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Professor Onn's rz-er has manv excellent gualities. First
o¥ all, it succedz verv well in ~iving 2 clear staterent of the

most imrnortant features of the theses a-ouit the individualistic

nersnective in the social sciences, Secondl:, ti= paner ~ives a very
004 rational reconstructiorn of the individualistic rezezarch nro~ra nme.,

Last but not least, it malies the cruciel but often nezlected distinction

Setureen Tactuzl znd normative aspect of sich ressarch -~rosramne. These
be
quslities alone would enousiz for justifvine the -reat =ttention that

tihe ns-ar des
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1, Professor On~ summarizes his reformulation of the nositive
asn=act of the individualistic research nrogramrme in three theses:

2, ”IT / individualistic tneories / can be used to derive (i.e., exnlzin)

L

sin~ular and -~eneral collectivistic rro-ositionz":

2, "IT attemrts are made to derive existing sincular and senerzl
collectivistic ~rorositions by usin~ ITS,the collectivistic -~rorositions=
are derivadle in their original or in a correctes version';

¢, '"Concerts desi~nating a-sgrezates or their rronerties (i.e. collecti-
vistic concents) in fact refer to individuals or their (relational

or non-relationzl) propertiesz, as a meaninc anal-rsiz of the collecti-
vistic conce~ts alwars reveals" (r,8),

The normzative clais is in turn expresse’ by the followins

sis

ot
@
i

"IT should be arnlied in exnlaining sinr~ular znd Zenerzl collecti-~

o

vistic nronositions" (r-,11).

|o.

Proressor Opn remzriks that acceptance of vositive theses
does not imply accentance of the normative claim: but accentance of
positive theses is a necessary condition for accentance of +'.e normati-
ve claim, aiven that "one will not clair anythinz, if this cannot be

realised" (ibider),



tlovever, we nrrefer to start our analyvsis from the normative
claim, Yell, why one should attemnt to reduce cenecral collectivistic
pro~ositions to ITS? Professor Opn's answer is that "I7 have a
relativelv nigh exrlanatory =owver and the exnlanations thev deliver
are more valid than those offered by collectivistic r~romositions" (i-
bidem). Uniortunatelw, in the raner there is no valid demonstration
of this thesis, References to the failures of functionalist or
"marxist!" eirlanations are rerelv z de facto, not a de jure (i.e,
loziczal or methiodolor~ical) arcurent,

Let us Tocus on the first -art of tlhe above quoted statement,

et Professor Obn seei's to have in rind is that IT will constitue

(B
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1t iz to za—, IT

a theoreticzal ex~lznztions in ilerm~el's senze : +tI <

vill ex=lzin collectivistic theories exactly as »articuler facts are
exnlained bv ~eneral lawvs, lf some ITS exnlain sorme collectivistic
theories, then it triviallv follous thet ITS have an exnlanator:r ~owver
ni~her than these collectivistic theories, Eut the crucial ~oint is
~reciselvwhether IT with such exrlanatorv power exicst,

s
Tirst of all, we have to point out that the ~roble: at issue

is commletely different from that one of the above sguoted reconstruction

thesis ¢, The individuszlistic recduction statement (or reconztruction

or Orn nrefers to sav) of a collectivistic

)]
)]

statement, 2s Profe
conce-t ""ill Dbe constitued br” 2 conjunction of state—ents

"describin-" the behavieour of an individual (or,if one prefers,
containin~ the descri-~tion of rror~erties anrnertainin~ to individuals),
Even on tie surrosition that this conjunction will be comnlete - i,e.
tinat it will cover the vhole descrintive ranze covered - thnes collecti-
vistic concent - it follows that there is no reazson =t 2ll s the
testabilit og'iOrical strenghit of the conjunction sihould be hi~her
than thet cne of the collectivistic concert, Each stzterent wiiich

refutes the conjunction refutes z2lso the collectiviztic concent, and



no additional information 'is contained in the individualistic

reduction statement,

0]

