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Veblen’s attempt to make of economics an evolutiprseience
has been little developed by other economists.ditfierentiating
characteristics of an institutional economics amltio find.

Paul Homan (1932)

ABSTRACT

This is a history of the European Association feolgtionary Political Economy
(EAEPE) from its official inauguration and first mierence in 1989 to its 25
anniversary in 2014. It considers the changing daade in economics and other
social sciences and concentrates on the strategidems faced by the association.
Strategic dilemmas included the use of the ternoli@ionary’ and whether the
association should be a broad pluralist forum, erotied to a type of approach, or
defined in terms of ‘heterodox’ opposition to maream economics. It discusses
how EAEPE responded to these challenges and desdtshevolution over 25 years,
using available sources to substantiate the mamgarhis historical account and
analysis may be useful for other associations siittilar concerns or aspirations.

The first formal meeting of the European Assocratfor Evolutionary Political Economy
(EAEPE) took place in September 1989, in Keswickm®Bria, UK. In 2014, EAEPE had
been in existence for 25 years. This was a suitatlestone for an account of its history.
Over this period, much has changed in economics ianthe world more generally.
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Consequently, EAEPE has faced major strategic prodl This essay discusses how EAEPE
responded to these challenges and describes itatiewo This analysis may be useful for
other associations with similar or related aspratior concerns.

This article focuses on the strategic problemsnfatche association. These have broader
implications for other projects to develop econanit different ways. Particular problems
faced by EAEPE have been the meaning and relewvainttee word ‘evolutionary’ and the
tension between developing a broad-based assatiatid a viable, scientifically-focused
EAEPE journal.

The first section discusses the 1980s backgrouddranformation of the association. The
first period of EAEPE’s life, from 1989 to 1997, déscussed in two following sections, the
second of which focuses on problems of name andtitgeA key debate and decision made
in 1997 is given a section on its own. The nextisacaddresses the 1996-1998 EAEPE
Summer Schools and the move of the EAEPE admitimtrdo Rotterdam. A succeeding
section considers strategic problems in the penioti998-2011 and the move to establish a
journal. This is followed by a section covering théministration and governance of the
association from 1998 to 2011. Another section ictams the 2011 crisis within the
association, followed by a section on the subsegpenod. The final section reflects upon
the future of EAEPE and progress made since it 28iis.

To some degree this is a personal narrative, tefgamy long experience with the
association, including my membership of the Stege@ommittee or Council from 1989 to
2001, and my editorship of EAEPEXurnal of Institutional Economickom 2004. But |
have tried to be as accurate as possible and tdacsemented sources where available.

Background and formation

It is necessary to outline the intellectual coniexivhich EAEPE was launched. In the 1980s,
anyone who questioned the assumptions of ratiogigirgerest at the core of mainstream
economics would then find it very difficult to pugt in a prominent journal of economics or
get a job in a prestigious economics departmenieadt in English-speaking countries.
Modern behavioural and experimental approaches wetethen influential. Evolutionary
game theory had not become established. Only gpfeminent economists stressed the role
of institutions in economic performance. Equilibnu approaches dominated both
microeconomics and macroeconomics, with relatifely leading theorists stressing severe
information problems such as Keynesian uncertainty.

Until the 1980s, the alternatives to mainstreanmenucs in Europe were principally Post
Keynesianism and Marxism. Beneath the Post Keynesrabrella were Keynes-devoted
macroeconomists stressing the potentially dessatgiimplications of radical uncertainty in
markets, and followers of Piero Sraffa, who madeause of the uncertainty concept in their
static models. Many Marxists had got bogged down amtane debates about the
transformation problem or the falling rate of ptofor had confined their work to labour-
process theory. Neither the Marxists, the Keynesiaor the Sraffians paid much attention to
developing an alternative microeconomics that ipocated a more satisfactory or realistic
picture of human agency and motivation. None oké¢hgroups made much use in their

1 Helpful comments on an earlier draft by Ash Amfrgul Dale Bush, Wilfred Dolfsma, Kurt Dopfer, David
Gindis, John Groenewegen, Klaus Kubeczko, Mariaduska, Uskali Maki, Klaus Nielsen, Pascal Petihest
Screpanti, Pasquale Tridico, Andrew Tylecote areké&ivan der Lecq are very much appreciated.
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economics of new insights from sociology, psychglag other disciplines. The role of
institutions in the economy was rarely discussed.

In 1988 William Melody was the head of a projechded by the Economic and Social
Research Council (ESRC) in the UK. He invited a bam of leading American
institutionalists to a conference at the Grim’s ByKotel in London in June 1988. The
American attendees included Gregory Hayden, Annghéa, Philip Mirowski, Warren
Samuels, Marc Tool and other prominent members haef ¥S-based Association for
Evolutionary Economics (AFEE), which of course esants the tradition of the original
institutional economics. Marc Tool and Paul DalesBlhad previously made contact with
several like-minded people in Europe, including Wahg Blaas (Austria), Robert Delorme
(France), Kurt Dopfer (Switzerland), and John Geyeegen (Netherlands). Other Europeans
attending the conference included Ash Amin (UK)chird Bailey (UK), Victoria Chick
(UK), John Foster (UK), Tony Lawson (UK), Klaus IMien (Denmark), Andrew Tylecote
(UK) and myself.

At the time of the Grim’s Dyke meeting, there weeey few scholars in Europe who took
any interest in the original American institutionatonomics. Of course, the original
institutionalists had been influenced by the Gerrhatorical school, but that tradition had
been extinguished in the 1930s. The great Swedishognist Gunnar Myrdal and the ground-
breaking German thinker K. William Kapp had botlespseveral years in the USA and they
described themselves as institutionalists; but they relatively few followers, even in
Sweden or Switzerland where they taught. Othermigeurope, the original institutionalism
was virtually unknown.

Thanks to Melody’s initiative, Grim’s Dyke providedgolden opportunity to help develop
new lines of research in Europe, beyond the conferdgs of the dominant orthodox and
prominent heterodox traditions. Thoughts of formiagnew association were broached.
Attention was given to its possible structure amana. Before the official business of the
conference had ended, a plan to launch the Eurofissociation for Evolutionary Political
Economy had been agreed. The determination of a& vess not easy. The AFEE precedent
suggested the word ‘Evolutionary’, but worries wexaced about its meaning. ‘Political
Economy’ was chosen to signal a broader and maladgive profile than ‘Economics.” The
name was settled, largely because no-one coulld giianything better at the time.

The main purpose in forming the association wagrtonote institutionalist, evolutionary,
dynamic and realistic approaches to economic theorg policy. Instead of the over-
formalistic and often empty theorising of orthodeeonomics, the aim was to bring together
the ideas of a number of theorists and theoretrealitions, and to help to develop a more
realistic and adequate approach to theory andypolic

At the Grim’s Dyke meeting a small committee wasmrfed including Richard Bailey as
Treasurer and myself as General Secretary. A becduat in the name of the association was
set up and membership fees were collected. An @giih was made for an ESRC grant and
this was successful. A part-time administrativeistast was hired. A Europe-wide mailing
list was compiled and announcements of the birttEAEPE were distributed. (This was
before the age of email.) In January 1989 the @ssoc published and mailed out the first
iIssue of its twice-yearly newsletter.

The first Ad Hoc Steering Committee meeting tookacel in March 1989 in
Northumberland in the UK. Present were Ash AmingkDBailey, Wolfgang Blaas, Robert
Delorme, Kurt Dopfer, Geoff Hodgson, Klaus Niels@ngelo Reati, and Ernesto Screpanti. |
reported that 141 members had been recruited ats for the founding conference were
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developed. The constitution was discussed. It veaslved that EAEPE should apply for
charitable status under UK law.

