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Thanks to you [Isabella Weber] and Gregor [Semieniuk] and the rest of the organizing 

committee for putting this together. It is a very timely event to have and thanks very much 

for giving me an opportunity to participate.  

It seems utterly unreal—surreal—for me to be sitting here, participating in this session in 

2014 with two of my professors who I came here to be taught [by] and who tried to teach 

me macro and trade. I was in one of those first ten courses for trade and political economy 

almost 40 years ago and I feel like I am still a student—I think we all are—but especially 

this morning.  

Thanks to Mark [Larrimore], whose history was fantastic, and Ed [Nell] on the ‘30s and 

‘40s, and even quite a bit of what Anwar [Shaikh] had to say either brought back good 

memories or triggered old memories, some not so great. Anyway, I have learned a huge 

amount just listening to the three of them and I think my concerns will overlap with some 

of Gregor’s points and Isabella’s questions that she posed to us. As Anwar did, I want to 

start with a quick introduction. More than Anwar or Ed, many of you probably do not know 

me or have no idea why I am up here, so this will hopefully give you a little context for the 

remarks I will make about my vision of what the department was, why my generation of 

economics students came here, and how, as a faculty member in another division of this 

school, I remained closely affiliated with [this department] and with the Schwartz Center 

for Economic Policy Analysis through Lance Taylor, Will Milberg, and now with Theresa 

[Ghilarducci]. I want to talk about how I see the evolution of the department and what I see 

as the crucial issues that face it.  
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I came to the department in the fall of ’74, just back from a full year traveling around Europe 

in a VW van—not such a whirlwind tour because the maximum speed was 65 KPH so I 

was basically driving on the side of the road from Amsterdam to Istanbul and then back to 

London. I showed up here that Fall, having applied via the post office in Istanbul in January 

the year before, full of enthusiasm to continue the kind of coursework I had taken at NYU 

in ’72 and ’73 on Polanyi, Marx, and Schumpeter in courses taught by two guys, James 

Becker and Bertell Ollman who, with Ed, created a wonderful game called “Class 

Struggle,” which unfortunately did not seem to make it in our market—it should have. I 

showed up, like many of us in the old days, perhaps not like many of you, having never had 

much economics or math in college, arriving un-matriculated. The New School gave me 

that opportunity. I had a year to show that I could get through the courses. The courses I 

took that year were by David Gordon (two courses), Anwar Shaikh (two), Ed Nell, and 

[Robert] Heilbroner. I never came here with the expectation of a career in economics and I 

would not have [pursued one] if Gordon had not given me a great grade and some comments 

on a paper that I did on enclosures in that Socioeconomics 1 course that I took my first 

semester. [This] was a paper that was a critique of (of all people) Bill Lazonik’s Radical 

Political Economy piece on enclosures. I worked the whole semester on it and I still 

remember walking down Fifth Avenue after getting the paper back form David and just 

grinning ear to ear all the way back home. It was really the following summer, when he 

invited me to be one of five employees at his Institute for Labor Education and Research 

(whose main mission was developing political economy courses and teaching them to labor 

union locals in the metropolitan area) that led me to decide to come back in my second year. 

I matriculated and economics was not what I really wanted to do but this kind of political 

work made a huge difference and I ended up here because of it. There was a history [of 

working with unions at The New School] before David’s labor institute that goes back to 

the ‘30s and before [with Charles Beard and Alvin Johnson], which I had no idea about.  

[Working for the Institute for Labor Education and Research] was particularly an exciting 

offer since Ron Blackwell, my student advisor during that first year and one of the smartest 

and most politically committed and honest people I have ever known, had also agreed to 

join the institute. A couple of years before I arrived in the fall of ‘74, Ron showed up here 

coming from the federal prison in Georgia because he refused to serve in Vietnam and spent 

several years there as a librarian, teaching Black Panthers Marx. That is what I learned my 

first day walking onto the economics department. He was the first person I ran into and, by 

the end of that conversation, I had this history—I was just completely blown away. That 



Vol. 7 New School Economic Review 53 

 

 

was in Heilbroner’s office, which he was borrowing. Ron played a big role in my 

intellectual social life here and, I think, in the department’s in the middle ‘70s.  

Why do these details matter? Perhaps they don’t a lot but I want to illustrate how much has 

changed in 40 years. The huge change in social, political, and intellectual context needs to 

be recognized when you listen to us old folks talking about our visions of how it used to be. 

You heard a lot about the Columbia strike. That was a setting which we lived in and came 

up through that you [current students] do not have and it is a different world in some 

respects. How could you take off for a full year and drive around in a van in Europe today? 

None of my kid’s friends would even dream of doing that and she is about the same age 

that we were when we did it then. How could you enter an economics program now that is 

at all serious without having to take the GRE, without having had more than one economics 

course, without having any math? It was a really special place.  

The economics department of the early and mid 1970’s reflected a time of intense turmoil 

and conflict illustrated in that pamphlet [Snyder, Brian, (1985), Orientation Pamphlet for 

students of the Graduate Department of Economics, ] very vividly and it was a time of 

student empowerment as also comes through in that pamphlet. Anwar and I joked yesterday 

on email about the pamphlet: that it underscores the sense that, if there is one constant you 

can rely on in this place, it is that the department always seems in the midst or on the verge 

of crisis. We study recurring economic crises and we seem to experience persistent 

institutional crises. I will have more to say on that but I also want to be clear that this kind 

of colloquium, this event, can make a huge difference. Students and faculty working 

together can make a big difference. [For example], we finally got fed up with Bob Kerry 

and, although his [version of TNS] history was that he took responsibility for the creation 

of the faculty senate, that was not the case; we formed the faculty senate because we did 

not like what he was doing to this institution. That was fortuitous because six or seven years 

later, it was the senate that was the institutional organizing force that allowed us to have a 

vote of no confidence and he was out eighteen months later. The students, shortly after we 

formed our senate, formed theirs: the student senate.  

So, my conclusion is going to be that this department needs to settle on its niche, it needs 

to double the size of its faculty, it has to think about how to do that based on the 

recommendations that Anwar just made, and it needs to organize and fight for it in a 

constructive way and not the way that some of the fights were done in my years in the ‘70s 

and early ‘80s as it was described in the pamphlet -- which were very destructive in many 

respects. The factionalism, the people leaving classrooms in tears—that is not helpful. My 
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sense from the people who I have met here who organized this is that you have an amazing 

opportunity given the quality of your leadership.  

Why did we come to The New School in the ‘70s? It should already be clear: we were 

political, hungry for how to think about changing things, and it was at the end of the 

American Golden Age and a good job would be there, we thought, when we needed it. We 

could demonstrate and we could go to places like The New School because we would get a 

job. To say the least, this is a far cry from the pervasive insecurities students face today and 

I give you all the more credit for doing that in this period of insecurity. I want to say that 

this was not just the case for suburban kids like me. A lot of my classmates had bona fide, 

genuine working class credentials—Tom Michl for one had come out of several years of 

working at a steel factory to The New School and he ends up writing a book with Duncan 

Foley. Most of us did not know anything about the turmoil—even after we had been here 

for a year or two—that is described in the pamphlet but what we saw was an incredibly 

exciting, intellectual, and political place. In my second semester here I took a course on 

Marx with Paul [Sweezy]. Where else could you do such a thing? Along with seemingly 

perpetual crises, there have been other constants and I want to focus the rest of the little 

time I have left on six of them very briefly.  

The second constant is that the faculty has always been tiny. I am going to differ a bit with 

Anwar on that; I do not think it was ever ten or thirteen and I am going to give you some 

statistics on that. I am also going to differ with Anwar in that I graduated here with $17,000 

dollars in debt in 1982 [which would be 3-4 times that in today’s dollars] and it was not 

until the mid-1990s that I worked off that debt. This place has always been expensive and 

you have to really want it. I run a doctoral program [in Public and Urban Policy at The New 

School] and this is the biggest issue I have: we get fantastic students there but our yield 

would be about 90 percent and not 60 percent [which is still excellent] if we could provide 

even half of what our competitors are providing in terms of scholarship. At what might be 

seen as the peak of the political economy program in 1979, just before the state review, 

there were exactly seven regular full-time faculty—two of them who are sitting here, 

together with three multi-year visiting faculty. Fifteen years later, according to the 1994-

1995 catalogue, there were still just 10 full-time faculty. Today, I count something like nine 

with one on extended leave and another sitting in the dean’s office leaving something like 

seven. So, if anything, it is smaller now than it has been since 1970. A range of seven to ten 

faculty is simply too small.  
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The third constant is that, since 1980, the department has operated like the New York 

Yankees: buying superstars, older superstars. I love them all but I do not think it is a strategy 

that works in the long run. Take a look at the roster in the bulletins, nearly all the faculty 

have been older full professors—white guys mostly—and this was not the case when Rick 

McGahey, Bob Pollin, and I started here. The faculty was much younger—Gordon, Shaikh, 

Heidi Hartman, Gausman, Ross Thompson, Gita Sen, Nancy Folbre—they were all starting 

out when we were here in ‘74, ‘75, ‘76. Nell had been here five years and even Heilbroner 

was just middle-age and quite young from my perspective now. Look at the photos in the 

bulletins; look at Anwar’s photo. This changed dramatically after the 1970’s. This 

department has been wildly unsuccessful at hiring good, young professors and even less 

successful at keeping them. Yes, Anwar is right: a lot of incredible people have walked 

through these doors and taught us but they do it for a semester, they do it for a year even 

when they are hired for a year or two- or three-year appointments or even tenure track, they 

don’t stay. There has been a dysfunction at the heart of the way the program is managed, 

the way that graduate faculty was managed, the way students interacted with the faculty—

I do not have the answers but the product has been a failure to grow our own Derek Jeters 

after the 1970’s, when we were tremendously successful at doing that. In 1994-1995 there 

were 8 full professors all over 50, no associate professors, and just two assistant professors: 

Milberg and one who was denied—in my view, inexplicably—for tenure, Tom Palley. You 

can blame the university for not allocating enough faculty lines but, as an organization my 

cross-the-street, bird’s-eye-view is that the record of this department’s [hiring] is getting 

worse and retention for [professors] has not been as good as it should be. We need to do 

better.  

The fourth constant is that, for all the talk in this radical department, the failure to hire and 

retain female faculty and faculty of color is rather astonishing. The orientation pamphlet 

inadvertently tells the story. How did we lose so many women in the late 1970’s?  

The fifth [constant] is the trajectory of the department since the 1980’s, the curriculum has 

been increasingly narrow and mathematical. Maybe not blackboard economics but [the 

curriculum now] certainly would not have suited us in the 1970’s. Why did we come in the 

‘70s? In 1979 the theory courses focused on Marx, the Cambridge Controversies, the 

paradigms of Kuhn, critiques by Lucas. There was the labor theory of value seminar by 

Shaikh, the theory and practice of market power by Ed Nell, worker control and worker 

management by Gordon, every year these were changing. It was incredibly innovative and 

different. In the late 1970’s there were no fewer than seven regularly offered history of 

economic thought courses and eight regularly offered courses in economic history. Think 
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about it: 15 courses offered on thought and history. How does that compare to the offerings 

today? For us, courses like these were very cool but it is true, on the other side, that we 

were not particularly well prepared by this curriculum for mainstream academic jobs. There 

were opportunity costs—there are opportunity costs. And this is amplified by the smallness 

of the department. We had to do a lot of learning of standard economics outside of the class 

and this has probably hurt a lot of our graduates in the job market but the breadth and 

intellectual excitement of The New School’s economics department has also been 

invaluable to the careers and lives of many of us who started in the ‘70s and ‘80s. 

And this is my last constant. This department, to end on a positive note, has somehow, 

despite its tiny size and perpetual crises and hiring struggles, steadily drawn fantastic 

students and produced amazing researchers, policy analysts, advocates, and teachers. 

Among my classmates and my circle alone there’s Bob Pollin at UMass [Amherst]; Tom 

Michl at Colgate; Ron Blackwell who ended up at the top of the AFL-CIO; Mark Levinson 

(also hugely successful in the union movement); Rick McGahey, who has had all kinds of 

top government research and foundation positions; Mark Levitan, who transformed the way 

we measure poverty who has worked out of the mayor’s office. There were many more in 

following generations: Heather Boushay, who will be here this afternoon, at CAP and now 

running the Washington Center for Equitable Growth, which I am very happy to be a part 

of; Josh Bivens, research director of EPI; Jeanine Berg and David Kucera at the ILO—this 

was Gordon and Milberg’s orbit. The list would be way longer if we included Anwar’s, 

Lance [Taylor]’s, Duncan [Foley]’s, Ed’s and Willi [Semmler]’s students. The program has 

drawn and then produced a fantastic group of people who are helping to make progressive 

change all over the world. Imagine what could have happened if we had been given those 

six additional lines that the state review committee demanded back in 1980.  

This is my conclusion: the great news is that, despite the steady crisis, there has been 

persistent success in this regard. Based on what I have had the pleasure to teach, my 

experience in the last few years teaching economics in this department, this place is still 

attracting remarkably talented students and more, I think, from abroad than ever before.  

I am concerned about the transition from 15 economic history and thought courses in 1979 

to the current mix, in which there are just a handful of thought and rarely an economic 

history course. And I am concerned about the roster of courses which, from the titles alone, 

appear remarkably conventional, very different from those in the ‘70s: Advanced Micro I, 

Advanced Micro II, Advanced Macro—these are not the same titles. How are they different 

(from mainstream economics course titles)? When someone peruses [the course catalog], 
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how would they know that these are distinctive? I am concerned finally when I see the 

syllabus of a required micro course that looks as conventional and uncritical as any of those 

I see at NYU or Harvard. I read the 1985 orientation pamphlet about a proposal for a course 

or concentration in the political economy of empirical research. I had never heard of that. I 

was here and I never knew that was going on. That would be something innovative to think 

about.  

When the top schools have 30-50 full-time faculty, our seven to nine just can’t compete in 

the long-run, so we need to double our faculty, we need to nail a very clear niche. One not 

tailored to my generation in the 1970s but to yours. This will be controversial and hard but 

we took down a president; it can be done. It is about figuring out how and organizing and 

confronting the university and it is about running the department well. It is about good 

management. And it needs to be to keep people from leaving, especially women and faculty 

of color. It needs to be a good, safe, supportive workplace for a diverse faculty where faculty 

do not leave classrooms in tears. So part of the power structure here – and the solution - is 

in the dean’s office. We had, as usual, a great introduction by my old friend and colleague, 

Will Millberg. He is now the NSSR Dean, so there is no time like now to make a major 

change. I hope that you can follow up this colloquium and I, and I am sure Ed and Anwar, 

will do everything we can to help with this. Thanks a lot.  

 

Mark Larrimore: Mythologizing and Demythologizing the History of 

the New School for Social Research 

Transcription: Kendall Stephenson 

I’m glad to be here. I’m not one of you (I’m sort of aware of representing 94 years of non-

economics New School History and the present) but am here rather to learn from you. I’m 

not a historian either; I’m in religious studies. But I co-teach a course with Julia Foulkes, 

who is a historian, on the history of the New School. We’ve done two iterations of it and 

have found it to be a very fruitful subject for many different reasons. We are interested in 

it from a history of education perspective but it turns out to be tremendously important for 

an institution that is constantly forgetting itself, then rediscovering itself, and reinventing 

itself, and then forgetting itself again, and so on. I’m in religious studies, so when Julia and 

I do stuff together, I tend to tell the big stories and she tends to take them apart. She’ll say, 

‘Well, yes, but there was also this, and this.’ She would be here if she could and she sends 

her regrets. I’m going to try and be both of us. 
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What I’ve undertaken to do in my fifteen minutes is talk a little bit about mythologizing 

and de-mythologizing the history of The New School. What I’ll do is mention a number of 

very common myths about the New School as a whole. I won’t spend a long time taking 

them apart, I’ll just sort of prick each of them once and you can watch it collapse. Then I’ll 

try and offer you some other stuff – especially from the first 25 years, even the first 15 years 

of the school – which we found to be very helpful for fostering new thinking about 

directions in which The New School as a whole might go. This kind of thinking has been 

very helpful for various other projects. When gender studies, after having forgotten itself, 

reconstituted itself a few years ago, it was a wonderful thing that we were able to bring to 

the directors of the renascent gender studies program an entirely forgotten history about 

women leaders of this institution.   

So, five myths. 

