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I. Introduction


What do we mean when we use the term “real” in economics?  A standard Webster’s Dictionary has 14 different definitions of “real”
, using the term as an adjective, adverb, and a noun.  Philosophers seldom provide a clear definition of what they mean when they talk about the real, but they often tell us what the real is not.  For philosophers, the real is usually the opposite of the ideal; the real, or existent, is the opposite of the nonexistent; and the real is the opposite of the fake.  Economists also weigh in with their notions of real.  We can think of many ways in which economists use the term.  These include their concern with the realism of assumptions in our theories, the classical dichotomy between real and nominal variables, real business cycle theories, and so on.  Philosophers, economists, and the layman all have slightly different notions of what the real means, but there definitely seems to be a degree of similarity among these competing notions.

The most coherent definition of realism comes from The Oxford Companion to Philosophy (1995, p. 746) where realism is defined as, “the view that we perceive objects whose existence and nature are independent of our perceptions.”  In other words, a realist position is simply an ontological claim that existence exists.  For the remainder of our paper, this will be our working definition of the real.

We do not intend to debate the many meanings of the real in this paper.  Instead, we will attempt to make clear the Austrian position on realism.  Austrian realism (or lack thereof) has recently been the subject of criticism by critical realists, Lawson (1997) and Lewis (forthcoming).  According to the critics, Austrian subjectivism leads to a non-foundational ontology where reality is nothing more than the intersubjective meanings of agents in society.  Since there is no reality independent from agents’ interpretations, critical realists suggest that Austrian subjectivism can easily lead to a quite problematic, “anything goes” ontological position.  

In order to make sense of this criticism, we will first trace through several key debates regarding scientific realism in the 20th century.  Engaging in such an exercise serves in reminding us of where the debate over realism has been and where the realist movement might be heading.  In revisiting realist movements of the past century, we will notice that concern over realism has swung back and forth on a pendulum.  Prior to Samuelson, the level of abstraction in economic science should not have raised serious objections.  From Samuelson to Arrow-Hahn-Debreu to recent game-theoretic work, economic science took a turn in a decidedly anti-realist direction.  This trend has turned in the opposite direction to some extent, as we are witnessing an increased demand for “thick” empiricism in the form of case studies and surveys; the tide has seemingly turned towards greater realism.  These issues will be taken up in Section II.    


In Section III, we will pause to summarize the particular strands of the critical realist movement relevant to our analysis.  The works of Lawson and Lewis are works of great importance for economists.  Lawson, in particular, has laid out a stern condemnation of most of what economists do.  In order to grasp Lawson’s critique of Austrian economics, it is important for the reader to also understand his objections to the mainstream.  Though Lawson’s argument is a dense and complicated one, a few pages summarizing his criticisms will have to suffice.  

Section IV will then turns to a current controversy concerning the commonalities and differences between the critical realist school and Austrian economists.  A key figure in this debate has been Peter Boettke.  Recently, Boettke has been criticized on the grounds that, while his approach avoids many of the problems which beset mainstream economics, the intersubjectivist socio-economic ontology upon which his approach rests fails to do justice to the full richness of the socio-economic world (Lewis forthcoming, p.25).  According to Lewis (p. 25),

…Boettke argue[s] that not all aspects of socio-economic life are reducible to 
mathematical formulae and quantitative data—to be is not simply to be the value 
of a variable—so in a similar vein critical realists argue that the material aspects 
of socio-economic life are not irreducible to people’s interpretations thereof.

For Lewis (p. 24), the Austrians
 and the realists “part company on the issue of voluntarism and determinism in social theory.”


Do the ontological positions of the critical realists and the Austrians really “part company” on the issue of the social-theoretic foundations of economic analysis?  Is there any way to reconcile Boettke’s position with the critical realists?  In sum, is there more common ground between contemporary Austrians and critical realists than Lewis and Lawson realize?  After outlining the criticisms, we will try to offer a defense of Boettke and the Austrians on the issue of ontological realism.  Perhaps the ontological position of Boettke and the Austrians is much closer to the critical realists than Lawson and Lewis realize.  In fact, in the limit, perhaps realist and Austrian ontologies map one-for-one into each other!  We will attempt to provide support for this position in Section V.  If our argument is supportable, then there are far more extensive gains from trade than Lawson and Lewis realize.  


