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Evolutionary Foundations of Coasean Economics:Transforming New

Institutional Economics into Evolutionary Economics
(2= ARFZOE RO ERE - FiH B REREPOECRREANOBRIIITT-)
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In recent years, interest in the role of institutions in economic society has escalated. The
existence of such institutions has forced economists to incorporate them into economic
analysis. But the institutional perspective not buly has brought new challenges into
economics, but has also led us to evaluate, redefine, and transform the discipline itself. It is
not an overstatement to state that the method in which we deal with institutions and
formalize them determines the boundaries among various schools of economic thought as
well as the boundaries between economics and related disciplines. New institutional
economics, which this study dealt with, is an instance that suffered such boundary
problems. To ascertain the characteristics of the field and prepare the means for further
development, the alleged founder of NIE, Ronald Coase, would be an appropriate starting
point. However, his economics seems to have transformed after 1970s into the evolutionary
foundations rather than the pro-neoclassical. The purpose of this study was to identify such
foundations of Coasean economics through historical and methodological discussions.

In order to do so, in Chapter 1, we started with the relationship between neoclassical,
new institutional, and Coasean economics. Invoking Lakatos’s methodology of scientific
research program, NIE was distinguished from, but positioned as the expansion of,
neoclassical economics in that the former shares the theoretical core of the latter. Then in
relation to NIE, Coase’s two facets are confirmed: the one as a founder of NIE and the other
as a critic of mainstream economics. That is to say, while Coase’s arguments in 1937 and
1960 had some elements that could be used to defend and expand the neoclassical approach,
he dissented from mainstream economics after 1970s. Therefore we called the latter
“Coasean economics” and distinguished from the former.

- In Chapter 2, we have examined the historical development of Coase’s institutional

economics in a phased manner. Firstly going back to the 1930s LSE, we examined its

_95_



influences to Coase in two respects: that of his supervisor, Arnold Plant and of LSE's
opportunistic cost theory. Secondly, as the products of those influences, Coase’s two articles
in the 1930s and their relationship are reviewed. We confirmed that his theories of the firm
and of opportunity costs were inseparably related. Thirdly we examinea his transformation
after the 1970s. It was shown that his view of economic agents and institutions diverged
from neoclassical theoretical core. Fourthly we reviewed Coasean realist methodology.
Coase interprets transaction costs as real costs confronting relevant agents, and his main
concern has been how agents’ recognition of such costs leads to institutional structuring.
Therefore, Coase views economic institutions in terms of interrelated institutional costs.

In Chapter 3, we began with Williamson’'s crificism of Coase’s theory of the firm, from
which the features of Williamson’s transaction cost economics have arisen. First, we noted
Williamson's calculative view of economic agents based on opportunism and bounded
rationality. Second, we demonstrated that his strategy of operationalization is
operationalist in seeking falsifiable hypotheses and instrumentalist in emphasizing
prediction based on unrealistic assumptions. Thirdly, it was shown that Williamson regards
transaction costs as the economic counterpart of friction in physical systems, uses them
merely as an analytical instrument for economists to identify where problems (frictions)
reside, and later shifts his analytical focus to agénts’ opportunistic behavior in relation to
the transaction attributes. Fourthly, we examined Alchian’s evolutionary theory as a source
of instrumentalism and there found an “outward-looking” type of evolutionary argument.

In the final chapter, we demonstrated that Coase’s institutional economics has two
evolutionary characteristics. One arises from his interest in human nature as the product of
evolution, and although he has never gone ahead, it might lead to a long-term analysis of
the relationship between human evolution and institutions. The second characteristic
appears in his theory of alternative costs, and at least in his descriptive manner, Coase
actually aimed for a dynamic analysis of interrelated changes in institutional structures.
Both characteristics can be regarded as an “inward-looking” type of evolutionary argument.
These two aspects impart an evolutionary flavor to Coasean economics, whether or not
intended by Coase with respect to economic agents and institutional structure. Therefore, it
seems plausible that an evolutionary version of Coasean economics could be developed, with
the outcome that in the real world of social institutions, economic policy planning must

invoke not a one-time, readymade design but a trial-and-error process.
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Evolutionary Foundations of Coasean Economics:Transforming New

Institutional Economics into Evolutionary Economics
(- AR BEZOECRIOERE - Fi EREE O EBEOBERIINTT-)

AR (EXA4RS64E, BR, FX, F1E-FE4E, EE BEXRMZ2ED) 3, FH
EREEZOABEERZINTVWSOFIVE - O—AOWSI BHERZZERN - HEROIZR
&L, 1) a—Xi%, 1930FERNS160FERETY 4 VT LY O EFHIERZHEE DO L IES{L
THHHRIRAZZY > ATV TWA, 19704ERLRR, U AHHBIER 2 HH 3 S
FHRT TO—FABRLEZE, 2) FHERSIZERLZ2HOELTRBINAE TO—ABK
21 B THMZE (inward-looking) | DEREZEBETIHDOTHD L, ZHSHIZILED &
THEHEDTH 5,