The first one: ‘John Dewey and Hannah Arendt had a baby and it was called The New 

School.’ Not true for all sorts of reasons. John Dewey was here very briefly, we mention 

him a lot, but he was at a lot of other places too. We are inspired by him, but lots of other 

places are inspired by him. He took a furlough from Columbia to come here, he didn’t leave 

there. Hannah Arendt arrived here in 1967, when she had already written almost all of her 

most important work. Her arriving here was the confirmation of an affinity rather than 

helping to build that culture. I’m trained as a philosopher, and it pains me a little to say this, 

but we were not set up by philosophers. 

Second myth: ‘we are a pacifist and leftist school, or were founded by pacifists and leftists.’ 

We think pacifists because of the pacifists at Columbia who were fired and in response to 

which historians from Columbia started the New School. But the historians who started the 

New School were not pacifists. They objected to any kind of restriction on political 

expression by professors. And certainly the University in Exile was not pacifist. Leftist: 

You are, some of us are, but it would be more interesting to understand the history of The 

New School in terms of more time-appropriate phrases like progressivist, in the meanings 

it had in the first two decades of the century, which is quite different than what we mean by 

leftist. Liberal, anti-totalitarian, radical, never just leftist. 

Related to that, myth number three: ‘The Frankfurt School came here.’ It didn’t. It went to 

Columbia. Deeply embarrassing, people think that, continue to think that, and people 

continue to say it and preach it because we are two institutions that are called institutions 

of “social research.” Keep that phrase in mind because figuring out what the words social 

research meant to the founders of the New School (since it wasn’t the Frankfurt Institut für 
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Sozialforschung that they had in mind) is one of those things that we’re trying to 

understand; I suspect there might be knowledge in this room that can help us answer it. 

Fourth myth: ‘we were meant to be a research university in social science.’ We were not 

meant to be a university. The founders didn’t think that Columbia was a bad university, and 

they wanted a better one; they thought that Columbia was about as good as a university 

could get, and yet even a university at its best turned out to be a very conservative 

institution. It was run by trustees, there was concern with the shaping of the minds of young 

leaders, and in various ways, it was not open to and not flexible enough to respond to the 

demands of the day. 

Final myth: ‘The New School started in 1919 collapsed and was then rescued by the 

University in Exile in 1933.’ This is a narrative you’ll find in the two books about the New 

School – the sense that the founders wanted the school to be a place basically giving 

graduate degrees in the social sciences. They ran out of money in 1921, and somehow kept 

the dream alive secretly for the next dozen years. In the meantime they provided a setting 

for anybody to teach anything they wanted just to keep the thing going. Then happily. By 

some strange unintended or perhaps intended consequence, the money that was brought in 

for the University in Exile allowed The New School to connect once again to the original 

dream of being a research institution. This is a little bit unfair to the University in Exile. It’s 

strange for us as an institution to feel ourselves saved by it, but it’s also unfair to the history 

of The New School and actually even to us here, as even the study of economics goes back 

beyond 1933. One of the things I hope to give you is some information about why it is that 

you should tell people the longer story about yourselves. 

So, those are my five myths. Now let me give you some material for trying to move beyond 

them. Not for each of the five; I’ll do the first, second and third together, and then the fourth 

and the fifth. 

Who was The New School really founded by? Historians. But what was a historian in 1918 

or 1919? What was a social scientist at that point? At that time, if you wanted to get a PhD 

in the social sciences, you would probably have to go to a land grant university. If you were 

a woman or a Jew and wanted to get a PhD in these fields, you’d go to one of those places, 

and you’d never find a job anywhere. So, starting a ‘new school of social science for men 

and women,’ the name of the original proposal, was quite a radical thing to be doing. 

In fact, the school was founded by people who were in history departments but were 

essentially economists. The two main historians who resigned from Columbia were looking 

for a pretext to resign. They were sick and tired of being at Columbia. They were big people, 
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they were too big for Columbia. They thought they were, at least. One of them was Charles 

Beard who in 1913 wrote a very influential book called An Economic Interpretation of the 

American Constitution. As Beard talked about what history was, it was clearly economic 

history, or bringing the economic dimensions into an understanding of the history of 

political institutions. Beard and James Harvey Robinson, the historians who founded The 

New School, were champions of something called the ‘new history.’ The ‘new history,’ as 

it understood itself, was concerned with the concerns of the moment and in particular was 

very interested in nascent political, economic, and social scientific fields. Beard was a very 

important historian and economist. Thorstein Veblen obviously was an economist too. 

Alvin Johnson, an agricultural economist from Nebraska, found his way here through a 

circuitous route, but the school, which didn’t want to have a president, and then found that 

it couldn’t live without a president, was maintained by this president who was an economist. 

Alvin Johnson’s name comes up over and over again, and justly so (although he didn’t do 

all the things he got credit for, a woman names Clara Mayer did a lot of those things), he 

helped the institution survive. Nobody actually thought The New School was going to live 

beyond ten years. You might know that it started out in two adjacent brownstones in what 

is now London Terrace in Chelsea, between Ninth and Tenth Avenue between 23rd and 24th 

street. They had a lease for ten years, and nobody thought the New School could last beyond 

that. The fact that it did is a credit to Alvin Johnson and it probably didn’t hurt they he 

actually knew how to think as an economist. So, who were we founded by? Social scientists, 

but as part of a landscape that is quite different from the understanding of what social 

science is today. 

Let me say a few more words about not wanting to be a university. Veblen and Robinson 

were only some of the people that came here who had written books in the first years of the 

20th century critiquing the institution of the university. We tend to tell a story in which there 

was a very local problem having to do with WWI and Columbia, but in fact there was a 

larger problem that Veblen and others had identified before that about universities as 

actually unhelpful institutions. As repositories for old knowledge, that actually slowed the 

progress of society and prevented people from recognizing new constellations of social, 

intellectual, and cultural life. So they did not want to form a better university; they wanted 

a non-university. That is why it was called a school. What Julia and I have found to be the 

best way to explain how different what they intended was is to say that The New School 

was not a new and better university; it was what would happen if you took a magazine like 

The New Republic and turned it into a school. We don’t mention The New Republic by 

accident. All of the founders of The New School were involved with The New Republic. 
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The idea of The New School, which was already being bruited long before the crisis in 

Columbia around the pacifist professors, was to set up a kind of institution of wider learning 

for adult learners. It would not be giving degrees, and would not be beholden to academic 

disciplines (which are beholden to universities, which are very conservative institutions), 

but would have the agility to be innovative, to respond to the needs of the day, to talk about 

things that the other universities were neither equipped nor interested in dealing with, like 

the new economic and political world after the end of WWI. What was the League of 

Nations? What were the economic consequences of reparations and things after that? These 

were some of the things that The New School was originally going to be about. Others 

included labor, about women entering the workforce, and other sorts of issues like that. So: 

thinking about The New Republic as creating a community, and then thinking about what it 

would be to put that community on the map as a place where people could learn more and 

teach each other: this has turned out for us to be a much more helpful way of explaining the 

initial ideal of what The New School might be. We’d be very interested in your thoughts 

about it.  

There were a lot of other institutions than universities conducting research. If you look at 

the social sciences in particular there were places with names like the Bureau of Municipal 

Research (of which Beard was the director), the Bureau of Industrial Research, the Eugenics 

Research Office of the Carnegie Institute, the Bureau of Vocational Information. A lot of 

these ended up consolidating with universities but that was not their purpose. Partly that’s 

because universities didn’t want to have them. But at that point, the universities were very 

theoretical; they were very focused on theoretical academic backward-looking things and 

not concerned especially with questions of policy, social welfare, social research, finding 

out what the rates of poverty were for example. Lots of research was done by these 

institutions and all these other people, most of them PhD’s from land grant universities. 

This is a history that many of you probably know better than me. The one thing we are not 

like that we’d perhaps like to have been like was the Rand Institute for Social Research. 

They were the real leftists, that wasn’t us. But they were part of a similar moment when 

people were trying to set up a different kind of institution because the university didn’t 

seem like it was worth working with. The university was too unwieldy. The universities at 

that stage were very much old boys clubs and closed to some of the most important and 

interesting thinkers.  

You may or may not know that the wonderful noble idea of The New School practically 

collapsed within about three years. I call this the ‘seven semester itch.’ The various people 

who got together in the office of The New Republic and dreamed of what a better institution 
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would look like had very, very different ideas of what it might be. They fought with each 

other tooth-and-nail about it. Beard wanted a particularly strong connection to labor unions. 

He really wanted to develop not only courses specifically for members of labor unions, but 

also to become home to a publishing house that would produce introductions to social 

scientific knowledge specifically for workers. Kind of a nice idea, but it never happened. 

For various different reasons it didn’t happen. Beard left, and by about 1922 all of the 

original founders had left The New School. Alvin Johnson stayed, though. Horace Kallen 

was right there from the beginning, a very interesting philosopher, was there for about 70 

years in his career, an amazing person, but the original founders left. Then we entered –

what in the official history becomes– a dark, murky, out-to-sea period until 1933 when 

suddenly the lights come back on again. 

What really happened in those next twelve years is actually very, very interesting. Thank 

you, Isabella, for giving us the updated university vision according to which we actually 

intended to teach philosophy, jazz and all these other cutting-edge subjects. Not quite. We 

intended to teach whatever needed to be taught that was not being taught elsewhere. The 

number of initiatives that have been started and failed at The New School is so great that 

it’s actually wrong to say that they failed. It’s really more a kind of entrepreneurial thing; 

it’s really very capitalist in some way. We’ll provide a setting where people can set up 

anything they think might fly. How did the New Museum come out of the New School? 

The New School provided a place to work when nobody else did. That’s the kind of thing 

the New School did. It also provided refuge to a whole bunch of other people we may not 

have heard of because they failed. Part of what made the New School a really interesting 

place was its openness to experimentation of many different kinds. Allowing for such 

experimentation also paid the bills. The original concept, as you may know, was that it 

should have no trustees, no endowment; it should be driven by tuition revenue, which meant 

that it would be forced to remain relevant by teaching courses that people would be willing 

to pay for. The idea was, at that point, that there were various kinds of things that people 

needed to know that weren’t available in other places, so we would offer them.  

By the end of the 1920’s, the New School for Social Research had become a major center 

of the arts. It was also the major center for teaching lay people about psychoanalysis. Urban 

studies sort of starts here in some interesting ways, too. Yes, Berenice Abbott was teaching 

photography here before anybody else did, but this was part of a broader efflorescence of 

the modern arts at the New School, something that wasn’t happening at universities. They 

weren’t interested in modern arts, and there weren’t other institutions that supported this. 

When people wanted to learn about modern dance, or music, or literature, or art, or 
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architecture, or theater, they came to The New School. And many of the books that taught 

Americans about these arts – like John Martin’s The Modern Dance, Aaron Copland’s How 

to Listen to Music, Lewis Mumford’s Sticks and Stones and Abbott’s Guide to Better 

Photography – came straight out of courses taught at The New School. 

Updated university vision aside, you will often hear a rather derogatory way of talking 

about this period. It’s almost as if the New School really should have been doing social 

science. And then for a bunch of years, because there wasn’t any money, they rented out 

their space to whoever wanted whatever. They did that until there was enough money to get 

back to the mission of doing research in social science, which, conveniently, the University 

in Exile provided. I find that story offensive but it’s also intellectually regrettable because 

it makes us not take seriously what it was that made the modern arts come to The New 

School. It’s not just that there was nowhere else for those places to go. 

Let me go back to the question about what ‘social research’ means. The original proposal 

for a New School in 1918 didn’t use the phrase ‘social research’ but ‘social science.’ 

Somehow between 1918 and 1919 the name of the school changed from New School of 

Social Science to the New School for Social Research. The Holy Grail for us would be to 

find out how that decision was made and what it meant. There were a few other places that 

used the phrase ‘social research’ at that stage, and they tended to be research-oriented and 

policy-focused institutions. They tended not to be teaching, though some of them did. The 

Frankfurt Institute for Social Research hadn’t been founded yet but it was about this period 

when things like this were happening. You might know that the great inspiration for the 

founders of the New School were the London School of Economics and the Ecole Pratique 

in Paris. There are lots of ways in which the history of economics as a discipline, and the 

institutions that economists in particular helped to create, is one in which The New School 

is a link and an important one.  

My own theory is that the concept of ‘social research’ was deliberately open – open enough 

that it helped you appreciate the modern arts as forms of research. There is something about 

the modernist movements in the arts that made them the kind of thing that the New School 

for Social Research was supposed to do. There might be aspects of modern urban life that 

you would understand better through dance: the experience of dance that might actually 

itself be an important form of social research. 

I’d love for us to actually embrace the concept of social research in this very broad sense 

and suggest that, in fact, there was a continuity with the original founding and the kind of 

work that happened in the arts after that. It’s a question to you as well, if you can tell us 
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more about what meanings the phrase ‘social research’ might have had in the first few 

decades of the 20th century based on your work, it would be really interesting to know what 

the New School was doing, how it was positioning or identifying itself. It doesn’t work if 

people don’t hear something when you choose a new phrase like that. What they meant by 

it is something we absolutely would love to know. Economics is important to it but we do 

think that it’s a much broader thing than economics. Thinking back to Will Milberg’s 

opening remarks, it’s that much broader and capacious sense of the social dimension of all 

things. 

One final point – the keystone of the arch I’ve been building here from 1919 to 1933. The 

New School was home to something called the Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences, and 

it’s one of the great crimes against our own history that we don’t remember it and celebrate 

it. The Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences’ editor in chief was Edwin Seligman, a 

psychologist at Columbia, but he was just the figurehead. The person who actually ran it 

was none other than Alvin Johnson – at the same time that he was keeping the New School 

going enough to actually get it a building. (If they were able to get that first modernist 

building in New York City built at 66 West 12th Street before the University in Exile, the 

1920s must not have just been a dark age in which nothing was happening. Somebody must 

have thought it was worth paying for.)   

The Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences’ fifteen volumes brought together work in the 

social sciences, understood in just that broad and generous way Will described – the New 

School way. Alvin Johnson did all the commissioning of the entries and a great deal of the 

editing, The original idea for it came from an anthropologist from Columbia, who like many 

Columbia people, came to The New School because they were eager to teach the things 

they thought were more interesting than what Columbia would let him teach. It was his idea 

originally to have an encyclopedia for the social sciences, perhaps for workers, which 

would be a very German-like; a set of manuals, 250 page chapters that would tell you 

everything you would need to know about Sociology, Demographics, and others. Alvin 

Johnson nixed this idea and replaced it with an alphabetical structure with as many authors 

as possible. Johnson’s Encyclopedia of Social Sciences aimed to make visible the large 

international community of people who were working in this broad field of Social Sciences. 

(“Social science” was defined broadly enough to encompass the arts – including dance!) So 

rather than finding the six experts who could write the book-length chapters, he put together 

something with thousands of entries and hundreds of contributors – and a little biography 

of each of the contributors in the back. In more ways than one The New School’s 

Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences put the social sciences on the map. For 35 years it was 
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the main reference work for this subject throughout North America and beyond, in 

institutions from high school and public libraries to research and policy centers to 

universities. It was connected to the New School and people knew that it was. And it was 

through that project that Alvin Johnson met almost all the people that were invited to the 

University in Exile. The missing link between the earlier years and the University in Exile, 

which is so important to us, is the Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences. 

Ours is a 94-year story of experimentation with social research understood in broad and 

experimental ways – often, as I’ve suggested, led by worldly philosophers. Just as Hannah 

Arendt may be said to have come to The New School in 1967 because it was already her 

kind of place, we can say that the University in Exile was conceived and implemented by 

The New School in 1933 because it was already a vibrant and visionary center for social 

research. 

 

Ed Nell: What Is The Mission Of The Economics Department: 

Transforming Economics Or Teaching Undergraduates? 

