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This paper takes as its point of departure a seeming contradiction in the work of Robert Heilbroner with regards to his views on ideology. When we look at the writings of Heilbroner closely, it appears that he does not always take a negative view of ideology. In fact, he has argued for the legitimacy and necessity of ideology. Related to these issues is his position that “economics is not and should not be value-free.”
 

This evidence from Heilbroner’s work stands in stark contrast with that part of his writing in which he categorically denounces ideology as a negative phenomenon. The question arises whether these two seemingly contradictory views can be held at once by the same person or not, and if so, then how. The emphasis placed by Heilbroner on vision and his position on value-freedom in economics are both related to his position on ideology and must also be examined further. What is required is an examination of Heilbroner’s philosophy of economics.

This chapter will attempt this examination of Heilbroner’s understanding of vision, ideology and value-freedom through a Weberian interpretative lens. To put together this lens, the paper will rely on (1) Max Weber’s essay “Science as a Vocation” and on (2) secondary literature on Weber’s view of science, its purposes, characteristics and relation with the principle of value-freedom. By extracting some relevant insights from this literature (which comprises the work of Karl Lowith and Basit Bilal Koshul), and by complementing it with evidence from Heilbroner’s own work, the chapter hopes to provide a relational reading of Heilbroner’s work. This should lead to a clarification of Heilbroner’s position.

The rationale of this inquiry is as follows. Heilbroner’s work is has been a significant self-critical voice from within the economics profession. Furthermore, it has brought a unique perspective on the discipline, a perspective arising from a keen eye on the history of economic thought. Heilbroner’s intellectual stature within and beyond economics has also been recognized by his contemporaries.
 Weber’s stature in the social sciences and his extensive work on the methodology of the social sciences is widely recognized and thus justifies using his work as a touchstone and interpretative lens. The possibility of a further refining and clarification of Heilbroner’s thought when viewed from the lens of Weber’s methodology of (social) science(s) is an exciting prospect which, if realized, can contribute to the secondary literature on Heilbroner’s ideas. Besides this, it could also potentially show the continued relevance of Weber’s work to contemporary problems in economics.


The paper is organized as follows. Section I reviews Heilbroner’s position on vision, ideology and value-freedom and show the relations among the three. Section II reviews Weber’s view of science as presented in “Science as a Vocation.” It also reviews the interpretation of Weberian science provided by Lowith and Koshul and the insights from their work relevant to the issue at hand. Specifically, it shows Weberian science to be a dynamic and continuous process rather than a static and mechanical process. Sections III and IV analyze Heilbroner’s philosophy of economics through a Weberian lens. That is, by contextualizing vision, ideology and value-freedom within a framework of Weberian science, they reconstruct Heilbroner’s vision of economics as a science and as a vocation, and discuss the insights gained from this analysis. Section V concludes the paper and section VI adds a comment to pre-empt certain criticisms.
I. Vision, Ideology, Value-freedom and the Purpose of Economic Analysis
By the word vision, Heilbroner

mean[s] the political hopes and fears, social stereotypes, and value judgments – all unarticulated, as we have said – that infuse all social thought, not through their illegal entry into an otherwise pristine realm, but as psychological, perhaps existential, necessities. ... “vision” sets the stage and peoples the cast for all social inquiry.

Furthermore, “our individual moral values, [and] our social angles of perception”
 are also part of our vision. Hence, vision precedes analysis and sets the analytical agenda. Heilbroner holds that visions are not true or false – they cannot be proven or disproven historically.
 He concedes that “while not denying their wishful character, I see visions as free of the exaggerations and inconsistencies that we commonly associate in a pejorative sense with ideologies.”
 Despite this, Heilbroner insists that vision is to be “celebrated” because of its “immense constructive power.”
 The purpose visions serve is that they “structure the social reality to which economics, like other forms of social inquiry, addresses its attention.”
 This structuring and constructing of reality is the reason that vision is necessary for analysis.

The problem with understanding Heilbroner’s view of ideology arises because of what can be called an almost schizophrenic view of ideology. Firstly, ideological elements are a part of vision.
 For Heilbroner, ideology is (1) “biased discourse”
 (2) “claims of universality”
 (3) “unknowing deception of the self”
 – all having negative connotations. He also claims that ideology is “irremovable,”
 and differentiates between “blatant” and concealed ideologies.
 On the other hand, he claims that ideology is legitimate and necessary for analysis inasmuch as ideology is part of vision and vision is itself necessary for analysis.


