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I

This volume is an outcome of the first biannual conference that ICAPE, the International Confederation of Associations for Pluralism in Economics, has held at the University of Missouri at Kansas City in 2003. Pluralism has indeed been the key concept of the movement and organization of ICAPE, its member associations, that conference and the present book stemming from it.
In fact, many perspectives, schools, paradigms, and traditions of thought that are critical towards the neoclassically dominated economic mainstream have increasingly shaped the questions, issues, and methodology of advanced, real-world inspired and complexity-oriented economic research in the last say thirty years. However, the mainstream has never ceased to dominate higher education and textbooks. And the curricula have never really changed. A monistic mainstream thus also dominates academic recruitment and, finally, the academic policy advice industry, with its equilibrium and optimality preconceptions, its market religion and its neoliberal dominance of the mass media, the general public, and the political and administrative castes.
The tension between research, with its complexity, evolutionary, institutional, and political-economic perspectives, on the one hand and the untouched simplistic mainstream industries of academic education, recruitment, and public advice on the other is a major concern which cannot be explained from the scientific community alone. The vested interests and power structures of the capitalist economies need to be taken into account in order to comprehend both the relative heterodox ‘offensive’ in research and methodology and the orthodox retention and even counteroffensive in academia, mass ideology, and politics (e.g. Elsner 2008; Elsner/Lee (eds) 2008).
In fact, economics is a social science dominated by a mainstream with strikingly obsolete conceptions and methods among the modern (social) sciences (e.g. Mark Buchanan in the NYT, Buchanan 2008). The neoclassical mainstream thus has made economics a non-critical, mostly apologetic discipline, and also an irrelevant one, capable only to serve as a vindication of ‘what is’ and the vested interests of this ‘reality’, but incapable of solving even the most basic current problems. Thus, also many of the best potential economists have been selected out or self-select out of the discipline (see also the year 2000 petition of French elite-school PhD students for a post-autistic economics; e.g. Fulbrook (ed) 2003).
Its sterility and counter-productivity has been strikingly demonstrated by the current global financial, economic, social, ecological, and even moral meltdowns and cumulative crises, a result of thirty-five years of following the prescriptions of mainstream economists and their neoliberal advice industry. But even the current system crisis does not appear to lead to a major change within the discipline, although at first sight many have become interventionists now.
Many prominent economists have nevertheless turned into critics of the predominant explanations and policies, such as Stiglitz, Krugman, Akerlof, and many others. And many have virtually become (more or less) ‘heterodox’ economists in the last twenty years, such as B. Arthur, D. McCloskey, P. David, D. North, to mention but a few. And heterodox economic associations have spread in the 1990s and 2000s.
Against this background, the plea for pluralism in economics was overdue and has become louder over the last two decades. Most notable was the Plea for a Pluralistic Economics that was published in the American Economic Review in 1992, signed by prominent economists like B. Arthur, C. Freeman, E. Furubotn, J. Kornai, H. Leibenstein, F. Modigliani, M. Olson, L. Pasinetti, P. Samuelson, M. Shubik, H. Simon, J. Tinbergen, and R. Weintraub, among others of the more ‘usual suspects’ kind. It was argued therein that
‘economists today enforce a monopoly of method or core assumptions, often defended on no better ground that it constitutes the “mainstream”. (…) we call for a new spirit of pluralism in economics (…)’ (p. xxv).
ICAPE was founded in this spirit in 1993, as an umbrella organization of heterodox and pluralistic economic associations, departments, and institutes. The plea for pluralism in economics has become ever more forceful since then (e.g. Groenewegen (ed) 2007).

But the counter-attack is also thriving, pushed forward through systems of ranking, citation and impact indices, networks of refereeing, etc., mostly exploiting cumulative effects in favor of mere larger quantities of mainstream cross-citations, pushing heterodox economists out of academic positions (again Elsner, Lee (eds) 2008). And ‘non-adherence to the party line result in negative sanctions’, as John Harvey puts it in the preface of the present book.
II

