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The Defects of Selection of Exclusive Dominant Policy of
Keynesianism and Supply-Side Economics
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[Abstact] Both Keynesianism and Supply-Side Economics have their own specific historical con-
ditions in their formation. The two schools, on the assumption and the theoretical logic starting
point, are opposite. The former takes the demand as the starting point, and the latter takes the
supply to create demand as the starting point, which are incompatible with each other. The two
schools are taken as the prescription to rescue the economic crisis of capitalism caused by different
causes. Their theories and policies advocated in practice have saved the old economic crisis while
deriving new economic crisis. The aura of the effect of the two schools in rescuing the crises and
the evolution of their revolutionary theories, has obscured the problems in their assumptions, the-
oretical logic and inconsistent with the reality. In this regard, we should restore their true colors
and should not take one single school as the theoretical basis for the selection of exclusive domi-

nant policy of one country.
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