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The logic of knowledge

T

he Newtonian Mechanics 

had the effect of a mirage 

on all of the cognitive 

disciplines (as well as on 

theoretical philosophy 

– see the Kantianism), so Econom-

ics could not be an exception. Conse-

quently, Economics has developed for 

the most part as a social mechanics, by 

“finding” its own invariances, in order to 

appear as similar as possible to physics. 

Even today there are many economists 

(or practitioners from other fields of 

knowledge) which continue to ask that 

Economics remain akin to physics (see, 

for example, the barbarous Econophysics). 
Fortunately, in the last decades, there 

were insistent appeals to Biology (evo-

lutionism) in order to reconstruct the 

philosophical ground of a new Econom-

ics (I would consider the behaviourism 

only a palliative to the mechanical mod-

el of the economic theory, on account 

of its ignorance regarding causality in 

the economic action. However, this is 

not enough. The main reason for this 

incompleteness is an insufficient pres-

ence of the social and historical frame-

work of economic life. Below, I provide 

some reflections on this issue. 

(1) The economic action arises in connection 
with the biological survival only. So, the scarci-

ty of life-sustaining resources is not the 

basis of economic action. Even when 

the life-sustaining resources were not 

rare, economic action was needed in or-

der to ensure survival (I would say the 

man-made exchange between humans 

and nature is the real basis of econom-

ic action, but such an exchange is not 

conditioned by the scarcity of resourc-

es). Consequently, the economic action 

was present in the lives of human be-

ings from their beginnings; 

(2) The question now is if the social feature 
of the economic action is necessary. Logically, 

such an “ingredient” is not necessary, at 

least so long as the life-sustaining re-

sources were not rare. Of course, after 

the threshold that marked this relative 

abundance was exceeded, such a social 

nature of the economic action becomes 

logically necessary (more exactly, a soci-

etal nature – NB: the social term should 
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be used for non-human beings which 

have a non-solitary life, while the so-

cietal term should be used for the life 

of human beings). Historically, how-

ever, because of human nature as well 

as the need for preservation in the face 

of natural dangers, the human beings 

formed groups (so, societal structures) 

inside which the economic action was 

designed and performed; 

(3) So, it seems the societal character of the 
human life was generated both by the needs of the 
economic action and by the needs of the societal 
non-economic actions (NB: both for non-hu-

man creatures and for humans, biologi-

cal reproduction does not imply the so-

ciality; nor does education, in its basic 

elements, require the sociality). In any 

case, in what regards the general life of 

humans, the economic action requires 

the societal context.

(4) The sociality necessarily requires the his-
toricity. By historicity I understand a 

structural, functional, and (to some 

extent) a causal determination of the 

present by the past. Where the sociality 

is, the historicity lies also. So, the so-

ciality and the historicity are semanti-

cally equivalent (depending on whether 

we are talking about non-human so-

cial creatures, or about the humans). 

However, such an equivalence must be 

examined attentively, since there are 

some areas of non-interferences be-

tween them (or, areas of independency 

or autonomy). For example, the natural 

selection can provide historicity with-

out requiring the sociality (although, 

of course, the natural selection oper-

ates inside the species). However, while 

the historicity is inferred from the so-

ciality, the reverse is not true: we can 

have historicity outside of the sociality. 

By way of consequence, as mankind is 

necessarily associated with the sociality, 

it must be associated necessarily with 

the historicity.

(5) Based on the ideas mentioned above, Eco-
nomics must be based on (no more and not less than) 
five pillars (in this logical order): biological, psy-
chological, social, historical and linguistic (BPSHL 
model). As it is well known, there were 

many approaches of the economic pro-

cess within the social and historical 

framework (including Marxism), while 

recent incursions in Biology (for evolu-

tionism, especially) and in psychology 

(namely the cognitive psychology – see 

behaviourism) have arose, but the or-

thodox Economics (that is, the neoclas-

sical model) hardly developed such a 

perspective. As a result, Economics has 

developed its main philosophical coor-

dinates primarily outside of the sociali-

ty and the historicity. Increasingly, this 

direction is proven to be wrong, even 

from a narrow point of view, namely the 

power of prediction. But, of course, the 

crucial loss of the neoclassical model 

of Economics is the explanation. Pre-

diction is possible either based on true 

explanations or based on fictitious ones 

(see Friedman’s suggestion), but the 

certainty is provided only by the true 

explanation. In my opinion, there is no 

chance to find the economic explana-

tion outside of the five pillars invoked. 

