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Centenary Year 3

INTRODUCTORY REMARKS

The past twenty years have seen a remarkable resurgence of interest in the economic
thoughs, biography, and professional leadership of Alfred Marshall, a resurgence
culminating inlastyear’ s extensive celebrations (reported below) of the centenary of the
publication of Marshall’ s Principles. With the additional impetus given by the activities
of that celebratory year, the time seems appropriate for the launching of a new research
bulletin or newsletter focussing onMarshall studies. Growing recognition of Marshall’ s
importanceas anintellectualfigure of great stature inlate-Victorian thoughtmakes such
a publication as essential for the 1990s and beyond as the similar publications devoted
10 other nineteenth-century giants in the social sciences, such as Jeremy Bentham and
John Stuart Mill, which have been appearing for some time.

The aim of the Bulletin will be to provide a convenient - eventually, it is to be hoped,
indispensable - international channel for the exchange of information and views
among the growing number of scholars throughout theworldwithaninterestinMarshall
and his times. Better and speedier communication of pertinent information should
help to raise the quality and effectiveness of research and scholarship.

At this formative stage, the Bulletin’ s aim is the modest one of keeping interested
scholars aware of each other’ s activities and publications, and providing a forum
for the exchange of views, information and queries about research problems and
research materials. Staple items will be listings and reviews of pertinent books,
articles and working papers, reports on lectures and conference sessions,
announcements of forthcoming conferences, short notes on information sources
(especially manuscript ones) and on queries, research suggestions, discoveries,
speculations, and so on. Doubtless as it becomes established the Bulletin’s scope
and format will evolve in the light of experience and revealed needs.

All those with an interest in Marshall studies owe thanks to Professors Becattini and
Dardi,andalsotothe University of Florence and the ConsiglioNazionale delle Ricerche,
Jor the initiative and support that have made the present venture possible. Success of the
Budletin will, however, require readers to play an active role in using the Bulletin to
communicate to other scholars their own activities and concerns. May it have along and
successfiil life.

, John Whitaker
University of Virginia
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Four Meetings about Marshall:
Reports, Impressions and Reflections

Giacomo Becattini
University of Florence

The pages which follow are intended to supply some information, impressions
and reflections regarding four meetings of scholars concerned with the life and
thoughtof Alfred Marshall all of which were held in 1990 in England or Ttaly. It will
not constitute a straightforward and detailed account of what was said, nor will it
be an attempt to relate them to the current state of debate in the history of economic
thought or analysis, but simply comprise a mixture of hard facts and personal
opinions which it is hoped may be of some use to those interested in the subject.

The presentationis organised as follows: a brief account of the events themselves;
a brief examination (scarcely more than a list) of the new knowledge acquired about
Alfred Marshall’s life; an equally brisk examination of the debate about Marshall’s
thought which took place at the four meetings, with some odd references to “strictly
complementary” contributions, either just completed or about to be completed; a
few “impressions™ of the “Marshall season” of 1990 limited to the four meetings
mentioned; and finally a few personal reflections en the problems arising from the
discussions and the most promising lines of research. An appendix will provide a
systematic summary of the four meetings.

Reports

1. Thefirst Conference (henceforth Cambridge), organised by the Royal Economic
Society, took place at St John’s College, Cambridge, on 9 July 1990. It was attended
by 49 scholars, for the most part British (33, of whom 14 were from Cambridge
itself), but with some participants from Italy (4), USA (3), Austria (2), Australia (2),
Japan (3), Canada (1), and Germany (1). The papers presented by B. Loasby, C.
Bliss, D.Laidler and D. Collard have already appeared in John Whitaker (ed.),
Centenary Essays on Alfred Marshall, Cambridge University Press, 1990. The
interesting lecture given by John Whitaker himself on the problems posed by the
task of editing Marshall’s correspondence, which he is carrying out for the Royal
Economic Society, is not included. Professors F. Hahn and R. Matthews brought
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the day to a close with some pithy comments before the dinner in the Great Hall of
St John’s.

