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udith Mehta is a Lecturer in Economics at The Open University, and a Visiting Fellow in the School of Economic & Social Studies at the University of East Anglia. She is the single mother of Joe, Genevieve and Emil, and the grandmother of Alexander. She likes reading and writing, photography, drawing, David Lynch films, Xerxes-the-Wondercat, dictionaries, DIY, shopping, talking, and sleeping. Her favourite philosophers are Jean-Fran(ois Lyotard, Jacques Derrida and Michel Foucault. Her favourite colours are black and pink. When her children were young, she used to tell stories in funny voices. They’ve grown up now, but she still tells stories (don’t we all).

 (((
___________________________

■ Once Upon A Time, Judith had a strong sense of the field of economics, and of the relationship between economics and most other disciplines.  Yet, as time passed, and she knew and cared less and less about the boundaries of economics, she derived more and more pleasure from calling herself ‘an economist’ and ‘doing economics’. Economics has become for her a pleasure dome in which the possibilities are limited only by time, her imagination, and the constraint of a series of short-term contracts (it’s what happens in the UK if you aren’t a well-behaved economist). 

​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​______________________________________________________________

Judith is a pluralist, celebrating multiple identities (her own and those of others), multiple theoretical paradigms, and multiple disciplines. So she’s quite happy teaching orthodox (ie neoclassical) economics, including micro- and macroeconomic principles, industrial organization theory, game theory and the economics of the mass media industries. She particularly enjoys teaching political economy and economic methodology since these are subject niches which can embrace a multiplicity of themes, issues and paradigms and, hence, which leave more room for theoretical manoeuvre.  

Judith spent two years at Erasmus University teaching at the interface between economics and cultural theory, something which is impossible within the UK higher education system. The economics department at The Open University (OU), which is where she is now, is unique in the UK in two significant ways: because such a large proportion of faculty have heterodox inclinations (which is necessarily reflected in the teaching of economics), and because faculty are positively encouraged to teach across disciplinary boundaries. So she has written on property rights and entrepreneurship in China for a course in politics and development, and she anticipates writing soon for a course in media studies under the auspices of the sociology department. The OU is a distance-learning institution and is unusual in the heterogeneity of its student population. A significant proportion of OU economics students have been disadvantaged or discouraged by earlier experiences of the teaching-learning environment and/or lack confidence in mathematical techniques; many are ‘mature’ and may be undertaking their studies at the same time as meeting heavy work and domestic obligations. Thus, students bring a much wider range of interests and experience to their studies than more conventional students in a traditional university setting which leaves many of them critical of orthodox representations of the economy and economic processes. For example, for many students, the orthodox representation of the firm as a ‘black box’ somehow seems to miss the point of what a firm is and what it does. Members of faculty are strongly committed to meeting the demands of these students and so the economics which is taught is critical and reflexive, with the minimum of technical complexity and with an emphasis on the interpenetration of institutional and social factors with economic behaviour.

Judith came to academia in her early thirties, which is quite late by conventional standards. Amongst other things, she had previously been an adult literacy and numeracy tutor. Several of her students were problematized in their everyday lives for finding it difficult to relate to number and/or the English language; they often felt more comfortable with their own conceptual vocabularies, signs, and linguistic codes. It was a salutary experience which lingers on in her work. She subsequently read The Man Who Mistook His Wife For a Hat by the neurologist Oliver Sacks (1985) which alerted her to the narrow constraints within which the ‘normal’ system of signs is assumed to operate and, by implication, the wide range of human neurological faculties through which experience may be mediated and articulated when given the chance.  Judith has also worked as a general factotum in a pottery studio, a market consultant in the private sector, an administrator at an arts centre, and a life model for artists in France and the UK. She continues to participate in the field of the arts (mostly as a consumer) and from time to time provides free consultancy services to arts organizations finding it difficult to negotiate market processes.

______________________________________________________________

( K

ey themes which permeate Judith’s work, and which may be at issue in a conversation on economic representations, are given below in summary form. Excerpts from her published work exemplify some of the ways in which she has developed these themes.

