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ABSTRACT

This article offers a critique of a major recent ititia in economics teaching: the CORE
Project. CORE emerged in the wake of the global finanasis¢cwhich was also something
of a crisis for economics. The article deploys fotaleative criteria to pose four questions of
CORE which address the demands of the student move@®@RE claims to be innovative
and responding to criticisms. However, the article coneslutiat its reforms are relatively
minor and superficial. CORE, like curricula which precededgiobal financial crisis, still
exhibits limited pluralism, ignores power and politics, andoigs key educational goals
Despite its opportunity to do so, CORE has not opened up gptte economics for the

teaching of political economy.
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1. Introduction

When Queen Elizabeth Il chastised the economics diseifor failing to predict the financial

crisis of 2007/8 (Pierce 2008), her comments amplified existitigisms Employers already
bemoaned the skills of economics graduates (O’Doherty et al. 2007, cf. Thorrdn2014). Wren-
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Lewis (2016)’s survey evidence reveals a lack of trust in the media of academic economists.
This finding reflects a wider mistrust in economists as engagh unethical practices
(DeMartino 2011; Epstein and Carrick-Hagenbarth 2012). Economwste accused of
arrogance (Fourcade et al., 2015), imperialism (Fine and Miler2009) and a slavish
mimicry of the physical sciences (Mirowski 2002, 2013). Comaters asked: What is the
use of economics (Coyle 2012)? Yet others attested thaisttigline’s formalism has created

a ‘democratic deficit’ (Earle et al. 2016). There were, then, many calls for change.

Political economists- those economists who stress the inherently politiealire of
economics- have long recognised the above problems and, amongsttiotigs, argued for
greater pluralism and explicit space for the teaching ofigallieconomy; however, they
recognise the considerable institutional resistance wethspirations. They claim that the
mainstream of the economics profession insists anigetl set of mathematical and statistical
methods or theoretical tools (Lawson 1997, et passim). Thesnaenched, for instance via
research assessment (Lee et al. 2013). More fundamentailystream economics is aligned
with real political and economic structures, as meeehgflection of ideology (Fine 1980).
Thus, though the crisis presented a challenge to econ@mit&n opportunity for change,
prospects for change seemed limited.

A key battleground in this context is the economics auiuim. Political economists
contend that economics teaching must draw from multipkeppeetives (Morgan 2014, 2015;
Dow 2009) and/or with educational goals explicitly differerdnir those apparent in the
mainstream (Clarke and Mearman 2003; Kramer 2007). Crucialigests have demanded
change, via bodies such as the Post-Autistic Econamoegment (Fullbrook 2003); and now
the Post-Crash Economics Society (PCES 2014), Rethinkiogdinics, the International
Student Initiative for Pluralism in Economics (ISIPE) andheos. Earle et al. (2016)
encapsulate tisestudents’ views in an extended critique of economics teaching. They show
that current economics teaching in leading United Kingdom (uHyersities is narrow and
tends to rote learning, with little scope for criticalemaluative thinking. Consequently, they
make four connected demands with regard to economics teachiggedt®r pluralism; 2)
inclusion of the wider societal aspects of the economy;3 a liberal education; implying 4)
fundamental change.

This article explores whether economics teaching is actcl@igging, via a critique of
a recent significant curricular development: the CumiioulOpen-Access Resources in
Economics project, better known by its potent acronym, CAORE.article deploys the four

evaluative criteria outlined abowe assess to what extent CORE meets the students’ demands.



We ask four central questions. First: does CORE demongraster pluralism? Does it
accommodate more perspectives? Does it therefore sgfge for political economy, non-
mainstream economics and uncertainty of knowledge? éfurtloes it demonstrate greater
epistemological caution, contra accusations of hubris ragdmst the discipline? Second, of
crucial importance to political economists, we ask: hoesdGORE address power, politics
gender and society? Third, does CORE make explicit recogmfias underlying, driving
educational philosophy, as is typically not the case in eo@msoeducation? Whether or not it
does, what are its educational goals and approach? In sp theirarticle offers the first
evaluation of the published educational principles of COREI{BD16). Fourth, overall does
CORE represent change? Has it grasped the opportunity offferieeé global financial crisis
and its attendant criticisms of economics? The artitdesfore offersmintegrated evaluation
of CORE: previous critiques do not attempt this.

We argue that CORE does not deliver greater pluralism. We fiydiorited evidence
of greater epistemological caution. Further, this limgkualalism is manifest in COREfailure
to integrate power, politics and society into econongaching. These features reflect and
reinforce the fact that, further, CORE promotes ‘instrumental’ rather than ‘liberal’ or ‘critical’
education, and pays little explicit heed to educational phyby— a serious flaw given its
centrality to effective teaching. As Russell (1992, p. 4b3jts out, “Before considering how
to educate, it is well to be clear as to the sortafit which we wish to achieve”. It is unlikely
that a new architecture will be successful if its aimsatearticulated. Fundamentally, despite
considerable investment and activity, and some bold cldd®RE suggests that economics
teaching has changed relatively littlehus, space for political economy and other critical
voices within economics remains limite@iven CORE’s international reach, this lack of
reform has wide-ranging potential implications.

The article proceeds as follows. The next section ostling evaluative criteria. The

criteria are then applied to CORE (Section Three).i@e&our presents conclusions.

2. Evaluative criteria

We apply multiple evaluative criteria to CORE. $beriteria reflect four strands of recent
literature, all of which anticipate Earle et’al(2016) critique and proposals from the
economics student movement. It builds on existing evalusinf CORE (Morgn2014, 2015;

Sheehan et al. 2015; Earle et al. 2046dreoni et al. 2016 Mearman et al. (2016) provide a



parallel assessment of the revised subject benchmarlatgm&nt in economics (QAAHE

2015), and reach similar conclusions.