Transcription: Abid Raza Khan 

Mark’s excellent introduction calls attention to the views of the German exiles who came 

in the 1930s.  They were very much attracted to The New School by the fact that it was a 

pay-as-you-go institution. Thorstein Veblen, one of the founders, had been influential in 

setting it up that way, because he wished to avoid the influence of what he called the 

‘Captains of Erudition’ – an ironic reference to the self-anointed ‘Captains of Industry’, 

who, like the ‘job-creators’ of today, thought that they were the creators of the modern 

world. The ‘Captains of Erudition’ , Veblen argued, wanted to impose a capitalist vision on 

education, celebrating the benefits of capital and free markets.  In his view, they were 

uniquely unqualified to explain the working of the system in which they functioned, for 

part of their position was to act as propagandists and ideologues.  .The German scholars 

who came to the New School, however, were less worried about the influence of capital on 

higher education, and more worried, very worried, about the potential influence of the state, 

worries that bubbled to the surface as the McCarthy Era unfolded.  Indeed the New School 

had come into existence as a reaction to Nicholas Murray Butler’s policies at Columbia 

University, where an Assistant Professor of History had been arrested for sedition because 

he gave a lecture arguing that German diplomacy did not solely or even chiefly cause the 

outbreak of World War I; responsibility was widely shared. That arrest, organized and 
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supported by the Columbia Administration, was the origin of the rebellion which brought 

together the group of distinguished and progressive faculty that started The New School.  

The German exiles were very much concerned with the possible influence of the state, and 

aware that in the United States local and state Governments were very likely at times to 

interfere in the management of institutions of higher learning. So the New School avoided 

reliance on both private capital and state funding, and this was, I think, one of the 

attractions.  

They were also uninterested in administration, and glad to see it minimlzed.  One of the 

many good things Alvin Johnson, the first President, did that we should remember, was that 

he kept the bureaucracy small. When I came to the New School, the Graduate Faculty had 

many more students than today, but there were only a few full time administrators.   I 

remember three, the Dean, the Assistant Dean and the Director Of Admissions (who also 

ran Recofds). No doubt there were others, certainly later on. There were also a number of 

very important secretaries; traditional secretaries, who often ended up managing 

everything. They played a very important role, and so did graduate students. Graduate 

students were hired as administrators, and they largely managed Student Affairs and did all 

the work in Records. So it was very unlike a normal University.   In that respect, as you all 

know, it has changed pretty dramatically. 

In the 1970s, the early 1970s, and really from the end of WWII, the city of NY offered a 

substantial raise to high school teachers and to elementary school teachers who earned an 

MA. Social studies teachers all over the city found the New School programs in Economics 

and Political Economy very attractive. I think my first class at the New School in 

Macroeconomics and Income Distribution had over 200 students, in 1969. Sometime in the 

late 1970s, during the crisis where the city nearly went bankrupt, giving teachers a raise for 

getting an MA stopped. This was a loss for the Economics Dept; our MA program had been 

substantial and had had students who were pretty good. The high school teachers knew what 

they wanted, they worked hard, and they were highly critical.  They did not need spoon-

feeding.   They were adults; the New School was a place for adult education.  So teaching 

them was quite different from teaching undergraduates.  MAs for teachers was the 

foundation that supported, not only our department, but also sociology, anthropology, and 

politics. Psychology was different but also very large. All this meant that the graduate 

faculty was not such a big burden on the rest of the New School. I haven’t looked at the 

figures, but my understanding is that, although it drew funds off the rest of the New School, 

it was after the city crisis that the Graduate Faculty became a serious burden.  
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The department, which was founded during the university in exile, and which perpetually 

debated and fought, discussed, argued, and fought again, over its curriculum was dominated 

by, well, it’s not really clear who or what approach, if any, dominated. We had Keynesians 

and post Keynesians, competing varieties of Marxists, progressive neo-Classicals, and 

institutionalists. And a few who were more or less conventional.  Right from the start there 

was diversity – and an ability to work together, which, of course, became frayed at times.   

Adolph Lowe was a particularly important figure, in his own right, and because he was 

Robert Heilbroner’s mentor, (and, indeed, mine.) And he was a very significant figure in 

Germany.  But there were others.  Hans Neisser was an acutely intelligent marginalist 

economist, very critical of Keyne’s liquidity preference approach to money, and critical of 

the Keynesian system in general. He didn’t like the IS-LM model and he didn’t like other 

variants of effective demand. He tried to develop an approach to macroeconomics which 

was built on the quantity theory of money. But it was not the quantity theory of money at 

all in the sense of Friedman; he considered that money was engendered in the process of 

the economy, in production, in distribution of income, in expenditure, money was, in a 

modern sense, endogenous. But the quantity theory gave a flow of funds approach to 

classify what was going on in the economy. And he tried to develop that. We held a 

conference called re-inventing functional finance. ‘Functional finance’ was a phrase of 

another person, not really a refugee although he was from London, Abba Lerner, who wrote 

a famous essay on functional finance; published in Social research, and then reprinted 

everywhere. 

At the conference we had on re-inventing functional finance Professor Hans Michael 

Trautwein gave a paper on the work of Neisser, and others, showing that at the New School 

there was a lot of hesitation in the 30s 40s and 50s about the Keynesian system. It was not 

seen as adequate, for two interlocking reasons: it was not historical and it did not build on 

or around Marx.  It did not take positions that were ‘for and against Marx’ - the title of the 

very influential book of Heilbroner.   Prior to the big changes in the Department that came 

in the early 70s, there was a great deal of tension over the Marxian tradition: How do we 

handle Marx, how do we handle Keynes?  Both were seen as fundamental to the 

development of a new economics.  

Understand that there was no question that we needed to develop a new economics. The 

conventional economics of the post-War days were clearly inadequate because they 

provided no way of understanding fluctuations and growth, no way of foreseeing crises, no 

way of dealing with them adequately – a situation which only got worse as the century wore 

on, and the influence of conservative economics grew. Ordinary economics was something 
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in which you could dig around and you might find some interesting ideas. But the question 

is how you build something new and more realistic. And it was understood that it had to be 

historical. These were Germans. This was the German Historical School.  

This was the background to an understanding of what the Department set out to do. It was 

a small department, it was supposed to give PhDs, and it was in America, which means that 

the students had to know something about the ‘Anglo-Saxon’ economics. Which many 

people in the Department didn’t think was much help in understanding the economics of 

the real world.  So we had to teach a critique, but we needed an approach that would help 

us understand the actual economy. Looking at the work of our predecessors in 30s and 40s, 

they had a made a great start, but it was time to develop these beginnings into a new way 

of thinking. There was plenty to build on in Lowe’s work, and in that of others – Abba 

Lerner, for example. ‘Functional finance’ is quite a radical approach, even today: It 

dismisses concerns over the deficit, it assumes that money is state=backed credit money, 

and it basically says that Keynes has not gone nearly far enough in bringing the state into 

the question of controlling the cycle.  

In the 1940s a series of events took place which are truly remarkable, although the 

department of economics is not given credit for this and the administration of the school is 

perhaps not even aware of it.  This was the development by Jacob Marschak of a seminar, 

which created the foundation of statistics and econometrics.  The question he and his 

colleagues posed: how are we going to make use of the new insights of statistics in order to 

build an empirical model, which expresses our theoretical understanding of 

macroeconomics?  But at that time It was not really clear what macroeconomics is, and it 

became responsibility of one of the new school students, Franco Modigliani, to work that 

out in his dissertation, which he did, resulting in the famous article in Econometrica that 

co-created the IS-LM system with Hicks in England.  

This seminar would not be permitted today; first of all, it moved around a lot, meeting at 

other universities, or in private quarters, such as offices of the NBER.  It also met 

irregularly.  It had no definite syllabus, or rather, the syllabus and plan changed frequently.  

Students taking it had no way of knowing what to expect or what the requirements were.  

Secondly, a lot of people regularly attending and presenting papers were neither teachers 

nor students at The New School.  Nor did they pay any fees.  An especially notable case 

was Trygve Haavelmo, who later won a Nobel Memorial Prize for the work that he began 

in this seminar (the probabilistic approach to econometrics.)  War had begun in Europe, the 

Nazis had moved into Norway, and he had come to New York as a clerk in the Norwegian 
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Shipping lines.   He was an especially important and regular participant, often presiding 

over the discussion. Admittedly at the end of the seminar, at the end of three years of taking 

part in and jointly running it, he was offered a job at the New School.  Imagine how today’s 

administration would react to having somebody regularly acting as faculty over a three year 

period, teaching, and teaching very importantly; he was one of the supervisors of 

Modigliani. But he wasn’t actually on the faculty, nor was he paid.  He left for Harvard 

almost immediately after taking up his appointment, so his official connection to the New 

School was almost non-existent.  Marschak ran this seminar as an intellectual project, an 

adventure; he brought in people he thought could help,- Abraham Wald from Columbia -, 

and many others.  All of them worked on developing something wholly new - the 

foundations of econometrics    

Marschak was then hired away to Colorado where he helped to found the Cowles 

Foundation; they somehow persuaded Alfred Cowles to pay for a research institute. It later 

moved to the University of Chicago and then to Yale, where it is now. But the origin of 

what came to be known as the Cowles Commission approach to econometrics is the seminar 

at New School that Jacob Marschak ran.  

I say that because what was clearly most important in the minds of the people that 

participated in that seminar was basic research. It wasn’t just research; it was creation. They 

aimed to create a new way of thinking about economics, one which would provide for exact 

measurement, so that you could say exactly what a government should do. How much 

would be needed to reach a goal or produce a result. Think of a recent example, the stimulus 

package that the Obama administration produced: Willi Semmler and I actually took only 

about 15 minutes to work out that if was half the size of what it should be, and we wrote a 

note on that.  (Few agreed then, many agree today.)  We were able to do this, and do it 

quickly, because there were plenty of statistics available, and plenty of ways to working it 

out based calculations of the values of the relevant multipliers. We could find multipliers 

for taxes, for various categories of expenditures, and so on. So we were able to quickly put 

them all together and come out with an estimate that the stimulus was about half the size of 

what it should be to accomplish the objective.  Such a quick calculation was inconceivable 

in 1940s. There was no way to do anything like that; that it can be done now very easily is 

one of the legacies of that Seminar, and the Cowles Commission.  (Of course, it can be 

argued that the Cowles approach to econometrics did ultimately fall short, because the 

models did mostly fail in 1970s. They broke down when faced with stagflation; they were 

being asked to do things they were never designed to do, as Lawrence Klein argued very 

strongly.)  
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But that kind of original, creative research, carried out in a movable seminar, is not 

consistent with a well administered university.  The seminar is not presenting a teachable 

subject.  It is not presenting material that can be learned – and paid for.  But it is something 

the Economic Department nevertheless did, from time to time.  Over the years, some 

‘irresponsible’ members of the Department’s faculty have permitted students to come in 

and take part in their classes for a long periods of time, in that same spirit. These were 

students or faculty from elsewhere who wanted to participate in developing new 

approaches, and who were not interested in credits or degrees.  They did not want to learn, 

they wanted to take part in, help to create, a dialogue, one that might develop into a new 

approach.   What I want to stress in this is that the mission of the department was understood 

to be developing a wholly new and different approach economics; a new economics. And 

it was the responsibility of the department in producing an MA and PHD that the students 

also understood why that was necessary, what the standard and orthodox view was and what 

was wrong about it.  

But this also meant that the Department had to teach twice as much as any other department. 

Because we had to teach the orthodox approach, we had to criticize the orthodox approach, 

and then we had to develop those criticisms into an alternative.  Apart from survey courses, 

we did not teach what we learned in graduate schools. We taught what we created, invented, 

as we went along.  David Gordon taught social structures of accumulation; but there was 

no idea or theory of social structures of accumulation before David, Sam Bowles and Tom 

Weisskopf got together and worked it out. Many of us taught the capital theory critique, but 

we were among the ones who worked it out. We taught the articles we published. Willi 

Semmler taught the dynamics he was developing with his German colleagues; Lance Taylor 

the new macroeconomics of Development. A reinterpretation of Marx and the labor theory 

of value - when that came up in Anwar Shaikh’s courses it was not because he had learned 

it in graduate school at Columbia.  Nor did Duncan Foley teach what he had learned in 

graduate school; he taught why he rejected much of what he had faced in graduate school.  

There was no theory of Transformational Growth before I developed it; I taught what I was 

working on.  All of us did.  Our research and our teaching went together. David 

Schwartzman was our residential neo-classical and David was an immense repository on 

the working and mis-working of the great corporations of America. He was very critical. 

However, he held the view that simple textbook supply and demand gives you enough 

insight to see what was going on, and that competition was very important to understanding 

how the corporation works – we all learned from David, even though this framework was 
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what the rest of us were refuting. But David knew the institutional facts, and was a great 

resource.  

The course curriculum was a perennial issue. We had to work out how we could responsibly 

teach what we were developing and simultaneously meet the standards.  Two sets of 

standards had to be met - the intellectual standards which we felt committed to, together 

with the standards imposed by the state and the administration.  The point was to make sure 

that we covered, critically, intelligently and historically the orthodox positions in 

economics, while at the same time presenting the new materials we were developing.    

It was a monumental task for a small department to take on this enormous project and we 

were unique. The department struggled with this again and again, almost every year.  How 

could a department of somewhere around 10-12 full-time faculty, with a few part-timers, 

teaching, at that time 6 courses, and then 5, come up with a program that was intellectually 

responsible and at the same time, allowed for the faculty to focus on the research project of 

creating a new economics?  Not to mention the task of responsibly supervising students 

writing dissertations for the PhD. Now that is an immense task.  

I would conclude with a question. How are you going to do all that and develop an 

undergraduate major, for Lang College? How are you possibly going to do both a 

responsible and innovative, alternative graduate program and a coherent, comprehensive 

undergraduate major? You - the graduate students - are now going to get only half the time 

of the faculty. And the faculty will now have an additional burden, namely preparing and 

teaching courses for undergraduates – courses that cannot reasonably be based on their own 

new work.  Undergraduate courses have to introduce students to the established basics of 

the discipline – the basic ideas that failed to foresee, and have failed to explain the Great 

Recession, basic ideas which over its history, the Department has largely rejected.  But a 

good liberal arts college usually wants to teach the disciplines as they are. No doubt this 

can be done critically, but to go beyond that, and teach new and different approaches will 

be very difficult.  Undergrads are paying customers, and expect to be served from a normal 

menu, one that will help them to get into a good grad school or business school.   And, of 

course, the views of Trustees and donors, as well as the parents of undergrads, must be 

respected.  The faculty will now have to spend time getting to know and cultivate and 

nurture a set of undergraduates as well as graduate students, and by the way …, in their 

spare time, not in the classroom, invent a new economics. Can this be done?  What will 

have to give way?  That is the question. 
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Or perhaps we should put it more provocatively: which does the world need more: another 

mid-level, moderately progressive liberal arts college, catering to undergraduates from 

well-to-do families, here and in China, or a truly new and more realistic economics, one 

that will fulfill the ambition of the early members of the Department, to show how the 

system actually works in ways that can be measured, so as to enable us to formulate policies 

that will make it possible to control the economy? (Note that both require raising money.) 

Of course, a new approach to the economy might turn out to be flawed, or too complex to 

be usable.  But then, a new liberal arts college might run into unmanageable competition 

from the Internet… the education business needs to heed what happened to the music 

business.  

Postscript 

The obvious retort to the preceding is that, for us and for many universities, a research/PHD 

program has to be supported by the profit from a high-tuition undergraduate college. The 

equally obvious reply to this has already been given: a small Department can’t responsibly 

or adequately do both. (And the profits won’t be enough to establish a large Department.) 

No doubt compromises could be made: some faculty could be hired exclusively for research 

and PHD supervision, faculty with a serious research project under way could be exempted 

from under grad teaching and other duties, grad students could teach all the Introductory 

courses, so faculty could try to fold advanced undergrad courses into graduate courses ,,, 

and so on. But these all shortchange the undergrad program. Not to make them, however, 

shows a lack of commitment to research.  

Think of it as an economist might: Adam Smith taught us that productivity arises from 

specialization and division of labor. We have three projects  

– servicing an undergraduate major 

– servicing a critical, alternative graduate program 

– developing the foundations –theoretical and empirical – of a new economics 

We can’t do them all. As a Department we have had some success doing the second and 

third together. To try and do the first two together, instead, would amount to giving up the 

Department’s heritage. 

The only way I can see to save ourselves is to set up a campaign to raise money specifically 

to develop a new approach to economics. Some of us have been successful at doing this on 

a small scale. Now it should be attempted on a large scale. In the past the Administration 

has been reluctant to try this. However, after the miserable showing of conventional 
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economics in dealing with the Crash and the weak recovery, this might be a good time to 

make the effort. 