On 19-22 September 1989 the first EAEPE conferéaok place in Keswick, Cumbria,
UK. There were 75 delegates from several Europeantdes. The constitution was agreed
by the members, and a Steering Committee was dléd@nos Kornai, Luigi Pasinetti, Kurt
Rothschild and George Shackle were elected as ldon&residents. EAEPE was officially
launchec®

1989-1997: Strategic challenges and rapid growth

Unfortunately the Charity Commission insisted thatharity based in England and Wales
must have a majority of Anglo-Welsh residents o mtanagement board. The EAEPE
leadership regarded this as unacceptable, as itdwanevent EAEPE being a genuinely
European association, within which all members @qalrticipate on an equal footing.

A solution was devised through the separate foonatif the Foundation for European
Development (FEED) in 1990. FEED became registaed charity, with the objective ‘to
advance public education throughout Europe in igdd bf political economy, with particular
regard to evolutionary and institutional approactegconomic theory and policy.” FEED
retained a majority of UK residents, with a greaaldof overlap with persons in the EAEPE
leadership. EAEPE remained an unincorporated meshipeassociation. (Under UK law it is
possible for unincorporated associations to transegally as a body and hold a bank
account.) EAEPE was liable to corporation tax bBEP was not. Although the two
organisations were legally separate, they had eyge links and would help each other
financially, through grants and charitable donaioREED financial help for EAEPE has
continued until the present. The full history of EHE is a topic for another essay, but FEED
shall be mentioned where relevant befow.

Further challenges came thick and fast. The Intemmal Joseph A. Schumpeter
Association had been formed in 1986 and had h&ldnéerence in Germany in that year. It
held a second conference in Siena in 1988. In 1883 chumpeter Association was largely
unfamiliar to the EAEPE leadership, but it grewdly and established itself as the major
global association of ‘evolutionary’ economists.ldunched theJournal of Evolutionary
Economicsin 1991. Although the Schumpeter Association hésdconferences every two
years, and many were outside Europe, it was anagsarciation of ‘evolutionary’ economists
with many European members.

The Society for the Advancement of Socio-Economies founded in 1989 under the
leadership of Amitai Etzioni. Initially it had the@rominent objective of confronting

2 The first elected EAEPE Steering Committee coedistf: Ash Amin (UK, Treasurer), Wolfgang Blaas
(Austria), Robert Delorme (France), Mike DietriddK), Kurt Dopfer (Switzerland), John Foster (UKphh
Groenewegen (Netherlands), Geoff Hodgson (UK, Garfeecretary), Egon Matzner (Austria), Klaus Nialse
(Denmark), Angelo Reati (Belgium), Ernesto Screpétaly), Peter Séderbaum (Sweden), Konstantintukh
(Russia). In 1992 the position of Chairperson wdded to the Steering Committee. Later this positias
renamed President and the Steering Committee wasned the Council.

3 More Honorary Presidents were added later: Rictetson, Douglass North, Nicholas Georgescu-Roegen,
Edith Penrose, and Herbert Simon.

4 Information about FEED can be found on www.feedsiti.org.
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mainstream economics and developing an altern&divie using ideas developed in Etzioni's
(1988) important book.The leadership of EAEPE saw this as both a chgdleand an
opportunity for collaboration. | wrote to Etziorsiuggesting a personal meeting at which we
could discuss opportunities for joint activity. Hesponded and we met in London in
November 1990. He asked for assurances that the weolutionary’ in EAEPE’s name did
not mean the notion that social behaviour couléx@ained by genes. | told him that most
‘evolutionary’ economists were not genetic deteistghand saw culture as central. But |
realized that some sociologists understood ‘evohatry’ in gene-based terms, and this
signalled a serious marketing problem for EAEPEzidfii argued at our meeting, that if
SASE and EAEPE had similar objectives, then EAER&EI dissolve itself and its members
should join SASE. | suggested instead that reptatees of the two associations should meet
to discuss possibilities. He agreed. But despipeated attempts by EAEPE, SASE did not
respond further.

The fall of the Berlin Wall in November 1989 crehteew opportunities and challenges.
Within weeks | was contacted by several econonfiista former Soviet Bloc countries who
were interested in EAEPE, including from Czechoaloa, Hungary, and Poland. Suddenly,
the association had a much larger arena of opearatio

The second EAEPE Conference took place in Flordtedg,on 15-17 November 1990. 125
people attended. At that time, EAEPE had a globahitrership of 328.The only substantial
European countries in which EAEPE did not then reaweember were Albania and Bulgaria.
Largely thanks to the efforts of Ernesto Screpahg, Florence conference was a success and
EAEPE was placed on a firm financial footing. EAER&dJ attracted a variety of scholars,
including Post Keynesians, Marxists, post-MarxiStgffians, Schumpeterians and others.

In 1991 EAEPE adopted a Scientific Development Plawolving the development of
Research Areas and the appointment of Research @oeadinators. In collaboration with
Edward Elgar Publishing, EAEPE produced a seriegdied volumes of conference and
other papers. In 1991 EAEPE announced annual porgpetitions — a ‘K. William Kapp
Prize’ for the best recent essay and a ‘Gunnar Blydize’ for the best recent book.

By June 1992 EAEPE had 557 members. In 1993 thenitmative office of EAEPE
moved from Newcastle-upon-Tyne to Sheffield, undliedrew Tylecote as the new EAEPE
Treasurer.

Although EAEPE did not resolve to set up its owarfal, it negotiated discounts for its
members for personal subscriptions to @embridge Journal of Economickdustrial and
Corporate Change, International Review of Appliedoomics,the Review of Political
Economyand theReview of International Political Economy

From 1991 to 1996 EAEPE held its conferences imNée Paris, Barcelona, Copenhagen,
Krakow, and Antwerp, respectively. The Copenhaganmfarence was particularly successful
in financial terms, thanks to the organising eBoof Klaus Nielsen. Average conference

5 SASE seems to have largely abandoned this prihaimh oppositional objective. It now publicizeseifsas a
‘meta-disciplinary’ forum, attempting to promote nu@rsations between (often mainstream) economics,
sociology and political science.

6 EAEPE Steering Committee minutes, 15 November 1990
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attendance over these six years was about 150. EARgtbership grew to an all-time peak
of 703 in 19977

EAEPE was then the second-largest association ohamgists in Europe (after the
European Economic Association). It was linked watmumber of other networks and had
some active national chapters. In at least fouofean countries, EAEPE members played a
major role in governments. At that time, two EAEREmMbers were members of national
governments and at least two others were employguhial government advisors. There were
also EAEPE members in the European Parliarhent.

1989-1997: Problems of name and identity

Mainstream economics began to diversify and chaagglly in the 1980s. Behavioural and
experimental economics became part of the maimatrd@rms such as ‘evolutionary’ and
‘institutional” were adopted by rapidly ascendingainstream and near-mainstream
approaches, including evolutionary game theorytaerdnew institutional economics. Ronald
Coase in 1991 and Douglass North in 1993 were adanobel Prizes for their work in

institutional economics. The International Sociéty New Institutional Economics was

formed in 1996 and held its first conference in 2,9%ith Coase, North and Williamson
prominent in its leadership. The number of otheth@lox, heterodox and interdisciplinary)
associations proliferated.

Another problem stemmed from core changes in theur@aof economics. While
mainstream economics became more diverse and vddimepossible core assumptions,
mathematical expression became the only game im.térev1988 the American Economic
Association set up a Commission on the state afugi® education in economics in the US.
Although the developments they reported were mdegaced in North America, they were
already happening in Europe.

