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Chapter 15 
 

 How do economists think? 
 

Jo Thori Lind1 
 

I argue that most economists pay little attention to epistemological considerations and 
developments in the philosophy of science when doing their research. Consequently, a 
number of philosophers of science have been critical to the status of knowledge in 
economics. Still, there are quite clear thoughts on how knowledge is generated within 
economics. In this chapter, I explain and discuss how economists think about gaining 
new insights about the world. I discuss the interpretation of formal economic models as 
well as the status of empirical research in economics. Finally, I discuss how economics 
and the other social sciences think about each other regarding the scientific status of 
the respective fields. 

The field of economics 
Economics is one of the oldest of the social sciences. As “the best use of scarce 
resources”, the defining topic of economics, has followed humankind since its inception, 
economic thought may be said to be as old as humankind itself (Niehans 1990: Ch. 3). 
Indeed, both the Bible and the writings of ancient philosophers including Aristotle 
contain economic insights. The scholastics of the Middle Ages were the first to reach 
the insight that there are regularities in economic behavior. This opened the gates to a 
meaningful scientific study of economics.  

The development of mercantilism in the 17th century is the first occurrence of a 
complete economic doctrine. Their proposition was that the success of a country was 
given by its trade surplus. Hence, a successful country should export as much as 
possible, import as little as possible, and thereby accumulating wealth. The proponents 
of mercantilism were typically not researches as we find them in contemporary 
academia, but individuals having employment in business, banking, or as politicians as 
their main occupation.  

Adam Smith, an ardent critique of mercantilism, may have been one of the first 
academic economists. Although his writing on economics are still seen as highly 
influential, he also worked in several other fields, particularly moral philosophy. Through 
the 19th century, the field of economics enters into universities in many European 
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countries and starts acquiring a more academic nature. Still, it maintained close ties to 
philosophy, law, and public administration. This is also evident from the way economists 
do their research and express their views during this period. There are few attempts at 
the quantitative exercises or mathematical modelling that is common in contemporary 
economics. Distinctions between positive and normative statements are often not made 
clear either. 

The field of economics experienced a paradigm shift starting in the 1930s. Parts of the 
shift was spurred by the positivist turn in large parts of academia. In this period, 
economists start using mathematical tools to build theories and models of the economy, 
largely having physics as a scientific ideal. At the same time, recently developed 
statistical tools are introduced to study economic phenomena empirically. The 
anticipation is that together, these tools would make it possible to discover the “laws of 
economics”. This bold endeavor has subsequently been moderated, and contemporary 
economists do not believe there are any set of laws that can be discovered. Still, the 
way economists work and think has not seen any revolutions over the last 80 years. 
Rather, approaches and ways of working have been changed and amended little by 
little. 

Economics has been close to both private business and public administration since its 
inception. During the post-World War II period, economists gain a particularly strong 
positon in public administration in many Western counties. Countries start compiling 
national budgets and different versions of economic plans. Public spending and 
monetary policy is aimed at taming business cycles, inspired by the work of John M. 
Keynes. For several decades, these policies are successful. Toward the end of the 
1960s, the idea that business cycles was a phenomenon that was “solved” was 
prevalent. During the early 1970s, however, a number of countries saw a large 
economic downturn combined with high inflation – the so-called stagflation.  

The strong association between academic economists and governments have shaped 
some of the research practices in economics. Most developments in the field have been 
aimed at producing theories that are useful for understanding and running, or at least 
influencing, the economy. Consequently, little emphasis has been on developing 
economics as a “critical science”. This is also partially driven by the fact that there is 
one dominant school of thought within the field, often referred to as “mainstream” or 
“neo-classical”. There are other schools of thought, such as Marxist, Austrian, or post-
Keynesian approaches (see Lawson (2006) for details). However, these are small and 
largely overlooked by the rest of the field. Mainstream economic is less monolithic than 
many critics claim, though. Ways of thinking and working differ between sub-disciplines. 
A labor economist and a macro economist would theorize and undertake empirical 
research in quite different ways. The same holds within some sub-disciplines as well, 
particularly macroeconomics. However, they would all acknowledge the others as 
mainstream economists. 
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Philosophy of science in economics 
According to Fourcade et al. (2015), there is an implicit pecking order within the social 
sciences with the economists at the top. Although some would object to this, it is a 
widespread belief among economists that their discipline is “more scientific” than the 
other social sciences. Colander (2005), for instance, report that 77 % of respondents in 
a survey of economics students in top US graduate schools agree that economics is the 
most scientific of the social sciences.  

