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Abstract

This paper provides the first psychological and attitudinal profile of the Irish economics profession. The
aspects covered fall into three broad categories: the first category relates to the attitudes of the respondents
to issues relating to the economy and the role of government; the second set seeks responses regarding
perceptions of the economics profession and professional economists in Ireland; the third set of questions are
drawn from various international survey programmes and survey social, political, ethical and psychological
attributes and attitudes. The results display a picture of a group who believe their discipline to be relevant
to policy and society, who are outward looking in terms of international collaboration, who perceive the
discipline to be somewhat stale and who desire a greater focus on interdisciplinary work.
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1. Introduction and motivation

From the first endowment of a chair in Political Economy at Trinity College Dublin in 1832,
economics has had a major influence on the development of the Irish nation (see Murphy, 1984).
Much anecdotal work has been written on the character and views of Irish economists but to date
there has been no scientific evidence on what this clearly important professional group think about
social and economic issues. This paper surveys the current cohort of economists resident in Ireland
to ascertain: their views on matters relating to the economics profession in Ireland; attitudes to
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research in general; social and political attitudes; personal values. The motivation of this paper is
to stimulate discussion about the nature of the economics profession outside the “mainland” of
the United States, Continental Europe and the UK, using the Irish case as an example. Many of the
issues faced by Irish economists are similar to those faced in several other countries such as the
tension between theory and policy, the relative importance of domestic as opposed to international
research and the increasingly interdisciplinary nature of economics.

The paper is further motivated by a desire to incorporate several strands of literature that
have examined economics from an introspective viewpoint. The majority of these papers and
articles focus on one of three themes: publication patterns and productivity (e.g. Lubrano and
Protopopescu, 2004; Hollis, 2001); examination of the role of particular demographics (e.g.
Rodgers and Cooley, 1999); or a developing literature critiquing the methodological basis of
economics, exemplified by the extensive works of McCloskey. However, there is very little writ-
ten on Irish economists or Irish economics, apart from the recent papers on the productivity of
Irish economists (Barrett and Lucey, 2003; Coupe and Walsh, 2003), the role of the Statistical
and Social Inquiry Society (Daly, 1997), as well as some accounts of the relation between values
and economics by individual economists (e.g. O’rourke, 1995; Fitgerald, 2001).1

The paper will provide a useful comparison for other countries outside the three main economics
blocs of the US, UK and Continental Europe. While Barrett and Lucey (2003) demonstrated that
a small number of Irish economists had made an impact in the most highly cited economics
journals, it is clear that economists in Ireland, and no doubt in other countries, have a role well
beyond academic publications and this paper will examine some of these wider issues. The rest
of this paper is structured as follows. Section 2 reviews the existing literature on the sociology
of economics. Section 3 describes the administration of the survey of Irish economists. Section
4 outlines the results of the survey. Section 5 concludes with a discussion of the implications of
some of the main tendencies.

2. Literature overview

Following from the opening section, two sets of literature contribute to our analysis. The first
examines the relationship between economics and economists, examining how economists are
shaped by the nature of the discipline and how the nature of the discipline is shaped by the
characteristics of economists. The second examines economists’ interactions with wider society,
including co-operation in public goods games, social attitudes and personal values.

2.1. Economists and economics

Introspective accounts of the scientific process are less common in economics than in other
social sciences.2 Despite this, a significant literature has grown up on how economists view
economics and economists (e.g. Klamer, 1984 et seq). The profession supports two high-level

1 Lee (1989) gives an analysis of the history and development of economic ideas in Ireland. Murphy (1984) also offers
a historical perspective. Matthews (1985) and Pratsche (1985) also offer accounts of the link between ideology and
economics.

2 Hausman (1984) comments “Most methodological writing on economics is by economists. Although the bulk is
produced by lesser members of the profession, almost all leading economists have at one time or another tried their hand
at methodological reflection. The results are usually poor”. Samuelson (1964) goes further “Soft Sciences spend time
talking about method because Satan finds tasks for idle hands to do” (both cited in Redman, 1991).
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journals, Journal of Economic Methodology and Economics and Philosophy, which regularly
publish introspective literature regarding the nature and role of economics and economists. There
are also a number of specialist journals devoted to alternative economic thinking such as the
Journal of Feminist Economics. It is evident that, while still maintaining a high degree of internal
cohesion, economics is not without dissenting and contradictory voices. Deirdre McCloskey has
been perhaps the most consistent prominent academic voice arguing for the need for a radical
reappraisal of how economists view themselves and their profession. Recent important contri-
butions include Mccloskey (1994, 1998, 1999, 2000), in which she argues for a need to move
to incorporate feminist, post-modern and hermeneutic techniques into the toolkit of economic
thinking.