The second Conference (Cambridge IT), organised by the Faculty of Economics
and Politics of the Cambridge University, was held in the Marshall Room at
Sidgwick Site on 28-30 August 1990. It was attended by 63 scholars, 47 of whom
had not been present at Cambridge I. The provenance of the participants also
differed considerably from that of Cambridge I, in that the British scholars were a
minority (20, including 7 from Cambridge) and was attended by many more from
abroad: Japan (13), USA (6), Italy (7), Australia (3), Germany (4), Canada (2),
Netherlands (2), and South Korea, Spain, Brazil, France and Sweden (2). Most of
the papers presented have appeared in Rita McWilliams (ed.), Alfred Marshall in
Retrospect, Elgar, 1990.

Two of the essays included in McWilliams’ volume (**Alfred Marshall and the
General Equilibrium Theory of Value and Distribution: an Examination of Notes
XIV and XXI" by R. W. Dimand, and “The Spread of Alfred Marshall’s Economics
in Italy” by M. Gallegati) were not presented and discussed at the Conference. We
feel bound to add that the observations made by Sir Austin Robinson at both the
English Conferences provided even more food for thought than can be derived from
his nevertheless interesting prologue to the McWilliams volume.

The occasions during the Conference which, in the writer’s view, made the most
lasting impression on those present were at the official dinnerat Newnham College,
when Professor R. Coase talked about the intriguing results of his research into
“Alfred Marshall’s Family and Ancestry”, and when Mr James Claydon, who had
collaborated with Mary Marshall at the Marshall Library, presented some objects
which had been the personal property of the couple. The atmosphere of reminiscence
was completed by a visit to Alfred’s grave and at Balliol Croft, where Mrs
Marshall’s rose bushes still flower. A certain amount of fetishism on occasions such
as these does no harm to anyone.

The Conference was enriched by a substantial and welcome attendance by staff
of the Marshall Library, including the Director, Donald Ross, the archivist Dr
Frances Willmoth and by Alfred’s great-niece, Philomena Guillebaud (the daughter
of Claude Guillebaud, the son of Marshall’s favourite sister) who had also helped
to organise Cambridge L.

The third meeting was not a Conference as such but simply a session of the
Annual Meeting of Scholars of the Italian Society of Economists which was
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dedicated to the centenary of the Principles. This was held on 2-3 November 1990
in Rome (henceforth Rome). The meeting heard a major paper by Professors M.
Dardi and A. Gay on “History as Dynamics in Marshall’s Principles™ presented at
the plenary session of the Society, while the remaining papers were given, and
discussed, at a special session on 3 November 1990. Twenty scholars, all Italian,
attended the special session, of whomonly 3 had taken partin the previous meetings.
The Italian texts of the papers will be published, with brief summaries in English,
in G. Becattini (ed.), Artualita di Marshall, forthcoming in 1992, published by Il
Mulino in the “Collana della Societa Italiana degli Economisti”. In addition to
economists and historians of economic thought, the attendance included two
geographers, an agricultural economist, a sociologist and a philosopher.

The fourth meeting, which was organised by the Economics Departments of the
Universities of Florence and Ancona, was held in Florence between 18-20
December 1990 (Florence). The Conference brought together aparticularly numerous
group of scholars, with 109 in attendance, of whom 86 had not participated in any
of the earlier meetings. Most participants, naturally, were Italians (90), 42 of whom
were from the two universities concerned, but despite the proximity of Christmas
the attendance from abroad, though less numerous (19) was prestigious, including
4 scholars from Great Britain, 3 from the USA, 3 from France, 3 from Germany,
and one each from Australia, Japan, Israel, Korea, Netherlands and Sweden.