One possible explanation for this high self-esteem could be that economists believe 
they have a better philosophical underpinning of their field than the other social 
sciences. However, if we look at the status of the philosophy of science within 
economics, this does not seem to be the case. Whereas scientific work in sociology and 
anthropology frequently contain discussions of how knowledge generation should be 
done with the question at hand, such discussions are non-existent in economics. With a 
few exceptions, the only discussions of the philosophy of science of economics can be 
found among heterodox criticisms of the field, such as the work of Caldwell (1994).  

Although philosophical underpinnings are not discussed in economic publications, it 
would be wrong to claim that economists do not have any basis for their knowledge 
generation. Rather, many economists would claim that the foundations of economics 
are better than the foundations of the “softer” social sciences. Economists would claim 
that their field is close to the natural sciences, and that generation of knowledge in 
economics can be based on the same foundation as biology or even physics. These 
fields are also characterized by an absence of reflection of questions related to their 
philosophy of science – except for the work of philosophers.  

More contemporary turns in the philosophy of science, such as post structuralism and 
post modernism, have in periods seen popularity in many social sciences. Very 
generally, they have a low standing in economics.2 Elster’s (2012) critique of 
obscurantism in these approaches resonates well with the thinking of many economists, 
who would claim that the clarity of their mathematical language clearly surpasses the 
complicated language of the modern turns. To many economists, the Sokal affair3 
represents a definitive proof that “fancy language” is actually mostly bullshit, and hence 
a challenge and not an asset for scientific practice. 

Hence, it seems economists are mostly confident that their field has a sufficiently strong 
philosophical underpinning that they do not have to worry about these issues in their 
everyday work. If we turn our attention to scholars of the philosophy of the social 
sciences, it may seem that many would not agree. A typical argument would be that 
society is something different from physics, and although the tools of physics may work 
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in physics, they certainly would not in the social sciences. Some hard liners would claim 
that it is meaningless to search for any truth, as all science is a reflection of the society 
it was produces in. But scholars with less extreme views are also critical to the 
underpinnings of economics. 

The absence of philosophical reflection seems to be one justification for criticizing the 
field of economics. To substantiate the critique, a typical approach is to analyze 
economics textbooks from a critical point of view. This is a potentially fruitful approach 
as textbooks represent the part of the field passed on to future generations. If students 
are systematically thought old school approaches, new ideas would struggle to enter the 
field. Still, introductory textbooks never contain a complete picture of neither the field 
nor the way economic researchers think about their work. As introductory textbooks are 
introductory, they have to focus on the basics. Moreover, as in many other fields, it is 
not uncommon that economics textbooks are still biased by the thinking in the field a 
few decades back, particularly when the book is issued in its 10th edition. What is 
crucial, however, is that economics teaching at a more advanced level pick up newer 
ideas. To me, it seems that this is the case in most universities.  

Moreover, most criticism of economics is based on criticizing textbooks and sometimes 
published research. Published research has almost without exception been widely 
presented at seminars and conferences before publication. The vivid discussions 
occurring in seminars and conferences are often quite different from the final written 
presentation – and research seminars in economics are more intense than most 
research seminars with often unstoppable streams of questions and interruptions. In 
these fora, the question on how a researcher can know what she is claiming to know 
can be discussed at length – although with few references to philosophy.  

To understand better how economists think, we need to dig deeper into how they think. 
Hence I now turn to explaining the fundamental building blocks of economic research. It 
turns out to be useful to distinguish between theoretical and empirical approaches.  

Economic models 
Almost all theoretical work in economics is based on building and analyzing formal 
models of economic phenomena. These models are presented in a mathematical 
language. A clear distinction is made between features that are determined (explained) 
within the model – the endogenous variables, and features that are determined outside 
the model (taken as given) – the exogenous variables. The researcher is also expected 
to make clear all assumptions being made. Implicit assumptions are not acceptable.  