Anwar Shaikh: A History of the Structure and Evolution of New 

School Economics Program since the 1970s 

Transcription: Samar Issa and Michael Isaacson 

I wanted to talk in the little time I have about five issues: how the department was formed 

and what motivated people like us to come to this place; what we were trying and are still 

trying to do; some core structure of the path to give you some sense of difference between 

what we were once doing and what we now do. I will skip the details of a planned discussion 

about some past faculty and will just mention some eminent visitors. The names are 

available in the school’s catalog and the list is quite extraordinary. And then I will perhaps 

end with some thoughts about the issues in the department now, some of the issues that Ed 

just raised, and some others.  

Let me preface this by saying how I personally came to NSSR. I was a graduate student at 

Columbia University starting in 1967. I was living and working in Harlem. I was teaching 

at a school called Harlem Prep, which was founded to teach young people who were kicked 

out of New York school city public school and were considered unteachable.  My job among 

other thing was to help teach them social science and math. We were pretty good at the 

math part.  

At that time in 1968 Columbia was riven by a strike, which was started by SDS and spread. 

I joined the occupations in Fayerweather Hall, which was the building where the social 

sciences were located. And in that process I can say that I was substantially radicalized by 

subsequent events. I had already been moving to the Left. I was already living and working 

in Harlem, but this event led me to think of economics in a broader context. I had already 

become involved with the Cambridge Capital Controversy on which I later wrote in my 

PhD dissertation. But I got into Political Economy because I took a course in the Business 

School at Columbia in which there was a book by a man named Robert Heilbroner called 

the Worldly Philosophers. It’s then when I thought this is it; this is what I want to do. This 

was so exciting and nothing like the courses I was taking at Columbia, although I had 

wonderful teachers. Gary Becker was a great teacher, and Bill Vickery was a great teacher, 

Kevin Lancaster and Ronald Finlay, but Heilbroner just motivated me in a way that nothing 

else had. Now, at some point later Bob Heilbroner had come to Columbia to give a lecture 

and I could not go because I was teaching. So Bob came by my office (graduate students 
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had offices in those days if they were teaching!) and he stopped by and said “the Department 

Chair told me that you are a good person to talk to so if you are ever looking for a job give 

me a call.” I said I would be very happy to do that, I mean this was Bob Heilbroner, wow!  

There were four of us who were radicals in the department but I was the youngest. Three 

out of the four were not rehired. Neither was the Business School Professor who built his 

course around Heilbroner's book. I was the fourth and in the spirit of solidarity I resigned 

from my teaching at Columbia – and then was without a job. I can tell you if you are going 

to do this, it’s much better to line up another job first because when I went to Heilbroner, I 

said "Professor Heilbroner do you remember me? You talked to me," and he said, "Yes," I 

said, "Well now I am ready for a job," and he said, "Well I don’t have one!" He said, “This 

is not how it works, we have to advertise a job and you have to apply.” But out of kindness 

he gave me a job as an adjunct, and that’s how I happened to come to The New School. 

I was interested in The New School because of its activist roots and because of its interest 

in theory. Those were my roots at the time, and they were the roots of many people there.  

David Gordon (who came later) was involved in the Civil Rights Movement and also was 

interested in theory. Ed Nell can tell you about the occupations he himself had been in when 

we have more time to talk  We understood that this world is not something we have to accept 

passively, and economics is not something we have to accept passively. Remember this is 

in the context of the civil rights movement, the context of the feminist movement, the 

context of the anti-war movement. All of us were involved in these activities. The Union 

for Radical Political Economics (URPE) was founded in 1968 after the strike in Columbia, 

and we were involved in that also from the start. Those are the activist roots. 

The second part was the theoretical roots of the department. We were focused on critiques 

of the capitalist structure, racism, sexism, and especially for those of us who came from the 

third world, of imperialism. But there was much less interest at that point, especially from 

side of American radicals, in the issue of class. That came to the fore after we discovered 

Marx. Sexism was a big issue, right from the start. 

We were also rediscovering things that had been suppressed and lost. And this is an 

important point. One of the things that motivated us to do what we do was the history of 

thought. Why? I always argue because the earlier economists were better. And we lose 

something if we don’t stay in touch with the Greats because they are the founts of ideas, 

many of which had been suppressed, especially the rediscovery of Marx in economics, 

through the work of the Monthly Review school, Sweezy's Theory of Capitalist 

Development, Baran and Sweezy's book Monopoly Capital, Braverman's extraordinary 
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book called Labor and Monopoly Capital which everybody should read, Magdoff's work 

on imperialism. 

Then there was the Cambridge Capital controversy which is how I got involved in the theory 

side because I read this article by Geoffrey Harcourt, and I became a fanatic. I used to carry 

around that article everywhere, confronting my professors, saying, “What about this? What 

about reswitching?” 

It’s through this that I met John Robinson. I have told the story before. I actually invited 

Joan Robinson to come to lecture in Columbia, not realizing that students are not supposed 

to invite faculty to lecture, and she accepted. I went to the faculty, and I said John Robinson 

is coming, I invited her! And they said: well, we have to discuss this and they discussed it, 

and they said no because she’s not really an economist. And it’s only through threats that 

we were able to get her to come including the threat to raise money for her by having 

donations from students, and in the end she was invited and came. But the Economics 

Department then held a meeting at the same time for which attendance was mandatory so 

that no faculty could attend John Robinson’s talk -- except for two people Donald Dewey 

and Edmund Phelps because they had taken courses at Cambridge with her. You can see 

where my preferences were in this discussion. I got to meet people like Joan Robinson, later 

Pasinetti who was my teacher at Columbia, Garegnani, Kaldor against the Samuelson/ 

Solow wing which was so heavily represented in Columbia's  department.  

There was also the revitalization of Keynesian economics through journals and writings. 

Ed Nell is absolutely a major US figure in that, and Joan Robinson obviously on the other 

side. In Post Keynesian economics there, as Malcom Sawyer, Philip Arestis, Alfred Eichner 

who was my teacher at Columbia before he was not given tenure and had to move to 

Rutgers. There was the rise of Sraffian economics, coming out of Sraffa’s elliptical and 

mysterious work, which I still puzzle through every couple of years when I teach a seminar 

on it. Pasinetti, Garegnani, Steedman, Kurz – all these major figures who came here, with 

whom were in constant touch. Then there was the rise of global concerns about imperialism 

and development and under development –Samir Amin, Arghiri Emmanuel, Ernest Mandel. 

All of these we were struggling and trying to incorporate, and trying to understand because 

we saw it as our goal, which was to develop a different and more grounded understanding 

of actual capitalism. 

And then the third element was the wonderfully active and passionate student body. There 

is one thing that kept all of us on the faculty here – the students – because many times we 

wanted to leave because of the difficulty of being in this place, but the students! The 
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Americans, the Greeks, the Turks, the Iranians, the Mexicans, the Brazilians – the list just 

goes on. I still have a huge number of friends from that time period, because they were so 

passionate, and they were passionate because they were changing the world where they 

lived. They are not doing it for theory alone. They wanted to understand, then go back and 

try and change things. 

In 1973 the tuition was $95 a credit – that’s about $2500 a year, and that's counting 4 courses 

per semester. The net cost of tuition after financial aid was $275 in the late 1970s. I know 

because I was Chair, and I got the list of the financial aid. We had incoming classes of 80 

to 90 people at the peak. 

Now the net cost is about $25,000 if you are lucky, maybe more. We have tried as 

economists for years and years to persuade the administration that there is something called 

the elasticity of demand. We’re down to 15 incoming students. But the tuition continues to 

go up every year. 

There is one thing we can say that as radical economists in the NSSR, we were a Department 

in Exile in the University in Exile. Being an economist of this sort they exiled us from our 

profession, and by the 1980s the exile was permanent.  All of us came from universities 

where we could no longer go back and give a talk because what we had to say was not even 

considered possible. Remember how Lucas talks about people giggling and snickering 

when Keynes was mentioned? Now imagine what people in Chicago would have done if 

you talked about Marx, the Cambridge Capital Controversy, or Joan Robinson who “wasn’t 

really an economist.” 

What were we trying to do? We are trying to integrate our practice and experience with the 

past and with new theories. That was important because discovering the past and 

rediscovering the past theories was very important. There were always differences and 

perspectives that Ed alluded to. There was a differences between those who believed in 

monopoly and those who believed in competition; those who focused on the US and those 

who focused on international and global capitalism; those who believed that patriarchy was 

a dominant relationship versus those who believe that class was the dominant relationship; 

those who believe that social structure drove accumulation versus those who believe that 

profit drove accumulation and social structures merely modulated them. 

When I say these were differences it doesn’t give you any sense of the blood in the water 

there. We had faculty members driven out of classrooms in tears because of the conflict in 

the class that arose between them and students, not to mention what would happen in 

department meetings. Yet, we were concerned with the common cause which is the critique 
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of the ideology of the orthodox economics. This was something that was common to all of 

us, and that’s one uniting feature. We were engaged deeply in a critique of methodology. 

Many of us studied anthropology, psychology, and philosophy, including me. I was part of 

Althusser-Colletti study group which lasted for two years, and this we did in our spare time. 

We had gender and race incorporated in the program from the start - Heidi Hartmann, Gita 

Sen, Nancy Folbre, Rhonda Williams, and Howard Stanback. Rhonda did all three because 

she was black, lesbian, and feminist, and she did all three extraordinarily well, but she did 

not like The New School and she left.  I strongly recommend that you look at this catalog 

on display to give you a sense of what we were trying to do and what we taught. 

In 1978, we offered 13 fields of concentration in Economics in which there were at least 

two or usually three courses in each field – so that’s 39 courses in 13 fields. Economics and 

political economy was one field, history of thought, money and banking, public finance, 

industrial organization, international trade (That was me – I taught international trade for 

ten years), economic history, labor economics, quantitative methods, development 

economics, urban and regional economics, economic planning, and class and gender. That 

was our structure and was filled by full time faculty members. 

Now you have to remember that we each taught six courses, there were about between 10 

and 13 of us – usually 11 to 13 of us – so six courses times 13 is how we kept this program 

alive. We did not have any undergraduate courses, and we didn’t get sabbaticals unless you 

taught the sixth course, so sabbaticals were not given to you unless you over-taught. So 

every six years you taught a year's worth of courses in advance, and then if they were in a 

good mood they allowed you to take a sabbatical. We tried – David Gordon particularly – 

to organize a union, but it didn’t work because most of the older faculty didn’t like the idea 

of a union, and it was not much prospect of a sufficient number of the younger faculty 

joining it. 

The names of most of the faculty have already been mentioned, but I want to mention add 

Thomas Vietorisz (the "Mad Hungarian" as he was known) an MIT economist taught every 

kind of thing from planning to a microeconomics course which began with a discussion of 

modes of production -- much to the consternation of people who thought they were going 

to be studying demand and supply curves. 

David Gordon, Harry Cleaver, Heidi Hartmann, Alfredo Medio, Heiner Ganssmann, Ross 

Thomson, Jan Kregel , Vivian Walsh, John Eatwell, Heinz Kurtz, Nilüfer Çagatay, Gerald 

Epstein, Nancy Folbre, Howard Stanback who went to work for Mayor Harold Washington 
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in Chicago, Pierro Garegnani, Rhonda Williams, Gunseli Berik, David Howell, Thomas 

Palley, Salih Neftçi, and this is just where the catalog ends in 1997. 

Lectures were given here by Paul Sweezy, who actually taught a course for a while before 

it turned out he couldn’t handle the stress of the conflict in the class. Samir Amin, Gunder 

Frank, Ernest Mandel came here for the first time he was allowed in the United States. He 

was not allowed previously, but when I was Chair I invited him. The hall was so full that 

we had to run the feed into the student cafeteria in order to accommodate the numbers of 

people who came to hear him. That was the first time that Americans in his movement has 

seen him in person because he was banned from the United States. Abba Lerner came here. 

I remember he was in sandals. He came from California. He was wearing socks because it 

was winter, and I thought, “Wow, that is definitely a different climate in California. That 

would be great.” It was a concession to us that he wore socks. 

The NSSR was born in 1919 after the convulsions of World War I. The University of Exile 

was created in the 1930s in response to the rise of Nazism. The current Economics 

department encompasses all those strands, which Mark so brilliantly laid out, and that Ed 

laid out in terms of the German faculty of the NSSR. It encompasses the ferment and change 

of the 1960s and 1970s, and now again hopefully a revival after the long sleep of the 1980s 

and 1990s. 

One of the things that distinguished the Economics department beginning from the 1970s 

was that our orientation expanded beyond the traditional focus on Europe, which it was so 

common in other departments. From the start, we were international because our student 

body was international, and our faculty at least at that time was more international. What 

always distinguished us was a commitment to social change and theoretical rigor in a 

critical perspective around the world. I believe, and I believe most people in this faculty 

believe, that technical tools come and go. I don’t know how many people know what a Cusp 

Catastrophe is, but it was a very hot topic at one point. 

What remains fundamental is Heilbrober’s question of the vision that structures different 

Economic traditions. Whatever our own differences were on that score, we had generally 

been united in our criticism of neoclassical orthodoxy and of the policy it espouses. Many 

of us were on panels in URPE in which we were presented a united face against orthodoxy 

even though we were disagreeing with each other, because we saw this as a political 

commitment. We had to have stand together because we were easy to knock down if we 

were standing separately. 
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The present world is once again convulsing in crisis and political upheaval as it was in the 

70's, as it was in the 30's. And even if the US is still calm and the US campuses are sleepy 

there is no question that the demand for alternate perspective has grown sharply and that 

we in this department are proud to remain part of this supply. 

I am not a Keynesian, so I don’t think supply comes from demand, but I do believe that in 

this particular instance the supply of alternative economics should actively expand to meet 

demand. So I think this is something that we should think about. I think that the key as we 

go forward and especially as we consider new faculty is to consider people who have the 

ability to discuss and analyze competing visions, who therefore have been grounded in and 

that are capable of dealing with people who differ with them sharply, because if they can’t 

do that the students will suffer. I think that has been one of the strengths of our department. 

Ed and I have spent countless hours, as David and I did, talking about our differences, often 

outside the department because you don’t have time when you are here.  

And secondly, my personal opinion is that new faculty we hire should have the courage to 

take on the orthodoxy. It is very easy to be against the orthodoxy by focusing on one small 

area, but we tend to ask people for something more: what is your vision? And I think that 

is a good thing to ask everybody, us included, when you as students are questioning existing 

and potential new faculty.  
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Breakout Panel: 

The New School Economics’ Role in Academia 

Report by Michael Isaacson 

 

Panelists 

Ramaa Vasudevan: Assistant Professor, Economics Department, Colorado State 

University. 

Rajiv Sethi: Professor of Economics, Barnard College, Columbia University. 

Matias Vernengo: Associate Professor of Economics, Bucknell University 

 

The afternoon session of The State of Worldly Philosophy colloquium broke into two side 

by side panels. The purpose of both was to investigate the prospects that New School for 

Social Research (NSSR) students have in the professional world - one panel for academia, 

the other for policy. The academia panel was chaired by NSSR Economics PhD student 

Rishabh Kumar. 

The panelists are all successful professors of economics at a variety of institutions. All three 

hold PhD's from The New School. Rajiv Sethi is a professor at Barnard College. Ramaa 

Vasudevan is a professor at Colorado State University. Matias Vernengo is a professor at 

Bucknell University. Each charted a unique path to The New School and through academia 

therefrom. 

The graduate students present had several pressing concerns. The global economy was still 

in a recovery that often elicited scare quotes in heterodox circles. Academic jobs were 

scarce and tenure track jobs were becoming the exception and not the rule. Neoliberalism 

is the conventional wisdom, and mainstream policy discussions are torn between “a little 

austerity” and “sell all government assets to the most politically-connected bidder.” 

Given the political climate, the heterodox education offered at The New School is becoming 

an increasingly harder sell. The conventional economic demagoguery, widely debunked by 

every other social science, was finding its way into pop science books with catchy titles 

such as Freakonomics and The Undercover Economist. In mainstream circles, alternative 
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methodology connoted merely altering the dominant model of analysis to arrive at slightly 

different results from previous studies. How could a minority of economists be expected to 

challenge the air of the orthodoxy, present a meaningful critique, and spread a viable 

alternative?  

Ultimately, the students were concerned about negotiating a place relative to economic 

orthodoxy; remaining faithful to realistic theoretical commitments; and finding gainful 

employment within academia in the process. 

Rajiv Sethi 

Rajiv Sethi began his remarks by reminiscing about his time as a PhD student at the NSSR. 

In particular, he recalled discovering Hyman Minsky and John Maynard Smith. The former, 

rather well known in heterodox circles, was a pioneer of the theory of the economic cycle. 