2.1 A monist or pluralist approach to economics?

Our first analytical category addresses the approach tooenos espoused by CORE. It
considers pluralism in economics - specifically how cuta reflect degrees of openness to
political economy, non-mainstream economics and uaicgyt of knowledge (Dow 2009;
Morgan 2015). We distinguish between monist and pluralist appreadomnism here means
that there is one way (perhaps broadly defined) to geaiight into the economy. We also
distinguish between mainstream and heterodox econoiftics, one might be a mainstream
monist (insisting on, for instance, marginalist anajysis a nonmainstream, ‘heterodox’
monist (insisting on, say, class analysis). Pluralism wondy that more than one theoretical
perspective is needed to illuminate economic phenomena. Hovsaxaral authors show
economics to be unusually dominated by neoclassical econ(seemter alia Fourcade et al.
2015.

However, pluralism can operate at other levels. Lawson (ppssigues that
mainstream economics imposes a particular method (matleainmodelling), based on an
ontology of systems comprising atomistic individualssetboff from external forces, in which
regular successions of events are presupposed to occur. ¢ksadhi Dow (2005) and others
have claimed, a different ont@y of ‘open systems’ legitimates different methodological
approaches. Further, some argue that it is impossible tairexpe complex, open nature of
the economy from one theoretical perspective (Dow 1997, 200dobland Kapeller 2012).

Another rationale for pluralism might be epistemological cautiofgllisilism, i.e. the
possibility of being mistaken. This aspect has been ampiifieztonomics since the crisis,
because of the frequent claim that it was driven partlhbyhubris of economists. Caballero
(2010) has posited the ‘pretence of knowledge syndrome’ and suggested that economists show
greater humility. Meanwhile, Fourcade et al. (2015) speak ironically of the ‘superiority of
economists’.

Further, pluralism has been advocated as bringing edudabenefits. Pluralism can
mean that students are better equipped to solve complex pofiéelson 2009) and may
understand mainstream economics better (Mearman2Ql). Pluralism may improve skill
formation and, therefore, make graduatesenemployable (O’Donnell 2009, 2013); it may

engage students more effectively; and may even allowdesab well as students to learn and



gain from teaching different perspectives (Warnecke 2009)llidaims have been made
that pluralism allows liberal and critical educational géalse achieved (see Section)2Bor
political economists and other social scientists,iti@ication would be that their analysis is

necessary and welcome in economics.

2.2 Treatment of power, politics, gender, and society within economics

The second analytical category captures the approach bgkenonomics curricula to the
nature of economics and the economy. This strand Wwerdrectly from a heritage of critical
political economy (Peterson 2005; Lee et al. 2013; Morgan 201gbyutinises treatments of
power, politics, gender and society within economics aulaicEarle et al. (2016) criticise
economics for treating the economy as a separatey emid creating theories in which
economic aspects are somehow separable from widetysoldes presupposition leads to the
exclusion from economics curricula of consideratiohghe nature of society, of political
factors and power, and of ethics. So, we ask whether CORIEsaithese elements into their
treatment of economics.

Ozanne (2016) demonstrates how mainstream economics retairegstaghly limited
notion of power. Hence, we explore how CORE considers piovegonomics, for instance by
considering how power is manifest in production. One forsuch power is gendered social
relations. Hence, we ask whether CORE acknowledges theag@ader in economics and
the underlying elements that derive from a feminist ecoo®mpproach (see, inter alia,
Peterson 2005). We also consider whether or not a pbhispeect is acknowledged. This is a
controversial question in economics, which remains doeihaly positivism, and its core
notion of thediscipline’s retention of the fact/value distinction makes this controversial.
According to this positive economic position, econongsta economists and educators ought
not integrate their political views in their practice. Sprinciple is a staple of introductory
economics courses. However, it is hard to defend. Simidilen (1919) and Myrdal (1930)
show that economics abounds with ethical principles adilirally determined concepts.

Political economists are, of course, fully aware of dmbedded nature of power in economics.

2.3 Educational goals and approaches

Our final analytical category concerns educational philosopbypaactice, which are central

here, because this paper is concerned with curriculuns Jtnand builds on Clarke and



Mearman’s (2001, 2003) work on economics curricula as embodying educational goals and
educational philosophy. It asks: what is the underlying educétmmpose of CORE? The
educationalist Peters (1970, p. 28) argues that an examind&dacational aims must precede
any discussion of curriculum content, @asway of getting people to get clear about and focus
their attentioron what is worthwhile achieving”. Arguably, though, economists have neglected
educational goals (Clarke and Mearman 2001). As Bowmaker (20)0godiments on his
interviews with leading teaching economistew “interviewees appear to engage in
discussions with colleagues about teaching approaches aretj&#. Indeed, the engagement
of the interviewees with educational theory was generalgak: few could answer
Bowmaker’s question about how humans learn. Further, most of his interviewees favoured a
transmission model of teaching, which emphasises thaggof tools or concepts, rather than
critical or emancipatory thinking.

We deploy three broad strands of educational goals fouhe iiteratureinstrumental,
liberal, and critical. Instrumental aims are that students amett in concrete, identifiable
skills, such as the ability to solve certain types of prmbleknow formulae or techniques,
remember and, perhaps, apply theory, or possess ‘knowledge’ of a topic. All education will
involve instrumental outcomes, even if they are nanided or explicitly stated. However, an
education mainlgeared towards such instrumental goals may be regarded as ‘instrumentalist’.