To be a bit less abstract, consider as an example of an economic model the standard 
model of how an individual’s demand for goods is determined.4 The variables that are 
taken as given are the prices of all goods available as well as the income of the 
individual. The explained variables are the amount purchased of the various goods.  
                                                           
4 Expositions of this model can be found in any microeconomics textbook. See e.g. Deaton and Muellbauer (1980) 
for a thorough introduction to the class of models.  
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To go from prices and incomes to purchases, a number of assumptions on the decision 
process are made. First, the individual is assumed to have a set of preferences over 
different combinations of goods so she can judge whether one combination, or “basket”, 
is better than another or not. These preferences are also assumed to satisfy certain 
criteria, such as completeness and consistency. Completeness implies that for any two 
baskets, the consumer can tell whether she prefers any of the two or whether she is 
indifferent. Consistency means that if a consumer finds basket A better than basket B 
and basked B better than basket C, then she should also find basked A better then 
basket C. The final assumption is that the consumer chooses the combination of 
purchases that satisfies her preferences as much as possible under the constraint that 
she can actually afford the combination. 

In the analysis of the problem, economists would characterize the consumer’s 
preferences as a mathematical function, referred to as the utility function. The task of 
finding the choice of purchases that fulfills her preferences can then be stated as a 
maximization problem. This problem is solved subject to the constraint imposed by the 
requirement that she can afford the purchases –denoted as the budget condition. The 
solution is a mathematical expression that maps a set of prices and incomes into a 
specific composition of purchases. 

This model can be extended to consider choices over time, savings behavior, labor 
supply decisions and so on. Along comparable lines, economists have constructed 
models of how firms chose their production. These models can also be combines into a 
complete market of producers and consumers, where prices can be determined within 
the model. The simplest version of the model is one market modelled through a “market 
cross” where demand equals supply, more sophisticated versions consider the 
interactions between markets.  

Economists distinguish between positive and normative analyses. The example of the 
determination of consumer demand discussed above is an example of a positive 
approach, where the objective of the analysis is to understand why a phenomenon (the 
purchase of certain goods) occurs. A normative model would add criteria for what is 
good, and then compare how good different policies are. If for instance we were to 
introduce a sales tax, should we introduce a tax on apples or on oranges? The most 
common criterion for what is good is the notion of Pareto optimality, achieved when 
nobody can be made better off without anybody being made less well off.  

The economists’ distinction between positive and normative analyses does not follow 
the stricter discussion of the normativity of science, as in e.g. Brinkmann (2018). 
According to these definitions, both strands would probably be termed normative as the 
action of the researcher is normative and the research is undertaken in a specific 
setting. But in my view this is mostly a conceptual confusion and not a challenge to the 
normative and positive approaches to economics per se. 
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One common criticism of formal models is the objection that human beings do not 
maximize mathematical functions when they plan their purchases. Even the most ardent 
economist would agree with that. But economic models are not supposed to describe 
reality entirely. As statistician George Box (1979) put it, “all models are wrong but some 
are useful”. A classic example of this is a metro map. As a description of where the 
stations and rails are located geographically, such maps do a horrible job. For planning 
a journey, however, they are very useful.  

Milton Friedman (1953) presents a similar view of economic models. In his view, the 
working of the model is completely irrelevant. If a model gives good predictions, it is a 
good model. If its predictions are unclear or wrong, the model is not good. This implies 
that to judge the quality of a model, one should study whether its predictions can be 
verified empirically.  

This is clearly an extreme positivist approach. Although some economists would claim 
this is how economists work, it is a poor description of good modelling practices both 
today and at Friedman’s time. First, it is clear that a number of widely acknowledged 
models give few strong empirical predictions. The model of consumer demand 
discussed above, for instance, give few testable implications unless strong restrictions 
are put on preferences. Other models simply give wrong conclusion. On example are 
some of the conclusions from early real business cycle models (Kydland and Prescot 
1982). These models can still be valuable, not because they help us predict the future, 
but because of their ability to help us understand the working of the economy. A more 
important criterion than good predictive power of a model is the model’s ability to 
highlight important mechanisms. 

A modified version of Friedman’s view that is widespread is the “as if” assumption. No 
economist would believe that people in the real world would solve models when 
choosing their actions. Some of these models can be so complicated that it takes a 
computer several days to solve, so this though would be absurd. Rather, it is argued, 
individuals behave as if they had solved this model. The process through which 
individuals actually reach their decisions, down to the actions of the single neurons, is 
immensely complicated. Most researchers see this process as too complicated to 
understand fully, and hence use a simpler model that captures some key features.  