Minsky posited that economic cycles were the result of the financial sector vacillating 

between the paradigms of hedging, speculative, and ponzi borrowing. The latter, John 

Maynard Smith is not to be confused with the better well known John Maynard of 

economics - Keynes. Smith's book Evolution and the Theory of Games presented an 

extension of Nash game theory called the “evolutionarily stable strategy.” Such a strategy, 

when adopted as convention by a given population could not be invaded by any alternative 

strategy. 

At The New School, Sethi was inspired by his professors, but his most rewarding 

interactions at NSSR were with other students. He was encouraged to fuse the ideas of 

Minsky and Smith which yielded a flurry of papers in journals such as Metroeconomica 

and the Journal of Economic Theory throughout the 1990's and early 2000's. In addition to 

being a professor of economics at Barnard College, he is an external professor at the Santa 

Fe Institute and on the board of editors of the American Economic Review. 

Sethi is skeptical of approaches which self-consciously placed themselves outside of the 

economic mainstream. He insists that, despite the apparent hegemony of Neoclassical 

economics, crises like the present one present an opportunity for alternative approaches to 

penetrate into mainstream discourse. He marks the frenzy to add frictions into the dominant 

dynamic stochastic general equilibrium (DSGE) models a signal of the desperation of the 

Neoclassical synthesis to stay relevant. 

To Sethi, students at The New School are as capable as students in any other program, but 

far more interesting. As a result, he quipped, they find themselves without jobs. There is an 

apparent hole in the discipline, and NSSR students are in a unique place to ll it. The 
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reactionary elements stoked by the financial crisis are trying to push alternatives out of the 

discipline, and New School graduates must push back against them. 

He believes that, as professionals, alumni of The New School must be cognizant of what 

academic institutions want, and that's coauthorships. Thus, New School graduates must 

demonstrate their capability to handle a diversity of modeling techniques. Additionally, 

ability to acquire external funding also plays a large role. Sethi says New School alumni 

are uniquely positioned to pursue interdisplinary research and grants. Success for NSSR 

alumni comes from embracing a pluralistic approach with a heterodox intuition. 

Sethi actually doesn't find the distinction between heterodoxy and orthodoxy to be 

particularly useful. He is not guided by a strictly heterodox orientation so much as an 

intense curiosity and dissatisfaction. To him, there ought to be different ways to engage 

with the profession. He urges us as amateur economists to engage the mainstream on all 

fronts. He suggested commenting on the blogs and replying to the working papers of 

professional economists. He also offered his office hours to anyone who wanted to stop by. 

Ramaa Vasudevan 

Ramaa Vasudevan came to The New School having studied the labor markets of colonial 

India. By the time she got her M. Phil at the Centre for Development Studies, she was a 

self-confessed Marxist. At The New School, she felt she was prepared for a rigorous 

investigation of Marxist thought and analysis. She graduated from NSSR having studied 

uneven development in international trade and finance. 

That preparation has shown through her work. As a professor at Colorado State University 

– an institution well-known for its heterodox bent – she has published in the Review of 

Radical Political Economy, the Economic and Political Weekly and the Monthly Review 

primarily with publications discussing financialization through a dialectical-materialist 

framework. Additionally, she is a member of the Eastern Economic Association, the Union 

of Radical Political Economists, and the International Development Economists 

Association. 

At The New School, she recalled that she was forced to rigorously engage with a breadth 

of material, learn their period in history, and assess them relative to each other. However, 

she warned that theoretical methods are not enough. Well framed questions must be 

validated by solid empirical answers. She observes that progressive economists tend to 

overlook empirical techniques. This, she says, is a mistake. 
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Vasudevan cautions that this does not mean that the use of empirical methods means 

fighting with the mainstream on its own terms. In addition to learning empirical methods, 

she has hope for an interdisciplinary path, particularly as a research strategy. However, 

one's research path must ultimately depend on the question. 

She asserts that the project for heterodoxy cannot be fought from within because it blunts 

the conversation. She points to the result of the Cambridge capital controversy. Joan 

Robinson had pointed out the circuitous logic required to explain the measurement of 

capital. Passinetti had proven the technical unlikelihood of monotonically decreasing 

demand curves for factors of production. Anwar Shaikh demonstrated that deriving Cobb-

Douglas type translog functions proved not microeconomic laws of production but rather 

macroeconomic laws of accounting algebra. Heterodox economists have a tendency to 

celebrate it as a thorough debunking of neoclassical economics, but few think about the 

result: Exposing the logical flaws of orthodoxy is not enough to dislodge it from its perch. 

Thus, no one need waste their time with directly engaging the mainstream. One is engaging 

the mainstream by virtue of being in the economics profession. Simply because mainstream 

is mainstream, anyone arguing outside the mainstream is necessarily challenging the 

mainstream. And in a male dominated profession, she says, women outside the mainstream 

face an even greater challenge. 

But it's a challenge that she doesn't hesitate to take on. 

Matias Vernengo 

Matias Vernengo came to The New School from Universidade Federal do Rio de Janeiro, 

Brazil. His master's thesis was on Keynes' role in the history of economic thought. When 

he got to NSSR, he says that he was shocked by what passes for heterodox economics in 

the United States. He wrote his dissertation on the relationship between foreign exchange, 

interest and prices. 

While studying in the US, Vernengo recalls the degree of anti-intellectualism his colleagues 

at more mainstream institutions faced. He recalled one colleague who was told by a 

professor, “You seem to like to think; you should go to Europe.” 

He remembers the degree to which students around him at other schools were cautioned 

against learning too much. To him, he lessons the mainstream seemed to teach were, Don't 

read. Don't think. Just solve the exercises. 

Vernengo recalled that, unlike the other panelists present, he was not worried about finding 

employment in economics because jobs were available in Latin America. Throughout his 
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career, he has held various academic and policy positions in the US and Latin America 

including the International Labor Organization, the Central Bank of Argentina, the 

University of Utah, and presently, Bucknell University. Additionally, he can be found on 

Twitter and maintaining the blog Naked Keynesianism. 

For Vernengo, heterodoxy includes rethinking the profession and reconsidering classical 

(as opposed to neoclassical) traditions in economics. However, like both Marx and Keynes, 

we must get rid of Say's Law. To do this while critically engaging the mainstream is an 

almost intractable task. He told the students present, “If you came to The New School to be 

at the top of the profession, you're really crazy. I mean, love you, let's go have a beer, but 

you're really crazy.” 

He acknowledged that we, as heterodox economists, don't have much theoretical 

engagement with the mainstream, but that we don't need it. He dismissed out of hand the 

notion that because heterodox economists cannot get published in certain journals they are 

being excluded. He sees the project of heterodoxy requiring an identity in-and-of-itself, 

rather than relative to the mainstream. He remarked that, “We are in a profession that is 

supposed to tell policy makers, 'Screw them; markets are good. '” 

Like Sethi, Vernengo believes that students from The New School are uniquely positioned 

to contribute to academia. Given their critical training, New School graduates are in a better 

place to teach neoclassical economics. The secret, however, is getting one's foot in the door. 

He advised students to accomplish this by having a fantastic job talk paper and to network 

-- by which he meant get internships. 

Rather than focus on toppling the mainstream, Vernengo advises that we ought to be 

spreading the gospel -- a project that begins in the classroom. In a nod to Piero Sraffa, he 

quipped we need to be engaged in the “production of heterodox economists by means of 

heterodox economists.” 

Moving Forward 

Students came away from the panel with a renewed sense of purpose. Rather than fight an 

uphill battle of trying to demolish the mainstream, students were encouraged by the 

panelists' advice to create realistic alternatives. Students knew that finding good academic 

jobs with a degree from The New School wasn't going to be easy, but they were reassured 

that the task is not intractable. Equipped with a multiplicity of paths, students felt more 

confident that they could follow the trails blazed before them and eventually chart their 

own. 
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Breakout Panel 

Where The New School meets Policy 

 

Report by Ingrid Harvold Kvangraven 

 

Panelists 

 

Heather Boushey  

PhD from the New School, 1998  

Current Position: Executive Director of Center for Equitable Growth and Senior Fellow at 

Center for American Progress 

Research focus:  Employment and Earnings, Economic Policy, Inequality and Growth 

PhD Advisors: David Gordon, Anwar Shaikh, Bennett Harrison, Hector Cordero-Guzman 

Massimiliano La Marca 

PhD from The New School, 2007  

Current Position:  Economic policy specialist at the International Labor Organization (ILO) 

Research focus: Trade and development 

PhD Advisors: Duncan Foley, Lance Taylor, William Millberg 

Rick McGahey 

PhD from The New School, 1982 

Current Position:  Director of the Environmental Policy and Sustainability Management 

Program, and Professor of Professional Practice in Public Policy and Economics at the Milano 

School of International Affairs, Management, and Urban Policy at The New School 

Research focus:  Urban and regional economic development, triple bottom line investing, 

program evaluation, retirement policy, and workforce development 

PhD Advisors: David Gordon, Robert Heilbroner 

 

While many New School graduates go straight into academia, many also seek policy jobs, 

be it in the US, in their home countries or in international organizations. In fact, according 

to New School alumni working in policy, this university prepares graduates particularly 

well for a variety of policy jobs.  
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This was the general sentiment at the policy panel of the student-organized colloquium in 

February. PhD student Lauren Schmitz chaired a panel of three New School alumni from 

the economics department that have all had or still have successful careers in policy, namely 

Heather Boushey (PhD 1998), Massimiliano La Marca (PhD 2007) and Rick McGahey 

(PhD 1982). Their paths to The New School and after are quite different, but it turns out 

that they agree on many of the strengths that New School graduates possess and the unique 

perspectives they bring to the policy sphere. 

From The New School to policy 

The three panelists’ journeys from The New School to the policy world were quite different, 

but they have similar elements. For example, all three point to the fact that they did not land 

directly into their dream job upon graduating, but eventually got there through alternative 

routes. Rick McGahey, for instance, was a part of a federal funded project on crime and 

unemployment while at school, and did data work that he could use in his dissertation. 

Doing this prepared him for a job at a research center at NYU, where he started writing 

opinion and scholarly pieces, which were eventually picked up by the New York State 

economic development agencies that offered him a job as an advisor. This became his 

gateway to the political scene and he was later to work as a policy advisor for Senator Ted 

Kennedy, a job McGahey describes as the “best I ever had”. Before returning to The New 

School and academia, McGahey had a number of policy positions, such as Assistant 

Secretary for Policy and later for Pension and Welfare Benefits at the US Department of 

Labor in the Clinton administration, Executive Director of the Congressional Joint 

Economic Committee, as well as Deputy Commissioner for Policy and Research for the 

New York State Department of Economic Development.  

Similarly, Massimiliano La Marca took a job as an adjunct professor at The University of 

Palermo in his home country Italy upon graduating, although he had his mind set on the 

United Nations. Nonetheless, La Marca had done UN internships and shorter contracts for 

various UN agencies before, and from Palermo he started getting in touch with UN agencies 

in Geneva. One year later he got his first job at the UN Conference on Trade and 

Development (UNCTAD). At UNCTAD he got lots of relevant experience working on the 

Trade and Development Reports and the Least Developed Countries Reports, and he was 

eventually able to transition to his current position as economic policy specialist at the 

International Labor Organization (ILO). La Marca’s work at the UN has been mostly 

research focused and it has allowed him to draw on knowledge about development and 

macroeconomics that he learned at The New School. He describes ILO as an interesting 
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and challenging workplace, where he gets to conduct economic analysis with social and 

even normative aspects. 

Heather Boushey took a policy job immediately upon graduating, where she was able to 

gain experience that led to a think tank position in DC. Her first job was a post-doctoral 

position at the New York City Housing Authority. This was a great opportunity for her to 

develop her analytic skills and build a network. While a post-doc, she did a lot of work with 

advocacy and community groups and think tanks in DC on the side. With this wealth of 

networks she knew a lot of people when she finally moved to DC and it also provided an 

opening to a job at the Economic Policy Institute (EPI). She spent three years at EPI and 

then five years at the Center for Economic and Policy Research (CEPR) and one year at the 

US Senate, before taking a job at the Center for American Progress in late 2008. Most 

recently, she co-founded the Washington Center for Equitable Growth with John Podesta.  

The role of New School graduates in Policy 

“Is there a unique perspective or vision that New School students bring to policy work?” 

Lauren Schmitz asked the panelists at the colloquium. Although McGahey, La Marca and 

Boushey have quite different policy jobs, their answer to this question was a solid yes. 

McGahey points to the fact that The New School really teaches you to take a critical stance 

and this prepares you well for policy work. Additionally, he finds that a lot of New School 

students choose to take rigorous econometrics courses, which allow you to analyze and 

understand policy papers well. This is important in the policy world, even if you are not 

going to be running econometric tests yourself.  

La Marca adds to McGahey’s point that The New School teaches you to see economic 

phenomena in a broader perspective; that these phenomena have historical and social 

dimensions. Furthermore, La Marca finds that there is certainly a demand for New School 

graduates and for alternative perspectives in international organizations. In the ILO, for 

example, there are three generations of New School graduates. One of the most important 

elements that these organizations look for, however, is the ability to provide answers to 

important questions. The New School, with its inter-disciplinary nature, prepares you well 

for this type of job.  

Boushey echoes some of La Marca and McGahey’s arguments, as she highlights how 

valuable it is to obtain this deep understanding of how the economy works, which the New 

School provides its students with. Having focused on labor, macro, and political economy 

at The New School, Boushey feels like she really gets what makes our economy tick, she 

understands the role of policy in that context, and both the limits to what policy can achieve 
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and its potential. She found that when the crisis struck, she was prepared to understand what 

was going on and provide policy advice because her training had provided a strong 

foundation.  

Furthermore, the panelists all pointed to the critical inquiry taught at the New School as a 

great advantage, as it gives students a solid base for thinking critically. McGahey pointed 

to the fact that students at The New School do not take a lot of things for granted, and this 

helps them in policy debates. Further, if you have learned that there are varieties of 

perspectives within economics, this can help you understand a particular policy problem, 

as you a have a large toolbox. La Marca adds that it is an advantage that New School 

graduates know both heterodox and mainstream economics. The school helps you aquire a 

breadth of knowledge, which is necessary when you search for useful answers. But, you 

also need to make sure that you have some specialization.  

What’s more, Boushey points to the University’s interdisciplinary nature as an important 

strength. The real world is not split into different academic fields. You can be really good 

at economics, but in a policy setting that may not always be very helpful as that is only one 

piece of a very large puzzle. Economists from other schools have normally not studied 

sociology, political science, or history. At the New School, she was able to study economic 

issues from a variety of disciplines, which she has found helpful for understanding how the 

economic system works. McGahey echoes this sentiment and adds that he can count on one 

hand the number of policy makers he has met that have heard of Hyman Minsky or other 

heterodox economists who could help explain issues such as the economic crisis, inequality, 

financialization, or labor market discrimination.  

However, after decades in the public sector, McGahey finds that New School graduates are 

still fighting an uphill battle and that heterodox economists in general aren’t widely 

regarded in the public space. Nonetheless, he finds that there’s a very important place for 

them and that there are good, interesting and important careers to be had, especially in 

institutions affiliated with the left, including labor unions, progressive advocacy 

organizations, and progressive elected officials. 

Is it possible to combine academic and policy jobs? 

The policy market definitely has more entry points than academia, Rick McGahey points 

out. Although you do rigorous work in the policy world, it is not the same kind of work that 

you can feed into academic journals, so it can be hard to maintain a foot in both worlds. 

McGahey himself is an example of a successful crossover from policy to academia, 

however, as most of his career has been spent outside of full time academic work, but he is 
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now a Professor of Professional Practice in Public Policy and Economics at The New 

School. Boushey finds that people she knows who have wanted to go back to academia 

have been able to get academic jobs, many in policy schools, which is often their preference. 

According to Massimiliano La Marca, there are a lot of experienced people going from 

academia to international organizations as well, but they do meet some challenges, as the 

way of working is completely different. He points to an important way to bridge the gap 

between these two worlds, and that is to make use of exchanges. The IMF and World Bank, 

for example, have visiting scholars and this can be an advantage to both academia and 

policy spheres. What’s more, in some international organizations you will actually have 

time to publish academically, whereas in others there is more focus on flashy policy reports. 

