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URPE, HETERODOX ECONOMICS, AND THE ASSA
PROTEST ASSA CUT-BACKS ON URPE SESSIONS

Dear friend of URPE:

The American Economic Association (AEA) is proposing to cut by 13 the number of sessions that organizations other than the AEA are allowed to offer at the Allied Social Science Assocations (ASSA) meetings.  The Union for Radical Economics (URPE) is slated to lose two of its sessions, reducing the number of our sessions from 18 in the coming 2007

year to 16 by January 2009. We do not know where the other cuts would take place, but are deeply concerned about the loss of diversity of theoretical perspectives that would result from these cuts.

This is the second set of cuts imposed on URPE and other non-AEA organizations by the AEA.  In 1999, URPE was cut from 32 to 18 sessions.  Widespread opposition by economists both within and outside of URPE succeeded in preventing an additional 9 cuts in 2000.  (The AEA, it should be understood, exercises hegemonic power over the ASSA.) The rationale for the first set of cuts was a supposed shortage of space at conference sites.

This second set of cuts is driven more directly by the AEA's goal of furthering its own interests within the economics profession.  Thus John

J. Siegfried explains the change as follows:

"The purpose of this change is to increase the fraction of submissions to the AEA program (currently at about 1,500 annually) accepted for the program, so as to raise the acceptance rate for submissions to the AEA program from the current level of 15-20 percent to 25-30 percent, and to

broaden the opportunities for AEA members to appear on the AEA program."

 [Letter from John J. Siegfried to Al Campbell (URPE representative to

ASSA) dated May 15, 2006]

To achieve this desired goal, the AEA made use of data collected on attendance at ASSA session. But while URPE's sessions have always been well attended, the AEA's definition of "attendees" excluded the presenters and discussants at a session, in accordance with its preferred concept of academic discourse, in which the audience is a passive receiver of information.  (One of the ways that URPE dealt with the 1999 cuts was to increase the role of discussants at its sessions.) The data were thus slanted against URPE, with its preferred emphasis on participation at its sessions.

We ask you protest these cuts by writing to John J. Siegfried, Secretary-Treasurer of the AEA, 2014 Broadway, Suite 305, Nashville, TN 37203; email: john.siegfried@vanderbilt.edu.  In addition, we urge you to contact other economists who understand that the long-term health of the discipline of economics depends on its willingness to discuss alternative theoretical perspectives and to respond to the new issues that arise from changes in national and international economic relations.

Please send a copy of any correspondence to URPE (urpe@labornet.org) so that we can help coordinate this response to the AEA.

Thank you,

Fred Moseley (Coordinator of URPE at ASSA) Laurie Nisonoff (Coordinator of URPE at ASSA and member of URPE Steering

Committee)

Paddy Quick (member of URPE Steering Committee)

RESPONSES 
1.
John Davis has written to John Siegfried.
2.
Dear Professor Siegfried,

Sadly when I attend ASSA meetings I am usually locked in a room for days interviewing prospective job candidates. But I have enjoyed many AEA sessions over the years and benefit from these and a good number of the Papers and Proceedings entrees. I am however very troubled by your decision to cut back on the meeting space of the more heterodox side of the profession so that there can be more mainstream sessions. Given a choice between more second rank AEA sessions and interesting and more cutting edge heterodox ones I see far greater value in the latter. I strongly urge you and others involved to reconsider the direction in which you appear to be going, and so moving the profession.


With best wishes,

 

William Tabb

Professor of Economics

Queens College

Flushing NY 11367

Fax: (718) 997-5466

office phone: (718) 997-5451

wktabb@earthlink.net
 

3.

	Rodney Stevenson 
Professor of Business 

975 University Avenue Madison, Wisconsin 53706-1323 608/263-4992 resteven@wisc.edu 
	School of Business 


October 5, 2006 

Professor John Siegfried 

Secretary-Treasure 

American Economic Association 
Dear Professor Siegfried: 

I am writing to express my deep concern about the AEA proposal to further reduce the number of ASSA allotted sessions for heterodox economic associations. The reduction in allocated sessions - both those already imposed and those proposed - have a highly detrimental effect on the intellectual vibrancy of the ASSA meetings and the economic discipline in general. The restructuring of ASSA sessions shifts intellectual exchange away from analytic diversity and towards reinforcing centricity. While the pursuit of knowledge benefits from concentrated investigation within the apparent core of dominant paradigms, major advances in knowledge occur due to work on the fringes. 

The wish to increase the number of AEA papers that can be presented at the ASSA meetings is quite understandable. However, there are other ways by which the objective could be accomplished without the detrimental reduction in the diversity of intellectual exchange. These options include reduced use of formal discussants, reduced presentation time, and increased use of poster sessions. From my own experience, the value of discussants is at best overestimated - reducing the number of discussants would have little effect on the quality of the paper sessions. A reduction in presentation times could have a desirable effect on the quality of paper sessions both because of the increased number of papers that could be accommodated and the improved crispness of presentations. Poster sessions have desirable signaling effects without the downside of bundling. 

I would caution against the use of session attendance the rate of rejection of proposed presentations as the principle guide for session allocations. If session attendance and rejection rates were use to allocate academic resources, Schools of Business would have long ago forced out many courses throughout universities - at my own university enrollment rates for Urdu, Tibetan, and Sanskrit are mostly single digit - including the number of economics department courses and positions. Majority rules is a poor standard for the allocation of intellectual resources - including ASSA session allocations. 

Sincerely, 

Rodney Stevenson 

Professor of Business 

and 

Former President, Association for Evolutionary Economics
4.

October 6, 2006

Professor John J. Siegfried

Secretary-Treasurer

American Economic Association

2014 Broadway

Suite 305

Nashville, Tennessee  37203

Dear Professor Siegfried,

I am the Acting Director of the International Confederation of Associations for Pluralism in Economics (ICAPE).  ICAPE consists of and represents forty organizations and economic journals that support pluralism in economics, five of which participate in the ASSA meetings:  Association for Evolutionary Economics, Association for Social Economics, Economists for Peace and Security, International Association for Feminist Economics, and the Union for Radical Political Economics (URPE).  These four organizations arguably provide the theoretical and applied pluralism that is largely absent from the other organizations that sponsor sessions at the ASSA.  Therefore, it is of great concern to ICAPE that you have reduced the number of sessions allocated to URPE from 18 to 16 by January 2009 and have reallocated those sessions to the American Economic Association AEA).  In doing this, you have reduced the pluralism that the profession sorely needs and therefore have reinforced the dominance of mainstream thinking and theorizing.  If the position of the AEA is to oppose pluralism and exclude organizations and their economists that promote pluralism and engage with alternative theoretical approaches from participation at the ASSA, then an explicit statement to this effect should be disseminated.  However, if this is not the intent, I strongly urge you to reconsider the reduction in sessions allocated to URPE and maintain the level of pluralism currently found at the ASSA meetings.






Sincerely,






Professor Frederic S. Lee






Acting Director






ICAPE 

5.
Dear Dr. Siegfried,

I am member of AEA as well as of ASE and other heterodox associations
If they are cut out I will simply stop my AEA membership.

 

Let me know whether I should drop AEA membership

 

Francis Woehrling

 member since 1962

(with temporary intermissions depending on travels)

6.
Dear Mr. Siegfried,

I attach a letter stating the position of the EPS Board on the matter of the new policy regarding slots at the ASSA meetings. A copy is coming the mail.

Even though EPS is (as you have assured me) not in danger of losing any slots, we feel compelled to take a stand on principle in this matter.  I would appreciate your urgent attention to the merits of the argument, and a constructive reply.

Yours truly,

James Galbraith

--

James K. Galbraith

Chair of the Board

Economists for Peace and Security

DISCUSSION:  LEAVING THE ASSA AND OTHER THINGS
 

1.
AFEE-ers will remember that we went thru this about 8 yrs ago in 

the first round of cuts. I think this had a big effect on heterodox econ by reducing the numbers who can attend the ASSA, which is ever more clearly just a front for AEA. In the meantime, many alternative venues have grown, including ICAPE, various heterodox groups (SHE in Oz, counterparts in UK, Germany, etc), bi-annual PK at UMKC, Utah, etc. Perhaps it really is finally time for heterodoxy to withdraw from ASSA. The only remaining argument for attending is the job mkt; perhaps it is worth discussing whether heterodoxy can organize an alternative job mkt at one of the other venues?