The idea that formal models can help understand economic mechanisms is sometimes 
ridiculed by other social scientists. A joke goes as follows: 

A physicist, a chemist, and an economist are stranded on a desert 
island, with nothing to eat. A can of soup washes ashore. The physicist 
says, “Lets smash the can open with a rock.” The chemist says, “Let’s 
build a fire and heat the can first.” The economist says, “Let’s assume 
that we have a can-opener...”  
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If any assumption is allowed when constructing a model, a model can of course 
“explain” anything. There are even infinitely many ways of “explaining” any 
phenomenon. This begs the questions whether we can learn anything from models.  

To circumvent this problem, the field of economics has a set of rules for the type of 
assumptions that are suitable for a good model. There are few written sets of rules of 
modelling. Instead, this knowledge is acquired through a socialization process. Although 
most economists would agree on many rules, for instance not questioning an 
assumption of rationality, there are differing views and traditions. In macroeconomics, 
for instance, there are two quite distinct modelling traditions often referred to as 
“freshwater” and “saltwater” economics.5 

The key rule of a good model is to not assume the conclusion. This means that what is 
to be explained should be a product of the model. In the words of McCloskey (1990), a 
good model is a piece of storytelling. The story should make clear what mechanisms 
are into play, why different agents do as they do and so on. A natural question is if a 
model is simply a piece of storytelling is why do we need a complicated mathematical 
model? Part of the answer is that the story becomes clearer when outlined in formal 
terms. Moreover, although a good model tells a story and can be seen as a piece of 
storytelling, it is also something more than simply a story. It is also a proper theory, but 
a good pedagogical presentation of such a theory can be trough a story.  

In the same way that a mathematician can see a proof as beautiful, there is a sense of 
esthetics of models. Some models are considered prettier than others are. Among 
contemporary economists, a concise model with suitably complicated mathematical 
formalism is typically an ideal. Some mathematics is used to make the model statement 
clear. If the model builder needs complicated mathematical tools, sometimes referred to 
as high powered mathematics, she has to explain why she does and why she cannot 
use more conventional tools.   

Moreover, the model should highlight an important feature in an insightful way – the 
reader should learn something from understanding the model. On the one hand, this is 
a question of the topic studied. On the other hand, it is to add something novel to how 
we understand the phenomenon. 

Probably spurred by the success of applying new mathematical tools, such a fix point 
arguments, to general equilibrium theory in the 1950, complicated formalism was highly 
appreciated by most of the economics community during the next couple of decades. A 
humorous illustration is Leijonhufvud’s (1973) mock anthropological study of the “Econ”, 
where the mathematical economists are characterized as the priesthood of the tribe. 
Mathematical economics is still an active field of research today, but does not have the 
elevated status it had in the 1970s.  

                                                           
5 The terminology dates from the 1970s where most freshwater economists were working in universities close to 
the US Great Lakes whereas the saltwater economists were based on the US east and west coast. 
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There are also some common features of a model that reduces its esthetic appeal. One 
unappealing characteristic is intractability. Although the analysis of a model may be 
complicated, it is widely acknowledged that it should be possible to solve and analyze a 
good model with pen and paper. Models who become so intractable that they can only 
be analyzed using computer simulations are not beautiful models. In practical policy 
work, however, such models are common and often seen as useful. Many central 
banks, for instance, have a version of a big computational model to predict the future of 
the economy – but not to do academic research. Hence usefulness does not 
necessarily add to model’s appeal. 

Another characteristic of unappealing models is application of uncommon or ad hoc 
assumptions. Assumptions close to “assuming a can opener” are clearly in this group. 
Assumptions involving psychological factors, such as loss aversion, are more debated. 
To some, these are seen as unappealing. One argument that is sometimes raised is 
that allowing for such assumptions in our models is a Pandora’s Box, able to explain 
anything. 

Still, a stronger emphasis on psychological realism has been increasingly popular over 
the last decades under the label behavioral economics. In the 1960s, a few economists 
started using experimental methods to study the realism of the models in the field. 
Vernon Smith (1962) famously showed that trading in an experimental setting would 
lead to an equilibrium close to the one predicted by supply and demand, indicating that 
economic theory has validity. Later experiments showed that other parts of economic 
thinking was less robust to experimental test. Particularly, individuals tend to care about 
others and follow moral norms. This led to the development of new theories 
incorporating features such as other-regarding preferences and fairness considerations 
of deviations from rationality (e.g. Kahneman and Tversky 1979). 