Section VI will conclude.

II. Realism Revisited

Philosophy of science in the twentieth century can be parsed into three distinct periods.
  The first period was from the turn of the century until approximately 1960 when antirealists like Mach, Duhem, and Poincare carried the day.  Skeptical analysis in the form of conventionalism and logical positivism was, to a large extent,
 the accepted theoretical approach.  In economics, the “antirealist” creed was manifested in Friedman’s (1953) classic, “The Methodology of Positive Economics”.  In weighing in with his take on the purpose of economic science, Friedman (p. 7) declares,

The ultimate goal of a positive [economic] science is the development of a ‘theory’ or ‘hypothesis’ that yields valid and meaningful (i.e., not truistic) predictions about phenomena not yet observed.  Such a theory is…a ‘language’ designed to promote ‘systematic and organized methods of reasoning’ [and] a body of substantive hypotheses designed to abstract essential features of complex reality.

Later, Friedman makes his antirealist, instrumentalist position even more explicit.  For Friedman, the realism of one’s assumptions are unimportant.  The only criterion that matters when we try to distinguish the merit of different theories is the predictive power of competing theories.

Friedman’s “as if” argument led to the invasion of anti-realism in the form of logical positivism and Popperian falsificationism into economic science.  In the early 1960s, however, the philosophy of science turned in the direction of a much more realistic paradigm.  As Smart (1963) and Putnam (1975) argued, the theoretical constructs utilized by scientists must actually exist.  In addition, scientific theories must be decent approximations of the world.  If scientific theories were not decent approximations of reality, then the success of science would have to be considered a miracle.  As Stove (1982) would later state in response to Feyerabend’s (1975) antirealist movement, to argue that we cannot know whether knowledge has advanced over the last 500 years is a nonsensical position.  For the realists of this generation, science is at least on the right track in bringing us closer to enlightenment.  These realists acknowledge the imperfect and downright sloppy nature of science, but—on balance—its accomplishments are essentially indisputable.

While a movement in the direction of greater realism was occurring in the general scientific community, economic science in particular did not experience a similar shift.  Instead, economics actually moved in the opposite direction towards greater formalism and anti-realism.  The rise of general equilibrium theory and sophisticated macroeconomic modeling epitomized anti-realism.  Samuelson’s (1947) Foundations of Economic Analysis was undoubtedly the driving force behind the formalist movement.  Until the contributions of Arrow and Debreu (1954), Arrow (1963, 1968), and Hahn (1978) on general equilibrium and work on multiple equilibria (Rubinstein 1979, Fundenberg and Maskin 1986, Schelling 1978, 1960), however, the loss of reality in economics at the hands of formalism was not fully realized. 

While there remains a strong thrust in the direction of greater formalism in economics, there are some signs suggesting that we are currently witnessing a greater demand for more realism in both the general scientific community and economic science in particular.  Perhaps we are currently experiencing a unique, third period in the philosophy of science.  This period can best be understood as an inflection point in time.  The future direction of scientific inquiry seems to be in limbo.  Perhaps we will see a move in a decidedly antirealist direction in the future.  On the other hand, some signs are pointing to a future with even more realism in both the general scientific community and economic science in particular.  

There are at least two reasons to be optimistic that we are witnessing a move towards a greater degree of realism in economic science.  First, economics has become increasingly suspicious of econometric results (McCloskey 2000).  Statistical significance and large cross-sectional studies have lost some of their significance, as economists are beginning to look for “thick” history and field work to support one’s empirical arguments.
  Secondly, the focus of economic science has moved from a preoccupation with abstract, equilibrium theorizing to an extensively empirical discipline.   Indeed, empiricism in the form of econometric analysis can also suffer from problems of abstraction and a loss of reality, but economists have greater relevance and a closer attachment to the “real” when engaging in empirical analysis relative to formal theory.  

