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ECONOMICS CANNOT BE ELSE THAN A SOCIAL DISCIPLINE (II) 

In the previous intervention, I have talked about the ontological reasons which qualify the economic 
discipline (let’s call it, for the moment, as Economics) as a social discipline, not a natural one. But there 
are also logical, methodological, and epistemological such reasons. Below, I intend to show and briefly 
examine some of them, I believe the most significant. 

1. Logical reasons 

(a) the non-bivalent judgment 

In the social field, the bi-valent judgement, i.e., the logic „endowed” with two truth values (true, and 
false, respectively) is not working well (or, following some radical logicians, it is not working at all). Such 
a situation is generated, without any doubt, by the societal life which is not, generally, exclusivistic but 
inclusivistic. The societal network of axiology, surviving, evolving etc., has put its marks on the logical 
background of the human reasoning. The most cases of judgment are those when the third is included, 
and, it seems, even when more than three truth values are involved. After the trivalent Łukasiewicz 
logic, many other non-bivalent logics were been developed (the so-called polyvalent logics). This reason 
is particularly important, because it shows the societal influence directly to the way of reasoning. As 
the economic reasoning is, fundamentally, a logical reasoning, it results that Economics must be related 
to its „natural” social roots. 

(b) the principle of…contradiction 

Relatively recently, a class of para-consistent logics was been edified, from which the „sacred” principle 
of non-contradiction, which grounded the bi-valent logic, is simply rejected. Such a signal is very 
relevant from the point of view of our discussion. Indeed, in the natural field, something (either thing, 
or relation, or property) can (in the same time, and under the same reason/view) either occur or not 
occur, but never it can both occur and not occur. However, within the societal field, this last non-
consistent behaviour is not the exception, but just the rule. For example, an economic agent can be, in 
the same time, consumer and producer of the same product – electric energy: the case in which an 
electric energy producer needs electric energy to buy/consume in order to produce electric energy. Or 
a bank which borrows money from the inter-bank market in order to lend the same money inside or 
outside the inter-bank money. Such relatively indiscernibility between a logical variable (for example, a 
proposition) and its negation is induced by the genuine properties of the social life. In such a context, 
the Hegelian concept on the dialectic contradiction seems could be recoverable. Or, better, the 
Lupasco’s logic of the contradictory could be introduced and operationalized inside Economics. 

2. Methodological reasons 

(a) the social „objects”  

The social „objects” are not appearing, disappearing or changing by themselves, but only as result of 
the social action, i.e., as result of the individual actions (with its two species: acts or abstentions) linked 
among them inside the societal network. So, no understanding of the social events, phenomena, or 
processes can be performed without taking into account their social causal origin. So, all the theories 
involved in explaining or understanding the social world must filter their outcomes through the societal 
„colour”. As consequence, all the visions, intellectual projects, or predictions about the social „objects” 
must be immersed in the societal background. In contrast to the natural world, the societal one can 
deliberatively (i.e., as an intellectual project) create its desired objects (the so-called Popper’s third 
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world, as an objectification of the inter-subjectivity connections). More than that, the societal world 
can programmatically destroy any of the societal objects if needed (mostly based also on intellectual 
projects or visions), which the natural world cannot do without the blind evolution.  

(b) the „necessary” contingency 

In contrast with the natural world (where the necessity is omnipotent), the societal one is contingently 
driven. This feature is „secreted” by the free will, which is fundamental for the cultural beings as the 
human are. But the contingency of the societal world is the aggregated result (including the synergy 
effect) of the societal inter-actions. So, the economic discipline cannot ignore such a feature without if 
it assumes the sanction of irrelevance. Properly speaking, the mainstream of the economic discipline 
(i.e., the neoclassical model of the economy, no matter all the adjustments as methodological botches 
occurred in time) is irrelevant just based on such error: tolerating of the necessity in the economic 
modelling or theorizing. As consequence, all the army of predictions made on the…economic variables 
as though they are changing necessarily are wrong methodologically although, fortuitous, they falls 
sometimes on the facts. 

3. Epistemological reasons 

(a) the teleology 

Based on the free will, the human action is generally (not only in the economic field) driven by goals, 
i.e., it is teleologically driven. But a goal is never established outside of the societal environment, but 
by the contrary, the chance to reach a goal is totally depending from its coherence, consistence, and 
convergence with all the other goals of the individuals in the society. More than that, the institutional 
grid of the society introduces a game of permissions/interdictions/incentives for this goal and for the 
actions involved by it. By the contrary, in the natural world, there are not goals, but only finalities (to 
be understood that a finality is driven by the necessity only – i.e., it is 100% predictable). It is proved 
the differential equations cannot describe the teleological causes, but the eutaxiological causes only 
(i.e. the causes which do not involve the subject which is able to establish his/her goals). 

(b) the truth 

In the natural world, we are always dealing with the correspondence-truth, i.e. with that truth which 
refers the objects. But in the social world we have not natural objects, but only societal ones, which 
are, as I have said before, a simple objectification of the inter-subjective connections. So, the 
correspondence-truth has no any relevance for the economic action. Actually, in the economic (as in 
the social larger) field the individuals are experiencing the tension between their ex ante established 
goals (or expectations) and the actual reality done by their economic (or, larger, social) field in 
attempting to reach the goals. The economic discipline must take into account such peculiarity and, as 
epistemological consequence, built a social discipline of economics (probably, a political economy). 

(c) the testing 

Since, in the economic/societal world, the truth is mandatory assigned to the teleology, the testing of 
the truth gains its idiosyncrasy. I believe the Popper’s falsifiability (i.e., direct testing of the empirical 
factuals) is not working anymore. Based on the older confirmabilism principle, here could work only a 
new criterion of testing the teleological truth, which could be named as a procedural falsifiabilism. As 
the social objects are created by the human beings (i.e., societally), the procedural falsifiabilism will be 
applied on the procedural factuals (i.e., on artefactuals) not on the empirical ones. So, again, the 
economic discipline must turn its eyes to the societal world and develop itself as a political economy. 


