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SYNOPSIS
The MOSES Agent based Model of the Swedish Economy
As of Dec. 2024, an Anthology of technical publications spanning the half century of the MOSES modeling project of the Swedish economy are available online as a special issue of the International Journal of Microsimulation (IJM).
This Synopsis characterizes the distinguishing properties of the MOSES model. The enclosed summary article of the IJM Anthology, together with the references into the Anthology should explain these properties. The explanation has great cognitive capacity in telling a story of the internal artificial reality of the model economy in empirically intelligible and familiar terms.
Modelling the Experimentally Organized Economy (EOE)
The agent-based Micro to Macro (M-M) model MOSES (for Model Of the Swedish Economic System) provides a logically coherent mathematical frame for market based dynamic analyses and storytelling of economy wide issues. It integrates (1) early Schumpeterian entrepreneurial economics with (2) Stockholm  School ex ante ex post feedback and learning dynamics at agent level. The outcome of all microlevel interactions is continually aggregated over dynamic markets into a (3) Keynesian national income based demand system and a (4) Leontief  input output supply frame. At the micro level a landscape of (5) industrial districts emerges, as Marshall once conceived their role in creating synergistic productivity gains. From period (quarter) to period all incomes generated are fed back as demand, and through their investment decisions agents can access a continually updated global pool of new technologies that together make the model operate each period in a bounded domain. Expectational feedbacks and learning at agent level, and consequent market reallocation of resources constantly change production structures. The Wicksellinan or Stockholm School connection create novel economic systems dynamics that radically alter both the “equilibrating” properties of the model economy and policy implications (Eliasson 2014).
Production is determined each period by agents that read and interpret product prices in their markets (adaptive expectations) and form investment, R&D, production and recruitment plans that are each period tested in markets and revised from period to period as price expectations change.  Since the economic environment of each agent is defined by the market realization of the diverse plans of all other agents, the resulting environmental complexity makes each of them (6) boundedly rational in the sense of Herbert Simon, or ignorant about circumstances that may now and then prove critical for their survival. A central theoretical issue therefore is how technological innovations and Schumpeterian entrepreneurs that enter markets push the economy in directions desired by final customers. Finally, Competence blocs, or markets populated by interacting specialist information and resource providers (Eliasson & Eliasson 1996, Ballot et al 2006) govern the economy wide commercialization of new technologies.
 Six partial and well-known theories that have lived their separate lives in literature for ages have thus been brought together into one coherent economy wide composition that nicely integrates business economic practices with industrial economics and general economic theorizing.  
Since variables held constant in the component partial models now become endogenously determined the new interactions create new interesting economic systems dynamics. Above all, this theoretical synthesis of the MOSES model economy radically reduces many embarrassing misinterpretations associated with analyzing each partial model separately. As agents integrate product, labor and financial market price anticipations in their business plans, innovate and compete with each other for customer demand and resources in the three markets, and strive to achieve long term maximum value creation, novel dynamic attributes of the model economy are created. 
The central tenet of the MOSES model is how market prices inform and guide business agents, how they learn from their expectational mistakes and revise their business plans, and how innovation, entrepreneurship and competition among agents both self-organize the economy and drive growth. Since both prices and production structures are endogenously determined the dynamic complexity so created takes the analysis beyond traditional mathematical modelling. Because of this we have developed numerical methods for general analysis, an orientation inspired by the fact that IBM was an early sponsor of the MOSES project (see below). Early cooperation with Guy Orcutt and his pioneering microsimulation approach to economic modelling were instrumental maintaining a healthy balance between economic theory and  empirical relevance (testing). IBM’s help in achieving a modular design finally facilitated the constant upgrading of model specifications that has been going on during the more than fifty-year history of the MOSES project. For economists used to Keynesian macro demand analysis, neoclassical equilibrium thinking or Neo Schumpeterian supply push arguments new and unfamiliar economics will be experienced using the MOSES model, the origin of which will be found in the ways agents compete and markets self – coordinate the model economy.