III.  The Critical Realists


We would like to think that economic science is currently experiencing a natural shift back in a more realistic direction.  Whether or not this trend will persist remains an open question.  The critical realist projects of Bhaskar (1978, 1989), Fleetwood (1995) and Lawson (1997) have emerged out of this scientific context.  One may wonder what all of the fuss is about given that we seem to be encountering a more realistic moment in economic science.  This section will examine the critical realist position and try to determine whether they have reason to be upset.  


Lawson (1997) has raised the most penetrating realist objections to orthodox economic theory.  While his criticisms are extensive, they can largely be reduced to three fundamental arguments: (1) contemporary econometricians are failing because they continue to follow “ad hoc stratagems” while knowing full well that they are “sinning” (p. 7); (2) theorists are ultimately “denying human choice” because they are “unable to allow choice in their formalistic modeling (p. 9); and (3) the proper course for economics to follow is a more holistic, systems-oriented approach—the deductive approach produces closure, and it is too simplistic an approach for the complexity of the social world (pp. 17-19).


We will briefly pause to unpack each of these criticisms in turn.  First, let us explore Lawson’s criticism of the economist’s traditional tool for empirical study, econometric analysis.  He maintains (p. 70) that


[t]he most telling point against [the] econometrics project is the ex posteriori 


result that significant invariant event regularities, whether of a probabilistic kind 
or otherwise, have yet to be uncovered in economics, despite the resources 
continually allocated to their pursuit.

For Lawson, then, “econometric failure” has occurred because econometricians are either implicitly or explicitly assuming that constant relationships between variables exist even though there is no evidence for this assumption in the real world.  In other words, econometrics has experienced a flight from reality because the assumed relationships do not directly correspond to the actual relationships we observe in the world.


Lawson’s second criticism concerns the loss of human choice in formal models.  This criticism is an ontological one, which claims that formalism in economics has led to the loss of understanding of individual action (the ultimate subject matter of the science).  The argument against formalism maintains that dynamic market processes, subjective individuals, and real time cannot be reduced to a system of equations or a variable in an econometric model.  In addition, formal theory has also resulted in the economist becoming less relevant over time.  Since the individual in formal models is often assumption driven to produce whatever result the theorist desires, the theorist is essentially able to say whatever a person wants to hear.  


The final, and most controversial, criticism that Lawson raises is an objection to the deductive approach.  According to Lawson, economists remain bound by Cartesian constraints by continuing to adhere to the deductive method.  Many heterodox economists suggest that the economist’s theory is too simplistic to cope with the complexity of the real world.  Klamer (1994, pp. 52-3) and McCloskey (1983, 1986) have been critical of the economists’ continued adherence to a modernist approach.  Given that the intellectual and artistic tides have taken a turn away from modernism, they maintain that economics should follow suit.  Yet in spite of this, economists continue to cling to what has worked in the recent past—formalism of a very modernistic form.  As Klamer (p. 53) surmises: 


The question is, however, whether this vestige of modernism can survive very 
long, given the doubt that formalist representations will provide certain 
knowledge about the economy, including knowledge that enables us to effectuate 
desired economic outcomes.


If the arts and other intellectual disciplines are a good example, economists may 
expect an unraveling of the current hegemonic position of the formalist approach 
as the ideal in their discipline, and the beginning of a time in which many 
different approaches will coexist, including historical, institutional, and 
interpretive approaches.


For the purposes of this analysis, we will assume that Lawson is an adequate representative of the critical realist project.  We see that the critical realist project has raised some serious challenges to orthodox economic theory.  While we are sympathetic to Lawson’s ontological criticisms, we find his anti-deductivist argument less compelling.  To state our position briefly: without deductivism, one quickly loses tractability in their social theory.  The burden is on Lawson and other systems theorists to offer a convincing alternative, which proves to be a more powerful approach overall than what we currently enjoy under deductivism.  When we engage in an analysis of the effect of a minimum wage imposition on employment of unskilled workers, our deductive method offers a powerful and predictive story.  If economic science should move away from this deductive approach to a much more open-ended, systems approach, it seems crucial that the value-added question be given better treatment.  That is, what is the value-added of an incredibly convoluted economic science? 


