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Abstract

In very broad terms, one can distinguish between two main types of eco-
nomic theory. One is based on metaphors from nature, generally from phys-
ics. The other type of economic theory is normally based on biclogical metaphors
rather than on metaphors from physics. It is well known that the most typical ex-
ample of the former is neoclassical economics, or say, the orthodoxy econom-
ics. About the latter, we may list institutionalism, Marxism and other econom-
ics schools. Generally, they were labeled as heterodoxy economics. It is easy to
understand the barriers between the orthodoxy and the heterodoxy, But, Unfor-
tunately and Unreasonably, Even in the heterodoxy camp, between the differ-
ent schools there remains a Berlin Wall. The efficient dialogue and synthesis
were rejected for a long time. There is some evidence that modern mainstream
economics begin to break through some restraints, but it is still hard to find
some positive signals about the fall of Berlin Wall in the heterodoxy camp.

Concerning the Heterodox economics, the most important or valuable prob-
lem is how to promote the compare and synthesis between the different
sects. Especially the Marxism and the Evolutionary economics. As Tony Lawson
pointed out, Heterodox economics is then distinguished by its commitment to an
ontological analysis that takes social reality to be intrinsically dynamic or proces-
sual, interconnected and organic, structured, exhibits emergence, and includes
value and meaning and is polyvalent ( Lawson, 2006, pp.495 — 496 ). Both
Marxism and evolutionary economics admittedly meet this standard. In fact,
many heterodox economists would like also to recognise the theoretical achieve-
ments of Marxism. They see Marxism as one of the great systematic social theo-
ries which are Organicism and holism. Marxism has an impressive historical

scope and a powerful analysis of the capitalist system.
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The evolutionary economics consists of many different branches, including
old institutionalism, regulated theory, neo-Schumpeter and Austrian School,
even the evolutionary Eco-Economics which advocated by Kenneth Boulding and
Nicholas Georgescu — Roegen. If we compare the evolutionary economists like
Veblen, Michel Aglietta and others with Karl marx, we may found the gap was
not as big as we had expected, on the contrary, there are many similarities be-
tween evolutionary economics and Marxism. The long standing misunderstanding
that evolutionary economics and Marxism are incompatible types was based more
ideology than the nature of theory.

American institutional economics was strongly influenced by both Marxism
and the German historical school. In theoretical terms, both institutionalism and
Marxism recognise the problem of structure and agency. This is one of the central
problems of social theory. The question concerns the relationship between the in-
dividual and social structure and how this relationship is to be theorised. Both in-
stitutionalism and Marxism share this concern, and both see agency and struc-
ture as irreducible to one another. They are both against the extreme positions,
where everything becomes explicable simply in terms of structure, or simply in
terms of individuals. Both institutionalists and Marxists agree on another is-
sue. This is the recognition of historical specificity. Unlike much in the physical
world, the socio-economic world changes dramatically and structurally through
time. Accordingly, it may be necessary to change the theory to deal with the
changes in Social reality. This is not true for the physical sciences, but the so-
cial sciences deal with a changing subject matter, nevertheless, how to deal
with historical specificity is extremely important to social scientist.

Although Paul Samuelson claimed that the development theories of Marx
and Schumpeter have little in common. There are indeed broad similarities be-
tween Marx and Schumpeter, as well as neo-Schumpeter. Schumpeter viewed
his aim to construct a theory of economic change in time as being “ exactly the
same as the idea and aim which underlie the economic teaching as Karl Marx. ”
He also thought Marx’s economic interpretation of history was “one of the grea-
test individual achievements of sociology to this day. ” Most of Schumpeter’s
achievements are related to the central questions in Marxism. Marx was the first

to raise the problem of capitalism’s future, and Schumpeter attempted to explain
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the problems, such as —Is socialism the inevitable successor to capitalism? Can
capitalism survive? Can socialism work?

The neo-Schumpeter school inherits and develops to Schumpeter’s theory. In
the neo-Schumpeter, the innovation will be a multilevel matter. Only then under
the analytical framework which involved co-evolution of technology and institu-
tion, the mechanism and the achievements of the innovation can obtain the
comprehensive explanation. In this point, the neo-Schumpeter school is closer to
Marx’s viewpoint than Schumpeter. Like Marx, the neo-Schumpeter school also
elaborated the universality and multi-dimensional of innovation and focused on
the organization’s function in the innovation process. However, by explaining the
knowledge’s nature of novelty, the neo-Schumpeter has formed oneself unique
theory characteristic. Marx, although involved the relationship between knowl-
edge, technology and innovation, however, his theory of this topic is particu-
larly insufficient. In addition, we must note, in Marx’s technological innovation
theory, there is an obvious technical alienation subject, but this point, from
Schumpeter to the new Schumpeter school of thought that has not touched.