Advice to current students 

Finally, the question many of the students in the audience had been waiting for - What 

advice can the panelists provide for current students looking for a career in policy? All three 

panelists point to the marketability of technical skills. Boushey spent the first five years of 

her career running regressions and doing data analysis and this was clearly helpful for the 

rest of her career. In addition to data skills, La Marca finds that modeling can also be very 

useful for international organizations, as they are increasingly focusing on making accurate 

forecasting models. 

Furthermore, all the panelists point to networking, internships and focusing your 

dissertation on something policy-related as important ways to get into the policy sphere. 

Boushey emphasizes that it is important to write a good job market paper and direct it 

towards the policy sector. She personally did many interviews when writing her 

dissertation, and although she did not directly use them in her thesis in the end, it provided 

her with a network that greatly benefited her career. She also suggests that if you want to 

work in policy in the US it will be useful to work in politics for some time, as her time in 

the Senate was a valuable way to gain an understanding of how to be helpful to policy 

makers. New School professor Teresa Ghilarducci, who was in the audience, added that 

one of the aims of the Economics Department’s think tank, The Schwartz Center for 

Economic Policy Analysis (SCEPA) is to get New School PhDs involved in policy and to 

give them writing and policy training.  

In sum, although it is not the easiest job market out there, New School graduates possess 

important skills and an understanding of the world that makes them exceptionally suitable 

to work with policy. 
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Future Vision for New School Economics 

Transcription: Alexandria Eisenbarth 

Mike Isaacson: The purpose of this panel is to answer the question that Vladimir Lenin 

asked, “What is to be done?” As Gregor [Semieniuk] mentioned in his remarks this 

morning, the Economics department currently finds itself in a sort of crisis. As our faculty 

ages (and they do so as fine wine), we find ourselves scrambling for new scholars and new 

scholarship. As with any such crisis, we are presented with an opportunity. I see this as a 

gift. Rather than patching up a sinking ship, I see this crisis as an opportunity to build a 

fleet of new ships, both in faculty research and, more importantly for me, in student 

scholarship. We find ourselves with the opportunity to chart an infinity of new paths 

forward. So first things first, let’s go ahead and introduce ourselves. I’d like our panelists 

to give their names, their affiliations with The New School, and two or three pieces of 

research that they are particularly proud of. 

Duncan Foley: I’m Duncan Foley. I’m the Leo Model Professor of Economics in the 

department and I am very much interested in its current and future welfare. Some of the 

things that I have been working on recently are a book called Adam’s Fallacy about the 

history of political economy, some work on global warming, climate change, and political 

economy, and I’m also working on bringing ideas from information theory and statistical 

physics into Economic methodology. 

Ellen Mutari: Hi, I am Ellen Mutari. I bring somewhat more of an outside perspective since 

I had a very brief one-year position here at The New School during the 1995-1996 academic 

year, which was right after getting my Ph.D. in political economy from American 

University in D.C. I like to say I jumped into the deep-end of the pool teaching graduate 

students here immediately after.  

I assume that I am probably here to represent some of that impressive sequence of feminist 

political economists that people talked about this morning who passed through this 

department in the 1980s and 1990s Gita Sen, Lourdes Benería, Heidi Hartmann, Rhonda 

Williams, Nilüfer Ҫagatay, Nancy Folbre, and many others who were mentioned this 

morning. 

While I was here, I taught a year-long sequence in feminist political economy and another 

in US economic history, both of which are very important to me. During that year, Heather 
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Boushey and I, along with another graduate student, Will Fraher, put on a conference that 

resulted in our edited book, Gender and Political Economy, published by M. E. Sharpe and, 

I have to say, after hearing the stories told this morning, that I never left the classroom in 

tears. Since then, I have been at the Richard Stockton College starting in 1999, which has 

a strong legacy in interdisciplinary teaching and learning. It is a public sector institution. 

I’m particularly proud of my work on a 2002 book from Routledge, Living Wages Equal 

Wages: Gender and Labor Market Policies in the United States. This book was written with 

my long-time collaborator and partner Deb Figart and our friend Marilyn Power who also 

teaches from time to time at The New School. The book’s theoretical contribution was our 

pluralist approach to wage determination that wove together multiple strands of political 

economy with feminist social practice theory and it is that integration of feminist social 

practice theory that I am particularly proud of. 

My forthcoming book also with Deb Figart is on the study of managerial strategies and 

declining job quality in the casino gambling industry in Atlantic City, New Jersey. We did 

something that we are allowed to do at this stage in our careers, which is that we talked to 

people; we did qualitative interviews with casino workers about their perceptions of their 

jobs. So look for that coming out next year. 

Ramaa Vasudevan: I am an alum of The New School; I did my Ph.D. here under Duncan 

[Foley]. Anwar [Shaikh] and Lance [Taylor] were also on my committee. My research then 

was on the international monetary system and, since then, my work has been on the political 

economy of money and finance, trying to extend Marx’s monetary theory into a framework 

to analyze a world monetary system based on monetary liabilities, the credit money of a 

country in order to deepen a radical analysis of money and finance as a way of 

understanding imperialism. I have been working on questions about the economic crisis 

and, in particular, applications of international financial system hinged on the dollar on the 

unfolding of the crisis. And right now I am interested in the role of the managerial class.  

After my Ph.D., I taught for a year at Barnard and since then I have been at Colorado State 

University. My fellow New School-er, Daniele Tavani, is also at Colorado State, so we 

have a little bit of The New School at the foothills of the Rockies and we are trying really 

hard to build a wider space for rigorous vibrant heterodox research. So wish us luck!  

It is kind of embarrassing to be asked for papers you are proud of in such company but one 

paper I am proud of came out in the Review of Radical Political Economy, “From the Gold 

Standard to the Floating Dollar Standard: An Appraisal in the light of Marx’s Theory of 
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Money.” The other piece of work I am proud of was work done in collaboration with 

Deepankar Basu on the technology distribution and the rate of profit in the US economy. 

Finally, something that does not count as an academic publication but something that I think 

is read more than any of my other papers is a Monthly Review piece called “’Libor’ing 

Under the Market Illusion” on the libor-crisis. 

Ali Khan: My name is Ali Khan. Other than 4 years at Urbana-Champaign, John Hopkins 

was my first appointment. I have been there all the time.  I just spoke to Daniele and he said 

he took a course in 2006 from me. This was an invitation which Duncan [Foley] gave to 

me to come and teach the course so it must be 2004. I try not to remember dates because I 

am superstitious and I feel I might be jinxed.  

My association with The New School goes deeper than I have full understanding of, myself. 

In some sense, and I should not be saying this here because the chair person is sitting on 

my right, teaching here has always been therapeutic for me. I still have not got over the 

classes and the cohorts that I have taught here. And it has been a fascinating comparative 

study for me between my students at Hopkins and my students at The New School. Duncan 

very kindly came down for a small conference in May at John Hopkins. Duncan and Markus 

Schneider spoke and they said that they represented my double life and that is precisely the 

way I should like to characterize it.  

In terms of my research, I don’t mean to be churlish and in any sense undercut what has 

been said before but I really think there is nothing I have written I have been proud of, 

really.  

[laughter]  

And this has no implication on what has been said. I try to puzzle out things and I write 

with coauthors and the coauthors have always contributed more. It is really difficult for me 

but I hope, as things go forward, we will talk about this. It is related to why teaching here 

has been therapeutic for me.  

Teresa Ghilarducci:  Hi, I am Teresa Ghilarducci and I am the Bernard and Irene Schwartz 

Chair of Economic Policy Analysis. I want to give due to my benefactors of the endowed 

chair but I am also chair of the department, which is probably one of the reasons I am here 

on the panel. My research engages labor economics and it revives what was called 

institutional labor economics or what they taught at Columbia [University], the labor 

problem. It is to look at power relationships, history, class relationships, in trying to explain 

labor market outcomes. But what I have to do is overturn and criticize neoclassical 
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economics, which has mistaken the observation of the individual worker. We have some of 

the best data sets in the world in terms of asking workers what do you get paid, how much 

do you work, and all sorts of other demographic characteristics. The unit of analysis 

becomes an excuse mistaken for the model so that much of neoclassical and liberal 

economics is explaining things from worker’s choices. And my aim here—and I have been 

very explicit about it in my labor economics courses here that I love to teach—is that the 

employer has to be brought into labor economics and labor market regulation has to be 

brought in. I am actually highlighting the role of the employer and the power relationship.  

My research then looks to you all, maybe, as retirement, but it really is about labor and 

labor force. I see retirement, which was the most significant working class victory in the 

last 50 years, as this ability to have a dignified retirement, whereas the rich had only had 

that entitlement. That is the most significant and enduring working class victory. The attack 

on that is just another way to proletarianize everybody who is not proletarianized. There is 

a world-wide agenda to proletarianize people over the age of 65 or 70 and delegitimatization 

that people can retire before they drop dead. So, as many of us defend the weekend, I defend 

the period of time after a career of work. I am isolated and I do stand alone among many of 

the economists that I have to engage with.  

So why am I here? Much of what I do here in the department may be different than what 

Ali Khan has done for our department or what Anwar [Shaikh] has done. I have learned 

everything I need to really formulate myself from Heilbroner from Marx from Keynes and 

Milton Friedman—and I take this very important political economy framework to be 

brought to bear with the kind of generative work that I do. I like almost all my research 

papers because I always start with a question I want to answer. Every paper starts with a 

question that needs to be answered. Now, do I answer it well? I would be more proud of 

the ones I can answer better than others, but I always like the question. My books are always 

about the political economy of aging but the last book was explicitly about the attack on 

retirement called The Plot Against Pensions and the Plan to Save Them. Most recently with 

Katherine Moos, here, and Tony Bonen, we are writing about the unequal distribution of 

mortality and morbidity and we are finding out that class has a big effect on one of the most 

important human achievements, which is to live a normal human lifespan.  

MI: As I said before, we have a whole range of paths that we can take forward given our 

faculty hiring process that is currently underway. So, a general opening question for the 

panelists is, what might those paths look like? There are a range of disciplines within both 

heterodoxy and orthodoxy that both faculty and students are interested in and I would like 
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to hear from the panelists, where you think we can improve, where we need to strengthen 

our reserves. 

AK: As I said through the morning and so on, there are a lot of very interesting questions. 

I was amazed listening. There is this one question: Why is this place unique and singular in 

this profession? What is it about this place that the profession should pay to preserve? In 

some sense, why is this place the profession’s conscience—in some sense? And it is a 

historical conscience, so I’m coming from there.  

Then I hear very clearly two colleagues I admire and respect, so there is this thing between: 

to what extent do you engage the profession and to what extent do you not engage. Or to 

put it another way, the way Ed [Nell] talked about, you tear it down. You want to tear it 

down and you want to rebuild. You do not want piecemeal engineering. You want to wipe 

the slate clean and start again. That’s the one that comes in clear. 

At the same time (it was fascinating) you began with the Jacob Marshak and Modigliani 

and the founding of the Econometric Society and then there’s this engagement. So where 

do you go, do you tear it down or do you engage? This is fascinating.  

[laughter]  

And you do… both but the word does not come out. I stutter because it is not easy to build 

and tear it down at the same time. Piecemeal engineering and wiping the slate clean. Both? 

No. The word doesn’t come out, you stutter. So that is one side. Tearing it down is a big 

proposition; you have to be a bigger man than I am.  

So let me go—without answering this question—there are these two dichotomies they are 

things you build them up to climb and afterwards all dichotomies become irrelevant but 

you use them to climb. So you climb, I climb the other side. I say engage. What do you 

engage? You engage the community. Which community? Well, there is this difference. I’m 

still trying to puzzle out: what do you include and what do you exclude? What is the 

difference between a society and a community and an economy and a polity? And there you 

have the Social Sciences.  

So how do you extract? How do you represent? How do you take a photograph? How do 

you write a novel? How do you make a model? How do you model how you make a model?  

And so in a sense, for me study of economists is more interesting than the study of the 

economy. Because for the economy, society has been excluded, polity has been excluded, 

certain decisions were made in 1950 that you will study this part and Soros will study this 

part. 
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Today, somebody talked about a priori theorizing. This is again a problem. Will [Milberg] 

talked of “we don’t need theorists a priori.” So the question is what is theory? I would like 

to argue you cannot do interesting theory without doing history. So history of thought is a 

prerequisite; it is essential to doing theory. How long is history? When is it history? Is it 

the baseball commentator’s history? As soon as the error is made, that’s history! Or is it the 

last 20 years, the last 40 years, what is history? So you pick a group of thinkers and you 

study them historically. You study them in the psychological register. You study registers. 

I think for this place, [studying historically] is in your blood. And in that sense you are a 

conscience of the profession.  

How you communicate this fact to your administration and explain to them what is unique, 

I have no idea. I have not had much success at Hopkins. In a sense there are certain forces. 

In some sense, to tear it down is a reclusive activity. I don’t know. Sometimes it is essential! 

You are racist, I will not break bread with you! Finished! No piecemeal engineering! So 

you draw a line. So where are these lines? I think a vision will have to be built on that. 

EM: I have some thoughts on this, partly because I find the study of real economies more 

interesting than the study of economic traditions. So I guess we may have a little yin and 

yang thing going on here.  

You segued from the importance of studying history and the importance of studying history 

of thought and I think it is important to remember that they are distinct. History is important 

to me, and it is very sad that there is not the same emphasis on economic history that there 

was when I had a brief history here.  

I have a process suggestion perhaps. In thinking about where you need to go, you really 

need to think about this historical moment. Where are we in the world economy right now? 

Listening to people talk about the history of The New School this morning, I was struck by 

the ways in which different changes in The New School were grounded in real historical 

events. How do we rethink about this moment where we have re-commodified labor and a 

lot of the de-commodification has become undone. In that historical moment, where do we 

need economics to go? Is labor still at the core of our economy in the same way that it has 

been? I have been reading Guy Standing’s work—is there so much precariousness that we 

are at a very different historical moment with respect to labor? 

Partly, I am obligated to raise this because I think that is why I am here. Gender and race 

issues are becoming much salient, not just as a subject of study, but gender is also a tool 

that we use—a lens not just in understanding women’s lives, but the structure of the 

economy and economic social practices in general.  
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I’m giving you a couple of things: I think history is important, gender analysis could be 

important but I think that, whether you accept those concrete suggestions or not, it is really 

about where we are in this historical moment and building the department on the issues that 

are important now, not the issues that were important at other historical moments. 

RV: While I use the term “heterodoxy” quite liberally myself, I should also state that I 

prefer to talk about progressive economic ideas and progressive research agendas. Duncan 

has often expressed misgivings about the word heterodoxy as branding that is both 

misleading and bad.  

And talking about bad branding, the economics department at CSU, where I am, has been 

plagued by this history where what we could call the “mainstream” associates the 

heterodoxy with rabid anti-quantitativism, so we definitely need a clear definition of what 

we are and what we do.  

The term heterodoxy is a bit of a grab bag. Again, in the piece that appears in [the 6th edition 

of] NSER, Anwar Shaikh talks about defining heterodoxy in terms of departures from the 

core assumptions and, specifically, the ease with which these departures get absorbed as 

special case extensions of the core model and the absence of general theory departures. So 

a critique of neoclassical model has to pose coherent and rigorous alternative models. 

Classical/Sraffian, Marxian, and Post-Keynesian approaches provide such alternative 

models. 

But the formulation of a coherent alternative theoretical framework is not all that is needed. 

There have been shifts in the terrain of mainstream economics, as it moves towards issues 

that have been traditionally excluded—whether it be race, crime, norms and social 

behavior, or institutions. Ben Fine has written about how “economics imperialism” is 

colonizing the subject matter of other social sciences. And the problem is not simply that 

rational agent models are being used to study a wider variety of social and political 

questions. In growth and development literature, institutions now have an important, 

explanatory role whether it is explaining diverse growth trajectories or the Lucas paradox 

(of capital flows from ‘poor’ to ‘rich’ countries). But good institutions are always defined 

as enforcing private property rights. To engage with this, one has to go beyond the critique 

of the neoclassical method to a critique of capitalism itself.  

What a lot of us mean when we talk about the future of heterodox economics, boils down 

to a question of the future for a progressive agenda that is in touch with the real pressing 

issues of the people. A progressive agenda requires not just a critique of the neoclassical 

model and an elaboration of an alternative model, not just a push at the boundaries of the 
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discipline to engage with broader questions, but also a critique of the capitalist system. And 

this raises the challenge of investigating the scope and possibility of other alternatives; 

whether in terms of policies that may contain the pernicious effects for instance on 

inequality and on the environment, or in terms of alternative institutional forms of 

organizations—like the functioning of worker cooperatives.  

