
Abstract: 

 

 

Even from the very first moment when I started to study economics, one of the key concepts that 

has intrigued me was that of competition. As this was particularly a moment when Romania as a 

society and as an economy was in full process of transition towards a market economy and a 

democratic state, it was difficult to find knowledgeable persons who could explain core concepts 

such as scarcity, opportunity cost, and profit and loss. My first professor of economics in high 

school was a philosopher who didn’t have a clue about the core concepts of economics and 

principles of economic analysis. Moreover, he even somehow despised economics as a science 

and marginalized it in the great arena of social sciences. 

 

There are numerous individuals and almost entire categories of scholars that still consider the 

science of political economy a “dismal science”, a term coined by Thomas Carlyle. That is, it has 

not so much to offer for our knowledge about society. Just saying to everybody that “laissez-faire” 

is the best approach in the allocation of resources and that there is no possibility that a genius 

would make life better for anyone is difficult to digest. Romanticists prefer utopian projects that 

engineer human society in order to force human individuals to progress, to be better. Obviously, 

such romanticists do not usually accepts other opinions. They do not know how to deal with 

dissenting voices. Especially historians but also scholars from “hard sciences” (like mathematics 

or physics) I met during my personal and professional life seem to share such an attitude. 

 

Economics is one of the most realist sciences. It starts from a certain set of obvious hypothesis – 

like disutility of labor – and builds an entire body of knowledge that fundamentally human 

individuals and human collectives to maximize their welfare. But there is no large number of 

scientists who accept that socials sciences – and economics – should be “wertfrei”. Economics is 

not the science of how people choose certain “ends” but a science of “means”. Given a certain end 

an individual or a group wants, economics discuss how to optimally reach it given the paramount 

hypothesis that everybody has to share: economics goods are scarce. That is, individuals who act 

have to choose among different ends. And among different means. This is the first dimension of 



competition. Opportunity cost is a concept resulting from competing means to reach a certain end 

and from the core concept of cost that emerges from different potential ends to be reached. 

 

Fundamentally, competition is about imperfect knowledge. It is about discovery of the best route. 

It is about uncertainty, errors, human free will and imperfect knowledge. Among the issues I 

explored during my research is a critique of the concept of “perfect competition”. The meaning of 

this term is massively misunderstood not only by non-economists but also by a significant number 

of economists. Perfection is about how individuals allocate scarce means to certain ends. 

Competition is never perfect. If individuals perfectly allocate, there will never be competition. 

Perfect competition implies, maybe paradoxically for me to discover, only a way to allocate 

resources. The “perfect” way. But there are no two “perfect” ways to do the same route to a certain 

destination. If they are perfectly similar, the individual would almost be indifferent to “perfection”, 

like the Buridan’s ass. A donkey that cannot choose between hay and water just because it is 

equally hungry and thirsty will finally die of both hunger and thirst. 

 

So, may be in a paradoxical turn of logic, perfect competition implies only a particular way of 

allocating resources. In a state of perfect allocation of resources, there is no competition as there 

is only one producer that allocate economics goods in a particular way. Perfect competition is 

monopoly. Edward Hastings Chamberlain, in another unfortunate misspelling of words, coined the 

term “monopolistic competition” while Joan Robison put it as “imperfect competition”. The first 

was, in fact, an ideal designation of “perfect competition” while the latter is a truism. 

 

This habilitation thesis is an applied analysis of the competition policy from the perspective of 

Austrian Economics. I do not take this designation as a validation device. Milton Friedman, a 

winner of the Novel Prize for Economics in 1976, argued that there is no such things as different 

schools of thought: “there is only good economics and bad economics”. I think that the Austrian 

School of Economics is massively misrepresented as lacking rigor, offering only caprices of 

interpretation and being always easy to respell. This is plainly wrong. The methodology of the 

Austrian school of economics – apriorism, methodological individualism and logical deductivism 

– does not allow reinterpretation or reconsideration of a certain statement. You cannot change a 

sentence in treaties on Austrian economics without being notice. Nobody will change his mind 



overnight and offer another explanation of a certain economic phenomenon. The argumentation of 

the Austrian economists (the good ones) is precise and rigorous like any mathematical proposition.  

 

But observers misunderstand something: theory is not history. The fact that an Austrian economist 

misrepresent a historical fact is not a proof of a wrong theory and methodology but an error or a 

speculation in the interpretation of historical facts and factors. As an economist, somebody may 

be equipped with the correct theory but still wrongfully read the historical context because he or 

she does not judge the right relevance of different factors. Ludwig von Mises pointed to this duality 

in methodology long ago. 

 

As I will argue during this thesis, I am not a “methodological imperialist” (“everybody else is 

wrong”) and I always keep a “methological modesty” (“I may be wrong”). I do consider however 

that science is a dialogue and everybody who is well-intentioned in bringing a “light” in human 

knowledge should be respected and accepted in the debate. History and society – and his honest 

fellow economists – will judge him or her. 

 

My intellectual journey started from a critique of the perfect competition model and then focused 

on the relevance of the formulation of private property rights for the operation and performance of 

a market economy. I also explored the meaning of the “market failure” and its relevance for the 

intervention of government in the private sphere. I argued that competition policy is, like any other 

public policy, a policy that prioritizes certain objectives in order to determine a redistribution of 

wealth in society. Among the least explored issues is also the impact of the operation of 

competition policy on economic growth and development. Some of these statements, even if 

sometimes radical, deserve a debate. 

 

Competition policy is an impressive policy. It has core implication in any significant field of 

society, starting from political projects (I argued that it is essential for the European integration) 

to government involvement (the control of state aid), behavior of private entities among 

themselves and in their interaction with the state. Any decision that reallocated the control of 

resources in society is sanctioned by the competition policy through the legislation of merger 

control. Austrian Economics and the methodology I share can provide tremendous insights into 



this area of inquiry. I do consider that the analysis of cartels that I provide in this thesis is a 

significant position in the highly sensitive contemporary debates on the operation of such 

economic arrangements in the modern economy and their impact on the welfare of consumers. 

 

But maybe the most notoriously different position of Austrian economics is about the financial 

sector and especially the banking industry. Economists form this brand of school have provided 

innovative conclusions about the institutional premises of this critical sector of the modern 

economy.  

 

As an economist, I try to fuse the two large themes and provide insight into fundamentally two 

directions of research: The first broad direction of inquiry includes the themes which relate the 

competition and the competition or antitrust policy on the one hand and international business on 

the other hand. A second broad theme of inquiry relates competition and competition or antitrust 

policy on the one hand and the banking and financial sector on the other hand 

  

I take it as my core challenge in the future of my career to provide additional insights into the field 

of international business and economics by employing the insights provided by the theory of 

competition and the institutional analysis of the financial sector. I consider that coordinating teams 

of PhD students, such a cohesion and “economies of scale and scope” could emerge. 

 

  

 

 

 