In a crushing indictment, the Commission exprestefear that ‘graduate programs may
be turning out a generation with too madiot savantsskilled in technique but innocent of
real economic issues’ (Krueger 1991, pp. 1044-§p Klamer and David Colander (1990, p.
18) reported a survey which showed that only 3 gt of graduate students on top US
economics programmes perceived ‘having a thoroumglwledge of the economy’ to be ‘very
important’ for professional success, while 65 pantd¢hought that ‘being smart in the sense of
problem-solving’ is what matters and 57 per certebed that ‘excellence in mathematics’
was very important.

Ronald Coase (1997) complained: ‘Existing econornsas theoretical system which floats
in the air and which bears little relation to whetppens in the real world.” And Milton
Friedman (1999, p. 137) observed: ‘economicsbe@®me increasingly an arcane branch of
mathematics rather thaealing with real economic problems.’ In a fortimigtatement, Mark
Blaug (1997, p. 3) declared:

Modern economics is sick. Economics has increagibglcome an intellectual game
played for its own sake and not for its practicahsequences for understanding the

7 EAEPE Steering Committee minutes of 15 March 188@ membership records.

8 In 1998 EAEPE member Pavel Mertlik was appointsdDeputy Prime Minister of the Czech Republic.
EAEPE member Jerzy Hausner was Deputy Prime Mimi§tBoland from 2003 to 2005.
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economic world. Economists have converted the subjeto a sort of social
mathematics in which analytical rigour is everythand practical relevance is nothing.

Despite their new-found diversity, economics daparits in the 1990s were becoming
increasingly inhospitable places for economistsceamed about ‘practical relevance’ and
‘understanding the economic world’. Of course, reathtics is indispensable. But economics
had become more involved with mathematical techaitpan real-world substance.

Many non-mainstream economists had migrated to nbasi schools, institutes of
technology studies, science policy institutes, epadtments of geography. These changes
were particularly marked in the UK, and had progees unevenly in other European
countries. The consequence was that any strateglyaioge economics as a discipline faced
further, increasing difficulties. In several coues; non-mainstream economists were
becoming academically homeless, and without apliseiry base.

The exile of many economists from departments ohemics created a sense of enforced
isolation, creating the danger of a clannish orardMooking mentality. Although mainstream
economists preferred equations to words, it wakistportant to understand and maintain a
dialogue with mainstream theory, particularly tduence younger scholars coming into the
discipline.

Together, these developments meant that EAEPE felmexhic problems of strategy and
identity. The first basic dilemma was this: was BEA&E a broad pluralist and inclusive
association, or an association promoting a distiactet of approaches to economic theory or
policy?

Each fork in the dilemma posed further problemsEAEPE was a broad pluralist and
inclusive association then why did it have ‘evaja@ry’ in its name? Were ‘non-
evolutionary’ approaches being excluded? If so,twkere they? And why exclude them? If,
on the other hand, EAEPE was a broad pluralistiadldisive association, was it aiming to
challenge the hegemony of mainstream economicsiiode, or trying to create a broad inter-
disciplinary forum involving sociology and politicacience? The latter option looked
remarkably like SASE, raising further problems all6AEPE’s identity.

Or should EAEPE try to promote a distinctive setapproaches to economic theory or
policy?If so, what were theyPhe ideas of original institutionalists, such d®istein Veblen
and John R. Commons, were attracting increasirgntn in Europe, but largely among
those interested in the history of economic thoug@he ideas of Clarence Ayres (1944), with
his notion of technology ‘evolving’ and pushing ag restraining institutional barriers, had
been preeminent among original institutionalistthie USA since 1945, but had never gained
a significant following in Europe.

The ambiguities and misunderstandings surroundimg term ‘evolutionary political
economy’ were dramatized by Paul Krugman's Novemb@96 plenary contribution to
EAEPE’s Antwerp conference. Krugman began: ‘| arthbdwnored and a bit nervous to be
speaking to a group devoted to the idea of evatatip political economy.’” While ‘not exactly
an evolutionary economist’ he admitted to being éolution groupie. That is, | spend a
great deal of time reading what evolutionary biadtgywrite ... | find in evolutionary biology
a useful vantage point’. He then went on to exptpegallels and the differences between
economics and evolutionary biology’ arguing thatlbgists made use of ‘maximization and



equilibrium’ approaches. His whole argument depdmatethe assumption that ‘evolutionary’
in EAEPE’s name necessarily referred to biol&gy.

Clearly, the word ‘evolutionary’ had a multiplicitf possible meanings. For EAEPE, did it
mean biological metaphors? Complexity theory? Sgpwewus order? Natural selection?
Genetic determinism? The original institutionalis@arwin? Marx? Menger? Veblen?
Schumpeter? Ayres? Hayek? Or even Walras (Joli6)Y9Some or all of these? If all or
several, then the word served little purpose. \Whed clear is that there was no consensus,
even within EAEPEon what the word meant.

Concern about EAEPE’s name and its strategic iraptios was raised informally within
the Steering Committee in 1990 and tabled on tlenda of its 13 March 1993 meeting in
Barcelona, where | as General Secretary suggeStedpean Political Economy Association’
as a replacement. In response, there was conceun e confusion and uncertainty that this
change might engender, and that the unqualified tpolitical economy’ might be perceived
as Marxist, especially in the former Eastern Bloardries. After extensive discussion it was
agreed that a discussion on the issue should fake pr the EAEPE Newsletter and that the
matter would be tabled at the next Steering Conemitheetingl®

Addressing the association’s name, the Steeringraitise organised a consultative ballot
among its members in the summer of 1993. The @tedlintroduction to the ballot declared:

The EAEPE Steering Committee has discussed thebldgsof changing the name of
the association but it is worried about the reactbmembers and potential members to
any change. ... It has been argued that the wordlugwoary' is often open to
misinterpretation. Those in favour of changing tiaene argue that the scope of EAEPE
should be broadened — at least within heterodox@oas — and this should be
signalled by the name of the association.

Alongside the existing name, two alternative namese suggested to the membership:
‘European Association for Socio-Economics’ (EASH)da'European Political Economy
Association’ (EPEA). Members were also invited tmgest alternative nhames. There were
several questions, some with invitations to respmmd five-point Likert scale.

145 ballots were received out of a July 1993 mesibprof 430. In response to the
proposition that “‘The EAEPE name should be changfeae that ‘strongly disagreed’ with
the idea of changing the name outnumbered those'sttomgly agreed.” But, when all those
in agreement were added together, and all thos#isegreement added together, those in
agreement with a name change outnumbered thossagrdement.

Members were asked to rank the three main optionsrder of preference. ‘European
Association for Evolutionary Political Economy’ m#eed 63 first preferences and ‘European
Political Economy Association’ received 54 preferes It was found that if ‘European
Association for Socio-Economics’ was eliminated #melsecond preferences of its supporters
were distributed (under the alternative vote sy3¥teéiren EAEPE would get 77 votes and

9 Krugman’s 1996 address is on http://www.pkarchixg/theory/evolute.html. Accessed 22 December 2013.
was later published as Krugman (1999).

10 EAEPE Steering Committee minutes, 13 March 1993.
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EPEA would get 65 votés.There was significant attachment to the origiraahe. Given that
changing the name would require a two-thirds mgjarnder the constitution, it would be a
mountain to climb.

Having surveyed the height of the mountain, theeitg Committee did not walk away
from it. The minutes of the Steering Committee nmgeiof 27 October 1994 noted the
continuing discussion on ‘the development of theagtion and the problem of defining and
establishing its identity.” The minutes continuddtnesto Screpanti added that there was a
basic dilemma involved: the association could daefigelf either broadly or narrowly in terms
of its theoretical perspectives and recruitmentisiput the strategic problem in a nutshell.

