
PREFACE

Since 1995 the Centre of Research on Epistemology of Economic Sciences, School 

of Economic Sciences, University of Buenos Aires has uninterruptedly organized 

the Annual Meeting of Epistemology of Economic Sciences. In light of the recent 

economic and social changes, as well as the crisis undergone by the social sciences 

– the economic sciences among them –the members of the Centre deem it 

necessary to undertake a deep philosophical and epistemological debate that 

allow the academic community to guide and critically discuss their contributions. 

Our Annual Meetings have proved to be a promising tool for that purpose.

In those academic events a broad range of issues are tackled. Among them one 

can highlight the following: Economics Epistemology, Social Technologies 

(Methodology of Administration and Accountancy), Mathematics and Artificial 

Intelligence, History of Economic Thought, Historical Methodology and Pedagogy 

of the Economic Sciences. The different research interests of the Meeting’s 

participants have turned our event into a privileged field for the academic debate 

and exchange of ideas from an interdisciplinary perspective, which chiefly 

contribute to enhance the interest on these research areas.

The present book of essays comes out of the latest of our Meetings that took place 

in Buenos Aires in October 2011. The editors have selected a series of works 

presented at that Meeting in order to show the current diversity of approaches 

that exist in the economics epistemology. The research topics covered in the 

chapters range from traditional methodology to the present state of the field of 

the economics methodology, to social ontology, to mechanistic literature. Both 

editors have tried to keep the selection of the present essays as most balanced as 

possible, reflecting the complexity of the issues that epistemology presently deals 

with.
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In the first chapter contributed to the book, Orthodox and Heterodox economics 

in recent Economic Methodology, Wade Hands explores a three-way 

relationship between orthodox economics, heterodox economics, and economic 

methodology during the last three decades or so. He shows there how work in 

economic methodology related to orthodox and heterodox theory during the 

period 1975-2000 and then how this relationship has changed in recent years, 

characterized as is known by the economic crisis which also questions the 

economic discipline. Hands argues that there has been a lot of expansion and 

change within the field of economic methodology: it changed its general 

philosophical focus from universal rules borrowed from the shelf of scientific 

philosophy to local practical advice grounded in the interests of particular sub-

fields. Also it has changed its domain of inquiry from neoclassical and heterodox 

economics in general to the more pluralistic microeconomic approaches. Thus his 

main conclusion is that changes in the economic methodology will contribute to 

the growth of the field, although he warns us by saying that this is not necessarily 

the certain outcome. 

Luis Mireles Flores sheds light on the practical value causal knowledge has for 

policy making. Causality, pluralism and economic policy making explores the 

consequences of causal pluralism for economic policy making. According to causal 

pluralism, the notion of causation can have a variety of distinct meanings. The 

author argues that if this is the case, then economists and policy makers should 

ensure that the proper interpretation of scientific causal knowledge employed for 

policy purposes be explicit and properly understood before any recommendation 

is offered. After presenting a distinction between pluralism about causal theories 

and pluralism about causal concepts, research on unemployment by the OECD is 

used as an illustration of how, in practice, economic policy recommendations are 

formulated on the basis of causal claims that are left open to rather ambiguous 

interpretations.

In Economics as a separate science: a critical review, Eduardo Scarano 

explores a long controversial issue in the economics methodology that is the 

separability of economics from other disciplines. In this chapter the author takes 

12



issue in the contemporary debate on the notion of economics and its 

methodological projection into other social disciplines. With that purpose in 

mind, Scarano goes back to J.S. Mill’s approach to discuss the first arguments 

raised for the separability in the economics science; then Friedman, Hausman 

and Maki’s position on the separability issue are dealt with. The main conclusion 

arrived at in the paper is that separability in itself does not forbid any type of 

testing, predictability, or articulation of the theory with the facts. By an extensive 

review of the main author’s works on this issue, the chapter clearly argues that 

sciences can or cannot be separate, and that the science of a theory is not directly 

related to the presence or absence of this property. 

Mechanistic literature is a hot topic in the field. Leonardo Ivarola and

Gustavo Marqués explore in Expectations-Based mechanism – An 

interventionist account, a processual and dualistic account of mechanisms in 

order to examine a particularly relevant case of economic mechanism: the so-

called Keynes Effect. They provide a specification of its structure, and throw light 

on the way in which its elements relate to each other, and an account for how the 

mechanism can generate its results as an example of a broader class of social 

mechanism referred as Expectations-Based Mechanisms (EBM). 

