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Are Institutionalists an Endangered Species?

David Colander

It has been fifey vears since [ avid Hamilion I‘lll"lllhhl.'Li [iis ProN e howsk, New tonian
Classictsm aond Davsemian Insoreconadism. A revised edinion ot this book was published as
Evolntionary Econmmes: A Strady of Chaneem Economie Thowgho i 1970, and o Transactnions
cdirron of the book was published v 1991 and seam i 1999 Clearly i s a book wath
Staying Jrosver. e oo the reasons for tlyar STAVINLY Power IS tlae ot [*T wiles o J-Hlln-.f:mun
for instirutional thoughr—a reason tor the Associanion tor Evolutionary Eeonomis to
exint. 1 does so by dismpuishing Inatitosionaliss from standard ecimomiists, 1n this
paper T odhistmguash Insotaoionabises (warh o capeeal 1 by owhich T mean the Insti-
rurionalists within AFEE who matnin direct nies woold Insnounonalists, from guasi-

and neoansttunionabises (with o small D who spend far less time emphasizing those ries
LI“LI ‘r'r'hi""iiL' wur]-: I I-.I.H'IHILIL'I'UL] art il |l'|L1".}L'F|'I VLIS TR eai o mies.

Flamdlton's book mcludes the tollowine aronmenes:

o A disnner proup of Instirarionalist cconomie work exises. Thas work has a
sutficienty  ditterenr methodology re deserve w be called  Tnsticariomalise
cvimemics and ditferemtimed from standard coonomies,

o Institurionalism  represents o revolutionary way  of  obsenving  cconomic
|‘|[11:IHII]1L'.H;t rhat 15 not -.:nmplt-nn.-nmﬁ tor classical eoonomics.

» Srandard camomics s oo pessimustic. s overall policv. message 15 “thar of
SO hm;_: must be done abour economic condinons do the least I st ble and be
cauttons aboor thae” (Haplron 1999 v, Insoranonalist econonues offers
much more oprimiste view of policy,

o Standard ecomomes tallows o mechanistic Newtomian point of view, whereas
IIhTiTHI‘iHIIiI“hI COOTTON s In“u'l.lp"-«. it ";m TNl B8 T ]- RN lIlL]’:. "n.‘.’l]iu.]l A PTHTeS lhl..'

evvluion teality of ecomnomic chanze.

Fhe anthir i rj:-ﬂ,l'q".-.m at Suldbebes © el I Mudiflitmary, Vermuoni

11



I]2 David Colander

e The ditference berween Institutionalist economics and standard economics can
be tound in their concepts of change.
e Institutionalist ecopomists are more capable of coming to grips with the major

EUONOMIC IssUEs.

Althouegh the hook was written fitty years ago, Hamilton wrore in the introduction
to the 1991 edirion that the areuments were still relevant. Even now, in the twenty-first
century, they remain relevant. We can see that relevance by considering the central ele-
ments of Insticationalism roday as put forward by Anne Mayhew (2002) as an approach
that ceononists who want a meaningful economics should follow. Mayhew argued thar
[stitutional econamics is a “reasonably coherent, pluralisric and non-aurtistic approach

to the study of econamies and economic issues” with the following four basic themes:

e Regularities in the organization of both production and distriburion are the same
as all other social regularities in that they are human creations and are subject to
change by human intervention. In other words, there is no “natural economy,”
and there is no reason to assume that an idealized market system is historically or
morally superior to ather social systems.

« Tt follows from the previous theme that as humans create their cconomies, they

can change those cconomies o solve perceived problems. A central pare of
scomomic analysis should therefore be the identification of problems—patterns of
[ wuction and distribiurion chir are nor in accord with the poals of society. This
analysis should lead ro reasoned advocacy of reform through narmal political and
social processes,

o While Institutional economists see their role as one of eriticism and advocacy,
they do not purport to offer permanent solutions or desigm of uropias.

e In order ro understand the processes of ongoing change, and in order o
anderstand the human organization of production and distribution, a vartety of
thols are useful, including statistical analysis, observation, and the study of
history. In all of the Institutionalist work, the tools are just that: ways to achicve
the goal of understanding the patterns of human behavior and how they change.
The tools do nor define the discipline,

These themes blend nicely with Hamilton's and characterize my understanding of
Institutional cconomics. Since this symposium is meant to discuss the distinguishing
featutes of the Association for Evolutionary Economics and the Jowmal of Ecomomic
Lesues. in this article | consider the general issues raised by Hamilton and Mayhew from
the perspective of a standard economist who is sympatheric to Institutionalise ideas bur
who would not be classified as an Institutionalist in the sense thar Hamilton and
Mavhew meant. Specitically, | will address rwa of the same guestions that Hamilton

11'-..][] Fssity [:
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« s there o ditterentable group of Instmunionalises, and. i so, whar distinguishes
rhem!