The proceedings of the Conference in English will be published in a special
number of the Review Quaderni di Storia dell’Economia Politica which is due to
appearearly in 1992. This will include a number of papers which were not presented
and discussed at the Conference itself. Also noteworthy was a presentation to the
Conference of a paper by D. Ross on “The History of the Marshall Library and the
Marshall Papers”.

To sum up this part, a total of nearly 200 scholars attended the four meetings
mentioned. Those who came to more than one of the meetings, thus demonstrating
aparticularly strong interest in the life and/or work of Marshall numbered about 50.
Assuming that about 10% attending Florence were likely to have been “birds of
passage” and that those giving papers numbered 46, the reservoir of interest in
Marshall studies on which these meetings could draw varied between 50 and 180.
To these, of course, should be added the further participants in the American
meetings in Atlanta (Georgia) and Lexington (Virginia) reported by Whitaker, at
the German meeting in Halle mentioned by Groenewegen, and at the Tokyo
Conference alsoreported in this Bulletin. Anyone whoreads the present article who
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may know of other centenary conferences, or any other occasion dedicated to
Marshall, is asked to let the editors of the Bulletin know the details. Inany case, even
in the absence of any turther news, the Conferences already mentioned suffice to
give us an initial idea of the scope, the geographical distribution, and (in much less
detail) the range of disciplines covered by those concerned with Marshall’s work
and character.

2. Weshalldivide Marshall’s biography into sevenstages: 1) his family background,
his childhood and his university studies at Cambridge; 2) the period between his
graduation in mathematics and his marriage; 3) the period he spent between Bristol,
Sicily, Bristol again, and Oxford; 4) Cambridge before the Principles; 5) Cambridge
after the Principles and up to Pigou’s appointment; 6) the last years of his life 1909-
1924; 7) the immediate post-Marshall period. We shall then consider separately a
number of special relationships between Marshall and his contemporaries (the
world of women, Edgeworth, non-British economic thinkers).

On the first period, Cambridge II provides us with a fundamental contribution:
Ronald Coase (Cambridge II) virtually completed the demolition of the famous
biographical essay by Keynes which he beganin 1984 (Coase, 1984). As he himself
putsit: “IT have described the first sentence of Keynes” Memoir as a ‘masterpiece in
concealement’. Alfred Marshall’s birth-place is there given as Clapham, ‘a leafy
London suburb’, as Corry explained, whereas he was actually born in Bermondsey
in the midst of the tanneries. Alfred’s mother gets the bate mention of her name. The
reason for this became obvious when I learnt that she was a butcher’s daughter. His
father at the time is said to have be¢n a cashier at the Bank of England, whereas he
was aclerk [...] Alfred Marshall’s family lived at the edge of gentility and the truth
had to be suppressed if this was necessary to maintain respectability.” (Coase, 1990,
p.9). Little or nothing is known of the period which followed, until he graduated in
mathematics. But, as Coase says, “a detailed study of his life as an undergraduate
would help us to understand better many of his basic positions” (Ibid p.23)

Noris much known about the second period, apart from the generalities so often
written and repeated on the basis of scraps of information provided by Alfred and
Mary, information which, in the light of the above, neéds to be checked with care.
A certain amount of light s indirectly shed on this period by the work done by Peter
Groenewegen and Tiziano Raffaelli. Groenewegen, examining Marshall’s position
on the history of economic thought (Groenewegen, Florence) highlights the
substantial influence of Hegelianideas on the young Alfred, asubject which, despite
the testimony of Mary Marshall, had not greatly impressed previous economic
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biographers, apart from Gerbier (Gerbier, 1976). Groenewegen'’s contribution
should be read in conjunction with the same author’s essay on Hegel and Marshall
(Groenewegen, 1990- 1). Raffaelli has already published editions of Marshall’s
early philosophical manuscripts (Raffaelli, 1990) but the definitive edition of these
will appear in the series Research in the History of Economic Thought and
Methodology, Archival Supplement. Raffaelli is also editing, jointly with Eugenio
Biagini and the writer, Marshall’s 1873 Lectures to Women. A limited echo of this
hive of activity can be found in the papers presented by Raffaelli and Biagini at the
Florence Conference. Raffaelli’s paper on “Gli studi filosofici del giovane
Marshall”’(Raffaelli, 1991) may beregarded as a further contribution in thisresearch
perspective. A valuable piece of work on the British cultural background in the
1870s has come from the pen of the American historian R. Butler (Florence). The
same author has produced another noteworthy contribution in the account of
Marshall’s visit to the USA which forms part of his doctoral thesis (Butler, 1989)

