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Abstract: Since proposed by Joh Stuart Mill in 1837, “economic man” has become one of the vital postulates that 
formed the Neoclassical economics framework. The concept remains a basic assumption in economic policy, despite 
all the criticism. McCloskey, with a contrast approach called Humanomics made a clear point, arguing that humans 
are more than a wealth-oriented species. On the other hand, the Islamic worldview emerged with the concept of Ho-
moislamicus, which emphasizes ethics and morality, as scarcity is not more than a Neoclassical fairy tale. Numerous 
works have covered the comparison between homoeconomicus and homoislamicus. However, a comparative anal-
ysis involving humanomics remains largely unexplored. Through a literature-based approach, this study focuses 
on questioning two fundamental topics: to what extent does the concept of homoeconomicus remain relevant in 
today’s economic context; and what are the ontological and epistemological similarities and divergences of these 
three concepts. Ultimately, homoeconomicus, despite its criticisms, remains a necessary construct in economic 
thought—not as a rigid postulate to dictate market behavior, but as an ontological assumption that need to coex-
ist with both humanomics and homoislamicus. While humanomics and homoeconomicus each incorporate moral 
and ethical considerations, homoislamicus, we argue, functions primarily as an attempt by the Islamic worldview 
to assert its position within prevailing economic discourses. In this regard, we propose that Muslim economists 
should now develop authentic terminology and epistemology to move beyond the persistent critique of imitating 
the homoeconomicus. 
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Öz: “Economic man” kavramı, 1837’de John Stuart Mill tarafından ortaya atılmış ve Neoklasik iktisadın temel var-
sayımlarından biri olmuştur. Eleştirilere rağmen hâlâ ekonomik politikaların dayanağıdır. McCloskey, “Humanom-
ics” yaklaşımıyla insanın sadece servet odaklı olmadığını savunurken, İslamî perspektif Homoislamicus kavramıyla 
etik ve ahlaka vurgu yapar; kıtlığı ise Neoklasik bir mit olarak görmektedir. Homo economicus ile homoislamicus 
kavramları arasında birçok karşılaştırmalı çalışma yapılmış olmakla birlikte, bu iki kavrama humanomics’in dahil 
edilerek gerçekleştirildiği karşılaştırmalı analizler büyük ölçüde ihmal edilmiştir. Bu çalışma, literatür temelli bir 
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yaklaşımla iki temel soruya odaklanmaktadır: Homo economicus kavramı günümüz ekonomik bağlamında ne ölçüde 
geçerliliğini korumaktadır? Ve bu üç kavramın ontolojik ve epistemolojik benzerlikleri ile farklılıkları nelerdir? Sonuç 
olarak, homo economicus tüm eleştirilere rağmen iktisadi düşüncede, humanomics ve homoislamicus ile birlikte 
var olması gereken bir ontolojik varsayım olarak önemini korumaktadır. Humanomics ve homo economicus etik 
boyutlar taşırken, homoislamicus İslamî bakış açısının iktisadi söyleme katılma çabasıdır. Bu nedenle, Müslüman 
iktisatçıların artık eleştiriden öteye geçerek özgün bir terminoloji ve epistemoloji geliştirmeleri gerekmektedir.

Anahtar kelimeler: Homoeconomicus, Humanomics, Homoislamicus

Introduction

Despite criticisms and cons, homoeconomicus is still an essential postulate in 
every economic discussion, and Neoclassical remains an everyday economics sci-
ence to be taught in most universities worldwide. The postulate argues that every 
action done by individuals in the economy is rational, measurable, and only aimed 
at utility maximization. The vast body of prior studies criticizing homoeconomi-
cus—even since its initial introduction by John Stuart Mill—highlights just how 
ontologically problematic the concept is.

From various perspectives on adressing homoeconomicus, this paper will focus 
on the assessment from humanomics and Islamic economics. Humanomics aims to 
reintroduce human values into economics by portraying agents as “humans” rather 
than “machines”. In Islamic economics, however, economic agents are expected to 
consider not only human values but also divine principles—a view embodied in the 
concept of Homoislamicus, the Muslim economic agent. By drawing on both hu-
manomics and homoislamicus, this paper offers a distinct paradigmatic framework 
that differentiates it from prior research.

Using a literature-based approach, this study explores three key areas. First, 
it revisits the epistemological development of homoeconomicus and the ongoing 
critiques surrounding it, emphasizing the need to reassess its contemporary rele-
vance. Second, it examines how humanomics and Islamic economics engage with 
this debate and contrasts their perspectives. Lastly, it highlights the importance of 
grounding Islamic economics in an authentic theoretical foundation.

Homoeconomicus: Then and Now

Like other classics, Adam Smith and John Stuart Mill attempted to explain the 
economy in a deductive and relatively simple manner (Nelson, 2006; Persky, 1995; 
Walker, 1955). The concept of “The Invisible Hand” illustrates that the market will 
be in equilibrium if each economic agent moves based on rationality (Hill, 2012; 
Keppler, 2010). In other words, Smith suggested that by merely acting on his 
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self-interest, homoeconomicus can unintentionally promote public interests (Ng 
& Tseng, 2008).