L. Randall Wray

Research Director

Center for Full Employment and Price Stability

211 Haag Hall, Department of Economics

5120 Rockhill Road

Kansas City, MO 64110-2499

2.
I agree with the idea of splitting from the ASSA, and as I recall a similar split 
happened in the past within the American Poli Sci association but they kept going 
to the same venue and held their panels across the street in another set of hotels. 
So, if ICAPE as the umbrella org can hold a next door convention in the same city 
as the AEA then the job market and the "isolation" issues will be solved. Problem 
is the ASSA has a monopoly over convention centers and hotels with conference 
facilities in all major cities. They do also get a decent discount on hotel rooms, 
but that can be dealt with by recruiting more members and doing some aggressive 
bargaining/lobbying.

 
Fadhel

3.
Fadhel, et al,

Don’t underestimate market power.  I have been involved with the planning of the Western Social Science Association conference for a few years.  Typically we put together a conference with 700-900 participants.  Although our executive director does a great job of negotiating we have never been able to come close to the room prices of the ASSA.  The power of having 7000-9000 participants speaks much louder.  This is not to say that change shouldn’t come, only that it might be expensive.

Rick Adkisson
4.
I do not think we should split from ASSA.  I think we should remain to remind 
them that not everyone thinks alike.  Besides, our very presence is evidence of 
non-maximizing behavior.


Jim Peach

5.
Given that ASSA session cuts are theoretically based on attendance the cuts 
themselves reflect decisions made by a lot of individuals to withdraw from ASSA,  not just because we can’t get funded to go, but because there are fewer and fewer sessions worth attending and more and more alternatives.  I’ve already voted “with my feet” to withdraw from ASSA.   

Barbara E. Hopkins

Economics Dept.

Raj Soin College of Business

Wright State University

3640 Col. Glenn Hwy

Dayton, OH 45435

USA

barbara.hopkins@wright.edu

1-937 775-2080

Fax 1-937 775-2441
6.
Jim and Rick:

Here is the problem:

a) ASSA is too big; it has exceeded the capacity of all but a few cities. This is one reason for shedding heterodoxy.

b) AEA could care less about heterodoxy—whether we are there or not. 

c) This second round of cuts will be followed inevitably by a third. Each time the justification will be that attendance at heterodox panels is too small to justify wasting hotel space on these groups. Of course, each cut reduces the potential audience. Hence, in a few years we will be down to one heterodox panel and the audience will be exactly zero (they do not count the panel).

As the prestige of the heterodox alternative venues has increased, and will continue to do so, and as a growing number of the nation’s 5000 universities and colleges recognize the irrelevancy of orthodoxy, the invidious distinction of being able to say that one attended the ASSA to present a paper rather than presenting at one of the heterodox venues will continue to lose force. I am rather skeptical that even today one gains many career brownie points by presenting to an audience, of, say, 25 at, say, an URPE-at-ASSA session over the brownie points one gets for presenting before an audience of 70 at the UMKC/JPKE bi-annual conference that hosts 150+ international scholars.

It is possible that a very small number of heterodox panels, each of which is for some reason or another capable of attracting a huge audience, is a viable alternative to pulling out. The main AFEE meeting could move to another venue to accomplish all the other goals of an annual meeting: networking, paper presentations of research within the paradigm, and, most importantly, furthering the careers of the newer researchers. A few AFEE-sponsored panels would remain at ASSA—with a headliner or a hot topic that would attract a crowd (and that would far more effectively embarrass the AEA). 

The problem is the job mkt—which is horrible the way it is currently run, anyway, but it will be hard to find a viable replacement. Of course, departments looking for good candidates need look no farther than UMKC graduates….

L. Randall Wray

7.
I haven’t read all the posts, so perhaps some of this is redundant.

1) To pull out of ASSA or not to pull out: the argument for staying in ASSA is that we are economists and we should be granted (at least) equal status to those who have established the imbecile standards that determine who’s a “real” economist. As we’re not imbecilic, it is our duty to not only remind those in authority that rational thinking continues to exist, but to seek to convince some to rethink their positions and join the ranks of the sane. The problem is that we have not had much (any?) impact in following this course. No matter what we argue/say/do, we have not and will not convince these folks (save a few) that they are insane and we’re sane. This particularly holds for those in authority. They simply pay no attention to us. Hence, it may be time to pull out. We’ve fought the good fight on the terrain of our enemies and have lost. Let’s find new ground on which to continue the war.

2) Rick notes that organizations like WSSA just don’t have the bargaining power to get ASSA hotel rates. But, suppose all the tainted organizations (URPE, AFEE, etc.) pull out and hold an ASSA-type conference in concert. (A) Most of us wouldn’t go to the ASSA conference, thus, “saving” the costs associated with that conference. (B) Many of us would then not have to go to two (or more) separate conferences held by specific organizations, thus saving the cost of one such conference. Hence, (C) even though we’d end up paying more for hotel rooms for a single ASSA-type conference, we’d end up shelling out considerably less than we now do for all the conferences we now attend.

3) An ASSA-type conference (held under the banner of ICAPE?) just might assist us in discovering common ground on which to continue to wage the good fight. I’m not as hopeful in this regard as many others (unless everyone finally understands that I alone am right and comes around to my position!!!), but, who knows? Perhaps it would be possible to organize sessions specifically on this issue and agree to fight it out in an amicable fashion. But to do so, we need to have a regular venue in which we can meet.

So, I’d push for contacting all the dissident organizations, including those not currently assigned ASSA status, see what people think, and if we get enough interest, pull out of ASSA and form a new umbrella organization or expand ICAPE to include the organizing of a yearly meeting. This would require a higher level of bureaucratization than ICAPE is currently capable of. There would also be funding issues.

John

John F. Henry, Ph.D.

8.
Howdy AFEErs!

While the AEA as an organization cares little, if anything, about alternative perspectives, there are those in the membership that do.  The ASSA umbrella affords an opportunity for the cross-fertilization of economic ideas.  Many of us have, when a session is timely or of broad economic interest, encountered individuals who want to learn more about Institutional Economics.  Breaking away from ASSA, which is, granted, too much a reflection of the AEA, will not be without significant short and long term consequences, some of which have been clearly noted in this discussion.  Furthermore, if we quit the game we can’t play!

Daniel A. Underwood

Western Most AFEE Outpost

Contiguous States

9.
Dan, Do you (or does anyone) have any idea as to just how many AEA-types 
attend 
AFEE sessions? (I’d suggest the number is zero.)


John
10.
John, others:

I have been a member of the AEA since 1985.  It was through ASSA I discovered AFEE, an organization I joined in 1987.  At the 2004 meetings, after our session addressing economic education, I talked with 3 economists who wanted to learn more about AFEE.  I do not know if any joined.  With regrets I do not have better data to address this difficult issue.

With regard to this issue, I am drafting a letter of concern that will explain that, as a long term member of AEA, I disapprove of this proposed change in programming because ASSA provides a venue to broaden and deepen the discussion of economic ideas.  Yes, I realize this letter alone will have little success.

As to other perspectives and ideas raised in this regard, I am not necessarily in disagreement.  But we can only quit once, and once we do, AFEE’s marginalization within the mainstream of the profession will be complete.  Irreversible decisions should be approached with great caution.

Daniel A. Underwood

11.
Dan, I’m not sure I’ve been cross-fertilized by AEA members at the ASSA 
meetings, and 
am pretty darn sure I don’t want to be.

But to be clearer, I modified my proposal: retain a small number of sessions at AEA (the number they allow us will decline, anyway). Try to make as many of these appealing to broad interests. Minimize what I think John Adams has characterized as “navel gazing” or what might more charitably be called “internal discussions”. Retain the V-C luncheon as that provides the necessary ceremonial functions. 

Move the main AFEE meeting to a more hospitable venue. Given the small number of affee-ers who can go (and the even smaller number who will be able to go in the future), AEA is not the best place to do all the things that an organization ought to be able to do at its annual conference. And if the venue is a heterodox haven, the cross-fertilization might not be so painful—could even be pleasurable.

I do note that last year I was on a history of thought panel of a group that has a very small # of sessions at AEA. We had Mundell on the panel, and it drew a huge audience. I believe it was several times bigger than any audience I’ve ever presented before at AEA. And as an added benefit, I got to meet Mundell (an exceedingly nice, very intelligent, and well-read “mainstream” economist) as well as a few other orthodox types. So what I had in mind for some AFEE-at-AEA panels was something like that.

Finally, I thought John Henry raised some important points—especially about trying to consolidate in order to reduce the number of necessary conferences. Even if we had to hold the job mkt there at AEA, at least that is only an occasional trip for most people.

Note I changed the subject line. If some want to protest to ASSA, that is fine. I helped to organize a protest last time around. It had no effect. They are absolutely insular. It did not even embarrass them in the least to admit that their actions would reduce the diversity of views presented at ASSA. But maybe they’ll be more receptive this time around. (And if you believe that, I have a source in Nigeria with $15 million to transfer to your bank acct; please provide the access numbers.)