Heilbroner’s opposition to value-freedom is largely linked to his view of the role of the economist and his/her social context. Firstly, Heilbroner believes that the distinction between the economist and the economic statistician is that the former, in his attempt to explain social phenomena, infuses meaning into his data. For Heilbroner, this infusion of meaning is an act which makes economics value-laden.
 This infusion of meaning is directly related to visions. Heilbroner sees “visions as expressions of the inescapable need to infuse “meaning”—to discover a comprehensible framework—in the world.”
 Secondly, the economist’s work is closely tied to his own social context. Economics cannot be value-free because the economist cannot remove himself from his own social context:
Indeed, at the risk of making an assertion that verges on a confession, I would venture the statement that every social scientist approaches his task with a wish, conscious or unconscious, to demonstrate the workability or unworkability of the social order he is investigating. ... 

Moreover, this extreme vulnerability to value judgments is not a sign of deficiency in the social investigator. On the contrary, he belongs to a certain order, has a place in it, benefits or loses from it, and sees his future bound up with its success of failure. In the face of this inescapable existential fact, an attitude of total “impartiality” to the universe of social events is psychologically unnatural, and more likely than not leads to a position of moral hypocrisy.

A last feature of Heilbroner’s philosophy of economics which is worth reviewing is his proposal for serious consideration of the possibility of a political economics.
 Political economics would entail telling the economist that the social and political goal ‘x’ is desired. The economist would then make clear as to what means could be employed to achieve that end, and what they would entail.
 The economist is not in any privileged position more than anyone else in deciding which socio-political ends are desirable.
 Determination of socio-political ends will be the political project/enterprise. What this means is an “instrumental reorientation of economics.”
 
II. Weber’s Philosophy of Science


Having seen Heilbroner’s position on vision, ideology and value-freedom, we now turn to Weber’s view of science. We will first review a handful of relevant characteristics of a Weberian view of science (though these are not the only ones): that it offers clarity as a goal, that it is based on presuppositions and values which are not provable by its own methods, and that despite an affirmation of these values at its base, it ought to be value-free by becoming aware of these presuppositions and by accounting for them. As this discussion proceeds, Weber’s view of science will be seen to be a dynamic, continuous and creative process rather than a static and mechanical one.

In “Science as a Vocation,” Weber offers us the three contributions of science. The one most pertinent to the issue at hand is the third one: science helps us “gain clarity.”
 The scientist sets out for others a choice map of sorts. Rather than saying that you ought to aim for this end, he instead tells us that if you wish to obtain this end, you have at your disposal such and such different paths. Each path brings with it such and such implications. That is, “if you take such and such a stand, then, according to scientific experience, you have to use such and such a means in order to carry out your conviction practically.”
 In doing so, the scientist can give a person “an account of the ultimate meaning of his own conduct.”

However, science itself must first begin somewhere, and it begins with certain presuppositions.
 Besides presupposing the validity of its methods, science also presumes that the things it wishes to know are “worth being known.”
 According to Weber,

In this, obviously, are contained all our problems. For this presupposition cannot be proved by scientific means. It can only be interpreted with reference to its ultimate meaning, which we must reject or accept according to our ultimate position towards life.

Furthermore, each specific science will have its own specific presuppositions. As Koshul notes, “all sciences studying empirical reality, … are based on suprarational factors such as presuppositions, evaluative ideas—and ultimately on a suprarational affirmation of the validity of these presuppositions and evaluative ideas.” Furthermore, “Weber asserts that cultural values play a critical role in bringing order to the chaotic form of an observed phenomenon that presents itself to the observer.”

Weber’s principle of value-freedom is well known and need not be discussed in much detail. In as much as science lends its assent to its presuppositions as an act of faith, does it not become value-laden when it should be value-free? How then, is it possible to have value-free science? This point is clarified in a passage by Koshul worth quoting at length. Koshul’s own reading of Weber depends on Karl Lowith’s interpretation of Weber’s essay “Science as a Vocation”: 
Weber seems to be saying that, while science is based on certain subjective factors and value judgments, it is at the same time free of certain subjective factors and value judgments. This apparent contradiction in Weber’s thought is clarified by Lowith in these words.

