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The substance of this paper is twofold; firstly it tries to ‘map’ the historical evolution 
of the relationship between (abstract) economic theory and economic history and 
secondly it points out the crucial character of their epistemic symphysis. Evidently the 
relationship amongst economic theory and economic history was instrumental in most 
political economists in whose work the historical element was in no way discernible 
in accordance to the theoretical. The relationship between economic theory and 
history has shifted from this dialectical, relational and congenial status to a total 
divorce through the Marginal Revolution and the subsequent triumph of mainstream 
‘neoclassical’ theory. The ‘neoclassical’ scientific paradigm, through the 
epistemological reproduction of its fictitious ontological assumptions  (homo 
oeconomicus, rationality, perfect competition etc.) is totally incompatible with history 
since it is related with the extensive use of purely static (epistemological) tools such 
as equilibrium, a concept borrowed from static mechanics, which ex nihilo excludes 
the notion of time and hence of the historical process which takes place in real time. 
The final result of specific epistemic processions, such as of the Marginal Revolution 
and of the Methodenstreit-the famous battle of methods- has rendered economics 
more abstract and a-historical, not to say anti-historical and has rifted the 
epistemological gap between theory and history. These developments deprived 
economists (and historians) from useful theoretical schemas and did not help them to 
understand (and systematize) situations of change, crisis, and transformation. 

Though, the relationship between economic theory and history has to be congenial as 
long as historical specificity constitutes the ‘intellectual frontier’ of theory’s 
imperialism. Their interrelationship involves a process of a perpetual, continuous and 
active dialogue and their organic symphysis could produce coherent interpretations of 
economic past. Economic theorists without history have not much idea of where their 
ship is sailing to. A historically sensitive theory would help the economist to clarify, 
classify, criticize and not overlook the available historical facts. Unquestionably, such 
a symphysis will make possible the creation of a theoretical, realist and critical 
perception of historical reality, namely a histoire raisonnee which is totally 
incompatible with the neoclassical logic of mainstream economics. Such an epistemic 



scheme, following the tradition of Smith, Marx and Schumpeter, will integrate in its 
‘hard core’ a congenial symphysis between theory and the two kinds of history, 
namely the ‘philosophical’ and  the narrative one.  


