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- Humane ‘Studies, sponsored an ‘instructional seminar in
. Austrian economics at Mills Collége {Oakland, California)
. from June:19 through July 2, 1977. . As the conference was
" ‘designed to provide graduate students and young profes-

hadhadﬁtﬂemmpnﬂommmmAmmmu
.. Ungler the direction of Charles Baird of California State
L Unfvemityatﬂayward the conference featured lectures by

of Towa State, ]ohnEWdGoucherCondeoger
. Garrison of the University of Virginia. Participants in-
©  cluded graduate students and professors from India and
" England, as well as the United States, and represented such
" universities a8 Quford, Harvard, Chicago, Stanford, New
- '%ork Uxmm‘lity Vu‘glnia gnd‘.-'the Univemty of

L byNeilMcLeodoftheL&ertyFundattheSundaynight
. "banquet. Mcleod's talk set a tone ‘of ambitious optimism
<+ for a“conference that would ‘altemipt ‘to surnmarize 100
. years of literature in two weeks. This was the first of four
--banquel‘s; m oitheo&wr ‘three noting the arrival and
talk: of a distingukl .\Wlectum Nobe!l.amate
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. havebeen shown not to hold.
and Garrison provided the, application of these ideas. to
‘such topics as value; imputation, ¢apital and interest, and

4_:9:}.:_'.;1 _ ._ The Liberty Fund, in: coniuncﬁon with the Instltute for .

sors with an intensive two-week introduction to Austrian = coordination of . ‘e¢onomic  activities, “ and - Hayek's

C economic analysis, thirty-five conferees were chosen who
many opportunities for informal discussions including a

‘presentation by Derek Jennings of Stanford University on
- . lerael Kirzner of New York University, Gerald O'Driscoll -

© and ambitions. reading '

_and other Austrian -activities: indicate: that s@bstantml '
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X defmeracy “Axel Leijonhufvud of UCLA developed his
-_..':ideumragsed ‘inflation, and Musrey Rothbard of the
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Thelecmresoﬂ’mfessorsl(irmr O’Dnscoll Egger,

the problems of capital measurement. Further topics such
as the synchrenizatién versus the maintenance of capital,
equilibrium versus the market process, andt!mMses:an
critique of the quaitity theory of money din ycontrasted
Austrian. analysis with that of other schools of thought,
Other lectures dealt with entrepreneurship, economic flue-
tuations, the developuient of Keynesian economics, the

conception of spmtmeous order. In addition to these
formal lectures, the afternoons and evenings provided

the methodology of the social sciences. :
The Mills College facilities were excellent and contri-

buted to the suceess of ;“A_number of

mcreationai activities. including '

tennis provided a needed break:

inquilries from the attendees con
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’I'he Aust:rian Boonomies Newsletter is designed
as a research and communications device for work in .
Austrian economics. As such, it is essential that we
“have the active ‘support and cooperation of our | .
{ readers. We need any information which would be of
' value to other Austmns and we welcome ADY Sug- -
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_Loasby Explores Rad1cal Uncertamty

. Brian -J. Loasby. Cho:ce Complextty und lgnorunce
Cambridge Umvers:tyPress 1976. 242 pp. $19 95

. Reviewed by I.awrence H. thte

Bnan Loasby, Professor of Management Economics at

- the Undversity of Stirling, has written a clear and valuable

critical investigation into the implications of radical
{Knightian} uncertainty for economic conduct and eco-

-niomic theory. He speaks of "partial ignorance” rather than
“uncertainty”- since deterministic decision theorists have

bastardiz_ed the latter term by using it to refer to what is
actually “subjectively perfect risk.” {p. 9) Loasby.'s_- critical
attitude and dry wit are quite. ewdent “the economist,

faced with a very awkward. problem [uricertainty], has-

succeeded, as 30 often, rlotmsolvmg it, butindenymgthe
legitimacy of itw existence.” (p. 9)

" In rather praxeological fashion Loasby views uncer-

tainty: as a necessary characteristic of purposive human

-~ action: “The idea of purpose reinforces the loglcal necessity

of partial ignorance, for purposive action is intended to
make the future different in some respects from what it
woauld be. without such action.” (pp. 6-7) That the future

" éan be altered, presumably by others, as well as by the

anonymous decision-maker in question, makes it less than
perfectly prédictable. Here, early in'the book, is.a state-
ment of what Alan Cod&mtonhascalledrthe “simultaneity
problem;” This problcm ‘has been giveri prominent play in