This section has offered a brief summary of the critical realist position vis-à-vis mainstream economists.  The purpose of this paper, however, is not to press on with further discussion regarding the specific objections Lawson raises against orthodox economic theory.  Instead, we would like to turn our attention to a more specific critique that Lawson and other critical realists have raised against Austrian economists.  At first glance, it seems as though the Austrian approach could succeed in offering a more ontological economic science.  Yet, the critical realists have been fairly adamant in  arguing that there remains significant scope for improvement in the Austrian alternative.  The next section will discuss their specific objections to the Austrian ontology.

IV. The Critical Realists as Critics


In addition to the criticisms raised against the mainstream’s methodological approach, Lawson has been an ardent critic of the Austrian methodological paradigm.  In focusing his critique on Hayek, Lawson (1997, p. 138) views the Austrian social ontology as nothing more than a “hermeneuticised version” of an “empiricist theory of ontology founded in positivism.”  In other words, Hayek is ultimately a positivist economist with a slightly more subjective individual actor.  At best, Hayek is more sophisticated than the orthodox economist, for he at least has a social ontology underlying his analysis.  However, this ontology is one that “exist[s] apart from [individuals] being conceptualized in action” (Lawson 1997, p. 139).  For Lawson (and Fleetwood), Hayek’s social ontology is not nearly deep enough to warrant a genuine alternative to the orthodoxy.


In the same spirit as Lawson, Fleetwood (1995, p. 5) also regards most of Hayek’s work
 to be “lacking a notion of social structure in general and social rules of conduct in particular.”  Fleetwood (p. 6) also attributes Hayek’s lack of social structure to subjectivism when he writes, “[Hayek’s] subjective idealist epistemology…manifests itself in his social science as hermeneutic foundationalism, that is, the view that reality is exhausted by agents’ conceptions.”  According to the critical realists, then, Hayek’s notion of the “really real” does not exist independent of individual interpretations.  Fleetwood (p. 76) regards the problem with this position to be the following:


Under hermeneutic foundationalism there is no notion of social structures that 
exist and act to a significant extent independently of agents’ identification or 
classification of them.  On the contrary, social structures are reducible to and exist 
solely in virtue of the conceptions held by agents.  They do not act as a (material) 
cause at all.  There is, for Hayek II then, no domain of the deep that can sustain an 
elaboration of the conditions for action perceived at the level of the empirical.


Hayek is thus impaled on a fork of his own making.  The theoretical devices he 
needs for the substantive economics are ruled out of bounds by the philosophical 
position he adopts.  In retrospect, it is quite clear that if he is to develop the 
institution of social rules, he has to abandon this untenable philosophical position.


More recently, Lewis (forthcoming) has raised similar criticisms against contemporary Austrians.  Lewis maintains that while there is common ground among Austrian economists and critical realists on their critique of formalism, the two schools of thought part ways on issues of social ontology.  Lewis follows Lawson’s critique, but focuses his attention primarily on Boettke’s (rather than Hayek’s) ontological position.  He sees Boettke and other contemporary Austrians falling into the same trap as Hayek, for their ontology is a non-foundationalist one.  The reason the Austrian ontology is non-foundationalist is because it is derived from the subjective interpretations of individuals in the social world.  According to Lewis’s (and Lawson’s) interpretation of Austrian ontology, whenever individual interpretations of the world change, the underlying reality also changes.  Hence, the Austrians have no theory of social structure, relationships, and power independent of interpretation.  

V.  A Humble Response to the Critics


The critical realists’ primary objection to the Austrian alternative stems from the Austrians’ supposed lack of an ontological realist grounding.  We find this criticism unwarranted, and we will try to explain why throughout this section. 


While an appreciation for ontological realism might not be as apparent in Hayek’s early writings (1942a, 1942b, 1943, 1944)
, a sturdy commitment to ontological realism is evident in his later writings (1960, 1967, 1973)
.  In addition, a commitment to a rich social ontology also seems present in the more recent Austrian writings of both Kirzner (1982, 1992) and Boettke (1996, 1997, 1998)
.  