The MOSES agent-based model so composed becomes an approximate representation of what I call an Experimentally Organized Economy (EOE, Eliasson 1991,2024). In an EOE firms’  plans are designed as business experiments to be tested in markets in confrontations with households’ demand, export demand, imports and with the plans of competing agents. Since plan realizations rarely come out ex post as conceived ex ante business mistakes so defined become a standard transactions cost of economic evolution. Agents’ learning from those mistakes – a Stockholm School feature - play a critical role in shaping macroeconomics. 
An empirical project
As a joint project initiated in 1974 by IBM Sweden, the Federation of Swedish Industries and the University of Uppsala the Micro to Macro model MOSES became one of the very first agent-based models (ABM)  developed (Richiardi, 2024). It was defined as an empirical project from the start, designed to quantify the role of business agents[footnoteRef:1] and markets in governing the evolution of an economy. 1976 saw the model up and running on a “synthetic” initial state data base. The first publications appeared in Eliasson (1976b,1977), and the model was soon scaled up to represent the whole Swedish economy at National Accounts (NA) level.  In 1977 the modelling project was transferred to the Industrial Institute for Social and Economic Research in Stockholm (IUI, now IFN). The then existing three Bergman, Orcutt and MOSES economy wide microsimulation or agent based models were presented 1977 at the first international microsimulation conference organized in Stockholm by the IUI (Bergmann, Eliasson & Orcutt 1980). [1:  The plan was also to model the role of households at micro level, but even though prepared for, since computer capacities and micro data for that were not available at the time, that part of the project has not yet been realized. In current versions of the model all incomes generated are fed back into the economy through a Stone type expenditure system with added nonlinear features that endogenously distribute demand to the different markets of the model.  See Eliasson, Gunnar, 2024,” Modelling the Experimentally Organized economy (II)”, International Journal of Microsimulation, 17(2); Sect.6.2.
 In 1981 IUI initiated a parallel survey to households (together with the University of Gothenburg) on their consumption behavior and use of time and public services on a format compatible with the MOSES model. See Anders Klevmarken, 1984, “Household Market and Nonmarket Activities. The first year of the Swedish Panel Study”. 1984 Proceedings of the American Statistical Association, Business and Economic Statistics Section. Unfortunately, time and resources have so far not been sufficient  to empirically integrate a micro household sector in the MOSES model.] 

The MOSES model has been set up empirically on Swedish National Accounts (NA) data that defines the scope of the model economy. Since the MOSES model economy evolves through time driven by market selection it is highly nonlinear and path (“history”) dependent. Great care has therefore been taken to build high quality initial state databases for model simulations. Most important are the Individual firm data collected annually in a survey by the Federation of Swedish Industries (The Planning Survey). 
The specification of the firm model reflects the planning practices of US and European firms as observed in the interview study Eliasson, 1976, Business Economic Planning – Theory, Practice and Comparison, London etc.: John Wiley & Sons. To calibrate the long term and cyclical behavior of the MOSES model economy to Swedish National Accounts data a specially developed computer software[footnoteRef:2] has been used, and parameter estimates have been modified to make the model generate firm distributional characteristics compatible with the firm panel data collected in the Federation Planning Surveys. Early on, data on the performance of best practice globally available technologies were collected through a joint survey to technical directors of Swedish companies who were also members of the Swedish Academy of Engineering Sciences (Carlsson 1981). [2:  See Erol Taymaz, 1993, A Calibration Algorithm for  Micro-simulation Models . Paper prepared for the special intensive course in “Microanalytic Simulation” at ERMES, Universite de Paris II, Paris February 2, 1993. Also available online in the IUI/IFN under “Publications” in the IFN homepage:http://www.ifn.se/] 

Model simulations thus generate futures of birth, life and death stories of individual firms guided by their expectations of a few international price and interest variables and bounded from above by a progressively upgraded global pool of best practice technologies. New technologies are brought into firms through their endogenous investments. Competition is driven by endogenous entrepreneurial entry. Competition forces incumbent firms to innovate preventively to avoid being overwhelmed by new competition (“Innovation by fear”, Eliasson 1995).  Market competition also checks excessive monopoly formation. The nature of a capitalist market economy can thus be studied under different institutional circumstances, which was also an original ambition some fifty years ago.