Another survey, this time of past members as welhm@mbers, was conducted in 1995.
This survey did not address the association’s nameeasons for joining or leaving EAEPE,
especially in regard to the changing nature of eouwos and the growing number of
competing associations. The analysis of the suceagluded:

The association faces the problem of defining fitsgher in more general — broad and
interdisciplinary — terms, or as an organisatiothwnore specific interests. In turn this
raises the issue of similar or competing associatioThe perceived number of
competing associations is identified as the mogboant reason for members failing to
renew their subscriptio.

Discussion occurred in 1996 about the possibilityaio EAEPE journal. Initially | inclined
toward this idea, but | was swayed by the diffiguttf reconciling a focused and viable
journal with a very broad and inclusive profile tbe association.

In July 1996 Ernesto Screpanti published an imporp@aper on strategy in the EAEPE
Newsletter.He warned that EAEPE was in danger of becomingch $1e argued that the
scientific scope of EAEPE should be widened, prilpdny increasing the number of research
areas. Ernesto also argued that ‘perhaps the mostis of our problems is the narrowness of
our theoretical self-definition’. He argued for gter ‘generality of scientific scope’ with
EAEPE embracing a much greater diversity of thézaktpproaches. He also argued for a
change in the EAEPE name.

1997: A comet appeared, portending doom — or was it opportunity?

One of the most important meetings of the leadprshthe history of EAEPE took place in
the village of Great Offley, Hertfordshire, UK froh5-16 March 1997. Present at this
meeting of the EAEPE Steering Committee were AshrAfdK), Wolfgang Blaas (Austria),
Robert Delorme (France, Chair), Kurt Dopfer (Swikzed), Geoff Hodgson (UK), Stavros
loannides (Greece), Francisco Louca (Portugal),ePdertlik (Czech Republic), Klaus
Nielsen (Denmark), Angelo Reati (Belgium), Bertr&chefold (Germany), Ernesto Screpanti
(Italy), Andrew Tylecote (UK}3

11 Report to the EAEPE Steering Committee on ‘Resaflte Consultative Ballot on Changing the Naméhef
Association’ dated 13 September 1993.

12 ‘survey of EAEPE Members and Past Members’ — demindated 3 January 1996 and circulated to the
Steering Committee.

13 Apologies for absence were received from John @roegen (Netherlands), Jerzy Hausner (Poland), and
Maureen McKelvey (Sweden).



In the Hertfordshire countryside, away from the tights, the Hail-Bopp Comet glowed in
the night sky. It was to pass its perihelion on[driA1997. It was allegedly the most widely
observed comet of the twentieth century and ortbebrightest seen for many decades.

The Great Offley meeting included a long stratedjgcussion on the proposals for an
EAEPE journal and for a change of name of the aaton14 | had prepared and circulated a
discussion paper, coming down against an EAEPE@wand in favour of a change of name.
The minutes of the meeting summarise its argumeainat a journal: ‘To be successful, a
new journal would have to be relatively narrow. Siould run the risk of EAEPE as a whole
being perceived as narrow, special interest, oragan. Also there was the problem of the
chronic over-abundance of academic publicationse @ocument itself argued: ‘If the journal
was too generalist it would not attract enough eesdit must focus on specific debates and
specific issues, deal with them in depth, and nmverogressively, with cumulative effect'.
Having side-lined the option of an EAEPE journbE tocument proposed:

that we define ourselves in broad and pluralisinggrand challenge the European
Economic Association for hegemony in the Europe@ma Let us present ourselves
not as a single approach, but as a broad forumarong multiple sources of expertise
and containing genuine, pluralistic and interdisogry debate.

This called for a change to EAEPE’s name. The wexdlutionary’ was confusing. The
possibility of using the word ‘institutional’ hadebn raised, but it was also unclear and might
be perceived as narrow. It was important that EAERE perceived as a broad and pluralist
association. After much discussion, the followiegalution was proposed and agreed:

The EAEPE Steering Committee believes that it ith bapportune and desirable to
change the name of the association to the ‘Europditical Economy Association’.
The association should continue to define itselbioad and pluralist terms, present
itself as the broad forum in Europe containing ipldtsources of expertise, and foster
genuine, pluralistic and interdisciplinary debdtbe Steering Committee welcomes the
broadest possible debate on this proposal for agehaf name, before, in due course,
the question is resolved by the membership as dwho

It was also agreed that this issue would be raisdébde EAEPE Newsletteo encourage an
extensive debate, it would be aired at the Noveriib67 EAEPE Conference in Athens, and
then formally resolved at the November 1998 Mentliprsmeeting at the EAEPE conference
in Lisbon.

In January 1996, as General Secretary, | launchednaail bulletin system for EAEPE
members and contacts, but email addresses werektiean for only 54 per cent of the
EAEPE membership. Otherwise the debate had to baéucted largely through pages of the
EAEPE Newslettet?

According to plan, a discussed was held at the Mestip Meeting during the November
1997 EAEPE Conference in Athens, Greece. Leadiaglibcussion, | argued that the word
‘evolutionary’ was both ambiguous and awkward. Bswnot an appropriate demarcation
device, and it put off many people. But from theaichRobert Delorme argued for the
retention of the existing name. He was supporteddweral speakers, including John Foster,

14 See EAEPE Steering Committee minutes, 15-16 Ma89v and the discussion paper on ‘Some Strategic
Questions for EAEPE: Concerning an EAEPE Journdlthe EAEPE Name'.

15 Minutes of the EAEPE Membership Meeting, 7 Novermt#97, Athens, Greece.
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Wittold Kwasnicki, Bart Nooteboom, and Paolo Satidindrew Tylecote opposed the use of
‘evolutionary’ in the title, and had done so sii@&S8.

Two indicative and non-binding, ‘straw’ votes wéak&en at the meeting. In response to the
question: ‘Are you satisfied with the existing né@h&4 voted ‘yes’ and 21 ‘no’. In response
to the question: ‘Would you vote for the name “Eagan Political Economy Association?™
21 voted ‘yes’ and 25 ‘no’. It was then clear thia¢ attempt to change the name would be
unlikely to succeed. The plan to continue the dismn was abandoned. The mountain was
deemed unclimbable, at least for a while.

1996-1998: EAEPE Summer Schools and the move to Rot terdam

In March 1995, after the Steering Committee meetngrakow, Poland, Andrew Tylecote
and | travelled south to the Tatras Mountains, ha hope of doing some walking. The
weather was generally bad and we were besiegeddoy 8 our lodgings for much of the
time. Andrew had with him European Commission doentation for grants for ‘Training

and Mobility of Researchers’ (TMR). This includdaetpossibility of funding for EAEPE

Summer Schools for ‘young researchers at post-gtadand post-doctoral level’. A large
grant application was made to the European Comaomissnd it was successful.

Following European Commission guidelines, there ewarinimum quotas for female
students and for applications from residents of ‘E&ss-Favoured Regions’. A Summer
School was held in 1996 in Ribadesella in North®pain, another in 1997 in Hania, Crete,
Greece, and a third in Kenmare, County Kerry, irdlarhe Lecturers at the summer schools
were Ash Amin, Ronald Dore, Giovanni Dosi, Charleédquist, Jan Fagerberg, Mark
Granovetter, Geoff Hodgson, Tony Lawson, Philipdwski, Richard Nelson, Klaus Nielsen,
Charles Sabel, Andrew Tylecote, and Ulrich Witt.e®150 people attended one or more of
the three EAEPE Summer Schools.

There was a Foundation Course at each summer samblother courses on ‘Firms and
Markets’, ‘Systems of Innovation’, ‘Socio-Econontivolution’, ‘Advanced Methodology’,
‘Technical Change’, ‘Economy and Society’, ‘AdvadcEheory’ and ‘Industrial Districts’.