What Max Weber’s call for a value-free science sought none the less to demonstrate was that, in spite of science’s emancipation, its “facts” were underpinned by specific preconceived  value-judgments of a moral and  semi-religious type, some of which even approximated to fundamental principles. Science was to become free, in the sense that its value-judgments were to become decisive, logically consistent and self-reflexive, rather than remaining concealed, both to others and to science itself, under the cloak of “scientific knowledge.” Weber’s call for the value-freedom of scientific judgement does not represent a regression to pure scientificity; on the contrary, he is seeking to bring those extra-scientific criteria of judgment into the scientific equation ....

For Weber, the value-free character of science is not related to the fact that it is free of subjective factors and value judgments of a “moral and semi-religious type.” Science is value-free in the sense that its “moral and semi-religious” dimension has become “decisive, logically consistent and self-reflexive, rather than remaining concealed.” Science becomes science only when its extra-scientific dimension is explicitly recognized, accounted for, and made clear. As long as the extra-scientific, semireligious dimension of science remains concealed from the view of the scientist, science falls short of being science.

In the passage by Lowith quoted by Koshul, Lowith goes on to write that “what Weber demands is not an eradication of the ‘value-ideas’ which provide science with its criteria, but the objectification of these ideas as a pre-condition for the adoption of what seemed to him a possible critical distance from them.”

Thus, science first fully commits itself to its value-ideas and is only then able to become ‘value-free’ by creating a distance between itself and its values. Koshul interprets this relationship between the fundamental values which underpin science and value-freedom in another manner consistent with Lowith’s interpretation. In his study of Weber, Koshul goes on to show that “for Weber, the praxis of science must precede any fruitful reflection on the methods of science.”
 As reflection on the methods succeeds praxis, the scientist “should not shrink from the possibility of having to revise the ‘logical forms’ of the ‘enterprise’—even if this revision means the reformulation of the very ‘nature’ of the work.”
 That is, before science can revisit its fundamental values which determine the logical forms of science, it must first commit itself to these values and then examine its fundamental commitments. In doing so, it may have to “tweak” its fundamental evaluative ideas, thereby changing the logical forms and nature of its praxis from then onwards.

From the evidence presented in this discussion, we can view Weberian science to be a dynamic and creative process which can roughly be described in three stages. Note that by understanding Weber’s view of science in such a manner runs the risk of presenting it again as a static and linear process. What is intended, however, is only to use this depiction of Weberian science as a heuristic device which will allow us to analyze Heilbroner’s views in the next section. The three stages are as follows.

1. Affirmation of presuppositions and evaluative ideas (a) without which science cannot begin, and (b) which give order to observed phenomena
2. Scientific praxis as a means to gaining clarity about the best means to achieve a given/desired end
3. Reflection on methodology, revisiting values affirmed at Stage 1 and revealing the previously concealed values-judgments; revision of logical forms and nature of science if the need be

It is Stage 3 which is crucial to science’s dynamism. When the basic evaluative ideas and methodology are revisited, some of them may be found wanting and others may be found to be as relevant and necessary as before. Thus, depending on the degree to which one will revise one’s basic evaluative ideas and methodology, one will revise the nature of scientific praxis. As was said before, the division of science into a three-stage process serves only as a heuristic device which risks looking at the three stages as being mutually exclusive. In fact, each of the three stages can be seen to interact with the other two in a unique way. Every particular case of Stage 3 can also be seen as a “new” Stage 1, and vice versa. Furthermore, Stage 3 itself is not mutually exclusive with Stage 2. Once the very first affirmation of the value of science is made and scientific praxis has begun, each particular case of reflection on methodology will be a part of scientific praxis, rather than lying outside its domain. In as much as every Stage 3 is a new Stage 1, Stage 1 also then becomes part of scientific praxis. It is these dynamics of science which make it self-reflexive.
III. Heilbroner’s philosophy of economics through a Weberian lens
We now begin to place Heilbronerian vision, ideology and value-judgments in the Weberian framework of science outlined above. First and foremost, all of vision, including its ideological aspects, can be placed under the heading of Stage 1. For economic (scientific) analysis to begin, there must be the affirmation, even if unconscious or unarticulated as Heilbroner says, of certain presuppositions and evaluative ideas: “political hopes and fears, social stereotypes and value-judgments” as well as “our individual moral values.” That is, as Heilbroner says, there must be vision. Furthermore, this vision cannot be proved using the methods of economic science.