« Should there be o distingwshable group ot Instirononalists, and it so, what
should distineuish them!

[ discussion of these guestions Tshall outline some chajees thar 1 helieve Institutional

economisty tace tonday and whar [ see as the likely outcomes of the varions choices.

Is There a Differentiable Group of Institutionalists,
and, If There Is, What Distinguishes Them?

My answer tothe fiese part ob this Guestion is the same as Hamilron's and Mayhew's:
there i Jditferentuible group of economists thar poes under the name Tastitetonalise.
Hiwever, T do nor Beligve thar, today, differences berween Institurionalists and stan-
dird coconomies can be tound in their conceprs of chanee and, more penerally, in differ
CRoes 1N CoOnrent. .TI'IL‘ Fiksin “.'I'Iin' e Cantd L.i”TL'FL'I'I.TI'-lTL' [I'iﬁ[llLIIiuHLﬂ CUOTYOITEC s
from standard ccononies on content s thar o narrow “stapdard cconomes™ interms of
conrent in the sense that Hamulron lad iomand has evolved vnroa treld of inguiry wirly
amuch broader and eolectic tocus.

Hamilvon s inirial ticle summed up his view of the difterent contents: stamdard ecoe
nontes was mechanistics Insoritional economies wis evolutionary. While thar may
lave been the case when Hamilvon inirially wrore his book, 1 do nor believe 1t to be the
Lalse TIOA. Indeed, one i the key th'IT‘u'.F- o THY Tecent wrirme has i."ttrn I'|'}::=I I}LHJC}}}SHM":J]
ceomontics 1s dead and thar the term s no longer helptul as a deseripror ot modern eco-
nonies (Colander 20000). Trs death has not been notced because s died o <low, linger-
g deathy it simply trded away.

e of the reasans for the deathy of neoclassical veomomics s developments in
nathemanics and computational techpology thar have made e possible o deal with
Jynamic issues, including nondinear dynamic comples systems thar previously were out-
sicle the purview of formal mathematios. As Hamilton nighrly poinred our when he tirst
WL, Ilh.' 111'.1T|1|.'T1‘|;1HL;-.| fature of LILI"N".H.';ll COOTIOITICS |‘1t:wt:d H |1iu Ti nlu 111 118 il‘lﬂ|"|i1i|"ur I
tormally study change. Siee cassical ceonamists wanred ro keep their analysis formal,

the marhemancal consrrames torced them ro avind cormplicated ssues ot chanee. Thus,
tor examiple, Alired Marshall awvonded including general equilibrium ssues in his policy

Jdiscussions because they were beyond formal analysis. (See Colander 2000.)

Mathenmirics has evalved over time, and today, with the developments in nonin-
car dynamies and computer simulations that give insighr intoireratve and comulative
processes, we are g berter position raestudy chanee tormally, Thos where loseph
Schumperer (1954) could say thar a umique equilibriom was necessary tor o science o
exist, today tew cconomusts would see i as necessary, and the study of equilibrinm selec-

o mechamsims b= considered v important brancly of sepdy wathin standard econom-
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iL"H. WIIFL i1l .._nlﬂ!'rll"ill'n' |I.I.- HIIL'I"n.\,'r'I ]]H".,'..' nl.'_';_';l:'n‘,':lllun SHER Y RARERTE ‘ii"-l'll]{.”'l{'l"”"ih,' Y
chaws and his led 1o the development of o new econophysics branch of econamics build:
g o instehts of seatistical mechanics, (See Arthur, Darlaut, and Lane 1997.) Similarly,
u.'n.?\:u'm]'-'n'u:r-lra mevolutionary game theory have ]m.wtdcd analternative mechanism to
formally study rhe evolurion of systems, and experimental work has allowed behavioral
ceonomists to explore and rest other assumpnions rather than simply aceepr the rather
stertle ranonalmy rhar characterized neoclassical economics,

The realiry is thar roday standard economics mcludes siemiticant discussion of evo-
lution—tor example, evolutionary game theory and simulations, Similarly, modern
maInstirenm  economics  as .-|‘|n'-.~.*_n AN CROrmous inrerest i institurions. New
tnstitutionalists abound, and magor research progrims on the role of institutions in the
cconomy thrive withun mainstream economics. To capture this interest, our history of
thoushr rexr (Landrerh and Colander 20020 distinguishes Insoicaunionalists who main-
tain direcr tes o old Instirutionalists frony guasi- and nev-institunonalises who spend
L less tme emphasizing those nes and whose work s considered part of modern main-
streain coonomics. s Because standard cconomies has evolved in the Pwenty-lrst cen-
tury that one can no loneer ditterentiate Inseccationalist ceonomics from standard
ceonomivs on the asts of whar mssties are considered lewsitimare tor .-.TLu.l\,.l Hoth cone-
sider chanee and evolution.