An example of instrumentalist education is one in whictwent is indoctrinated into a
particular view, behaviour, or socio-political normsofd broadly, though, any educational
process can be regarded as indoctrinatory if its corgeslivered uncritically: contrary to

tenets @ ‘liberal’ and ‘critical’ education.

The central feature of a liberaducation is “to equip people to make their own free,
autonomous choices about the life they will leéBridges 1992). That implies the achievement
of the intellectual capacities of critical and evaluatikenking, comparative thinking, and
intellectual open-mindedness. These aims mean that cumicobntent is only relevant in
achieving outcomes that are (thought) processual: contentdsealssessed according to its
ability to adieve these outcomes; and ‘facts’ and ‘knowledge’ are de-emphasised. Arguably
these desired capacities are achieved better in a pluratisculum than in a monist one
(Mearman et al. 2011). It should though be noted that libentatational philosophysi
vulnerable to the critiques that it can be individuabstgl that under neoliberalism, students
are ‘taught the controversy’ (within ‘safe’ limits) or presented with ‘faux disputes’ but not

equipped to arrive at a reasonable judgement about them (NirRQ&3, pp. 81, 245).



Critical pedagogy has been championed by, for example Freire (29d0hooks
(1994). It recognises the role of power in education. @tiggedagogy has Marxist roots,
particularly in critical theoryRadical political economists have advocated it for stime
(Bridges and Hartmann 1975; Rose 2005). Characterised as #orejet modernist
(Enlightenment) education, therefore including liberal etlopacritical pedagogy thus aims
to liberate those whom the system excludes and oppresgeactice, it emphasises a student-
centred approach stressing the critical evaluation aedatiation of common concepts via a
process of conscientisation, or developing critical s&lfreness of one’s social and political
condition, particularly for disadvantaged or social groupsaddition, the content of ¢h
curriculum should change its emphasis to stress theilwaidns of oppressed groups. This
does partly resonate with liberal goals; however, whilst libegdlacation sees learning as a
process that enables the student to think for him/hersdiicatrpedagogy provides the
necessary space for students to engage in critical dialegneéhe past, question authority,
struggle with ongoing relations of power and prepare thensdbtrewhat it means to be
critical, active citizens in the public sphere (Visano 2016)

At this point, some caveats are necessary. First, twhils three educational
philosophies are presented as analytically distinct, thisricdavenience. In reality, they
overlap. So, though liberal education de-emphasises tha@ngeaof facts, some learning of
inter alia key concepts and historical events will assistestts in considering them critically.
Also, a liberal education is somewhat instrumentalist in thanplies a vision of society.
Similarly, critical education can be driven by a goal of ¢iag society. And, as already noted,
liberal and critical education share a concern with autgn®@econd, the three perspectives
may coexist in the same programme, arfg@d education may contain elements of each

(albeit in context-specific combinations).

2.4 Extent and nature of change

The criteria laid out in Sections 2.1-2.3 capture how waihte evaluate the extent and nature
of change represented by CORE. That follows from theviatig premise: the status quo ante
of economics teaching can be characterised as being namisheoclassical), in which the
dimensions of power, politics, environment, and societylangely excluded, and educational
goals are opaque and instrumental. Thus for CORE, our eealuzt change will largely
reflect our positions on our other criteria, i.e., whethbas become more pluralist, addesss

eca-socio and political dimensions, and makes explicit edutatigoals inclusive of a liberal



approach. Finally, we acknowledge that our analysis isafracular framework and not of
concrete programmes. At this concrete level, some ofcoticisms may be less accurate;
some, more accurate. For example, at the UniversiBrigtol, CORE is taught alongside
history of economic thought. At the University of PaBgjences-Po, CORE forms part of a
suite of general educational courses, many of which cteecial sciences other than

economics.

3. The Core (Curriculum Open-Access Resourcesin Economics) Project

In 2009 a new body with substantial financial backing wéesbéished: the Institute for New
Economic Thinking (INET). It was founded in direct respons@éaglobal financial crisis and
consequent amplified calls for economics to change. IISEdedicated to the rigorous pursuit
of innovative economic theories and methods that addee&sy’s most pressing concerns”
(INET 2017). One of its early major projects was to provide $mdihg to produce what
became ‘CORE’. Notionally, CORE stands for Curriculum Open-access Resources in
Economics, although the acronym has been reified. Ibbaes developed across a number of
siteg, and is being used at several more. At present, CORE onlgtepet the introductory
undergraduate level and we are not aware of any concrete@ldegelop it further.

There is some debate about what is CORE. At its castee large introductory
undergraduate e-book call€bhe Economy’, which itself comprises nineteen units on a range
of topics. Hence, CORE (2016a) describes itself as an e-dmwoke. Indeed, some uses of
CORE treat it as one module or course within a suitel@rsttaught at the introductory level.
Additionally, though, CORE is a curricular framework to b&berated, whose delivery and
outcomes are contingent on specific context. Also, C@REgularly updated and is rather a
moving target. With these caveats in mind, some generalusions can be drawn. We will

consider how CORE answers our four central questions.

3.1. IsCORE pluralist?

CORE’s main contributor group appears relatively open, offering sémpe pluralist product

which creates space for political economy. CORE isHdgda leading‘New Keynesiah

2 According to the CORE website, as of 22 August 2017 CORE was bethgt@@ institutions in
18 countries.



economist Wendy Carlin. Other notable collaboratorsSamauel Bowles, an economist with
a Marxist background now working in complexity theory; Diane I€owho has been
prominent in debates about curriculum reform, albeitvimg that fundamentally preserves the
mainstream; and Begim Ozkaynak, an ecological economiser @amed contributors
include: Alvin Birdi (Director, the Economics Network) akady Ross (ex-Government
Economic Service); ‘Nobel’ Prize winners Joseph Stiglitz and Robert Solow; IMF
macroeconomist Olivier Blanchard; critical economikibet Schor, Alan Kirman, and Robert
Rowthorn; and even critics of CORE such as Maeve Cdioen the PCES. Accordingly,
Carlin (2016a) has subsequently made an explicit claim toliglmaCORE “...has already
created a plural, peacal, global economics course”. Thus, it is legitimate for us to ask how
pluralist is CORE.