The second stage is scientific praxis. Economic analysis is part of the scientific praxis of economics. The scientific praxis of the economist requires him/her to help us gain clarity about the most suitable means to achieve any desired end. A more specific part of the praxis of an economist specified by Heilbroner is crucial to understanding Heilbroner’s views contextualized within the three-stage process of Weberian science. This element of praxis is the writing of a reflective journal:

Like the natural scientist, the economist (or for that matter, any social scientist) is expected to keep his journal, recording as best as he can his starting points, his successive steps, his final conclusions. He records, with all the honesty and fidelity of which he is capable, not only his data and his processes of reasoning, but his initial commitments, hopes, and disappointments.

This process of journal writing – part of the economist’s praxis – directly and smoothly transitions into Stage 3, for it requires, in part, the explicit articulation of the economist’s vision which had initially been unarticulated. Now we see that at Stage 3, vision – including the economist’s values and ideological leanings – must come under scrutiny and may need to be first articulated, and then revised if the need be. Thus vision, ideology and values placed in the context of the three-stage Weberian framework outlined above make economics as a science and a vocation to appear as follows.

1. Affirmation of vision, ideology, values and evaluative ideas (a) without which economics cannot begin, and (b) which structure and construct reality
2. Economic Praxis (analysis and journal writing) as a means to gaining clarity about the best means to achieve a given/desired end
3. Reflection on vision and ideology, revisiting vision and ideology affirmed at Stage 1 and articulating the previously unarticulated visionary elements; revision of logical forms and nature of economics if the need be

IV. Discussion
By contextualizing values, ideology, vision in this Weberian view of science, a number of insights emerge. Firstly, Heilbroner’s position that vision is unarticulated must be interpreted to mean that vision is only unarticulated at first: that is, at the very first instance of Stage 1. Self-consciousness and laying bare of the economists’ basic presuppositions and evaluative ideas which is to happen at Stage 3 requires articulation. For example, Heilbroner himself articulated (or made explicit) the vision of the worldly philosophers in his work, and others like Milberg, Pollin, Gilkey and Canterbery have articulated (or made explicit) Heilbroner’s vision. Left unarticulated, the ideological elements within vision cannot be identified, let alone scrutinized. Furthermore, even the non-ideological elements of vision may lose their legitimacy if vision is left unarticulated because without articulation, these parts of vision can also not be made explicit for “painful self-scrutiny.”
 From this perspective, the vision and ideology distinction becomes possibly irrelevant. If vision as a whole is to be subjected to “public examination,”
 so will the ideological elements within it. If, however, all of vision is left unexamined, so will the ideological elements in it. 

Secondly, we see that ideology as unknowing self-deception is legitimate, in so far as it allows for the beginning of scientific praxis (Stage 1). However, once scientific praxis begins, the economist will be obliged as part of his practice to try and articulate his vision (including its ideological aspects) in his journal (Stage 2) and then return to it to reflect on it and in the process identify the ideological elements within it and to change them (Stage 3). In doing so, he will be able to make his vision and its ideological elements, in Lowith’s words, part of the scientific equation. He will then be able to account for them in his analysis. Ideology can also be understood as what Lowith calls the objectification of value-ideas which then allows for a critical distance from them (i.e. value-freedom).

Thirdly, as Heilbroner himself says, ideologies (and thus also visions) are alterable.
 Heilbroner himself takes up this task in his work, of proposing a new vision. Thus, visions must be consciously edited. As the socio-political context of the economist’s inquiry changes, say over his lifetime,
 vision may also change unconsciously and new ideological elements may enter it accordingly. Heilbroner himself admits that there is never a shortage of ideologies.
 Thus at Stage 3, “science goes about its task, exposing itself to informed criticism at every stage of its inquiry, engaging in painful self-scrutiny with regard to its premises, experiments, reasoning, conclusions.”
 That is, (economic) science as this three-stage process must be continuous and dynamic – it must be self-reflexive.