I suspect thar the above argument will be dispured by many Insoranonalises, whe
"L'l.r'.I'“ cite the conrent ol [L'!'-ltl"l.h'rlu;h, ot the resenrcl interests of o LHTI['LJ.J'L‘L{QL' COONOLIMNISTS,
as support for therr posinon, In response to thar argument, Dagree thar these chiamges in
standard ceonomics are dithicule o see in undergraduate rexes, which lag the profession
e e n ]“,- -..[L‘l.".h.lt.,'x. II"'L:.*-I (4 I|'1r.' CTILICISIN S I‘l'l:ll |'|,I1'I1I|H1I'I IH:ILlr,' o e |;‘|.h'.'.-aI.L"¢_I] (SRR THINE

s can seill be made of the economics raughr i most current principles rextbooks. Bu

the ur;;:unwnr—rlr.n hecause these new Jeve OPImens Jo not show U as part of the pl‘in-
ciples and intermediate books they are not pare of the core of modern standacd econome
ICS—1& UPLONVINCINY L .

I iy viewe whyar s mcluded o whiar we reach is an ssue of pedagogy, not of what is
necessarily believed. That view seemis to have been the view of Marshall, who i his Prin
L'r;l.!q_'ﬁ isf Eoomontics nt‘:.tlt:ul T]:LH .IITIHI[I.*;_"'I CUpnemies 1t‘lt_‘lii['l.,‘;_'.l:l.l I TllL‘ L].l”“:“i” 0] ]‘in]u'n_ﬂ‘,;
the focus of his hook was N T be much more on mechanical PPricsais ﬂllg' CONCePTs.
T[u_- Feoilse v WS []1;11‘ [lu: r-ill‘li‘llin.'lt"n,' ol Ihi vyt |111:L'|'|ill‘|1l;.i| Tlhultﬁh rniI.LlL' Tl'mm CAsIeT 1-HF sfLl-
Jents o understand. Good modern ecomomists make thar same argument; they see the
mechameal amd statie rools we tench undergraduares as useful reachime rools o intro:
duce students roideas whaose muore u‘L.H'IlI']ILLIIuL] EXITCSSTOTT WY il E'H.Hh students beyond
their analytic limits. Lagree with that arsument to some degret; reaching 1 mechanistic
Iihn.lt:l il l"L' !.I:ﬂ::t-tll A ) s WTIE s B n'll1|‘l|'|;t:-'-i:|.:|.,| (LR i-tlhlL'I‘H.-. thar the Jdomaim I.Pi.L‘l'l.'II'It'I-IT'I‘
ies lies in biology, not mechanies, and some focus s given to more complex 1deas.

Tovmake clear whar I mean by the term neoclassical economucs, ler me list what | see s
IS L|I.-r|l‘|1:u|:ah|m_' clements. These mclide n focus ui'un'.ll‘g.‘:-lﬁ on allocanon of resources

AL EIVED manient ain fmes l't.‘LilIIH‘L] deceprange of same varanon of utiliarianism as
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playing a central role in understanding the economy; o focus on marginal rradeotts; an
acceprance of tarsichred rationaliry; and an insistence on merhodologieal indisvidual-
s When Hanulron firse wrore bus book, it one did not aceepr those elements one was
cansidered a hererodox economist. Thus, Institutionalists were excluded trom standard
veonomics based on the content of thetr areuments, such as cherr beliet thar an imdiad-
wal's wants were shaped by culrare and thus could not be considered separate Trom that
culture. At thar time it was reasonable o distinguish Instimunonalists trom standard
ceonomists on the basis of their concepts of change, as Hamileon did.