There has however been relatively little recent analysis on the extent or absence of consensus
among economists on major issues in economics. While newspapers, business journals and trade
magazines regularly publish consensus surveys on economic issues, there has been a significant
lacuna in well structured and justified surveys on what economists think of major issues. The
absence of recent comprehensive surveys is surprising, given the existence of such surveys in the
1980s and early 1990s. Kearl (1979), Frey (1983, 1984), Ricketts and Shoesmith (1990, 1992), and
Alston et al. (1992) all present significant surveys examining the degree and nature of consensus
or dissent in economics. More recently only Fuller and Geide-Stevenson (2003) appear to have
continued this tradition. The findings are generally that there is considerable consensus among
practitioners, with greater consensus on microeconomic than macroeconomic issues.

The most recent assault on prevailing orthodoxy has come, bottom up, from the Post-Autistic
Economics movement.3 This movement began as a ‘campus revolt’ amongst students in French
universities. Although sometimes characterised as an ‘anti-mathematical’ movement, this is not
the case as advocated by the founders, who see a role for mathematics. Thus, the question is not
about mathematics per se, rather a question of the extent to which one can in a sense consider
economics an open or closed methodological system and its relevance to contemporary debates.
The Heteredox economics movement has also attracted a geographically diverse following with
their conference themes reflecting interests in Marxist, Feminist, Post-modern and Post-Keynesian
critiques of neo-classical economic theory as well as attempts to integrate concepts from a wide
variety of thought-systems in to the analysis of economic issues.4 The extent to which such
movements have had an influence on the thinking of economists in Ireland is an interesting area
for study.

Furthermore, the increasingly interdisciplinary nature of economics is interesting to study in
terms of how it is affecting Irish economics. As well as the traditional allegiances with political
science and law, many of the large US economics departments now have a substantial behavioural
and psychological component. The awarding of the 2002 Nobel Prize to Daniel Kahneman, the
Princeton psychologist has further cemented the view that psychological research is a respectable
route for economists to pursue. The extent to which this will be reflected in the views of economists
away from large US campuses is interesting to the extent that it affords an insight in to the extent
to which such ideas are suffuse. Comparing the perception of the linkage psychology with the
perception of linkage with other disciplines is also interesting. The extent to which there is
demand for increasing linkage to other disciplines will give adherents of inter-disciplinary link
some indication of how many of their peers are with them. It could, of course, be argued that such

3 The use of terms like autistic or schizophrenic in this literature results in part from literal and perhaps somewhat casual
translation from the original French.

4 Their website http://www.hetecon.com/ describes the area in more detail.

http://www.hetecon.com/


844 B.M. Lucey, L. Delaney / The Journal of Socio-Economics 36 (2007) 841–855

integration is more the domain of rigorous scientific interplay than simply choice and outreach,
but it seems clear that integration at least partly requires openness to explore other disciplines and
it is this construct that we examine.

2.2. Economists and society

The issue of whether or not economists are essentially different to members of society at large,
and if so, whether this is a function of their training or their personal disposition is one that has at
least three decades of research behind it. An early important work is Marwell and Ames (1981) who
found, utilising experimental formats, that economics students tended to be less cooperative than
students from other disciplines. While there appears to be some consensus that economists behave
differently in many experiments and also tend to hold different views and attitudes compared to
other individuals, there is much less agreement on the source of these differences. Stigler (1959)
indicates that the relentless drilling on rationality and the ability of the price system to solve
problems (with intervention being ‘second best’) of economists tended to shape their political
and social views There has been some limited empirical support for this hypothesis (Scott and
Rothman, 1975; Soper and Walstad, 1983), but some others (Frey et al., 1993) suggest that while
the evidence is weakly in favour of this finding it can be explained by a selection bias, economists
self-selecting, ‘being born rather than made’. More recent research (Frank et al., 1993; Yezer et
al., 1996; Frey and Meier, 2003) has however cast doubt on the notion of economists as necessarily
harsh and selfish. These papers find that the there is very little evidence for significant differences
in issues such as charitable donation, volunteering, honesty and co-operation between economists
and non-economists, and that the degree of economic training appears to have very little effect.
Thus the jury remains out on the effect, if any, that economics has on personal values.