In fact, many previous assessments of CORE claim it esgbleralism. Indeed, Carlin
(Financial Times 2014) had earlier accepted the critidih@ORE is not pluralist. As PCES
(2015 p. 17) puts it: “Whilst there is some discussion of whether or/to economicus is
plausible and some short and underdeveloped references giusirfeom other thinkers,
CORE still only teaches stual® one way of doing economics.” Even though CORE may
include some advances in the teaching of economics - inglgdcial interactions and altruism
(unit 4), irrationality (unit 9) and the role of institutiofgnit 15) - it remains rooted in
methodological individualism and fails to provide deeper egpions of how these concepts
emerge and behave in economics. For instance, CORE’s analyses of social interactions are
translated simply as ‘game theory (unit 4), leaving aside other relevant aspects of societal
hierarchy, such as power or culture. Similarly, altruismeialt with entirely in terms of the
standard utility maximising framework. Essentially, CORE resantologically monist by
presupposing equilibrium, individuality, self-interest, artébreal choice as a priori conditions
of economic reality. That is despite its aims fontemporary content based ¢érecent
developments in economics and other social [and indatdal] sciences” (CORE Project,
2016a), which might include drawing on, say, complexity theory

CORE makes extensive use of real world data and other egidanademanded by
many (Joffe 2014). The CORE approach is to start from evidedeconomies across the
world, and the history of their developmerdnd give students the tools they can use to analyse
and explain what they see (Stevens 2015). Unit 12 (CORE 2H&m)omic Fluctuations and
Unemployment), for instance, employs significant hisedrand experimental data and draws
on the history of economics, such as the case of Uk$GBmmestic Product (GDP) growth

and unemployment rate in the light of business cya¢sdren 1875 and 2010.



Thus, CORE can claim to have responded to those who, adtgtaibal financial crisis
(James 2012), demanded more teaching of economic history. Its first unit is “The Capitalist
Revolution’, which is significant: typically, economics courses and texts begimsupply and
demand analysis, which in CORE is not addressetlunit 8; and it uses the term ‘capitalism’,
albeit not discussed thoroughly. By defining capitalism as ‘an economic system in which
private property, markets and firms playajor role’ (CORE unit 1, 2015a), it emphasises the
trajectory of increasing living standards and technologicahges in the last 1,000 years.

However, CORE’s treatment of economic history actually suggests only weak
pluralism. CORE seems to impose a single take on hidkamne et al. (2016, p. 113) criticise
CORE’s treatment of the ‘hockey stick’ of growth as imposing the narratives of a single,
continuous industrial revolution and one which ‘leaves the student believing that at one time
“the economytook off and there has been no going back since’. Furthermore, Carlin (2016b)
presents a graph showing growth mapped against speed of inforna@mnsmission. This
imputes a particular link between economic growth and thelsgeghich information travels.
This is one hypothesis. However, many others are availptidhere is little to demonstrate
how students avoid being trapped in one narrative.

On the history of economic thought CORE’s approach also suggests weak pluralism.
CORE seems to take a Whiggish view, in which past mistakesh®an corrected in arriving
at the current state of economics. Initially, major gastnanists were put ‘in boxes’ (Yang
2015) and treated as ‘intellectual fossils’ (Chang 2015). CORE has responded to criticism by
apparently enlivening the dead economists andbedling them as ‘great’. However, the way
in which this is done is questionable. For example, CORE §ugi015d) suggests that Ronald
Coase and Karl Marx agreed on the politics of the finmfact, Coase and Marx had very
different notions of why firms even exist. For Coabke,eason is cost minimisation, for Marx
it is power and exploitation. This example demonstratesak engagement with the history
of economic thought. More importantly, it suggests am@otalism, in which the work of
past dissenters is not presented accurately. A fortiwilite research programmes emanating
from inter alia Marx and Veblen are not acknowledged, which ireslighoring key economic
concepts such as social class. Critical perspectue$, as feminist economics, which CORE
appeared to embrace, are abs&hese are serious problems from the perspective ofqadliti
economy.

CORE also aims to offea greater breadth of topics than is typically provided (€arl
in Financial Times 2014; Carlin 2016a) by incorporating inter abiams, power, multiple

equilibria and ethics. Of particular note is its considenadf inequality. In unit 1, it is stated



that: “There is great variation across countries in their sgacesising incomes, and in the
degree of inequality in living standards within thefCORE, 2015a, p. 1), including
experiences of developing countries (Carlin 2016a). Thefertiser acknowledgement that
differences in wealth, education, ethnic group and germgemajor sources of inequality, as
well as“individuals experiencing good lucér bad luck” (CORE, 2015h, p. 30-31); and that
“...inequalities may provide incentives for hard work andtadng, they may also incur costs
that impair economic performance” (CORE, 2015h, p. 1). Perhaps most significantly, the
material states thatEconomic disparities are mostly a matter of wheregmuborn and who
your parents afe(CORE 2015h, p. 33), a message which is politically coetial. All of
this supports the view that CORE represents a shift, in pedagabyn epistemology: the
topics deliberately create doubt and express uncertairttyeguart of economists.