In summarizing the ontological position of the Austrians, Boettke (1996) writes,


The Austrian claim is not against abstraction, but it does challenge the selective 
realism of modern information economics and moreover it questions whether the 
techniques employed in modern information economics undermine the analyst's 
ability to deal with questions of knowledge and the informational role of the price 
system (see Thomsen 1991). As such, modern Austrian economic theory offers an 
alternative theory of economic life; one significantly more general in terms of 
applicability to the world as we know it. 


 If what we demand out of an economic theory is realism, then Austrian 
economics strives to deal seriously with the real social conundrum in which 
human actors are placed. If economic theory is also supposed to strive for 
universality, then Austrian economics claims to offer logical derivations of 
analytical propositions that meet that aspiration to universal principle of human 
action and interaction. By consistently and unflinchingly pursuing methodological 
individualism (understood in its phenomenological as opposed to atomistic sense), 
methodological subjectivism (or intersubjectivism), and process analysis, 
Austrian economists have developed a general theory of human action, of market 
processes, and of institutional evolution. By recognizing the complex problem 
situation which is our social world, the individual and collective coping 
mechanisms that allow us to live with one another are highlighted and explored. 

Boettke and other Austrian economists view their particular approach as a realist one, 

which focuses on man in a social world as he is, “with all his weaknesses and limitations” 

(Mises, 1949).      





Runde (2001, p. 7) has argued “contrary to what Lawson appears to suggest, 

Hayek does seem to be committed to a differentiated and largely stable reality that exists 

independently of how we perceive and think about it.”  In taking up Lawson’s claim that 

Hayek’s early work has a distinctly “hermeneuticised” social reality, Runde (p. 11) 

reaches the opposite conclusion.  That is, according to Runde (2001, p. 11; emphasis 

added), even the early Hayek might have actually been a critical realist!  As Runde

 writes,




…Hayek regards his social structures as enduring, as defining relations between 
individuals, and as having an existence over and above the subjective beliefs and 

attitudes of the particular individuals who form the foci in the network of relations 
defined.  On the face of it, then, it looks as if a case could well be made for 
maintaining that Hayek is proposing a conception of social structure that is 
intransitive in the sense of CR [critical realism]. 


Runde (p. 12) goes so far as to suggest that Lawson completely misses a fundamental point of Hayek’s research program.  For Hayek, the shared concepts and interpretations of individuals are learned.  In order to have learned interpretations, Hayek must be presupposing a social structure with all of the important features of power, status, and diversity—the very features of reality which Lawson claims Hayek’s social ontology lacks.  


As Runde suggests, Austrians have an underlying reality, which has been the product of power struggles, individual innovation, and a long evolutionary process.  For Austrians, this underlying reality is not just suspended in animation and subject to change whenever individual interpretations change.  Indeed, individual interpretations can provide feedback and alter the underlying reality of the social world.  However, the “really real” that Austrians have in mind exists independent of the minds of agents in the social world.  As can be observed in Beaulier and Boettke (2000, p. 550), Austrians follow Warren Samuels on the issue of social ontology.  They subscribe to an ontological position in which reality is “not entirely the product of some mysterious fate working its course, but instead the product of a multitude of decisions [and power structures]”. 


Austrians do, indeed, view the individual as the primary agent of change in the social nexus.  Yet, Austrians are fully aware of the role non-economic institutions and culture can play when individuals are acting and interacting in the social world.  The Austrian appreciation for cultural factors does not lead to the position that social change is due to larger social forces; we cannot imagine institutional change independent of individual action.  However, the individuals acting in the social world are deeply affected by the non-economic institutions of power, culture, and history surrounding them.  We believe this position is identical to the critical realist position which Lewis (forthcoming, p. 13) summarizes:


…a satisfactory understanding of the relationship between social structures (such 
as the social institutions just mentioned) and human agency requires that it be 
conceptualized as an inherently ‘tensed’ process: at any given moment in time, 
social structures pre-date and so condition current human agency, which agency 
subsequently leads either to the reproduction or the transformation of those 
structures.

Agents are not just the carriers of past social structures; they are also living in a social world of rights and power relations—the social structure embodied in their individuality is meeting the present social world head-on.
 