Among them, the sociality and the his-

toricity are the least considered in our 

days in order to rebuild the Economics;

(6) We should note that there are certain 
works, older or more recent, trying to restore the 
social determination in the understanding of hu-
man behaviour, especially given the com-

municative action (including the lin-

guistic competence and performance), 

although the linguistic pillar could be 

considered an effect of the sociality and 

historicity. However, since language has 

already gained a great autonomy and 

self-organizing capacity, it must be list-

ed as a distinct pillar aimed to rebuild 

Economics because, even inside the so-

cietal framework, it exerts an important 

causal role, especially regarding the co-

operation and the synergy. 

(7) Only by integrating the proposed five pillars 
in its reconstruction can Economics become what its 
founders wished: a moral philosophy of the human 
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action. In contrast to von Mises (see, 

for example, his work The Human Action), 
I do not believe Economics should be 

a simple praxeology, (i.e., a discipline 

outside of the moral judgement) but 

more than that, namely a social-histor-

ical discipline, aimed at to describe, to 

explain and, as far as possible, to pre-

dict the human action in the economic 

field. Taking into consideration the five 

pillars, it seems that such a discipline 

could integrate the human person al-

most completely (not the simple hu-

man individual), and for this reason I 

supported for a long time that it should 

be named Sinnomics, not Economics. 

Having discussed the ontological 

reasons which require that Economics 

must regain its statute of social disci-

pline, we will now address the method-

ological reasons for such a statute.

1. LOGICAL REASONS

(a) The non-bivalent judgment
In the social field, the bi-valent 

judgement, i.e., the logic “endowed” 

with two truth values (true, and false, 

respectively) is not working well (or, 

following some radical logicians, it is 

not working at all). Such a situation 

is generated by the societal life which 

is not, generally, excluding but rather 

inclusive. The societal network of axi-

ology, surviving, evolving etc., has put 

its marks on the logical background 

of human reasoning. The most cases 

of judgment are those when the third 

is included, and, it seems, even when 

more than three truth values are in-

volved. After the trivalent Łukasiewicz 

logic, many other non-bivalent log-

ics have been developed (the so-called 

polyvalent logics). This reason is par-

ticularly important, because it shows 

the societal influence on the way of 

reasoning. As the economic reasoning 

is, fundamentally, a logical reasoning, it 

results that Economics must be related 

to its “natural” social roots.

(b) The principle of…contradiction
Relatively recently, a class of pa-

ra-consistent logics was been edified, 

from which the “sacred” principle of 

non-contradiction, which grounded 

the bi-valent logic, is simply rejected. 

Such a signal is very relevant from the 

point of view of our discussion. Indeed, 

in the natural field, something (either 

thing, or relation, or property) can (at 

the same time, and under the same 

reason/view) either occur or not occur, 

but never can it both occur and not oc-

cur. However, within the societal field, 

this last non-consistent behaviour is 

not the exception, but just the rule. 

For example, an economic agent can 

be, at the same time, a consumer and 

producer of the same product, such as 

electricity. Or a bank which borrows 

money from the inter-bank market in 

order to lend the same money inside 

or outside the inter-bank market. Such 

relative indiscernibility between a log-

ical variable (for example, a proposi-

tion) and its negation is induced by the 

genuine properties of the social life. In 

such a context, the Hegelian concept 

on the dialectical contradiction seems 

recoverable. Or, better, Lupasco’s log-

ic of the contradictory could be intro-

duced and operationalized inside Eco-

nomics.

2. METHODOLOGICAL REASONS

(a) The social “objects” 
The social “objects” are not ap-
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pearing, disappearing or changing by 

themselves, but only as result of the 

social action, i.e., because of the in-

dividual actions (with its two species: 

acts or abstentions) linked among them 

inside the societal network. So, no un-

derstanding of the social events, phe-

nomena, or processes can be performed 

without considering their social causal 

origin. So, all the theories involved in 

explaining or understanding the so-

cial world must filter their outcomes 

through the societal “colour”. As a 

consequence, all the visions, intellec-

tual projects, or predictions about the 

social “objects” must be immersed in 

the societal background. In contrast 

to the natural world, the societal one 

can deliberatively (i.e., as an intellec-

tual project) create its desired objects 

(the so-called Popper’s third world, as 

an objectification of the inter-subjec-

tivity connections). More than that, 

the societal world can programmati-

cally destroy any of the societal objects 

if needed (mostly based also on intel-

lectual projects or visions), which the 

natural world cannot accomplish with-

out blind evolution. 