“The postmodern would be that which, in the modern, puts forward the unpresentable in presentation itself; that which denies itself the solace of good forms, the consensus of a taste which would make it possible to share collectively the nostalgia for the unattainable; that which searches for new presentations, not in order to enjoy them but in order to impart a stronger sense of the unpresentable. A postmodern artist or writer is in the position of a philosopher: the text he writes, the work he produces are not in principle governed by preestablished rules, and they cannot be judged according to a determining judgement, by applying familiar categories to the text or to the work. Those rules and categories are what the work of art itself is looking for. The artist or writer, then, are working without rules in order to formulate the rules of what will have been done. Hence the fact that work and text have the characteristics of an event; hence also, they always come too late for their author, or, what amounts to the same thing, their being put into work, their realization (mise en oevre) always begin too soon. Post modern  would have to be understood according to the paradox of the future (post) anterior (modo). ... Finally, it must be made clear that it is our business not to supply reality but to invent allusions to the conceivable which cannot be presented.” Lyotard, 1986, The Postmodern Condition: A Report on Knowledge, Manchester University Press, p.81.


( Excerpt from ‘Meaning in the Context of Bargaining Games – Narratives in Opposition’, 1993.

Bargaining games characterized by multiple equilibria pose a problem for mainstream (neoclassical) economists committed to the construction of models with powerful predictive and prescriptive properties. For many such economists the escape from these and other problems lies in a project of refinement to the existing theory. Yet a gap persists between accounts of behaviour framed by rational choice theory and experimental evidence of how people actually behave in a bargaining situation. This chapter reflects the concerns of an alternative school of thought which sees the gap between theory and evidence, not simply as an isolated problem, but as a challenge to the epistemological foundations of the mainstream narrative. I examine the ways in which presuppositions implied in the mainstream narrative shape a narrative of the bargaining game which precludes a full account of the contextual modalities of behaviour. Once behaviour is recognized as context-specific, or indexical, the search for solutions to bargaining problems becomes focused on the meaning ascribed by the actor to, among other factors, the social arena in which bargaining takes place. Yet applying the recent deconstructions of univocal notions of meaning and subjectivity to economic phenomena renders the precise modelling of significant features of this arena problematic. This exercise, at the very least, will draw attention to the dangers involved in the modernist attempt to construct accounts of behaviour with universal applications and will raise serious doubts about the standard economic approach to decision-making.

...

Two narratives appear to stand in opposition. The investigator requires a narrative of his or her own in order to entertain the possibility of theory in the first place: rational choice theory provides this narrative. If these assumptions were justified we would expect experimental evidence to reveal a concordance between the narrative of the investigator and the behaviour of the actor. Yet the gap revealed by experimental work suggests this is not the case. The individual depicted as a socially isolated, constant and unified whole appears to be a figment of the mainstream imagination, a narrative which can neither be substantiated nor justified theoretically. The existence of a dissonance calls into question both the legitimacy of the epistemological foundations of the dominant narrative and the universal applicability of models built upon these foundations.

...

One route forward lies with a wider ranging methodology, one that gives equal voice to actors and enables us to explore the ways in which meaning and identity are constituted through their rhetorical enunciation. Once we open the analysis to the actors’ narrational framework we may entertain the possibility of more localized models with predictive powers. Whether or not rational choice theory can ever justify a predictive voice remains an open question.

( Excerpt from ‘Look at me look at you’, 1999.

I-con, therefore, I can

It is on these grounds that I want to claim that the modern discursive regime constitutes a form of iconolatry which has subjugated, or rendered ersatz, the other knowledge of wo/man-in-the-street. The observation is an operator in the narrative of science; it acts as a dis/connecting device (or ‘on-off’ switch) to mark definitive boundaries between truth and fiction, nature and culture, producer and consumer. The observation is therefore an indispensable device in the modern narrative of the real. As such, excision of this node (and the myths associated with it) is necessarily productive of alternative accounts of phenomena with greater meaning and relevance to their human s/Subjects. 

...

[Tyler’s] injunctions appeal to those of us seeking to take the ‘ersatz’ out of ersatz knowledges, to downplay the voice of academic rhetoric in economics by refusing its monopoly on authority in the construction of narrative. ...