L. Randall Wray

12.
Dear Friends

John Henry asks "Does anyone have any idea as to just how many

AEA-types attend AFEE sessions? (I'd suggest the number is zero.)"

As a member of the AEA myself I attend AFEE sessions. Dan Underwood

also confesses to be an AEA member, like myself. So John's guess is

wrong. In January 2006, papers were presented at the AFEE sessions by

other AEA members including Richard Nelson, Peyton Young, Ulrich

Witt, and several others.

While I am concerned about the ASSA cutbacks my feeling is that AFEE

sessions within the ASSA in recent years have not been that well

attended. Rarely, if ever, were people seated in the aisles.

The separation of AFEE from the ASSA would be a big turn-off from may

people outside the USA. One of the great advantages of the ASSA is

that it offers a pluralistic forum. It is also offers an opportunity

- albeit difficult - to have some conversation with potential

sympathizers currently closer to the mainstream. No such pluralistic

forum in economics exists in the UK, for example.

Randy Wray's revised proposal for retaining a foothold in the ASSA

and shifting the main business elsewhere would mean two

intercontinental flights annually from active AFEE members outside

North America. Another big turn-off.

The choice for AFEE is whether it wishes to march into the

wilderness, or begin to realize the new opportunities for engaging in

dialogue with others.

Best wishes

Geoff Hodgson

AFEE President

13.
Geoff,

You must realize that the Royal Economic Society (RES) has prevented the emergence of a pluralistic forum at its annual conference.  You know of the efforts you, I and others made during the 1990s (and perhaps even before that) to open the RES Conference in a manner like the ASSA where different organizations--such as EAEPE and CSE--could participate and the RES has consistently rejected those requests.  It is also noticeable from those who attended the RES Conferences in the 1990s that, aside from when you and Alistair Dow were on the conference committee, very few if any "heterodox" papers get accepted and to put in a class argument very few papers from the polytechnic/new universities were accepted (and it is in these institutions where a majority of the heterodox economists in the UK reside).  As a result the AHE was formed so that heterodox economists in the UK could have a conference to give papers and to engage with each other--for a history of the AHE see the attachment.  The AHE has always been open to mainstream economists, but few if any have taken advantage of the opportunity--in fact Partha Dasgupta the president of the RES was invited to the second AHE conference to give a paper but he turned down the offer.  That is to say, the AHE has tried to build a pluralistic forum in the UK and it has been the RES and mainstream economists who have prevented it from happening.  Yet, in spite of this rejection, the AHE does maintain its policy of being an organization devoted to pluralistic discourse and is open to all economists who want to engage in such a discourse.  So "Virginia" Santa Clause does exist--or a pluralistic forum does exist in the UK, it just happens to be the AHE rather than the RES.  Whether this counts as marching off into the wilderness or not, I am not sure; but what is for certain, without the AHE there would be no forum/opportunity for heterodox economists to get together to talk about things that interest them (which does include engagement with mainstream economists).  Rather I think for the UK, the question was rather "To Be, or not To Be"--and the formation of the AHE was clearly a choice of "To Be" even though it meant stepping outside and perhaps away from the RES.  Clarification of the situation in the UK is important in this ongoing dialogue about the relationship of the AFEE to the ASSA.  After all, marching into the wilderness may not be as bad as it seems--ask Moses.

Fred
PS:  You might want to read how Austrian economists have gotten around the restrictions imposed by the ASSA.  It is difficult to conclude that the Austrian economists have marched off into the wilderness.

Dear Fred,

I read your e-mail with interest.  I suppose there are good reasons for keeping URPE affiliated with ASSA, so I'm not taking issue with anything you've said.  But the Society for the Development of Austrian Economics (SDAE) has no ASSA affiliation and meets jointly with the Southern Economic Association every year.  We asked for, and got, 16 SDAE sessions with no need to bargain for them, and we also have a reception and banquet (dinner) every year.  So, there are alternatives.  The Southern Economic Association seems happy to have us.  I organized all the SDAE sessions for this year's meetings (coming up in November) and had absolutely no problems doing so, including a great deal of cooperation from the SEA to see that there were no conflicts among participants.

Of course, I understand that the ASSA is likely to attract more economists in general, and therefore more URPE members, and I also understand (somewhat) the prestige and visibility of being affiliated with the ASSA.  But... don't you think it might be a little too mainstream to be part of the ASSA?

Best regards,

Randy Holcombe
14.
No time to really address the issues raised. But let me just mention that there is 
something of a movement to eject us from the profession. Remember Notre 
Dame, and there are even some historians of economic thought who themselves 
think they should be in history departments.  Some AFEEers might end up in 
sociology, history, even Ann ended up in history, right?  Younger scholars could 
get hurt if they are not associated with their discipline’s primary association, and 
at least we have the ASSA umbrella, with a group like ASE pretty solid in.  There 
are also the NEA (National Economic Association) sessions that are very good 
and not all NEA members could switch to heterodox venues.  So, there are things 
to seriously think about. 

Mat 

Mathew Forstater, UMKC

15. Dear All,

I agree with Goeff Hodgson's position. I think that despite all the cut backs in ASSA sessions we have to remain there in order not to be more marginal that we are already. Being working overseas out of the US give one's a broader perspective. Also, logistical problems make difficult to attend many sessions during the whole year (ICAPE, PK Conferences, AFIT), especially for those of us who does not earn dollars, pounds or euros. The issue of the labor market is also crucial and being already heterodox is a heavy burden. The task is to attract more people to our sessions and to offer papers more interesting for wider audiences. At the Assa meeting there always a lot of people revolving around all kind of sessions.

Jairo
16.
AEA-types are necessarily AEA members. I've been an AEA member for 
decades, but am not an AEA-type. Following Dan's statement, I'd like to know 
how many orthodox economists (to make AEA-types clear) attend AFEE (or ASE 
or URPE) sessions. Again, I suggest the number is zero.


John F. Henry
17.
Greetings,

 

Here is a plan to think about:

 

1. Keep fighting for pluralism within the ASSA, hold on tight to the slots we have, and hope for a better future.

2. Simultaneously, plan an alternative-ASSA (a-ASSA) convention under ICAPE, perhaps expanding an existing friendly convention such as the EEA instead of starting from scratch. This way the attendance will be large enough to allow for cheap hotel rates. a-ASSA could be inclusive and could invite the less privileged and unhappy associations from the ASSA as long as they are willing to endorse the ICAPE mission.

 

For # 2 to be successful, we must consolidate heterodox power & resources, and truly endorse the ICAPE mission. This doesn't mean that we should cancel the smaller heterodox events, but just make an extra commitment to the ICAPE sponsored a-ASSA.  

 

The timing of the conference is also crucial both for the job market and for hotel rates.  The ASSA gets such low rates not just because of the large number of visitors, but probably also because the first weekend of January is probably the emptiest/worst weekend for the hotel industry. 

 

Holding the a-ASSA back to back with the ASSA in the same city is also something to consider.  

 

Fadhel Kaboub

Drew University

18.
Dear Friends

In response to John, if an AEA member is not necessarily an AEA-type, then a definition of an "AEA-type" is wanting. How does one recognize this species?

In response to Fred, I applaud the efforts of himself and others in setting up the Association of Heterodox Economists. However, although Partha Dasgupta may have been invited, the AHE name suggests that it is not for "orthodox" economists. Hence it does not highlight pluralistic conversation between heterodoxy and (elements of) orthodoxy.

My AFEE Presidential Address in Chicago in January 2007 will outline some of the opportunities for dialogue with elements of the mainstream. Personally I have suffered in the hands of mainstream economists and I probably would not get a job in any major UK economics department. Nevertheless, my argument is that developments in the mainstream since 1990 give rise to such opportunities. For example, many mainstream economists have abandoned the concept of utility maximization.

There is a real danger that "heterodox" groups dig themselves deeper into a hole. There are cuts in AFEE sessions at the ASSA but the rooms allocated to us have been far from full. We should not follow George W. and blame ALL our problems on an enemy. There is a danger of drawing artificial and unreal boundaries between "us" and "them".

What do the terms "orthodox" and "heterodox" mean in the current context? I am aware of no adequate definition of these terms.

Instead we should look at ways of making our own ideas more robust and appealing.

Best wishes

Geoff Hodgson

19.
Afee-ers:

I do not think Geoff has addressed the substantive issues.

1. Yes there are afee-ers and urpe-ers, etc who are also members of AEA. That is not to John's point--which concerned how many primary AEA members are attending AFEE--to gauge the real possibility that Afee-at-ASSA might be recruiting members. It is probably non-zero, but probably not substantial. Like many other Afee-ers, I gave up my AEA membership in protest when AEA refused to rescind the panel cuts the last time around. Altho there was at that time discussion within AEA about loss of members, there was no attempt by AEA to woo back AFEE-ers etc who resigned. I think we know why. In any case, Fred can probably provide a better answer to John's question.