An interesting new attempt to shed light on the personal values of economists has been through
the use of survey methodology (e.g. Gandal and Roccas, 2002). Significant research into the
structure of human values has led researchers to draw conclusions on the universal structure of
human value types (e.g Schwartz and Bilsky, 1987, 1990). Schwartz and his colleagues offer one
definition of values as “concepts or beliefs about desirable end-states or behaviours that transcend
specific situations, guide selection or evaluation of behaviour and events and are ordered by
relative importance”. They specify different types of value domain. In the standard Schwartz
taxonomy, there are ten value types that in turn can be encapsulated as different motivational
domains such as self-enhancement and self-transcendence. The existence of this taxonomy and
its underlying scale provides us with a quantifiable, assessable survey compatible methodology
to assess the values of economists.

In applying this scale to economists, we ask our respondents to self-identify on the broadly
constructed value-types rather than asking all the separate items and then constructing the value
types through smallest-distance or factor-analytic approaches. Given the considerable research
that lies behind the construction of these value-scales we felt that this was a justifiable way of
reducing the length of our survey that would still capture relative differences in the importance
attached to these value types.

3. Data and survey methodology

The population under study is the Irish economics profession. Examination of this is prob-
lematic, as no central register, list or registry of economists exists in Ireland. No formal training
requirement or certification to ‘practice’ as an economist is required, and the boundaries of the
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profession are unclear, blurring into sociology, finance, political science, investment manage-
ment, forecasting, etc. One potential route that we investigated and rejected was to use the list
of published economists generated from the sampling frame of Barrett and Lucey (2003). While
this would have given over 600 names it would have been flawed on a number of levels. First,
our focus of interest is the profession as of 2004; Barrett and Lucey examined the profession
over a 30-year period and a significant number of those noted would have retired, died, moved
or changed profession. Second, the focus of interest is all those working as economists, which
we defined as using economic tools and techniques in their daily work, rather than the restricted
lens of Barrett and Lucey which was publication in an Econlit journal. Third, we wished to use
web-based survey methodologies, which required email addresses, a feature not investigated in
the Barrett and Lucey paper.

We therefore decided as a starting point to use a series of email lists, merged and checked for
overlap. The email lists were those used by various organizations and workshops to inform list
members of forthcoming events, book launches, conferences, etc. The email lists were chosen with
a view to surveying the general profession, rather than restricting focus to economists working
in universities. In all cases we removed email addresses that were identifiable as being outside
Ireland (except for generic names such as yahoo.com, hotmail.com, etc). This was to ensure that,
so far as possible, we limited our survey to those working and practicing as economists in the
island of Ireland. We supplemented the lists with the names of prominent economic and business
commentators who were not already included.

In all we issued emails to 406 email addresses. Thirty-seven bounced back as no longer exist-
ing, leaving 369 valid addresses. We also asked those emailed to forward the survey on to other
economists resident in Ireland. Therefore, as we are not aware of how many additional emails were
forwarded we do not know total number of surveys issued, making a response rate calculation
impossible. Two reminder emails were sent to attempt to convert refusals. We received a total
response of 150 at least partially completed questionnaires. In all, 93 respondents recorded infor-
mation in the two demographic questions. Of these, 74 respondents self-identified as male and 19
female. The 47.3% of the sample were academic staff members, 25.8% academic postgraduate,
16.1% were in the public sector, and 7.5% were private sector economists.

4. Results

4.1. General attitudes to the profession in Ireland

The interplay between the role of economists as academic authors and as policy advisors is
reflected in a number of the results. The first result we note is a gap between perceived and
preferred centrality of both economics as a mode of thought and economists themselves from
policy formation in Ireland. 16.4% of respondents perceived economics as a mode of thought
to be “very central” to policy formation compared to 49.6% of respondents who believed that it
should be “very central” to policy formation. Only two respondents felt that economics should
be either “somewhat distant” or “very distant”. Similar figures emerge for economists as a body
of professionals. The 91.6% of respondents believed that economists should be central or very
central to policy formation in Ireland, compared to 57.2% who perceived that they are actually
central or very central.