Some claim this is a new paradigm in economics, in opposition to neo-classical 
economics. In my view, however, this is not the case. Whereas other heterodox 
economic approaches, such as Marxist economics or post-Keynesian economics, are 
absent from the major economics journals and conferences, behavioral and 
experimental economists are highly present. Their status as “ordinary” economists is 
also not disputed among other economists. Finally, most behavioral economists would 
see themselves as mainstream economists simply taking economics a step forward. 

Empirical research 
The construction of formal models may be the feature of the field that distinguishes it 
the most form the other social sciences. Although all economists are trained in 
analyzing formal mathematical models and have a stronger mathematics background 
than most other social scientists, not all economists build formal models on a daily 
basis. Economists working outside of academia would draw on the knowledge acquired 
by studying models, but would not construct models in their day to day work. 
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Also within academia, only some economists construct models in their research. 
Empirical investigation have been an important part of economics since its inception. 
Economists were also among the first social scientists to wield the new statistical tools 
developed in the first part of the 20th century following the Neyman-Pearson paradigm 
(Haavelmo 1944). 

Over the last decades, a large fraction of economists have turned their attention to 
empirical studies. Angrist et al. (2017) analyze all publications in 33 economics journals 
since 1980, and document a strong increase in the fraction of published papers that are 
empirical. This also seems to be the case in almost all sub-fields of economics.  

Early empirical studies had two main purposes. The first purpose was to test the validity 
of economic theories. This fits into a classic approach where true theories are 
maintained and wrong theories rejected. The second purpose was to quantify theories – 
answer questions such as “by how much does the demand for sugar decline if the price 
increases by 10 percent”. The analysis of both questions would be strongly linked to 
theory. A typical approach would be to take a theoretical model similar to the ones we 
discussed above and amend it somewhat to be able to use it for empirical purposes. 
This would entail specifying a stricter structure on the model, e.g. linearity, and allowing 
for some random factors being determined outside the model. Then the model would 
finally be taken to the data. 

In recent decades, this approach has been criticized (Angrist and Pischke 2010). To 
explore a specific economic mechanism theoretically, it is fruitful to use a theory model 
where some features are left under-developed. But this imposes severe problems if the 
model is to be confronted with data. In the real world, we cannot filter out effects that 
are irrelevant to the mechanism at hand.  Hence a good theoretical model can be a 
disaster in “explaining” the world.  

The main problem is that in the real world, very few factors can be said to be 
determined exogenously, outside the model, as they would be in a theoretical model. 
The holistic view that everything depends on everything is a better approximation. If an 
economist try to investigate say the effect of prices on demand, he would then face the 
challenge that there are a number of other factors affecting both prices and demand. 
Hence finding the effect of prices independently of all other factors is challenging. This 
is typically referred to as the problem of uncovering causal effects. 

Causality is a big topic in philosophy, sometimes referred to as the staple of modern 
philosophy. This literature is mostly overlooked by empirical economists looking for 
causal relationships. But the philosophical literature is also quite theoretical and not 
straightforward to apply. One exception is the debate between philosopher Judea Pearl 
(2000) and economist James Heckman (2008), the former arguing for conceptualization 
through probabilistic directed acyclic graphical models, the latter through counterfactual 
analysis. 
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Philosophical approaches to causality often try to explain phenomena. Malnes (2018) 
uses the example of whether the hammer causes the nail to sink into the wood. In this 
example, causality is straightforward. Moreover, it is reasonable to say that the action of 
the hammer explains the sinking of the nail into the wood. In social phenomena, 
causality and explanation do not typically go together. It is quite likely that a high union 
density has a causal effect on compressing wage differentials, but to claim that union 
density explains wage differentials (i.e. that union density determines union density 
alone) would be farfetched. Hence we need to think of causality as a study of the effect 
of changing one feature (union density), keeping everything else unchanged – the 
ceteris paribus assumption.  

Applied empirical economists attempting to overcome the problem of causality have 
devised a number of techniques. As laboratory experiments are difficult to use in many 
cases, researchers try to find natural experiments. These are situations where 
randomization is not done by the researcher as in a laboratory, but by random events. 
Most of these are based on finding a factor that can be said to be external to the 
variables at hand. One example is rainfall, which can be predicted but not easily 
controlled by humans. Strong cut offs, such as a minimum test scores for entry into a 
school, can also help to create pseudo-randomness as individuals slightly above and 
slightly below the cut off are very similar except for school entry.  