( Judith is a pluralist within economics in that she regards neoclassical economics as one of a range of schools of thought that she is competent to teach and happy to work with, contingent on the nature of the topic or task. Indeed, there are occasions when she positively relishes the mathematical representation of orthodox economic ideas. (As a student, she just loved the idea of getting a ‘tick’ for something and she still derives a ridiculous amount of pleasure from be able to ‘tick off’ items from her list of ‘things to do’.) She encourages students to work with multiple modes of representation and to invest effort in acquiring familiarity with those they feel less confident about as a means of expanding the toolkit of techniques they can choose from. Some of Judith’s heterodox colleagues fail to understand how she can continue to work with neoclassical economics. Her response is that it is the dominance of the tradition she takes issue with, that the tradition does have its uses in certain carefully defined situations, and that, for her, it would be a repetition of the act of imperialism she is so opposed to if silence was to be imposed on neoclassical economics. Not least, having published in orthodox economics journals, she now has access to a key audience. 

( Excerpt from ‘The Nature of Salience’, 1994, jointly authored with C Starmer and R Sugden. [This article appeared in the American Economic Review which is regarded by neoclassical economists as their most prestigious journal; accordingly, it earned Judith a lot of ‘brownie points’ at an early stage in her career.]

... This is measured by what we shall call the coordination index, c. Let N be the number of subjects in a group and let k be the number of distinct responses given by those subjects to a particular question. Let m1, ..., mk be the number of of subjects giving each of the responses 1, ..., k. (Notice that, by definition, mi > 0 for all i.) Then, for the relevant question, the coordination index is given by

                                                      k
                                       c = (  (mi / N)[(mi  - 1) / (N – 1)]

                                                               i = 1

This index measures the probability that two distinct individuals, chosen at random from the group, answer the question in the same way. The value of c ranges from 0 (when each member of the group gives a different response) to 1 (when they all give the same response). If subjects choose randomly from among s possibilities, the expected value of c is 1/s.

( Judith is critical of the preoccupation in modern economic theorizing on truth in the singular, linearity, and closure; these are not key facets of her own experience of the world nor, as far as she can tell, of the experiences of others. She takes the view that telling stories is what academic work is about, that there is no singular truth to experience, no original and authentic self, and that identity is constantly being re/constructed and re/negotiated through the exchange of narrations. As a consequence, one way in which she might approach the phrase economic representations is to see it as embodying a concern for the effects of particular kinds of discursive strategies, say, neoclassical economics with the primacy it gives to mathematical modes of discourse as compared to more discursive economic narratives with the emphasis on the social construction of terms and ideas. Questions one might then ask of a particular mode of discourse include: how does it achieve its legitimacy and persuasive voice? what rules or protocols are elliptically inscribed within it? whom or what does it silence through speaking?

( Excerpt from ‘A Disorderly Household – Voicing the Noise’, 2001.

Exclusion, as Foucault (1984) argues, is the condition of a discourse: by placing boundaries between what is inside it and what is outside it, a discourse constitutes its objects. ... But it is a characteristic of any discipline founded on notions of exclusion that elements which lie outside the discourse retain a claim on those within it. On my interpretation, the Freudian notion of ‘the return of the repressed’ is a paradigm of the way in which elements which have been excluded return to challenge an organization of knowledge which would condemn them to silence. Such is the case when certain ontological assumptions about the nature of human subjectivity are disappointed in behaviour; exclusions return to haunt the discipline in the form of the problems and paradoxes which have surfaced in rational choice theory. (a vient de partir. - (a revient de partir. - (a vient de repartir’ says Derrida (1987), in a rephrasing of the Freudian compulsion to repeat.

...

How would we expect people to behave in this experiment, and what did they actually do? The next section represents a response to these questions. Rational choice theory’s narrative appears in a column on the left, the players’ own narrative appear on the right. ...

...

The last word
In the above representation neither rational choice theory nor the players are privileged with the last word on bargaining behaviour. Indeed, even within each narrative, there are several smaller narratives jostling for attention in the struggle to give meaning to behaviour. This observation unsettles my confidence as the organizing authority of the text: perhaps there should be more columns, less text, more text, but which text? It also becomes impossible to situate a ‘Conclusion’ at the end of the text, as the modern convention dictates; any conclusion about bargaining behaviour must be authorized by the narratives themselves and thus necessarily occupies their interstices.

( Excerpt from ‘An In/alienable Narrative? Property Rights in China and the West’, forthcoming 2003.
... the narrative of property rights to be found in orthodox (that is, neoclassical) economics is a social construction reflecting modern European experience, aspirations, and cultural forms. As such, it fails to take into account the histories and social practices of countries which have only recently embraced the market as a form of economic organization. On this view, imposition of the narrative as an explanatory tool or prescriptive template constitutes a form of economic and cultural imperialism and has the potential to impede processes of self-determination.

