipment plan. Known 

for his works lauding technical progress and industrial modernisation: rejected Keynes’s 

economic theory as inflationist and formally deficient. Taught at Sciences-Po and the ENA 

after the war. 

FRANÇOIS-MARSAL, Frédéric (1874–1958). Financial expert and member of the 

French delegation to the Versailles Peace Conference. Minister of Finance from January 1920 

to January 1921. 

GALLIMARD, Gaston (1881–1975). Publisher, owner of Éditions Gallimard and the 

NRF. Close friend of the diplomat Philippe Berthelot. Keynes and Franck believed Gallimard 

had succumbed to political pressures to stop the distribution of the Consequences; Gallimard 

instead referred to logistical difficulties. Keynes swore never to do business with Gallimard 

again, but the latter eventually published in 1933 Essais in persuasion; and but for the war 

would have published the French edition of How to Pay as well.  

GASCUEL, Jean (??–??). Financial journalist who wrote for the Journal des débats 

during the Second World War: one of the few to review positively How to Pay and Keynes’s 

Clearing Union Plan.  

GEORGES-LÉVY, Raphaël (1853–1933). Senator and economist. Authored in 1920 

La Juste paix, one of the first and most popular attempts to refute Keynes’s Consequences.  

GÉRAUD, André (1882–1974). Journalist specialised in foreign affairs who wrote 

under the pseudonym of Pertinax. Held politically conservative views and was well 

connected with the Quai d’Orsay, but always asserted his journalistic independence. 

Systematically opposed Keynes’s reparations proposals.  
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GERMAIN-MARTIN, Louis (1872–1948). Economist and Radical Socialist 

politician. Rejected Keynes’s ideas on reparations. Minister of Finance in December 1930–

January 1931; June–December 1932; and February 1934–June 1935. Endorsed deflation as a 

means to preserve the franc’s purchasing power. 

GIBRAT, Robert (1904–80). Engineer, graduate of the École polytechnique. Part of 

the X-Crise group. Pioneer in the introduction of econometrics in France, was aware of 

Keynes’s Treatise. Attended the 1936 European Econometrics Congress (of which he was a 

member), where Hicks presented the IS-LM model. It was probably from the notes Gibrat 

took of Hicks’s presentation that Lutfalla wrote his article for the Revue d’économie 

politique, in which he explained IS-LM.  

GIDE, André (1869–1951). Writer, founder of the NRF, and homosexual. First met 

Keynes in 1918, when visiting Cambridge. Responsible for offering Keynes the possibility of 

publishing the Consequences at the NRF; and supervised Franck’s translation. In 1947 

received the Nobel Prize in Literature. 

GIDE, Charles (1847–1932). Economist and founder of the Revue d’économie 

politique and L’Émancipation. Protestant and advocate of co-cooperativism. Although 

judging Keynes’s estimates of German destructions to be too low, Gide supported him in the 

Great War’s reparations debate: found a translator for the Consequences from one of his 

students, Paul Franck; and lobbied with his nephew André Gide to publish the book. Keynes 

deemed him the French equivalent of Alfred Marshall. 

GISCARD D’ESTAING, Valéry (1926–). Inspector of finance, and conservative 

politician. Grandson of Jacques Bardoux. Graduated from the ENA in 1951: among his 

teachers was Mendès France, who recalled that at the time Giscard d’Estaing rejected 

Keynesian economics. Nevertheless, supported the SEEF’s work. Minister of Finance in 

1969–74; and President of the French Republic in 1974–81. 

GOETZE, Roger (1912–2004). Inspector of finance. Directed Mendès France’s 

cabinet when the latter headed the MEN during September 1944-May 1945. Directed the 

Budget (a division under the Ministry of Finances’ authority, like the Treasury at the time) 

from 1949 to 1956. Read the General Theory, probably prompted by de Largentaye; but 

doubted its practical applicability to his daily work. 

GOUTTENOIRE DE TOIRY, Fernand (1876–1964). Socialist, and pacifist writer. 

Published a series of revisionist books and pamphlets on the Great War’s origins. Friend of 

Paul Franck. 
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GUITTON, Henri (1904–92). Economist. Frequented the ISEA and was close to 

Perroux. After the war, he was among the group of French economists who sought to build 

upon Keynes’s comparative statics to build a dynamic theory of the business cycle. 