If our interpretation of the Austrian ontology is correct, then Austrians seem to hold a decidedly non-hermeneuticised ontological position regarding the social world.  Like the critical realists, Austrians have a much more humanistic take on individuals.  Individuals are constrained and often governed by their roots—both Austrians and critical realists appreciate this.  In addition to sharing common ground on the issue of embeddedness, Austrians and critical realists both maintain that a social world exists independent of individual interpretations.  


Yet, if Austrian economists and critical realists are essentially in agreement on issues of social ontology, why is there so much disagreement between the two schools of thought on the issue of\ ontology?  We believe the primary source of confusion on the issue of ontology comes from the Austrian adherence to methodological individualism.  As consistent methodological individualists, Austrians claim that the only way to understand the social world is through examination of individual interpretations.  Interpretations are not the only factor determining the nature of the “really real”, but they are the only way of understanding the underlying reality.  Like the critical realists, Austrians understand that individuals bring both material and historical baggage into the social nexus.  These factors matter for Austrian economists, but the only way of sorting out how these factors affect the world this is by concentrating on individual actions.  This is all the “hermeneuticised” Austrian ontology is saying.


We have tried to provide evidence suggesting that the Austrian methodological position is one that is ontologically realist.  One further point should be made regarding Austrian economists vis-à-vis the critical realists.  The realist Austrian ontology, which we consider central to Austrian economics, requires a contextualist epistemological position.  Ontological realism tells us that there is an objective, real, underlying world “out there”.  However, this social world is not an easy one to understand—it is hidden rather than objectively before us.  The hidden nature of meaning in the social world thereby requires a contextualist position.  Through a contextualist approach, perhaps we can get a slice of knowledge about the social world by examining the ways diverse individuals live within it.


Another way to understand this position is to break the world into three dimensions.  There is the “really real” social world we are all trying to understand at the deepest and most hidden level.  Then, there are all of the individuals with their unique interpretations of what this underlying reality is really like.  Finally, there are the social scientists trying to understand both the underlying social world and individual behavior within specific contexts.  Some social scientists will focus exclusively on individual behavior without any interest in what this tells us about the broader social world.  Others will skip past the intermediary step of individual experience to try to get directly at understanding the social world.  Economics, when done correctly, should not be engaging in either of these forms of analysis.  Instead, the method of economics should be one in which reality is understood through the medium of interpreting individual actions.  We must rely on the medium of individual actions and interpretations to understand our social world.  Hayek (1952, p. 44) best summarizes our epistemological contextualist position when he writes, “[s]o far as human actions are concerned the things are what the acting people think they are.”  


This paper is suggesting that Austrian methodology is on firm ground.  Reality and objectivity are not just whatever comes out of the diverse and subjective interpretations of all the individuals of a community.  By contrast, reality exists independent of these interpretations.  A defining tenet of the Austrian position is its methodological individualism.  All this tenet is saying is that the only way to understand reality is through examination of individual behavior and interpretations in the social world.  This position does not translate into reality is whatever interpretations say it is; reality is made sense of through interpretation, but reality is far more than the product of individual interpretations.  

VI.  Conclusion

Lawson and Lewis have both pointed out common ground between Austrian economists and critical realists.  Lawson (1998, p. 143) finds common ground among the “broader features of perspective (an emphasis on uncertainty, historical processes, etc.).”  According to Lawson, however, Austrians cannot produce a fruitful alternative until the philosophical foundation of critical realism is put in place.  


This paper has maintained that Austrians actually endorse and practice the kind of critical realist ontology which Lawson and Lewis are demanding.  Perhaps there has been some ambiguity brought on by the Austrian emphasis on individual interpretation.  However, when we look carefully at what is underlying these individual interpretations, we find a rich social structure.  Austrians view individuals as embedded in a much deeper social process than the kind of crude “voluntarism” depicted by Lawson and others.


Some of the blame for this confusion falls on Austrian economists.  The writings of Hayek, among others, have proven obscure in reflecting the depth of Austrian social ontology.  We have attempted to reconcile these shortcomings by directing more attention to the realist ontological strand, which permeates Hayek’s work, as well as the work of several contemporary Austrian economists.