2. As Fred has outlined, AFEE gets just above a dozen panels, of which one is the V-C lunch. If we crowd 5 people onto each panel (which, by the way, AEA complains about because they believe a rigorous session must have discussants), we can get perhaps somewhere around 55 slots for AFEE members. In truth, some of those slots are taken up by non-members and occasional members (often recruited to round out a panel, to attract an audience, to lend prestige, etc--nelson, young, witt are examples of people taking away slots from Afee members; my question is: how many afee sessions did nelson, etc, attend, other than their own? This is not meant as a critique, but rather as a clarification of the problem faced by Afee). Say that we reserve 40 slots for committed Afee-ers. With 2 sessions concurrent, we have a chance of splitting those evenly so that we get 20 good core AFEE members as audience. Maybe 10-20  of those choose not to attend a particular time slot--they have some shopping to do, or they decide to take advantage of the opportunity for "pluralism" and go  to see Stiglitz, etc. On the other hand, perhaps another 10-20 AFEE members are present due to the job mkt or for some other reason and they can find time to get away to visit a few sessions. Also assume we can drag in some of the (diminishing--due to panel cuts) members of other heterodox groups (which, of course, endangers the viability of their own sessions). And assume they are willing to stick around in the hot, humid, tiny guest rooms AEA allocates to AFEE sessions. We can maybe get up to an average audience of 25 or 30 per session. As I vaguely recall from the last time we dealt with Siegfried, his argument was that the orthodox panels average at least 65.  Ergo, time to cut Afee panels. Panel cuts reduce the potential AFEE audiences, in a nice virtuous cycle. Again, this is a rough calculation but Fred can probably provide some real numbers to help in the analysis.

3. Does it make sense to continue to hold the annual AFEE conference at ASSA given the small proportion of AFEE-ers who can attend? Yes I understand that many members from across the pond can only attend one meeting annually in the US. And some will prefer AEA over an alternative, heterodox, meeting. As our neoclassical economists insist, life is full of trade-offs. One of the trade-offs of holding AFEE separately is that we can allocate as many panels as we want, so that, potentially, all Afee members could present, thus, could attend. Many will choose not to do so. Right now, many do not have that choice.

4. The trade-off of having all heterodox groups resigning in disgust from AEA's front, ASSA, and resolving to take their business elsewhere is not at all rosy. It is almost certain that AEA will not miss us. The marginalized heterodox groups could become more marginalized. There is the problem of the job mkt. Some foreigners and domestic heterodox economists will choose to go to the AEA's meetings rather than the alternative. The heterodox groups might not agree on a single venue, hence, there is the possibility of splintering. Some departments will count attendance at ASSA above presenting at a heterodox venue, etc. All of this needs to be carefully considered.

5. A less extreme path is to accept the cuts, use the ASSA in a way that will serve the interests of Afee, and pursue more cooperation with other heterodox groups and individuals to obtain an alternative venue that will provide as much space as necessary for the members of all heterodox groups. Again, some individuals will choose instead to attend the AEA meetings. However, even with the current situation of many alternative heterodox venues, attendance is very good at those venues--in spite of the fact that many individuals must attend 2, 3, or 4 conferences a year. If ICAPE or some other group were able to round up the groups to present a united alternative to ASSA, I suspect it could achieve the necessary critical mass. AFEE could then allocate its few remaining slots at AEA in a rational manner, to achieve two not necessarily consistent goals: 1) to recruit members from among the orthodox and at the same time to participate in a constructive dialogue; and 2) to provide a respected venue for presentations by junior faculty. AFEE's main meeting would then be held at a venue at which all AFEE members could attend, if they desired, and in an environment that actually promotes pluralism, diversity, scholarship, and other values not currently promoted at ASSA.

L. Randall Wray

20.
My last post seems to have been lost in the listserve. In any case, it is repeated 
below as I think it is still relevant--even tho there has been a subsequent post by John and response by Geoff. I still find Geoff's position to be off the point. Certainly it might be difficult to define what is an "AEA member" but the relevant question is about the benefits of participation in ASSA. To make a case, he needs to go beyond finding some AFEE members who are also members of AEA, and even beyond naming a few non-Afee members who have been invited to present on Afee panels.

There is one issue I forgot to address: are we abandoning economics?

I think that for the most part, AEA is abandoning economics, as  best represented by the line of inquiry from smith to marx to veblen and to keynes. many or most afee-ers continue in that trend. Very few orthodox economists do. I am not abandoning econ and have no desire to move into another field or dept. I am in an econ dept and will remain in that field. Our students are extremely successful at obtaining econ positions in good universities. I interpret that as an indication that a lot of the profession does continue to view what we do as econ. As AEA has moved ever further from econ, the question arises as to why we would want to be associated with such a dead-end, intellectually bankrupt endeavor? Further, they do not want us. Again, it is not a matter of us abandoning econ. THEY are abandoning econ. To say that a few AEA members are doing interesting research is not, to my mind, a strong endorsement of the status quo.

L. Randall Wray

21.
In response to Geoff, an AEA-type is one who accepts the conventional positions 
on the nature of economic theory -- optimizing agents, the search for equilibrium 
outcomes, universal (ahistorical) principles. While many of us may be members 
of AEA for a number of reasons, this does not mean we are AER-types. We "grin 
and bear it."


John

22.
Dear All

In response to John, thanks for his definition of an "AEA type". By this definition, many AEA members, including some Nobel Leaureates, are NOT "AEA-types". We should engage in conversation with them.

With respect to Randy, I have not missed the point. In previous messages I have outlined several advantages of remaining in the ASSA and several disadvantages of withdrawing.

Best wishes

Geoff

23.
Hi.  I think it is important to avoid a conspiracy theory analysis here.   

The changes in session allocations are based on head counts at sessions.  I am adding below the official ASSA average session head counts for '02-'05 for each organization. Organizations with chronically low counts get cuts, whoever they are. If we think this rule is not right, it is the rule we need to change.   

Organization

Number of Sessions at
ASSA Average Session 




ASSA 2006


Head Count for 2002-2005

AEA 



141                



48         
ES



50                        


15 
AFA 



45                



64 
LERA 



26.5                 
AREUEM 


23 
URPE 



16                



14 
AFEE



12.5                



18 
SGE



9.5                



15 
AERE



9                



37 
NEA 



8.5                



17 
ACES



8.5                



31 
ASE 



8




23 
NAEFA


7                



26 
AAEA



6                



18 
MEEA



6                



10 
IAFFE 


5.5                



14 
Less than 5 sessions:  32 organizations with 74 sessions

I have been on this committee.  The rule is not applied unevenly between orgs, although some other factors are taken into account.  Orgs with very low numbers of sessions (like IAFFE) have the rule applied less stringently.  The NEA's sessions were defended on ground of affirmative action (with great difficulty!).  And the Econometric Society which, like URPE, has lost 15 sessions since 1998, lost 2 sessions over the past two years, so was not subject to further cuts this year. 

I'm not saying that the allocation is fair.  But I am saying that changes in the allocation are based on a clear rule, which (in my experience) is not applied unevenly.  All orgs with head counts like URPE's took cuts, with the exceptions I outlined above.  To keep sessions, we can either work to change the rule or work to change our head counts.  If we don't trust the counts, we can monitor their counters, but in my experience in the sessions, the counts are correct on average.   

-Mieke 

Mieke Meurs
Professor and Ph.D Program Director
Dept. of Economics
American University 

24.
If I may very briefly add to this discussion, as director of ICAPE for six years I do 
not have the sense that we (heterodoxy) are ready to separate from the ASSA.  Even if all session cuts go forward as planned, continuing to associate with the conference is clearly preferable to striking out on our own.  We would truly be marginalized and my sense from dealing with all sorts of heterodox associations for those years is that there really are not the resources or the level commitment to make a go of a parallel conference.  We had a terrible time finding a replacement for the ICAPE director.  I can't imagine what we'd be biting off if we considered an annual conference.  I hate to say this, but my suspicion is that it would flounder and die.

For now, it is best to piggy back off the ASSA.  The job market alone make that a worthwhile endeavor (I know that, despite the heterodox leanings of my department, we'd opt to hire at the ASSA rather than a parallel pluralistic conference--there just wouldn't be many candidates at the latter).  We have another ICAPE conference this summer.  Let's try a couple more of those before we take any unnecessary risks/burn any bridges.

Incidentally, in my dealings with ASSA officials, I found them to be (as Mieke Meurs suggested in the note that Fred Lee forwarded) fairly reasonable.  Mieke pointed out that exceptions had been made.  Perhaps our best course of action is to argue for such exceptions.  Rob Garnett has written quite a bit on pluralism as being akin to competition.

