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Abstract:  O’Hara presents a powerful argument of increasing convergence 
amongst 7 sub-schools of one particular heterodox school, institutional-evolutionary political economy (IEPE), vis-à-vis basic methodological principles. Not only does he succeed at such a difficult task, this article provides other riches by way of detailed examples of IEPE inquiry which O’Hara uses to demonstrate his argument.
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This article will appeal to a wide audience of students of political economy, those interested in the nature of institutional-evolutionary political economy, those seeking to understand the conceptual linkages between many of its sub-schools, those interested in methodological aspects of heterodox inquiry, and many more.
However, somewhat hesitatingly, I post two warnings for any reader before they embark on this article. I say hesitatingly because I do not wish to dissuade anyone from reading this piece given the richness of its pickings. 
First, be ready for a dense read. The style of this chock-a-block article, accompanied by copious footnotes, does not readily allow for a quick skim-through to pick up the main threads which tempts a fuller read. The style requires (or it did in this reviewer’s case) careful attention from the first sentence to ensure important points are not overlooked. Second, be ready for diversions into detail. Much of the detail is invaluable in its own right but too far down the vortex and the proverbial ‘wood for the trees’ falls out of sight. 
The student of political economy will find value in the opening pages of the 5-page introduction which provides an excellent overview of the differing concerns of a wide range of heterodox economic schools of thought, their associations and journals, and support from publishers, academic institutions and conferences.
 O’Hara suggests that not only has the last 40 years seen the re-emergence of heterodoxy but there has been convergence amongst many sub-schools of one particular heterodox school, institutional-evolutionary political economy (IEPE), vis-à-vis basic principles of inquiry. 
This convergence is the core point of the article, to present the “set of institutional-evolutionary principles ... [which] help comprehend modern society and governance ... [and] which are becoming more coherent and evolving over time” (2007a: 3). O’Hara should be commended for undertaking such a task, often shirked because it is considered too daunting particularly for a journal article. Heterodox economic thought is much richer as a result of O’Hara’s efforts, and its evolution advanced, although the reader is left in no doubt that he is a little wretched about the constraints imposed by the word limit of a journal article. 
O’Hara contends that the degree of convergence is evidenced by an emphasis on “realism, holism, circular and/or cumulative causation, institutions, and the role of values and social factors in economic life” (ibid) found across seven sub-schools of IEPE which he delineates as follows: the major heterodox convergers (e.g. Lavoie, Lawson, O’Hara); the radical institutionalists (e.g. Stanfield, Dugger); the institutional Marxists (e.g. Sherman, Aglietta, Boyer); the post-Keynesian institutionalists (e.g. Minsky, Kaldor, Arestis, Lee); the institutional-radical feminists (e.g. Jennings, Peterson, Figart); the socio-economic institutionalists (e.g. Myrdal, Elsner, Wilber); and, the EAEPE Schumpertarian institutional-evolutionary scholars (e.g. Reati, Tylecote).
 The focus of the article is subsequently ‘delimited’ to the ‘substantive principles’ of historical specificity and evolution of institutions contrasted with ‘methodological principles’ which are detailed in the following five sections of the article.  
The first section establishes the context for the rest of the discussion by defining institutional-evolutionary political economy and detailing its general principles concerning realism, complexity, agency and structure. O’Hara describes the nature of IEPE as
... not subject to an overriding general theory that is abstracted from the prevailing historical and institutional environment. Rather, it is situated within the structures, processes and tendencies of economic systems and human behaviour that evolves ... It certainly has some philosophical preconceptions, which mould the nature of the questions, issues, and perspectives that arise, but it also has a body of substantive knowledge that is subject to empirical inquiry, is relatively durable, yet subject to change on the basis of further evidence ... IEPE seeks to transcend (or explain) mere surface phenomena such as historical events and popular culture through a critical analysis of the deeper layers of social reality (2007a: 9, original emphasis). 
With the context set, this is the point where the article moves deeper and deeper into detail over the next 20 or so pages. But this is also the part of the article which forms the seminal contribution to heterodoxy which O’Hara has made. 
Drawing on examples of inquiry from each of the 7 sub-schools of IEPE, O’Hara with painstaking detail demonstrates the increasing convergence and interlinking around the  methodological principles of: historical specificity and evolution, the systemic circuit of social capital
, heterogeneous individuals and groups, the dialectic of innovation and competition, uncertainty, endogenous money and credit, increasing risk, the disembedded economy, hysteresis, social structure, contradiction, circular and cumulative causation, bounded rationality, and institutional change (ceremonial encapsulation, recognised independence, and minimal dislocation).
One example presented, with strong current resonance, is Minsky’s financial instability hypothesis which O’Hara contends has linked many IEPE themes such as endogenous finance, the trend of financial crises during long wave downswings, and the conflict between finance and industry. The discussion of the critical influences of class, gender, ethnicity, and species on the heterogeneity of individuals and groups should be mandatory reading for all students of economics. The discussion of the nexus of institutions-habits-instincts provides a compelling explanation of change and evolution as does his examination of institutional change. The examples are too numerous to adequately encapsulate in any review. The salient point is the powerful way that O’Hara has used these examples to convincingly demonstrate his argument of increasing convergence between the 7 IEPE sub-schools, vis-à-vis their principles of inquiry.
In the penultimate section of the article, O’Hara moves on to the direction which policy and governance could take based on these principles. He proposes an agenda based on democratic inclusion for those traditionally excluded from the economic process, the challenging of vested interests, improved community relationships of trust, and deeper provision of public goods. Fundamentally, he suggests that if the “contradictions of capitalism ... [are] at center stage. Only then will a suitable governance system contribute to long-term sustainable development” (2007a: 34). This section, in my view, was lacking compared to all preceding being written in a more speculative tone and without the earlier ‘demonstration by evidence’ strength. One also is left wondering if those who O’Hara categorises as falling within the 7 sub-schools would espouse a similar agenda. 
The article draws together a number of threads from O’Hara’s earlier work (For example: 1993, 2000, 2002) and provides strong foundations for subsequent work (2007b, 2008). Sometimes you get the feeling that O’Hara’s speed across the keyboard does not quite keep pace with his thoughts and ideas brimming over and leading perhaps at times into tangents. But the article, as already mentioned, makes an outstanding contribution to heterodoxy at a number of levels. O’Hara has undertaken, and succeeded, at a difficult task notwithstanding the article’s density and complexity.
 He has also provided, by default, a mini reference book on a number of topics (e.g. cumulative causation, the circuit of capital, historical specificity) and much richness can even be found in the footnotes such as the discussion of what is heterodox political economy. Consequently this article provides heterodox economists with an incredibly useful resource on a number of counts. 
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� This overview by O’Hara does leave an impression that heterodoxy’s revival has been a bit of a ‘dream run’ because there is no mention of the difficulties, including overt discrimination, experienced by many, many heterodox economists. 


� EAEPE is the acronym for the European Association for Evolutionary Political Economy.


� This is an extension of the circuit of money capital to social, ecological and governance spheres.


� A further refinement of historical specificity, heterogeneous groups and individuals, contradiction, and circular and cumulative causation can be found in O’Hara (2007b).
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