This desired policy centrality does not imply full confidence in the current framework of
economics in Ireland. Table 1 displays the results of a set of semantic differential questions
asking respondents to rate economics in Ireland on a continuum between a number of poles. In
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Table 1
Scores on semantic differential descriptors of the “present state of the economics profession in Ireland” (n = 137, % in
cells)

1 2 3 4 5 Mean

Stale/vibrant 5.8 36.5 35.8 20.4 1.5 2.75*

Quantitative/qualitative 14.1 52.6 17.0 15.6 0.7 2.36*

Methodologically open/closed 3.0 15.8 29.3 44.4 7.5 3.37*

Policy focused/theoretical 3.6 27.0 37.2 29.2 2.9 3.00
Caring/harsh 2.3 9.0 44.4 36.8 7.5 3.38*

Socially relevant/irrelevant 9.5 46.0 19.0 23.4 2.2 2.67*

Policy relevant/irrelevant 10.2 53.3 15.3 18.2 2.9 2.50*

Internationally focused/domestically focused 2.2 29.1 30.6 35.1 3.0 3.07
Scientific/unscientific 10.4 51.1 23.7 13.3 1.5 2.44*

Positive/normative 3.7 43.0 32.6 18.5 2.2 2.73*

* Statistically different from 3 at a 5% level of significance.

the terms we set, the majority of economists view the discipline in Ireland as being scientific,
positivist, quantitative as well as socially relevant and policy relevant. The majority also view
the discipline as being stale, methodologically closed and harsh. There is no consensus as to
whether the discipline is internationally focused or domestically focused with equal numbers of
respondents claiming that it was one or the other, and also no agreement as to whether it is policy
focused or theoretical. This indicates a split which may have some considerable implications for the
formulation of economic policy in Ireland, as the creators of the rationale and theoretical/empirical
underpinnings of policy appear to be strongly conflicted as to how they see the core basis of the
discipline.

4.2. Professional issues

Ireland has developed several third and fourth level economics courses in recent years, in
line with government policy objectives of creating a knowledge intensive economy. This has
generated considerable debate within the profession with regard to the relative merits of educating
economists domestically or internationally. Reflecting this debate, 17% of respondents believed it
to be essential for economists working in Ireland to have received training outside of Ireland, with
55.3% of respondents believing it to be desirable. The 23.4% of respondents believed that it is
not important whether economists receive their training in Ireland or outside, whereas only 4.3%
of respondents believed that it is preferable for economists working in Ireland to have received
most of their training within the Irish system. Other aspects of professional practice are reflected
in the results of a number of scales. The 21.1% of respondents reported finding conferences “very
useful” for their work with 55.8% of respondents reporting that they found them “somewhat
useful”. The 7.4% stated that they were not useful, with 8.4% reporting that they did not attend.
Table 2 displays the importance that the respondents attached to the various types of media as
information sources for their work.5 As can be seen, academic journals are the predominant source
of information, followed by technical reports and then newspaper articles with television and radio
being the least ranked source of the options provided.6

5 A small number of respondents interpreted (reasonably) this question to refer to their own published material. However
this effect did not appear to be very big, with none of our pilot-test respondents raising this interpretation.

6 As pointed out by one respondent, the fact that we did not include books is an oversight.
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Table 2
The output and dissemination sources listed, please indicate how important each is to your work (n = 95, % in cells)a

1 (not at all
important)

2 3 4 5 (essential) Average

Academic journals 2 2 9 15 72 4.53
Research, consulting and technical reports 5 12 13 32 39 3.91
Newspaper articles 16 25 21 20 18 2.99
Trade and specialist magazines and journals 18 24 29 20 8 2.73
Briefings to senior management and other officials 31 23 21 12 13 2.53
Television/radio 26 28 23 15 7 2.46

a Displayed by rank order.

4.3. Attitudes to interdisciplinary research

The first result we note is a gap between perceived degree of openness to the influence of
other social sciences and the stated preference for degree of openness. The 37.3% of respondents
describe the discipline as being “somewhat closed” and 8.5% of respondents describe economics
as being “very closed”. This compares to only 1.4% of respondents who believe that the disci-
pline should be more closed, and 9.9% who believe that it should maintain the same degree of
connection, with 51.4% stating that the discipline should be “somewhat more open” and 37.3%
stating that it should be “much more open”.