Regulation theory is a fruitful synthesis of Marxism and other economics
theories especially Cambridge post-Keynesianism. Most of regulationists also situ-
ated themselves within the field of Marxism. It is obvious that the regulation the-
ory and Marxist are similar in various points, especially, the former making
critical use of Marxist theory in order to understand features and transformations
of contemporary capitalism. The regulation theory studies current capitalism via
macroeconomics and to some extent we can see regulation theory as a kind of in-
stitutional macroeconomics based on Marxism. Even some argued that these two
theories are complementary when we were required to take account of the histori-
cal specificities. Rather than representing some supersession of Marxism, Regu-
lation theory thus seems to be the updating or reappropriation of it required to
take account of the historical specificities of post-war capitalism and to escape
dogmatism. Most key concepts of regulation theory can be traced back to Marxist
heritage, the concepts such as Regimes of Capital Accumulation (ROA),
Modes of Regulation ( MOR) , institutional forms and mode of growth were
some kind rebuilding to Marx’s mode of production. The shared features also in-

volved methodological aspect. There is certainly a strong affinity between scien-
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tific realism and Marxism and, given their particular concemn with political
economy, almost all regulation theories have adopted this approach. The regula-
tion approach also works with a realist ontology and epistemology; adopts the
method of articulation’ in theory construction; operates within the general
Marxist tradition of historical materialism with its interest in the political econo-
my of capitalism and the anatomy of bourgeois society.

Unquestionably, the evolutionary economics should included evolutionary
Eco-Economics which advocated by Kenneth Boulding and Nicholas Georgescu-
Roegen. We even should regard their theories as the most typical example of evo-
lutionary economics since they focused on the physic—biological energy Circula-
tion issues. Anyone with the slightest acquaintance with Georgescu-Roegen’s
work knows that he was not a Marxian economist. But the ideas of Karl Marx and
Friedrich Engels provided him with another major school of thought, besides ne-
oclassical economics, with which he could contrast his own views of the eco-
nomic process. While criticizing several of Marx’s views, Nicholas Georgescu
Roegen noted approvingly that Marx did not consider the economic process as an
isolated or closed system. This contrasts with its representation by the neoclassi-
cal paradigm, which ignores the absorption of low-entropy resources from the
environment and their transformation into high-entropy waste. For Nicholas Geor-
gescu Roegen, even though Marx’s scheme of simple reproduction is not a flow
fund model of the type that Georgescu-Roegen favored, he gave Marx some
credit for forming a view of the production process inspired by historical materi-
alism, a doctrine that does not represent the production process as insulated
from its surroundings by an artificial boundary. Georgescu-Roegen also main-
tained that only dialectical reasoning can adequately represent qualitative eco-
nomic change and, Like Marx and unlike the neoclassicals, Georgescu-Roegen
became convinced that the institutionjal traits that characterize an economy
should be an integral part of the schema used to portray it.

There were many debates between Austrian and Marxist economists, in the
famous economic calculation debate, the Austrians claimed that Marxism was
flawed because prices could not be set to recognize opportunity costs of factors of
production, and so socialism could not make rational decisions, we even can

date the divergence of views to Eugen von Bohm-Bawerk’s critique of Marx,
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which centered on the untenability of the labor theory of value in the light of the
transformation problem. But if we deplore deeply the history of Marxism and
Austrian school, many valuable and interesting points will be shown, one of the
modem Austrian economists, Barry Smith, 'who maintains that Hegel, Marx,
and the German Historical School display marked affinities with the Austri-
ans. Both groups, in particular, count as Aristotelian. David Gordon thus divide
nineteenth-century philosophical thinking in the German-speaking World into
two camps which respectively direct Hegelian ( Marx) and Aristotelian ( Aus-
trian ) . Because of some common philosophical ideological origin, We should
not surprised that there are some similarities shared by Marxism and Austrian
school and, they can benefited each other.