There were EAEPE Summer School reunions in Olonmiou€zech Republic in 1999 and
in Ribadesella in Spain in 2000. The three EC-fandemmer schools were successful in
bringing a number of young people into EAEPE. Mdrgcame active and served on the
EAEPE Council.

During 1997, plans were made to shift the EAEPE iadhnation from the UK to
Rotterdam in the Netherlands. Subject to electigntie members, John Groenewegen
volunteered to replace Geoff Hodgson as Generateg&ag and Albert Jolink agreed to
replace Andrew Tylecote as Treasurer. Robert Dedoremained as Chairperson. By 1998
the administration had completed its move acrossNibrth Sea.

At about this time the role of Chair was renamedskent and the EAEPE Steering
Committee became the EAEPE Council.

Continental drift — from organisational alliances t o a focused journal

Setting up the new administration in Rotterdam toulch time and effort. It was complicated
by the fact that the money had first to be charfgem Pounds Sterling to Guilders, and then
from 1999 into Euros. A Dutch administrative assistwas recruited. In addition the new
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leadership of EAEPE had to deal with the stratggablems that had been left unresolved
after the November 1997 Membership Meeting in Lisbo

In early 2000 John Groenewegen reported a decinEAEPE membershiy. From its
peak of 703 in 1997, it had fallen to 609 in 1988¢ to 545 in 1999. In his ‘Plan of Action’
he reported an ongoing investigation of the costatiending EAEPE conferences in
comparison with others, suggested that further semschools should be organised, and
raised again the question of an EAEPE journal.

The May 2000 Council Meeting held a long discus@arEAEPE strategy. In reference to
Ernest Screpanti’'s 1996 article in the EAEPE Netisslgeit was noted that although its advice
to increase the number of EAEPE Research Areadbéead followed — the number had risen
from 10 to 18 — this had not reversed the post-1@&dine in membership. | argued for a
Europe-oriented diversification strategy, involvirg broadening of EAEPE’s scope and
increasing collaboration with other associatibhs.

As a result of these discussions, a major effors weade by Ugo Pagano and Antonio
Nicita to maximise participation in the NovembeO2EEAEPE Conference in Siena, Italy. It
was also proposed to invite leading members of rodesociations to discuss possible
collaboration. The Siena conference proved to kddlgest so far in EAEPE’s history, with
an attendance of about 330.

At the meeting of the Council held during the Siepaference, John Groenewegen mooted
the possibility of an umbrella ‘European Economecisty’ (EES), on the model of the Allied
Social Science Association (ASSA) in the USA, whimings together several organisations
at its large conferences. The EES would host EAEBRE other associations under this
umbrella. It was decided to share this proposah whe members at the Siena Membership
Meeting, and to ask them to endorse the followtpigna Declaration’:

The European Association for Evolutionary Politig@onomy notes and regrets the
lack of a broad forum for economists and alliediaogcientists in Europe. It asks the
EAEPE Council to discuss with other European anermational associations, that are
engaged in research into economies and economiwptena, to explore together the
possibility of forming a broad and pluralist EurapeEconomic Society.

The EAEPE membership approved this initiative dredrheeting with other associations took
place as planned. Present were Peer Kristenseg&m Group for Organisation Studies,
EGOS), Robin Stryker (former President of SASE),rikta Regini (President of SASE),
Mary Shirley (International Society for New Instittnal Economics, ISNIE), Wolfgang
Blaas (EAEPE), Robert Delorme (EAEPE), Wilfred Botla (EAEPE), Geoff Hodgson
(EAEPE) and John Groenewegen (EAEPE). The othecmd®ons were not persuaded of the
desirability of an ASSA-type European forum. Theéy dot suffer as deeply from the kind of
identity problem that had beset EAEPE since itgption. EAEPE had to sort this problem
out for itself.

16 ‘Plan of Action to increase EAEPE membership’ Imhd Groenewegen for the EAEPE Council, dated 26
January 2000.

17:some Strategic Questions for EAEPE: A Discus$meument for the EAEPE Council’ dated 6 May 2000.
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Despite the unprecedented size of the 2001 Sienteremce, membership continued to
decline. In April 2003 Albert Jolink reported tha002 membership had reached 4%0.
Considering new ways of attracting and retainingmniners, the thoughts of the EAEPE
Council turned again to the possibility of an EAEjeHErnal. In early 2002 | was asked if |
would be interested in being Editor-in-Chief of ewnJournal of Institutional Economics
EAEPE had decided upon that name for the journgdwve the matter some thought and made
some suggestions concerning aims, scope and ttugiakieam.

In my draft aims | proposed a journal that wouldbeace research from both the original
and new institutionalism. | believed that theseatns were both wide and diverse and there
was significant overlap between them (Groenewegeh €995, Dequech 2002). The journal
would also be open to other social science diswgliand to all schools of thought that could
contribute to the understanding of the role andaicf real world economic institutions and
organizations. My suggestion was for a journal ttefined itself in terms of objects of
analysis, namely organisations and institutiontherathan in term of heterodoxy, orthodoxy
or any particular or disciplinary approach. | preed that the focus of the journal should be
economic institutions, and rigorous contributiora other disciplines would be welcomed.

Concerning the use of mathematics, there was aesteg) requirement that it be fully
explained and ‘consigned as much as possible terabppes’. Assumptions must ‘have
sufficient grounding in reality’ and papers mushance ‘our understanding of past or present
socio-economic institutions.’” | wanted a journahtthvas theoretically robust without being
overly dominated by mathematical technique. | atlsade some suggestions concerning
members of the Editorial Boatd.

In November 2002 John Groenewegen informed methiegaEAEPE Council had decided
‘to launch a journal named tReurnal of Institutional Economicss soon as possible’, and to
appoint me as Editor-in-Chief. | was offered thek&of establishing the journal, formulating
its focus, seeking a contract with publishers, amppw its editorial board, and establishing
rules concerning refereeing procedures, all ‘insela@onsultation with the Secretariat of
EAEPE'. | accepted the invitation to proceed insthéerms?

But at the April 2003 meeting of the EAEPE Counsbme reservations were expressed
about the plan and the journal aims. Accordingheorhinutes, some Council members did not
like the proposed policy concerning the use of miatics; it was ‘giving the wrong signal to
the outside world’. Also, according to the minut&8plfram Elsner raised the question of the
journal being of high quality but broad and notrigeclearly focused on original institutional
economics.’ But EAEPE’s Honorary Presidents sigrthlh wider outlook for the association:
they included new institutional economist Dougldderth and evolutionary economist
Richard Nelson. Wolfram argued that the journalldd cover heterodox economics in a
broad sense’ and its Editorial Board should bertriged from the EAEPE membership’. He
objected that the proposed editorial board includedme hard-headed mainstream

18 Minutes of the EAEPE Council meeting of 4-6 Af003. It should be noted that EAEPE membership has
been unstable. Often people joined for the confarermd did not renew.

19 Email from Geoff Hodgson to Albert Jolink of 5 R002.

20 Email from John Groenewegen to Geoff Hodgson dafeNovember 2002.
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economists who do not sympathise with EAEPE.’ Biliteo Council members pointed out
that the policy of EAEPE and the journal was plstalather than narroék

In an email correspondence, EAEPE President R@edrme expressed concerns that the
terms ‘political economy and evolution’ were insci#ntly emphasised in the draft aims of
the journal and some of the proposed editors wémanKly hostile to EAEPE’. John
Groenewegen emailed me to clarify matters. He teadsme that the EAEPE Secretariat
agreed ‘in general with the direction of your airfie’ the proposed journd.The next day |
sent an email to the members of the EAEPE Secétdrisaid that | would like the
International Advisory Board of the journal ‘to be broad as possible’:

This means approaching people who might be perdeisecritical of EAEPE. | have no
intention of editing a journal that is confined donarrow group or perspective. My
intention is to include adherents of the ‘new’ agllwas the ‘old’ institutional
economicg?