Surely this would strike a chord with some AEA types?!  The further they move to AEA-only sessions, the more monopolistic the marketplace of ideas becomes.

John

John T. Harvey

                          
25.
Colleagues,

 

I have three comments on the recent decision on the part of AEA to reduce the number of URPE sessions at the ASSA meetings and one suggestion that I hope are helpful in sorting out what to do.

 

First, the very size of the ASSA meetings rules out sitting the meetings in smaller, attractive markets where room rates, depending on seasonal considerations, are likely to be lower than the mega-markets and subject to some bargaining. The limit ASSA faces is not the number of available sleeping rooms. It's the number of meeting rooms. ASSA, in other words, due to the number of registrants is restricted to a handful of cities including NY, Washington, Atlanta, Chicago. We, on the other hand, could readily meet in smaller cities such as San Antonio, St. Louis, Nashville, Charlotte, Cincinnati, to name several. Further, there are modern convention facilities available at universities that would be suitable for much smaller meetings at rates comparable to what are available through ASSA. Thus, breaking away from ASSA, as at least a few correspondents have suggested, would not necessarily lead to very much higher sleeping room rates.

 

Second, we have been re-acting to AEA for years while little by little they have been making it more difficult for us to meet under the ASSA umbrella. We can anticipate a continuation of this deterioration of our place under the umbrella, though I doubt that AEA would be so bold as to cut us out completely. The future with ASSA is not conducive to the growth and development of heterodox economics. To promote that growth and development it seems clear that heterodox organizations must do more than simply re-act. A very long time ago IRRA was marginalized by AEA on grounds that IRRA's practitioner orientation wasn't of central importance to academic professionals. IRRA has managed to survive quite well on its own. 

 

Third, ASSA is AEA, appearances to the contrary notwithstanding. I served for 18 years as secretary of the Association for Social Economics -- one of the founding partners to ASSA -- and attended many breakfast meetings with the AEA secretary in the chair. It was very clear that AEA regards ASSA as its own and whatever AEA wants from ASSA AEA gets. The ladies in the Nashville office are quite helpful and generally cheerful, but the real power is in the hands of the secretary. In the end, whatever rule is used to justify re-allocating number of sessions, the 800 lb AEA gorilla gets what it wants. 

 

It's time to stop re-acting to the 800lb. gorilla. I strongly urge the heads of the heterodox organizations under the ICAPE umbrella to meet via conference call for the purpose of putting together a plan for where we want to be in the next five years. This plan which would consider the suggestions already made via e-mail through Fred Lee's very helpful services and in turn would be put to a vote of the members of those heterodox organizations for approval and implementation. We can be reasonably assured of one thing -- if we continue to re-act to AEA and do nothing else we will have to respond to further session cuts targeting other heterodox organizations sometime in the next five years. 

 

I'd like to see such a plan available for consideration by heterodox organizations in ICAPE well before the 2008 ASSA meetings.

 

Ed O'Boyle 

26.
Colleagues:

As a long time AFEEr, I share the frustration of many about being marginalized by the "mainstream."  But this frustration should not dictate action.

There is a set of economic ideas rejected by Institutionalists, many of which ultimately appeared in John's classification of an AEA-type.  When one categorically examines ALL panels at ASSA, increasingly a wide plurality of ideas is to be found.  Yes, this is generally true of the heterodox groups, but increasingly this is found in the "mainstream" as well, which gives reason to wonder what the "mainstream" is, whether is exists, or whether we are clinging to a comfortable stereotypical boogey economist towards which to direct frustration.

Conversation occurs between reasonable people, and there is no hope at reasonable conservation when people are dismissed on the basis of categorization.  It is precisely such dismissal of Institutionalists and their ideas that rankle many in this association.  John Harvey -- others too -- have noted there are reasonable and fair people in ASSA, and it is towards these our concerns will be addressed when responding to proposed cutbacks.  Siegfried is not a reasonable man, in my estimation.

Be it this proposal, or statements he has made regarding implementing "standards" to assess the effectiveness of economic education, his position is clear: "We" are the majority and we can do what want.  Let us call his hand, reject his proposal not by quitting, but through providing a well reasoned response.  He won't get it, but others may.

Daniel A. Underwood, Ph.D.

Professor, Economics & Environmental Science Peninsula College

1502 East Lauridsen Blvd.

Port Angeles, WA  98362

(360) 417-6252

27.
Dear AFEEFOLX:

 

As frustrating as it is to deal with ASSA and to watch the number of our sessions keep declining, I think that withdrawing from ASSA at this time would be the equivalent of cutting off our nose to spite our face. What we want is more participation. Pulling out would give us a whole lot less--ZERO to be precise. So, for the time being, let us work at bringing up the attendance at our sessions and let us keep all our options open, particularly those that involve working with other heterodox groups to build traditions of mutual aid. 

 

 

--Bill Dugger

28.
Hi Everyone, 
 

I agree totally with Bill about trying to keep slots at the ASSA meetings.  However, there is another path that can be explored simultaneously.  I am the Treasurer of the Eastern Economic Association.  We meet in a big city (NY, Boston, Philadelphia, or Washington, DC) at the end of February or early March.  The EEA is open to heterodox economics, and we can pretty provide as many session spaces as AFEE would like.  Something to think about...
 

Steve Pressman
29.
Dear Afeefolks,


One possible option would be to hold as many AFEE sessions as possible with the 
ASSA, and to find an alternative venue nearby to hold additional sessions.  
Although it has taken some work, it has always been possible to get rooms at a 
nearby college to hold pedagogy workshops, so I don't see why we couldn't hold 
AFEE sessions at college within a cab ride of the main hotels.  This is certainly 
easier in some cities than others, but it is usually possible.  This approach would 
allow us to maintain the number of AFEE sessions without withdrawing from the 
ASSA meetings.


Geoff Schneider

30.
This is an excellent call to action – I heartily support Ed’s suggestion that ICAPE 
step into the role for which it has been pre-adapted, and plan for ICAPE meetings 
to be THE meeting and presenting place for heterodox economics.  This would, 
by the way, require one change – or at least addition – to the current format.  At 
present ICAPE meetings are designed to mix ‘em up; we try to minimize the one-
strand sessions, and to encourage most sessions to deal with topics that will attract 
people from a variety of branches.  This is a very good thing, which should be 
preserved; but we could add to this format a number of sessions organized by and 
principally for adherents to one or another of the heterodox schools.
 

Neva Goodwin, Co-director

Global Development And Environment Institute

Tufts University
31.
replying to Mieke Meurs' comments)

I don't think conspiracy is an issue, period, and since I have no particular reason to believe otherwise I'm willing to grant that the decisions are made according to "a clear rule, which . . . is not applied unevenly," despite valid questions as to what constitutes a "head."

Nevertheless, it doesn't take an econometrician to recognize that there is a very low correlation between head counts and numbers of sessions.

This bears several similarities to standard economic problems, e.g., decisions are made at the margin but there would appear to be an issue of "initial endowments" involved somewhere. In addition, many adherents of the neoclassical paradigm seem to be unable to find any evidence of "market power" when 3 of 48 players control over 50% of the market, or 5 of 48 (10%) control over 60%.

It has always seemed to me that the reason so much of neoclassical theory, and so many of its conclusions, seem counterintuitive is that they are not true (Josh Billings, not Mark Twain as often cited).

While there are obvious advantages to meeting with scholars from different schools, to say nothing of different disciplines (and obvious drawbacks to meeting only with the like-minded), the obvious disadvantage to the present situation is that organizations like URPE, AFFE, and many others lose many of the benefits of a costly annual meeting, such as broad exposure to work in progress within the school, and time to work through issues raised by important papers.

I'm sure that Ed O'Boyle is correct in asserting that the physical limitation is the number of meeting rooms, but time is also a factor. I have always felt that ASSA was unwieldy and top-heavy. Still I am reluctant to discard the pluralism that is the basis of ICAPE, and besides, I am never quite sure which 5% of the NC paradigm might be valid on any given day. No doubt AEA includes a large majority of working academic economists, probably not too far out of proportion to its sessions at ASSA (easy to check). 

But the resurgence of heterodox economics over the past few years has occurred for plenty of excellent reasons. All said and done, it seems to me that a "collective bargaining" approach is worth trying. At the same time, especially given the reluctance of AEA to recognize that "pluralism" is anything but a means of validating its own dominance, it seems to me essential that ICAPE and other interested parties take seriously the possibility of meeting together, separately from AEA. I know this is already under discussion within AFEE.