That example supports claims that CORE exhibits greatealighmr via increased
epistemological caution. Indeed (privately) some of CORE’s enthusiastic proponents cast this
caution as central to the project. Key to this is CORE’s much vaunted use of evidence.
However, if evidence is so important, it begs the questionso many concepts unsupported
(or refuted) by evidence remain so prominent in CORE tYttiaximisation (PCES 2015) and
the U-shaped average cost curve (Joffe 2014) both lackieatgupport and yet remain key
elements in CORE. In these cases, their retentipreictable, given their prominence in the
mainstream canon. Yet an approach genuinely driven by evidendd at least suggest that
all of them are at least questioned. A mainstream ecishomay argue that more data could
be sought; however, a critical approach would entail ias®discussion of whether both are
merely convenient fictions that should be ditched.

Overall, is CORE pluralist? In our view it is not. CORHeetls and inculcates modes
of thought that are largely monistic and cement the maimstrof economics. CORE appears
more pluralist, via nods to ‘past great economists’. However, acknowledging pluralism in some
circumstances and in minimal ways is not the same aagaging or facilitating pluralism, or
stating it as fundamental to free and open enquiry. Vébid@omics as a discipline is changing
and exhibits some diversitystablished schools of thought considered ‘heterodox’, such as
Post Keynesianism, Marxism and Institutionalism areusbad in its teaching. CORE does not
treat these schools as having live research programnsteadnthey are either treated as
defunct bodies of theory confined to the history of ecdadhought or their critiques are
superficially co-opted, with no injunction to engage meanilhgfvith them. Not only does
CORE not provide grounds for pluralism, it presents an exangblabsence of pluralism in

spite of being presented as a progressive developmemnoms curriculum. Hence, it fails



to create space for political economy and for the $sciances more broadly. Further evidence
of these problemsan be seen in CORE’s treatment of society (Section 3.2) and its educational
approach (Section 3.3).

3.2 How does CORE treat power, politics, gender and society within economics?

We want to know if CORE treats the economy as separadeyhether it addresses the social,
political (including the concept of power) and ethical dimersioheconomics. If it did, it
would be reversing the shift, which has occurred over rougklyast century, away from
political and moral economy and towards an apparently temhsubject.

The title of the CORE e-book The Economy- initially suggests that the economic
sphere is treated as a separate entity. Inside, howésematerial suggests a different
approach. For instance, CORE unit 1 presents the economslaedded in a biosphere.
Similarly, in Carlin (2016b) the economy is a system waffen boundaries, lying inside
society, which itself lies inside the biosphere. Open boueslatiow impact into and from the
economy to the biospheré&ln the process [of economic activity], households armhsf
transform nature by using its resources [matter and gndvgt also by producing inputs
[waste] to nature” (CORE 2015a, p. 46). This type of language appears consisterthaiith
used by ecological economists and might reflect thélimence in the project.

However, this initial favourable impression is countered hgiaireatments of the more
conventional economics treatment of the economy-enviembmelation. Crucially, CORE
(2015g) unit 18 retains the language of ‘externalities’, i.e. costs and benefits arising from
production and consumption which have effects externadktanitial internal transaction. This
approach is problematic generally, as it presupposes ansttooonception of society in
which relations are external. It retains the preteheg the internal and external effects are
separable, a claim which is, at best, sustainable forn#sllieast as far back as Kapp (1950;
2015) and Robinson (1972), political economists have recogrisgd ibh the context of
environment, the ‘external’ effects are much greater than the ‘internal’. This has significant
impacts on economic treatments of the environment. Fomuoestdahey render neoclassical
valuation methods fundamentally flawed because they confi@&alue and exchange value:
they attempt to place values on species or environmentatdsaiccording to their monetary
worth (as a proxy for utility) to individuals (see: Meam2005). These considerations seem
absent from CORE.



We also ask whether (and if so, how) the social, palitand ethical dimensions of
economics are admitted. Is it acknowledged that ecomsomi@ political discipline with
implicit ethical positions? Despite claims that CORE adésessultiple political and social
perspectives on the nature and mechanics of the ecol@@RE still reflects one particular
socio-political position. For instancesitig the term ‘capitalism’ in unit 1 may be better than
eschewing it, but how this is done is crucial. There appétesattempt within CORE to
examine capitalism, which might lead students into a drititacussion of it. Whilst
acknowledging the existence of institutions, power and absfin society (cf. CORE unit 5,
2015c) CORE maintains Pareto efficiency and market solutistise standard, which implies
the adoption of the normative biases of the rolesadrcity (Watson 2011) and liberal
economics (Myrdal 1930). Social interactions and dilemme&aseen as a closed, binary system
of self-interests in which game theory embodies &llrtecessary information (CORE units 4
and 5, 2015b and 2015c).

CORE’s limited socio-political engagement is also demonstrated by its tredtmie
issues inlie political economy of developing countries. Despite Carlin’s (2016a) suggestion
that CORE pursued a different approach to economic develafyérciuding local evidence
and comparisons between advanced and emerging economies, CORE’s units do not explain or
discuss what makes developing countries different and WBRECpresents quite effectively
contrasting evidence, such as why low-wage economies ditnagtseeking lower production
costs (CORE unit 6, 2015d) and how lower-income countries have igte tariffs than rich
countries (CORE unit 16, 2015f); however, critical engagemeabsent. No reference to
under-development theories is made, and comparative agesstill play a dominant role in
the discussion of international economics. Causes ddrutevelopment are justified simply
as historichasides: “For reasons of history, some countries may specialise in seghare
there is a lot of potential for innovation, whereaseathspecialise in sectors with little such
potential (CORE unit 16, 2015f, emphasis adjled

Similarly, gender issues are treated marginally within COREt W8i discusses
inequality by addressing, inter alia, endowments and classesnantmquality and wage
differentials within the labour market (CORE unit 19, 20153kimg a brief reference to the
gender pay gap and different educational levels betweenamgnomen. No reference is
made, however, to the social construction of gender apffatsts on the distribution of labour
and the economy; or, more importantly, how women temeetiorm certain economic jobs in
the economy whose wage bargains are affected by cultaraliyistorically specific notions

of fairness (Power et al. 2003). The definition of inequaditovided by CORE suggests tha



gender wage differentialsyifinstance, are the result of “accidents of birth(CORE unit 19, p.
49, emphasis added) rather than social and cultural constructions, evidencing CORE’s limited
engagement with the political economy of gender (Wag@oHv).