No substantial addition to our knowledge of Marshall’s third and fourth periods
was produced by the meetings.

On Marshall’s period as Professor at Cambridge a number of contributions were
made: Whitaker (Cambridge I) gave a thorough detailed account of the “thorny
path” leading from the first edition of the Principles (1890) to Marshall’s death;
Kadish (Florence) traced Marshall’s clever amendments to the methodological
chapters of the Principles, discovering a not altogether surprising correspondence
between them and the tactics, varying on each occasion, used by Marshall in his
struggle to broaden the scope of economics teaching at Cambridge; Phyllis Deane
(Cambridge II) presented a brilliant account of the famous controversy on Free
Trade at the beginning of the century in which Marshall suffered defeat, at least in
terms of economic wisdom, at the hands of the English drawing-room hero of late
Victorian times, A.J. Balfour, Prime Minister and part-time philosopher. J. Maloney’s
essay on Marshall and the business world (Cambridge II and Florence), a very
dashing account, full of barbs aimed at Alfred, naturally covers the whole of the
latter’s life in academe and not just the halcyon years.

Forthe sake of completenessin thisreview of recentcontributions, mention must
also be made of an excellent essay by Groenewegen on Marshall as a Cambridge
lecturer (Groenewegen, 1990b).

On the last part of Marshall’s life there were no specific contributions but it
should be said that the essays by Maloney, Whitaker and Becattini do shed a little
light upon it. '
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A subject which is returning to fashion after a lengthy period of neglect is the
study of Marshall’s influence upon the Cambridge economists of the 1920s and
1930s. D. Collard (Cambridge I) provides a sketch of teaching and, toa lesser extent,
of research there, after the introduction of the Economics Tripos and Marshall’s
retirement from teaching shortly afterwards, down to the end of the 1920s. G.
Harcourt (Cambridge II and Florence) explored in considerable attention to detail
the relationship between Marshall’s legacy and the economic thought of G. Shove,
D. H. Robertson and J. V. Robinson. To this discussion the Italians Roncaglia
(Florence) and Marchionatti (Florence) also contributed to some extent in their
accounts, notwithstanding differing approaches and aims, of Sraffa’s well-known
criticisms of Marshall.

Marshall’s troubled relations with the “weaker sex”were dealt with by Rita
McWilliams in a very intriguing paper (Florence) which gave rise to a particularly
lively debate. A valuable result of this paper, which in fact takes up arguments
contained in an already-published essay (McWilliams, 1990), is to have limited the
period of the “turning point”in Marshall’s development to the years between 1877
and 1881. Biagini (Florence), however, throws a little cold water on the glowing
image of a young Marshall espousing the feminist cause, thus sowing doubts about
whether there ever was a real “turning point™,

The “special relationship” between the two English giants, Marshall and
Edgeworth, was re-examined in the paper given by P. Newman (Cambridge I),
which suggested some further subtleties in its development. In this connection,
Creedy’s essay which appeared at the same time should also be noted (Creedy,
1990). A. Zanni (Florence), finally, stresses the fact that, despite a certain personal
dislike and some obvious theoretical disagreements, a number of important points
of methodological convergence can be found between Marshall and Pareto. The
relationship between Marshall and Italian economists was explored in an excellent
paper by Mauro Gallegati (Cambridge II), although it needs to be pointed out that
this was an English translation of an Italian article published in 1984.