Mill himself, who is arguably the father of homoeconomicus described hu-
mankind as economic beings who always pursue the drive for wealth (Blaug, 1992; 
Persky, 1995). In expounding on this concept, Mill was influenced by Jeremy 
Bentham’s thoughts of “pleasure and pain”, which underlie Utilitarianism (Viner, 
1949). However, both Smith and Mill did not ignore the social and psychological 
dimensions that can invalidate human rationality. This is what their successors in 
the Neoclassical group neglected centuries later.

The Classical View

Mill’s work, “On the Definition and Method of Political Economy”  ([1837] 2007), 
does include neither the term economic man nor homoeconomicus. Mill indeed 
confirmed that humans are driven by the desire to be rich when explaining the 
phenomenon within political economy. Nevertheless, he did not claim that was the 
only motive (Walker, 1955). Motives namely, aversion to labor, and desire of the 
present enjoyment of costly indulgences, have a massive impact on pushing human 
beings against the principle of rationality (J. Mill, [1837] 2007). Persky (1995) ex-
plains that the message we can take from Mill’s homoeconomicus is that humans 
are not always greedy or rational. Yet this assumption is still necessary to explain 
economics as a social science as Mill believes Smith intended (Hollander, 1977).

Smith may not be considered the creator of homoeconomicus or economic 
man, but his ideas about the relationship between the market and individuals are 
an essential basis for this discussion. Veblen (1899) argued that Smith's economic 
man was more adaptive rather than just a wealth and utility-oriented individual. 
In discussing economics, Smith used the term utility but with a different defini-
tion from what is understood in utilitarianism. According to Witztum and Young 
(2013), the utility offered by Smith can either be the simple colloquial notion of 
usefulness or the more complex notion of social usefulness. The idea of homoeco-
nomicus, which states that individuals are greedy and selfish in seeking self-inter-
ests, is only necessary to explain how markets should work but does not represent 
how humans actually behave in markets (Nelson, 2006; Veblen, 1899; Sen, 2010).

Neoclassical Distortion

Homoeconomicus was entirely perverted by the Neoclassics with the arrival of the 
marginalists who based their approach on mathematics and physics (Mirowski, 
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1984). Yet, the paradigm of what is understood about homoeconomicus today is 
dominated by Neoclassical interpretations that are far removed from what Mill 
and Smith postulated initially. Discussion of homoeconomicus, which began with 
philosophical assumptions of man, has evolved into an algorithm for outcomes 
dependent on the economist’s assumption of what the individual values, then has 
lost the philosophical, sociological, and culturally grounded inputs  (Ng & Tseng, 
2008).

Neoclassics was trying to simplify human behavior into models of mathemat-
ics (Mccloskey, 1983). This started in the early 1870s, when William Stanley Je-
vons, Carl Menger, and Léon Walras, each in his way, proposed new foundations 
of the theory of value that relied on calculations based on the margin (Bee & Des-
marais-Tremblay, 2023).

Jevons, for example, was inspired by the principles of rational mechanics and 
tried to build an economic theory based on a more universal mathematical ap-
proach (Maas, 1999; Schabas, 1990). However, Jevons realized that maximization 
of pleasure (profit) was a self-evident hypothesis or, in other words, an incomplete 
axiom of economic explanation since it is only indirectly verified through market 
prices (Zouboulakis, 1997). As if to prove this to Mill, Jevons alternately described 
his theory as a “calculus of pleasure and pain” and as a “mechanics of utility and 
self-interest” (Maas, 1999). While Alfred Marshall, despite being considered part 
of the Neoclassical school along with Jevons, has a different view on this occasion. 
Marshall endorsed Mill’s view that economic man is not selfish since wealth is pri-
marily pursued for the benefit of the family and not only for personal interest (Bee 
& Desmarais-Tremblay, 2023). 

Impossible Rationality

“Economic Rationalism” was first introduced by Weber and Tawney to represent 
a sphere of commercial activity where moral considerations, beyond the rules of 
business honesty, are determined by the self-interest (Hossain, 2014). This is where 
economic man or homoeconomicus came to be identified with “rational man”.

After the Neoclassical era, criticism of homoeconomicus rationality continued 
from Keynesian and Behavioral Economists. John Maynard Keynes argued that ra-
tionality is not always feasible given that humans are constantly exposed to uncer-
tainty (Arena & Nasica, 2021). The Neo Keynesians, then criticized the notion that 
humans are fully informed, which was the basis behind the Neoclassical concept 
of rationality. The reality that not all individuals in the market have complete in-
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formation to make rational decisions is termed asymmetric information (Akerlof, 
1970; Dymski, 1993; Stiglitz, 2002).