EIETIR, FAR a0 REMRRTOTSLOHER] 285 T, HitifiR, HEE
&k, I—ARFFEORBRERTT S, FHERZFHRIROERMTT (core) ZRAL, BHH
# (protective belt) ZHIRLHETO/SLELTEMBL, I—RITIF MPEDODXE)
(1937), THESMBRBOMRE] (1960) EWoZBRARBNCRA LN FHEROMMGE - ES
ELTONEE, 9T0ERUBOFHEROHHMEFLL TOMED 2 OBHBI 2R, k&
XTH, L0bIFZogFEONEZ [O—-2BFKE EATVS,

H2EIL, I-RAOHERSEEFZOELEHZRBIIDONVWTERT S, a—Xi3, 1930 £4£0 LSE
TY—/IVR - 75 OEEEZT, BSBRABBOREETIC REOEH) & TE2XIM
Bizattl (19 2F VTS, ZOANBLHEBEBROBRHNS, CEHEGEIBEBRANERZN
REIKEVDDODNWTWAB ZEMNDNS. LndIz, 1970 ERLE, I— A3AEBAMEEERICR M
T257uE, FREHEORAVNFHERIROBBAIATHSERL TN, 5T, I—XITR3I
BRAZFEFENVERATOHEIHEATHORATHDEEATED, I—-A0BLE, EHicksE
ILEBAORANONIHENRBELEZLZSTMISH =, LENST, 2—RiL, &K
EEIERBECSFFECL > TREBEITI2HENRN (HHERSIRA SHBKLLER) OHERSR
FROSBREFIELZR TS ZENbNM5,

BIEZ, FUN— U4 UTLY ORRERLHFERNBENRI-XERESRBRZZEE
R, D407 LYV KB AERBOMANSHLNZOIT, T4 VTFLY > OEKE
HRIBEFEREBESEEIIRRIITONSGEETHD, £, HORRBBIIRIETTEMNEE
BRILBIEERE, FRENEFRINSSISHINL TFRERBII2EEEIHICHEICHOLE
WHZETHD, £z, V4 UT LY IIRGIRAZNFIBITS BEE) ERZEOHOERR
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LZELT, BFPEVHEBLOBEBREBIINTOAHBIEEEZAZ-DO2HEL L TOAF
H3%, FLT, IIZHGIOBHICHEBRT 2EHROBEEENTIHIANEINTOESRZBET
5, THOLETAUTAY>OBREZBOERIITINVF vy > OECER (FilKRALBIKE

W) IIhBH, =LK, ThE [AmZE (outward-looking) | DE/LEHR EIFEXR,

B4 EIR, B3 EXTIRMINE I AREROELNERE EENICHIT S, BEED
ELROBYMEHIELTAIAD TRAETSHF] DNMI/0 TBEMNKF] OFREMD £
W, HEMICHELC TS, I-AR3HEZRBREHROBRNEHEBEN AL TNWEDT, —R
TEHETHAL URTIRABWMEEZISNDD, I-ARFEZELNERLZTREEHAN 2 OH
% (p.49, Fig. 9. 1) I—ANBEEHOAMESE OL—N 2B EHERR) 2EMICDEE
{EOEMTHBEZEZAT, £SEMRIHHELEZE, 2) I—ABES LEABELLEHED
BMRICETHEMMTEEML TETHED, Thid, HRNIZERXLZNh TWARLDLOD, BA
BT 5AENHENBEOEM S CHNELICETLIERTHLLEARBLIBZIED 2 DTH
B, TWFr > (EFLEYY) NREANOHEKICLZBIROBIZERTS MmZE) OfE{LHE
RTHBITHLT, I—A0FHFRIAREHOBERON—INOEFIZHEET S 0HIE THEE)
DEALEBTHD, I—ARRFEOEICABREAEZTZRT S20DIZIT, MEOHKRSVHLELR
%, FLT, TINSRETIRBERIIHENEEDEMELHNELOWRIZ, BROTY
A2 E—EZETERTSHSHE TR, BESNZEREFLELRVWRATHEROELEE 2
IHDITIEA D,

INET, - A0WMSIBACHERDOT A T4 TICEDWEHGRBHRIIRE HREINTWY
50, A—ADEHROELHRBEBKL ZHRIIE DN, ZOHRO 1 DIT Medema (1994) A3
B, ThiZI—XOEMBEREROE > TWiRW, £, FHERSELROBBERREL
7= %17HFFE & LT Hodgson (1993) X Vromen (1999) 23 2545, FH 5 bHa—AHHFITELREFED
BAFERH - EVIERBIIL TRV, ZHTHL T, AR, T—AD 1970 ERUAROEKR
WX TERHBANEC I EE22HEMICRIEAL, T2, FARERSIRRIHET Y
FLELT Ma—ZBEF DELCNERZEODEVWI ZEZERMICHSNILTNVS, kK
HEVBOVSRFASNDIENANI—RAETLUT LY > EPRICKIIL THHZZEMRL, =
NETRABVFH DA T r—2a28E3HL T RIKEARIOMEEND B, AR
HETEMITNEDT, BADEEANDREINENWI EHFMETELIRTH D,

L, ERXIZI—AOWMBIRAICHIXS6XEZUTTHY, I—ADOMEHEOEENESR
ENTVWD, BEEZSAFI-AOBROLANEINERE LTESHEMTIShZ00 1S
BOBETHSI, LMD, RICRXEMABERZELEOBEN-AEZHATHED
T, AHXIIESEREHARORERL (BED OEMERGTHIETSEHEL 2.