Empirical studies on the Swedish economy were the ultimate purpose of the MOSES modelling project. Its philosophy was that economics is an empirical science, that partial theoretical designs are of limited interest, and that  the absence of explicit markets that integrate it all into a dynamic economic system leads to misinterpretations, notably when it comes to policy advice. The theoretical underpinning of the MOSES model therefore had to be well founded empirically. The specification of any model that integrates statistical facts thus must be empirically relevant for these facts not to be misinterpreted. In the MOSES model economy explicit market transactions are the principal economy wide integrator of those facts. Since explicit market transactions are missing in practically all models addressing economy wide macro problems, the MOSES model not only brings the neglected markets back into economics. This market specification of the model also gives new explanations to many familiar macroeconomic phenomena. The empirical ambition of the MOSES project has thus also required a major statistical effort to build a complete, stock flow consistent panel Micro to Macro database for the Swedish economy at the NA level, both to establish a richly specified high quality initial state data base for long term simulations, and for calibrating the model. 
Serious empirical applications of the MOSES model require access to up-to-date Planning Survey and NA data on the initial state of the economy. In between such major and costly empirical updates, model analyses are referred to as generally applicable to a Sweden like industrial economy.
Giving Markets a Role in Understanding Macro – General Economic Theory
Designing a model of business agents in which production agents interact with the rest of the economy through markets and drive economy wide development, was no trivial matter. It was inspired by observed business decision practices based on the statistical data firms actually collected and used (see Op Cit Eliasson 1976a). 
In the MOSES model individual firms, using adaptive anticipations and learning algorithms, read and interpret prices determined endogenously in the markets of the model and strive towards ex ante long term maximum economic value creation. They integrate those product, labor and financial market considerations within their business plans and then offer their planned output each period (quarter) at their expected prices. Through repeated within period, and period to period market confrontations business plans are thus tested, and revised, and prices endogenously determined, as in observed business practice, and long before anything close to an exogenous equilibrium state has been reached. In fact, the MOSES model economy offers no such equilibrium for firms to rest. Firms are constantly at peril from being overrun by competition and must innovate to avoid being competed out of the market (“exit”).  Firms also learn from their expectational mistakes and update their next period price anticipations and plans accordingly.
The general design of the MOSES model is therefore eminently suited for theoretical evaluations of the applicability of its partial component models, using simulation mathematics to arrive at general conclusions. (By giving markets and agents with autonomous price setting capacity a central role the MOSES model loses the property of its Keynesian and general equilibrium component models of being a centrally controllable economy. Trying to run it like a factory makes the policy maker prone to sometimes major mistakes (see below). 
The MOSES model thus gives an explicit role to markets and price expectations of agents in determining how economy wide market self-coordination and resource reallocations shape macroeconomic evolution. In passing it also reveals several disturbing misinterpretations associated with the prior assumptions of traditional partial economic models, notably in advising on economic policy. 
To exemplify. By varying market characteristics to both stimulate innovation and reallocate resources sizable synergistic productivity gains at macro level of the kind Marshall associated with his industrial districts, model simulations have been demonstrated to exist. The real firms in the MOSES model all have coordinates to represent their geographical closeness to each other, which Marshall emphasized. In modern reality diffusion of technology, learning and business interaction, however, have more characteristics than geographical proximity. Thus, the positive networking externalities proposed verbally by Marshall, and reformulated a  century later in New Growth theory macro models, can be demonstrated to arise from increased raiding of firms of other firms for talent that forces other firms to engage in more general training, and innovate to avoid being competed out of the market (Ballot & Taymaz 2000, Eliasson 2024:Sect 4.4.4). This market explanation of Marshall’s proposition is impossible by assumption in New Growth theory models populated by representative atomic firms and driven “linearly” by their R&D spending, as do also neo – Schumpeterian so called “Innovation Systems”, frequently referred to in “industrial policy propositions”, notably in Europe. Two radically different conclusions on policy follow from the two differently founded classes of models. New Growth theory and Innovation Systems believers, as we have seen in actual policy practice, bet on Governments supporting R&D spending. Policymakers in a MOSES economy also must weigh in how new technologies are commercialized and how market agents evaluate their relative prospects. Without functioning commercialization markets, MOSES simulations demonstrate, even massive spending on R&D generates little in the form of long term growth. These latter, more realistic policies, advised by MOSES economics, are however far more demanding on industrial competence on the part of policy makers, than taking advice on the a priori beliefs embodied in  New Growth macro and Innovation systems relationships to subsidize R&D investments,  and leave it at that. Lack of market considerations in formulating industrial policies probably also explains why Europe lags so far behind the US in entrepreneurial performance.