GRUSON, Claude (1910–2000). Inspector of finance. An avowed Keynesian and 

believer in the benefits of economic planning. Directed the SEEF from 1951 to 1961. 

GUYOT, Yves (1843–28). Economist and journalist. An ardent advocate of economic 

liberalism and free trade. Director of the Société d’économie politique and the Journal des 

économistes. Systematically opposed Keynes’s ideas on reparations, and on the franc’s 

stabilisation. 

HANOTAUX, Gabriel (1853–1944). Conservative politician. Refused Keynes’s 

views on reparations, and for that reason was picked by the latter to write an article for 

Supplements. An acquaintance of Simon and Dorothy Bussy. 

HAUSER, Henri (1866–1946). Historian. Expert in Clémentel’s Ministry of 

Commerce during 1917–9. Holding protectionist and mercantilist ideas, opposed financial 

reparations and favoured instead transfers of raw materials. Critical of Keynes’s 

Consequences.  

HERBETTE, Jean (1878–1960). Journalist and diplomat. Wrote the editorials of Le 

Temps in the early 1920s. 

HERRIOT, Édouard (1872–1952). Radical Socialist politician and one of the party’s 

leaders in the Third Republic. Prime Minister during June 1924-April 1925. Joined the 

‘L’Allemagne paiera’ campaign after the war; but also wrote an article for the Supplements. 

ISTEL, André (1887–1966). Banker, and childhood friend of Georges Boris. A Free 

France official during the war, and one of the authors of the Alphand-Istel monetary plan. 

JACOBY, Herbert (??–??). Socialist journalist at Le Populaire, translator, 

homosexual and personal friend of Paul Franck. Secretary of Léon Blum. Introduced to 

Keynes by Franck, helped the latter in producing the Supplements. Translated and negotiated 

with the NRF the publishing of Essais de persuasion in 1933. With the war soon 

approaching, fled to New York, where he became a successful cabaret owner.  

JEANNENEY, Jean-Marcel (1910–2010). Economist, diplomat and politician. Under 

Gaëtan Pirou’s request, wrote the first academic article reviewing the Treatise, which 

appeared in the Revue d’économie politique in 1936.  
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JENNY, Frédéric (??–??). Financial journalist at Le Temps; also wrote for the Revue 

politique et parlementaire. Systematically opposed Keynes’s ideas on monetary and 

economic policy from 1920 to the 1940s.  

JÈZE, Gaston (1869–53). Left republican law professor, journalist, and specialist in 

public finances. Directed the Revue de science et de législation financière, which was always 

favourable to Keynes’s writings on reparations. Opposed Keynes’s calls for devaluation and 

the euthanasia of the rentiers. 

JOHANNET, René (1884–1972). Journalist and member of L’Action française. 

Criticised Keynes’s Consequences. 

JOUVENEL, Bertrand de (1903–87). Journalist, political theorist and amateur 

economist. Nephew of Robert de Jouvenel. Member of the Young Turks orbiting around the 

Radical Socialist Party and responsible for producing the group’s economic programme: the 

1928 L’Économie dirigée. Almost surely met Paul Franck; close friend of Luchaire. 

JOUVENEL, Robert de (1882–1924). Journalist at the Left republican L’Œuvre. It 

was probably thanks to him that Franck attended the Conférence Molé-Tocqueville. Wrote an 

article for the Supplements. 

KAYSER, Jacques (1900–63). Journalist and liberal internationalist. Friend of 

Franck, Luchaire and Mendès France. Member of the Radical Socialists’ Young Turks group. 

Unlike Louchaire, joined the Resistance during the war. 

KLOTZ, Louis-Lucien (1868–1935). Minister of Finance in Clemenceau’s 

government, who hoped to use German reparations to defray French public debt.  

KRA, Simon (??–??). Owner and founder of Éditions du Sagittaire/Kra, which 

published the 1924 Tract and the 1928 Réflexions sur le franc. 

LA VALETTE, Marc de (??–??). Economist and translator, regular contributor to the 

Revue d’économie politique. Published two reviews and accounts of Keynes’s Tract and its 

monetary theory in 1924 and 1929. Keynes thought of putting the translation of the Treatise 

on his hands, but Pierre Quesnay advised against it. 

LABORDÈRE, Marcel (1869–1946). Financial journalist. Corresponded extensively 

with Keynes until his death, and is judged to have influenced his economic thought. 