Even with complete information, individuals may not behave rationally due to 
psychological factors, as Herbert Simon’s (1990) concept of “bounded rationality” 
explains. Herbert Simon, later followed by Amon Tversky and Daniel Kahneman, 
became the turning point for the emergence of Behavioral Economics. One of the 
most influential names in the field, Thaler (2016) even argued that behavioral eco-
nomics is the next constructive step that needs to be taken in the homoeconomicus 
discourse.  

Infinite Needs against Finite Sources

Homoeconomicus does not stand alone; it is inherently tied to another key postu-
late: scarcity. Neoclassical sees utility maximization in fulfilling human needs as an 
increasingly urgent discussion, given that humans live in a reality where economic 
resources are limited. This is where humans are required to be economically ra-
tional beings who are able to make choices to achieve maximum utility with these 
limited resources. Thus, for example, Kohler (1970) calls economics “the science of 
scarcity”, as well as Laidler and Estrin (1995) declare economics to be “about scar-
city”. Marginalists capture scarcity as the origin of economics (Matthaei, 1984). 
Economics is still widely taught as the study of scarcity in many faculties worldwide 
(Panayotakis, 2013).

Before it became popular in Paul A. Samuelson and William D. Nordhaus’ book, 
“Economics”, (1989), the basic idea of Neoclassical scarcity was widely referred to 
by Lionel Robbins (1935) in his “An Essay on The Nature & Significance of Eco-
nomic Science”, which briefly touched on the relationship between scarcity and 
economics. This assumption is often used to legitimize individual selfishness on 
behalf of the interests of many people (Panayotakis, 2013). 

Criticism of scarcity includes both the demand (consumption) and supply (pro-
duction) sides. Veblen (1899), in his “Conspicuous Consumption” theory, captures 
the tendency of some groups to consume beyond their needs, and in the end, this 
phenomenon forms an unnatural demand. This is another failure of Neoclassicals 
who are unable to see that consumption (demand) in reality is influenced by social 
construction rather than pure human nature (Matthaei, 1984; Panayotakis, 2013). 
On the supply side, scarcity is, in fact, deemed to produce exploitative activities on 
the environment by Capitalists. The conceptualization of production as an alloca-
tion of resources in order to respond to scarcity has actually led Neoclassical to the 
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failure of capital accumulation and the neglect of the actual dimensions of environ-
mental damage (Matthaei, 1984).

Humanomics on Homoeconomicus

The efforts to entirely mechanize the economy were widely rebutted by economists 
in the late twentieth century, such as Deirdre N. McCloskey, Julie L. Nelson, Bart J. 
Wilson and Vernon L. Smith, who consistently re-questioned the human side of the 
economy. This humanist approach to economics later became widely recognized as 
“Humanomics”. The term humanomics, since it was first popularized by Bart Wil-
son in the early 2000s, to this day, has been an important and progressive critique 
of Neoclassical economics despite being less of a common economic thought in the 
development of economic science (McCloskey, 2021). The idea of humanomics is 
straightforward, namely to revisit the human side of economics that has eluded 
Neoclassical economists for centuries. Bart J. Wilson and Vernon L. Smith, in their 
phenomenal work, “Humanomics: Moral Sentiments and the Wealth of Nations for 
the Twenty-First Century” (2019), laid humanomics as the foundation for another 
branch of economics, Experimental Economics. 

Humanomics is not presented as a specific offense to the concept of homoeco-
nomicus, instead it is offered as a general discourse on the necessity of efforts to 
re-humanize the economy, and humans in the economy. There is a strong belief 
that humanomics is what Adam Smith originally intended and practiced (McClos-
key, 2016). Humanomics is rooted in the ethics of liberalism, which was born and 
developed in the eighteenth century. The fundamental criticism is how humans 
in economics have lost their humanity and are considered only as utility-satisfy-
ing machines. Economists have ruled out abstract variables such as courage, love, 
justice, hope, faith, and virtues when interpreting human behavior in economics, 
which is one of the most proximate reasons why modern economics often fails to 
explain economic phenomena in the real world (McCloskey, 2011).

Homoeconomicus and Neoclassical Rhetoric

McCloskey (2013) detected that, by using mathematics, the science of Econom-
ics has been successfully disseminated more universally and acceptably. Numbers, 
graphs, curves, calculus, and mathematical models are all part of the Neoclassical 
rhetoric of discussing economics. An approach that was heavily influenced by the 
positivistic of the 1930s and 1940s (McCloskey, 1983). McCloskey stated in her 
work, “Why Economics cannot Explain the Modern World” (McCloskey, 2013), 
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“The ‘mathematics’ is merely a metaphorical language that economists under-
stand, and which allows me to chat with them about the economic and social ide-
as involved without excessive confusion.”. By this argument, humanomics proves 
how Neoclassical tends to be more accepted, as well as successfully able to win the 
theory contest with other schools of economics since the late nineteenth century 
(Mirowski, 1984; Nelson, 2006; Schabas, 1990). At the same time, however, it also 
isolates economics from the deictics and discussions which are the very core of 
science (McCloskey, 1983; Nelson, 2006).