(b) The “necessary” contingency
In contrast with the natural world 

(where the necessity is omnipotent), 

the societal one is contingently driven. 

This feature is “secreted” by the free 

will, which is fundamental for the cul-

tural beings which are we humans. But 

the contingency of the societal world 

is the aggregated result (including the 

synergy effect) of the societal inter-

actions. So, the economic discipline 

cannot ignore such a feature without 

which it assumes the sanction of irrel-

evance. Properly speaking, the main-

stream of the economic discipline (i.e., 

the neoclassical model of the economy, 

no matter all of the adjustments as the 

methodological botches occurred in 

time) is irrelevant just based on such 

an error: tolerating necessity in the 

economic modelling or theorizing. As 

a consequence, the army of predictions 

made about the economic variables as 

though they are changing necessarily 

are wrong methodologically although, 

fortuitously, they sometimes line up 

with the facts.

3. EPISTEMOLOGICAL REASONS

(a) The teleology
Based on the free will, the human 

action is generally (not only in the eco-

nomic field) driven by goals, i.e., it is 

teleologically driven. But a goal is never 

established outside of the societal envi-

ronment; on the contrary, the chance 

to reach a goal is totally dependent on 

its coherence, consistence, and conver-

gence with all the other goals of the 

individuals in the society. More than 

that, the institutional grid of the soci-

ety introduces a game of permissions/

interdictions/incentives for this goal 

and for the actions involved in it. In 

the natural world, there are not goals, 

but only finalities (to be understood 

that a finality is driven by the necessi-

ty only – i.e., it is 100% predictable). 

It is proven the differential equations 

cannot describe the teleological causes, 

but the eutaxiological causes only (i.e. 

the causes which do not involve the 

subject which is able to establish his/

her goals).

(b) The truth
In the natural world, we are always 

dealing with the correspondence-truth, 

i.e. with that truth which refers the 

objects. But in the social world we 

have no natural objects, but only so-

cietal ones, which are, as I have said 

before, a simple objectification of the 

inter-subjective connections. So, the 

correspondence-truth has no relevance 

for the economic action. Actually, in 

the economic (as in the social larger) 

field, the individuals are experiencing 

the tension between their ex ante es-

tablished goals (or expectations) and 

the actual reality of the results of the 

attempt. The economic discipline must 

take into account such peculiarity and, 

as epistemological consequence, built a 

social discipline of economics (proba-

bly, a political economy).

(c) The testing
Since, in the economic/societal 

world, the truth is assigned to the te-

leology, the testing of the truth gains 

its idiosyncrasy. I believe that Popper’s 

falsifiability (i.e., direct testing of the 

empirical factuals) is not working any-

more. Based on the older confirmabi-

lism principle, here one could employ 

only a new criterion of testing the te-

leological truth, which could be named 

as a procedural falsifiabilism. As the 

social objects are created by the human 

beings (i.e., societally), the procedur-

al falsifiabilism will be applied on the 

procedural factuals (i.e., on artefac-

tuals) not on the empirical ones. So, 

again, the economic discipline must 

turn its eyes to the societal world and 

develop itself as a political economy.  l



B

y inter-disciplinarity, we 

understand a structural 

property of a cognitive (or 

praxiological, or herme-

neutical, or practical) ob-

ject which requires, for its elucidation, 

a concomitant interaction of several 

cognitive disciplines. So, the inter-dis-

ciplinarity must not be confused with 

the multi-disciplinarity: in the first 

case, the result obtained through cog-

nitive scrutinizing are mutually condi-

tioned by all the disciplines involved, 

while in the second case, the result has 

only more facets, one for each discipline 

engaged, without a mandatory explan-

atory correlation between them. So, an 

inter-disciplinary set of disciplines gen-

erally cannot be formed simply by put-

ting 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 common: that be-

tween the inter-disciplinary approach 

and the methodological pluralism. The 

latter concerns the theoretical ideolo-

gy which, in its turn, requires a given 

methodology to be applied to the cog-

nitive object (for example, the reduc-

tionists will proceed differently from 

the holists etc.). So, the pluralism al-

lows us to “illuminate” the cognitive 
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object from various methodological 

point of views, while the inter-disci-

plinarity allows us to “illuminate” the 

cognitive object from various structural 

point of views. 