Professzor O~~ affirms that "throu~iitovt this —-arer we ..o

in mind rarticulalrlvy the rationzl choice rodel (or utility theorv)"

(n.7). The assumption of RCN - which should be sunnlemented by
"hynotheses from learning theory" - is justified 0y Professor Orn

on the reason that these IT_ "are mzainlv uses bv zocial scientist:
O

"oritine~ in the frame" of the individualistic resezrch nro~ramne (ILP),

B

Dut, es it is obvious, thz Tact that 1C° is widel:” used cdoes not hel~

n
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at 21l in solving the logical nroblem tiiat e are fzcin-~,

It is nrobatle that lzcl: of Spece nrevented Professor On-

wn

Tron givins further s-ecifications about NCID its=17, Lut such snecifica-
tions would be extraselv useful for our rurnoses, e can conjscture
that what Professor O»n~ has in mind is exnected utility» theory, ==
it has been classicelly forrulated in sli~htly different -as D von
Neumann . & Ilorcenstern,Friedman & Savagze, or more recentlv, dv John
Jarsanri, It is well-linovm that the orieinal EUT is confrontesd with
mant difdicultiss  and tlhiat some reforrulations have been =»roduce”
- esneclally in order to take into account the discrepances betwesn

osserved choice behaviour under uncertainty and EUT axions,

of cdurce, it is not our concern to consider these refo:r - ila—
tions and their validitr, Vhat we have to exanine is ithether EUT <a
zny or 1ts versions can succed in ”coverin%” Professor Orn's thes--
ivenn thet reneral collectivistic prorositions are inten-i=4
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to De ex~lained o IT_, EUT will hzve to be of a. content hicher than that

of N
one coliect1v1 stic tiieories, If one accents the widely held position
that hisher content means nizher testability, it follows that EUT will
have to be more testzble that anv general collectivistic nrovosition

Iy

(e.~, that suicide rate in all industrialised countries has increzsed,

or that division of labor has increased),lowever, in our orinion this



is nlainly fzlse,One of the main features of LUT is exactly its
zdantabilit:r to anv observeé behaviour, If discrenancies will arise,
ther vvill be eliminated Dy a suitedle chanrce in the structure of tne
utility Tunctions held br the agents, This is not merely zn ad hoc
~roce~ure, but the very hard cors ol TJT , Let us Jjust take the

exa~le o7 the most inmortant reformulation oif EUT put foruvard in

D

recent times, i.,e, Loomes' & Suzden's 'Y"rezret theory'", This theorv
has been conceived in order to tzke into account the well-knovn
emmirical evidencs Tirst rointed out o+ Maurice Allais in 11753, and
s-rste—aticzlly enalysed in recent yezars by several researcners 3.
The Tollowin~ cuotation suwmarizes verr clearly the aims and the

T recret theor:: "We do not claim tihaet zctins accordin~ to
our thzor iz the onlv rational wer to oTehave, lor do we sugzest that
211 individuals viio act accordinz to our theorr must violzte the
conventional axioms, Some individuzl mnar exrerience no re~ret or
rejoicin~ at 211, while some others =z have linear &(.) functions:
in thase snecial cases of our thecrv, we could -redict that the
individuzl's behzaviour would conform ~-ith 211 the conventional axionrs,
On the other hand, individual witii non-linezr 7(.) functions of the
kind described in this ra~er mzv consistentl znd knowingl: violate
the axiors of transitivity and ecuivalence witi:out ever acceptin~,
even aiter the most careful reflection, that they have made a2 mistake" ,
Fzcin~ this situation, one could bs temnted to say tnat

utilits theory »resunrosed by Profeszor C-n':s INP is not one ol the

o IUTQ in the teciinical sense, ‘T2t IRP -~resunnoses is just

1
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Tornalized and "oroagd" utility theorr, Hovever, this is an
unsatisfactory move, IT we reduce the formalization and the rrecision
o? the utilitr theory involved, its exrlanatory power will be weakened,