Scott A. Weir

32. I agree with Ed's summary and echo its sentiments. It is time for the 
heterodox economics community to claim its place. We cannot expect to gain any 
degree of attention if we don't do that. The main task will be to form a strong 
coalition of heterodox organizations, a process which will need careful planning. 

Sabine O'Hara

 

33.
Hi Fred:

Thanks for being the central clearing house for all this. It is about time that there was a challenge to AEA.

Here's another balloon to float: what about shifting out of ASSA and the big meetings, and meeting with the regionals on some sort of rotation? The Easterns have a long history of being quite welcoming to heterodox folks.

Susan Feiner
34.
I vote for Geoff Schneider’s suggestion, just to show the AEA how discriminatory 
they have become.

 

I understand O'Boyle's argument.  But would be extremely sorry if we would accept being kicked out of ASSA.  I always attend AEA meetings.  We should not accept the AEA philosophy that only neoclassical regressions are economics. 

The whole thing is so symbolic of a worsening American Ethos.

 

Francis Woehrling

35.
My reply to Ed O'Boyle: 

I completely agree that we need to do this.  Also, we do not make good use of the regional Econ Association meetings, where we can easily get on the program and which are in fact more conducive to intellectual conversation.  At the Easterns, for example, URPE does not organize sessions.  I don't think we do it at other regional meetings either, but maybe someone has an example that we have. 

Anyway, the deadline for Easterns is this month, and they prefer to get complete panels.  If anyone wants to send me proposals, I am happy to coordinate an URPE session.  IAFFEE does this to great effect at the regional meetings.  The organization name goes on the panel and this year, the flyer that went out for the Easterns listed organizations that would have panels. URPE was not listed, because we haven't been represented there recently--a lost advertising opportunity, among other things.   

Mieke 

Mieke Meurs
Professor and Ph.D Program Director
Dept. of Economics
American University

36.
Two thoughts on this issue.  First, many URPE members work at schools that 
have very limited travel budgets.  They are lucky to have the costs of participating at one conference paid for each year.  That is the case for me.  By having lots of URPE sessions at the ASSAs, we get a chance to catch up with colleagues from all around the country at one conference.  If we rely only on the regional meetings, then we lose those connections.  The WEA conference is so dominated by the far right that it is not really worth attending.  Second, I think that it is important that we maintain a "place at the table."  The AEA would be quite happy to have all the heterdox economist of all stripes just disappear.  That would allow them to claim that only they represent "real economics."  By having ICAPE sessions at the ASSAs every year, it makes it clear (at least to journalist who cover these things) that the neoclassicals don't have an absolute lock on the profession.

I do think that having some URPE sessions at some of the regional meetings should be considered, but only if it does not dilute our attendance at the ASSAs.

Doug Orr

Eastern Washington University

37.
AFEEFolks,

I'm still trying to figure out how the great methodological flowering of the 21st century, which has buried neoclassical economics as the hegemonic field of research, still ends up with discussions about a conflict between heterodoxy and mainstream economics.

Are we waiting for the other side to recognize our victory?  Is the mainstream economics approach to diversity the same as the Bush approach to Democracy-? once the opposition has been killed, then we will have a fair and open society....

I would prefer of course, to see the kinds of sessions and economics that I think are relevant to the real world still included in ASSA through AFEE, URPE, ASE, IAFEE and that various heterodox traditions would be included as legitimate fields of analysis.

Meanwhile, I'm waiting for the vast legions of trained economists who believe that neoclassical economics is the only kind of economics to retire, so they may be replaced by the vast legions of economists who are trained as mathematicians incapable of discussing the basis for their assumptions... Wait....

It seems at least to me that some of the methodological flowering is merely a renewed interest in different methods to come to the same conclusions.  Exercises in game theory, for instance, are like case studies that have lost all their proper nouns but finally found the right conclusions.

Aren't we heterodox types, as Garnett/Harvey/Lee's work show, engaging in building discussion among heterodox traditions? Aren't we, as the work of Hodgson and others show, trying to engage in more open discussion with other more mainstream traditions?

Can't we continue to do both? Isn't this a good thing?  Didn't we win?

Unfortunately, for those interested in keeping a niche in economics, what is necessary is more doctorates being produced and more departments that hire the faculty. While I applaud the work done and the students produced in those departments still capable of doing so, it is readily apparent there are a  lot fewer of those departments. If we are going to have to depend on mainstream programs to produce students interested in interacting with heterodox economists, I assume we will continue to see an increase in the number of vacant seats at the ASSA meetings.

Eric Hake

38.
Hi Fred,

Just a quick note on the good work you've been doing on the URPE session cuts.  IAFFE has only three sessions.  Sessions were cut during the very first round.  IAFFE has been very successful in organizing sessions with other groups, including URPE, so maybe that is where the 5ish number came from.  (Not that any of this matters in the long run, but IAFFE has had session cuts and I'm not aware of any special treatment, tho Mieke was at the meetings.) 
Jean

39.
AFEEFOLX:

I had not checked the postings lately and so have missed the renewed problems with the loss of sessions for heterodox groups, and some orthodox ones, at the ASSA meetings.  Of course, we went through this during the early years of ICARE (now ICAPE) and one positive outcome was much greater cooperation among the heterodox associations.  Another plus was a very useful discussion of what it meant to be heterodox or not orthodox, much of which is replicated here.  It is not clear there is any simple dividing line, although the cultural versus rational individual distinction is probably the best starting point.

A difference this time around is that there has been some learning and carry forward from the previous episode.  In Round I, most of us were very irritated and confrontational, but we eventually realized that the ASSA-AEA players held all the cards.  I believe they thought they were fair and reasonable when they applied rules, such as headcounts, in a more or less balanced way.

As to solutions, the postings here in Round II pretty much follow those that emerged much more slowly during Round I.  I think it is important to stay in the ASSA for all kinds of reasons.  I would add that it is not the number of sessions or participants that has been the problem, but the quality of both and the appeal of topics and content to non-AFEEFOLX.  Hence, the headcount problem.  At the same time, we did conduct a kind of experiment where I, Geoff, Warren, and Anne (?)got on a real ASSA panel under the AEA brand.  Our turnout was 3-4 times what it would have been had we done the same thing under the AFEE brand.  I am not sure what the moral is.  I did publish a few of my ensuing papers under the pseudonym, Pierre Cardin.

A subject I did not see mentioned is that AFEE takes a substantial financial hit by not having its own conference although it is true that organizing an annual meeting would be a huge strain on time for the leadership and membership.  Good examples of free standing associations with their own meetings are those of EAEPE and the EEA.  Steve P is correct that the EEA is open and flourishing and I think Geoff would not deny that EAEPE is financially viable.  A product of this is that the JEI subsidizes the association while with the EEA and EEJ it is the other way around.  Every year the AFEE board worries about declining subscriptions and memberships since they are what keep us going with positive cash.  AFEEs survival depends much more on the health of the JEI than on ASSA particpation.  We have had total control of the JEI and hence AFEEs fate but the collapse in subscriptions, membership, and revenue streams continues.  It is hard to blame this on a vast orthodox conspiracy.

The other point is that if you take a good look at the spectrum of heterodox and pluralistic associations including SABE, Ecological Economics, Social Economics, and the many others that have at times been associated with ICARE and ICAPE the total membership is about 2/3 that of the 24,000 or so in the AEA.  As Geoff, Steve, and others point out, the EEA, EAEPE, AFIT, ASE, Polanyi, ITVA, et al. offer a wide span of opportunities for us to be as active as we choose to.

We all realize too that orthodoxy is now more diverse than ever, at least in our lifetimes.  This shift is both good and bad for OIE since as Eric said (and I did in my AFEE Presidential talk) we have actually "won" on many grounds, but NIE and other forms of orthodox pluralism reduce the distinctiveness of "our" message.  I suppose one could say we won the war and lost most or all of the battles.

There are two fundamental problems underneath all this.  One, as I think Randy mentioned, is the loss of Ph.D. program control in heterodox or plural departments as almost all of these have flipped.  The summer institutes have in my view done little to change graduate student choices and have been hideously cost ineffective.  I am not sure what we can do about this problem.  The second is a failure to interest the less pluralistic and more orthodox economists in "our" work.  Since I am now ancient and retired, I confess without fear of painful retaliation that I believe the quality of institutional presentations and papers is lower than it used to be, which in part may be assocated with my first point: very few AFEE members have consistent on-going contact with first rate graduate students in the context of a generally strong program.  I note that a proportion of the summer institute faculty have not historically been at schools with Ph.D. programs.

To sum up, I'd say that there is a set of ongoing problems of which the ASSA decisions in Round I and Round II are as much a product of the state of heterodox economics as a cause.  Most of these are not going away quickly.  If we accept "competition" of ideas as a useful rubric, we can recall Pogo's classic line: "We have met the enemy and he is us."