3. We shall divide Marshall’s thought as follows: 1) philosophical and

methodological subjects; 2) demand; 3) supply; 4) equilibrium; 5) distribution; 6)
| economic development; 7) international trade; 8) money, credit, cycle; 9) taxes.

Several important papers were given on philosophical and methodological

subjects. On the vexed question of the relationship between ethics and economics

| in Marshall’s thought new observations were put forward by R. Coats (Cambridge

IT), whilst Raffaelli (Rome) took up the subject of whether Marshall’s ethics were
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utilitarian, evolutionary or something else. Among the remarks of direct
methodological value extracted by Raffaelli from the young Marshall’s studies of
the human mind (Florence), a number appear to be quite relevant to the economist.
From the three papers mentioned the subject of character, which until now has been
considered by analytical economists as typical Victorian fustian, stands out as an
essential linkage between many thoroughly economic subjects (e.g. Marshall’s
theory of the firm and his theory of socio-economic development).

The two papers presented by Dardi (Florence) and Schlicht (Florence) take a
new approach to the two delicate subjects of methodological individualism and the
problem of aggregation. Both these essays reinforce the concept that Marshall’s
critical awareness in confronting themis far superior to that of economists who were
his contemporaries, and perhaps to many of our own as well. In any case the papers
highlight the differences from the mainstream of economics in his style of thought
and confirm some basis for assuming a methodological continuum between
Marshall and the Keynesian school. The latter conclusion appears to be unwelcome
to many Keynesians, but not to Kregel (Florence) who has produced an insightful
comparison between the “Marshallian well informed dealer” and the Walrasian
“auctioneer”. Salanti’s particularly penetrating paper (Rome) insists upon the
impossibility of reconciling Marshall with the neo-Walrasians.

There were of course considerable methodological implications in many other
papers presented at the four meetings, but particular mention should be made of the
explicit ones in the contributions of A .K.Dasgupta (Cambridge I), B.Loasby
(Cambridge I), P. Mirowski (Cambridge 1I) and R. W. Dimand (Cambridge II).

On the theory of demand and the needs underlying it, there were three
contributions: J .S. Chipman (Cambridge I) analysed the validity of Marshall’s
consumer rent as a tool for current political economy; Caravale (Florence),
criticising Pasinetti’s interpretation of Marshall, saw in Marshall’s approach to
long-term demand a different way of posing the problem and not a WIONg answer
to the same problem as Ricardo posed it. Balestrino (Rome) returned to the problem
of Marshall’s theory of the consumer in the light of a recent reinterpretation of the
concept of marginal utility (Gay, 1990).

Several studies concentrated on the theory of supply: in addition to those already
mentioned by Roncaglia and Marchionatti, particular attention to the problems of
supply was paid by J. Whitaker (Cambridge I and Florence), R Matthews (Cambrid ge
I), B.Loasby (CambridgeI, Florence), A. Maricic (Florence), E.Pesciarelli (Florence),
and C.Cecchi (Florence). Taken as a whole these papers were full of contrasting




12 Marshall Studies

stimuli in the sense that they incorporated at least two very different interpretations:
one based on the re-examination of Marshall’s theories in the light of today’s
approaches to economics, and the other in terms of a review of Marshall’s theories
in the light of social and economic problems which today’s culture, in all its
complexity, is concerned with. Loasby’s essays, in the present writer’s opinion,
reflectonly partially the firstof these approaches and anticipate possible new trends
ininterpretation. C.Cecchitooka positive view of Marshall’s theory of sharecropping,
placing itin the contextof the current debate on land tenure. Robbins would object
to the reintroduction of these subjects in the context of any “scientific” theory of
supply (O’Brien, 1990, p.62, n.4), but a growing trend in economics which might
be defined in general terms as neo-institutionalist, is now tending once again to
accept these types of observation as eligible for admission to the sacred grove of
“economic theory” (Dardi, 1990).