Tying up the theoretical bag - How differently ignorant agents pushed by competition to innovate  to improve their performance, together  both self- coordinate the economy and drive  economic progress
New technologies are brought into firms from a global pool of best practice technologies through their endogenous investments, and entrepreneurs enter markets with sometimes superior technology, sometimes only optimistically, together forcing all incumbent firms to innovate prematurely to avoid being competed out of business.  While firm technology levels achieved define a constantly upgraded upper capacity boundary far below which the model economy operates, this upper bound is still far below the principally unknown upper technology constraint defined globally, which is also constantly upgraded, and possibly faster than agents are catching up through innovation and investments (Eliasson 2024). 
Since production structures are endogenously determined from period to period it becomes of interest to ask to what extent current prices contain information about emerging future production structures, and to what extent model firms’ learning algorithms can capture that information.
Boundedly rational business agents, that compete for customers in product markets, for workers in the labor market, and for other resources in financial markets, are thus normally capable (in the MOSES model), despite their “general ignorance” of sometimes critical environmental circumstances, of together not only self – coordinating the entire model economy , but also under the different market specifications guide the model economy onto new, and widely different and hopefully the right development trajectories .
To say something on the quantitative macro relationships involved overtime demands on modelers are raised. Not only is an empirically credible model specification required. The model also must be properly calibrated and its parameters established econometrically. On this much still remains to be done (Eliasson 2024:Sect. 6).  
General economic systems studies using numerical methods (mathematical simulation)
Empirical studies
The MOSES model has frequently, and perhaps sometimes prematurely
been involved in policy studies for Government research bodies. Those
studies were in fact critical for funding the costly database investments
needed to maintain the model empirically. Principally most important is
the economywide cost benefit study for the Department of Industry of the
“disastrous” Swedish, decades long industrial support program of the
1970s/1980s (Carlsson 1983, evaluated ex post in Carlsson, Eliasson &
Sjöö, 2018). 
In the late 1990s MOSES was used to study the exposure of Swedish
manufacturing industry to restricted access to critical electronic
components for the Swedish Agency for Civilian Emergency Preparedness 
(ÖCB), which also paid for complementing the MOSES data base with a
fifth micro based  IT industry. Not to forget is that during the late
1970s/1980s  a twin, much simplified MOSES model was empirically
installed in a computer at the CEMI institute in Moscow to simulate the
transfer of the Soviet Union from a planned to a market economy. While
this became more of a theoretical exercise than an empirical study, it
 illustrates the early use of the MOSES model for what I call cognitive
studies aimed at principal understanding rather than econometric
measurement (see below and, for instance, Antonov & Trofimov, 1993). For
more on empirical studies on the MOSES model, see Eliasson
(2024:Sect.4).     

Empirical inferences in partial models
By making individual agent behavior in markets and learning from
Stockholm School feed backs of ex ante price anticipations and ex post
outcomes an explicit part of macroeconomic systems understanding the
MOSES model generates new and general insights into the market
mechanics of economic progress. It eliminates many of the
embarrassing interpretation mistakes associated with each of its six partial
component models, and raises fundamental questions about the
relevance of the standard equilibrium concept of general economic
modelling (Eliasson 1991). For instance, in a field dominated by
simplified, partial econometric models it becomes necessary to
empirically evaluate the applicability of the partial econometric model
chosen in the wider reality to which it is applied, not least to warn about
interpretation biases in the econometric results obtained. Since the
MOSES model integrates several familiar partial models frequently applied
econometrically it is a perfect tool for such analyses. 