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 eco-

nomic phenomenon (or its underlying 

substance: the economic event) are en-

tirely the result of the economic subject’s 

action (as it is known, the action has two 

exclusively disjunctive species: act or ab-

stention, respectively). At the same time, 

the economic subject itself is a compo-

nent of the objective reality (for example, 

any economic subject is, for another eco-

nomic subject, simply an object). 

Secondly, the economic activity is 

based on the connection between the 

economic subject (which always has the 

complete initiative in the matter) and 

the economic object, the latter compris-

ing three specific components: 

a) the non-anthropic nature (for ex-

ample, natural resources); 

b) the anthropic nature (for example, 

the capital);

c) other economic subjects. 

So, the nature enters, either per se, 

or via 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 trans-

form 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.

Based on the three arguments, I 

think Economics ontologically re-

quires an interdisciplinary approach, at 

least from the following perspectives: 

physical, chemical, biological, psycho-

logical, anthropological, historical, 

praxeological.

THE EPISTEMOLOGICAL BASES 
OF THE INTER-DISCIPLINARITY 

NATURE OF ECONOMICS

Firstly, from a general epistemological 

point of view, Economics must simply fit 

its ontological bases. As a consequence, 

the disciplines required at point 2) above 

should be “visited” also, by Economics, 

from the epistemological perspective.

Secondly, from a specific epistemo-

logical point of view, Economics must 

ensure the identification and assessment 

of the main concepts of the theory of 

knowledge: the truth (or its substitutes 

in the social field, like the acceptable, 

the convenient, etc.), the justification, 

the testability, the validity of induction 

or of deduction and so on. 

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 – be-

comes the fundamental cause which is 

decisive for the other three causes.

Based on the three arguments, I 

think Economics epistemologically re-

quires an interdisciplinary approach, at 

least from the following perspectives: 

theory of consciousness, logic, theory of 

justification, theory of testing the truth.

THE METHODOLOGICAL BASES 
OF THE INTER-DISCIPLINARITY 

NATURE OF ECONOMICS

Firstly, from the general method-

ological point of view, Economics must 

reject the Cartesian distinction between 

the subject and the object. As a conse-

quence, its approaches must be able to 

transfer the subject into the object and 

vice versa, based on the economic pro-

cesses’ properties.

Secondly, from a specific method-

ological point of view, Economics must 

capture in its approaches the free will 

(i.e. the contingency, which is the logi-

cal 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 of 

these “ingredients”.

Based on the three arguments, I 

think Economics methodologically re-

quires an interdisciplinary approach, at 

least from the following perspectives: 

mathematics (including, especially, 

the topology), quantum physics (espe-

cially the principle of linear super-po-

sitioning), medicine (especially, its 

emergency branch).

THE TECHNOLOGICAL BASES 
OF THE INTER-DISCIPLINARITY 

NATURE OF ECONOMICS

Firstly, from the general techno-

logical/instrumental point of view, 

Economics must escape from the for-

malism of physics (expressed by the 

omnipresent differential equations, 

which capture the dynamics of the ob-

ject only, not also of the subject). Since 

the economic processes are generated 

by the subject action only (or primor-

dially), the current formalism is com-

pletely inadequate. 

Secondly, from a specific technolog-

ical/instrumental point of view, Eco-

nomics must escape from the dictator-

ship of objective probabilities, which do 

nothing than extrapolate the past over 

the future. But, in the economic (more 

generally, the social) field, not only the 
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initial conditions are non-invariant, but 

also the “laws of motion” as well.

Thirdly, the tools for economic 

analyses, assessments, and even predic-

tions must become much more intui-

tive, escaping from the tyranny of the 

perfect rational models of decision, like 

the superfluous game theory.

Based on the arguments above, I 

think Economics technologically/in-

strumentally requires an interdisciplin-

ary approach, at least from the following 

perspectives: using diagrams (analogue 

with Feynman’s diagrams in quantum 

physics), using a new algebraic formal-

ism (which has to be invented) by re-

jecting the differential equations, using 

a new formalization of the uncertainty 

(aimed at rejecting 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).

HOW DOES AN INTER-DISCI-
PLINARY APPROACH WORK?