Tonday, standird ecomomices is no loneer defined by content. Adhering rothe above
clements is no longer required for someone o be in the mainstream of coonomcs. (See
Colander 20006 dor o full diseussion) Ler me be clear: my areument s nor thar many
coomormists o nor continue to use these elements nor thar sone economists do nor
claron that some of these elements should be central to cconamie analysis: my areument
s that standard coononies does not reguare adherence to these tive arribures, Teois
much more eclectic, For éxample, the interest in allocanon of resources ar o piven
moment in nme ended long apo, the I hlems solved. The focus of research L|I_|'|LH'|,-'
rurned to allocation over rimes [ the 1990s, for example, growth has been o key ropic.
New prowth theory is decidedly mainseream and decidedly nom-neoclssical. In tact, it
s penerally contrasted with neoclassical growth theory

Maodern ecomnomics 1s very much concerned with evolution. For example, Avinash

[hxit (1991, 233 arcucd thar we need

an “evolutionary perspective and thiat it must

“take husrory and the imstrtunons o polines seriously.” More and more cconomists are
considering culture i ther analysis. This can be o the sense o socil capiral {see
Putnam 20000 or povisible stitarions discussed by Kenneth Arrow (1974),

We see something stmilar with vrilitarinism and mareinalism. Few standard econ-
omdsts today accepr uddlitarianism, and almost all agree thar one must go beyond
marginalist analysis. While many andergraduare rexts sull present ecconomies within o
margnal fromework, that s nor the way it s presenred in graduare schools, nor is it the
way top modern mamseream econonusts think about ssues. To tace, by the 19305, in cur
tng-edee theory, calcalus was already being dropped, having been mined tor s insights,
andd marth was mevinge toset theory and topalogy as cconamysts tmied 1o expand the
domain o cconomics o include o wider variery of topics. In modern graduare
MUCFOCCO OIS, tame T||L'11I"I,' Bas almost n.'lJIl'i;‘rlt."I'L'l‘g. rc:|‘-|.n ed caleulus as the centril
modeling apparatus. Simtlar arguments can be made tor the other Jistineoishime ele
Mments ol nee FL'Ii]h‘-lL"c'lI CUCOMIOIMICS,

Consider the tollowimg ccononuses: David Romer, Buz Brock, Richard Thaler, Wil-
liam Baumal, Gearge Akerlot, [oe Snglicz, David Card, Alan Krueger, Paul Krugman,
Ken Arrow, Amartva Sen, Thomas 54.‘|1u'|1|1'm_. Each s considered o ropmodern econe
nust, hut each operares outside the “neoclassical tramework™ in portions of his work.

[Fcontent is not the distinguishing tearure of modern Insnrurionalist coonomics,
what is! My answer is miethod. While modern ccomomies is open in terms of content, it is

not open i rernes of method. Modern cconomies requires students entering into ecor
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nomics to focus on rechnical modeling and o go through a seaduace progream that pre-
pares them ro use that method in their analysis. As Roberr Solow (1997) spelled our and
as Jurg Nichans (1990) emphasized, the modeling approach ro problems is the central
element of modern economics. Modeling is nor presented as an end in itself (although
all too often it is), bur (ar least dInongy the cconomists | |'|'=lm_: around with) there s a con-
rinual discussion of the need to empirically rest. The argument is that the formal model-
ing is undertaken ro make the models empirically testable and applicable ro policy, with
tormal staristical rech ni:.[uusﬁi Madels that are considered acceprable are seill more likely
to be methodologically individualistic than nor, bur if a researcher can make o convine:
ing argument that his or her model provides insight and fits the empirical evidence, o

wide range of models are acceprable. For example, we can see work on avent-based mod-
els with evolving decision rules and statistical mechanics models in which the only
meaningtul concept of equilibrium is on the agereeate level.

[nstitutionalises (capital 1) may follow a variety of methods, but in the publications
in the Jowrnal of Ecomomic Issues they concentrare on studies using a different methodol-
ogy from that generally tound within standard economics. If one were o judee their

method from articles published in the lowmal of Economic Issues, one would conclude

1odology (as
Mavhew stared, the tools do not define the discipline), in practice, it is not so clear, The

that while, in principle, Institutionalist economics has a very open met

methods T see ar Insticutionalist sessions at the American Economic Association meet-
ings, and which describe the typical article in the Jowrmal of Economic Issues, are primarily
verbal, non-mathemarical methods: literary exegesis, verbal arsumentation, and rea-

soned thoughr, with empirical dara presented simply in table form rather than in com-
['Fli.CL'ItELI CCONOMCTTICS,

[am notdisparaging this Insticutionalise merthod: T happen to like icand find it very
illuminarting ([ also find the economics profession’s unwillingness to allow thar method
confining and inappropriate and have chided its members about it in a number of arti-
cles.) Bur ehe realiny is, in practice, articles in the Jowrnal of Economic lsswes follow a differ-
ent method from articles in a standard  economics journal. So not only do
Institutionalist economics articles differ in content; they also differ by merhod. Looking
at the articles in the Joumnal of Economic lssues over the last ten years, | saw few economet-
ric studies or technieal articles using, say, statistical mechanics, to study aperegare equi-
librium. Institutionalists may be using those other merhods, bur they do noe publish
articles using them in the Jowrmal of Economic ssies.