...

Economic ideas and policies are not as value-free and disinterested as the Western conceptual apparatus implies in reserving the term ‘ideology’ for systems of thought which are at odds with economic liberalism. As Hodgson (1993) observes, even applied theory depends on a set of philosophical and theoretical presuppositions. Ideas and policies are produced by socially-situated individuals and are culturally moderated, which is to say that they are social constructions; they are not ‘facts’, nor do they have an external substance. For example, the very idea of an ‘economy’ as an identifiable and self-contained sector of society is itself a social construction emanating from the Western conceptual apparatus. And there are no empirically-grounded reasons why the Western logic at stake in this apparatus extends to China.

...

... Recall that a (if not the) distinguishing feature of economic liberalism is the primacy of the individual. Arguably, it is this feature of the grand narrative which has led to consumerism becoming iconic in mature capitalist societies such that consumption ‘for use’ has been transformed into consumption ‘to be’. Economic liberalism is, therefore, something of a Trojan horse since it brings with it the specific notions of identity, and of the relationship between individuals, which we find expressed in the idea of private property rights; in this sense, economic liberalism is ontological. It can then be argued that, in promoting a particular economic system, economic liberalism at the same time regulates the limits to collective identity and collective action. ...

Economic activity cannot be uncoupled from its cultural forms, in the West any more than in China. Analysis of these forms in the province of Shanxi serves to indicate the need to develop a theoretical space in which ideas about development and the transition process can be explored without invoking totalizing modes of discourse. As the striking out of terms suggests, these ideas can be productive if there is sensitivity to the conditions which produce them and, specifically, to the eurocentrism of the dominant economic paradigm. Within this paradigm, notions of ownership and control extend far beyond simple notions of use value and are inseparable from notions of identity insofar as they are regulative of specific modes of exchange between specific identities. In other words, understanding property rights is about understanding identity.

( Judith is no longer sure about the meaning of the term economic. She sees economic processes everywhere and, hence, nowhere at all. So she wonders if terms relating to the economic have become redundant. She has the same concerns about that other mischievous term, culture, and is currently working on an essay provisionally entitled ‘Is Economics the new Cultural Studies?. Here, the thought is that if everything can be reduced to a cultural construct, then the idea of culture no longer has any theoretical impetus. And if every social process can be reduced to production, distribution or consumption in some shape or form, then the idea of the economic must similarly be theoretically vacuous. Thinking about Bellagio inclines her to the possibility that the idea of representation may be problematic in similar ways. For these reasons, she is curious to know how colleagues at Bellagio (particularly those from other disciplines) interpret the phrase economic representations. 

“Animals are divided into:

(a) belonging to the Emperor, (b) embalmed, (c) tame, (d) sucking pigs, (e) sirens, (f) fabulous, (g) stray dogs, (h) included in the present classification, (i) frenzied, (j) innumerable, (k) drawn with a very fine camelhair brush, (l) etcetera, (m) having just broken the water pitcher, (n) that from a long way off look like flies.” Chinese Encyclopaedia, quoted by Michel Foucault, 1970, The Order of Things, Tavistock.

( Judith worries about typologies, categories and classifications of all kinds. She sees the insistence on classification as the essence of the modern theoretical regime and she often feels terrorized by its effects, which is why she wants to examine and contest the rules informing dominant modes of classification. For example, what makes this thing economic and that thing cultural, anthropological or literary? why is this thing natural and that thing an artefact? why are some things included in the aesthetic field and other things excluded? (or why does economics exclude the aesthetic field from its domain?) does the construction of identity necessarily call for membership of a kind or class? Judith once undertook an experiment in teaching political economy with the help of works of fiction. For example, Stanislav Lem’s Cyberiad was used to develop an understanding of Hayek’s ideas about the relationship between information and entrepreneurship, and Charles Dickens’ Hard Times to engender a critique of economic rationality; other texts provided graphic examples of various principles in Marx’ account of the competitive process which students otherwise found difficult to grasp. Judith was initially tentative in her approach but was overwhelmed as each week students introduced more and more readings to exemplify particular theoretical principles. She would like the opportunity to extend this approach to include artwork but doubts that it would find favour in the current regime.