When faced with the question of whether there is common ground between Austrian economics and critical realism, it is not an issue of one school of thought needing to “come around” in their ontological or epistemological position.  Instead, as we have maintained, good Austrian economics is good critical realism.  Similarly, we hope that good critical realism will continue to be understood as good Austrian economics in the future.
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� real, adj. 1.  true; not merely ostensible, nominal , or apparent: the real reason for an act.  2.  actual rather than imaginary, ideal, or fictitious: real events; a story taken from real life.  3.  being actually such; not merely so-called: a real victory.  4.  genuine; authentic: real pearls.  5.  unfeigned or sincere: real sympathy.  6.  Informal. absolute; complete; utter: She’s a real brain.  7.  Philos. a.  existent as opposed to nonexistent.  b.  actual as opposed to possible or potential.  8. (of wages, income, or money) measured in purchasing power rather than in nominal value.  9.  noting an optical image formed by the actual convergence of rays, as the image produced in a camera (opposed to virtual).  10.  Law. of or pertaining to immovable or permanent things, as lands or buildings.  11.  Math. of, pertaining to, or having the value of a real number.—adv.  12.. Informal. very or extremely: You did a real nice job.—n.  13.  the real, a. something that actually exists.  b. reality in general.  –Idiom.  14.  for real, a. in reality; actually.  b. genuine; sincere.


� According to Lewis’s interpretation of the Austrian school, Boettke’s position on many of these issues often translates into the Austrian position.  Whether most Austrians would agree with many of Boettke’s methodological positions is an extremely relevant question regarding Lewis’s criticisms.  For the purposes of this paper, we will follow Lewis in assuming that Boettke’s methodological positions are reflective of the Austrian school.





� While this might seem like an overly simplistic perspective, it is a relatively adequate approximation of the 20th century of history that has some support in Fine (1986).





� It should be noted, however, that the work of Planck and Einstein statistical analysis and relativity theory did turn the tide toward more in the direction of realism.  


� This trend is not only evident in the heterodox writings of McCloskey, but is also appreciated by leading   neoclassical economists (e.g. Bates et al., 1998). 


� We must keep in mind Fleetwood’s Hayek I, Hayek II, and Hayek III distinction.  According to Fleetwood, Hayek III’s work was much closer to the critical realist approach.  


� For an interpretation of Hayek’s early writings as a realist exercise, see Runde (2001) and the discussion of Runde that follows in this essay.





� Fleetwood (1995) follows Lawson in maintaining that Hayek from 1937 to 1960 is a positivist, but suggests that Hayek post-1960 is a “quasi-transcendental realist”.





� Boettke’s (1998, p. 180) expresses his deep sympathies for an economic science grounded in realism when he writes:





	…the promise of richer explanations is worth the loss of crystalline precision, since the precision 	that has been achieved falsifies reality.  If we continue to insist that precision is always more 	valuable than relevance, then I conclude with Heilbroner that “the worldly philosophy, which 	began with such rich promise, seems unlikely to become the source of illumination that was once 	its singular gift.”


� Unlike Lawson, Lewis maintains that Austrians and critical realists share a great deal of common ground on the issue of social ontology.  Whereas Lawson criticizes Hayek for his lack of a deep ontology, Lewis acknowledges that Austrians recognize the existence of intersubjectively shared social structures that are ontologically distinct from individual agents’ actions. Lewis argues, however, in focusing on intersubjective meanings, Austrians fail to do justice to the material or transsubjective dimension of the social structures within which people are situated. 


� See Horwitz (2001, p. 34).  Horwitz attempts to defend Hayek against the atomistic individual charge when he writes: “[Hodgson] is arguing against a straw man.  No defender of the market, surely not Hayek at least, ever argued that every single form of human interaction should be mediated by the market.”  It should noted, however, that among Austrians Lavoie (1994) addressed the Austrian tendency towards atomism.  Like Lawson, he recognized that methodological individualism and subjectivism could breed atomism, which would “locate the domain of meaning in isolated individual minds” (p. 57).  