It may be so that some think that the market specifications of the
MOSES model are at places too simple. True, and this will always
be the case. But the modular design with realistic interfaces between
modules of the MOSES model and its general economy wide design makes
improvements to anybody’s desire natural and quite easy.

Telling credible stories in terms the familiar and observable categories of the internal artificial reality of the MOSES model (The cognitive dimension)

Integrating so many partial models the complexity of the MOSES model has, however, radically increased. Thanks to IBMs early partnership in the project, mathematical simulation methods became the analytical tool from the start.  During the MOSES project more advanced numerical methods for general economic systems analysis have also become gradually available. They are still being developed as instruments for more relevant cognitive understanding of economics. The MOSES model offers the opportunity to explain simulated results in familiar and empirically meaningful terms  as a story derived from its internal artificial reality. This also makes the model a powerful tool to overcome the analytical complexity by offering cognitive support as a policy trainer (Eliasson 2024:Sect.5). 

Endogenous growth, driven by technological innovation, commercializing intermediaries and competition governed by markets, to be stable requires that structural diversity is maintained
 – Some general properties of the model economy
The MOSES model economy is propelled forward by
 (a) new technologies introduced in markets by agents’ investments and entrepreneurial entry, causing  
(b) Schumpeterian Creative Destruction (exit), and forcing 
(d) incumbents to innovate (“innovation by fear”), not to be overwhelmed by competition, or fail (exit).
Economy wide evolution is directed by
(c) agents’ price anticipations. Add  
 (e) Keynesian demand feedback of all incomes generated, and 
(g) learning from Stockholm School expectational mistakes committed by (h) boundedly rational agents that use variously composed adaptive learning algorithms to interpret their local market price environments and the model is complete. 
(a) and (d) drive the economy. (c), (e) and (h) guide economic progress, by connecting customer preferences with producers, identifying business opportunities, commercializing new technologies and governing market directed resource allocations. Competence bloc theory explains whether progress becomes a positive economy wide growth experience or keeps the economy in a stagnant or backward state. (g) and (h) govern economy wide market self - organization, and together with (c) and (e) define the stability properties of the model economy. 
(a) and (e) make sure that  the economy  evolves below its upper technology constraints and stays within its economy wide micro to macro and stock flow consistent accounting framework.
(a) and (d) define necessary and sufficient conditions for endogenous progress of the model economy, in principle for ever, as long as (a), (b) and (d) prevent the diversity of production structures (heterogeneity) from deteriorating and the population of agents to be reduced too much. Whenever the population of firms becomes too small or comes to close to something like “representative firms” that have little to learn from, or gain from trading with each other, market self-coordination suffers and the economy gets increasingly unstable. Understanding the structural prerequisites for market self-coordination is necessary to understand the dynamics of a macro economy.
Innovation and competition keep production structures diversified, 
Innovation and entrepreneurial market entry drive competition and growth in the MOSES model economy, update production structures and keep them diversified. 
Fear of competition forces agents to innovate
Fear of superior entrepreneurial entrants compels incumbents to innovate preventively, not to be competed out of the market (exit, Eliasson, 1995). The risk of exit is constantly there if markets are open to free entrepreneurial entry and not closed by regulation or physical barriers. The entry and exit of business agents in the MOSES model thus leave in their wake an endogenous population of firms. 