This literature is less theory driven than the older empirical literature. As models are 
simplified descriptions of reality, they are seen as less useful to inform empirical 
analysis than previously thought. Although it is necessary to make assumptions to be 
able to estimate of causal effects, those are rather based on other insights than those 
given by economic theory, such as rainfall not being affected by human actions. This 
also implies that the estimated results do not correspond to the insights of one specific 
theoretical model, and hence that empirical research cannot reject a specific theoretical 
model. Rather, the empirical results can reject or corroborate one feature of a whole 
class of models. 

It is probably fair to say that the new “causal” turn in empirical economics has achieved 
most of the attention in empirical economics over the last two decades. The approach of 
taking a theoretical model more literally and comparing it to data has not been 
abandoned, though. Estimation of so-called structural econometric models is still 
prevalent within some sub-fields (Nevo and Whinston 2010). 

Fruitfulness of the economists approach 
It is clear that economists pay little attention to the philosophy of science. Although good 
economists have ideas about how knowledge is generated that is partially transferred to 
their students, there is little structured thinking and discussion around these questions. 
The strictest protagonists of epistemological debate would claim that such a field of 
science is doomed to perish. 
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However, this does not seem to be the case. Rather, economics and economists are 
doing quite well both as a science and professionally. One crude measure is that 
economists are better paid than most other social scientists in many countries, 
indicating that there is demand for economist. There are of course also other possible 
explanations for high wages. Economists are also in high demand as consultants both 
for private and public projects. This indicates that economists possess some knowledge 
that is seen as useful. 

I argued above that economics does not try to be a “critical science” to the same extent 
some of the other social sciences do. Rather, the field has a tradition for supplying the 
type of knowledge that is in demand by governments – to be useful. This may explain 
why economists seem to be in demand. At the same time, this can of course pose a 
danger. A completely un-critical field of science could fail to ask unpopular questions, 
hence corroborating unfortunate decisions. Although there are clearly examples where 
economists have failed to see warning signs and given the wrong advice, it seems to 
me that a different approach to knowledge creation would not have changed the 
situation.  

A field doomed to perish should also expect to be marginalized by other fields of 
science. This does not seem to be the case either. Fourcade et al. (2015) show that 
sociologists and political scientists cite economics quite heavily in academic writing. 
Economists, however, do not cite sociologists or political science to a comparable 
extent. Rather, they cite finance, statistics, and mathematics journals. Their pointed 
formulation is that economics is the “superior” social science. Although this formulation 
may be too strong, economics seems to benefit from a strong status among social 
scientists. 

A number of economic theories, such as for instance Becker’s (1981) theories of family 
formation, has had quite direct impact on other social sciences. The economists way of 
constructing formal models have seen less popularity. Mathematical sociology has been 
a significant sub-field in sociology, but has remained small. In political science, there are 
important insights in voting theory with a strong mathematical inclination (Austen-Smith 
and Banks 2000, 2005) and game theory is popular for the analysis of international 
politics. These approaches remain fairly marginal, though. 

In quantitative empirical studies, economic methodologies have had a more direct 
impact. The desire to estimate causal relationships is shared among the social 
sciences, and the methods devised by economists to analyze these questions are 
suitable for other social sciences. Due in large part to stronger mathematical 
background, economists have typically pioneered many empirical techniques, but there 
is quite active communication between the fields. 

Concluding remarks 
Epistemological considerations are not commonplace in the work of economists. I have 
argued that despite this fact, good practitioners in the field have clear ideas about fruitful 
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and less fruitful approaches to generating knowledge. However, the lack of discussion 
of these approaches has led philosophers of science, as well as representatives from 
other social sciences, to take a critical stand on the foundations of the field of 
economics. 

One pertinent question is whether economics would be a better science if they paid 
more emphasis to the philosophy of science. I have argued that the field is doing quite 
well as it is, indicating that this is not the case. But as there are a number of synergies 
between the different social sciences, both regarding theories, methodologies for 
constructing and analyzing theories and undertaking good empirical analyses, there are 
possibilities for more communication between the fields which could also inform the 
economists. 
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