( Excerpt from ‘Look at me look at you’, 1999.

The indigo effect
The image in question is entitled ‘Argenteuil, Les Canotiers’; it’s an oil on canvas, and it was produced by Edouard Manet in 1874. In the foreground, a man and a woman are sitting in a boat; trees and meadowland occupy the middle distance; and in the background is a village, or a small town, with a smoking chimney just visible.


Now here’s one possible reading of the image. The spatial relation between Factory and Nature seem to suggest that neither is implicated in the other. Here we have an innocent rural idyll: a landscape in its originary state, untouched by human intervention. As the art historian TJ Clark (1985) suggests, we might imagine that this was not a terrain where industry was master at the time of the painting. Arguably, the only link between human industry and Nature is provided by the actors; we can imagine that perhaps these are two factory workers spending their day off at the river.


The river of Manet’s painting is represented by deep shades of indigo, colours which emit the richness and vibrancy we have come to associate with Impressionism. However, we ‘know’ the Seine at Argenteuil isn’t really indigo because we’ve seen many rivers, even if we haven’t seen this one, and they are usually much duller in colour. But our reading of the painting is modulated by science, which takes charge of the lack of correspondence between the image of the river and our everyday perception of rivers. So we also ‘know’, because chromatology tells us, that indigo is one of the components of the colour of river water. There is, then, no contradiction between our experience of rivers and Manet’s representation of this one. We can imagine, by adding a little bit of science, that Manet is seeking to represent the underlying structure of the colour of river water, one of the elements of which is indigo.


Here’s another ‘fact’. Industry was developing rapidly along the borders of the Seine in the 1870s. Indeed, several large chemical-dye factories were located just a few miles upstream of Argenteuil, including an indigo factory which used the latest technology to produce artists’ oilpaint. This factory deposited its effluent in the Seine, which changed the colour of the water to the particular shade of indigo which Manet used to represent the colour of river water. Thus it would seem there is a deep complicity between the object (river water) and that which has been used to represent it (oilpaint of a certain shade of indigo). So here’s another reading of the painting. It’s an ironic commentary on the way in which modern technology circumscribes and constrains the possibilities for representation – as well as the object of representation itself.


There’s one further knot in the tale. Real indigo oilpaint was very expensive – too expensive for some of the Impressionists whose budget constraints dictated that they resort to artifice and use a mixture of cobalt and black. So the ‘real’ colour of river water was represented as if ‘real’ indigo oilpaint had been used.

Do you ‘get the picture’?

__________________________

...

... the proposition invoked by this tale of a painting is that the object of representation is inseparable from the tools used to represent it; while the tools of representation are, in turn, inseparable from the object. This is what I call ‘the indigo effect’. ...   

( After spending half her academic career pursuing interdisciplinarity, Judith now loathes the term, has never seen it put into practice (in her view, claims to interdisciplinarity never exceed multidisciplinarity), but in many senses is still strongly seduced by the idea. She finds the idea of transdisciplinarity more appealing for its resistance to disciplinary boundaries, preoccupations and protocols, despite the problems this poses for representations of the economic field (however that term may be constructed). While the matter of whether or not she will ever achieve it is a minor concern, she finds the idea of transdisciplinarity an important one to aspire to.

( In recent years, Judith has become preoccupied with the interpenetrative relation between form and content, or between the exterior and interior dimensions of the text. This aspect of the text is, of course, ignored in orthodox economic circles. Following Barthes (1972), Judith treats ‘text’ as any significant unit or synthesis, whether verbal or visual. This has led to experiments in alternative modes of representation as a means of challenging the presupposition of a distinction between form and content, and between epistemology and ontology. Since a large part of the knowledge production process involves written work, attention to the typographical arrangements of the work has become an important performative principle for Judith. Most recently, she has experimented with audio-visual techniques in a variation on this theme.

( Excerpt from ‘Accessory to the Fact/s: Culture and Economics’, forthcoming 2003.
... This is not to dispense with a notion of Truth, but to recognize in the Heideggerian tradition that Truth is that which is adequate to its formulation. ... in orthodox  economics that formulation is inscribed in the ordained relationship between form and content, that is, in the rules which determine what may said and how one may say it. It is only when there is a movement against these rules that they emerge from concealment and we may observe a lack, or a limit to understanding, in the dominant paradigm. ... To paraphrase (i(ek (1998), at issue is how we are to conceive of some present and accessible inscription of the economic world which doesn’t act as a reified, fetishistic screen, obfuscating the process which generates that inscription and diminishing the import of other knowledges.

