Pseudoscience DA: Neoclassical economics’ reliance on maximization of competition perpetuates intra-societal conflict through the pursuit of increasing returns. The alt forces economists to admit that choice is not determinate, and advocates for the collapse of competition in favor of cooperation as the optimal organizational form for human society. 
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Increasing returns should change all that. Instead of embracing complementarity, increasing returns and network models, static constructions still litter the field. Instead of addressing chaotic complexity in all its unfolding cumulation, narrow equilibrium models and partial analyses steer economics away from pressing concerns. Instead of forcing economists to admit that choice is not determinate, the positivist definition of ‘science’ says testability by prediction is the only acceptable justification for inferential claims. Instead of framing conscious awareness into all models of human decision, many economists still abstract away from bounded attention into rational expectations, perfect knowledge and complete information. Such suppositions state the conditions under which our results apply: any unrealism in assumptions will limit the applicability of findings so derived. Realistic conceptions matter, in contrast to what Friedman (1953) contended. The real world in which we live is one of increasing returns save for short-term phenomena. So any economic construction built on decreasing returns should not be used to guide decisions, since it will squander resources somehow. We need to fit our analyses to the prevailing conditions at hand to rely securely on the outcomes so wrought. Otherwise, we run a risk of ‘knowing not what we do.’ Several examples have been described. If education is suffused with complementary interdependencies, substitution does not apply: incentives structured on a competitive frame must fail in this setting. Cooperation is the efficient institutional form in the presence of positive feedbacks such as suggested by complementarity. If embracing increasing returns will make ‘complementarity … far more important’ than substitution in economics (cf. Kaldor 1975, p. 348), so will the case for competition collapse in favor of cooperation as the optimal organizational form for human society. This shows a core reason for the failures suggested here: rivalry in academics is simply counterproductive in the presence of dominating complementarities in this sector. The failure reaches from theory into behavior and our institutional frames. The opportunity costs of what we do remain unseen, except through a theoretical lens. Suppositions – set apart from the facts – shall lead us astray. In an academic community organized in a cooperative frame, new ideas and diversity would be welcomed and not shunned. The impact of competition on our learning activity has been disastrous, shutting off advances in knowledge. All this is so, even without any mention of planning horizons (H*). As one of the aims of this paper is to point the way to a novel approach, it is appropriate to address some ‘horizonal’ implications. As noted above, with marginal cost defined as M(Q,H) – where MH < 0, and where MQ > 0 only for short horizons which, extending, open the cost curve until MQ < 0 – the case for increasing returns and complementarity is thereby strengthened. But there is another aspect of horizonal interdependence that reinforces the case against substitution in favor of complementarity for which we use the term ‘interhorizonal complementarity.’ Your planning horizons interact directly with mine. Horizon effects spread contagiously across social space. If so, when I become more intelligent and predictable in my decisions, you can plan better too: I thus stabilize (as a disturbance term) in the causal projections on which you base all your actions. Equally, if I ‘lose my cool’ and confidence in what I know – or if my decision environment grows less certain – a shrinkage of my planning horizons will likely influence you. Horizons shift together, radiating outward to others. Such phenomena – with respect to the interpersonal linkage of horizon effects – show ‘interhorizonal complementarity,’ and they appear in many arenas unexplored by economists. These are but a few indications of many new research opportunities stemming from horizon effects. The whole field is unexplored and open to scientific inquiry. Substitution, decreasing returns – ‘The Hicksian Getaway’ and ‘The Hirshleifer Rescue’ – offer reasons why new approaches have not yet emerged. An economics standing on increasing returns will differ in many ways still undiscovered. There is work to be done to repair the damage of false suppositions and to revise our ‘habits of thought’ (Veblen 1898) along with our many unconscious assumptions. So once again, by instigating conversation among economists – with an open mind and a thirst to learn and thus to increase understanding – could there be another formative moment in economics to come? One can only hope… The issue of what an unexplored economics of complementarity would be is hard to imagine from our current cultural context. Within such a sphere, helping you is really helping myself – with our interests and needs aligned – so we will look out for each other rather than just satisfying ourselves. There is no inherent boundary between your aspirations and mine. We would work and belong together in a mutually supportive frame of economic relations within a cooperative system. We would develop together a passion for learning about how our world truly works, and also decide on encompassing plans stretching as far as sight will reach. So, this is the opportunity cost of a myopic culture of conflict and denial – of cascading ecological and ethical losses – set in place through an Age of Denial legislated by orthodox theory in neoclassical economics. Our very planet is in deep peril, because of a dangerous shortsightedness stemming from competition based on substitution and decreasing returns suppositions, stemming from our refusal to deal with increasing returns, complementarity and a strong economic case for cooperation. From my perspective, we are enduring catastrophic consequences spilling out of frameworks simply unfit to their applications. Shall we awake and change? The urgency cannot be overstated. There is nothing more important than this. When the opportunity costs of whatever we do exceed its worth to us, there emerges an urgent need to change direction and revisit our choices. Is that time not here?
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