My paoint is that while, in principle, Insticutionalists are committed to an open
methodology, in practice rhey rend o follow a verbal, case stucdy, historical approach,
which places little direct reliance on formal econometric studies or mathematical the-
ory. This places them in sharp contrast o standard economics, where almost all the

arguments about the role of institurions are in marhematical form or emprrcal in some
sense. I you are looking for the latest work on agent-based models of institutions, sinu-
larions, evolutionary game theoretical models of institutions, or laree statistical studies

looking for fits of insritutions togeneral complexity Liws such as Zipfs law, all of which
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have been used by cconomists o study the role of isttutions and of the evolution of
the cconomy, you woutld turn to, say, the Jowemal of Behavioral Ecomomics, not the Jowrnal
of Ecomomie Tsswes. The reality s that when economists warh msoeunonal leanines are
wrtting papers using these methods they do not think ot the Jomeal of Economic lssues as
an outlet.

Now there are o number of justitiable reasons tor the Jowmal of Economie ssues 1o
tocts on historical case studies and verbal argumentanon. For example, one could make
astrong arpument that it s necessary ro oftset standard economics’ over-tocis on marhe-
matical methods wirch o counrerbalancing overdocus on nonmarhemarical methods.
Bt regardless of the reason, the rr:;lhh,; 1s that, Lll::-«'pl[u..‘ I"L'IT'l;L! LPen EOMAT oS methodolo-
gies, Instutunional econommes 1 assocgared with a verbal merhodoloey and does not fos-
ter active research using other methodalogies.

The verbal methodoloscal tocus is seltreintorcing.  Indmiduals eined Dy
Institutionalist cconomines are j_:{"fl'l'r.'f”'}' rratned lﬁ'_r. individuals who tocay an verbal
analysis, and they reach their studenrs that same analysis. Advancement  in
[nstitutionalistoriented mstmtions depends on publicanion ingourmals thar focus on
verbal analysis, and thar analyvsts becomes more deeply buile mnro the methodaology.
Advancement in non-nsurunonabise mstitunons gves little weight o these publicn
tions.” The end result is i subgronp af Instieationalise scholiars whose preaey approich

oy problems s verbal analysis.

Should There Be a Distinguishable Group of Institutionalists,
and, If So, What Should Distinguish Them?

Let me now turn ta my second set of questions: Should there be o distineuishable
sroup ol Tnstieationalises, and, it so,swhae shoold distineaish them? On these guestions
| e maore ecleenic, Tn some ways, my view 15 that inorerms of content—it by content
VI THASNS 3 TECOE T Lo i‘“-.-' 1 n.!t."l‘i‘i COOTTONISDS lh:il‘ L*'L'HIII”‘"I'I -‘:II!'H.I Istrurians are fllﬂv
Jamentally importing roosradying the economy—=Instirutionalists have won, Srandard
ceonomics towday is much more open o the stady of change and imsticunions than it was
fitry years ago. Troe, there are soll many laggards, and much of economic analysis still
reflects the old sevle neaclassical approach. Bur the curtingedge work is open to change
and indeed understands thar it needs ro change. However, while the tuture of standard
ceonomics pnvolves o stady of change and a study ot instrucions, thar future also
nvolves highly conplex analysis thar will be centered around mathemarics and nonver-
bal analysis, which leaves Institutionalists out ot sendard economics. Ivis primarily
because of method, nor content, thar Institationalists are seen as ouside standard eco-
nomics today,

Faced with this sitwanon, Institunonalises have @ number of oprions in regard o
Jistineushine themeselves:
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« Continmnge o emphasize the ditterence in content with standard cconomies,
CONITasiing Instirunionalism with  thar prart of  standard economics that
emphusizes neoclassical principles. ABe separate, bur equal.)

¢ Incorporating more of the modern economics methods into their approach and
hence into their journal, exploring the role of mstirutions and change in @ more
techmical manner using more mathematical methods, (Declare vicrory and
assimidate)

¢ Diownplaving the ditference in content by emphasizing therr connecrion with the
more techmeal methods ot exploring change, while sull mamnaning their
primarily verbal methodology, (Difterenniarte only on method.)

Each has irs own advanraces and problems, and the approaches are not necessarily
exclusive,

Continuing to Emphasize the Difference in Content

The areument [ made abour che content of standard economics and Institational
ceonomics s debatable Tris hased upon a definition of standard cconomies that inrer-
prets its content as broadly as possible. Llsing o narrower definion otstandard econom-
s, and interpreting its content narrowly, would allow one ro continue to emphasize
Jditterences in content. Doinge soowould allow [nstitutional cconomics to contimue much
as 1t has, The advantage of that approach is dhar e involves the least change; the problem
with thar approach is that i mvolves the lease change; i leaves Institutional economics
as o group guite separare trom standard cconomics. 1 ehis s the path Bollowed, the Focus
ol Tnstituttoral economies will remin ara small proup of schiools that have chosen tha
path, and itsanfluence m the cconomics protesston will likely remam small T will lead
v more and more Institutionahises being squeezed trom standard graduate programs
mito history deparmments or otherwise being separated trom the core ot the protession.