As vie learn from examnles such as the explanation of t..e

lzws of thermodynamics by the laws ol mechanical statistics, tieoreticel



g
ex~lanation cannot be just a matter ol lin~uistical sussumrtion J,

Therefore, in anv case we cannot accent the thesis that LUT can

ex—~lzin an7r renerel collectivistic ~ro~osition beczuse thens con e

®x—ressed in EUT terms,

2 IT our analvsis is corr ect, it follows tihzt Professor
O-='s Ye:unmlanatoryr mro-ramme" is untenizale, 0f course, this does not
rmezn that anv "exrlanator:r mro~rarmme!" is irmossible (e,~, our ar~urents
<0 not concern at all the wrovle:. vhetrer collectivistic cenerzl
concents can we e:~lained or z-chiolo~ical laws), e have also to
em~nzzize that the fortune of IRP is in no wav unavoidatlw linked to
the "explanatory" prorranme. If we are right, Professor Opp wishes

to substitue reductionism with exnls nation, Zut, in our o~inion, IRP

cun utilitr theor:r is z viable ~rozrarie onlv il one gzives un the

"er~lanatory" nrogramme, and considers ILP 2z 2 case of microreduction

in the sense of Orrenheir & Putnzm .

The situation for IRP is very well described by Hempel

end O-nenhici— T thet microtheoriss zre normall:-

, Waen the:r roint ou

reciired in science in order to ensure tihe Tull understandinz of the

~J
kh

~henomena , Professor Onn Seenms L0 have a vemr di

T sociclogiczal !v—othesez zre

o

"It is true, as llomann emnhasizes, th

(W]

of =z lowr ex-lanatorv nower and,it mayv be added, are olten not rut

211, IZven i sociolo~ical

1

in zucih. Tor that thes can bYe criticized at

1 content (li'te lI'motheses on sSaicide

"

nrovoZition. l:ave =2 lowr eviric
or on the Tormation of rrotest arouns), thev are of interest to mAany
socizl scientists - and cractitioners - and should be conironted witn
the pertinent deductions Trow IT " (».25). Le heve already exnressed
our oninion about the theoretical (in)validit:r o this clain S; buat

it could be also questiocned i =zuch deductions in II™ are de facto

intended to exnlain the sociologic=2l nrorositions,or if the:r have to
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give a microtheoric foundation (reduction). Of course, this is a
matter of empirical enguiry, Personally, we are unable to answer the
question, However, we would like to point out the example of the
important works of Raymond Boudon in the field of sociology of
education 9. In our opinion, the models vproduced by Boudon are much
more alike to a microreduction rather than to an explanation of sone
well-known collectivistic general concepts (regularities) about e.2.
the correlation between social status and educational level, Given
that Professor Boudon is amongst the participants to our conference it
would be very interesting to know his Judgement, At any rate, it seems
to us that the importance of Boudon's wcrks is not to be attributed

to their underlyine ITslo, but to the models put forvard,

3. In a famous article, Hempel has very well indicated the

11 ;
ontological roots of the sientific reductionism y and we think that

this ontological dimension "exnlains" also the importance of
microreduction in Hempel's & Oppenheim's sense,

As it is well-known, many years ago Leon J, Goldstein
exnlicitely nut forward the distinction between ontolorical . and
methodolosical individualism 12, Ontological individualism is "that
doctrine which denies the existence of certain alleced entities" H
as successive debats showed, acceptance of ontolocical individualism
does not imply acceptance of methodolocical individual:z:, If our theses
are correct, it is only on the basis of the ontological claim that
individualistic microreduction can be justified, Microreduction cannot
be justified from the point of view of procress in explanation, If we
adopt a Popperian methodology (in the broad sense of this term) we
do not need at all to offer a microreduction of general collectivistic
statements., All that we have to do is to test these hynotheses, A

sociology formed only by general collectivistic statements could fit



very well the basic Popperian criteria, Therefore, even if Popper is
an advocate oI the methodological individualism, in our oninion
methodological individualism cum utility theorv has no justification

within his own theorv of method.