Turning to the question of what would disseminate progressive ideas in economics, a 

critical area of reform is definitely undergraduate education. And liberal arts colleges 

remain a space where progressive economists find a home. But the effective teaching of 

undergraduate principles and theory courses is a challenge. We need better textbooks and 

to develop a pedagogy that allows exposure and appreciation of a range of coherent 

approaches to the same problem. Instead of saying, this is the textbook model and this is 

how the real world works, it might be useful to begin with the real world problem and then 

see how this is attacked in different ways. Because I think for progressive economists, 

teaching and influencing future generations of economists is a really important aspect of 

the way in which we can make a difference.  

Another area has to do with publishing. A lot of our work is excluded from top journals. At 

the same time, while there are a small number of heterodox journals, they are not always 

easy to get entry to. It is difficult to find places where our work is going to be published 

and there is a depressing sense of going down the line to journals that are less and less 

prestigious. With journal ranking for non-mainstream journals not being particularly 

favorable, this stacks up to a very mediocre publishing report. In new journals like Review 

of Keynesian Economics, there is a definitely a hope. But you also need a strategy for 

elevating the presence and the standing of existing non-mainstream journals. I know that 

the Review of Radical Political Economy has been very consciously trying to improve its 

track record—in manuscript turnover and in establishing a more critical and tight referee 

process which raises the quality of scholarship in the journal.  

What are the areas we can make the most impact and widen the space for heterodoxy? Right 

after the collapse in 2008 there was a sense, for a brief moment, that a space was opening 

up for approaches outside the mainstream. By now a lot of us feel that the moment has 

passed in the sense that orthodoxy is still very entrenched.  

I don’t think the ground has been lost completely. We have movements like the post-crash 

economics at Manchester University and Rethinking Economics right here. You can see a 

tremendous demand for alternative paradigms and an economics approach that is more in 

touch with the lives of people. And even beyond students of economics, there is a hunger 
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for analysis that is accessible and relevant to people’s everyday concerns. So, while the 

mainstream is definitely not dislodged and remains as complacent as before, there is a wider 

space for a progressive research agenda. Progressive economists might still find themselves 

locked out of top mainstream journals but there is a push from publishers for books on such 

themes. The problem, of course, is that for jobs and tenure you still need articles more than 

books but that’s an area I won’t even begin to address! 

So there is a space but to make the most of the space, I think it is necessary to engage with 

the mainstream at points where it is pushing at the boundaries. Which is not to say that we 

fight from within but that we are to take serious note of developments even if they fall short 

of a critique of neoclassical model or of capitalism. Because these boundaries are areas 

where it might be easiest to open a conversation and establish a presence for alternative 

approaches. For example, if experimental economics focuses on how the experience of 

poverty results in changes in behavior, that opens up a space to ask what are the overlying 

structures, the social and economic constraints and norms under which this different 

behavior is happening.  

At The New School, we focus a lot on theory. Without that, the uniqueness of The New 

School tradition is lost. But there is also a paucity of good empirical work that buttresses 

the progressive agenda. Piketty and Saez’s work is quite seminal in advancing progressive 

research and it is widely cited by economists of all views. Such empirical research has the 

potential for a far reaching impact and would be a crucial place where a progressive research 

agenda could advance. It does not necessarily have to be big picture issues, though we all 

love the big picture issues. It could be more focused empirical investigations, on the impact 

of healthcare, or on the cessation of unemployment benefits which takes you to the policy 

arena, too. Empirical work and accessible empirical work is really important. 

I also think there is a lot of traction for progressive economic ideas in areas of 

interdisciplinary research; for instance, the intersection of health, epidemiology and 

poverty, or the investigation of approaches towards mitigation and adaptation to climate 

change. There are new and emerging areas where progressive economists could play a 

significant role in shaping the debates.  

Finally, a progressive agenda is best pursued where pluralism prevails. Pluralism is fostered 

where there is a demand for alternative approaches. And the impetus for these alternative 

approaches does not come necessarily from inside the profession but from outside the 

profession, too. There is a demand for ideas and resources. Engagement in the public space, 
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popular writing, blogs, policy work, consulting with unions, will definitely be part of what 

we need to do.  

I know this is a moment of crisis, and anyone who is a New Schooler and is associated with 

The New School will always have a stake in this tradition, in keeping it alive and in 

widening its scope. But I have to say this. This conference has been wonderful and is a 

testament to one of the great strengths of The New School, which is its student body. The 

fact that the students can put on a conference like this and engage with the history is a 

tremendous resource and hope for the future. 

DF: Let me summarize briefly the outline of the approach that I thought through before I 

came down here today and then make a couple remarks about process as we go forward. I 

was trying to think, what is the point of The New School department? Why should you have 

it at all, why should it be here? I sometimes make the point in executive faculty meetings 

that it is really rather unlikely that a very small, poorly funded, poorly administered 

university without any particular intellectual leadership or imagination should foster an 

institution that has a world reputation for critical thinking and education in a field like 

economics. I was thinking about it and it seems that the dimensions that one wants to think 

about that are as follows. 

One is methodology, which is perhaps especially an area the students are positioned to keep 

a careful eye on. Some of the lines that get drawn between mainstream and non-mainstream 

or between orthodox and heterodox economics are methodological. Certain methodologies 

get very entrenched. They become very much associated with certain conclusions and 

certain ways of understanding the world. Having space to make any real, critical evaluation 

and, if necessary, attack on those things is one of the functions of a place like The New 

School. And I think we have seen that historically. Part of the theme of The New School 

department in the ‘30s and the ‘40s is it had people who, at that time, were methodologically 

on the cutting edge. 

The second dimension that seems to be important to me is ideology. And this is a very 

tricky thing to talk about but I think otherwise it becomes the elephant in the living room. I 

think the issue here is really about what Marx called “bourgeois economics.” There is a 

very strong structural tendency in capitalist society to create an economics which explains 

capitalism to people in an ideologically acceptable way. It is in this dimension of ideology 

that questions of theory and some of the questions that Ali Khan brought up about wiping 

the slate clean are important. Obviously, we’re not going to wipe the slate clean as far as 

the sociology of economics goes, the leadership of the big journals, the control of major 
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departments. On the other hand, it is important for people to wipe the slate clean 

theoretically every once in a while and try to rethink problems from a new, fresh point of 

view. This problem of ideology is difficult because it gets blurry in the middle since, in 

fact, mainstream economics is far from ideologically monolithic. There are fragments of 

the sociological mainstream that are quite uncomfortable with the ideology of other parts. 

The fresh-water and salt-water macroeconomists can get just as annoyed with each other as 

the Marxists with the post-Keynesians, or the post-Keynesians with the neoclassical 

economists. So there gets to be a grey area. What is exactly the difference between the post-

Keyenesian economist and New Keynesian economist, where does one draw the line? But 

I think it is still worth keeping the ideological dimension in mind as you go forward. That 

does not necessarily mean taking one particular side of the ideological dimension but it just 

means trying to make choices, personnel choices, with the understanding that ideology is 

part of the context.  

The third dimension that I was going to talk about was quality. This is perhaps the most 

difficult thing to talk about. That is, some people’s work has a kind of resonance, a kind of 

staying power that is very important towards the shaping of the discipline’s history and so 

forth. The reason for The New School’s reputation, fundamentally lies in the fact that it has 

had the gift of a series of very, very remarkable scholars who have made their mark and in 

making their mark have also put The New School on the intellectual map.  

Let me finish up these scattered remarks by raising a couple of things from my experience. 

I have now been through quite a few years, quite a few hires, watched several generations 

of graduate students go on to careers and start to publish, which is a wonderful thing, but it 

has left me with the feeling that it is very, very difficult to know where people are going to 

go, to take a person at one time in their career and understand what they are likely to be 

working on and the level they’re going to be working at in the next 5 years. That’s why 

personnel decisions are so very difficult. You always make them on the basis of limited 

information about what is going to happen in the future rather than what happened in the 

past. You try to make an investment and you hope that it is going to work out.  

Having said that it is very difficult, I still think, that it is better to try to choose excellent 

people than to bring fields or problems or methods or approaches. In the 1960’s and early 

1970’s there was a boom of interest in resource and environment economics around a Club 

of Rome report called The Limits to Growth. This intersects with the quality issue because 

that work had some severe methodological and other flaws that made it vulnerable to 

criticism. The mainstream of that time, people like Bob Solow, for example, used that report 
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to discourage younger scholars from getting interested in resource and environmental 

economics, often the people that they thought were some of their best. Some students didn’t 

take that advice and continued to do work on problems of resources and environment. But 

many people were discouraged by the criticism of the Club of Rome report. Now, at that 

same time, I noticed that Bob Solow, while he was discouraging his graduate students from 

it, actually was spending quite a bit of time himself on resource and environmental 

economics. After he wrote papers saying the Club of Rome report was full of hot air, he 

was going back to see exactly how much hot air and how much substance was in there. 

Today environment and resource economics is a great big deal and many people have 

retooled from whatever they had originally specialized in to get into it. So I think it is very 

hard to pick either fields or people but its better trying to pick people. The future of a small 

department like this depends a whole lot on the flowering out and the career of individuals.  

So that may sound like the personnel is hopeless and practically impossible to do anything 

about. However, at The New School, even though we have very weak administration and 

very weak funding, we do have one huge strength, which is our students. We should not 

underestimate in terms of an individual scholar’s career development how much students 

contribute. Maybe not in a dramatic Road to Damascus moment but through day-to-day 

conversation and contact and questions that cumulate to a great deal of influence on the 

way people think about the world and the way they think about their research. 

AK: If I may just say a phrase, a lack of servility, a lack of intellectual servility. This to me 

has always come through with the students here.  

TG: At the Center for Economic Policy Analysis that you heard about this morning—which 

was always imbedded in the department as a way to translate our critique of neoclassical 

economics and our hopeful proposing of alternative models—imbedded in this department 

has always been a public intellectual agenda which is that we outreach to policy makers 

and practitioners. That also includes advocacy groups, labor unions, and just the general 

public and voters. So we are animated by our real desire to change not just economics but 

to change the world and make it a better place for humanity. We all share this vision and 

that always comes through and as a leader (and we rotate leadership) it is very important 

that we pay attention to the diversity of our faculty and the diversity of ways we undertake 

our scholarship. Some folks are really good at synthesizing seeing the big pictures, other 

folks are good at engineering, others are always critiquing. I remember my colleague Phil 

Mirowski, he wasn’t out there doing policy recommendations—he was wiping the slate 

clean. But what we have done at SCEPA is have this conversation with our heterodox 
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economics to the media and what we found in the past five years is that alternative economic 

thinking, those key words, to the mainstream, a think tank within a university has huge 

amounts of power and this is how you get power in institutions; you are in the media and 

you get grants, you get outside validation. All the time and it turns out, modern economics 

Ph.D. production requires a material base that is different than it was 80 years ago. And the 

material base of Ph.D. production just on that scope are undergraduates. Now that’s a 

worthy goal anyway, if you want to make a difference you do it at high school level and at 

the undergraduate level. And we need better alternative economics textbooks so it is very 

important part of our mission, maybe we have to do a little more undergraduate teaching 

but boy is it good for all of us and it provides jobs for our graduate students. So that is a 

mode of production of Ph.D.s  

70% of Ph.D. students are funded by outside grants. There are a lot of grants out there that 

want interdisciplinary research funded. Actually, these always have economists in them 

whether the grants are for medical research, anthropology, etc. Our department—we should 

be a little self-critical here—has to do much more in terms of getting outside validation and 

getting our students to have outside funding and ourselves outside funding.  

The other place that we really have to be self-critical is in our curriculum. You look at our 

course catalog and we have had the same curriculum, the same names of our classes, for 

the past 25 years and it is not because we have to teach undergraduates. There is something 

going on or not going on with us as faculty. We also teach in the same pedagogy. We sit 

here, the students sit there, and we discuss the truth and the analysis from on high. A lot of 

things have happened in pedagogical thinking that we have not incorporated. 

This is a really great start for what we are due to do in the economics department and that 

is not only just hiring but we have a 10-year review that we have not done in 15 years. We 

have to do strategic planning, we have to do external review, but the most important part of 

that is internal review and you students have started that for our department today. I am 

very hopeful but it has to be organic and borne of conflict to have a new history. 

MI: The second question I’d like to pose, first to Ellen Mutari and then we can open the 

floor. The best tweet of the day came this morning from Kate Bahn, “If gender and race 

were incorporated in #NSSRecon from the start, then where is it now?”  

EM: I said I am here to represent an illustrious line of feminist economists who passed 

through here. There are probably many reasons why they passed through and left 

voluntarily or involuntarily and this has to do with issues like other people wooing them 

away and so forth. I will simply say that, when I first came here, I was told that this place 



106 Colloquium Proceedings: Future Vision for New School Economics February 2015 

 

 

was a snake pit. And the phallic imagery there was not coincidental. This was a place that 

used women and spit them out. I had a wonderful experience because I had no expectations 

of being here longer than one year, so I had the experience of having a wonderful post-doc. 

I had a great experience because I was not an authoritarian figure in my classes, having just 

finished my doctorate. They were seminars, they were collaborative, they were wonderful, 

they were a great experience for me and my students seemed to appreciate them. So I had 

a great experience, so I am not here to diss anybody. So there is this reputation out there, a 

particular attitude.  

I almost got up and left because I felt that Will [Milberg] said the three things I think are 

important: pluralism, history, and interdisciplinarity. Pluralism is the one I want to talk 

about. Again, I think it is important that we scrutinize what we do as a social practice and 

that means scrutinize the historical and material base of our own practices. There has been 

some work by Rob Garnett and historian Michael Bernstein about the ways in which the 

ways we do economics and the way we think about science and social science as being a 

product of a cold war mentality in which we are warring paradigms and only one can win. 

I think for many years we thought about economics as: I have the right theory, I will tolerate 

some other people in the face of a common enemy (which is neoclassical economics) but 

in my heart of hearts, I know that I have the paradigm that I want to win over all others. I 

think that is a legacy of a particular historical moment and it is a legacy that we have to 

move beyond. I do not think that we are the only place [this cold war mentality] exists but 

my sense is it exists here so we need to be serious about pluralism.  

On my office door, there is a New York Times article profile from 2008. It was an interview 

with a geneticist, Eric Lander from the Broad Institute. The call out from the interview with 

him said, “You can never capture something like an economy, a genome, or an ecosystem 

with one model or with one taxonomy. It all depends on the questions you want to ask.” I 

think that that is critical.  

We have different theories for different questions and the deep questions you might have 

about the structure of the capitalist system are different than the theoretical tool kits that 

you need to figure out what kind of stimulus package you might want to get. And we need 

all of those tools. Just like a carpenter can’t do everything with just a hammer, we need a 

variety of tools and we need to respect that we need a variety of tools.  

I am somebody who has been active in feminist economics. I’m the president elect of the 

Association for Social Economists. I’m involved with the institutional economists. I live 

this belief that there is something to be learned from a variety of different theoretical 
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approaches and I think that is where we need to be. Not trying to figure out what is the one 

economics, the one theory that we should all be spouting off, but a place where we can 

respect a variety of different theoretical approaches. 

AK: I would like to connect this last comment about pluralism with pedagogy and with 

Duncan’s second point about ideology. So all three in some sense go together and you 

cannot tackle ideology or good pedagogy or understand what pluralism is all about if you 

are going to rule out certain “languages” for want of a better expression. And the languages 

could be the language of measure theory, could be the language of topology, could be the 

language of statistical theory, and could be the language of the scandal of the speaking 

body! But you must engage different registers, different languages to, if you like, puncture 

the ideological thrust and get its cash value out, to emphasize pedagogy and then to 

inculcate, in one’s self before telling others what pluralistic thinking is all about, how do 

you learn to tolerate the intolerable? We all tolerate the tolerable, what about the 

intolerable? 

Debate on Afternoon Session 

Interventions by Mattias Vernengo, Anwar Shaikh, Deb Figart, and others. 