The subject of equilibrium and of temporal analysis, the kernel of the fifth book
of the Principles, exerts such a fascination for Marshall’s interpreters that itis hard
to find any historians of economic analysis who have not concerned themselves
with it, at least in passing or by implication. Despite being such a well-ploughed
field the subject was conspicuously present at all the meetings. It would appear to
be wiser for the reader to apply himself directly to the papers concerned without,
given the subject matter, unnecessary promptings or cumbersome attempts at
mediation. We shall therefore simply mention the innovatory interpretation in the
essays by Gay and Dardi (Rome) and by Gay (Florence), in which they attempt to
introduce the statics of partial and period equilibria as found in the Principles into
a qualitative analysis of historical change in the economy, vindicating Marshall’s
claim that the key-note of his book was that of dynamics. There is no need to stress
the link between these essays and the paper presented by Dardi (Florence).

On the subject of distribution mention should be made of the papers by Matthews
on the labour factor, which is the bridge between the subject of distribution and that
of development, of that of C. Bliss and D. Cavalieri on the vicissitudes of the term
“capital” in Marshall’s work, and that of Loasby on the little-understood (at least
by Marshall’s interpreters) role of the organisation.

Marshall and socio-economic development was the main gap in this whole series
of contributions. And it is no accident that of the two papers which deal with the
subject (Giovannini (Rome) and Pesciarelli (Florence)), one is by a sociologist.

The subject of the “Marshallian curves” in international trade produced a very
detailed reconstruction (Creedy, Cambridge I) of the transition from Mill to

| TR o e LT
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Marshall via Cournot-Whewell.

The monetary subjects were given a thorough and penetrating review by D.
Laidler (Cambridge I) and two papers by Gallegati and Delli Gatti (Florence) and
Gallegati (Rome) on credit and the economic cycle in Marshall’s thought. Tt is
perhaps worth pointing out that these papers were the continuation of a line of
research which has recently been elaborated in an article by Dardi and Gallegati
(Dardi and Gallegati, 1989).

Finally, there were noteworthy papers offered, on the frontier between Marshall’s
theory and its applications to public finance, by Chipman, as already mentioned, and
by Groenewegen (Cambridge II).

Impressions

A few remarks about the “outward” story of the conferences: Cambridge I more
than all the others maintained the attraction of a conference of professional
historians of economic analysis. Stigler’s text set out the leitmotif which was then
picked up and performed by almost all the participants: from the heights of current
economic theory itis both possible and right to assess, dispassionately and without
making special allowances, the validity of the conceptual framework and the
analytical tools used by Marshall. Only a minimum of historical contextualisation
is needed. Collard and O’Brien (Cambridge I), the second of whom sought to
redefine Marshall’s relationship to the classics of British economic thought, are the
exceptions who prove the rule.

Cambridge IT, in which contributions on the man and on his thought alternated,
proved to be livelier and more exciting. Several participants felt that there was a
general tone of hostility to Marshall as a scholar and almost mockery of the man.
This impression was presumably what prompted a number of participants to spring
to his defence in their comments (E.A.G. Robinson, G. Reid (Edinburgh), T.
Hutcheson (Birmingham), G.Becattini (Florence) et al.). A noticeable feature of
this conference was the very large contingent of Japanese scholars attending it,
revealing an area of interest in Marshall’s thought of which I believe many
confirmed Marshallians were unaware.

Rome concentrated on Marshall’s thought, but using it to address social issues
and the cultural panorama of today’s world. The readings of Marshall presented
there, whether philosophical, sociological or strictly economic, may be said to have
been informed for the most part by a breadth of interpretation which Marshall
himself would have approved. The liveliness of the debate which followed the
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papers reflected, moreover, the proven interest among Italian scholars in the so-
called “ideological” aspects of political economy. It is perhaps no accident that,
while the proceedings of the Rome meeting will be published under the title of
L’ atualita di Marshall (“Marshall today™), those of Cambridge II have been
entitled Marshall in Retrospect.