Last, we explore how CORE treats power. Power is aang@aselement of economic
reality, and a key concept within political economy. HoweireCORE, it is defined weakly:
as a conflict, or “the ability to do and get the things we want in opposition tor8t{€ ORE
unit 5, 2015c). How one achieves power, how one convinces othérsoarthis relates to the
economy and society is ignored. Power is rather tremtegh exogenous shock, or a special
casein economics rather than inherent. For instance, noergerto social class or economic
dominance is mada CORE’s units. On the contrary, economic dominance is treated broadly
as ‘bargaining power which is easily neutered in a Nash game-theoretic framevaod it
presumes that economic actors are in similar socioessmconditions of bargaining (CORE
unit 5, 2015¢). Hence we conclude that CORE’s treatment of power is limited.

Overall, how does CORE treat power, politics, gender aneétgogithin economics?
Again, reflecting prevailing approaches within the discip®@RE largely treats the economy
as a separate entity and, therefore, economicsadisea separate and (not very) social science.
Further, CORE, reflecting other recent similar moves imnemics, appears more
interdisciplinary; however, the nature of the inteiactbetween economics and other
disciplines remains rather superficial, and selectivetiddérly, there is little evidence to
suggest that social, environmental, political, and ethical mbineas are considered inherent to
economics: rather these are treated as externdishwelcose internal effects are to be explored.
Hence, economics is viewed rasta moral, ethical, political or social discipline per Bespite
apparently de-emphasising technical expertise, we wouldthat CORE’s treatment of the
economy still reflects the discipline’s dominant monism and instrumentalism, which has led it
to exclude the wider and more complex nature of econant@caictions and of economics itself
(see:Ozanne 2016). Thus, CORE’s treatment of society is both a manifestation of duk lof

pluralism and suggestive of the key elements of its aphrmaeducation.

3.3 What are CORE’S educational goals and approach?

As outlined in Section 2.3, clear educational goals arengakéor good teaching. These, in
our view, ought to come before considerations of either cbmtemprocess. However, in
economics education, explicit considerations of goadstypically ignored. Content is both

prioritised and neglected. That is to say, the contentigele first but without being discussed



much. The majority of the debate in existing literatsrer how it is then to be delivered (see:
Clarke and Mearman 2003). This pattern is repeated in CORERPDext has been running
since 2012, yet teacher guides for more than half of its bad, at the time of our writing, not
been completed. Moreover, a guide to the pedagogical mefl@@RE (Birdi 2016) was not
published until September 2016. Perhaps CORE decided that iiscesavere best employed
to develop good content and persuade instructors to adopt ityégwee delay invites the
conclusion that in CORE pedagogy is rather an aftertitough

CORE does exhibit educational innovation. As Birdi (20163 gutCORE lends itself
well to a quiet revolutioniag of this established pedagogy”. Specifically, Birdi refers to
CORE’s ‘backwards mode of exposition’, in which students encounter both evidence and
complex theories, rather than being schooled in singhistract theories elucidated from first
principles but unsuited to engagement with the real wottids @&pproach ought to enliven
teaching and engage students more. Further, CORE expiimne&atng topics - such as the
environment, inequality, innovation, and globalisation nd adeploys many additional
resources, such as lecture slides and quizzes, which afiohers to adapt to their own styles.
Podcasts and classroom flipping aim at higher degrees efaativity (Birdi 2016). At
University College London, for example, first year studeme asked to create a three-minute
media piece on the theme of capitalism, growth anquiakty (CORE 2016b). CORE even
contends it has halted the ‘sophomore slump’ (THES 2017), although evidence for this claim
is unclear.

An additional educational innovation claimed by CORE is ithenoves towards co-
creation and student-centredness. Carlin (2016a) proclamms“8tudents are among the
creative voices telling us how we can do better: some @panly create the material we
provide.” Birdi (2016) elaborates further that, via the provisionimer alia technical
supplements and quizzes, “...instructors and students can decide [for] themselveddroey
wish to delve: Further, “...the modular and backwards-oriented approach to learning alows
student to study as much detail as he or she would likeeguipped to pursu€e?.This does
accord with student-cesred learning and co-creation. In that sense, the liberals gof
creating autonomous learners and critical pedagogy of empgwearners may be reflected.
However, no detail is offered on a suggested balance betwaeher guidance and student
selection. Further, given our discussion in Sectionsi&13a, it is not clear that students are
equipped to make the choices open to them. As such, thex®mimen to students seem
prescribed. In any case, reflecting CORE’s weak pluralism, the options only allow greater

deepening of technical knowledge rather than a broadenitige afurriculum. That suggests



that learning the material is the goal. Autonomy may qcbut accidentally, indicating
strongly an instrumental education.