However, he never took part in any efforts to spread Keynes’s ideas in France. 

LACHAPELLE, Georges (??–??). Financial journalist. Discussed Keynes’s 

Consequences with Avenol, Célier and Sergent. Subsequently corresponded with Keynes, 

pointing out that the latter’s estimates of French reconstruction costs were too low. Clashed 
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again with Keynes by favouring the franc’s appreciation in the early 1920s, but wrote an 

article for the Supplements. 

LACOUR-GAYET, Robert (1896–1989). Inspector of finance. Director of the BDF’s 

economic studies section during 1930–6: opposed the franc’s devaluation.  

LAMOUREUX, Lucien (1888–1970). Radical Socialist politician. Minister of 

Education and Arts during March–June 1926: Franck was part of his cabinet. 

LARGENTAYE, Jean Rioust de (1902–70). Inspector of finance and graduate of the 

École polytechnique. Thanks to his friend Stéphane Leven, discovered the General Theory 

and subsequently translated it. Joined Free France during the war, working with Mendès 

France and attending the Bretton Woods Conference. French administrator of the IMF from 

1946 to 1964. 

LASTEYRIE, Charles de (1877–1936). Inspector of finance. Member of the French 

delegation to the Versailles Peace Conference. Gambled with Keynes on foreign currency, 

who regarded him as Foch’s mole and an example of typical French avarice. Minister of 

Finance in Poincaré’s government of January 1922-March 1924.  

LAUFENBURGER, Henry (1879–64). Economist, and close observer of German 

economic policies in the 1930’s. Advocate of corporatism and friend of Perroux. Wrote 

Keynes’s obituary for La Vie française. 

LAVAL, Pierre (1883–1945). Politician and Prime Minister in January 1931–

February 1932; and June 1935–January 1936. One of the exponents of deflation as a means to 

preserve the gold standard. Condemned to death for high treason in 1945. 

LAZARD, Jean Pierre (1905–26). Economics student of Charles Rist. Studied at 

Cambridge in 1925, and upon returning, published with Rist’s help an account of Keynes’s 

and Robertson’s monetary theories.  

LELU, René (1903–1989). Translator. Picked by Éditions du Sagittaire to translate a 

series of articles for the 1928 Refléxions sur le franc. 

LESCURE, Jean (1882–1947). Economist, known as a business cycle theorist and 

historian. Together with Nogaro and Simiand, one of the proponents of the French historical 

school of economics. Thought Keynes exaggerated Germany’s incapacity to meet reparation 

demands; eschewed monetary explanations of the 1930s slump but was favourable to public 

work on grounds similar to Keynes’s. He was also hostile to How to Pay, but endorsed 

Keynes’s Clearing Union Plan. 
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LÉVEN, Stéphane (1903–73). Graduate of the École polytechnique and friend of de 

Largentaye. Member of the X-Crise group, was well versed in mathematical economics. In 

the mid-1930s, worked for the Guillaume Brothers (Édouard, 1881–1959; and Guillaume, 

1896–69), which attempted to apply the formal principles of thermodynamics to economic 

modelling. It was Leven who advised de Largentaye to read the General Theory. Worked for 

the French Economic Mission in Washington during the war.  

LHOMME, Jean (1901–87). Economist, disciple of Aftalion. Advocate of a 

sociological approach to economics. Criticised Keynes’s theory as inflationist, and rejected 

its claim to theoretical generality. 

LIÈVRE, Robert (??–??). Journalist, correspondent of L’Information financière in 

London. Negotiated with Keynes the publishing of several newspaper articles from 1926 to 

1934. 

LIVET, Albert (1871–1952). Journalist and editor of L’Ère nouvelle in the early 

1920s. Agreed to publish Keynes’s articles covering the 1922 Genoa Conference, and 

defended him from conservative newspapers’ accusations of Germanophilia. 

LONGUET, Jean (1876–1938). Socialist and editor-in-chief of Le Populaire; Karl 

Marx’s grandson. Endorsed Keynes’s views on reparations.  

LOUCHEUR, Louis (1872–1931). Minister of Industrial Reconstruction in 

Clemenceau’s government, and his economic adviser at the Versailles Peace Conference, 

where he was also the French expert on the devastated areas. For political motives, Loucheur 

supported Klotz’s claims that Germany could pay 200 billion francs. In opposition after 

Clemenceau’s fall from power, in 1922 (and through his chief of cabinet Maurice Petsche), 

Loucheur gave confidential documents on the reconstruction of the devastated areas to Paul 

Franck, to help in writing the Supplements. 