Fourthly, as was discussed earlier, Heilbroner does not wish for economics to be a value-free science and does not think it to be possible for it to be so. However, it appears that Heilbroner himself has laid the ground for a value-free economics as a possible eventuality in the specifically Weberian understanding of value-freedom reviewed earlier. Heilbroner’s insistence on constructing more relevant visions and scrutinizing ideological visions – and thus the value-judgments, presuppositions and evaluative ideas embodied in those visions – lends itself to this thesis. Despite claiming to “urge the abandonment of the idea of a ‘value-free’ economics,”
 Heilbroner in fact did allow for the possibility of a Weberian value-freedom, albeit unintentionally, in the conclusion of his essay “Economics as a ‘Value-Free’ Science”:

Rather, I want economics to make a virtue of necessity, exposing for all the world to see the indispensable and fructifying value-grounds from which it begins its inquiries so that these inquiries may be fully exposed to—and not falsely shielded from—the public examination that is the true strength of science.

This desire of Heilbroner is not different from Lowith’s interpretation of Weberian value-freedom.


All of this seriously undermines Heilbroner’s claim that ideology is “irremovable.”
 If ideology is irremovable, then the question arises as to what is the point of self-scrutiny and public examination of one’s value-commitments. It also raises the question of why this self-scrutiny is painful if not because of the realization of the self-deceptive nature of ideology. Having admitted the legitimacy of ideology at the very first instance of Stage 1, room must be made now for the self-conscious eradication of ideology and re-construction of vision at every successive Stage 3. Indeed, that is exactly what Heilbroner has attempted to do in much of his own work.


An attempt ought to be made to explain why it is that Heilbroner describes self-scrutiny as being painful. This will be attempted, again, from a Weberian perspective arising from a reading of Weber’s “Science as a Vocation.” The ideological elements in vision which are synonymous with unknowing self-deception can be understood to cover up what Weber calls “inconvenient facts.”
 The role of the scientist qua teacher is to bring about in his students an awareness of “facts that are inconvenient for their party opinions.”
 In doing so, he/she successfully weeds out the ideological elements in a person’s vision. This self-scrutiny with the aid of the scientist is painful exactly because it makes us aware of our deception of ourselves. This pain can also be viewed from another perspective. Koshul states that “for Weber, an investigator takes up the investigation of a particular subject because he/she seeks to better understand the factors that are challenging or undermining a particular value-commitment that he/she has.”
 If such is the case and if we come to realize the validity of the factors which undermine a particular value to which we are committed, we become aware of the ideological and self-deceptive nature of that particular value; thus the pain.

Furthermore, Weber’s position that the ideas and values involved at what has been called Stage 1 are actually required to make sense of reality and to allow us to analyze it, can be seen as theoretical capital which could have been employed by Heilbroner to support his “valorization of vision.”
 This has three important implications. Firstly, it shows that Weber’s work on methodology of the social sciences still remains relevant to economics. Secondly, it shows a neglect of Weber’s methodological capital on Heilbroner’s part. Surely, referring back to one of the major methodologists of the social sciences to find support for a major idea in his work would have been fruitful. Thirdly, it also gives Heilbroner’s position legitimacy from a Weberian perspective.
V. Conclusion


Therefore, analyzing Heilbroner’s position on vision, ideology and value-freedom in economics through the lens of a Weberian philosophy of science allows us to see a number of things. Firstly, it allows us to clarify and better understand Heilbroner’s philosophy of economics as a science and as a vocation.
 We see the different contexts of the conflicting understandings of ideology and the possibility of its removal, the dynamic and self-reflexive nature of economics as a science and as a vocation, the need for reflection as part of an economist’s vocation (and implicitly, the need for the cultural richness which such self-critical reflection requires), a possible re-understanding of Heilbroner’s position on value-freedom, and potential explanations of the reasons for the painful nature of self-scrutiny.
Secondly, it shows us the relevance of Weber’s methodological capital to contemporary issues in economics. The presence of ideology in economics is a major concern for Heilbroner; the fact that “the actual and very positive goal of his [i.e. Weber’s] epistemological essays is the radical dismantling of ‘illusions’”
 makes Weber’s work a potential source which can be employed to dismantle illusions within economics. Thirdly, it allows us to identify a shortcoming in Heilbroner’s work: an absence of direct reference to Weber’s methodological capital, which could have allowed him to expound his thesis for the valorization of vision and condemnation of ideology with greater force and clarity.
VI. Comment and Summary
A large part of this paper has been concerned with pre-suppositions, value-judgments, value-freedom and vision, so something ought to be said about the value-judgments, pre-suppositions and vision of this paper. By commenting on and distinguishing clearly between what this paper pre-supposes and what it argues, perhaps some criticism can be pre-empted and addressed.
I neither argue that Lowith and Koshul’s interpretation of Weber’s thesis of value-freedom and his philosophy of science is the only worthwhile interpretation, nor that it is the only valid one. I am in no position to argue anything of the sort and pre-suppose that this interpretation is one reasonable interpretation among many, based on my limited study. The choice of using this particular reading of Weber as an interpretative lens has a two-fold foundation: (1) the fact that this reading was readily accessible to me through Koshul himself, who supervised the research which forms the basis of this paper; (2) that I have found some merit in this position and for whatever reason, have found it convincing, which is not to say that I have thereby concluded that all other interpretations are automatically invalid or useless. That this particular interpretation has some merit is the first value-judgment on which the preceding analysis has been based. 

