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INHERENT INTER-DISCIPLINARITY OF ECONOMICS (I) 

1. Some conceptual distinctions 

By inter-disciplinarity must be understood a structural property of a cognitive (or praxiological, or 
hermeneutical, or practical) object which requires, for its elucidating, a concomitantly inter-action of 
more cognitive disciplines. So, the inter-disciplinarity must not be confused with the multi-disciplinarity: 
in the first case, the result obtained through cognitive scrutinizing are mutually conditioned by all the 
disciplines involved, while in the second case, the result has only more facets, one for each discipline 
engaged, without a mandatory explanatory correlation between them. So, an inter-disciplinary set of 
disciplines generally cannot be formed simply by putting together the available disciplines, because they 
must communicate with one another from the cognitive point of view. Besides this potential confusion, 
another one is very commune: that between the inter-disciplinary approach and the methodological 
pluralism. The last concerns about the theoretical ideology which, in its turn, requires a given 
methodology to be applied to the cognitive object (for example, the reductionists will proceed different 
from the holists etc.). So, the pluralism allows us to „illuminate” the cognitive object from various 
methodological point of views, while the inter-disciplinarity allows us to „illuminate” the cognitive object 
from various structural point of views.  

2. The ontological bases of the inter-disciplinary nature of Economics 

Firstly, it must be said that, in the economic process, the only relevant item is the economic subject. 
Indeed, any economic phenomenon (or its space-time hypostasis: the economic event) are entirely the 
result of the economic subject action (as it is known, the action has two exclusively disjunctive species: 
act or abstention, respectively). In the same time, the economic subject itself is a component of the 
objective reality (for example, any economic subject is, for another economic subject, simply an object).  

Secondly, the economic activity is based on the connexion between the economic subject (which always 
has the complete initiative in the matter) and the economic object, the last comprising three specific 
components: a) the non-anthropic nature (for example, natural resources), b) the anthropic nature (for 
example, the capital), and c) other economic subjects. So, the nature enters, either per se, or by the 
previous economic activity, the current economic activity. In this context, the economic discipline itself 
constitutes, in our opinion, a praxeology (not just a science), that is, a subjective decision and objective 
action to transform the objective realm according to a subjective goal. 

Thirdly, the economic subject is, in its turn, part of the ontology, because it is a biological component of 
the world, so it is an objective such a component. 

Based on the three above arguments, I think Economics ontologically requires an interdisciplinary 
approach, at least from the following perspectives: physical, chemical, biological, psychological, 
anthropological, historical, praxeological. 

3. The epistemological bases of the inter-disciplinarity nature of Economics 

Firstly, from a general epistemological point of view, Economics must just fit its ontological bases. As 
consequence, the disciplines required at point 2) above should be „visited” also, by Economics, from the 
epistemological perspective. 

Secondly, from a specific epistemological point of view, Economics must ensure the identifying and 
assessing of the main concepts of the theory of knowledge: the truth (or its substitutes in the social field, 
like the acceptable, the conveniently, etc.), the justification, the testability, the validity of induction or of 
deduction and so on.  
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Thirdly, from a teleological point of view, Economics must introduce, as the primordial cause of the 
economic action, the goal. So, although the other three causes (material, formal, and efficient) continue 
to account for the economic world, the fourth cause – the goal – becomes the fundamental cause which 
is decisive for the other three causes. 

Based on the three above arguments, I think Economics epistemologically requires an interdisciplinary 
approach, at least from the following perspectives: theory of consciousness, logic, theory of justification, 
theory of testing the truth. 

4. The methodological bases of the inter-disciplinarity nature of Economics 

Firstly, from the general methodological point of view, Economics must reject the Cartesian distinction 
between the subject and the object. As consequence, its approaches must be able to transfer the subject 
into the object and vice-versa, based on the economic processes large properties. 

Secondly, from a specific methodological point of view, Economics must capture in its approaches the 
free will (i.e. the contingency, which is the logic consequence of accepting the fourth Aristotle-ian cause 
– the goal, i.e. the final cause). 

Thirdly, Economics must capture in its approaches the whole personality of the economic subject, that is, 
his/her values, ideology, history, traditions, neighbourhood, idiosyncrasies, etc., because the economic 
decisions (and, consequently, the economic actions) are conducted by an inextricable mix of all these 
„ingredients”. 

Based on the three above arguments, I think Economics methodologically requires an interdisciplinary 
approach, at least from the following perspectives: mathematics (including, especially, the topology), 
quantum physics (especially the principle of linear super-positioning), medicine (especially, its 
emergency brach). 

5. The technological bases of the inter-disciplinarity nature of Economics 

Firstly, from the general technological/instrumental point of view, Economics must escape from the 
physics formalism (expressed by the omnipresent differential equations, which capture the dynamics of 
the object only, not also of the subject). Since the economic processes are generated by the subject 
action only (or primordially), the current formalism is completely inadequate.  

Secondly, from a specific technological/instrumental point of view, Economics must escape from the 
objective probabilities dictatorship, which do nothing than extrapolate the past over the future. But, in 
the economic (more general, the social) field not only the initial conditions are non-invariant, but also 
the „movement laws” are so. 

Thirdly, the tools for economic analyses, assessments, and even predictions must become much more 
intuitive, escaping from the tyranny of the perfect rational models of decision, like the superfluous game 
theory. 

Based on the three above arguments, I think Economics technologically/instrumentally requires an 
interdisciplinary approach, at least from the following perspectives: using diagrams (analogue with 
Feynman’s diagrams in quantum physics), using a new algebraic formalism (which has to be invented) by 
rejecting the differential equations, using a new formalization of the uncertainty (aimed at to reject the 
objective, set-based probabilities, like the Kolmogorov ones), using a new set of the economic values of 
truth (which have to reject the current correspondence-truth, based on the bivalent logic). 


