
PROPAEDEUTIC (II) – HOW WILL WE PROCEED? 

 

The way to discuss the issues proposed within the heading Rebuilding Economics will do not be under 
an academic umbrella, but rather under a colloquial one, that is within the so-called pop-economics 
language and treatment. Of course, we will try to maintain the required and necessary coherence and 
consistence of arguments and of general ideas construction, but we do not appeal the standard state 
of the art, or some quantitative models. However, a minimum positioning face to other opinions, 
theories, or other position statements in different questions will be often included. In this context, it is 
well-known there are many (and, of course, different) positions regarding the ways in which the 
economic discipline could be improved so answer better the questions exhibited by the contemporary 
days. Some of them attempt to adjust the current neoclassical model of Economics including the 
famous DSGE model (see, for example, the very recent, that is, 2018, contributions in the Oxford Review 
of Economic Policy, volume 34, numbers 1-2, 2018), others indicate a more radical way (the so-called 
Heterodox Economics), and others require (as we will do) a completely new approach of the economic 
process, including a new formalism aimed to model the economic event, phenomenon or process. Even 
we do not proceed to a rigorous typology of such attempts to rebuild Economics, the most visible or 
prominent of them will be convoked and critical examined inside our fatally limited analytical power.  

Firstly, the most important horse of beating will be considered, of course, the imperialism of the 
Newtonian physics, including the reprobate import of the differential equations and of the all 
mathematical formulas from which the humans are totally casted off. So, a critical analysis will be 
delivered regarding the epistemological, and methodological consequences of such an imperialism (of 
course, a mirrored imperialism, this time of the neoclassical Economics on other social disciplines is of 
a great interest, and, in the limits of the editorial space, we will try to treat also from this side) which, 
unfortunately, was generously awarded by the Swedish Central Bank with the assimilated Nobel Prize 
(it seems be a certain recently change in the directions in which the Nobel Prize for economists is, and 
we hope, will be, awarded). It will be shown, in fact, the total inappropriateness of the mechanical 
formalism of the economic process, because the economic process (or event, or phenomenon) is 
something which does not appear or disappear, like in the natural world, but is produced, in the proper 
sense of the word, by the human being (either as individual, or as social group). So, the absence of the 
humans in the neoclassical model of Economics is not only a methodological mistake, but more than 
that, it is a philosophical mistake.  

Secondly, which is a major consequence of the first criterion above mentioned, the nature of the 
discipline of Economics will be taken into consideration. The Economics cannot be a natural discipline, 
that is, a discipline having as object the nature, but a discipline which concerns the relationships 
between the nature and the humans, and, consequently, the relationships between humans regarding 
the economic process. In such a context, even the scientificity of Economics will be put under reflection, 
in order to establish if Economics is: a) a science; b) a hermeneutics; c) a praxeology (in the sense of 
Austrian School, here). Of course, the scientificity will be discussed under the condition of empirical 
testability in the Popper’s sense, but also under other presuppositions (Lakatos, Feyerabend etc.) 

Thirdly, the positive vs. normative state of Economics will be approached. Currently, Economics is 
understood as a positive discipline, but is it a correct qualification? Since Economics does not concern 
the nature, where it is important to establish how it is, but, by the contrary, it does concern the 
relationship between nature and humans, and, consequently, among humans), where it is important 



how it must be, why Economics should be a positive discipline? Really, the denomination Political 
Economy (which lead us to the presence of purposes, that is, of policies, not absolutely to politics) could 
not be a more appropriate denomination? Really, the values (i.e. axiological matrices), even the 
ideologies, do not they work a very important and relevant role in the economic process, in all epochs, 
and places? In this context, the normative state of Economics will be revisited and some conclusions 
will be delivered in the matter. 

Fourthly, and as consequence of the third criterion above mentioned, the issue of predictability 
potential of Economics will be examined. As it is well-known, there are two polar positions in this 
question: a) the scientificity requires both the explanation and predictability potential; b) the 
explanation potential is a sufficient condition for scientificity. The question is not simple, because the 
explanation is not else than a description of a causality, so, once the causality is known, the prediction 
is simply an ex ante explanation. So, the scientificity, even when implies only the explanation potential, 
it implicitly contains the predictability potential. And, vice-versa, if a discipline does not contain the 
predictability potential, it results it does not hold neither the explanation potential. So, a large 
discussion will be developed in the marge of such issue. The most „exotic” issue will be discussed here 
is the non-causal succession laws (linked also to the Xenopol suggestions regarding the historical 
dynamics). 

Fifthly, we will interrogate on the most appropriate natural and social disciplines which could be 
convoked in order to reconstruct the economic discipline. In our opinion (which will be, of course, 
developed along all our contributions under this heading) the only two natural science which interfere 
with economic discipline are the thermodynamics (in what concerns the entropy), and the quantum 
mechanics (in what concerns the linear superposition and uncertainty), and the social disciplines with 
interfere with economic discipline are history, social psychology, biology, and medical discipline. This 
disciplinary hexagonal source could ensure the inter-disciplinarity of the economic discipline. 

Structurally, every monthly piece under this heading will contain: 

1) enunciation of the issue approached; 

2) presentations of some known positions in the issue examined; 

3) a critical examinations of the known positions; 

4) presentation of the own position of the author; 

5) listing of the vulnerabilities or incompletenesses of the author’s position; 

6) listing of the open directions offered by the author’s position to rebuild Economics. 

Based on the above mentioned structure of the monthly pieces, it is expected other analysists in the 
Economics field will intervene to comment, adding, changing, or rejecting the opinions presented by 
the author. In such a way, the publication The Market for Ideas could open and maintain, on long term, 
a permanent, exciting, and valuable dialog on the necessary and timely efforts to re-examine and re-
construct the economic discipline as social discipline, from the current natural one, with the advantages 
and disadvantages implied.  

The first proper piece of our intellectual adventure will appear in the next number and will be focused 
on the issue of Economics’ Structural Incompleteness.  


