
ECONOMICS’ STRUCTURAL INCOMPLETENESS (I) 

 

As I understand, in the economic discipline are now working two major paradigms (just in the Kuhn’s 
sense): a) the neoclassical paradigm (the still current mainstream), and b) the behavioural paradigm 
(the dissident current). To be noticed the Keynes-ism and its avatars (new and post-Keynes-ism) could 
be considered inside the neoclassical model although, as it is well-known, Keynes explicitly 
anticipated the so-called behavioural economics (see, for example the concept of animal spirits, 
reloaded by Akerlof and Schiller). In my opinion, both the paradigms are incomplete regarding some 
crucial, structural issues. Let’s pass to an analytically examination of this heretical assertion. 

Firstly, I would put into evidence a basic difference between the two paradigms, which qualifies both 
not only as radical (such a qualification it’s not even a sin), but as incomplete from the perspective of 
their targets – to explain, even outside the prediction, the humans economic behaviour. Thus, the 
neoclassical model is overwhelmingly deductive – the rationality model, based on axioms formulated 
„inside the office”, from which the theorems on the economic behaviour are inferred through 
particularization –, while the behavioural model is overwhelmingly inductive – the „irrational” model 
based on empirical (and, mostly, local – spatially and temporarily), from which rules are inferred 
through generalization. I think, in this context, the behavioural economics should better be named 
idiosyncratic economics (I’m not sure the denomination heuristic economics could be more 
appropriate), because, in fact, any economic discipline has as object the economic behaviour 
(including, of course, the neoclassical economics), so the denomination behavioural economics does 
not distinguish between genre and species. In addition, the currently named behavioural economics is 
so particularized (by exploiting the suspect, in my opinion, economic experiments) that it seems ever 
individual has its own very idiosyncratic way of economic decision (see, for example, the Richard 
Thaler’s concept of mental accountability). So, the both economics models are placed at the margins 
of the real economic behaviour: the neoclassical model regards an ideal individual, which never occur 
in the reality (without a frivolous and „ilegal” particularization), while the idiosyncratic model regards 
a contingent individual, which doesn’t allow any conceptualization (without a frivolous and „ilegal” 
generalization). To be noticed that the natural attitudes of economists should be, of course, to place 
themselves between the two margins and to begin edifying an economic theory there (I’ll come back 
to this idea in other interventions). As an of stage conclusion, I’d say that conceptually, both the two 
paradigms are uncomplete.  

Secondly, while the neoclassical paradigm is claimed from the logical method, the idiosyncratic 
paradigm (please, be allowed calling it so next) is claimed from the heuristic method. What problems 
can emerge from this? The logical method to identify (and, if concerned, to predict) the economic 
decision the individual takes is of a great coherence and consistency, but only if the economic subject 
involved is an optimizing machine verifying the axioms set of this paradigm. Such a situation never 
took place and never will take place. Here resides the main reason for which the predictions made by 
the neoclassical model were generally failed. Since in the neoclassical model the prediction is the 
mirror pair of the explanation (the explanation is an ex post prediction, as well as the prediction is an 
ex ante explanation), can easy be obtained that the neoclassical model cannot deliver correct (i.e., 
veridical) description of the economic behaviour. In its turn, the idiosyncratic model which uses the 
heuristic method cannot tell anything about rules working in searching and taking of the economic 
decision. The results get by now within the idiosyncratic economics are so local that they cannot 
anyway to constitute something as a science. In fact, the neoclassical economics is much more 



permeable to factual falsifiability than the idiosyncratic economics. One could say here that the 
idiosyncratic economics has the potential to deliver counter-examples to the neoclassical claims on a 
given economic behaviour (by now, this idiosyncratic economics only did that, which didn’t prevent 
the Nobel Committee at all!). I agree that the counter-examples (which can be, of course, no matter 
how particular) are significant as anomalies to the orthodox theory, but until these anomalies are 
integrated into a new theory is a long way. I’d say, if it is permitted, the neoclassical economics is to 
closed to the representative agent (i.e., the average individual), while the idiosyncratic economics it 
too far from that. So, I’d conclude, as another stage result, that regarding the general method, both 
the neoclassical and idiosyncratic economics are uncomplete: the first – by ignoring too much the 
reality, the second – by immersing too much into the reality. 

Thirdly, a very significant incompleteness can be identified regarding the tools used in research 
and/or in making predictions. The enthusiasm of the neoclassical economists using the differential 
equations in modelling the economic processes and the economic behaviour could be counter-
balanced by the only enthusiasm of the idiosyncratic economists using the most local results of the 
economic experiments. To be honest, I should accept the both types of economic models are fallen in 
love with their own adopted tools. 

Fourthly, both the economic theories discussed here are incomplete regarding the „pair” explanation 
– prediction. While the neoclassical model insists with obstinacy to make predictions based on its 
rational model of rationality (in fact, homo œconomicus model of rationality, adjusted with certain 
realistic ingredients), failing almost always (of course!), and so feeding the accumulation of anomalies 
(just in the Kuhn-ian sense), the idiosyncratic model eludes with elegance to make predictions based 
on its heuristic model of rationality, thus escaping from the factual falsifiability. 

Fifthly, both economic paradigms do efforts to approach each another. Thus, the neoclassical 
economics integrated many „ingredients” aimed to much meet the concrete individual (bounded 
rationality, adaptive anticipations etc.), while the idiosyncratic paradigm is seeking for an own theory 
which conceptualize more the local results of the economic experiments. Such propensities to one 
another constitutes a peremptory (and self-assumed) evidence of recognizing their incompleteness. I 
hope the economists from both camps will assault the conceptual, methodological, instrumental and 
even formal reconstruction of the economics.  

Shortly said, economics is, structurally and functionally, incomplete in any of its theoretical 
hypostases: the neoclassical model (including, as already mentioned, the Keynes-ism and its avatars), 
as well as the idiosyncratic model. On a possible way to eliminate such an incompleteness, I’ll talk in a 
next contribution.  