Institutionally, 1 see this posinon as eventually leading o the extinetion ol
[nstitutionalists within the cconomics profession. Righely orwrongly, there s an enor-
IoLts Pressure for standardization of content. Deans teel i Ll::pil.rrl‘lwl‘lr s teel i
and thiat pressure leads toward a stndardized approach o seaching economics, Pockets
of resistance can exist, and even temporarily prosper, bur eventually through the normal
hirine and tetirement process, most schools will succumb. Instivutionalist praduare
schiools will succumls tirst, as many already have, but then, since graduate schools pro.
vide thie future reachers, underveaduare schools will evencaally tollow. e is possible thar
Institutionalist economics could regroup ourside the structure of economics depart
ments, perhaps m history ar public policy departments. Wichin economics depart
ments, lowever, | see Institurionalises” turinree as highly Bimired it rhey follow this
'.lpp]‘n;'ll.'h.

| am nor Areumny that this s l"lL'i.'L'-‘:-iH'.'ll'Il"l.' a had strategy., [ evolutionary SYSTCNS
things Chanee, and perhaps the essence ot the Institutionalist approach can be main-
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taitted outside of the professton as i is currently consprured.” Hoehas method is tollowed,
| see b as likely thae oo will divectly rake cn mansoreqm econonmes” method, which will
direct it into a more philosophical journal such as the Jowemal of Economic Methodology,
Thus, Tsee special issues looking ar the empircal eriticisms of cconomies and o secrion
of the journal devored o criticisms of the empirical work that s done.

Incarporating More Formalistic Methods into the Insttutional Approach

Analeermanve strategy would be to miminnize the ditterences moapproach and sime
ply incorporare much ot tsmall O institunionalist work currently bemng done. This seran-
ery would mvalve taking o loose defimnon of smandard economics and essenrially
blending into that pare of the profession that s emphasizing change and imstoinons., Ir
would involve removing the caparal | from Institutionalises, Essentinlly, this is
decharevictory-im-content-and-asstmilate strateey.

The advantage of doing this would be thar e would imvolve @ marriaee thar would
be Tikely to play a central role in detining the furtre divecton of econamies. The disad-
vantige is thar it would involve developing a whole new ser of skills for Institutionalises
chatt atre tneonsistent wieh its recene past Glehoueh inehe beginmimg of Insocarional eco-
nomics, economises such as Wesloy Clarre Mirchellwere ar the curting edpe of staristical
work), Ir would Jdepreciare the homan capital of many current Instirotonalises and
wottld mean gving up AFEE's identity, Whether it is worthwhile to do thin i order ta
have some 1|‘I1'1IH'IIL-'I.‘ M T|'|L' Furure alirm"lllm ot the protession 1s g Lurestiomn r’nnr

[nstitutionalists muse Jecide,

Downplaying the Difference in Content While Stll Maintaining
a Primarily Verbal Methodology

A third steatesy woold be tor Tnstitutonalists to embree the mathemancal meth.
odds as lesttimate bur to focus on discussimg therr relevance and relating the methods tor
pulicy, especially i the Jowmal of Economic Issues. An example of the rype o paper tha
would be more typrcal it this approach were tollowed s van Staveren 1999 The advan
11 'I-.l-

e of this stratewy, as compared with the previous gne, s rhar i balds onthe mer
clogical strengthy of Insnimutional Economies while ar thie same time recoenizine the
changes in the protession. It this seratewy is tollowed [see the foumal of Economie [ssues
bernge maore like the Joumal of Economic Perspectives, which tocuses on modern work on
instuanions and evalurian.

Th_r: Lliﬁ'.ldv."lnT.lL!L‘ il Il'll.'- .l'[‘['II‘H.'LL'!‘I I~ l‘h'.lT |T"I.'ii11.‘l|[|tlt'l'.|1'|?~1.‘- AT Ii.l"-'.l:_'l"'. forcontinue o
e marginalized within standard ecconomics even it they tollow this role and would be
unlikely to make significant inroads into deparmments. Fihiank this issad, bur eoe. Tnomy
wlealworld, if they tollowed this roure, Twould see Instirational econamics as one of the
subtields ot graduare schools, with an emphisis on verbal analvsis and exposition that
would prepare students tor teaching and policy, areas thar are not currently covered. It
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would build upon the techmical work, exploring its hmiraoons, o wonld not create
new technical work.