Table 3 gives an indication of the direction in which respondents believe economics should
be seeking when opening up to other disciplines. The results of a question asking respondents to
rate a set of disciplines on a scale of 1–5 as to whether they should be more or less integrated in
to the discipline show that Psychology receives the highest ranking in terms of which discipline
respondents felt should be more integrated (3.87/5) followed by Political Science (3.65/5) and
Sociology (3.61/5). Econometrics (2.9/5) and Mathematics (2.92/5) are ranked the lowest in terms
of preference for increased integration, below Physics (3.17/5) and Law (3.44/5). This may be
partly due to a selection bias making those interested in psychology, sociology and political science
disciplines more likely to respond to a survey of this nature. If this does exist, it is still nevertheless

Table 3
Average scores on scale of 1–5 (1 low, 5 high) representing perceived importance of the discipline, perceived ideal
importance of the discipline, and importance of the discipline for the respondents’ own work (n = 138)a

Current
importance

Increasing
integration

Importance for
respondents work

Econometrics 4.83 2.90 4.08
Mathematics 4.69 2.92 3.80
Political science 3.53 3.65 3.44
Law 3.23 3.44 3.05
Sociology 3.12 3.61 3.21
Psychology 2.99 3.87 3.10
Philosophy 2.65 3.58 2.62
Physics 2.30 3.17 2.20

Respondents were asked: “How prominent do you think the link is between economics and the following disciplines and
how prominent do you think this link should be (much more or less)? Furthermore how important do you think these
disciplines are for your own work?”

a Displayed by order of current importance.



848 B.M. Lucey, L. Delaney / The Journal of Socio-Economics 36 (2007) 841–855

Table 4
Average scores on scale of 1–5 (1 low, 5 high) representing perceived alignment with the research paradigm, perceived
importance of the research paradigm for the discipline, and importance of the research paradigm for the respondents’ own
work (n = 115)a

Alignment Current importance Importance for
respondents work

Chicago school 2.49 3.71 3.14
New Classical 2.69 3.60 3.06
New Keynesian 3.19 3.56 2.99
Monetarist 2.48 3.17 2.71
New Institutional 2.58 3.03 2.88
Trad. Keynesian 2.69 2.98 2.75
Post-Keynesian 2.45 2.73 2.64
Evolutionary 2.38 2.71 2.68
Feminist 1.51 2.01 1.90
Postmodernist 1.67 2.01 2.14
Marxian or radical 1.67 1.97 1.90

Average 2.63 2.75 2.79

Respondents were asked: “Please indicate how closely you align yourself to each school, the importance of the school
for your work, and the importance of the school overall in contemporary economics”. In constructing the scale for the
Alignment question, if the respondent records that they are unfamiliar with the paradigm we code this the same as not
being closely aligned. Similarly, for current importance, if the respondent records that they do not know, we code this as
not thinking it to be important.

a Ranked by order of current importance.

the case that when asked about the importance of the different disciplines for their own work and
for the profession as a whole, Econometrics and Mathematics both feature as the highest ranking
disciplines both in terms of the respondents own work and in terms of the perceived prominence
in the discipline as a whole.

4.4. Research paradigm alignment

Table 4 displays respondents assessment of different research paradigms in economics, with
the table displayed in descending order of perceived current importance (as measured by ask-
ing respondents to rate each school on a scale of 1–5). The Chicago school is ranked as most
important from our scale (3.71/5) followed by the New Classical School (3.6/5), the New Key-
nesian School (3.56/5), and the Monetarist School (3.17/5). We allow for the fact that many
respondents will be unfamiliar with at least some of the paradigms by including a “not-familiar”
option. Respondents who chose this are scored the same as respondents who said “not at all
aligned”, on the reasonable assumption that if a respondent had not heard of a paradigm they
would be unlikely to be aligned to it. Neither Feminist economics (2.01/5), Postmodernism
(2.01/5) nor Marxism (1.97/5) are judged to be important to contemporary economics. As can
be seen, the level of research paradigm alignment is not high among the sample. The highest
level of paradigm alignment is to the New Keynesian School (3.19/5). However the Chicago
school is ranked highest in terms of perceived importance for the respondents work. Once again
neither Feminist economics, Postmodernism nor Marxism are judged to be important to the
respondents work or in terms of paradigm alignment, scoring below the other areas in both
categories.
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Table 5
Average scores on scale of 1–5 representing perceived importance of the research area, perceived ideal importance of the
research area, and importance of the research area for the respondents’ own work (n = 115)a

Current
importance

Increasing
integration

Importance for
respondents work

Health, education and welfare 3.36 3.74 2.84
Econ. Development, growth, technological change 3.78 3.73 3.18
Public economics 3.52 3.62 3.15
Law and economics 3.00 3.50 2.66
Economic history 2.69 3.46 2.55
Urban, rural and regional economics 3.12 3.46 2.59
Methodology and history of economic thought 2.54 3.45 2.58
Microeconomics 4.19 3.39 3.80
International economics 4.10 3.38 3.36
Industrial organisation 3.55 3.34 2.93
Labour and demographic economics 3.61 3.33 2.89
Agricultural and natural resource economics 3.16 3.28 2.51
Financial economics 3.91 3.25 2.98
Economic systems 2.56 3.24 2.37
Mathematics and quantitative methods 4.40 3.06 3.94
Macroeconomics and monetary economics 4.43 3.05 3.35
Business administration 3.08 2.94 2.22

