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ON ECONOMIC INTENTIONALITY 

 

1. Preamble 

The concept of intentionality is, probably, the most important (and relevant) predicate of the 
consciousness. The intentionality, as it is needed (and operated) in social sciences and in Economics 
is different both from the phenomenological perspective and from the common language one. This 
means the economic intentionality doesn’t create the reality in Husserll’s sense, and also it doesn’t 
signify a simple intention, that is, a simple desire to act (or to abstain), as in „civil” life happens. In 
the present intervention I…intend to provide some considerations on the intentionality as it 
impregnates the economic thinking, action, and assessment. 

2. The premises of economic intentionality 

The economic intentionality is conditioned by three premises: a) it is inter-subjective; b) it is 
representational; c) it is about the still non-existent.  

(a) the inter-subjectivity 

Generally, the intentionality is understood as a targeting or focusing of the consciousness on some 
object, property or relationship which exist in reality (either objective or subjective reality). No 
perception (consequently, no concept or judgment) is possible without intentionality. The 
consciousness is something (which neither philosophy nor science can explain by now) which lives 
inside the individual only, as distinct or not from the physical body (I’m not yet sure I should adhere 
to cartesian dualism or to one of the monisms in this matter). Since the economic action is an inter-
individual one, the economic intentionality must be, in its turn, about an inter-subjective object, or 
property or relationship, after the case. In my opinion, this premise (which is, at the same time, a 
predicate) of the economic intentionality is the crucial premise (or predicate) of it. The reader should 
be notified that I do not address this way something of the weird concept of social consciousness or 
other of the same kind. 

(b) the representationality 

As any intentionality, the economic intentionality must be representational (it must be said here no 

perception is non-representational, since the intentionality is a „filter” for perception – we only 

perceive what is intentional targeted), that is it represents in our minds the entity (object, property 

or relationship) in case. Based on the previous predicate of the economic intentionality – the inter-

subjectivity – a question arises now: we talk about a common representation for the individuals 

involved or about different representations for different individuals? Here I must bring into 

discussion the distinction about semantics and pragmatics of the representation. From pragmatic 

perspective, the representation must the same for all involved individuals (viewed as subjectivities) 

– the reader must be notified do not confuse the concept of pragmatic with the concept of practical 

or with the concept of praxiological. By the contrary, from semantic perspective, the representation 

is different for different individuals – that is, different individuals assign different significations 

(meanings) to the same common representation. 

(c) the still non-existent 

The economic activity is a social one. It doesn’t exist at all before an individual or, in the most cases, 
a number of individuals generate some an action. Generating of an action is not possible without 
establishing a purpose (which is, in an acceptable measure, common for the involved individuals). 
Well, the common part of the purpose assigned to the economic action constitutes the economic 
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intentionality. But such a purpose is an inexistent one, from ontological point of view. So, while the 
„civil” intentionality is focused on the existent (most of time, on the sensitive existent), the 
economic intentionality is focused on the inexistent – more exactly, the economic intentionality just 
creates its own purpose (Popper’s third world). 

3.  A brief discussion 

First of all, it must be notified the economic intentionality is a species of the social intentionality. 
This is an additional reason for which I am for long time militating for a return of Economics to its 
originary statute as Political Economics (do not understand for this syntagma the economic theory 
of politics!).  

Secondly, if so, a very difficult issue arises, regarding the connection (from psychological and logical 
perspectives) between the intentionality and the consciousness. Let’s be provided some 
considerations: 

(a) the consciousness cannot exist else than into an individual (no matter if we are dualist – 
either regarding the substance or the properties – or monist – either idealist or 
materialist). Even if the question of the nature of consciousness will be ignored here (it is 
a too complicate and, in fact, yet non-solved issue across the world), the problem of 
relationship between minds forbids a social consciousness (except, of course, the strange 
allegations of the New Age representatives); 

(b) since the intentionality is a function of the consciousness, it results the intentionality can 
only be assigned to individual, that is it is individualized only; 

(c) based on (b), how should be understood the common intentionality which defines the 
economic intentionality? Here I would say the followings: 

• the economic intentionality is a negotiated one, that is, it results from a compromise 
between the individuals’ purposes (based on individuals’ interests, reasons, 
motivations, desires, and will, that is, in a single word, based on individual 
consciousnesses); 

• in fact, the economic intentionality, as a common (i.e. a core) individuals’ 
intentionalities, is an objectification of the inter-subjective relationships. Be noted 
here that any individual inter-action generates such objectifications (remember the so-
called third world of Popper, where „live” such entities only); 

• in a larger perspective (more exactly, from the social philosophy point of view) the 
entire democracy is no more than a rational procedure to negotiate – based on a given 
criterion, for example the majority vote rule – the social common intentionalities; 
around such a definition, of course other criteria as rules could be adopted and 
implemented, especially in the current situation when the political distance between 
the owner of the sovereignty and the representatives which are asked to exercise it is 
more and more large and more and more difficult to be controlled.  

Thirdly, it is easy to see that the orthodox Economics (es positive theory) is uncapable (and un-
interested) to introduce the economic intentionality in its concepts, judgements, and 
recommendations of economic policy. This is an additional reason, (among more others) to hasten 
the return to Political Economics, that is, to hasten the return of the economic theory to a social 
discipline one. 