Characteristically, an EBM shows a connection between the information that 

individuals receive from the relevant economic context, the expectations they 

form, and the activities they perform (which may modify the preexisting context). 

The chapter provides an outline of the way in which authorities’ interventions 

may contribute to a convenient change in agents’ expectations (decisions), helping 

to produce some targeted economic phenomena.

Following the mechanistic literature, particularly their recent development of 

causal mechanism explanations, in A teleological causal mechanism for 

economics: socio-economic machines Ricardo Crespo proposes to combine

Nancy Cartwright’s conception of capacities and nomological machines with 

Amartya Sen’s capabilities in order to enact a causal mechanism for economics. 

He defends that economics should go beyond technical reason, and reincorporate 

theoretical and practical reason. Cartwright’s and Sen’s approaches suit this 

target. He claims that “we must build a socio-economic machine and the 
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corresponding model to define and determine capabilities (theoretical and 

practical reason) and look for the best means to attain them (technical reason). 

The socio-economic machine will produce these wished-for goals.”

In On Economics and the impossibility of its reduction to Physics, Ricardo 

Gómez discusses the meaning of reduction by exploring the logical neo-positivist 

tradition in philosophy. He discusses in some detail the contributions of Carnap 

on the issue at stake but concludes that the it is not possible a strict reduction of 

psychology and biology to physics, and consequently of economics to physics 

because in the chain of reductions economics was supposed to be reduced to 

individual psychology and physics, something not achievable on the neo-positivist 

agenda. One of the most challenging conclusion in Gómez’ chapter is that there is 

one error in the attempted analogy of economics to physics, since it presupposes 

not only a physics that never was, but, in addition, a science that never was. 

Indeed, the author argues, physics was understood as providing the 

methodological model to imitate because it allegedly was the paradigm of 

objectivity and this happened because it was supposedly, as it should be all 

science, objective, in the sense of being value neutral. 

The ways of scientific representation: models, maps and reality, by Diego 

Weisman and Germán Thefs, considers the problem of scientific 

representation in the light of the recent epistemological turn from theories to 

models. Recovering models as carriers of scientific knowledge about the world 

rise questions about the specific manner in which that knowledge is delivered. In 

other words, in which way scientific models represent reality? How do we know 

that a scientific model represents faithfully their “real” target system? Lacking 

elaborated answers, many (mainstream) economists use to say “models represent 

as maps do”. The paper analyzes the meaning and the links with a realist

metaphysical framework in those economists which work with unrealistic models. 

In A Critical Look at Critical Realism Agustina Borella tries to show the main 

difficulties that emerge in Tony Lawson’s critical realism. Agustina explains in 

detail what critical realism is and what Lawson’s philosophical assumptions of the 

mainstream economic theory are. One of the most important issues discussed in 

the chapter is the realism of models. In this regard the author argues that Lawson 
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does not claim exactly more complex models, but models that are capable of 

capturing the mechanisms that operate behind the events and, in this way, 

transform the social world. The conclusion is that it is necessary to adhere to 

critical realism and manage to reorient economics and transform reality, to 

adhere to his social ontology, and apply transcendental realism to the social 

world. Without this look at the social realm, economics will go on in the sad, 

unfortunate and unhealthy state that Lawson diagnoses. Yet, Borella claims that if 

Lawson’s ontology is not shared, what room is left for dialogue with the

mainstream economic theory’s proposal?

In the last chapter of the book, Mill, Hausman and the traditional method in 

neoclassical economics, Andrés Lazzarini attempts to indentify the links 

between the traditional approach in methodology proposed by Mill and the 

neoclassical theory. However, the author clearly distinguishes two branches 

within this theory and clarifies that Mill’s method can only be compatible with 

what the author calls the traditional versions of the neoclassical theory. In this 

connection the chapter will argue that the recent ‘return to Mill’ as proposed by 

Hausman’s works in the economics methodology cannot be invoked for a defense 

of equilibrium theory if by this we mean the intertemporal or temporary general 

equilibrium models of the Arrow-Debreu type. The conclusion is that only within 

the traditional versions of neoclassical theory will one be able to abstract in a 

plausible manner from what Mill called the ‘perturbing causes’ affecting the actual 

equilibrium, while pursuing the same method of abstraction turns out to be 

implausible for the neo-Walrasian general equilibrium models inspired by Arrow 

and Debreu.
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