Average 3.47 3.37 2.93

Respondents were asked: “Below is a list of broad categories of economics, according to the Journal of Economic Literature
Classifications. Please indicate how prominent each category is at present, how prominent you think each category should
be ideally, and how important each is for your own work”.

a Displayed by rank order of ideal importance.

4.5. Research areas

Table 5 illustrates respondents’ views on the relative importance of different economic research
areas, broken down by JEL classifications, and displayed in descending order of preferences for
increased prominence of this research area. As can be seen, the categories: (i) Health Education
and Welfare, (ii) Economic Development, Growth and Technical Change and (iii) Public Eco-
nomics are ranked top in terms of what areas respondents wished to see more research. In terms of
current importance the three categories: (i) Macroeconomics and Monetary Economics (ii) Math-
ematics and Quantitative Methods and (iii) Microeconomics are ranked as the top three. In terms
of importance for the respondents own work the top three categories are: (i) Mathematics and
Quantitative Methods, (ii) Microeconomics and (iii) International Economics. Table 5 displays the
results of a broad question asking respondents about the utility of forecasting different economic
and financial series. The results are displayed in rank order and demonstrate that respondents
found inflation and unemployment forecasting to be the most useful exercises and stock-market
forecasting to be the least useful.

4.6. Social attitudes

Table 6 displays the results of questions pertaining to economists social attitudes. There is
widespread agreement that Ireland is a good place in which to raise children, as well as being
a fairer society than in the past, although less agreement that it becoming more fair over time.
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Table 6
Social attitudes of Irish economics to statements about Irish society (n = 96), % in cells

Strongly
agree (5)

Agree (4) Neither (3) Disagree (2) Strongly
disagree (1)

Average

Is a good society in which to
raise children

5 61 19 11 3 3.54*

Is much fairer now than it
was 20 years ago

12 44 24 19 1 3.46*

Is a society in which income
differences are too large

16 38 22 21 4 3.40*

Is a place where people are
rewarded based on who
they know rather than skills

6 39 33 21 1 3.28*

Is getting more fair as time
goes by

5 35 29 26 4 3.11

Is a society that provides
equal opportunity for men
and women

5 24 21 41 9 2.75*

Is a society in which people
generally get the amount of
income they deserve

1 23 29 39 8 2.70*

Is a society in which one
needs to be corrupt to get
to the top

4 11 34 32 18 2.52*

Is a fair society for all 2 7 18 52 21 2.18*

* Significantly different from 3 at 5% significance.

Table 7 displays the results of a question asking respondents to indicate, for a number of issues,
the extent to which they believed that the government, as opposed to market forces, should
be responsible. As can be seen, there is very high agreement that the government should be
responsible for promoting gender equality in the workplace (3.96/5), reducing the national level
of poverty (3.94/5) and ensuring that people have a basic level of income (3.93). Of the different
categories, ensuring that house-prices are affordable to people on average incomes was perceived
as being least the responsibility of government (2.81/5). Of all the areas, the issue of government
involvement with ensuring affordability in house pricing is the one that generates the highest

Table 7
Mark on the following scale whether you think the government or the market should be responsible for doing the following
things (n = 96), % in cells

1 (market) 2 3 4 5 (government) Average

Ensuring that men and women are
treated equally in the workplace

5 9 15 26 45 3.96*

Reducing the national level of Poverty 5 5 18 34 38 3.94*

Ensuring that people have a basic income 4 5 20 34 36 3.93*

Reducing international poverty 6 3 28 35 27 3.74*

Ensuring that people are provided with
adequate income in retirement

7 17 38 26 12 3.20*

Ensuring that house-prices are affordable
to people on average incomes

11 24 23 20 22 2.81

* Significantly different from 3 at 5% significance.
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standard deviation around the mean score with 11% of respondents being strongly in favour of
leaving it to the market, 24% in favour in leaving it to the market, 23% in between, 20% in
favour of government involvement and 22% strongly in favour of government involvement. We
also elicited open-ended comments elicited from respondents on the issues they perceived to
be most important for economic research and the issues they perceived to be most important
for the Irish economy. Of the important issues in the Irish economy, inequality is mentioned
most often (17.5%), followed by growth and competitiveness (13.75%), EU enlargement (10%),
infrastructure (11.25%), housing (7.5%) and public sector performance (7.5%).