In conclusion, Florence, reproduced the wide variety of Cambridge II's
contributions on Marshall’s life and theory but with a difference: a sympathetic
attitude to the writer in question. Of course many of the critical views expressed at
the previous conferences reappeared at this one but new papers and many of the
remarks made in the discussion shifted, in the present writer’s opinion, the balance
of feeling at the Florence conference back towards a sympathy for Marshall. Atthe
end of this meeting it seemed perfectly natural to some of the scholars who attended
it to set out upon the adventure of the present Bulletin.

Reflections

The biographical and historiographical studies, in both the strict and the broad
senses of the terms, considerably increased our knowledge of Marshall the man and
of his world, but there are still a number of important gaps. The important period
in Marshall’s development which concerns us most, even more than the one already
pointed out by Coase, is the 1865-1885. Yet it is about this period that we know too
little. Of the initial phase in it, when Marshall, avid for “pure thought”, was reading
voraciously and widely (witness the bound volumes of the Fortnightly Review
1869-71 in the Marshall Library), we know almost nothing. Some recent work leads
us to hope for something further, but the task is hard and the road is long.

The most yawning gap, however, in Marshall’s biography (including his
intellectual biography) is represented by the period from his marriage until his
return to Cambridge. Whitaker (Whitaker, 1975) has done some excellent work in
clearing the ground here and Groenewegen promises furtherimportantdiscoveries,
| but the present writer is convinced that Marshall’s inner feelings, and perhaps
| thoughts, in this period remain hidden, and perhaps always will. The mature
J Marshall’s quasi-phobia against women who study and teach - and thus by
‘3 implication against his wife - and his vastly exaggerated denigration of the first
version of Economics of Industry, of which he had been the co-author with Mary
Paley, in my view reveal disorders in his personality which no biographer can
! ignore. I believe that there was a cover-up of that period by Alfred, which was
' apparently strictly observed also by Mary, which is similar and perhaps even more

—
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significant than the one discovered by Coase concerning Marshall’s family origins
and humble birth. It is clear that the Marshall of the Bristol period, who had left his
two real mothers, Rebecca (whose death occurs in this same period) and St John’s
College, to set up a family of his own - a family without offspring - with this other
woman, lived for several years in a state of psychological stress, a stress no doubt
which originated long before then and which deeply affected his personality. What
were the real causes of that stress, as opposed to the endless rationalizations he
provides for us? And what were the consequences? These questions still await
convincing answers. Anyone recalling the influence of J .S .Mill’s relations with his
father upon the deepest levels of his thought, cannot be rid of these questions simply
by relegating them the sphere of “private life”.

There is another aspect of the problem which is worth mentioning briefly: it is
precisely in this area that we can most clearly appreciate the convergence of what
aretoday considered Victorian prejudices and the specificity of Marshall’s personality
as aman and a thinker. This is why the study of Marshall’s phobias and obsessions
contributes to our understanding of Marshall’s time, just as the study of his time
contributes to our grasp of the man and his thought. In my opinion, this reciprocal
linkage between biographical and historiographical studies of a period should be
systematically developed since they constitute twodifferentand mutually illuminating
ways to draw together the threads of one and the same social process. An ambitious
attempt to link up Marshall’s personal history and the unfolding of the Victorian
epoch can be found in the three recent volumes by Reisman (Reisman, 1986, 1987,
1990). The 150th anniversary of Marshall’s birth is upon us (1992) and there is
reason to hope that the acceleration due to the “Year of Marshall” and the recent
restructuring of the Marshall Archives (Willmot, Cambridge II, Ross, Florence)
will bring some important results in this field. In particular we hope to find many
questions answered, as well as many new questions asked, by the biography on
which Groenewegen has been energetically working for some years. We really
need a “fully-tested” biography on which torely for our Marshall studies of the next
decades. The time is also fast approaching when we shall hav