Question: I was expecting more of the debate to have opened the question of the future of 

the department which impacts all of us. I like what you said, but I think it’s wishful thinking, 

and thank you for flattering us, that we are the conscience of the profession and I think there 

is something important in what you said and it’s that we taught history and history of 

thought, that we put this in a historical context within a profession and that forces us to say 

something about how to go about hiring: hiring people rather than hiring topics. It might be 

true that it is a better way of finding talent, you may get more hens from a person than from 

a field. I think Anwar said something about catastrophe theory, which went nowhere so I 

see your point. But if the conscience of the profession is somehow satiated to history of 

thought and history and those things are not taught here, then we are missing something 

really important. 

Question: I’d like to know if people think the history of economic thought and the great 

philosophers and gender and gender identity and race issues, folks should think about 

infusing it throughout the curriculum or that segmenting it so that, with a very limited 

number of faculty, you want to try to cover 20 or 25 fields and field exams. So I want to 

ask about mainstreaming… a different word than mainstream. Embedding. 

Question: It would have been good to invite a couple of New School administrators to this 

panel. I want to add to the comment that everything we say—good ideas, good 
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suggestions—there is always a money constraint it seems. I wanted to ask if you wanted to 

try to tie a vision to a way to make this project also feasible money-wise. Does the vision 

have to be there to get the money? Apparently there is so much demand, but it still seems 

very tight. And if there is so much demand, are we doing something wrong in marketing 

ourselves or does the money have to be there in order to have a vision? 

TG: I think about it every day. The vision is there and the marketing flows from the vision 

but the vision has to be flexible, has to be filled with respect, has to be pluralistic, and has 

to pay attention to what is popular. The courses do have to be refreshed, the titles have to 

be refreshed, and how they fit together has to be part of what faculty talk about all the time. 

Anwar gave us a couple of visions. One is a vision of a faculty that did a lot more teaching. 

It was not that we did the same amount of teaching and then we got diverted from Ph.D. 

classes to our masters teaching and then undergraduate, it was that we went from 5 to 4 

classes and then we did a 6th in order to get our leave. 

At Notre Dame, a place I was before [coming to The New School], we changed the 

department and the school overnight when, to get a leave, we had to submit a proposal to 

get outside money. We did not have to get outside money but we had to conceive of a 

project, put it on paper, and engage the scholarly community in order to get our reward: our 

time off. And all the sudden all these young women faculty members who had been 

invisible in the patriarchal institution rose up with their NEAs and their NEHs. All of the 

sudden, those who we hired for affirmative action became the stars. Student enrollment and 

graduate student applications went up in value. Why? Because somebody was a referee of 

a proposal that came from Notre Dame and that referee said, “Hey there’s something 

interesting happening at that place.” 

The New School’s faculty is better than the one at Notre Dame and the Notre Dame students 

were fully funded. If only we engaged in our scholarly community and wrote many more 

grants, even if we didn’t get them, the reputation and the marketing would happen. The 

vision is there, everyone is hungry for alternative economics that is rooted in very good 

methodology—we heard that from the policy panel. So we have to do a lot of work 

internally. The administration is very supportive of anything that brings in high-quality 

students. We happen to be at this moment better off than most of the other programs at 

NSSR. Much of it is because we are going back to our original mission of having a relevant 

master’s program that helps adults learn and looking at our demographics, it is going back 

to more people over age 40 that are going to want to come back and learn economics, 
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whether its non-credit, master’s, or even a Ph.D. Our vision has to be in tune to our historical 

moment but so does our business plan. 

DF: I hate to say this but there is no budget constraint in this department. That argument is 

largely smoke and mirrors. There is a fiction inside this university that the department 

swallows that there is some kind of rational resource allocation mechanism. There is not. 

The New School operates purely by redistribution of surplus. The scale of the surplus is so 

large in comparison to what we want to do in this department, that there is effectively no 

budget constraint. The budgetary policies and procedures are so opaque and mystifying that 

it is a mistake to take them very seriously. One great thing about the University in Exhile 

was that it was very cheap. Once you got people across the Atlantic Ocean, it was the 

depression and prices were really low; keeping them was very, very cheap. Now it is not so 

cheap to run a first-class research and scholarly institution but where the money comes from 

is going to be from the trustees or from presidential or provostial leadership that decides 

that they want to put some money into department building. I would also say from my 

observation that the New School administrators and Trustees have no interest in the 

economics department’s self-defined mission of training Ph.D.s. The economics 

department at the NSSR, there is no constituency for it. What they are interested in is a 

certain amount of glamour and excitement that can be generated from having certain people 

on the masthead. So I am more than a little skeptical about the claim that the budget 

constraint is the problem. 

AK: There is a lot of parallelism with John Hopkins: the glamour, the charisma, you want 

a superstar. As an administration you have your own objectives. Your objectives are: you 

can go to a university at a higher level and say, “Look, I got these stars in this place!” now 

you are on to the next one. Again, I may be being jaundiced here but we know game theory 

and these guys [in the administration] are all pursuing their own objectives. 

RV: The budget constraint is, a large part, this administrative bloat. That is where the money 

is going rather than having a lack of money. Having a structure where there is transparency 

and some say for the people who actually have a stake in how that money gets allocated. 

There is, in the tradition of The New School, a unique legacy which is not just restricted to 

the U.S. but a legacy which draws people from around the world, the developing world, to 

here. This tradition is this theoretical contribution, which is not monolithic, which is 

diverse, but a tradition that you can draw on if you want to pursue a progressive research 

agenda. This is one of the few places that you get that theoretical tradition and that has to 

do with the vision and that also has to do with this notion of pluralism. Without having 



110 Colloquium Proceedings: Future Vision for New School Economics February 2015 

 

 

different ways you can tackle issues, without having links to the history of economic ideas, 

the history of our discipline, that is what keeps the discipline alive. We are never going to 

take over the mainstream and that is not even the objective. Progressive agendas are best 

served when there is a variety of approaches and tools out there. You don’t have to use all 

of them; you use the approach you think is relevant to the problem you want to pursue. But 

in the absence of that environment, none of the currents in heterodoxy would survive. 

Question: I want to remind people that one of the virtues of being in this peculiar place is 

that you can walk across the hall and talk to first class philosophers, historians, political 

scientists, and we encourage people to do that. We have always encouraged that from the 

very beginning. So, we do not necessarily have to internalize all of that. I have attended 

lectures by Eric Hobsbawm, Kerry Anderson, Robin Blackburn and talked to them. Not 

many institutions allow you to do that in this kind of proximity and encourage students to 

do that. That is something to keep in mind; that is a positive thing. 

I agree with a lot of what Ellen said but I have to say that I do not agree with the toolbox 

thing but perhaps that is because I used to be an engineer and it seems to me that there are 

no tools that contradict the laws of physics or the laws of gravity. Tools have to have a 

certain consistency and coherence and that is what I have understood to be the function of 

vision. 

Let me give you an example. All of us today are struggling with the idea of what kind of 

reaction should we have to the crisis and what should we say about austerity. What we say 

about austerity is not just a matter of measuring the impact, because that impact depends 

on how you look at it but also trying to understand the theoretical foundation. I am not a 

Keynesian but I happen to think that [austerity] is a bad way to proceed though I would not 

argue that on a Keynesian basis. I think the pluralism that we need also has to be at that 

level, not just at the level of concrete practices and policies and connections. Some people 

do that, other people like myself do not because I choose not to in order to do something 

else, which brings me to the last point that Teresa raised.  

The outside funding idea is a great idea but it is a little bit cruel. I have been here 40 years 

and I have gotten one outside grant and it is because INET was created in response to the 

economic crisis. Yes, I could have worked for the UN. Yes, I could have worked on labor 

markets. I could have done stuff on inequality but then I could not have done what I thought 

was important. I forwent that precisely because I did not think that and I have worked with 

students who did not want to do it either. So it would be wonderful if we as heterodox 

economists could get grants from the National Science Foundation, grants for basic research 
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but they do not do it for our kind of research and if we are to get that kind of money we are 

to become them. I think that is a mistake. I think it’s better to be poor and do what you think 

is right than to be funded and do what they think is right. 

Question: Ramaa said in her talk that there was this moment after the crisis and it seemed 

like an opening for alternative theories but that the moment has passed. But to me that seems 

a tad pessimistic. I would like to present the more optimistic side of that story because I 

think things have fundamentally changed since the crisis and the possibilities for doing 

alternative economics have opened up maybe not dramatically like real economy came 

down but slow tectonic movements. You mentioned the post-crash Manchester society. 

That society is not unique, that is one of fifty societies that have sprung up all over the 

world. Maybe we do not notice it here because we have always been criticizing neoclassical 

theory and maybe the faculties of other universities are slow but among the student bodies 

at the mainstream universities and maybe in the general public there are some very different 

expectations. I am engaged with rethinking economics and I talked to this postgraduate 

society part of rethinking economics almost every week. We have so much media attention, 

we have so much student demand. They write us letters from India, Brazil, Germany, 

France. Keith is involved in writing a manifesto, I think there is a lot of stuff moving. There 

is no reason to be pessimistic at this moment. The challenge now is not to let all of what we 

have been advocating for many years happen without us taking part of it. [More information 

on Rethinking Economics at RethinkEconomics.org] 

Question: I am an alumn of The New School and the panelists got me thinking about my 

time and why I came here. I had a fully funded Ph.D. program in D.C., but midway through 

the first semester, I realized this was not what I wanted to do. So I gave up my fully funded 

position and came to The New School because there were questions I was asking myself 

and I saw there are people here asking these questions. I was then fortunate enough to get 

some form of financial support at The New School but I think I would have come also even 

if I had not been financially supported. When I came, I did not know what the vision was. 

I do remember there was vision that was advertised to prospective students and something 

like that I am sure is very helpful, but I am not sure the department needs to have a vision 

as long as there are a couple interesting thinkers who you think you can learn something 

from. 

Question: The reason that I came to The New School is that The New School is science-

making, not the ready-made science off the shelf.  I totally agree that you can create science 

with or without vision. Where do you see The New School within the science-making 
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framework, where do you see The New School within this framework advancing something 

new? 

Question: I have one comment and two brief questions. My comment is, maybe the 

curriculum of the department looks much more conventional to what it looked in the ‘70s 

but nonetheless, before I came to The New School, I took standard neoclassical micro and 

macro and everything. Then I came here and took the Ph.D. micro and we started with 

Smith, Ricardo, and then VonNeumann, so we spent half the class doing classical political 

economy—the same thing with macro with Lance [Taylor]. We did a lot of history of 

economic thought and this is one of the things I enjoyed the most. Even if the curriculum 

looks more conventional, it is still a very enjoyable experience to take a class at The New 

School.  

My first question is: If there is no budget constraint, why do we have 5 members of the 

faculty and not 15 or 20? 

The second question is related to what Teresa said, I don’t know of you refer to Notre Dame 

before or after what happened—it is a very sad story of what happened to Notre Dame. To 

what extent is there the danger at The New School of what happened to Notre Dame, of 

turning the department into a neoclassical department? I think this is a question. 

Question: Picking up on what Duncan said about choosing people and quality people over 

topics. If we do not have the topics we need being taught here, no budget constraints, and 

we could hire, how can we at this point hire quality people to teach what we need? Do we 

have to choose between the things that we need to be taught here and someone that is really 

good and consistent? How do we make this choice? 

EM: One of the interesting questions is how you define quality—do you just know it? I 

guess I am not seeing that dichotomy. How do you know who is being innovative and 

cutting-edge if you do not know, and I am going to repeat myself, where we are at this 

historical moment, where the department is going, and where the economy is going. I am 

not sure how we separate quality from those questions. 

The other thing I wanted to throw in, as somebody who teaches at a place that could not be 

more different, in many ways, from The New School, all of these debates you are having 

sound so familiar. Who have we been? Where are we going? Are there really budget 

constraints or is it simply misallocation of resources? In our case, of course, we absolutely 

can look at how much less money we are getting from the state and it is pretty obvious that 

there are diminishing resources however they may be misallocated. So just remember that 
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it is not that you are alone in struggling with these issues. They are very difficult and as an 

outsider there is a lot for which I do not have enough perspective. 

DF: The constraint is two-fold—in part it’s a supply constraint. Not just who is out there—

but who might be interested to moving to New York and teaching at The New School. That 

is probably a more important constraint than the budget constraint on The New School side. 

The other thing we ought to be very realistic about, is that the department has had a great 

deal of disunity a great deal of trouble making up its mind whom it wants when we have 

had the opportunity to make choices. Disunity also militates against our getting increases 

in the budget, and authorization for searches. I think that touches on what Ellen asked, who 

is doing exciting, good work? And in a way, this is where we earn our keep as professionals. 

What we can do—that presidents and trustees and provosts and deans and review 

committees can’t—is make judgments about the quality of work: what makes sense, what 

has depth, what has consistency, and therefore what has staying power. 

And as a final thing, I don’t want to throw cold water on the enthusiasm behind Rethinking 

Economics but I do want to point out that this New Economics movement does face a kind 

of crisis of substance. There is certainly immense demand for new economics. Everyone 

hates the old economics, that’s not the problem. The question is what is the substance of 

new economics? Is it neuroeconomics? Is it nonlinear dynamical economics? Is it Minskian 

financial fragility economics? All of these ideas, and many others, are floating around. 

I think during the crisis there was a reserve of quite good and interesting work which had 

not been very visible but was able to surge into visibility because of the circumstances. But 

I’m worried that impulse is a bit spent and there may not be too much left in the cupboard. 

Maybe I am wrong about that but somebody has to make sure there is something in the 

cupboard that has real substance. 

RV: I want to speak a little more on the moment because something definitely has shifted, 

one does not deny that. But it has not shifted within the profession. What shifted has shifted 

outside which opened up a space. But we have our work cut out in trying to occupy that 

space and trying to fulfill that demand. While there was some soul searching within the 

mainstream about their models and how they failed, that disappeared really, really fast. That 

self-reflection in the mainstream went away. So the hope that now there is a different 

discipline opening up, that will take much more time. Which does not mean that you should 

be pessimistic. Academia is a part of that social structure so we are part of that, too. 

AK: I want to go at it again. You see, I want to put before you two things: one, my conflict 

and, second, the comparison between this place and Hopkins. Anwar said, “Look, I did the 
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humbug production function. I could have done a career like that. I chose not do that.” So 

I think, “ahh, there’s a brave man. I just went on extending.” This is my genuine thought; I 

am sharing with you sincerely! So when I say I am not proud of my work, it is not to make 

a small point; I am talking about the internal struggle. I always knew [Anwar] as a brave 

man. Ed [Nell] also. 

And now Teresa says, “Look but we must get grants and have to talk within the thing.” 

There is this tussle between to what extent I am working within the system and engaging 

within the system and to what extent I am cutting myself off from the system. To the extent 

that I am dependent from the market, whatever that market is—whether it is foundations, 

grants, World Bank, IMF, whatever. To the extent that I am not independent from the 

market, my independence is lost. When Duncan talks about ideology, this conflict is there, 

there is no easy answer here. You have to make this struggle, you have to get this balance. 

I say I am alone at [John Hopkins]. It is a mainstream department. It has aspirations. It 

wants to move from top 18 to top 17, top 16. There is a motivating engine. I do not want to 

talk against those who are putting bread in my mouth but, nevertheless, I see the servility. 

The graduate students are terrified. They are checking google citations. How can they get a 

job? How can they work within the system? I can’t teach anything! Why? Because, all the 

students want to know is to what extent will it help them get a job? How will it translate in 

the job market? I am now working within the system. 

Here [at NSSR], I am not alone. So when I say therapeutic it is because here are crazy guys! 

There is a certain bravery, there is a certain disregard. I work on the continuum, if you like. 

Within the continuum between Anwar and myself to some extent there is much more 

bravery here; we are going to disregard. So, in front of the president at Hopkins I said the 

problem is to keep the market at bay and to allow ourselves to grow as scholars, as 

independent scholars. After the committee, he put his arm around me and said I never met 

an economist who wanted to keep the market at bay. And to the extent you are trying to 

work with the grants, Anwar said he got one grant in 40 years. That’s one more than I got! 

But I am working with the mainstream. So it is not monolithic. 

TG: This is not the first time that I have been misunderstood, but I have been 

misunderstood. I do not care that we get grants, I really care that we apply for them and put 

our crazy ideas in front of the scholarly community all of the time. So I just want us to put 

our ideas out there all the time. That’s marketing. 

AK: Oh, indeed. Yes, you should, you should. 
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MI: I’d like to thank all of the panelists for being here and all the distinguished guests. 

 

Watch the panel here: www.youtube.com/watch?v=aufQPgR0nEQ&feature=youtu.be 

 