Competence blocs needed to select and commercialize new technologies 
The identification, selection and commercialization of new technologies, and scaling up of winners to industrial scale production draw large costs. Many intermediary agents are engaged, not least venture capital providers, and projects often fail and are forced to exit. Mistaken production and investment decisions figure in the MOSES economy as standard transactions costs for economic progress. Complex competence blocs populated by a variety of specialist intermediary information traders and resource providers are needed to govern the economy wide allocation of resources, identifying and commercializing promising new technologies and clean production of failed projects (exit), together minimizing those transactions costs. Positive economic development occurs when the losses of (technology) winners (Type II business mistakes) are minimized, and losers are prevented from staying in business too long, locking in scarce resources, notably human capital (Business mistakes type I, Eliasson & Eliasson 1996). Achieving the right balance between the two will “maximize long term growth”, even though that “optimization” is an impossible task for central policy management to achieve and is best left to the actors in  deep and diversified competence blocs (the market). Full-fledged competence blocs are, however, extremely rare even in advanced economies, and have, for instance in Silicon Valley, emerged spontaneously as successful gigantic economic experiments when the local circumstances have been right. When observed even in stylized form in MOSES experiments (Ballot, Eliasson & Taymaz, 2006) it is easy to understand that they should not be expected to emerge by explicit policy design. Such experiments also suggest that more effective competence blocs will both raise long term economic growth and the rate of business mistakes (Exits. Bankruptcies. Eliasson 2024.Sect. 2.1,4.4.4, 4.4.5). 
Boundedly rational agents as superior market self-coordinators
Learning from failing to realize their plans as planned in a reasonably stable  non inflation market  environment allows incumbent firms to improve their business plans from period to period if (1) markets are sufficiently orderly for current prices to contain information on emerging new production structures and (2) if innovation does not change production structures too fast (Eliasson, Johansson & Taymaz, 2005).  Policy interference for short term benefits is likely to disturb market self-coordination and incur long term costs in the form of lost output, and even “compound” and return the negative effects the short-term policies were supposed to minimize (Eliasson & Taymaz, 1992). (An interesting observation is that the social costs for even very large investment mistakes appear to be rather small if the mistake is fast identified and corrected (“shut down”). Large costs are, however, incurred if production is allowed to go on in the mistaken investments and locked in workers are both made unavailable to expanding firms and allowed to drive up wages for recruiting firms).  
Inflation is the curse of long-term economic prosperity of a national economy
High inflation impairs markets’ information processing capacities, disturbs self -coordination by raising the frequency of investment and production mistakes, lowering price predictability, misdirecting resources. Inflation is also one of the few circumstances of economic progress governments have both some control over and responsibility for.
Despite their shortcomings, imperfect markets populated by boundedly rational (“ignorant”) agents are likely beat central policy makers in the MOSES model economy in mobilizing its existing distributed knowledge base and engaging it in allocating resources that best match future societal preferences and production capacities in an advanced, diversified and wealthy economy.
Economics Without Markets is Not a Good Idea 
Integrated Stockholm School learning and Schumpeterian entrepreneurial features at agent level define the market dynamics that drive the evolution of the MOSES model economy. Agents are constantly kept on tip toe, being forced to innovate preventively to counter the risk of being overwhelmed by superior new competitors. Together they make economies more productive (creation), but also fasten the obsolescence of existing production structures, and accelerate their shut down (destruction) thus releasing resources, not least workers with human capital for more productive jobs elsewhere. Creative destruction may however be mostly destructive if markets do not possess the commercializing competences to guide resources to what households and production agents demand. Competence Bloc Theory explains both why this commercialization phase is by far the most socially costly part of economic progress, because such a large part of total resource use is invested in more or less mistaken projects that must be identified and phased out fast to minimize social (transactions) costs. For this to function reasonably well diversified and complete competence blocs are needed. Such well-endowed competence blocs lacking, which is the normal situation even in advanced industrial economies, even local economies richly endowed with new technologies will frequently fail to turn (commercialize) them into successful industrial production.  The balancing of it all is all a matter of delicate knowledge diffusion and interpretation which only complete and diversified competence blocs do well. Minimizing total resources used for economic progress hence depends fundamentally on the organization and competence endowment of markets. Simulations on the MOSES model therefore convincingly suggest that markets allowed to function freely in their role of informing producers of where to head, and directing resources there are the best organizational choice. Central policy ambitions to remotely direct resources elsewhere are likely to both stifle innovation, disrupt market self-coordination, and generate production structures that are inferior to what the markets really want, and thus incur social costs in the long run in the form of lost output. The countervailing powers of dissatisfied autonomous market agents can be studied on the MOSES model.