The book develops shared heterodox ‘foundations’ (part I), practices ‘crisscrossing paradigms’ (part II), and drafts ‘new political economies’ (part III). It publicizes the multiplicity, diversity, pluralism, tolerant communication and interaction among critical, non-apologetic economic approaches. It campaigns that pluralism and open, tolerant discourse are the mechanisms that favor intellectual progress. In fact, as Rob Garnett, informs us in the introduction, ‘hetero’ has both meanings, ‘multiple’ and ‘different’.
In part I, Sheila Dow (‘A Future for Schools of Thought and Pluralism in Heterodox Economics’) develops a theory of paradigmatic pluralism from an open-system view of scientific knowledge where diversity is enabling knowledge production (rather than constraining it) through a structured pluralism. An optimistic view of the impact of heterodox economists on the discipline is put forward also by Neva Goodwin (‘From Outer Circle to Center Stage: The Maturation of Heterodox Economics’). It appears that heterodoxy might continuously step forward, increasingly gaining influence on the discipline. Goodwin offers the approach of contextual economics which she, together with some coauthors, has successfully established with her textbooks microeconomics in context and macroeconomics in context in recent years. And her affiliation, Tufts University, is indeed one of the major places with a pluralist economics faculty. In the same vein, Stephen Ziliak’s contribution (‘Heterodox Economics and the Resurrection of Economic Significance’), drawing upon his previous work with D. McCloskey, is a praise of the superior significance (of heterodoxy) over quantitative precision (of the neoclassical mainstream) the latter of which often enough has turned out to be ‘precisely wrong’. Two more chapters in the first part deal with epistemological issues, particularly appropriate ontologies (Judith Mehta, Ch. 4) and an ethics, or Hippocratic Oath, for economists (George DeMartino, Ch. 6).
Finally, John Davis (‘Heterodox Economics, the Fragmentation of the Mainstream, and Embedded Individual Analysis’) focuses on the ontological and theoretical differences between orthodoxy and the heterodoxies in the core field of the individual. While generally social interdependence and embeddedness of the individual marks the watershed between neoclassical analysis and the heterodoxies, Davis elaborates that ‘the mainstream’ is increasingly less monolithic but fragmented rather.
As indicated, this is in part due to the more complex and more fruitful heterodox paradigms which have developed also more attractive formal models and methodologies in recent decades, e.g. complex modeling, system dynamics or computer simulation which have transcended the mathematics of simplistic ‘optimization’ and equilibrium rooted in the 19th century. The neoclassical research program reached its limits and the end of its research progress already in the nineteen-seventies through the works of Arrow, Debreu, and H. Sonnenschein (see also the heterodox Mirowski-debate in the 1980s). They showed that the mechanical analogy is incapable to determine a unique and stable equilibrium of an ideal ‘market economy’, let alone to deal with direct interdependencies or heterogeneous agents.
Davis addresses, for instance, game theory (with its evolutionary potential) as a case of an approach that has been contested area between the mainstream and heterodoxies, and among heterodoxies. While neoclassical economics has fundamental problems to integrate such an approach based on direct interdependence of agents into its core ‘market’ model and at the same time retain ‘optimality’, equilibrium, and stability, many heterodox economists have allotted game theory to neoclassicism because of its starting point of methodological individualism and maximization. Its evolutionary-institutional potential, however, comes to the fore in a non-cooperative supergame perspective that easily transcends both short-run ‘hyper-rationality’ and simplistic individualism. Davis’ defense of game theory thus falls a bit short of this potential by praising cooperative game theory which requires an even more elaborated institutional frame preexisting.
Anyway, in all, his conclusion that today ‘(i)mportant parts of mainstream economics are not at bottom neoclassical’ (p. 56) appears most important for heterodoxies. An analysis of diversification within the mainstream and of the opportunities of interactions between mainstream(s) and heterodoxies leads Davis also to conclude that the politics of pluralism of the heterodox economic associations would stem from general social values to be applied to the humanities and sciences (and to an ‘oligarchical’ economics profession in particular), rather than being derived from the very substance of heterodoxies.
In part II, Andrew Trigg (‘Quantity and Price Systems: Toward a Framework for Coherence between Post-Keynesian and Sraffian Economics’) ‘crisscrosses’ Keynes and Sraffa, in a formal model integrating a monetary economy and growth&distribution. Mary King (‘Defining Social Sustainability: The Political Economy of Social Reproduction‘) elaborates on the mutual interdependence of social, economic, and ecological sustainability, namely the dependence of ecological and economic sustainability on a sustainable social reproduction. The latter, in turn, is illuminated in its complexity, but also developed further towards ‘operationality’ and manageability.
The other two papers in this part demonstrate that heterodoxies and modern complexity economics are of the same breed: When it comes to modeling and calculation, complex computer simulation will have to be a prior approach, reflecting core elements of heterodox theories such as holism, historical time, path-dependence, circular cumulativity and nonlinearities, unintended consequences, fallacies of aggregation, multiple equilibria, idiosyncrasies, bifurcations, phase transitions, and complex system orbits. Michael Radzicki (‘Institutional Economics, Post-Keynesian Economics, and System Dynamics: Three Strands of a Heterodox Braid’) ‘crosses over’ Post-Keynesianism and Institutionalism through System Dynamics, a powerful tool accessible to policy and institutional design. Jerry Courvisanos and Colin Richardson (‘Invention, Innovation, Investment: Heterodox Simulation Modeling of Capital Accumulation’) apply complex simulation to capital accumulation ‘plus innovation’, contributing to a major and lasting common heterodox theme, the microfoundation of macro process.
Part III is intended to address more topical real-world themes. Steven Horwitz (‘Catallaxy, Competition, and Twenty-First Century Capitalism: An Agenda for Economics’) develops a heterodox perspective of Austrian economics that then, for instance, can recognize, and deal with, power and coercion outside the state, i.e. in the core of the ‘market’. Neil Browne and Kevin Quinn (‘The Lamentable Absence of Power in Mainstream Economic Theory’) resume the theme of power and address the market’s inherent tendency towards self-suspension. They confront the mainstream (Austrian economics included in the mainstream here) with ‘embarrassing’ themes such as real-world income and wealth distributions, lacking consumer sovereignty, pseudo-individualism without true individual personalities, etc. Along the way they show in a review of leading textbooks that power and poverty do not play a noticeable role in mainstream academic education. Antonio Callari and David Ruccio (‘Socialism, Community, and Democracy: A Postmodern Marxian Perspective’) consider particularly the role of Marxism within future economic heterodoxy. They apply an ‘open system’ perspective wherein the ‘commodity’ dimension of Marxian analysis is supplemented by a ‘multidimensional’ perspective of individualism and personality which in their view cannot be derived from ‘commodity analysis’ alone. Finally, Theodore Burczak (‘Hayek, Sen, and Social Justice’), in another cross-paradigm approach, discusses the Austrian perspective on social justice (which is skeptical because of the well-known Hayekian ‘limited-and-fragmented-knowledge’ presumption), as compared to Sen’s positive distributive-justice and capabilities-equality approach. The final section of this chapter, ‘Rethinking Market Socialism’, a ‘hybrid’ attempt of Hayekian ‘negative’ liberalism and Marx’s-plus-Sen’s ‘Aristotelian liberalism’, might indicate that some crossings may easily appear to be too artificial, or ‘esoteric’, to contribute to a real-world perspective.
III