[H IMy VIicw l'hL‘rL' 15 200 enormoLes nL‘L‘L{ for some Hraup Hll-l CLONOIISTs to Flﬂ".-' [hlh
role, bur | have no flusions abour s possibihuies tor success. Standard econormcs s
committed tooas rechnieal analysis and continues to downplay any aleernatgve way ot
comsidering tssues, Lindergraduate reaching is nor seen as o legicimare voal of most rop
craduate programs, and they are unlikely ro hire anyone tooreach i Preparation tor i
would lave to come from Institationalistoriented programs that would add more rech-
ntcal elements to thetr currtculum ro provide an appropriite basis tor students tosee
whar they are studyime, Students would be raught more about rechmical programs bur
would nor be requured ro extend the tronners of the theoryv=simply to apply the theory
ra policy and o rranslare the theory inro stories thar scudenrs could understand.

My own view s that i order o tollow this approach Insticutionalist cconomics
would have to be agnostic abour policy and perhaps inregrate with the Austrian econon
s progeam, which provides a differént idealogical view bur which also shares some of
the same views about institutions and change as central ro the study ot economics that

Instictrion:thises hold

Conclusion

Regiurdless of whar oprion Insticunonalises follow, their contimued existence in the
shore run is i.i.HHHI'l."r]. O reason tor thar is the Towrnad ull'_ Ecanontic Tssies. Tris a jul.ll‘ﬂ':l[
thut s widely Leeld By Bibearies ancd cme thae can tuether the peoeean of Lostiationmalises.
It COT 10N the LEI'IJHI]Ll tloor ;1nL| ITTﬂ11'iLIL‘h an vttlet for Institunonally orented ccono-
mists 1o publish. In doing so i provides then a way of progressing in the field and gives a
vorce tor Insttutional economises. e is an organizanon's journal thar gives rthe organiza
tion its liteblood, Thus, the editoral decisions thar it makes will play a key role in the
fiture,

Nonetheless, Because of the evolution ol the protession, in the long run Institu-
tional economists are an endangered species. They drew their liteblood eriticizing neo-
classical economics, and with the death of neochssical econamics, they must search
elsewhere tor sustenance.” With a well-defined neoclassical economics, Institutionalises
1_'L|11IILII 20 o Toesey ap T'I'IL'iT COTILETIT i .|.‘||1’.‘-'.‘['-_11L'fu'l‘:~'.i‘[il._r‘l"| (s ‘F]J'u;': '-u'!rt'-'l'l-l.'u.}l;'l'l"..ll '.‘L]‘q_"TL'-'.‘n.Zl[‘l. \'};rh'itl'li.'ﬂ“
i, that is no longer possilile, and to ensure theie future existence, Instirurionalises will
have to deal with the new situation,

Notes

I- Tl’ll.' T ement flf'l.'i'-l-hi AT .'Ir'lu'll":u'f'rl'l Gl rmstirarlions |'f'l| MEUMSTTCA ) Cu I s |i-|-"- |"rl."l-'|'1'|"'|':|.'
Biecn naited E"'l,' Moare Tool (1951 and |_'h.|L||,:[;|..'~ Kogrtnear ¢ [,



Are Institutionalists an Emdangerod Species! 121

g |

Ty disevissiory Db “goend moderts economists,” Tmenn ocigmists whio are awire Of the L
est developmens inecomomies amd whoode not have a stromg sdeologeal acenda | oy sweree
thuet there are ccomomtsts who are nor enbightened and thae they can be teachine whar they
teste b tor ditterent reasons trom thaose that | gve here | thank mosdern eoonvmsts and
Lostarnonadists wall Be i agreement onthe probilems witly that economic pedigogy. The
tatre i ot wherher one aggrees of disagrees with this pedagomeal view of the necessiry of sim:
plificanneng e jssie s thar tor good modern edonotasts o sy ool reason under]ying
why the conrents ob rexes and the comtent of research can diter

3o ] vy disagreements with how well coonomises succeed in this Gsee Colinder 19913, B

thier as what thiey say they are attempting.

