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1. Preamble 

I had ended my last intervention under this rubric with very provocative ”prophecy”, namely that 

the instrumentalism and agnosticism should be connected in a third way. The first two ways, which 

are diametrically opposed against each other are: a) Friedman’s fundamentalism based on the 

pragmatic ”success” of our hypothesis (no matter whether it is true or false), and b) Popper’s 

fundamentalism based on the factual falsifiability of a ”pure” hypothesis. In my opinion, each of 

these ways has (as mentioned) its own fundamentalism: Friedman proposes the lack of importance 

regarding the truth carried by hypothesis, while Popper proposes the totally importance regarding 

the truth carried by hypothesis (I remind to reader that Quine-Duhem thesis has been made such a 

claim be vulnerable). That is, the two paths to test our knowledge occupy the two extremes point of 

an imaginary line of choice. This state of affairs seems to be quite lucky for me, because clearly 

indicates a middle point that could avoid the weaknesses and could capture the strengths of both 

positions. Within this context I shall throw, in the arena of scientific debates, a proposal regarding a 

third path to handle the issue of testing about the ”truth” (see my last contribution on the truth in 

economic/social field) in the economic process. Let’s me name this approach as procedural 

agnosticism. 

2. Are the current two radical paths of testing agnostic? 

Firstly, we should recognize that both Friedman and Popper understand sciences, including social 

(or even economic) science as empirical sciences. This means, the scientific truth (or what we 

concede to name with this term) has to be tested (Popper) or verified (Friedman) factually, either by 

an intentioned experiment or by a natural experiment. We totally agree with them (it is honest to 

remind that Marx had advanced the idea of social practice as tester of the truth long time before 

them – what is very interesting in this reminder, is that the testing through social practice had been 

seen in a procedural way, not in a factual one).  

Secondly, and based on this empirical anchor of scientificity for our hypotheses, we can conclude 

that the two mentioned scientists (and philosophers, with some doubt whether Friedman had 

acquired ever such a qualification) are, generally, agnostic. This means they think the truth is, 

principled, inaccessible, but manageable from praxiological perspective (Friedman, by the 

statement ”it works”, and Popper by the statement „it still works”).  

Thirdly, their agnosticism has two basic qualifications: a) is instrumental – it is ”kept alive” as long 

as the testing/verification does not reject the hypothesis in case; b) is factual – it is observable to the 

extent that testing/verification is assigned to factuals. I would name such agnosticism as being a 

factual instrumental agnosticism.  

3. Brief sketch of the third path 

I would say from the beginning that the third path I want to propose shares two of the three features 

of the two paths above discussed: a) it is agnostic, too; b) it is instrumental, too. But a great (and, I 

believe, crucial) difference occurs – this third path of testing or of searching the truth in the 

economic/social field is not anymore factual, but procedural. About its procedural nature I shall 

deliver below some considerations: 

 from the factual point of view, procedural testing is neither a falsification nor a 

verification testing;  

 nonetheless, from the methodological point of view, procedural testing is a verification 

one (even in the very meaning of the concept of verification that comes from Vienna 

Circle’s logical positivism); more exactly, the procedural testing abandons  the 

falsifiability as criterion of truth (this statement is, however, true if and only if we 



constrain the falsifiability, as it has been introduced by Popper, to the factual territory – 

otherwise any rejection, either of a factual or a procedure should be considered as a 

falsification); 

 so, the third path I would propose here could be named as procedural instrumental 

agnosticism. This path to test the truth in the economic/social field verifies, in turn, the 

following sufficient predicates: 

 still holds the instrumentalism and the agnosticism as basic characteristics; 

 addresses the procedure to either falsify or verify factually, not the factuality per se; 

 the result of testing of the procedure is neither corroboration or rejection, but is 

verification or not verification of that procedure; 

 a result called ”verified” or ”not-verified” means that procedure in case could (or 

could not) provide a non-ambiguous statement on the falsification or verification 

regarding a given factual, if the procedure concerned would applied on the factual 

concerned; 

 it is, thus, clear why I said before that the procedural instrumental agnosticism is 

assigned to verification. The verification is of logical nature, since its aim is to 

establish the potential of the procedure concerned to formulate a non-ambiguous 

answer if would be used to factually test a hypothesis. The factually testing remains, 

however, of falsification nature. 

4. Some epistemological consequences carried by the third path 

A first epistemological implication is the potentiality character of testing. More exactly, by testing 

the procedure to…test factuals, we will know only whether that procedure of testing could (or could 

not) actually test the appropriate factuals on which a given hypothesis is focused. So, in fact, we do 

not obtain information regarding the hypothesis’s truth, but only the ”truth” that the hypothesis’s 

truth is possible to be tested if needed.  

A second epistemological implication refers to the nature of the testing by verification. The 

verification of the procedure concerned is only of a logical nature. Here we find a reminiscence of 

the logical positivism, but, this time, the logics in case is applied not to a sentence (proposition) – it 

is applied on a syllogism or a judgment which describes the procedure.  

A third epistemological implication is the hypothesizing of hypothesis. More precise, by using the 

procedural path to test, we, in fact, test a hypothesis about the testing of a hypothesis. The first 

hypothesis addresses the procedure, while the second one addresses the factual. Somewhat, this 

departure from the directly testing of the factual has two main features: a) it is approaching to the 

topic of justification – the well-known case of justifying based on other justifying (usually 

more…primitive); b) it is compatible (and, obviously, consistent) with the one of my previous 

intervention under this rubric, namely regarding the concept of truth in the economic/social field. 

As long as we do not anymore have to do with the correspondence-truth, but with truth based on 

prescriptions (or, likewise, on purposes), the factual testing becomes irrelevant and unproductive 

epistemologically (and, even praxiologically or practically, after the case). The (genuine) purpose is 

never grounded on models of rationality, but the means to be allotted to that purpose are, instead, 

identified based on such models of rationality. In other words, establishing if the purpose is or is not 

reached is a question of judgment, not one of a simply semantical coincidence between a predictive 

statement and a descriptive one of the same factual. 