LUCHAIRE, Jean (1901–46). Journalist, and pacifist. Involved in youth Left 

republican politics from 1920 onwards, through which he met Franck. Opposed the Versailles 

Treaty’s reparations settlement. Founded in 1927 Notre temps, which served as a pole for the 

Young Turks aiming at renewing the Radical Socialist Party. Vichyiste and close collaborator 

of Otto Abetz, German ambassador in Paris during the Second World War. Executed for 

collaboration in 1946.  

LUTFALLA, Georges (1904–64). Economist and translator. Member of the X-Crise 

group. The author of the first French presentation of Hicks’s IS-LM model and diagram, 

which appeared in the Revue d’économie politique in 1937. Received enthusiastically the 
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General Theory, which he regarded as the first step towards building a meta-static 

macroeconomic theory.  

MALINVAUD, Edmond (1923–2015). Economist, and civil servant. Student of 

Allais and one of France’s main specialists on econometrics from the 1950s onwards. 

Worked on disequilibrium macroeconomic analysis in the 1970s, which aimed at 

underpinning Keynesian macro on non-Walrasian microeconomics. Directed the Prevision’s 

section of the Treasury (the successor of the SEEF) during 1972–4; and the INSEE along 

1974–87.  

MANTOUX, Étienne (1913–45). Economist and son of Paul Mantoux. Author of the 

first French review of The General Theory, which appeared in 1937. Attended the LSE, 

where he studied with Lionel Robbins and Friedrich Hayek. Active part of the prewar French 

neoliberal movement, systematically opposed Keynes’s economic theory and views on 

reparations: through his doctoral thesis L’Épargne forcée monétaire, and The Carthaginian 

Peace. Despite that, helped de Largentaye translate Keynes’s technical jargon into French. 

Died on the battlefield, while participating in the Allied invasion of Germany.  

MANTOUX, Paul (1877–1956). Historian. Interpreter and secretary of the Council of 

Four’s meetings during the Peace Conference. In 1920 attempted to undermine the 

Consequences’ trustworthiness by (erroneously) claiming Keynes had never been present in 

the most important of the Four’s meetings. Father of Étienne Mantoux, and responsible for 

translating into French The Carthaginian Peace. 

MARCHAL, André (1907–68). Economist. Responsible for popularising interwar 

Swedish economic theory in France after 1946 (in particularly Gunnar Myrdal’s monetary 

theory). 

MARCHAL, Jean (1905–95). Economist. Among the young researchers linked to 

Perroux and the ISEA. Admired the General Theory but criticised its comparative statics. 

Used Alain Barrère’s Théorie et impulsion keynésienne to teach Keynes’s theory in the ENA 

during 1946. 

MARCZEWSKI, Jan (1908–90). Polish statistician and economist, exiled in France 

from 1945 onwards. Worked with Perroux at the ISEA, where he was a proponent of Stone’s 

national income accounting technique. With the latter, produced the Simplified System of 

National Accounts for the OEEC.  

MARJOLIN, Robert (1911–86). Economist and civil servant. Politically a Socialist, 

and friend of Léon Blum: part of his cabinet in the first Popular Front government, but 
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abandoned it given his opposition to the 40-hour working week. As an economist, a disciple 

of Charles Rist and friend of Étienne Mantoux. Despite his economic liberal outlook, 

Marjolin regarded himself as a Keynesian, and wrote the first French doctoral thesis (which 

appeared in 1942) which applied the General Theory’s theoretical frameworks. From 1943 

onwards, became the right hand man of Jean Monnet: directed with Monnet Free France’s 

purchasing mission in Washington; and seconded him during 1945–7 in the direction of the 

Commissariat général du Plan. Secretary general of the OEEC in 1948–55. 

MASSÉ, Pierre (1898–1987). Engineer, economist, and civil servant. One of the first 

French economists to interpret the General Theory with knowledge of Hicks’s and 

Samuelson’s works. Directed the Commissariat général du plan along 1959–66. 

MAUROIS, André (1885–1967). Writer and literary figure. Praised Keynes as one of 

England’s finest interwar writers. 