4.7. Personal values

Table 8 shows the results of economists’ self-ratings on a modified form of the Schwartz Per-
sonal Values Inventory. The most highly rated value was self-direction, followed by benevolence
and achievement. Our respondents therefore seem to value personal achievement and success.
However they do not value power over others. The average respondent also places very little
value on conformity and tradition. There are different ways of interpreting these results but one
descriptor that comes to mind is individualism. Our sample values personal success and achieve-
ment but are not motivated by seeking power over others, are tolerant, benevolent and universal
in their self-concept, indicating that they do not place value on impinging on others while also
having a strong aversion to being influenced by others or by society as a whole. The nature of this
individualism lends itself towards the pursuit of achievement rather than hedonism, which ranks
low.

The question remains however as to how atypical the respondents in the survey are in relation
to other economists and other allied professions. One way of partially validating the results is
to exploit the detailed occupational coding in the 2002 round of the European Social Survey,
which both identified economists and also included a detailed section on the Schwartz Personal
Values Inventory. The results of this are displayed in Table 9. We benchmark our results against
four groups; Lawyers (n = 84), Economists (n = 67), Psychologists (n = 51) and the rest of the
population (n = 40,654). As can be seen, the main differences between the personal values of
economists in the European sample and those of the general public lie in the tensions between
following society and self-enhancement. In a very similar fashion as is found in the Irish sam-
ple, economists place particular importance on making their own decisions, being successful as

Table 8
Self-reported scores of Irish economists on the Schwartz personal values inventory (original scale −1 to 7)a

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Mean

Self-direction 0 1 2 3 9 14 21 22 28 7.23
Benevolence 1 1 1 10 10 17 21 18 21 6.77
Achievement 1 1 4 3 9 17 36 16 13 6.69
Universalism 1 4 4 4 10 14 31 14 18 6.60
Stimulation 1 4 7 5 17 15 25 17 8 6.12
Security 0 6 7 15 27 14 15 9 7 5.50
Hedonism 3 13 11 11 26 11 13 5 7 4.95
Tradition 5 16 22 17 14 9 9 4 4 4.24
Conformity 6 19 16 16 15 12 9 3 4 4.24
Power 15 24 15 12 13 12 4 3 2 3.64

a Displayed by rank order.
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Table 9
Personal values of economist, lawyers, psychologists and the general population

Population Economist Lawyer Psychologist

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

Important to be loyal to friends and devoted
to people close

5.04 0.91 5.18 0.79 5.20 0.76 4.91 0.97

Important to make own decisions and be free 4.86 1.07 5.17 0.74 5.47 0.73 5.31 0.73
Important to care for nature and environment 4.85 1.02 4.97 0.90 4.95 0.92 4.95 1.01
Important that people are treated equally and

have equal opportunities
4.93 1.04 4.92 1.05 5.06 0.88 5.13 0.89

Important to understand different people 4.62 1.06 4.78 0.80 4.90 0.88 5.09 0.90
Important to think new ideas and being

creative
4.48 1.22 4.69 0.97 4.76 0.98 4.93 1.10

Important to help people and care for others
well-being

4.71 1.00 4.57 0.87 4.77 0.88 4.93 0.84

Important to live in secure and safe
surroundings

4.69 1.21 4.55 1.16 4.54 1.19 3.69 1.35

Important to be successful and that people
recognize achievements

3.85 1.34 4.40 1.17 4.48 1.02 3.77 1.18

Important that government is strong and
ensures safety

4.62 1.22 4.37 1.43 4.53 1.24 3.66 1.43

Important to have a good time 4.03 1.37 4.34 1.16 4.25 1.23 4.18 1.28
Important to show abilities and be admired 3.79 1.40 4.20 1.14 4.22 1.27 3.82 1.40
Important to try new and different things in

life
4.03 1.37 4.15 1.37 4.08 1.25 4.16 1.33

Important to get respect from others 3.80 1.35 4.11 1.16 4.33 1.06 3.55 1.15
Important to behave properly 4.30 1.27 4.03 1.26 4.15 1.25 3.25 1.46
Important to be humble and modest, not

