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It should be obvious that Dan Klein has some very relevant points that I am in complete agreement with.  Namely, that no significant living Austrian economist has been born in Austria since 1899, and that economists and social scientists should not be preoccupied with labels and allegiance to those labels, but to ideas that advance scientific truth and our understanding of the social, political, legal and economic world we inhabit.  However reasonable I find Klein’s advice I also believe he understates the value of the contribution of the Austrian school and its continuing relevance while overstating the clarity that would result from substituting the term spontaneous order.
Klein claims that the label signals an overstating of the distinctiveness of the Austrian school.  On some margins, Klein is correct.  Classical economists such as Adam Smith  and JB Say and the followers they inspired all have much to offer, and so do a host of contemporary economists such as Armen Alchian, James Buchanan, Ronald Coase, Harold Demsetz, Douglass North, Thomas Schelling, and Vernon Smith.  Each of these thinkers has contributed to our understanding of not only the economic forces at work within a given set of rules, but also the transition between rule regimes and the impact on economic performance that results.  But even given that, Klein understates the unique contribution that the work of Mises, Hayek and Kirzner has to offer that are absent from these other writers and the tradition they work within in economics.  Yes these others discuss spontaneous order, but their discussions lack the entrepreneurial element that is the hallmark of the Austrian theory of the market process.  An analysis of the market economy without a central place for the entrepreneur is, as the saying goes, like Hamlet without the Prince.  The issues which Klein admits are closely associated with the Austrian tradition --- local knowledge, tacit knowledge, discovery and learning, market processes and spontaneous order --- are not emphasized in the work of even the best of these alternative economists except in their discussions of the work of Hayek.  The differences between the treatment of information and knowledge is perhaps the most important and the discussion in Econ Journal Watch made a great contribution to advancing that conversation.  In Boettke (2002), I tried to highlight how the Austrian discussion of knowledge versus the neoclassical treatment of information justified a claim to uniqueness.  And in Boettke (1998), I argued that it is the issue of economic calculation (both its role in capitalism and in the critique of socialism) that represents the major contribution of Austrian economics to modern political economy.  It is unique to the Austrian school that sees the tight intellectual connection between economic calculation, the discovery and use of knowledge, and the entrepreneurial market process.  
There are other technical issues in economics that are uniquely Austrian as well – namely, the non-neutrality of money, and the time structure of production.  Of course, the Austrians have just as readily borrowed from the classics, the Swedes, and other contemporary economists and social scientists.  So Klein’s plea  while reasonable in its call for recognition of a wide variety of sources in the argument for economic liberalism, understates the distinctiveness of the Austrian contribution to that argument.
Klein’s second major argument in his plea is that the term “Austrian economics” is confusing and that clarity would result from substituting the term “sponecon.”  This argument I think is less persuasive than his first.  First, the term spontaneous order is professionally associated closely with F. A. Hayek.  Milton Friedman and James Buchanan have emphasized spontaneous order, but always with dutiful citation to Hayek (and perhaps Adam Smith).  When you say the term “Austrian economics,” that is also a shorthand for the style of economic research pursued by F. A. Hayek.  So when you say I am doing spontaneous order economics, the listener hears Austrian economics whether Klein wants them to or not.
Klein’s plea is very thoughtful and I fully support a general movement in the social sciences to promote spontaneous order.
  But in making his case he understates the contribution that the Austrian theory of the entrepreneurial market process, as well as other purely economic theory points concerning money and capital that are identified with the Austrian tradition, must make to any sophisticated theory of spontaneous order.  I contend that Austrian economics has a unique contribution to offer in these discussions that is missing from other traditions that are evident in Klein’s list of writers.  The worst excesses of Austrian dogmatism must be rejected, and young scholars in Austrian economics must be open to knowledge from a variety of sources – old and new.  But the Austrian theory of the market process must be an essential ingredient of any discussion of sponecon because without it the filter processes that enable order to emerge without design will be underspecified and our argument for the efficacy of voluntary exchange as opposed to government commands will fall short.  Moreover, Klein overstates the clarity and improvements in our self-hood that will result from jettisoning “Austrian economics” in favor of “sponecon.”  “Sponecon” will either be redundant or confusing. There are no doubts that “Austrian economics” has its own difficulties, but it is my sincere belief that these will not be solved by the mere substitution of “sponecon.”
Simply put, it is my position that Klein cannot have his desired result in economics, social science and political philosophy without admitting the central role that the Austrian school of economics must play in the education and research of spontaneous order studies and with that the revitalized intellectual and cultural agenda for libertarianism.
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� In fact, I am an advisor to the Fund for Spontaneous Order Studies that provides fellowships and Awards to scholars working in the spontaneous order tradition in and outside of economics.
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