~ Shackle’s Epistemics in Econoniics as a barrier to the
realization of final équilibrium and an eatlier statement of

it can be found in Hayek’s “Economics and. Knowledge
(Individualism and Economic Order). '

Continuing, Loasby ‘aims a subjectivist critique at a
number of worthy targets;: Hydraulic Keynesian modet

- building "{Leasby, a Fundamentalist Keynesian, calls

Shaickle “Keynes’ solitary follower among leading econo-
mists”), Friedmanian positivism, and especially Arrovian

general equilibrium theory and the :assoclated” Paretian

welfare economics. In each of these areas Loasby’s criticism

~ could have been even sharper had he consciously advanced
- . the arguments Hayek makes in “Economics and Know-
- ledge” {in Individualism and Economic Order), “Degrees of -

Expianat_lon" and “The Theory of Complex Phenomena”
{both in Studies in Philosophy, Politics and Economics)
and elsewhere, Asitis,hsarsummtshaveal-hyekian
flavor, biut one filtered through Shackle,

' Loasby does not pull his punches: “Equilibrtum :
.mogiels cannot uplain because they specify no causal
.proéess"(p Zb)ikrefemtomera!equlhbnumtheoryas

- “social science fiction,” His discussion of abstraction and

experitnentation is marred, however, by 4 failure to recog-
nizethatpmpertheorizhsinthemalmmucompas-

tive while that in the natural sciences is decompositive (see -
- Hayek's . The Cowttemvo!utwu of - Science}. For this

reason, modeling plays very different roles in these: two
types of duciphnes There is more to explanahon than ex

' post “prediction.”

~ others for failing to ince

Loasby combmes concepts developed by Shackle with
those of Coase and members of the Carnegie School
(Herbert Simon, et. al.) in chapters on the firm and organi-

.zational behavior. He makes the important point that the

firm, like money, is essentially a disequilibrium pheno-
menon; in general equilibrium any rationale for the firm

would be gone. Loasby’s.conception of entrepreneurship

and profit is thoroughly Misesian, though without any
reference made to Mises: “Profit depends on imperfection

of knowledge;. it results from: the successful exercise of

imagination in seeinga value higher than the conventional
valuation in some asset or oppartunity.” (p, 161) He con-
ceives of the compehtxve process.in Hayekian. terms, but
adds that "the process is one of invention as well as dis-
covery.” (p. 185) His discussion of innovation is stimulat-

ing, and he illustrates his points with pertinent examples of
actual firms in Britain. Indeed, throughout. the book
Loasby expresses concern with the practical relevance of
theory. Loasby alsc sugaests an unorthodox defense of

‘competition as the proper. means of coping with the uncer-
tainty of the future, The divergence of plans under disequi-

librium competition prevents the camtrophes of a false

(e, centrally-imposed) convergence.of plans.

Those who have followed the growth pf .knowledge

literature of Popper, Kuhn, Lakatos, and Latsis should be
" interested in a chapter entitled “Progress and Paradigms”
‘which -contrasts - general equilibrium theorizing: with

Marshallian value theory and behavioral theories of the
firm. In his final chapter, Loasby again criticizes the
general equilibirium modgls deve!oped by -Arrow. and
) . accurately time; uncer-
tainty and imagination. He ‘shatply criticizes' Hzhn's
defense of equilibrium theory as & formalization of what

the world would have to look like were the Invisible Hand

to operate o
, General equillbnum theonsts have not :
formulated a fwo-hundred-year-old tradition,”

as Hahn claims; theyhaveinventedanewques-.\ )

.~ tion about the properties of a solution set, already
deemed to have been discovered, in a very special
system. The relevance of this invented question
they have never attempted to make clear. To-

'Adam Smith’s problem of how to organize an
economy in order to find desirable solutions they

have, formally, nothing to say. (pp. 217-218)

While Loasby's critique is. excellent, even stirring, his
positive are disappointing. He offers little but
the false choice of Arrow-Hahn versus Shackle-Keynes
{the Keynes of the 1937 article, which he quotes at length),

He adopts a troubling methodological stance similar to -

that of Shackle and Lachmann, which might be called

“theoretical pluralism,” that there are “dangers inherent in

any single mode of theorizing.” (p. 12) Such a view brings
one perilously ‘clase to institutionalism. Austrians can

applaud Loasby's attack on Asrovian general equilibrium
theory, but they ﬂwuld’mognm that. systematic consis-
tencyperseunotadefect,ﬂ
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Scholars Engaged in Writing & Research

We hope to feature this column regularly, but we

-depend on our readers for information. Scholars engaged

in research are encouraged to write us describing thetr
research interests and progress. It is also hoped that our

readers can provide suggestions of problems which merit
" scholarly attention.