Humanomics rejects physics and mathematics models as the only appropriate 
approach to analyzing the economy (McCloskey, 1983; Schabas, 1990). Although 
rhetoric is based on mathematics, economic phenomena are always inseparable 
from cultural-linguistic metaphors. In his most phenomenal work, “The Rhetoric of 
Economics”, McCloskey (1983) mentions examples of such metaphors in, among 
others, “islands” in the labor market or “putty-clay” in the capital market or “lem-
ons” in the commodity market. In McCloskey’s two other popular works, “If You’re 
So Smart” (1990) and “Knowledge and Persuasion in Economics” (1994), it can be 
seen that economics needs metaphors, stories, and epistemologies instead of just 
numbers, curves and mathematical models. 

A renowned economist from the University of Massachusetts Boston, Julie A. 
Nelson (2006), in her work “Economics for Humans”, points out that just because 
something conforms to the assumptions and logic of mathematics does not make 
it scientific. By trying to create some sort of “value-free” or “objective” approach 
that is amenable to mathematical treatment, Neoclassical economics has in fact, 
unintentionally, devalued concern for human needs, justice and sustainability 
(Nelson, 2006). Humanomics considers the mathematical approach in Neoclassi-
cal as an important and integral part of discussing economics. For Nelson (2006), 
mathematics in economics is the “body”, but at the same time ethics is needed as 
the “soul” of the economy as well.
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Figure 1. Economics and Ethics
Source: Nelson, 2006, p. 55

Homoeconomicus’ Lack of Ethics

Humanomics casts doubt on whether homoeconomicus is the ideal, expected mod-
el of the individual in the economy. In reality, humans may exhibit selfish tenden-
cies, but this should not be normalized as Neoclassical economists appear to en-
dorse. Homoeconomicus appears to be a justification for selfishness. Neoclassical 
economics dictates that humans must remain greedy and selfish in order for the 
economy to run. Humanomics considers this a false moral standard and calls for 
the opposite, where individuals should be guided by a humanity-based sense of 
ethics and morality (McCloskey, 1990; Nelson, 2006).
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The biggest Neoclassical mistake is to assume that individuals who are always 
oriented towards utility maximization and self-interest will automatically encour-
age market equilibrium and lead to social welfare (Ng & Tseng, 2008). They misused 
Adam Smith’s “economic man” as a justification for that argument (Smith, 2004).
That social welfare is the accumulation of “individual pleasure” (Bruni, 2006). Ne-
oclassicals have consistently ignored the concept of “happiness” as an important 
part of human beings, and instead, replaced it with utility or pleasure.

In the real world, humans aim to be happy, not to maximize utility (Bruni, 
2006). As Amartya Sen (1998) believes, in almost all his writings, where he warns 
that happiness, in order to be a proxy of a good life, must be translatable into 
human flourishing, in terms of capabilities and functionings, human rights and 
freedom. Individuals who lack morality will not contribute to social flourishing. 
Focusing on self-interest and greed to maximize profits potentially endangers the 
long-term economic system (Clements, 2013). Humanomics confirms that ho-
moeconomicus fails to reflect actual (or ideally expected) economic actors, both as 
individuals and firms.

In addressing behavior and decision-making of humans as economic agents, 
Neoclassical has never been able to scientifically distinguish the “wants” and 
“needs” (Nelson, 2006). The marginal utility model (and many other approaches in 
Neoclassical) translates individual decision-making on the grounds of wants-based 
arguments, while unconsciously allowing the concept of needs to remain undefined 
(Dolderer et al., 2021). This, for instance, can be noticed through Marshall’s works 
that emphasized wants in explaining the determinants of demand, or Jevons’s 
“pleasure and pain” concept that believed that economics is a matter of dealing 
with “ordinary wants” (Schabas, 1990). Moreover, in order to deal with wants, hu-
manomics argues that economists should turn their focus from the isolated indi-
vidual agent to the agent embedded in a social environment, given the fact that 
most humans’ wants are generated by interactions with others (Bruni, 2006). 
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Figure 2. Theoretical and Conceptual Framework of Humanomics

In practice, activities such as charity, volunteerism, and other types of philan-
thropy are triggered by goodwill to contribute to social welfare by putting aside 
self-interest and individual utility maximization (Andreoni, 2004; Benson & Catt, 
1978). This proves that pleasure, or, more precisely, individual happiness, is not 
always equivalent to “gaining utility” rather than “giving” (Konow & Earley, 2008). 
While on the other hand, scams, environmental exploitation, moral hazard, princi-
pal-agent problems, asymmetric information, fraud, hoarding and many more are 
economic violations that are precisely based on efforts of utility and profit maxi-
mization (Fuchs & Lingnau, 2024; Menzies et al., 2019; Van Heerden & Blignaut, 
1999). It is these two spectrums that the Neoclassical homoeconomicus again has 
failed to capture. 

