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1. Preamble 

The causality, generally, is required by the necessity of explanation. Unfortunately, the explanation 

was been always understood as a mirrored image of the prediction (or, of course, equally, vice-

versa). Although it could seem very strange that such an equivalence has insistently been claimed 

by the… natural sciences (where, in the absence of free will, all the events are completely 

predictable, that is they are predictable without „rest”), there is a justification for that claiming: 

namely, the factual falsifiability way to get the scientificity of the results of those sciences. The 

factual falsifiability implies the laboratory (i.e. in vitro) experiment (or, in special cases, the natural 

(i.e. in vivo) experiment. Although the factual falsificationism has brilliantly solved the deadlock 

associated with the Vienna Circle’s verificationism, it inevitably entered an (at least) alike blockage 

when the Duhem-Quine thesis has made it extremely vulnerable by requiring ad infinitum 

regression in testing the hypothesis involved. As we have mentioned here another time, the 

confirmabilism is not at all a complete alternative solution neither for verificationism, nor for 

falsificationism. Nonetheless, it could be retrieved in order to be adjusted and to be given the 

„citizenship” in the economic methodology. But, for this, we must review the concept of causality 

in the economic process. 

2. Causality in the presence of free will 

As it is already well accepted, in the social field (so, in the social disciplines, as well) all events are 

happening if and only if an actor (a human being, either as individual or as group) generates that 

event, whatever it would be. Even if we presuppose the actor in case is competent in choosing 

his/her goal whose reaching is expected be done by intermediation of the triggered economic event, 

it is not necessary at all that the actor to act based on causality knowledge. In fact, in the almost all 

cases (as behaviourists partially proved) s/he will act preponderantly based on his/her own 

expectations or wants, more exactly based on his/her goals established independently from the 

causality. We have here what is known as a normative prediction that is, as an autonomous 

designing of a purpose for whose reaching, then, the appropriate means are searched, found, and 

mobilized. A perspicacious reader (as are, of course, all the TMFI’s readers) would immediately 

observe that the causality didn’t disappear, but it just moved from goal to its mean. Let’s face this 

presumptive objection. It must be said from the beginning that such an objection is right – in order 

to allot means to a given goal it is needed to know which mean can do such and such towards 

achieving that goal, that is, it is needed to know the causality regarding the means expected to work. 

But, there is a crucial difference here compared with the causality involved by the actor action (as 

act or as abstention). The free will manifests in establishing the goal only – in other words, any goal 

is established in an a-rational way. Instead, the means are allotted, obviously, based on rationality 

models, more or less sophisticated. When Economics need to make predictions, such predictions 

concerns always the goals. As the goals are established based on free will, that is, without any 

rationality models, the causality (at least, in its orthodox understanding) is not only un-necessary 

but also is un-accessible. It results clearly enough that the concept of causality in the economic 

process is strongly problematic. But is it really important to examine the functioning of causality in 

the economic (more general, in the social) field? Our opinion is affirmative, and it is based mainly 

on the fact that an incredible amount of energy, imagination, and polemical debates are spent 

around such a concept. For example, there are analysts who think that, for knowledge, the lapis 

philosophorum (philosopher’s stone) is exactly the causality (which is, of course, true for the 

natural sciences). In the same time, there are other analysists, self-called econometricians, who, 

although cannot get than, at most, correlations in the economic process, however they 

(pretentiously) claim get, instead, causalities and, based on such a claim, they pass to make 

predictions.  



 

3. Milton Friedman’s conjecture revisited 

In such a context, it seems relevant to recall in mind the positivist talibanism of Milton Friedman, 

who believed that no matter whether our hypotheses are false or not, if they lead us to true 

predictions. Prima facie, such a positioning seems to be, as qualified above, a fundamentalism in the 

positivist orientation. However, let’s examine closer such a position. In last instance, our 

hypotheses regarding the world structure and functioning are enacted by abduction, which is a 

inextricable combination between induction and deduction (as it is known, an abduction is the best 

explanation that comes in our mind when a phenomenon is examined from its causality perspective, 

without other grounding in that moment). After elaboration of hypotheses we usually try to reject 

them based on the falsificationism proposed by Popper. Leaving aside that it is possible to not reject 

the hypotheses in case simply by fortune (at least, for a while), which, according to Popper, says us 

nothing on the truth carried out by those hypotheses, in the economic field arises another problem: 

the quasi-impossibility of the experiment based on which the falsificationism be applied (Nota 

bene: including the impossibility of counter-factuality. Of course, we still have at our disposition 

the natural experiment, which avoid the need for counter-factuality). Then, with the two evoked 

eventualities what is our trust in our hypotheses’ truth? As it is well known, Friedman’s theory in 

this matter was vehemently rejected and even ironized, especially by the normativists. But, let’s 

stop from our running and revisit his conjecture. In fact, what else is Popper’s proposal than to 

invest our trust in the hypotheses as long as they are not rejected? And what is else Friedman’s 

proposal than to invest our trust in the hypotheses as long as they are verified? Of course, to not 

reject a hypothesis is not the same with to verify it. What is the difference between Popper and 

Friedman here consists in the very criterion to evaluate the result of the experiment: while Popper 

says: the hypothesis was not been rejected, so we know only it is not false, Friedman says: the 

hypothesis was not rejected, so we are not interested whether it is true or false, it is instrumentally 

useful, so it must be kept. Thus, no one knows whether the non-rejected hypothesis is true, but 

while Popper can say it is not yet false, Friedman can say the question of being true or false is not 

yet of relevance. To be sincere, although there is a clear difference between the two positions, such 

a difference is, however, extremely subtle. Taking into account the specific of experiments in the 

economic (in fact, social) field, I’m afraid that subtle difference becomes imperceptible if from 

praxiological perspective. Nonetheless, there is another perspective which remains important: the 

epistemological one. Popper’s proposal requires saying something about the true or falsehood of the 

hypothesis concerned, while Friedman’s position is not interested from such an issue. It was been 

already said that Popper is, in such a context, agnostic (and, even more, that agnosticism is the 

correct position, at least in the scientific knowledge, if not in general knowledge, anytime and 

anywhere), while Friedman’s position is named instrumentalism. But are the two positions so 

different epistemologically? In my opinion, the difference in case is quite irrelevant inside the 

positivism territory. Although Popper seems to leave the positivism, I think this is undoubtable 

regarding the logical positivism only, not the (which we can name, somewhat barbaristically) 

praxiological positivism (or, at least in the economic field, practical positivism). As long as the truth 

of our hypotheses need to be tested factually, that is, we need to proceed from the perspective of the 

result, the difference between the two positions are, I think, irrelevant. Such a difference become 

strong relevant if we must applied a procedural way of testing the hypotheses. In such a case, 

agnosticism and instrumentalism would gain, epistemologically, a more distinct profile. I will 

approach this interesting topic, which has the potential to supplementary illuminate the issue of 

causality in the economic field, in a next intervention.  