We must admit that Marxism was not flawless, Marxism lacks a developed
micro-theory of how social structures affect, and are affected by, individual
purposes or dispositions. Meanwhile, we must recognize that the most potent of
Marxism is the dialectic and historical materialism which can improve many
weaknesses existed in current evolutionary economics. The purpose of this book
is to explore the potential relationship between Marxism and evolutionary eco-
nomics and the common ground that they can share. It is maintained that both
parties have something to learn from each other, there are gains to be made
from intellectual trade and inter-research tradition discourse. Neither Marxism
nor evolutionary economics presently provides a sufficiently robust or sophisticat-
ed approach to individual and group problem-solving activity within institutional-
knowledge constraints and historical time dynamics, yet they both make an at-
tempt to seriously grapple with such issues. The gulf between them is narrowing
given that there is some convergence toward a middle ground where it is recog-
nized that individuals do not exist in a vacuum and that institutions both con-
strain and enable purposeful behavior. Through increased interaction, and evo-
lutionary economics may learn to take institutional frameworks even more seri-
ously whilst Marxism may learn to be even more earnest in their treatment of

“individual’ action within a historical time continuum, we must say, this dia-

logue is based on some old questions in social science historical specificity,

and the relations between agency and structure.

m-«’mmmsmmmm



B R

F—E ZuEeHMUMLEBE NS ESRALHE /1
F—F BFFEHSITEXHRR /1
EF_¥% STNEXMR—IERBEXNZFEERERMALEF¥
Z & T 2 iE /1
FZ¥ HRBARENERE / 24

$m DR NUBHER—FREHZBETEY / 30

B—% WHEFERNDLEEEIXEFE “EHUA”
FAEB Y / 31

Y EFRMNLABNTAAHBRERE / 4

E-¥ EHBHHAHEETRL / ¢4

BWY EAEYFRTEZMHERERIESL
—ERRNETERRHE / 54

F=mt ZHRSHFESURBENBHY / s

F—F BR /S8

% Auh5DaBUAWRRE / 60

F=F NERZEWHEEN—LRIFREEHEEN / 68
FWY HEEZXELZBEXttHELR /75

EEY HHELHFFELABEXZERRA

AR EXFHER / 88

AR EEFETERSDREBELSHYE / o

B REFER, 2ERATER. BRFER / %6
¥ FERAVYFRNEIEEFLALE / 102

- .«' HEZMRFIN S g ln



N OA—J HRZWAEFNEH @

RLES &
FZF REAFERSLAEEIXLFENRE / 109

BHE LRBENSHFESRBAPERSTY / 120

E—4 HAFFREERATERK /121
oY LEBEIIBHFFSEMAZFF¥.
FEEREWILE / 128
$=¥ BRBFXEFFLERMAZF%.
TEREAFE g s / 142

ErE DB EHEMNEF AR 2 149

F— RN AR —— AR B AR /150
FoW DRBHEAMUFEE /160
FZF AHBRNRA—LAESHERESR / 164

Bhw DRBARSHERSHALIERELUNMLEE / 173

F—F BE—WHALNESRE / 173
W BAUEFFWEAES /1714

FEZW DRBHARBHFERRERE /187
EWH WREELE /195

BAE DRBSRERRBEHE / 202

- BEREH—BLREL%E / 23
% LEEET “BZH" BEH / s
BV LRnBAR¥E5RLREZRFFHILE / 23

e UnEEL BTN RGN SHALIRENRER / 26
=

T OERBHFEWRENRELE / 237
FoF FAAEHFFHRAN—BERE. RERESH / 24
BV DRBIEABFFEWEEN / 257
FEY FAEFFWREAFDHREZXEFEELNN L / 263

BEW / 211
B it / 287



F—=

2 SURHRH 5 58l 1 L 2 57
SRS E

£

ZFFNEFTEXHA

—SZFBEENTFREEFEZAFEN, TARAREM AR
WEFBEELME, AVEERBEAINFIARMEUBMBE TR
BEFHEAR, 5 THERRL FMWEZESRHF (M. S Morgan and
M. Rutherford, 1998; David Colander, 2000), % B8 %% 43k, 45—
W R KR SR R SR K R S 1] A X B (RIR A T —NREBR 4 BR
#RIAI 270 E X (Interwar Pluralism) , HAFMERBME EX, TRE EX,
NMEEEXSEEHBRNEFERE., S oRKERARZE RN B RE T #R
FHMA, EHFESWEH-FZIERE, AoRREBRGAEX K
BB ME, BEERNEHREFBRFTHMSTFEEL (UTFHEK
i) HEREHE, #HA 2 ALK, 2FENETENERH
HHE, FLEFBEEHNIRENN, EF¥e AT —-KET
FXER. A, ARELENHRPOXTBELUETHERNS, LT
XEHR, MARIRAMN DB I N EFEMBEAEFEMMERES R
B, BRCARMMHEEL? XEABELETHIRE,

O FEF-IWLNEYL (AREFLFLETAEEIFN), 2XF (topygn
5, 2006 &£ 4 B, RIRF, ERE—BREBRSFEELHEN, RETHEBNRE
PrEBERIEN

“’——lﬂi-‘-’\-i&ﬁ‘*‘ﬁ'%‘ﬂ‘& RH @R