Furthermore, humanomics argues that companies run “for profit” are not re-
quired, either by law or economic “mechanisms”. Likewise, companies run on a 
non-profit or “in the public interest” basis do not guarantee good motives or re-
sults (Nelson, 2006). For the Neoclassicals, it seems useless for a firm, for what-
ever reason, to be willing to incur additional costs in the name of greater social or 
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environmental responsibility. David Korten, in his work “When Corporations Rule 
the World” (2001), refers to these nonhuman firms and companies as “aliens” or 
“machines” that are destructive and far from human control.

The destruction and exploitation of nature occur due to the drive of the wrong 
economic understanding to achieve the maximum profit. This whole reality is be-
yond the reach of Neoclassical homoeconomicus. What is expected of 21st-century 
homoeconomicus is that they should not be free from moral judgment, as well as 
respect for human values postulated by ethics. As this paradoxically contributes 
to the achievement of higher profits and increased competitiveness. As Nelson af-
firmed in closing remarks of “Economics for Human”:

The main concern of humanomics is for the economics to be the right channel 
to achieve general welfare and sustainability, while maintaining the liberty of each 
individual as long as it does not cause social and environmental harm  (Mill, 1859).

Homoislamicus: An Islamic Conceptualization of Economic Man

As a scientific discipline, Islamic economics began to develop in the 1930s when 
al-Maududi, Sayyid Qutb, and others addressed the Islamic aspects of the economy 
along with the efforts to establish Islamic banks as a response to the interest-based 
banking system that is contrary to Islamic teachings. It was only later, around the 
1970s, that the term “Islamic economics” was born, which was pioneered by Ismail 
Raji al-Faruqi, Naquib al-Attas, and others as an effort to islamization of science 
(Arrahman, 2020). 

Islamic economics seeks to provide alternative thinking in developing econom-
ic science and systems as an antithesis of conventional economics. Since its emer-
gence, Islamic economics’ critique of economics has covered the most fundamental 
issues, including the characterization of human beings and their interactions in 
the economy, which can be found in essential studies such as Al-Faruqi (1963) and 
Nasr (1968). This is why one of the biggest concerns of Islamic Economics is the 
Neoclassical concept of homoeconomicus. 

Taking an oppositional position in the discussion of human behavior in eco-
nomics, Islamic Economics comes up with homoislamicus to enrich the criticism of 
homoeconomicus. There is no clear record of who first introduced the term. It can 
be at least tracked to the writing of Muhammad Nejatullah Siddiqi in 1972, which 
has since prompted widespread debates that significantly contributed to the devel-
opment of Islamic economics (Mahomedy, 2013). Muslim economists have elabo-
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rated on the character of homo Islamicus as part of the Islamization of economics 
project (Furqani & Echchabi, 2022; Kuran, 1996).

Islamic Reasonable Behavior

In most cases, Muslim economists relatively accept the term rationality, but with 
a different context and concept that incorporates Islamic norms and ideas. As the 
discussion above explains, the Neoclassical concept of rationality is methodologi-
cally flawed. Neoclassical rationality limits human decision-making to the pursuit 
of satisfaction or profit (Blume & Easley, 2008; Hossain, 2014; Syed Agil, 1989).

Thus, decision-making that is not based on these goals, for Neoclassicals, is 
considered an anomaly that violates the concept of rationality. In fact, rationality 
should be measured based on goals and purposes (Kirzner, 2000). Siddiqi, as cited 
by Syed Agil (Syed Agil, 1989), explained that a rational man is a human being who 
knows his objective and acts intelligently to achieve the objective. The criteria for 
inclusion in the rational label is the ability to make decisions, act and behave based 
on reasons and explanations, in which the explanation of the behavior refers to 
goals, norms, or values (Markič, 2009)

The measure of rationality certainly depends on the purposes and goals to be 
achieved, as well as the norms and values held by the individual. Whereas from the 
beginning, the main goal of the homislamicus individual is not the maximization 
of utility and the fulfilment of self-interest, but the intention of submission to God 
which will lead to the achievement of ultimate prosperity in this life and the here-
after life (Asutay, 2007; Choudhury, 1986; Zaim, 1992). Thus, homoislamicus is 
precisely a rational being because he behaves following the goals believed in Islam. 
Famous Muslim economist, Masadul Alam Choudhry (1986), in his work: “Contri-
butions to Islamic Economic Theory”, illustrates:

The belief that there will be an afterlife is a fundamental basis in Islamic teach-
ings (Mahomedy, 2013; Zarqa, 2003). Thus, the reward homoislamicus sought is 
not always utility but the reward in the next life, Akhira (Choudhury, 1986; Syed 
Agil, 1989).