Another way to engage students more is via asking students toathgea of things,
many of which are quite different from methods relied upptraditional passive models of
learning in which the transmission of content is the dontia@proach. Asking students to
produce short videos is one example. Learning theories wogdpest that this type of activity
will increase engagement and learning. However, this sti8 beg question: engagement for
what purpose? CORE allows momentary critical space for participation through “discussion
boxes” where students are asked to engage through comparison and opinion on a pre-
determined set of concepts. This hints at liberal educdtgals.

Intellectual openness is also hinted at in CORE’s ‘backwards mode of exposition’.
CORE claims to abandon canonical teaching and prioritisestagteomote an empirical
approach to economics. According torlda(2016a), CORE’s stated intended outcome is to
make students able to learn conceptual tools and empiricad &hillenquiry into major
economic problems - not algorithms for solving toy modieés tllustrate“thinking like an
economist. Further, as Birdi (2016, emphasis added) clariffdse empirical examples are
presented in considerable historical detail without thesttaining effect of being simplified
to demonstrate a particular theoretical concept. CORE’s method of teaching is then to introduce
whatever theoretical apparatus will help in the analysis and uadénst) of the empirical
exampl€. This all sounds promising educationally; moreover it suggessiyrificant
pedagogical shift, perhaps greater pluralism.

However, we would argue that such a judgeneninfounded. First, it assumes that
observation is theory-free, when it is theory-ladenhiKt962). When one looks at (and indeed
constructs) data, one imposes a theoretical (and pdlifiemhework on the object. That then
requires that we consider the range of perspectives to whidents are exposed. If students
are exposed to only one perspective on how to view the worldwtitleyost likely view it
through that lens. There seems to be a small set of valid wfaobserving events. Thus,
although, superficially, the idea of allowing the data to drie¢tens seems reasonable; in fact,
by teaching only one perspective on economics, the door tmege may have already been
closed. Moreover, by purporting to have an open approach whewtionly presenting one
view, students may be misled into thinking they have reattte@down conclusion when, in
fact, they were led to it.

Let us explore one example, as given by Birdi (2016, esiptadded) who writes:



An example [of CORE’s empirical approach] is the long-period historical wage tlada
students see in unit 2 in which the sharp rise in real wvadhs end of the nineteenth century
is noted. This inspires a discussion of relative inmst changes which [sic] necessitates
the introduction and use of isocost lines.
Here, the non-pluralist cat emerges from the bag. Dismusdiisocost lines is only necessary
if one views the world in a particularay; or if one’s objective is that students learn about
isocost lines. Many other lines of enquiry open up when dernisg early capitalism,
especially when drawing on political economy. For eXxempne might consider working
conditions, the rise of monopoly capitalism, or thee rof a leisure class. By narrowing the
focus to isocost lines, the motivation appears not to be towaetsended enquiry and more
towards pre-conditioned explorations designed to deriviustrate pre-determined concepts.
Overall, these criticisms suggest significant educatiomaikdtions of CORE. The
emphasis on learning a single perspective, and a limitedyemggnt with open, critical enquiry
are hallmarks of instrumental education: one which stréastss knowledge and skills. CORE
may represent an improvement in some respects, lmusedsns a missed opportunity. These
concerns may have motivated the criticism from Rethinkognomics and the Young
Scholars Initiative, student groups set up and funded by INET, whiod supported efforts to

implement more fundamental changes.

3.4 Does CORE represent change?

CORE presents itself as significant change. Carlin (201&G#&gays CORE as promising aew
paradigm for teaching economics by comparing it to earlier paradigtmgetexts, such as
Mill’s Principles of Political Econoniy 848) and Marshall’s Principles of Economics (1890).
Further, it suggests potential for gradual, significant chamgiee teaching and application of
economics.

CORE’s main objectives appear to have been twofold: to enliven teaching and update
the curriculum. Crucially, CORE aimed to address the conitext teaching materials were
lagging considerably behind the mainstream research froAt&rarlin (2016a) puts it: “Our
motto is: ‘Teaching economics as if the last three decades had happenéds, Carlin
(2016b, slide 10) refers to an old benchmark model and a new lomédatter is associated with
‘contemporary economics and CORE’, suggesting that CORE captures the new thought. CORE
includes, for example, game theory (unit 4) and imperfectpetition (unit 7), which have

become important strands in economic theory. Notably, CO&Bo associates



microfoundations to macroeconomic analyses to offer amgreited approach beyond the
typical micro-macro division. For instance, investmgetisions of the firm are first explored
from the game theoretic perspective, and later studantsissess their impacts on aggregate
demand and GDP (CORE unit 12, 2015e).

In many ways, CORE appears to answer the call for a reinv@braconomics
curriculum: its materials embody recent researctviagtand are designed and presented in
ways which prima facie encourage engagement. However, our arggusoggest that, in fact,
CORE may not constitute change. Its treatment of ecmsomlimited in terms of pluralism
despite some evidence of greater epistemological calisoineatment of the social, political
and ethical dimensions of economics essentially replipageexisting curricula. Thus, it
creates little space for political economy. Thougbays explicit attention to teaching practice
and some learning theory, its educational approach doeseaolycthow genuine openness.
Again, in that respect, it reproduces existing economics.

One defence of CORE is that it is relatively new, wingdans it may well address later
the shortcomings identified by our critique. Another dedemagyht be that unless more funding
is found, it will remain confined to the introductory level, whitmits the effects of its
shortcomings. A further justification for its approachthe standard argument that, at the
introductory level, students need to be familiarised withdibject before being exposed to
fundamental debates. iBhargument has some support from educational psychokReyy
(1970) warns that moving students fraritlualist’ (right/wrong) mode to a ‘pluralist’ one can
encounter resistance from the student if s/he is rushes danger with such a contention
though, is that by being taught only one perspective, studentiocked into one way of
thinking which precludes opening-up later. As Sutton (2000, p. xt§snahe curiosity of
students can be quashed as they are focused simply orringagtehnical material. CORE
might respond that it de-emphasises technical matestiedh is placed in supplements called
‘Einsteins’ and ‘Leibnizes’. However, under typical disciplinary norms, students will be
encouraged to engage withathechnical material, thereby becoming trapped; or disillusione
CORE’s very name reflects an attempt to redefine a core of economics, albeit omehwvs
somewhat broader than before. Moreover, CORE consteuast of materials which are
designed to be adopted easily and relatively costlessly. inhisglf, creates disincentives to
innovate.