Second, I do not argue that Heilbroner’s work is a good representation of the discipline of economics. Neither do I argue that it is still so relevant to contemporary debates in methodology of economics, that it warrants such focused attention at the cost of neglect of many other notable economists. These things I have pre-supposed, again considering myself unable to argue anything of the sort at this stage of my career. The choice of Heilbroner is based on: (1) the lucidity, honesty and clarifying power in his work which has been a source of inspiration, (2) pragmatism, for I was already somewhat familiar with and drawn to Heilbroner’s ideas. Furthermore, the belief that Heilbroner’s work continues to be relevant to contemporary issues in methodology of economics is based on the assessment that more recent work in the discipline suggests that the maladies and areas of neglect in economics pointed out by Heilbroner throughout his work continue to persist.
     

There is also a fourth value-judgment which underlies the analysis presented in this paper. This value-judgment I am least able to argue in favour of. In fact, it is merely a hunch which has subconsciously driven my research on Heilbroner’s ideas. Having read Heilbroner’s work repeatedly, I have come across passages which sound starkly Weberian to me. Consequently, I have come to believe that Heilbroner was influenced by Weber’s work and ideas, either directly or through some other author, perhaps Schumpeter. I have not found any direct references to Weber in Heilbroner’s work, nor have I found any secondary literature which considers the possibility of a relationship between the work of the two scholars. Neither am I in a position to argue as to how this influence could have seeped into Heilbroner’s work. Yet, the ease with which Heilbroner’s ideas fit into the Weberian framework under consideration (as attempted in Section III) leads me to think that at one point or another Heilbroner became familiar with Weber’s ideas in one form or another. This value-judgment leads me to see think that the task of my paper has been not to offer a radical re-interpretation of Heilbroner’s work, but to merely make a correction which follows naturally from a simultaneous reading of the work of the two scholars, as if Weber was merely correcting one of his own students. In fact it is here, in holding this belief, that I feel that the vision which has guided this paper is most vulnerable, for the belief may be of the ‘ideological’ kind. Paradoxically, it may also be the very belief which perhaps allows the paper to make any contribution at all, because it has driven the research by forming the visionary basis for the analytical exercise conducted in this paper.
To summarize, the paper has argued that IF we accept that
(1) Lowith and Koshul’s interpretation of Weber’s philosophy of (social) science and value-freedom forms one valid interpretative lens among many, and
(2) Heilbroner is a fair representative of the discipline of economics and that his work is still relevant to contemporary issues in the methodology of economics,
and we then use the interpretative lens mentioned in (1) to analyze Heilbroner’s ideas about ideology, vision and the methodology/philosophy of economics in general, THEN it appears that:

(A)  Heilbroner’s philosophy of economics as a science and as a vocation can be clarified and refined, and allows us to see economics as a dynamic and self-reflexive science
(B) Weber’s work has a continuing relevance to contemporary issues in the methodology of economics, which suggests that Weber’s work perhaps needs to be re-visited more thoroughly for new insights.
As the economics discipline develops, evolves and hopefully moves forward, we can assess the work of a number of economists through a number of different interpretative lenses, which would result in a large variety of perspectives and lines of inquiry. Each such combination will yield (or not) its own lessons and problems. By analyzing Heilbroner’s philosophy of economics through a particular kind of Weberian lens, we come to a very specific understanding of his work, which in turn gives us a very particular way to approach economics. Whether or not this particular approach is worth theoretically exploring – even practically attempting – is an issue I invite the readers to debate and discuss.
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