MAURRAS, Charles (1868–1952). Monarchist and co-founder of L’Action française 

with Bainville in 1907. 

MAUS, René Lucien (1900–1978). Lawyer. Personal friend of Paul Franck, published 

a memoir of him in 1929, which was prefaced by Keynes. 

MENDÈS FRANCE, Pierre (1907–82). Lawyer and Radical Socialist politician. 

Together with Luchaire and Bertrand de Jouvenel, one of the Young Turks of the Radical 

Socialist Party in the late 1920s. Undersecretary of State of the Treasury in Blum’s second 

government (March–April 1938), where together with Boris drafted a rearmament 

programme inspired by Keynes’s General Theory. Close friend of Boris, who advised him to 

read the latter. Joined Free France in 1941; leader of the French delegation to Bretton Woods; 

and minister of Economy in the post-war provisory government, in September 1944-April 

1945. Regarded himself as a Keynesian, but was also prone to mixing Keynes’s economic 

theory with neoclassical economics. Prime Minister in 1954–5, his active political career was 

cut short by De Gaulle’s rise to power in 1958. 

MILLERAND, Alexandre (1859–43). President of the French Republic in September 

1920–June 1924. Opposed Briand’s appeasement policy towards Germany. 

MILLET, Philippe (??–??). Editor-in-chief of L’Europe nouvelle from 1920 onwards. 

Personal friend of Berthelot and André Géraud. Hostile to Keynes’s reparation proposals.  

MONNET, Jean (1888–1979). Industrialist, diplomat, politician, and amateur 

economist. During the war was a member of the British Supply Council and Free France’s 

purchasing mission. Headed the Commissariat général du plan in 1946–52, and became 
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known from 1950 onwards for his efforts towards European integration. Sponsored 

Keynesian economists like Robert Marjolin and Pierre Uri. 

MONICK, Emmanuel (1893–1983). Inspector of finance. Advocate of devaluation in 

the 1930s. French financial attaché in London from 1934 to 1940: met and collaborated with 

Keynes just before France’s defeat. Governor of the BDF in 1944–9.  

MONTAGNON, Barthélemy (1889–1969). Socialist parliamentarian. Supported the 

franc’s devaluation in the 1930s, and explained the success of the 1931 British devaluation by 

Keynes’s newspaper articles, which had educated British opinion on monetary matters.  

MORAND, Paul (1888–1976). Diplomat and literary figure. Headed the Quai 

d’Orsay’s section in charge of diffusing French culture abroad at the time the Consequences 

appeared: wrote a negative review of it for the NRF’s journal.  

MOREAU, Émile (1868–1950). Banker, governor of the BDF from 1926 to 1930. 

Responsible for the franc’s stabilisation in 1928, together with Rist and Quesnay. When in 

1929 Keynes asked Rueff for an article on French monetary policy for the Economic Journal, 

Moreau vetoed the idea. 

MOUTET, Marius (1876–1968). Lawyer and Socialist parliamentarian. Defended 

Caillaux when during the Great War the latter was accused of conspiring with the Germans. 

Wrote an article for the Supplements. 

MURÂT, Auguste (1904–??). Economist, disciple of Perroux. Published in 1943 an 

introductory textbook to economics, which was heavily based on the Treatise. 

NICOLÉTIS, John (1893–1987). Engineer and co-founder of the X-Crise group. 

Made an in depth presentation of Keynes’s Means in one of the group’s meetings.  

NOGARO, Bertrand (1880–1950). Economist and Radical Socialist parliamentarian. 

Favoured a historical-sociological approach to economics. Noted critic of the quantity theory 

of money. Via his normative conception of money, was favourable to Keynes’s calls for 

devaluation (but rejected the rentiers’ euthanasia); and believed Keynes had underestimated 

Germany’s capacity to pay reparations. Just before the invasion of France in 1940, 

corresponded with Keynes and was responsible for the French translation of How to Pay, 

which never appeared owing to the French defeat.  

NORA, Simon (1921–2006). Inspector of finance, and graduate from the ENA’s first 

promotion. Regarded himself as a Keynesian, and close to Pierre Mendès France, to whom he 

wrote economic articles in the 1950’s. Secretary-general of the Commission des comptes et 



 

556 

 

 

des budgets économiques de la nation in 1952–60; and deputy director of the SEEF during 

1955–60. 