4, As the final point, we have to stress an important nroblem
that we would like to see discussed here, This is the nroblem of the

so called '"rationealitw vrinciple", Anv utility theorv presunnoses

this nrincinle in one of its versions, and therefore also methodolorical
individualism as it has been presented by Professor Ovp needs it,
Popner nut forward a quite widely known version of the rationality
princirle, and some criticism of it have been nroduced 15. However,

in our oninion the crucial point is not the formal eadequacy of Porper's
definition: the point at issue is wiether sociology can be orounded

on a purely syntactical nrinciple without at the same time losing

its emnirical character (that is to say, without being reduced to a
"pure logic of choice"; in this case, sociology would be distinguished
from pure economics only in reason of its object - "sociological"

phenomena),

We repeat that all these remarks do not concerﬁ at all the
explanation (or reduction promerly szid) of sociological hynotheses
by means (to) psychological laws, in any empirical sense of "psycological',
(or course, this programme has in turn many well-known difficulties),
But we have also to point out that ZUT is not the only existine theory
of rational choice, and that IRP has not to be bound by any of its
variants, In our opinion, Herbert Simon's theory of rationalityv is
by far a more adequate research programme and a more promising foundation
for IRP, But to arcue in favour of this two theses would lead us

behind the limits of our task in this conference,



NOTES

C..Hempel, The Logic of Exnlanation, in Aszects of Scientific

Exnlanation and Other Essavs in the Philosoohy of Science, New

York, Free Press, 1755, See also E.Nagel, The Structure of Science,

London,Routledge and Fegan Paul, 191, and K,R,Popper, Tie roverty

3
of Historicism, London,Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1061 ,section

28,

See the criticism of this strategv by H, Simon,Rationality as

Process and a:s Product of Thought, "American Economic Review",

LXVIIT (1078),pn.1-16, Dr Enrico Colombatto has very clearly

resumed the situation: "Research on utilitarianism in general,

and on expected utility in particular, is based, one way or another,
on the assumption that individuals behave rationally, If a 'rational!
model yields ~redictions which differ from the observed individual's
behaviour, then it follows that the model is not well specified,

and that some important variables or relations heve besn forgotten,
However, if we agree to take into consideration all the important
variables and relations, we end up by making rational all sorts

of behaviour; br defining within sufficiently wide boundaries the
very concept of utility, all actions become - by definition - utility
maximizine, For instance, while we may have problems in justifying
altruism the framework of an individual 'short term utility function',
it becomes nerfectly logical and acceptable within 'long-tern
utility function', since altruism can be looked upon as some sort

of investment, By the same princirle, the utilitarian vrinciple

has no difficulty in exnlaining all sorts of subjective behaviour,



nrovided all utility functions are pnroperly estimated" (Teoria

della decisione e razionalitZ: commento su Harsanyi, in A.!,Petroni

and R,Viale (eds,),Individuale-Collettivo,Il rroblema della. razio-

nalit® in filosofia,politica ed economia, Torino,La Rosa, 1985),

1,Allais, Le comportement de l'homme rationnel devant le risque;

critigue des postulats et axiomes de 1'école américaine,"Econometrica",

XXI(1053),pn,503-545 (see also the volume by 7.Allais and 0,Hagen

(eds.),Exrected Utility Hynothesis and the Allais Paradox,Dordrecht,

D,Reidel Publishine Co,,1772), The widest emnirical evidence against

EUT axioms has been produced by P,Sclovic and A,Tversky, Who Accents

[

Savaze's Axiom?, "Behavioural Science",XIX (1074),pp,3656-373, and

A.Tverslky and D.Kahneman, The Framing of Decisions and the DPsycholoeov

of Choice, "Science", CCXI (1081),pp.453-458, For a philosophical
interpretation of the so called Allais paradox see J.V.N, Watkins,

Contro la massimizzazione dell'utilitd attesa, in A,M.Petroni and

R,Viale (eds,),oo.cit, (see also the discussion of Watkins' paper

y Harsanyi and Vatkins' rejoinder),

~,Loomes and R,Suzden, Regret Theory: an Alternative Theory of

Rational Choice Under Uncertainty, "The Economic Journal" ,XCII

(1982), pp.805-824;p,820. The Q(.,) function is such that for all §

C&=%+ R(§) - R(-§)., R is the regret-rejoice function such that

=y

k
i mgj is the modified utility, mij'= cij + R( Cij = Ckj ); that

to say, R assigns a real-valued index to every possible increment

0

i

or decrement of choiceless utility,.