draw attention
4.17 1.31 3.95 1.24 4.13 1.26 3.64 1.50

Important to seek fun and things that give
pleasure

4.02 1.37 3.75 1.37 4.00 1.28 3.67 1.35

Important to do what is told and follow rules 3.92 1.39 3.65 1.26 3.72 1.43 2.66 1.33
Important to follow traditions and customs 4.28 1.36 3.57 1.35 4.29 1.37 3.44 1.42
Important to be rich, have money and

expensive things
2.93 1.32 3.28 1.35 3.37 1.35 2.52 1.15

Important to seek adventures and have an
exciting life

3.06 1.45 3.11 1.29 3.46 1.38 3.31 1.41

Source: European Social Survey 2003. Note: The personal values scale was constructed by asking respondents on a scale
of 1–10 how much they identified with each of the above values.

opposed from wealthy, demonstrating their abilities and being creative. They place less value than
the general public on following traditions, obeying orders and being humble. There are very few
substantial differences between the value priorities of economists and those of lawyers. However,
there are pronounced differences between these two groups and the sample of psychologists. If
value priorities are bound up with being a professional, then this relationship is not a homogenous
one across professions. The personal values of lawyers and economists are substantially different
from the general public and substantially different from the groups of psychologists.7

7 Given the sample sizes, multivariate models breaking down the reasons why economists and lawyers are different to
the rest of the population and to society as a whole would not be feasible. One reason could be the gender composition
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5. Discussion

The purpose of this paper has been to provide a catalyst to a discussion of a number of issues
surrounding the Irish economics profession. While the nature of the data precludes causative
statements or prescriptive judgements, a perusal of the results shows a number of clear tendencies
that may have significance for the development of the discipline in Ireland, particularly as regards
the interplay with other disciplines. Perhaps reflecting the nature of their role and some degree of
sample selection, the economists in general have a strong appetite for interdisciplinary work and
are not strongly aligned to given theoretical paradigms. There is very little evidence that post-
modern, Marxist or feminist approaches have any influence among Irish economists, in terms of
alignment, importance for their work, or perceived importance for the discipline.

While there is not general discontent with the dominance of econometrics and mathematics,
in the sense that the mean response was to maintain the central position of both, there is clearly
a preference among the sample for a move toward prioritising other areas of economics. Finding
co-ordinating mechanisms for such preferences should be a matter of interest for economists
with interests outside the current Irish status quo. The extent to which economics has become
increasingly global substantially increases the extent to which economists resident in Ireland can
link to international networks. If the preferences displayed in our survey are genuine, then we
would expect to observe more outward-looking attempts from within the discipline in Ireland to
seek out linkages to interdisciplinary networks abroad. We would also expect more attempts to
develop research streams in health and welfare economics. Furthermore, hiring and structuring
practices should take in to account the nature of the types of individuals who practice economics.
In recent years the Irish government has begun to make large scale social science research funds
available, following in effect the US National Science Foundation model which it successfully
imported into Science Foundation Ireland. However, given the results above, attempts to stream-
line team operations in economics to develop research platforms akin to the physical sciences will
almost certainly run in to difficulties relating to personal values of autonomy and control com-
mon among economists. Furthermore, the continuing development of postgraduate economics
education in Ireland should be set in the context of the firm belief of most economists in Ireland
that international training is desirable or essential. Again this runs somewhat against government
policy which is to enhance the capabilities for domestic based doctoral training for all disciplines,
economics included. To what extent the desire to see international training is a function of the
past where high level skills were almost unattainable from the domestic training scene is a matter
of conjecture, however.

All of the above must be stressed with the caveat that survey data is but one input to a discussion
of any of the important issues involved, but we hope the paper will stimulate debate and motivate
comparisons with other countries off the US economic mainland, many of whom face very similar
issues. To what extent should economists working in their home country engage with domestic
economic issues as opposed to international issues which in many cases offer the potential for
higher impact publication? How should domestic economics training development reflect the
fact that the centre of gravity for economics teaching is clearly in the US and to a lesser extent

(approximately two thirds of the lawyers and economists were male, with the opposite holding for the psychologists).
It must be said however that it not necessary to specific a socio-demographic function for value differences to be able
to point that value differences are operant and potentially important. It would be interesting to know whether the value
differences between economists and the general public are due to age structure, education, gender, etc., but this would not
change the fact that economists as a group do have different personal values than the general public.
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Continental Europe and the UK? Further detailed like-on-like comparisons with other countries
and other academic disciplines will be an interesting area for future research.
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