PAINLEVÉ, Paul (1863–1933). Mathematician and leader of the Republican Socialist 

Party. Wrote an article for the Supplements. Prime Minister in April–November 1925. 

PATENÔTRE, Raymond (1900–51). Newspaper publisher and amateur economist. 

One of the members of the French delegation to the 1933 World Conference, and among the 

few proponents of devaluation in early 1930s France. 

PAYOT, Gustave (1884–60). Publisher and director of Éditions Payot, founded by his 

father. Keynes and Franck held unfruitful negotiations with him regarding the publishing of 

the Consequences, the Revision and the Treatise on Probability; but in 1942 Payot finally 

published Keynes’s most important work: the General Theory. 

PERROUX, François (1903–87). Economist. Read the General Theory before the 

war, but it was only during it that he started pushing his disciples to study Keynes’s works: as 

an effort to modernise French economic analysis; but also owing to his own search for a 

third-way between socialism and liberalism. Founded the ISEA in 1944, which was 

responsible for introducing Anglo-American national income accounting into France. 

Admired Keynes, but on teaching the latter’s economic theory always provided a nuanced 

and critical overview of it. Trained Pierre Uri, and served as an intellectual influence to men 

as different as Bartoli, Barrère, Bloch-Lainé and Gruson.  

PEYRÉGA, Jacques (1917–88). Economist. Disciple of Gaëtan Pirou, published his 

doctoral thesis in 1943, where he criticised the General Theory for its static frameworks, 

particularly the multiplier. 

PEYSTER, Henry de (1881–1956). Inspector of finance. French delegate to the Inter-

Allied Financial Commission in 1916 and official at the Trésor in 1918. Corresponded with 

Keynes about reparations in 1921–4. 

PHILOUZE, Hyacinthe (??–1940). Journalist. Founder of the journal L’Europe 

nouvelle (which he sold to Louise Weiss in 1920) and of the financial newspaper Le 

Câblogramme, which published a series of Keynes’s articles in 1921. 

PIERRE, André (1887–1966). Translator and contributor to L’Humanité. Suggested to 

Keynes by Bazalgette as a suitable translator for Consequences.  

PIERRE-QUINT, Léon (1895–1958); and SOUPPAULT, Philippe (1897–1990). 

Respectively editor and director of Éditions du Sagittaire; both were responsible for 

negotiating with Franck and Keynes the publishing of the Tract and La Réforme monétaire. 
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PIERREFEU, Jean de (1883–1940). Writer, and journalist at L’Œuvre. His 

incredulous reaction to Keynes’s 1926 comments on the franc’s stabilisation, and the 

euthanasia of the rentiers, was representative of the mainstream Left’s inability to come to 

terms with the technicalities of monetary policy. 

PIROU, Gaëtan (1886–1946). Economist. Together with Charles Rist, edited the 

Revue d’économie politique. Advocate of corporatism, who published in the late 1930s a 

series of works on American economic analysis, which focused particularly on the 

institutionalist school. Pushed his students to work on foreign economic analysis: in 1936 

asked Jeanneney to write a review of the Treatise; and in 1943 his disciple Jacques Peyréga 

published a thesis that made a critique of the General Theory. 

PLEVEN, René (1901–93). Politician. Right hand man of General De Gaulle in Free 

France’s government in-exile. Minister of Finance in the post-war provisory government led 

by De Gaulle, in November 1944–5: opposed Mendès France’s anti-inflationary proposals, 

which were partly inspired by a Keynesian conception of inflation.  

POINCARÉ, Raymond (1860–1934). Conservative politician and proponent of a 

harsh reparation settlement on Germany, opposed Keynes’s ideas and jousted with him in the 

press. President of the French Republic from February 1913 to February 1920, Prime-

Minister between January 1922 and June 1924; and from July 1926 to July 1929, when he 

took the decision to devalue and stabilise the franc. 

PUPIN, René (1878–1964). Economist and statistician. Author of a series of statistical 

accounts of France’s pre-war wealth, and of the subsequent impact of German occupation on 

it. Keynes used outdated figures of the latter in the Consequences, which resulted in his 

estimates of French reconstruction costs being too low.  