Frankly | saw no future in a journal that replichAEPE’s own problems of identity and
strategy. Yet another broadly-based ‘heterodoxtrjaliwas unlikely to be favoured by a
publisher and what did ‘heterodox’ mean anyway? $a@me it meant opposition to free-
market policies, for others it mean oppositionite heoclassical assumptions of equilibrium,
rationality and maximisation, and for Tony Lawsol®g7, 2004) and others it meant
opposition to what were judged as ontologicallypm@priate uses of mathematics. The
advocates of a ‘heterodox’ journal gave no cledrciation what ‘heterodox’ meant.

With assurances from the EAEPE Secretariat, | vedretad with the agreed plan for the
journal. Cambridge University Press and two othéslighers were approached in June 2003.
In my Progress Report to the Council of October208uggested some elaboration of the
governance structure of the jourdal. proposed that the EAEPE Council would not be the
governing body of the journal. First, Council mags were ‘already overburdened with
business’. Second, ‘EAEPE is and will remain Eusspebut the journal ‘must be global'.
Third:

One of EAEPE’s strategic aims is to work togeth@&hvether allied associations, in
Europe and elsewhere. JOMlo{irnal of Institutional Economitsvill also reach out to
other associations. Other associations might wardlly with EAEPE in the JOIE
project. They might also wish to do a deal to disite JOIE to their members. But in
return they might reasonably ask for a stake ingwsernance. Hence we need a
structure sufficiently flexible to accommodate athesociations.

Fourth: ‘a journal has to be much more focusedig to succeed.” The journal ‘will not grow
sufficiently in stature if it provides space forchaand every heterodox research programme,
irrespective of its potential. It has to have satrategy and direction, while being pluralist,
interdisciplinary and inclusive.” The journal ‘hsstand out ahead’:

21 Minutes of the EAEPE Council meeting of 4-6 AR@03.
22 Emails from Robert Delorme of November 2003, awdifJohn Groenewegen of 21 November 2003.
23 Email from Geoff Hodgson to the EAEPE Secretasfaé22 November 2003.

24 ‘Progress Report to the EAEPE Council by the HditeChief’, dated 23 October 2003. In the followin
quoted text the term JIE has been changed to J©OIEsflect later usage as the abbreviation Journal of
Institutional Economics
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But while helping the journal, this strategy creapeoblems for EAEPE. Not only will

many EAEPE members be unhappy with the evolvingraladively narrow focus of the

JOIE, but there is an additional danger of peopkirgy the JOIE’s inevitably selective
content as exclusively defining EAEPE’s scope anterests.

Fifth: ‘People will be upset when their papers @gjected. ... When these grievances appeatr,
EAEPE might be blamed.” My sixth reason was not enaxplicit. After opinions expressed
by leading members of the Council, | was concertied there might be too much direct
interference in editorial policy if the EAEPE Cotlngas in immediate control of the journal.

Consequently | proposed that there should be anbtigy with EAEPE appointees, which
would then govern the journal. This proposal waged by the Council. Eventually this idea
took the form of a corporation with shareholder8EPE would be the initial shareholder and
it would be possible to add shareholders in thareutJohn Groenewegen and Albert Jolink
visited the UK in December 2003 and made stepgttas a company. JOIE Foundation Ltd
signed a contract with Cambridge University Press the first issue of the journal appeared
in June 20085

Within a couple of years | was told verbally thatre Council members were critical of
JOIE and even wished that JOIE was no longer anAEAPBurnal. | asked for reasons and
details, so that | could make editorial improvensebut none was forthcoming. In May 2009
Albert Jolink wrote to me reporting ‘critical sigsa... received from EAEPE members’
regarding JOIE. | responded to Albert: ‘What wdrese critical signals? The editors would
welcome some feedback.’ | received no detailedanqiionzt

John Groenewegen reflected on events on the EAE®EGI around that time: ‘My
reading of the past would not be that some Couneinbers were against JOIE with respect
to the content, not at all. On the contrary.” Heplamed that because JOIE had been
successful and was ‘flying,” some council membeished to detach it from EAEPE: ‘It was
for them a matter of spending money in anotherctoa.2?

In another recollection of these discussions, ferRresident Pascal Petit wrote that the
Council had been looking into the possibility of EHRAE setting up and sponsoring additional
journals alongside JOIE, in line with the broad ahdalistic stance of the associati$.can
concur that John Groenewegen and Albert Jolinkrhed this possibility with both me and
Cambridge University Press as early as DecembeB,20file JOIE was just being
established. But it made no sense — in 2003 or 20€@8at EAEPE should set up multiple
journals. It would either require a big hike in meership fees, or making each journal as an
optional extra for the members. Unsurprisingly, ®adge University Press quickly
dismissed the 2003 suggestion for a second EAE®Bab In the early years it was vital that

25 As noted below, the JOIE Foundation Ltd was digstland replaced by Millennium Economics Ltd in 201

26 Emails of Albert Jolink to Geoff Hodgson of 9 M2009 and of Geoff Hodgson to Albert Jolink of 11WMa
20009.

27 Email from John Groenewegen to Geoff Hodgson dagNovember 2013.

28 Email from Pascal Petit to Geoff Hodgson datedBrEary 2014. It is difficult to confirm the preeisiew of
the Council in this period because some minutes athdr EAEPE records are lost. | stood down from th
Council in 2001.
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EAEPE put its full weight behind its first journakther than diversify or dilute its efforts.
Grand plans for more journals should have awahedsticcess of the first.

Further evidence of qualified support for JOIE watsthe November 2009 EAEPE
Conference in Amsterdam. The then EAEPE Presidastd® Petit said publicly in an EAEPE
session, where | was present, that the ‘EAEPE dulsi JOIE is in question.” This was a
mischaracterisation. EAEPE was not ‘subsidisingEl@ was buying copies of a journal that
it (then wholly) owned, as a service to its membéree ‘JOIE subsidy’ formulation
suggested that EAEPE was doing JOIE a favour, rdathen JOIE making EAEPE more
attractive as an association and being a benefthoexisting EAEPE membership. After all,
John Groenewegen’s ‘Plan of Action’ in 2000 calpdcisely for an EAEPE journal to help
recruit more membe#.

Clearly, some members of the EAEPE Council wantedisassociate EAEPE from the
journal that EAEPE had called for in 2002 and foaohdth 2004. While JOIE was increasing
its profile and circulation, they were unhappy, avahted to walk away from the project, or
at least dilute EAEPE’s support. This might haveelserious damage to a newly-founded
journal.

In 2011, when a severe internal crisis within EABR& maturing, FEED stepped in and
offered to subsidise EAEPE for half the cost of tbheies of JOIE that EAEPE circulated to
its members. This gave EAEPE a financial incentiwestay on board. In return, FEED
became established as a joint member of the JOiUAdation Ltd and joint owner of the
journal. It helped JOIE overcome its shaky supfrorh EAEPE.

1998-2011: The long road to crisis

When the EAEPE administration moved in 1998 frora thK to Rotterdam there was a
serious legal and financial problem. UK law allowsncorporated associations to hold bank
accounts. By contrast, in the Netherlands and élsesvon the Continent, some form of legal
registration or incorporation is required befoteamk account can be set up.

