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NORMATIVITY AND PREDICTABILITY IN ECONOMIC BEHAVIOUR 

Emil Dinga 

1. Preamble 

That any behaviour (in nature, society, and thinking) is normatively conducted is not a „secret” for 

nobody anymore. Generally, by normativity is understood a property of something – for example, a 

praxiological behaviour, or a cognitive approach, and others likewise – which happens/are generated 

and works according to some rules, no matter how abstract they are. So, a norm is such a rule, and 

the set of norms institute a normativity. There is neither realm of existence whose the normativity to 

lack– from quantum particles to cosmic matter-energy aggregates, from bacteria to human being, 

from walking to scientific research, from food preparation to music composing. Some normativities 

are necessary (for example, the so-called laws of physics), other normativities are contingent (for 

example, the positive law in human societies functioning) but a kind of normativity – regardless its 

intensity, analyticity, and origin – can be noticed everywhere. Since the normativity can be associated 

with a structural determination (causal or conditional) of the functioning of the entity of interest 

(according to the principle: structure generates function), it seems it is sufficient to identify the 

normative fabric that can predict the function that will be exhibited. In fact, the present intervention 

is aimed at to throw a bridge (if possible) between normativity and predictability in the economic 

(more general, social) field. 

2. The ideas  

What I want to say is that normativity acts (or, generally, can act) as a cvasi-predictor (not as a 

predictor of as if type – see the famous Vaihinger's Als Ob – that is, not as a false predictor). Such 

potential of the normativity comes simply from the fact that the norms create the available (and 

acceptable) space for action, either as praxiological, or cognitive or practical one. Restraining the 

sphere to the economic realm, this means that the normativity generally provides a trustworthy 

framework that the action will be driven inside the space created by norms. Of course, this does not 

mean that normativity delivers, by its merely presence, exactly the certainty regarding the way in 

which the action will happen but, theoretically, it can provide a (subjective) probability that that action 

rather will verify than will violate the normativity. To grow the specification, it can be said that the 

Bayesian prior probability distribution assigned to future events taken into account will record greater 

probabilities to those events which seem to verify the normativity than to the events which seem to 

violate that normativity (Nota bene: with other occasions I shall approach the question of Bayesian 

prior probabilities which are larger than unit or are negative – in both cases are rejected Kolmogorov’s 

axiomatic conditions of set-based theory of probability). Of course, these probabilities are allocated 

by the observers, not by the agents implied into the very action. So, the observers (for example, the 

minister of finance) expect that agents to act according to those probabilities which are distributed, 

in turn, according to the normativity framework – for example, minister of finance expects that the 

events which violate the Fiscal Code to be not actualized by agents, because they have exceedingly 

small probabilities associated to them (of course, associated by minister of finance himself). From 

another perspective (which is isomorphic, however, with the former one), the normativity confers (or, 

if the case, increases) the transparency of agents’ preferences in choosing economic/financial 

strategies. Indeed, the preference can be defined as the propensity of agent to allocate the greatest  

probability (again, it is talking about Bayesian prior probability distribution) to those events which 

are consistent and coherent with his preference/preferences. In this context, the normativity acts as a 

litmus paper for identifying the agents’ preferences without ask them about (Nota bene: the 

behaviourism, or behavioural economics, considers only the „natural normativity” in forming 

preferences, that is, the ancestral genetic pre-dispositions towards surviving – for example, the fear – 

but I consider that the „cultural normativity” is of not only the same relevance, but has even an 

increasingly relevance; institutionalism, beginning especially with Douglass North, understood very 

well this). The cultural normativity, as genus, has many species. Some of them will be convoked 

below. 
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3. Short discussion 

 A species of cultural normativism is, of course, the positive law. Based on the assumption that the 

sanction established for violating the positive law will considerably modify the cost-benefit analysis 

of the agents by increasing the cost-side, it is of expectation that agents’ behaviour will be aligned to 

this normative framework by respecting it (Nota bene: such an alignment could be also directed to 

exploit the normative framework in its incompleteness or inconsistency). In fact, this kind of cultural 

normativism is, probably, the strongest predictor for social behaviour, since it is established at 

principles level still in the originary position of „signing” the social contract (further, the basic 

principles chosen in the originary position are taken over into Constitution which, in turn, constitutes 

the only legitimate spring of the positive law in the society). 

Another species of cultural normativism is represented by the theories (or, equivalently, the models) 

which provide schemes of behaviour established, this turn, not on moral principles (written down into 

Constitution) but on intellectual or logical ones. For example, the neoclassical economic theory (or, 

equivalently, the homo œconomicus model) has a strong force on the designing the economic 

behaviour of agents, based on egoism (or on reciprocal altruism) so to maximize the expected 

individual’s utility. So, the equations of rational expectations regarding the (substantive, or, 

equivalently, economic) utility constitutes important predictors regarding the economic/social choice 

of individual agents. The normative (and, consequently, predictive) role of equations in economic 

(more general, social) behaviour are recognised rather episodically by analysts, although those 

equations are, in fact, internalized norms for agents, while the positive law constitutes external norms 

for them (Nota bene: the external norms can also be internalized, and so they pass from legal statute 

to legitimate one). Of course, when I say ”theory”, I understand by this term not only the positive 

theory (like neoclassical economic theory), but also any theory – the metaphysic theories like 

Christianism or Buddhism have  likewise force to determine (in the causal sense) the social/economic 

behaviour (see, for example, the credit given by Max Weber to Protestantism in driving the economic 

behaviour and attitude).  

A third species of cultural normativism is the morals. Morals, as communitarian nucleus of 

individuals’ ethics, acts similarly with the Nozick-ian principles, that is, as predictor, for others, 

regarding the behaviour of individuals who share the morals concerned. 

So, apart from the natural normativism (which resides especially in emotion, being of internal type), 

the cultural one is of three kinds: 1) internal normativism – morals; 2) external normativism – positive 

law; 3) internalized of external normativism – theories (as known, theories are „individuals” of 

Popper’s third world, namely objectified inter-subjectivities). Each of the cultural normativisms (and 

all together) can provide signals of predictability of behaviour, that is, of the choice most probable to 

be made. Consequently, any model of behaviour should be quadrilaterally grounded, i.e. should take 

into account the four normativisms above mentioned.  

Hitherto, we have (at least for economic/social field) only partial approaches. For example, the 

behaviourism is dominated by the natural normativism (namely emotion), the institutionalism is 

dominated by the external cultural normativism (namely, positive law), the neoclassical economic 

theory is dominated by the internalized external normativism (namely, theory even in its 

radical/axiomatic version – Nota bene: it is noticed here a strange excrescence, namely the so-called 

econo-physics, which tries to keep the physics in economic modelling), the evolutionary economics 

tries to combine emotion (that is, behaviourism) with positive law (that is, institutionalism), the (let 

us say) adaptivism tries to combine emotion (that is, behaviourism) with theory (that is, neoclassical 

economic theory – see, for example, the Adaptive Market Hypothesis). It is to be expected to see as 

soon as possible a model of economic choice and behaviour built on the all four-legs, namely on the 

four normativisms. 