 While inflation is a powerful disturber of markets’ role as information propagator and resource allocator, inflation is often raised by ambitious policy interventions to counter the directions functioning markets is taking the economy. Unfortunately, therefore, the policy making community is rarely on friendly terms with markets.  
While both innovation and competition are conducive to productivity growth, too little of both leads to monopoly formation and stagnation, and too much of both may cause too fast structural change that affects the information content of price signals and disrupts market self -coordination.  Structural diversity may also be reduced such that markets gets disorderly, self-coordination suffers and the economy is destabilized, both ways reducing the information content of prices on future production structures, and thus predictability, raising the rate of production and investment mistakes, which in the MOSES representation of an Experimentally Organized Economy are a standard (transactions) cost of economic progress.  
While it takes a lot to wreck an once advanced and diversified industrial economy, even minor disturbances of an economy based on market selection and governance may cumulate over the longer run into major economy wide consequences, simulation experiments of the MOSES model economy demonstrate. Technically, such “deterministic chaos” is typical of highly nonlinear initial state dependent models based on selection (Eliasson 2024:Sect.2.3). 
The myth of superior central  government insight and policy control
Such is life in an Experimentally Organized Economy (EOE), placing tough demands on its production agents, and on monopolists such as governments trying to redirect the economy away from the desires of market agents, but also demanding of people to cope with significant and unpredictable change. The consequences for both economic wealth creation and individuals’ wellbeing are great, with significant implications for how best (for individuals) to organize welfare policies (Eliasson 2009). 
The competitive dynamics of MOSES markets define necessary and sufficient conditions for keeping the model economy evolving forever towards an indeterminate end that, depending on institutional circumstances, policy interventions being one, ranges between economy wide prosperity and long-term stagnation and privation. Valuable cognitive support can be gained from repeated simulation experiments on how to prevent markets from guiding the economy towards long term negative social outcomes. Particularly important are long term negative outcomes of policy interventions to achieve short term positive outcomes. Simulations on the MOSES model, varying the institutional circumstances of market processes, have generated differences in growth scenarios over centuries on the order of magnitude observed historically between economies that have successfully participated in major industrial type revolutions, and those who have failed, market functionality appearing to be the important explanation. 
Experiments on the in principle very transparent MOSES model economy tells that its inherent logic, complexity being only part of it, defies central policy control. Policy makers, representing cultures that are on unfriendly terms with markets, and work against them, rather than with them, often cannot accept a significant indeterminacy of local and individual outcomes as is the nature of an Experimentally Organized Economy governed by markets. Remember, that markets are made up of producers and individuals/households and other collective agents that together exercises considerable autonomous leverage on market functions and economy wide outcomes that Governments, like all other market agents, had better be aware of. The MOSES model economy, if subjected to backward striving policy governance, is therefore likely to become a failed economy.  General economic theorizing without markets is thus not a good idea.
An observant critic may ask what use a policy maker can make of a model (or theory) embodying such dynamic market complexity that no clear and transparent decisions can be made. S/he might also ask who would dare to leave the future of a national economy in the hands of millions of ignorant and probably myopic individuals and the decisions of thousands of profit centered business firms operating in markets that embodiy no human empathy (Eliasson 2017).  The simple answer is that it functions quite well and that there is little choice. The MOSES model economy represents a diversified market based industrial economy much better than its component partial models, and the story it tells is that tampering with its market machinery, guided by its familiar simplified component models will cause misunderstanding, rather than solve problems. Detailed policy engineering is not advisable. Accept instead more uncertainty in the micro outcomes and develop better designed and rational welfare policies for individuals to help them accept and cope with normal economic unpredictability (Eliasson 2009).
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