Despite their shared responsibility for the goveoeaof the association, this problem was
not brought to the attention of the Council, atsteantil 2001 or after. Instead, the EAEPE
Treasurer and Secretary set up a bank accounteirN#therlands in their joint individual
names, which was then used to receive EAEPE incamdsmake expenditures. In fact
EAEPE had no bank account in its name from 1998)8! When | became aware of this in
2011, | asked Albert Jolink why EAEPE had not beedegally registered so that it could
hold a bank account. He explained that EAEPE wth#eh be liable to tax. But EAEPE had
been liable for tax when its administration washe UK. FEED had been set up as a charity
to address this problem. This possible solution aasded by the EAEPE leadership from
199830

In addition, from 2001 to 2011, there is no knovetard of detailed accounts and no
known record or minute of these accounts beingi(nally or externally) audited. From 1989
to 1998, as recorded in the Council minutes, threiahpractice had been to appoint external

29 |n a personal conversation to the present authebruary 2014, Pascal Petit expressed his apgicetiof
JOIE and warmly welcomed its development and sigcces

30 Since 2000, very little money has flowed from EAE® FEED. From 2000-2013 inclusive, the net floiv o
funds has been about £20,000, from FEED to EAEEED-financial support for EAEPE is ongoing.
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auditors and present their report to the CoundilleAst from about 2001 the Secretariat and
Council failed to ensure that the Treasurer suleahiftroper audited accounts. This failure
was not divulged to the membership. The Treasuree gepeated assurances that the finances
were in good shape. But he sometimes took manymmsdntpay bills, leading to internal and
external complaintgt

Members of the Council at that time report that tings were overburdened with business.
Previously-established rules and procedures for dtveduct of meetings were ignored.
Meetings were badly chaired, with insufficient resions or clear decisions. Some
individuals (inside and outside the Council) raismohcerns about EAEPE’s problems and
tried to help deal with them. But these efforts evéargely unsuccessful. Trust among
members of the council was undermined and fractiigsutes arose.

Financial resources were not used wisely. A largmunt of money was spent on an
EAEPE website which involved a substantial amounsaftware that allegedly could be
downloaded for freé2 Eventually the website was inadequately maintairiethcked flair
and much of its material became out of date.

A further five-figure sum was wasted by the Segcratan legal fees in setting up the JOIE
Foundation Ltd in 2003-4. This company owned J@lil had EAEPE as sole company
member. It turned out that it had been set up waw that disallowed EAEPE or any other
future company member from taking profits from toenpany?s3

A radical plan for the streamlining of the orgati@a, largely by increasing the power of
the Secretariat and reducing the size of the Cguwes drafted by John Groenewegen and
Albert Jolink but rejected by the Council in 200®hn Groenewegen stood down as General
Secretary that year, and Jackie Krafft was elettietidke over in this position. Albert Jolink
remained as Treasurer. Pascal Petit also remasEABPE President.

Nevertheless during this turbulence, and largetpugh the efforts of Pasquale Tridico,
EAEPE managed to establish a second series of bemaer schools in Rome, starting in
2010. Once again there was an avenue for bringinggy scholars into the association.

After the financial crash of 2008, some membersthef EAEPE Council wanted the
association to take a more policy-oriented profiled make policy statements, particularly in
opposition to the liberalisation of financial mateé#

Jackie Krafft and others tried to develop a strnatieg the association. Using the system of
Research Area Coordinators, they tried to move nii@in focus towards research in

31 For example, an email from Patrick McCartan of ®edge University Press to Albert Jolink of 31 JAR09
noted a large unpaid bill from September 2008.

32 Because of the lack of financial records, the egasts cannot be verified.

33 JOIE Foundation Ltd was not a shareholding compamy hence EAEPE did not pay for any shares. The
JOIE Foundation Ltd was dissolved and replaced lilleihium Economics Ltd in 2012. At the end of 2013
Millennium Economics Ltd had four shareholders: B2 FEED, the Society for the Advancement of Socio-
Economics (SASE), and the World Interdisciplinargtiork for Institutional Research Ltd (WINIR). Thes
shareholders are legally entitled to receive dinite from the profits of Millennium Economics Ltde&
http://www.millennium-economics.com/index.htm.

34 Such policy pronouncements may run counter tofdhewing clause in the EAEPE Constitution: ‘2.3&h
Association is not wedded to any one partial pedittheory or ideology, or type of political thearyideology.’

-17 -



technology, innovation and the firm. But this ledsevere disputes on the Council, including
from members who wish to develop EAEPE as a brdmad Yague, ambiguous and ill-
defined) ‘heterodox’ association. The proposed fmws on technology and innovation was
also contrary to the previous policy of EAEPE beiagpluralist forum’, which had been
fanfared in Siena in 2001. Furthermore, it was teaitempted without any general
consultation with the EAEPE membership.

This was a serious attempt to address EAEPE’sgiaproblems. But it would have faced
the difficulty that technology and innovation weaiteady well-covered in Europe by the
well-established Schumpeter Association and thgeland influential Danish Research Unit
for Industrial Dynamics (DRUID). This was alreadgrawded niche.

Divisions within the association became more sariothere were destructive conflicts
between the EAEPE Secretariat and some conferengamisers over conference financing.
EAEPE conferences varied in quality of content arghnisation. Since 2001 there had been
no upward trend in conference attendance, andubet® have failed to attract a sufficient
number of high-calibre researchers. EAEPE membemshs estimated to be 321 in 2011, of
which 147 were life members, confirming a long dexlfrom the all-time peak of 703 in
1997.

Questions were also raised on the Council concgrrinancial transparencéy. An
atmosphere of conflict and suspicion was generated body that had generally maintained
friendly relations. These problems escalated du2bip.

The dispute intensified between those who wantedetain and enhance EAEPE’s
diversity, those who wanted EAEPE to establishlacprofile critical of neoliberalism, and
those who tried it to move in the direction of teclogy and innovation. Entrenched divisions
began to appear on the Council. Albert Jolink w#scised for his conduct with the finances
and for his 2009 attempt with John Groenewegerhtmge the administrative structure. In
January 2011 he resigned as Treasurer of EAEPE, tdueoncerns about EAEPE’s
‘trajectory’ and a ‘last straw’ dispute with Haréhanappisé But he willingly cooperated with
Oliver Kessler, the new Treasurer, and wired mostloof EAEPE’s money.

2011: Showdown in Vienna

Due to the resignation of Albert Jolink and theldesd intention of Pascal Petit to stand
down as President, a general election of the w@olencil was called by the Council in April
2011. Jackie Krafft organised the ballot. The deamas on for a substitute for Pascal as
President. Cristiano Antonelli — a well-known sd@robf technological innovation who had
not been formerly on the Council — and Hardy Handap existing Council member) were
nominated for this position.

On 27 July 2011 Jackie Krafft informed me of theules, saying that Cristiano Antonelli
had been elected as President and herself as G&eeratary. Also elected were several who
had not been on the Council before. On 13 Septendaekie emailed the EAEPE

35 0On 28 January 2010 Jackie Krafft informed therenthiembership by email of a plan to set up an eggit
committee, but with the mistaken suggestion thiatrigquired a constitutional amendment.

36 Email from Albert Jolink to Hardy Hanappi, Jackigafft, and Pascal Petit of 11 January 2010.
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membership, noting that the ‘newly elected Seciatand Council are inaugurated today’
and declaring Antonelli as elected President.

On 21 October 2011 Hardy Hanappi circulated a dasrentitled ‘For the Organizational
Memory of EAEPE’. He accused a group within the @ouof planning a ‘coup’ and of
hatching a plot to ‘seize power as early as 20D#ckie Krafft was accused of having
‘monopolized organizational power within EAEPE. Was alleged that she deliberately
scheduled the elections in the summer months ‘epkbe voting count procedure secret’.
The language was highly undiplomatic. The conteat wverly-personalized, it assumed
conspiracy and malfeasance without evidence, atwhiiained several inaccuracies.