QUESNAY, Pierre (1895–1937). Economist. Director of the BDF’s economic 

studies’ section in 1926–30; and responsible for the franc’s stabilisation, together with Rist 

and Moreau. Contacted by Keynes’s friend and Bank of England official H. A. Siepmann, 

suggested two subordinates of his to translate the Treatise. General Manager of the BIS 

during 1930–8. 

RAFFALOVICH, Arthur (1853–1921). Russian economist and journalist of the 

Journal des économistes, where he positively reviewed the Consequences. Before the war 

was Russia’s financial representative in France, and used Russian funds to pay for articles 

promoting the subscription of Russian bonds in the French press, a scandal revealed by 

L’Humanité in 1923–4. 
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RAVERAT, Jacques (1885–1925). Painter, married Gwen Darwin, who was close to 

Bloomsbury. Lived in Cambridge during the war and corresponded with Keynes regarding 

the obstacles he would find in getting the Consequences published.  

RENAUDEL, Pierre (1871–1935). Socialist politician and leader of the SFIO’s right 

wing. Franck was acquainted with Renaudel, and told Keynes he endorsed the Consequences. 

REYNAUD, Paul (1878–1966). Conservative politician of the Alliance démocratique. 

The first major figure to support devaluation in the 1930s. Minister of Finance from 

November 1938 to March 1940. 

RIST, Charles (1874–1955). One of France’s leading economists in the interwar years 

and editor of the Revue d’économie politique. Supported Keynes on the reparations question 

but clashed with him on monetary and economic policy from the late 1930s onwards. His 

advocacy of the gold standard and classical theory of saving made him one of the fiercest 

French critics of Keynes’s economic theory, which he deemed devoid of scientific value for 

its historicism.  

RIVIÈRE, Jacques (1885–1925). Literary critic, and a prisoner of the German army in 

the Great War. Director of the NRF’s journal, which published Paul Morand’s negative 

review of the Consequences. 

ROBINEAU, Georges (1860–1927). Governor of the BDF during 1920–6. Friend of 

Raymond Poincaré; opposed the franc’s devaluation. 

RUEFF, Jacques (1896–1978). Inspector of finance and economist. Directed the 

Trésor during 1936–9. Economic liberal and gold standard advocate, considered Keynes’s 

theories as inflationist and remained one of its fiercest French opponents. Criticised Keynes’s 

analysis of interwar British unemployment; and of the reparation transfer question. From 

1945 onwards, published several works countering the General Theory.  

RUYSSEN, Théodore (1868–1967). Pacifist and specialist on international law. 

Endorsed Georges-Lévy’s book against Keynes’s Consequences. 

SAINT-GEOURS, Jean (1925–2005). Inspector of finance. One of the ENA’s first 

graduates, regarded himself as a Keynesian. Directed the Direction de Prévision (the 

successor of the SEEF) in 1963–8. 

SALTES, Jean (1906–84). Inspector of finance. Deputy Chief of Auriol’s cabinet in 

Blum’s first Front Populaire government. It was thanks to him that de Largentaye’s notes on 

the General Theory were introduced in the discussions of the group of civil servants that met 
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at Auriol’s house to discuss economic policy, after the fall of Blum’s government. Deputy 

Governor of the BDF in 1945–52; and member of the 1947 Commission du bilan national.  

SAUVY, Alfred (1989–1900). Statistician and demographer. During the Second 

World War directed the Service national des statistiques. Among his subordinates was Jean 

Vergeot, who in 1946 put Robert Nathan in contact with Pierre Uri and the ISEA. 

SCELLE, Georges (1878–1961). Jurist, specialised on international law. Published an 

encomiastic review of Mantoux’s The Carthaginian Peace. 

SERGENT, Charles (1869–1946). Inspector of finance and director of the Treasury 

during 1909–11. Deputy secretary of State in the Ministry of Finances of Clemenceau’s 

government, and part of the Inter-Allied Financial Commission, the position he occupied 

when Keynes met him. After the war, the latter sent him a copy of Consequences, but Sergent 

never replied.  

SÉRISÉ, Jean (1920–). Civil servant. One of the ENA’s first graduates, regarded 

himself as a Keynesian. Started working with Gruson at the Treasury in 1949, and was one of 

the SEEF’s first civil servants. Together with Nora and Saint-Geours, part of Mendès 

France’s cabinet in the latter’s 1954–5 government. Long-time collaborator of Valerie 

Giscard d’Estaing.  