Applied real-world issues such as those mentioned by the Institutionalist Anne Mayhew in the foreword: poverty, maldistribution, largely inaccessible health service, exclusive education, etc., that the mainstream is incapable of explaining and dealing with, is not the main focus of this volume, though. It is not a book of applied analyses for the everyday business, no collection of topical issues to combat the impacts of neoclassicism and neo-liberalism, financial meltdown or global imperialism, nor a set of pamphlets for political reform or new institutional deals. In a word, what the book is not: a ‘political economy’ of current contested policy topics. Rather, it is an exhibition of what heterodoxies are and can, and which benefits ‘pluralism in practice’ within economics might yield.
Real pluralism in economics existed last during the twenties and thirties of the 20th century when critical issues of micro and macro were highly overt and controversial even among the most prominent economists while neoclassical ‘solutions’ were still highly contested That was before neoclassicisms’ ‘normalization’ of the discipline (e.g. Morgan, Rutherford 1998).

Heterodox economists have analyzed the conditions of pluralism during the last two decades. Obviously, it is not an easy conception. Can one be a ‘pluralist’ economist? Certainly not. And some heterodox-ers completely deny the case for pluralism in economics. But heterodox economists have come to develop in ever more detail an understanding of interaction, exchange, communication, partial overlapping, commonalities, and differences among heterodox perspectives. And contestability among them is broadly accepted, as Fred Lee mentions in the book series foreword. A common philosophical and epistemological framework for a lively interdependent and interacting open science, i.e. future economics, thus is being generated, and the present book is a major milestone in this process.
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