See G,Bergmann, Philosophy of Science;Madison, University of

Wisconsin Press, 1957, pp,131-144, For a good exposition and
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analysis of the most important epistemological aspects of reductionism

see R, Egidi, Il linguaggio delle teorie scientifiche, Napoli,Guida,

1o70 (in particular the fourth chapter), Ve are much indebted to

this bool:,

Z. P,0ppenheim and H,Putnam, Unity of Sciences as_a Vorking Hymothesis,

in H,Feigl and G,!Maxwell (eds,), Concents,Theories, and the lfind-

Body Froblem, "ilinnesota Studies in the Philosophy of Science, 2",

llinneapolis, University of Minnesota Press, 1958, pp,3-36,

7. C.G,Hempel and P.Opnenneim, The Los~ic of Explanation, "Philosophy

of Science", XV (1948),pp, 135-175,
8. Of course, under the condition that ITs involved are utility theories

©, R.Boudon, L'inégalité des chances, Paris,Colin, 1973; Institutions

scolaires et effets pervers - 2/L'enseignement supérieur court, in

Effets pervers et ordre social, Paris, P,U,F.,,1977 (see also the

model of the "relative deprivation" in La logigue de la frustration

relative, ivi ),

10.Boudon's models presuppose some general concepts of utility theory,

but we are unable to say if other ITS are presupposed,

11.C.G,Henpel, Reduction, Ontological and Linguistical Facets, in 8,

lorgenbesser,P, Suppes, M, WVhithe (eds,), Philosophy, Science and

Method. Essays in Honour of Ernst Nacel, New York, Macmillan Press,

1969, pp, 17°0-199:pn, 179,
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12,L,J.Goldstein, The Two Theses of lMethodological Individualisn,

fBritish Journal for the Philosonhy of ~-8cience",IX(1058),pn,1-10.

In the notes to the X chapter of The Onen Societv Poprer affirms

to share a methodological nominalism, but not a metanhysical
nominalism, Ponper's problem, however, is not the status of the

sociological explanations, but the nature of the definitions,

13,Ibidem, p. 3,

14,This is an important fact, given that Popper exnlicitely rejects
the reduction of sociolosy to nsychology, Ponmer recosnizes his
debt to von Hayek for the princinle of methodological individualism,
However, as K,J,Scott has shown, "Hayek's principle is synthetic,
Popper's analytical: Hayek says that the social sciences do no=
deal with 'eiven' wholes but their task is to constitue these wholes
by constructing models from the familiar elements; Ponper says
that 'institutions (and traditions) must be znalysed in individualistic
terms' "("British Journal for the Philosophy of Science",X(1950-
1050),p.332), Anyone who is acquainted not only with von Hayek's
works, but also with "Austrian economics" in ceneral - especizlly
with Carl Menger and von Mises - can easily understand the important
consequences that this difference between Popper's and von Hayeli's

principles has on the conceontion of the nature and role of econonics,

15,At this nronosal see the section 7 of our Introduzione in ¥,R,

Popper: il pensiero nolitico, A,M, Petroni (ed,), Firenze, Le

Monnier, 1981(in varticular pn,.66-76), Popper's various formulations

of the rationality orincinle are often contradictory inter se, No-

retta Koerteoe has given an interstino reformulation of Popper's

S
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~rincinle,

but in our orinion hier

(see The ‘iethozolo~ical Status of

rronosal is still unsatisfactory

Ponner's fationality Princirle,

"Theorwv and Decision", X(127°),~~,C
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