Ciao, Baby,

Moi

AKA J. Adams

John Adams

40.
Thanks to John for detailing the discussion that occurred in Round 1. Let me just 
add that at that time we did enlist support of some prominent AEA members, 
including Diedre McCloskey and an econometrician who was on the AEA Bd at 
the time (Leamer?); however, it didn't help.

There are, I think, two separate issues and most of the discussion so far has concentrated only on one of them. Let me clarify them:

1. The role of AFEE as a continuing "member" of ASSA. How should AFEE and other targeted groups respond to Round 2 cuts?

2. AFEE as a going concern. Given past, current, and probably future cuts, should AFEE consider an alternative venue for its annual meetings.

Round 2 cuts relate to both of these issues. However, almost all discussion has been about issue 1. Here, my knee-jerk reaction is to say that the principled reaction is for AFEE to withdraw, just as the principled reaction to Round 1 cuts was for AFEE members to cancel their AEA memberships. More reflection might cast doubt on one or both of those reactions. Personally, I think that those who enjoy attending AEA sessions and mixing it up with AEA members should join AEA and attend the AEA meetings and get on AEA panels. However, I do agree that there are benefits that accrue to retaining panels at ASSA, and I've already said that AEA will not miss AFEE should it take its panels elsewhere. Only if all heterodox groups and other hangers-on mounted a united front and threatened to walk away from ASSA as a group would this have any impact on AEA. In the absence of that, I think a protest or a threat to walk is useless and hence I support retaining whatever panels and left-overs!

AEA decides to give to AFEE. This is in the interests of AFEE as a whole and AFEE members as individuals. Pragmatism trumps principles. The ASSA is a front for AEA; AEA can run its meetings any which way it wants; and the Round 1 cuts as well as the Round 2 cuts appear to be perfectly fair. There appear to be no grounds for an AFEE protest with respect to issue 1.

However, what needs to be discussed is issue 2. So far, the AFEE Board appears to be unconcerned about the impact that Round 2 cuts will have on ability of AFEE members to attend AFEE's annual meeting. Is the ASSA meeting still a viable venue for AFEE's annual meeting if we end up with 8 slots? 5 slots? 2 slots? At what point would the AFEE Bd want to consider holding the annual meetings at an alternative venue. Would many of the functions of an annual meeting be better served at another venue?

L. Randall Wray

41.
Having lived through a period in which there have been massive changes in the 
ways in which job markets, the exchange of information and ideas, and promotion 
and tenure processes are organized, I find myself wondering about the current 
state of affairs. My questions may be relevant to the discussion about AFEE and 
ASSA.

1)  For the young among you it may be news that the massive "meat markets" that the professional associations became were new in the 1960s.  Before that most hiring was carried out through informal networks of friends and acquaintances.  From sometime in the 1960s, easy air travel made it possible, and affirmative action made it imperative, that colleges, universities, and government agencies meet candidates who came from many different programs.  This was also a period in which the number of PhD-producing programs was growing rapidly. The size and importance of the job markets was also fed by demographics:  in the 1960s there were a lot of baby-boomers entering college and not so many people earning PhDs.  For a time those organizations (such as the Southern Economics Association) that met before the ASSA had an advantage in organizing a job market because of shortage of people to fill all of the jobs; the same situation, I am told, prevailed in the other disciplines.  As a result of all of these factors the job markets at the big professional meetings (ASSA, AHA, MLA, etc., etc.) were lively and important places.  Is that still the case?

I ask this question because I recently saw a study of the hiring practices of major PhD programs in several disciplines.  Economics had by far the highest concentration of hiring from a few schools; that is, the top-ranked PhD programs hired from among themselves.  This was not so much the case in disciplines like Chemistry.  (I will try to find the copy of ACADEME in which these numbers were published and post it.) There are also studies that show that Liberal Arts Schools (and especially the elite among them) tend to hire their own graduates and I would guess that those graduates tend to earn their PhDs from a relatively few schools.  In other words, I am questioning whether or not there really is a large market.  Isn't it the reality that there are a number of regional and status-specialized markets?  Job ads are posted electronically so that everyone knows what is available but that does not mean that it is one big market and, of course, jobs are advertised on listserves when they are of special interest to one group. Is it important to have a central meat market?  As a strong supporter of affirmative action in hiring I want to see us preserve opportunity for all, but I'm wondering if a central place is still important.  For those of you involved in PhD programs how many of your students get jobs by going to the ASSA meetings?  For all of you involved in hiring, how many hire through the ASSA processes?

2)  Exchange of information has also been drastically changed by email mail and the internet.  Once upon a time it was important to hear paper presentations because you found out about new ideas and perspectives that would otherwise have taken a long time to appear in print.  That is certainly no longer the case and people who are working on similar topics can communicate instantly.  I find it a lot more productive to sit at my computer and read than I do to listen to papers, not least because I can more politely and quickly click the delete button and move on.  My question is whether or not there are real intellectual gains from attendance at such meetings?  Of course, it can be fun to sit and listen to "big names" and probably even more fun to talk face-to-face with others working in areas of mutual interest, but I do sometimes wonder if we are not going to move into a different era of smaller and more focused meetings.

3)  Finally, it is my impression from my own experience in university administration that presentation of papers at the big meetings, and especially presentations that appear to have been organized through a network of friends and acquaintances, are no longer particularly valuable for earning tenure and promotion.  Most of the people who wind up sitting on college and university P&T committees are pretty savvy about how such things work.  On the other hand, it may well be that my perspective on this is skewed.  My question is whether or not presentations at AFEE, ASE, URPE, etc. are valuable for promotion, tenure, and raises?

It seems possible to me that cuts in the number of sessions for the groups associated with ASSA may not be the most crucial problem facing heterodox economists.

Anne Mayhew

42.
Colleagues,

I recommend that you read the articles by Colander, Peach and Radzicki in the March 2003 JEI.  These three authors provided discussions relevant to the topic that Eric has raised.

Glen Atkinson

43.
Anne: while I am not one of the young you are addressing, I think I share the 
views you express. Let me respond from the perspective of one who is on the 
other side of the hiring and one who is sending out the "young" to the "meat 
market". 

 1. It appears to be very useful to have a face-to-face meeting with a dozen candidates to narrow down the field to the 2 or 3 that one's dean will agree to bring to campus. However, everything you say about the "segmented" labor non-market appears to be on the mark. We need to think more creatively about how to accomplish the final screening. The ASSA meeting is an awful way to do it. Video conferencing? Several regional (or in the case of some depts, heterodox) meetings? In direct answer to your question, all of the students we placed into tenure-track jobs last year received their offers after meetings at ASSA that then led to campus visits; however, I would guess that the meetings at ASSA played a fairly small role in the decision-making process for those who rec'd campus visits and suspect all of them would have rec'd some campus visits without the ASSA meetings (altho the distribution of the visits across the candidates might have been different). Finally, with respect to affirmative action, the ASSA face-to-face can work the other way, too--there is an apparent bias against older new PhD's--who can get screened-out before they get a campus visit. On the other side of the hiring coin, our department has interviewed at the ASSA almost everyone we eventually brought for a campus visit. If we had been forced to decide on the campus visits without the advantage of prior meetings at ASSA, I suspect the eventual outcome would have been fairly similar.

2. The usefulness of the presentations so far as "exchange of information" is probably (mostly) inversely proportional to the number of papers on a panel (which constrains the time allocated to each). The current format of AFEE-AT-ASSA probably comes about as close to minimizing the usefulness of the presentations as one would want to come. Again, some creative thinking might improve matters. But as we currently try to accomplish two objectives at ASSA (max the number of AFEE members admitted, while also advancing evolutionary thought) there is no easy solution.

It will come as no surprise that I think that most of the worthy goals of an annual meeting of a group like AFEE cannot be achieved unless there is a fairly large meeting of the membership, with substantial opportunity for meeting, discussion, networking, introduction of grad students to faculty, and so on. In that respect, I think that AFEE-at-ASSA has suffered deterioration significantly--probably for a number of reasons, only one of which is AEA cuts--over the past 2 decades. However, the vantage point of the "young" could lead to a different view of recent meetings.

3. Certainly presentations "count"; invited presentations probably count more. I seriously doubt that having a connection to ASSA makes a presentation count more. Of course, my dept is an outlier. But I suspect that as Anne says, P&T committees won't be fooled, for example by a presentation at AFEE-at-ASSA if they are really looking for AEA presentations.

L. Randall Wray

44.
Dear John-- 

Present day Institutionalism  has  concentrated on two underlying assertions. The  first has been  to clarify the institutional position and to keep it up to date  This has meant insisted first and foremost that the study of economics must always begin with the assumption that the economy is  inextricably embodied in the  wider culture of which it is a part  and that both are dynamic. 