But the text made other very serious complaintsstMmportantly, it was revealed that
Antonelli was not a member of EAEPE. It was latenfamed, by those with access to the
records, that he had enrolled as a member on 26b&cR2011, sometime after he had been
declared elected and had taken over responsibibileEAEPE Presidefit.This was in clear
violation of the EAEPE Constitutiofs.

Hardy Hanappi also alleged that there ‘were somédlots, all voting for Antonelli and
for exactly the same set of council candidates,cwtall came from members who joined
EAEPE during the election month.” This was not agaihe rules, but if these 20 had not
been signed up the outcome of the election wowe haen very different.

All this was enough to create serious concern antbagnembership. Hardy’'s document
became widely circulated and an intense email azatien developed. The outcome was
explosive. On 25 October | emailed Jackie Krafft:

there is now a serious loss of trust, with one sndding serious allegations against the

other. It is very important that this is defusetteTSecretariat has to appear concerned
and fair, and try to represent the interests ofntileenbers, without appearing to be just

one faction against the other.

The only solution at that point, | suggested, wagsd-run the elections in a transparent
manner. John Groenewegen advised Jackie to sugroposal, seeing it as ‘drastic’ but a
‘wise policy’. Jackie responded to both of us, expihg that she would take the suggestion to
the Council, but she would resign personally iesvrelection were calle®.

The Council did not decide to hold new electiond amatters came to a head during the
Membership Meeting held on 28 October, during tA&EE Conference in Vienna. Cristiano
Antonelli was not present because he had beerddaltgury service. Jackie Krafft said that
she would act as chair in his absence. Pasqualécdrobjected, saying that someone more
neutral should chair this potentially controversiaeting. The meeting agreed that Ulrich
Witt and myself would chair the meeting jointlyclige was allowed to speak at length on the
Council elections and she declared the resultsaid. in response, speaker after speaker
expressed deep concern. Former President Pasdakt®etl up and said that given all the

37 Email broadcast by Oliver Kessler, dated 24 Oat@0d 1.

38 The EAEPE Constitution then read: ‘7.2 All Offiseand members of the Council must be members of the
Association.’ This is crystal clear, unless ‘bes@mehow miss-read as ‘become’.

39 Email from Geoff Hodgson to Jackie Krafft of 25t@wer 2011. Email from John Groenewegen to Jackie
Krafft of 25 October 2011. Email from Jackie Kraffft John Groenewegen and Geoff Hodgson of 25 Octobe
2011.
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controversy, the elections should be held agaickidaresponded and said that she would
resign if new elections were held. The meeting lvesbthat new elections for all positions

would be held within three months, and the balletsild be counted by FEED. The motion

was carried by 48 votes to 19. This, without dowbds the most dramatic Membership

Meeting in EAEPE’s historyP

On the 30 October, Alex Coad, Davide Consoli, Aleder Ebner, Werner Hoelzl, Jackie
Krafft, Massimaliano Mazzanti, Francesco Quatramg Andreas Reinstaller declared their
resignation from the EAEPE Council and from EAEPEmbershipg! They rightly pointed
out that ‘very serious allegations against variouembers of the council have been
circulated’. Their stated reason for their resigimatvas the EAEPE Membership Meeting had
called an election of the entire Council ‘witholgaring these suspicions’. But it is difficult
to see how such a meeting could have done thisllAard fair investigation would have been
required, and this could not have been achieved single meeting. Furthermore, in private
and at the Membership Meeting, Jackie Krafft halliply declared a different rationale for
resigning. She warned the meeting that she wosidmef it resolved to hold new elections.

2012 and after: a new regime

New elections were held. By January 2012 a new €bbad taken over. A new leadership
set out to rescue the association. It faced a diffigult task. Jackie Krafft had been in charge
of the planned 2012 EAEPE Conference in Nice. Aerahtive location and organiser had to
be found in a short period of time. Serious proldehad arisen with the accounts,
membership records and the website. Fieke van elegy bcted as an auditor for EAEPE. She
engaged with both Albert Jolink and Oliver Kessterreconstruct the accounts for 2010 and
2011. Albert wired the remaining small sum of moaey closed the Rotterdam bank account
he and John had used during their term of office.

EAEPE had sufficient goodwill to call upon longsdarg members in Krakow to organise
the October 2012 conference at short notice. Thd@ecence was well organised, in an
attractive location. The attendance was good amdqtality of the sessions was above
average for EAEPE.

A number of people stepped forward to help the miggdion over its difficulties. The new
EAEPE Council made enormous efforts to save thecasson, improve its finances and
internal transparency, and reverse its declineoAnts and other vital information from 2012
became available. A number of subcommittees weradd to deal with important problems.
Some changes were made to the EAEPE Constitutioa.wiebsite was radically improved.
Council meetings were no longer fractious and dreisTrust was restored.

But on the other side of the balance sheet, someuseproblems remained. Meetings of
the Council remain overburdened with business gpidally failed to get through large parts
of their agendas. In part this resulted from a eomc¢o allow fuller participation and enhance

40 On the following day, at the conference dinneridyaHanappi apologised for his actions. He alsd@gised
to various people in personal emails.

41 The tragedy of this group resignation is undedity the fact that Alexander Ebner, Werner HolaGkie
Krafft, and Andreas Reinstaller had come to EAEREthe 1996-98 summer schools. Several of them alsre
involved with JOIE. They were big losses for theagsation.
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internal democracy. Without creating space for iedydn-depth, strategic discussion on its
Council, EAEPE would remain unable to face up fttiyhe ongoing strategic challenges.

EAEPE was also affected by the global economidscrigniversity and research budgets
were being cut and many researchers were findimgieasingly difficult to obtain funding to
attend conferences. This compounded the difficgiltie

At last, in 2013, EAEPE became legally registerieditaly) and it became possible once
again to set up a bank account in the name of $kecaation, rather than an individual or
individuals. Membership levels recovered, reachd8§ in November. The November 2013
conference in Paris attracted about 300 deleg@ites.was the second-largest conference in
EAEPE'’s history.

Conclusion

EAEPE has had a turbulent history, and has beegeibly its inception by key questions of
identity and strategy. These bring important lesdon other associations that wish to reform
and improve economics, hence trying it more relef@nthe real world and its problems. The
post-2012 leadership of EAEPE has made impress$feetto turn the association around,
and to improve its efficiency and quality. But #teategic future of EAEPE is still uncertain.

Clearly in some respects EAEPE has had a positideeaduring legacy. Through several
summer schools and other events it has helped musigroung scholars. Despite the past
problems involved, EAEPE must be credited for fangdthe Journal of Institutional
EconomicsSince 2012 this journal has been Thomson-Reutstiedli with a citation impact
factor higher than for several comparable and lestgblished journals, such as dogirnal of
Economic Issueghe Journal of Post Keynesian Economiasd theJournal of Institutional
and Theoretical Economic$he Journal of Institutional Economias owned by Millennium
Economics Ltd, of which EAEPE is a major shareholde

Although sometimes EAEPE conferences have beanfarior quality, the range and scope
of discussion within EAEPE has had few rivals. @oahces of several other major
associations have become narrowly focused on anprassive range of topics. Models and
econometric tests proliferate, with relatively ldttmethodological reflection. By contrast,
EAEPE has hosted lively and wide-ranging discussmm methodology, evolutionary theory,
institutional theory and much else.

Since 2012 EAEPE has reversed its preceding 15geeme in membership. Its recent
conferences have been large by its own historiodstals. Time will tell if EAEPE will adapt
and meet the current strategic challenges.

First published online on 9 February 2014.
Slightly amended and corrected version of 10 Sepéer014.
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