SEYDOUX, Jacques (1870–1929). Diplomat and director of the Commercial 

Relations section at the Quai d’Orsay. The main French expert on reparations and a man of 

noted intellectual capability. Read Keynes’s books and articles, and can be regarded as his 

French alter-ego. 

SIMIAND, François (1873–1935). Sociologist and economist. Main figure of the 

French historical school of economics. Opposed Keynes’s economic theories due to his 

opposition to deductive methods and currency management. 

TARDE, Alfred de (1880–1925). Sociologist. Together with his brother, the 

economist Guillaume de Tarde (1885–1989), the politician and diplomat André François-

Poncet (1887–1978), and the civil servant Jean Benoit (??–??), wrote in 1922 La France à 

Gênes, an attempt to counter Keynes’s Guardian Commercial supplements. 

TARDIEU, André (1876–1945). Conservative politician and close aide of 

Clemenceau during the Versailles Peace Conference. Attacked Keynes’s writings on 

reparations in the early 1920s, in order to defend the Treaty from its domestic and foreign 

adversaries. Prime Minister in November 1929–February 1930, March–December 1930, and 

February–May 1932. 
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THOMAS, Albert (1878–1932). Socialist politician, Minister of Armament in 

December 1916-September 1917. First director of the International Labour Organisation, a 

position he held from 1920 to his death. Wrote an article for the Supplements. 

URI, Pierre (1911–82). Economist and civil servant. Originally trained as an 

economist, started working with Perroux from 1940 onwards. Joined the ISEA in 1944 and 

was part of the latter’s mission to England to study Richard Stone’s national income 

accounting technique. Well-read in Keynes’s economic theories, was one of the few 

Keynesians linked to the ISEA. Joined the Commissariat général du plan in 1947, and was 

subsequently responsible for the making of the first French national budget, inspired by 

Keynes’s conception of inflation. During 1950–7 became directly involved in Monnet’s 

efforts towards European integration. 

ULLMO, Jean (1906–80). Engineer and economist, graduate of the École 

polytechnique. Member of the X-Crise group, was close to Stéphane Leven. Taught Keynes’s 

economic theory at the ENA during 1946–7. 

VERGEOT, Jean (1896–1970). Economist, statistician, and civil servant. Secretary of 

the Revue d’économie politique in the 1930’s. Worked for Alfred Sauvy during the war, and 

joined the ISEA in 1944, where he met Pierre Uri. Part of a group of statisticians, who had 

worked with Sauvy and subsequently joined the Commissariat général du plan: it was 

Vergeot who introduced Robert Nathan to Uri and the ISEA. 

VILDRAC, Charles (1882–1971). Poet and gallery owner. Close friend of Roger Fry 

(from the Bloomsbury group).Through the intermediary of his friend Léon Bazalgette tried to 

find a publisher for the Consequences, to no avail. Keynes spent part of the proceedings earnt 

from the Consequence’s French edition to settle an outstanding debt on paintings bought 

from Vildrac’s gallery. 

WALRAS, Léon (1834–1910). Economist, known for his work on general 

equilibrium theory. Together with Carl Menger and William Jevons, the first theoriser of 

marginal utility. Among the major French economists he influenced were Jacques Rueff and 

Maurice Allais. 

WALTER, François (1904–1997). Amateur economist, also known under the 

pseudonym of Pierre Jérôme. Secretary General of the CVIA, one of the organisations that 

underpinned the Popular Front. Asked for Keynes’s input on his sketch of an economic 

programme for the Front, but was brutally dismissed by him for rejecting devaluation. 
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Studied economics in England during the Second World War, taught the General Theory at 

the INSEE after the war, and joined the OEEC in the 1950s. 

WEISS, Louise (1893–1983). Journalist and director of the journal L’Europe nouvelle 

from 1918 to 1934. A liberal internationalist, well connected with the Quai d’Orsay. 

Although L’Europe nouvelle was hostile to Keynes’s reparation proposals from 1920 to 1924, 

it published several of Keynes’s articles in the late 1920s. 

WOLFF, Robert (??–??). Banker. Together with his brother-in-law, the banker and 

parliamentarian Maurice Bokanowski (1879–1928), wrote a study calling for the franc’s 

stabilisation in 1921. Corresponded with Keynes on that matter during 1926–7; and once 

again in 1940, in regards to How to Pay and French war finance. 
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