Moral Basis of Homoislamicus 

The essence of the doctrine that becomes the moral basis of Islamic Economics is 
Tawhid, which refers to the Oneness and Unity of God (Chapra, 1992). In prac-
tice, at some risk of oversimplification, the moral and ethical framework imbued 
by homoislamicus, in general can be seen in three fundamental dimensions. First, 
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the individual dimension in which there is a realization that every human being is 
a servant (‘abid) who must be submissive to God. This vertical relationship fenc-
es individual human economic behavior within the limits of divine consciousness 
known as “taqwa” (Choudhury, 1986). By this philosophical approach, individuals 
who consume food that is prohibited in Islam (haram), for example, alcohol, pork, 
carrion and others, are considered irrational and contrary to homoislamicus ra-
tionality (Syed Agil, 1989).

Second, the societal dimension, which relates to the contribution of homois-
lamicus to well-being (falah) through the fulfillment of satisfaction of both materi-
al and spiritual needs (Umar Chapa, 1992). The manifestation of this is extensive 
because it covers all interpersonal and social domains, including altruism and Is-
lamic philanthropy (zakat, sadaqa, and infaq), and denunciation of social injustice 
such as extravagance in consumption (israf), as well as denunciation of various 
types of disruption in business activities such as fraud (gharar), hoarding (ihtikar), 
demand manipulation (bai’ najasy), price manipulation (ghabn), and more. This 
moral position is based on Islamic socio-collective values, for example, the uni-
versal brotherhood between fellow human beings known as ukhuwwa, and helping 
each other or ta’awun.

Third is the environmental dimension, which relates to human ecological com-
mitment as God’s vicegerent (khalifa) on earth. Homoislamicus is obliged to ensure 
the preservation and sustainability of the universe and repudiate fasad, namely 
exploitation and destruction of the environment. In Islam, humans are given trust 
by God to utilize, manage, and maintain the earth and its surroundings (Gayatri, 
2017).

Discussion of human interaction with the environment has become an essential 
topic in the development of Islamic economics from the earliest days until today. 
For instance, the essential work “Man and Nature” by Seyyed Hossein Nasr (Nasr, 
1968) highlights the importance of building human equilibrium with nature in or-
der to achieve ultimate peace. Nasr (1968) argues that various economic problems 
today are caused by human domination of nature and a materialistic conception of 
nature based on lust and a sense of greed. This is the crisis of modern man today, 
where there are economic and ecological distortions as a result of human failure 
to maintain harmony with nature (Gayatri, 2017). Homoislamicus is required to 
bring this balance as a form of implementation as khalifa.
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Needs, Wants, and Scarcity

Neoclassical believes scarcity as the origin of economics (Choudhury, 1986; Estrin 
& Laidler, 1995; Kohler, 1970; Matthaei, 1984). The rationality of homoeconomicus 
occurs as a logical consequence of the concept of scarcity.  Islamic economics disputes 
the Neoclassical view that scarcity is absolute and a natural economic necessity.

One of the Muslim economic scholars who thinks so is an Iranian thinker, Ba-
qir as-Sadr ([1981] 2022). Everything in the dimension of life, including the econ-
omy, has been created in accordance with the provisions of its precise and accurate 
measurements as written in the Qur’an surah Hud: 6; Furqan: 2; and al-Qamar: 49. 
Hence, every human being has been determined with precision and accuracy the 
sufficiency of each of his needs (Choudhury, 1986). Islamic economics dismisses 
the Neoclassical view of scarcity, both in terms of demand and supply. Contrary to 
what the Neoclassicals believe, Islamic Economics asserts that natural resources 
are unlimited, while the actual needs of human beings are limited  (Abdul Mannan, 
1982; as-Sadr, 1981; Choudhury, 1986).

In the concept of khalifa, Islamic Economics believes that God has entrusted 
the natural world with its unlimited resources for humans to utilize wisely accord-
ing to their needs (Abdul Mannan, 1982). Nature with all its resources will never 
run out to meet human needs, because in essence these needs are limited. Baqir 
as-Sadr ([1981] 2022) actually proved that human needs are limited by using the 
Neoclassical “the law of diminishing marginal utility” approach. Related to this, 
al-Ghazali in Islahi and Ghazanfar (2011) promoted three hierarchies of consump-
tion, namely dharuriyah (necessities), hajiyah (comfort) and tahsaniyah (luxuries). 
The infinite ones are wants related to human gluttony, whereby the fulfillment of 
one human want will open up to the following wants (Abdul Mannan, 1982).

The wants associated with unlimited human dissatisfaction is described in the 
words of Prophet Muhammad, peace be upon him in Sahih Bukhari  (1997) number 
6438, “If the son of Adam were given a valley full of gold, he would love to have a 
second one; and if he were given the second one, he would love to have a third, for 
nothing fills the belly of Adam’s son but dust. ...”. If human beings base their eco-
nomic activities on wants rather than needs, then even infinite natural resources 
will not be sufficient (Khan, 1984). 

Islamic economics considers scarcity as a relative economic phenomenon that 
occurs in a short period of time and under certain circumstances (Ahmed, 2002). 
Generally, scarcity in Islamic economics can occur in two states of affairs. First, 
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there is a human failure in managing natural resources related to immoral practices 
(Khan, 1984). For example, exploitation that causes degradation of the abundance 
of factors of production in a particular spot, or hoarding and monopoly in the form 
of unhealthy accumulation of factors of production by certain companies that re-
sult in inequality in distribution and production.