4 This isa descr Lt ety o8 eealiny, ton thad way T rhnk things st ld be. T nview, el i e s
ity fons ot method amd where wleas are published and oot on what, the wdeas are
Advarcement commnttees secm el ling oo nuike dedisions about quality of idegs

.“ll_.‘.‘,'.l'-rll.l, I"-‘”-'r"'”".l.':'.' this 1 ot s ey j":!i-l.' | am *?Tﬂﬂ"lh ||J.'."'f_ IRITII whar | ser F]‘.H;' rwaality 1o

=]
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i A= |r|=.-|.'rrtnt||-r|:|l LTI ATS Lnuw I an l."L'IIlIHIHT]'.I-I"'Ir' LU SN LS r|:w F1se 'mni I:||| i .Jlr:-;'rplm:.-,-;
el “‘L‘lLI.!- TN Ll EY L-H"!;'I.'L".E. Citven Ve oirecron it i« 1“””“..””‘ i fitry e [ T |"||§.!i|]"r'
ul:'||ll-.:'_]'|rr that Tlll.' BT eI S pn.,',_._“l,;,““ wl” |.1m.L, mneh menne. See ( I]Ii"lr'ILIL'T
20000,

7o The ssues tor Inssmonahists are simdar o thise of wthier beterodos ecomomises becanse the
terin Trees sl coomomies” wies misen usead by heterodon econaimists o deseribe what they
were agonst=whar they abnered o Tean adwavs rell when oo o bererodoy meetimgy the
desversathon s i .IIH‘TL‘J '-'-‘Ilh TURCECE I s Thb (B0 |-I:'--It .I[ UG AT L TR Hﬁlhlll‘r' L"ll"l‘ 1'“._.11 i l'-l‘”'il'.!r
pegitve eemssich s Newromian or mechamcal Simalorhes Do abways rell wbierc 1 am ara
P streantt eeting Bedause Dot Beare the rerm i lasgcal ool

References

Arrore, Keiriweli, THe Litnins of vzt Nist Yoirk, MUY Nortin, 1974

Arthur, W Bl Seeven Durkinto and Daad Lane, eds: The: Ecorms asan Boobumg Complon Sssten. Reading,
Misn o Adihison Wesley, 1907

L +1;|r1.irn [".'I'L'Il.i u-l'l-l'l'fl' -"'|T|'Tllr J:li.lTllllfill'ill- ."l.illﬂ' rjrl1,l'l-,||_rm|;|; ,Ii;”u [,ujrﬁ”lhl-._u. Th .r"njl"l'l ".'"'J']'.'. ]'-.. " :-.Lh_‘”“__ ]111.IljJ:-'.‘J'JJ]L'.
| ]

—— "Marshalbian Ceneral Foprdibriam ™ Eastern Econemi Joprsaed 21, o0 3 01995) 251 - 2494

- - "-ﬂll.‘ |.'|';'.l'|]| o] H\'l'lq,]d‘-'ﬁll M Ecumomis " Toivgernd rr,l'-”!lr Fisgins o) I'IJ-“T-HH‘.:». '”"II“,JI” :1 i -'n “HIIL‘ l‘-"”n-'k‘lil'l:
127144

— "New Millenaaom Ecoomues: Blow Dl T Gier This Wy, ansd N Wy 1s 107 Tieriidl of Evamomie Pe
SIS [4, men | dwanrer OO0k ¥ =132

Disist Ak, sl Bassil. Malehil, Thinkbig Swatiioall The Vb Bl 8 B Paliity dnd Bid
ey Life, New York, NY 0 Noroon, 199

Ehvenltom, Dl Evodutiomary Evotnes. A Seady of Change on Eonmne Theseht, Piacarisway, N Treansaetion
fulslishers, (9494

T 1 T I T
Eeomemic fssmes 33 non 1 iMarch 18999 1o 182,

Lavewdredy, Harey, anad Dl Coiendier. Bt of Ecnmee Thnghe. $ihet] Boston, Mussc Hoaghton Mitflin &
o, 2N

My hew, Aome. "Some U Bt oo Teless. ™ Post Annistie Niwslites, 1007

Nuchas, Jurgs A Hiswors of Ecomomae Thoorey Mardland: Tohas Hopkens Ulniversiey Press, 590,

Murngm, Roberr Bowdime Alone New York, NOYC Somen aid Schuster, 2000

Schumperer, lesephs Hestoryg or Eoonomee Anedyas New Yorks BNOY 0 Omtord Elnversiey Prosss 1954,



122 [ind Colander

Sedow, Rodsert “Haowe D Boootaees Ceet Tt Wy amd W har W Dhal T Gaet™™ Dieadedus 1200 e 1 b

[U9TY 0. 39
Towal. Mare. “The L ompailsivee Shitt v Tnsritutional Anabyvses lowmalaf Feopmn bowes 15, nee 3 (Seprember
| QM) F68-5307
vitre Staveredy, Trene "Cllies Theory and Dnstirononad Econemes: Metaplbionor Model!™ Sl o) Ecoromee s
seees ¥ e TAN gk Pl L) ek,