The second  assertion- perhaps as  impossible  to achieve as Don Quixote's impossible dream-has been to find ways to convince  most economists  that our view of economics is rational, useful  and realistic in contrast to mainstream theory, especially  micro theory,  which has always favored theory which was  precise, elegant,  and internally logical  over theory which--like the stumbling,  mumbling  the human  beings it is designed to help is  realistic, useful in the real world. It is less like a Swiss watch, and more like an Impressionist painting. 

My main point is that if we get out  of having the joint meetings we have traditionally had, we surrender to the notion that   we have  nothing new or better articulated   to add to the debate That means that we concur  the differences in assumptions make conversation impossible. But constant talking presumably  can sometimes make progress possible (even at the UN!) But our main point  is that we are convinced that our assumptions make more sense than their's (and so our analyses are more realistic). Do we really want to say that we don't think any mainstreamers can EVER be persuaded? If so, what have we been doing the last fifty years? How can  we make this point mean anything if we don't keep trying to make them listen?   In short we can accept defeat and settle for annual  feel-good sessions by ourselves which are not expected to  have any impact on anyone but ourselves. The alternative is to meet  with as many mainstream  economists as is possible, converse with them , and try to get them to listen  

to some of our sessions. Twenty may  laugh, but the twenty-first may go away thinking about something he heard.That's progress! 

 
This approach may be more expensive but if we become the Come-To-Us And-
Lick-Your-Wounds-Institutional Cocoon  I would think what we do would  not be 
worth that well-known  plugged nickel.


Phil Klein
45.
Just a few points. 

The most important elements of the ASSA meetings are:  1.  Face to face contact with people working on similar projects and issues.  2.  Assembling a critical mass of the membership to conduct AFEE business.  3.  Access to the job market.  4.  Presenting papers.  5.  The book display.  6.  Listening to papers.  7.  Reminding the world that neoclassical economics is not the totality of economics.

While some of these things can be done at alternative meetings, many cannot.  So I suggest we think a bit more carefully about how we participate in the ASSA meetings.  Some things are obvious--we should all register as ASE members.  But we should all join the AEA also.  Then we can serve on committees and make trouble for business as usual and amplify our voices.  Most folks don't want to do the work necessary to run any organization so volunteering to serve on committees is an opening where all of us who have run smaller organizations bring experience and skill to the table.  We should get AFEE members to organize panels  on important public policy issues and submit them to the AEA.  We should opt for the JEL and JEP and send regular letters to the publication committee of the AEA expressing our profound disappointment with the AER.  In other words make them deal with us in their own house.  By creating AFEE and the other heterodox organizations we have responded in a positive way to the process of marginalization, but these organizations cannot be a refuge.  Instead they should be the platform to support our push back in from the margins--even if it takes several generations.

With our limited slots for sessions we should think about them strategically.  The panels should focus on wider policy matters that appeal to both members and non-members of AFEE.   The panel slots should go to young scholars.  Most of the senior rank members of AFEE should stop giving papers at AFEE at ASSA panels.  We should shift to AFIT and EEA and any other regional associations.  Young scholars need the exposure, the response to their work, fast track publication, and whatever subsidy they can get to go to the ASSA meetings because they are the cheapest meetings to go to.  It makes them appear to be professionally active to their mainstream colleagues.  It helps them network.   The senior people should serve as discussants and audience--and take their mentoring responsibilities seriously.

Much of what has been said about the job market is true.   But there is a shortage of economists.  Last year there were not enough new Ph.D. economists produced to replace those that had retired the year before.  The AEA survey reported between 500-600 new Ph.D.s, the JOE last year advertised over 700 positions.  Moreover, more of the new Ph.D.s have taken jobs in China and India than in the past because of increasing pay.  Most the people I have met through the summer school have gotten tenure track jobs.  I know this because I have to hire two leave replacements every year and could not accomplish that task last year.  This could increase the likelihood of placement of young heterodox economists into position that will allow them to train the next generation of graduate students.  But they have to be at the ASSA meetings to even have a chance.

The ASSA/AEA invites all sorts of media to these incredibly boring meetings.  We should use that media this year.  These folks have nothing to write about.  Give them something.  For example the ASSA/AEA move to take slots away from interesting heterodox associations to redistribute in order to present even more of the drivel that these media folks find incomprehensible already.  Recommend to the media that they look into this issue, attend some heterodox sessions, and report on the whole matter.

Finally, listening to papers is rarely a great use of time.  I can read faster than anyone can present a paper.  So the reason I go is because I am interested in the topic and want to meet the people on the panel.  Thousand of economists, many graduate students, and a fair number of our mainstream colleagues attend these meeting for a few years and disappear into the ether.  They go to sessions on topics they are working on or where acquaintances of theirs are presenting.  They give the AEA sessions good numbers.  But the economics profession (35,000 folks with the job title economist) is driven by the small number of really productive folks who attend these meeting every year and publish, publish, publish.  It is my impression that of necessity heterodox economists are generally more productive than most of their neoclassical colleagues.  This is true even though it is harder to get published in heterodox outlets (keep in mind there are now almost an infinite number of mainstream outlets).  My point is that most of the AEA membership is dead weight, they attend sessions, pay dues, attend for a couple of years, publish their three papers, get tenure, retire in their job.  We don't have as large of numbers of members and people in the audience, but in terms of activity and contribution to the profession the folks we bring are disproportionately more active and influential.

Summer school--very expensive if considered as a consumption good.  As an investment--harder to say.  I have kept in touch with many of the students.  Offered jobs to three and employed three.  They are all doing interesting research.  They are doing heterodox work.  They are employed.  I read and respond to their manuscripts. With the summer school we are formalizing the mentoring process of AFEE.  This is important.   We are trying to remove the serendipity associated with making helpful professional contacts and make it intentional.  This is worth doing.  But there may be other ways to accomplish this goal.

While these thoughts are a bit disjointed, I think that we need to rethink what we want to accomplish at the ASSA, not abandon it.

William Waller

46.
Thanks, Glen, for sending along Eric's message.  For some reason, I didn't get it 
on AFEEMail.
 

I do think he makes several good points about the attitude of the mainstream 
toward heterodox economics (and vice versa).  It may sound like a good idea to 
engage with the ASSA types with the view that cross fertilization will be 
beneficial to all.  It also is somewhat satisfying to refuse to simply yield 
completely to their domination of the profession.  It is annoying and disheartening 
to spend most of one's life doing work that meets with so little respect.  
 

On the other hand, let's be honest.  To the vast majority of ASSA types, we either 
don't exist or we're not doing anything worthwhile.  We can present papers and 
publish articles until we're blue in the face.  It won't matter a whit to those who 
don't believe that what we're doing is Economics.  It's sad.  But, there it is.  
 

So while I initially read Randy's post and thought that he was being rather hasty.  
I think I have to agree with him.  Let's give it up.  Let's agree that we ARE doing 
something different than mainstream economics, and that there's not much 
overlap.  Let's do our own thing.
 

(To those few of us who have managed to get some attention from the 
mainstream, I congratulate you.  To those who still desire admiration from the 
mainstream, I do wonder about what it may cost you.)
 

Dell Champlin
47.
Dear All,

 

This may be an uninformed question, but let me ask anyway:

 

What kind of agreement do associations that organize sessions at the ASSA have with ASSA? In particular: Will the associations that have set up ASSA (including ASE in particular) not have some kind of special agreement with ASSA that should allow them a say in ASSA's governance? In other words, might the AEA not be assuming more control over ASSA than is warranted? It would be interesting to look at these initial, as well as possibly subsequent, agreements.

 

Even if protests against session cuts will not be effective, I believe we need to protest (especially about the reasons given for the cut), as strongly as I believe that there are good reasons to continue organizing sessions at the ASSA.


Best, Wilfred

 


Dr W.Dolfsma

48.
Colleagues:

I have a pragmatic proactive suggestion to address proposed reductions in heterodox panels at ASSA.

A unified response from all heterodox associations currently participating under the ASSA umbrella will be the most effective.  The AEA may be an arrogant organization, but it is also self-interested and rational.  The potential loss of all heterodox groups in unison may give them reason for pause.

Such a letter should probably come from ASE, given its long standing role in ASSA.  However, the process could be initiated through AFEE, ideally by Geoff as standing president.

Daniel A. Underwood, Ph.D.

49.
Let's all form a united front under the ASE banner.  Daniel's proposal that we 
should give a unified response through ASE is excellent.  I still cannot understand 
why we have not realized that we should all state that we are members of ASE 
(just for the purpose of the ASSA).  Why can we not organize such a bureaucratic 
front?  The ASE with the AEA is an old founding power.  Who could oppose such 
a move?


Francis Woehrling