Figure 3. Theoretical and Conceptual Framework of Homoislamicus

Second, scarcity naturally occurs as a natural condition for testing human be-
ings as described in the Qur’an surah al-Baqarah: 155 and Yusuf: 46-49, that under 
certain conditions, humans will be afflicted with shortages and constraints of re-
sources that occur naturally according to God’s will. This condition aims to see how 
human efforts (ikhtiar) in overcoming this obstacle, or about human behavior in 
making choices and managing resources (Ahmed, 2002; Arif, 1985; Hasan, 2011). 
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Homoislamicus, Homoeconomicus, and Humanomics

Commonality and Differences

Humanomics and Islamic Economics both draw on moral and ethical perspectives 
in their critique of homoeconomicus. However, the humanomics critiques mainly 
target the Neoclassic rigidity and value-flawed approach. Despite emerging from 
two different philosophies of reasoning, the view of the individual by humanom-
ics, and Islamic Economics with its homoislamicus, both view sustainability and 
the public welfare as urgent matters. In ecological and social spheres, both Islamic 
Economics and humanomics urge humans to be able to contribute by putting aside 
personal needs. 

Table 1

Theoretical Comparison

Point of 
difference

Homoeconomicus Individual in 
humanomics

Homoislamicus

Root of 
Epistemology

Positivistic, 
Utilitarianisme

Liberalism, 
Humanism

Islam (Qur’an 
and Hadist), 
Neoclassical 
homoeconomicus

Initiators and 
promoters

William Stanley 
Jevons, Alfred Mar-
shall, Carl Menger, 
Léon Walras (Neoc-
lassical Marginalist)

Deirdre McCloskey, 
Julie L. Nelson, 
Bart J. Wilson, 
Vernon L. Smith

Muhammad 
Nejatullah Siddiqi, 
Ismail Raji al- Fa-
ruqi, Syed Omer 
Syed Agil, Umar 
Chapra

Dominant 
Methodologi-
cal approach

Physics and 
Mathematics

Ethics and 
Rhetorics

Islamic Moral-ba-
sed (tawhid)

Motives Individual self-inte-
rest and wants

Courage, love, 
justice, hope, faith, 
virtues (interper-
sonal Humanistic 
variables)

Taqwa and submis-
sion to God 
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Ends and ulti-
mate goals

Utility maximizati-
on, profit maximi-
zation, economic 
growth

Happiness, welfare, 
sustainability

Maslahah, maqasid 
shari’ah, and falah

Behavior 
towards 
scarcity

Accumulation of 
resources-based 
capital capacity 
to enable market 
competition

Ensures ecological 
and environmental 
sustainability at in-
dividual and social 
levels.

Responsible for 
ecological susta-
inability and fair 
resource distribu-
tion in line with 
shari’ah

Source: Author’s own

The element of divinity in the homoislamicus moral view defines individual lev-
el behavior. Whereas according to humanomics, every human being has his liberty 
and is free to do anything to himself, as long as he does not incur ecological and so-
cial harm (Creutzig, 2020; Mill, 1859). Homoislamicus is required to refrain from 
consuming alcohol and pork, not only because it is considered potentially harmful 
to the individual, but more fundamentally, because it is prohibited by Islam.

Homoislamicus moral boundaries, on the other hand, cover whether an eco-
nomic action is permissible by Islam or not. Homoislamicus moral guidelines are 
a manifestation of human intentions and submissive actions to God. This divine 
spirituality is the distinguishing border of Individual morality in humanomics and 
homoeconomicus. 

Table 2

Contextual and Behavioral Comparison 

Context Behavior

Homoeconomicus Individual in 
humanomics

Homoislamicus

Consumption Driven by utility 
and self-interest 
(e.g., purchasing 
luxury goods to sig-
nal social status).

Emphasizing sen-
sitivity to human 
values and ecologi-
cal sustainability 
(e.g., vegetarian 
consumption 
behavior).

Based on needs 
rather than wants, 
grounded in Isla-
mic values (e.g., 
avoiding consump-
tion of alcohol and 
pork).
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Production Exploitation and 
monopolization of 
resources for maxi-
mum profit (e.g., a 
single firm domina-
ting the market and 
controlling prices).

Prioritizing eco-
logical and environ-
mental sustainabi-
lity (e.g., synthetic 
meat production 
and the promoti-
on of renewable 
energy).

A response to so-
cietal consumption 
needs (e.g., essen-
tial resources such 
as water, oil, and 
other key commo-
dities should be 
managed by the 
state).

Source: Author’s own

Another difference between humanomics and Islamic Economics in assessing 
the notion of homoeconomicus also lies in the methodological context. Muslim 
economists seem to tolerate the extremes of the Neoclassic mathematical ap-
proach. Unlike humanomics, most of its criticism of homoeconomicus revolves 
around the Neoclassical exploration of mathematics which is considered excessive, 
thereby degrading human, social and cultural variables. What Muslim economists 
do is comparatively more about islamizing homoeconomicus into homoislamicus 
in compliance with Islamic values and ethics.