...

... The parergon is a supplement (para) to the work in question (the ergon) which appears to lie beyond or outside it, like the frame around a painting or the columns around a building. According to Kant, the parergon separates that which is intergral to, or part of, the work, and that which is extraneous to it, while having no part in determining the meaning and value of the work. ... Derrida, however, brings into question this distinction between the interior and the exterior; he finds it problematic to determine the limits to a work, and asks: what is this thing which is neither essential nor mere accessory? where does it begin? where does it end? what is it that is being framed? and what is it that is being excluded as frame? He proposes that the parergon is not merely a seductive ornament, but announces some lack or inadequacy on the part of the work; without this lack, the ergon would have no need of a par-ergon. Thus, it is an internal structural link which rivets the parergon to a lack in the interior of the work.  ...

...

The imminent collapse of form into content at issue in the idea of the parergon is necessarily invoked in the presentation of ideas of which this Introduction is a part. Consider the task performed by an Introduction: it presents itself as a frame – indeed, as you are about to see, this one frames the frame which frames the work. But is it merely an accessory to the work? something more? something less? can we dispense with it? what are its effects? how does it change the meaning and value of the work? what is the work: where does it begin and where does it end?

( Judith believes that collage, montage and bricolage are key elements in the construction of knowledge/s and seeks to make these elements explicit in her work. She thinks that text – this one included - is an assemblage of objets, or id(es, trouv(es informed by a search for coherence and connectedness and which has as one of its effects the simultaneous construction and destruction of provisional realities. Text of this kind may seek to unsettle the presupposition of linearity, to expose the absence of closure in experience, or to question the notion of authenticity, the protocols inscribed in the construction of text, and the rules by which the work comes to be judged. It is a form of representation through event in which, following Lyotard, there  is some attempt to work without rules in order to formulate the rules of that which will have been done.  


( David asked for an autobiographical statement. Judith knows him too well to think he implies any fixity in this request. She thinks she is as provisional as the texts she reads and the texts she writes: she arranges text at the same time as being arranged by it; she doesn’t want to domesticate, appropriate, enslave or be enslaved by her text any more than she wants that of those who read it; she doesn’t want to be entirely at the disposal of text as either its producer or its consumer; it’s her way of defying re/presentation. One of Judith’s colleagues commented once that she abdicated too much authority in refusing to write a Conclusion to an essay. Her response was that one of the tasks she is trying to take on is to displace and unsettle that authority in the performance of authorship in order to show what is at stake in the modern discursive regime.

( ( (
discipline –n. 1 a control or order exercised over people or animals, esp. children, prisoners, military personnel, church members, etc. b the system of rules used to maintain this control. c the behaviour of groups subjected to such rules (poor discipline in the ranks). 2 a  mental, moral, or physical training. b  adversity as used to bring about such training (left the course because he couldn’t take the discipline). 3 a branch of instruction or learning (philosophy is a hard discipline). 4 punishment. 5 Eccl. mortification by physical self-punishment, esp. scourging. –v.tr. 1 punish, chastise. 2 bring under control by training in obedience; drill. The Concise Oxford Dictionary, 1990. 








“... I feel myself a naturalist and a physician both; and that I am equally interested in diseases and people; perhaps, too, that I am equally, if inadequately, a theorist and a dramatist, am equally drawn to the scientific and the romantic, and continually see both in the human condition ...” Oliver Sacks, 1985, ibid, p.ix.





”It was a fundamental principle of the Gradgrind philosophy that everything was to be paid for. Nobody was ever on any account to give anybody anything, or render anybody help without purchase. Gratitude was to be abolished, and the virtues springing from it were not to be. Every inch of the existence of mankind, from birth to death, was to be a bargain across a counter. And if we didn’t get to Heaven that way, it was not a politico-economic place, and we had no business being there.” Charles Dickens, [1854], Hard Times, pp.288-9.