We previously clarified to some 

extent the inter-disciplinarity in ap-

proaching Economics. However, it was 

not clear how the disciplines to be used 

in a given approach must be selected 

to work together inter-disciplinarily. 

Of course, a first criterion should be 

the potential of all disciplines selected 

to cooperate among themselves (at the 

best, to mutually exchange methods, 

tools and techniques of research). But 

this is not enough. In others words, 

such a methodological compatibility 

is a necessary condition, but not a suf-

ficient one. Why is that? Because the 

inter-disciplinary “mix” of disciplines 

to be engaged into the research is never 

universal, that is, it is never appropriate 

to any purpose. So, the second criterion 

to form the inter-disciplinary “mix” in 

approaching a cognitive object (in our 

case, an economic object to be known) 

should be the purpose targeted in the 

research initiative. Any distinct re-

search purpose indicates a distinct com-

position of the inter-disciplinary “mix” 

appropriate to the task. For this reason, 

for example, I am surprised that some 

doctoral schools deliver the same set of 

preparing courses for the Ph.D. stu-

dents, no matter the different objectives 

of the specific doctoral theses. It is ob-

vious in this case that the first criterion 

of forming the inter-disciplinary “mix” 

is verified, namely, the methodological 

compatibility among the disciplines se-

lected in the doctoral stage curriculum, 

but not the second criterion as well. Of 

course, it is not possible to provide a 

different inter-disciplinary “mix” for 

every doctoral student, but they could 

be aggregated into a small number of 

classes of doctoral research subjects, so 

any such class could be composed of a 

distinct inter-disciplinary “mix”. In the 

case of the economic field of research, 

there are not too many such classes of 

doctoral research subjects, so a small 

number of packages of inter-disci-

plinary “mixes” could be designed and 

provided.

WHY DOES ECONOMICS  
NEED AN INTER-DISCIPLINARY 

APPROACH?

As shown in the first half, regard-

ing the issue of inter-disciplinarity in 

the economic field, both Economics as 

theory, and the economic field as ob-

jective reality need an inter-disciplinary 

approach. The question now is: is 

such a requirement exclusive? In other 

words, could Economics or the eco-

nomic field be approached also through 

a non-inter-disciplinary way? So, if in 

the previous intervention, I have tried 

to “demonstrate” the inevitability of the 

inter-disciplinary approach in Econom-

ics, in the present one I want to show, 

at least in principle, the exclusivity of 

such an approaching. Indeed, the eco-

nomic behaviour is the only “object” we 

can empirically observe, measure and 

interpret (I say this not to invoke be-

haviourism). As a result, we need im-

peratively to use an inter-disciplinary 

approach to understand what stays be-

hind the observed behaviour, because 

that observed behaviour is determined 

(causally, structurally, and functional-

ly) by many factors: values, habits (in 

Bourdieu’s or Hodgson’s theories), so-

cial structures/institutions, etc. Since 

such factors are constitutive to the 

human being (either related to its na-

ture or to its condition), i.e., they are 

indispensable, the logical consequence 

is that an inter-disciplinary approach 

of the economic behaviour is the only 

such an approach, under the sanction of 

irrelevancy of the analysis. So, now we 

have both the condition of necessity and 

that of sufficiency in claiming the in-

ter-disciplinary approach to Economics 

as theory and to the economic field as 

objective reality.

HOW TO ENSURE  
THE INTER-DISCIPLINARY  

APPROACH IN ECONOMICS?

Ensuring the inter-disciplinary ap-

proach in Economics is not a question of 

management of research only but, more, 

a question of cultural attitude. Although 

it is not compulsory, of course, for a single 

individual to hold an inter-disciplinary 

potential of research (without saying 

this is not possible anymore today), it 

is, however, compulsory for such an in-

dividual to be aware of the compulsori-

ness of the inter-disciplinary approach. 

Under such conditions, that individual 

not only will accept the interventions of 

other disciplines but, moreover, will ac-

tively search and require the mentioned 

interventions. What I am trying to say 

is that the inter-disciplinarity can work 

if, primarily, the researcher is aware of 

such a necessity. The competence to do 

the inter-disciplinary research effort is 

just the secondary stage, and it is caus-

ally (and chronologically) dependent on 

the first one, i.e. the awareness about the 

compulsoriness of the inter-disciplinary 

approach. l
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