Regarding curriculum design, the above monism aboutoseios is not necessarity
barrier to pluralist teaching. It is perfectly possible to bengisocommitted to a particular

approach todoing economics but teach in an open, pluralist way. Howeverslhifisrequires



a particular mindsetwhich could be inspired by greater engagement with educational
philosophy and the recognition of its importance to teachingekample, a commitment to
liberal or critical educational philosophy could save ecaosrinom being taught in a monist
way.

Unfortunately, overall, in CORE, educational philosophy is lgrgaplicit. Clearly
some attention has been paid to how to achieve whateveliagedisid in mind: it is recognised
that for learning to occur, students need to be engaged anendgement is often inspired
by relevance. However, the wider educational objectives of C&RBpaque. Some of the
examples given by CORE suggest, though, that it remawsrdbly instrumental concerns of
learning specific content, training, and preparation for eympémt. While liberal or critical
outcomes such as greater critical thinking or autonomynesuit, these appear incidental.

CORE suggests that new issues are being addressed by adding tegtsnigom the
mainstream research frontier and extensive use of eabpdtata. Nonetheless, evidence that
this represents an actual change in the way economics i$ imggant; recognising something
is not equivalent to engaging with it. Arguably, as Morgan (20b4@s, COR’s approach to
learning is that of ‘point, click, confirm’. CORE reveals snapshots or anecdotes, without
engaging with underlying disagreements and insights. Studamisote that Marx existed, or
that Keynes had an impact, without knowing what they wrote or thbakesearch inspired by
them says. In CORE in particular, there appears fivesibility that students will complete
their first year being thoroughly sceptical about economicsejecting core mainstream

concepts. Both of these outcomes ought to be possibliberal or critical education.

4. Conclusions

The 2007-8 economic crisis was also a crisis for thexaoics profession. It presented a
moment of opportunity for the discipline to institutgrsficant changes to its practice,
including its approach to teaching. This article has conside@RE, a recent significant new
curricular initiative being developed and used in severaliremtis. The article evaluated
CORE according to four criteria, which address demands frodests as crystallised in Earle
et al. (2016).
We find that: 1) CORE continues to exhibit limited pluralisithex in terms of

openness to fundamentally different alternatives oh¢optossibility of legitimate argument
that an alternative was preferable to the mainstreanhig)ldck of pluralism is manifest in its

treatment of economics gaally, but specifically manifest in CORE’s treatment of the social



and political aspects of economics. Together, thed@enfis suggest limited scope for political
economy to play a role in modern economics teaching. &uithteaching these are significant
deficiencies as they limit the development of core cognfaculties and achievement of key
educational goals associated with liberal pedagogy. Nonetheles deficiency could be

mitigated if CORE paid explicit attention to educational ggolphy in general and liberal
pedagogy in particular; and, unfortunately, 3) our analysggests that CORE pays
insufficient explicit attention to the educational purpose. Tidis fundamental problem:

“Instructors simply function in a fog of their own makingasd they know what they want
their students to accomplish as a result of their insomit{Mager quoted by Curzon 1990, p.
131).

Collectively, these are serious failures that suggest tRERRECfails to rise to the
demands for change to economics following the greandiaacrisis of 2008. In addition, the
implicit educational approach of CORE fits more accurately under an ‘instrumentalist’ label.
These conclusions corroborate previous analyses of CBdREutige it as presenting change
merely to stay the same (Morgan et al. 2014; StockhanmmdeYiémaz 2015). As such, CORE
falls short of public, professional, and student expectatiGingen the international profile of
CORE, these flaws have wide-reaching potential implicationedonomics teaching.

These concerns are partly addressed in recent attentpefoio”’ CORE. Indeed, the
original funder of CORE, the INET, is now supporting anraiive set of Massive Open
Online Courses (MOOCSs) being developed by a team led by RobertsBkided Ha-Joon
Chang. These MOOC:s are initially to be on the history andgaploy of economics, and on
so-called ‘unsettled questions’. These MOOCs aim explicitly at establishing that economics is
a contested space and is inherently political, social, mmwviental, and ethical. They are also
based firmly on the principles that education shoulditected towards critical, autonomous
thinking and not merely towards training the next generati@e@nomists. In these ways the
new MOOCs serve liberal and critical educational goalsshbvert the traditional training
process evident in much economics teaching which mainkgséhe objectives of economics
educators to produce the next generation of neoclassiearcésrs.

As prominent economists, such as Kenneth Arrow, have arguagntly too many
resources are devoted to teaching technical material frenperspective, deemed necessary
to prepare students for postgraduate study (McCloskey quotedandeolet al. 2004). The
undergraduate curriculum should be valued in and of itsdlfrae from the narrow technical
demands of postgraduate study. Political economy mayaplayportant role here, facilitating

critical and comparative thinking more easily than moniSuarther, by exposing students to



different schools of economic thought, they may devetultiple bases of knowledge when
solving complex problems. Given the content of many addlsehools of economic thought
students may also develop an understanding of econonaizsaih a fuller way, which

incorporates the social, environmental, political and etdicaensions of social reality.
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