Homoislamicus: Islamization or Imitation

Apart from the methodological debate about whether or not the Islamization of 
homoeconomicus is relevant to homoislamicus, there are at least two important 
notes that can be a strong reason to rethink the concept and use of homoislamicus 
terminology in Islamic economic studies.

First, the question of its suitability with the principles of Islam itself. So far, in 
terms of definition, the term homoislamicus tends to be perceived as a characteri-
zation of a Muslim in economics (Dilek et al., 2017; Misfah Bayuni & Srisusilawati, 
2022). Homoislamicus means a Muslim who runs business and economic activi-
ties following Islamic principles and values. One of the basic principles in Islam is 
inclusivity and universality (rahmatan lil’alalamin), which in this context offers a 
worldview and ethical guidance in economics that is not only exclusive to Muslims, 
but also applicable to all of humanity, including non-Muslims  (see e.g. Annova & 
Fitriani, 2019; Hannas & Rinawaty, 2018).

Islam wants the economy to be infused with the value of ibadah, but in practice, 
the economy is a social affair whose scope of discussion is included in the study of 
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mu’amalat. Hence, the universality of Islamic values in the economy, especially in 
the social-ecological dimension, is relevant to be imbued by non-Muslims, who are 
an integral part of the world’s economic life. 

Second, the islamization of the term homoislamicus seems forced because it 
tends not to consider how problematic homeconomicus is as a postulate. Homois-
lamicus is a product of Islamization that is becoming scattered and sporadic be-
cause it is based on the foundation of a theoretically questionable postulate. In 
the end, homoislamicus is relatively considered “disconnected,” “incoherent,” “dis-
order”, and “confusing” due to the fact that it contains two contradictions, which 
appear more as a reactive response and a partial discussion (Sholihin et al., 2023).

For these two arguments, it has become increasingly urgent for Muslim econ-
omists to develop an authentic terminology in alignment with Islamic views, in-
stead of sticking to the flawed and ambiguous Neoclassic imitation product. Con-
sidering the perfection of Islamic teachings, this should not be an arduous task. 
For example, Ibn ‘Arabi has done this using the Sufism paradigm, where he came 
up with the term “Insan al-kamil” (the perfect human), to explain the concept of 
the ideal human in the Islamic worldview (Davids & Waghid, 2019). Alternatively, 
in a more economy-specific context, the term homoislamicus or Islamic man can 
be replaced with the term “Ibad al-Rahman”, in accordance with the ideal human 
profile in Surah al-Furqan verse 63.

Conclusion

This research reinforces that both humanomics and homoeconomicus adhere to 
moral and ethical principles. The commonality of humanomics and homoislami-
cus in concering sustainability and welfare is at least partly the reason why the 
Islamization of science is possible as long as it does not contradict the principles 
and values of Islam. The dominance of moral and ethical aspects is the reason why 
Mehmet Asutay (2013) prefers to use the term Islamic Moral Economy.

Unfortunately, the completeness of homoislamicus conceptually and theoret-
ically in no way can cancel out the fact that it is terminologically ambiguous. The 
term homoislamicus may still be retained, but it is nothing more than an attempt 
by the Islamic world to remain involved and relevant in the theoretical discussion 
of economic science studies, as this is one of the goals of Ismail Raji al-Faruqi, Mu-
hammad Nejatullah Siddiqi, Naquib al-Attas, and others when islamizing econom-
ic science. Nevertheless, beyond that, it is likely time for Muslim economists to 
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provide authentic terminology and epistemology (such as ‘ibad al-Rahman or insan 
al-kamil) so that they can be genuinely relieved of the accusation of homoeconomi-
cus imitation (Mahomedy, 2013).

There is indeed nothing wrong with the islamization of science, but in this case, 
the concept of homoislamicus is apparently trapped in trying to distinguish itself 
from homoeconomicus, so that the methodological and terminological ambiguity 
becomes unavoidable. Terms and terminology are part of economic rhetoric that 
cannot be underestimated as humanomics has emphasized. The development of 
Islamic Economics as a philosophical view of science and system is only possible if 
there is theoretical, methodological, ethical, and rhetorical harmony.

Meanwhile, with all the criticisms and doubts attached to homoeconomicus, 
it becomes increasingly questionable why this postulate remains one of the fore-
fronts in constructing the Neoclassical school or even economics in general. Peter 
Fleming (2017) and many other modern economists have argued  (see e.g. Gowdy 
& Iorgulescu Polimeni, 2005; Johansson-Stenman, 2006), that perhaps homoeco-
nomicus has long been extinct or even never really was born. Further studies on 
the conceptualization of humans and their behavior in the economy are becoming 
increasingly urgent to continue to be undertaken in order to rethink the economic 
approach in dealing with humans who are constantly evolving.
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