Victor Wilcox, managing director of a casting and general engineering firm,  awakes: 


“Worries streak towards him like enemy spaceships in one of Gary’s video games. He flinches, dodges, zaps them with instant solutions, but the assault is endless: the Avco account, the Rawlinson account, the price of pig iron, the value of the pound, the competition from Foundrax, the incompetence of his Marketing Director, the persistent breakdowns of the core blowers, the vandalizing of the toilets in the fettling shop, the pressure from his divisional boss, last month’s accounts, the quarterly forecast, the annual review ...” David Lodge, 1988, Nice Work.











( Judith is fiercely opposed to the imperialism of the neoclassical tradition in modern economics and its silencing of alternative voices, including and especially so-called ersatz economic knowledges (or, the voices of wo/men-in-the-street). Following Lyotard (1986), she is concerned with the problem of how to re/present the unpresentable.








Judith is an active member of the Association for Heterodox Economics (AHE) in the UK. This is a loose affiliation of economists who come together in their opposition to the dominance of the neoclassical tradition in teaching and research. It includes Marxists, Sraffians, Keynesians, Institutionalists, social constructivists, and a number of others who try to avoid categorisation. AHE makes itself manifest in an annual conference which has expanded since its inception 4 or 5 years ago and is attracting more and more participation from beyond the UK. So far, it has managed to avoid criteria for the inclusion of papers, the idea being to celebrate pluralism and openness, especially with regard to new postgraduates. Thus, the first plenary session of last year’s conference was devoted to the issues and agenda of French students who are currently arguing vociferously for greater pluralism in the teaching-learning environment. However, while there is room for optimism with regard to more critical, heterodox representations of the economy coming to the fore, the UK remains a lonely place to be. It’s still difficult to facilitate heterodox postgraduate work and it’s even more difficult to practice research extending across disciplinary boundaries.











“Pictures, to be sure, are more imperative than writing, they impose meaning at one stroke, without analysing or diluting it. But this is not longer a constitutive difference. Pictures become a kind of writing as soon as they are meaningful: like writing, they call for a lexis. We shall therefore take language, discourse, speech, etc., to mean any significant unit or synthesis, whether verbal or visual.” Roland Barthes, 1972, Mythologies, Vintage, p.110.








( Of Judith’s publications, the following cover the issues raised here:





('A Disorderly Household - Voicing the Noise', 2001,


in J Amariglio, S Cullenberg, & D Ruccio (eds.),Postmodernism, Economics and Knowledge, Routledge.


('Look At Me Look At You', 1999, in R Garnett (ed.), What Do Economists Know? New Economics of Knowledge, Routledge.


(‘Work in Process’, (with J Amariglio), 1996 (a circulated but unpublished manuscript drawing on a series of e-mail conversations between the authors).


('Meaning in the Context of Bargaining Games', 1993, in W Henderson, R Backhouse & T Dudley-Evans (eds.), Economics and Language, Routledge.


(‘An In/alienable Narrative? Property Rights in China and the West’, forthcoming 2003, in Lawson S (ed.), Europe and the Asia Pacific: Culture, Identity and Representations of Region, Curzon.


(‘Accessory to the Fact/s: Culture and Economics’, forthcoming 2003, in Amariglio J, Childers J & Cullenberg S, Aesthetics, Value, and Economics.














“Because postmodern ethnography privileges ‘discourse’ over ‘text’, it foregrounds dialogue as opposed to monologue, and emphasizes the cooperative and collaborative nature of the ethnographic situation in contrast to the ideology of the transcendental observer. In fact, it rejects the ideology of ‘observer-observed’, there being nothing observed and no one who is observer. There is instead the mutual, dialogical production of a discourse, of a story of sorts. We better understand the ethnographic context as one of cooperative story making which, in one of its ideal forms, would result in a polyphonic text, none of whose participants would have the final word in the form of a framing story or encompassing synthesis – a discourse on the discourse. Tyler, 1987, The Unspeakable.








“The conditions of the possibility of experience in general are likewise the conditions of the possibility of the objects of experience.” Kant, [1855] 1968, Critique of Pure Reason, MacMillan.








“A parergon comes against, beside, and in addition to the ergon, the work done [fait], the fact [le fait], the work, but it does not fall to one side, it touches and cooperates within the operation, from a certain outside. Neither simply outside nor simply inside. Like an accessory that one is obliged to welcome on the border, on board [au bord, à bord]. It is first of all the on (the) bo(a)rd(er) [Il est dabord là-bord].”


Derrida, 1987), The Truth in Painting.
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