Richard Ebeling (45-35 44th St., Apt. 1-E, Long Island
City, NY 11104), a graduate student at NYU, during the
last year has written several papers analyzing contem-
porary economists, Two, “Reflections on John Hicks' The
Hayek Story’” and “Some Reflections on the New’ Mone-

_tary Theories of Clower and Leijonhufvud,” were delivered

at the Austrian Economic Seminar. For Professor Lach-
mann’s seminar at NYU he presented a paper on “Keynes,
Keynesians and First Principles.” While at the Institute for
Humane Studies this summer, Ebeling wrote a paper on
“Alfred Schutz and the Praxeological Method.” He is at
present working on an analysis of Milton Friedman's
monetary theory and will be writing a review of the revised

_ edition of F.A. Hayek’s Denationalisation of Money.

John Egger {Dept. of Economics, Goucher College,
Baltimore, MD 21204) is examining the “rational expecta-
tions” literature from both theoretical and history of

- thought points of view,

Roger Garrison (Institute for Humane Studies, 1177
University Drive, Menlo Park, CA 94025} has just com-
pleted his dissertation proposal — “The Neoclassical-

" Austrian Paradox: A Study of the History of the Wick-
which contrasts two strains of thought'

derived from Wicksell's siionetary theory. He is presenting

:: h:spmpoﬂatﬂ\eOctobermeehngoftheAwmhn

Economics Seminar.
HmHazHﬂknWWorkmsonanewbookon

inflation. Whereas his 1965 revision of What You Should .

Know About Inflation mainly brought statistics up to date,
this forthcoming work is to be mostly hew with an in-depth

treatment of many problems not dealt with in the earlier

work.

Naomi Moldofski (Univemty of Melbourne, Park-
ville, Victoria, Australia, 3052) at present is pursuing
research in comparative economic systems. She sees this as
a very fertile area for the application of Austrian insights,

David Ramsey Steele (30 Chestnut Avenue, Queens

. Road, Hull, Yorkshire HUS 3 JP, England) is putting the

final touches on his book, The Impossibility of Com-
munism, which considers Mises’ economic calculation
argument in the context of the Manxian idea of socialism.

Lawrence H, White (901 Levering Ave., #4, Los
Angeles, CA 90024), a graduate student at UCLA, has
been working on the theory of entrepreneurship and the
question of whether there is a tendency toward general

equilibrium. He presented his “Entrepreneurship, Imagina- "

tion and the Question of Equilibriun” at the Austrian
Economics Seminar at NYU in March, 1976, White criti-
cized what he saw as “a misplaced emphasis on arbitrage in
Kirzner's Competition and Entrepreneurship” and mar-

-shalled argutnents of Shackle and Lachmann to provide

,another outlook, He has also applied this analysls in a long
inquiry into theories of decision-making (subjective

probability vs. Schackle’s theory) and their relevance to-
entrepreneurship.
White now believes his previous emphasis to have

'been somewhat lopsided and has endeavored to steer a

middle course between Kirzner and Lachmann in a short
piece written this summer: “The Austrian School and
Spontanecus Order: Comment on O'Driscoll.” This paper -
is intended to help clear up the dispute among Austrians
which was reported by Jerry O'Driscoll in “Spontaneous
Order and the Coordination of Economic Activities” {Jour-
nal of Libertarian Stydies, Vol. I, no. 2).
Heand}ackl-lighareorgaxﬁnngaLosAnselessmdy
group which will investigate the Hayekian theory of capital
as presented in The Pure Theory of Capital and earlier
works, If time permits, John Hicks' Capital and Time: A
Neo-Austrian Approach will also be covered

Larry White and John Egger converse at the Mills College
Conference, '

Albert Zlabinger (Assistant Professor of Economics,
Valdosta State College, Valdosta, GA 31601) is currently
translating a number of essays for two volumes to be
published on the theory of market process and on mone-
tary theory and the business cycle. These essays, origin-
ally published in the twenties and thirties in German, were
written by Mises, Hayek, Schams, Mayer, Mahr, Rosen-
stein-Rodan, Lachmanri, Hicks and Strigl.

A second project involves the papers of Carl Menger,
which have been inaccessible since 1922 when Hayek, as a
young student in Vienna, sorted them provisionally after
Menger's death. Nothing in this collection of Menger's
later writings, the product of thirty years of work, has ever
been published. Much of it, however, was at one time
ready for publication. In his research for the planned three
additional volumes of the Principles, Menger found it
necessary to study related diaciplims This material should
be very mteresting _
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