SAGE BENCHMARKS IN SOCIAL RESEARCH METHODS -

THE EUROPEAN
TRADITION IN
QUALITATIVE

RESEARCH

VOLUME IV

EpITED BY
Raymond Boudon,
Mohamed Cherkaoui

&
Pierre Demeulenaere

S

SAGE Publications




Introduction and editorial arrangement © Raymond Boudon, Mohamed Cherkaoui
& Pierre Demeulenaere 2003

First published 2003

All rights reserved. No part of this publication may be reproduced, stored in a
retrieval system, transmitted or utilized in any form or by any means, electronic,
mechanical, photocopying, recording or otherwise, without permission in writing
from the Publishers.

Every effort has been made to trace all the copyright holders of the material re-

printed herein, but if any have been inadvertently overlooked the publishers will be
pleased to make the necessary arrangements at the first opportunity.

SAGE Publications Ltd

6 Bonhill Street

London EC2A 4PU

SAGE Publications Inc

2455 Teller Road

Thousand Oaks, California 91320
SAGE Publications India Pvt Ltd
32, M-Block Market

Greater Kailash

New Delhi 110 048

British Library Cataloguing in Publication Data

A catalogue record for this book is available
from the British Library

[SBN 0-7619-7438-5 (set of four volumes)

Library of Congress Control Number: 2002115921

Typeset in Berthold Baskerville by The Bardwell Press, Oxford, England
Printed in Great Britain at T | International Ltd, Padstow, Cornwall



78.
79.

80.

81.

82.

83.
84.

CONTENTS

VOLUME IV

PART FIVE
EXPLAINING AND UNDERSTANDING

(continued)

Section One
What is “Verstehen”?
(continued)

Different Cultures, Different Rationalities? Steven Lukes
Interpretation and Hypothesis in Social Studies Mario Bunge

Section Two
Phenomenological Sociology

Interpretative Sociology Alfred Schutz

Section Three
Rational Choice Model

Rational Choice and Sociological Theory: New Pressures on
Economics as a Social Science  Siegwart Lindenberg
Contending Conceptions of the Theory of Rational Action
Karl-Dieter Opp

Rational Action Theory for Sociology John Goldthorpe
Risky Choices and Rationality: The Case of HIV/AIDS
Preventive Behaviours Albertina Oliverio

Section Four
Cognitive and Axiological Rationality

5. Of the Sense of Justice, of Remorse, and of the Consciousness

of Merit Adam Smith

(&3]

43

165



86.

87.
88.

89.

90.

92.
93.
94.
95.
96.
97.

98.
99.

100.

101.

Religious Rejections of the World and Their Directions
Max Weber

The Rationality Principle Karl Popper

Rational Choice Theory or Methodological Individualism?
Raymond Boudon

PART SIX
FINDING OUT THE RIGHT THEORETICAL FRAME
Section One
Making Quantitative Data Meaningful Through
Qualitative Theories

The Universal Welfare State as a Social Dilemma Bo Rothstein

Section Two
How Competing Theories Explain the Same Phenomenon

Of the Expense of the Institutions for the Instruction of People
of all Ages Adam Smith

. The Example of the Americans Does Not Prove That a

Democratic People Can Have No Aptitude and No Taste for
Science, Literature, or Art  Alexis de Tocqueville

The Protestant Sects and the Spirit of Capitalism Max Weber
Imitative Rites Emile Durkheim

Conclusion to' Primitive Mentality Lucien Lévy-Bruhl
Ressentiment and Moral Value Judgement Max Scheler

The Social Psychology of the World Religions Max Weber
African Traditional Thought and Western Science: From
Tradition to Science Robin Horton

Religion and the Decline of Magic Keith Thomas

Rational Fools: A Critique of the Behavioral Foundations of
Economic Theory Amartya K. Sen

Not Just for the Money: An Economic Theory of Personal
Motivation Bruno S. Frey

Beyond Homo Oeconomicus and Homo Sociologicus

C. Mantzavinos

169
200

207

237

o
jo1
[}

259
264
274
287
299
302

331
356

384

406

421



PART FIVE
EXPLAINING AND UNDERSTANDING

(continued)




JO SN LML LLING IHEURLEY BEAPLAIN THE SAME PHENOMENON

Downey, Gary L. (1985), ‘Federalism and Nuclear Waste Disposal: The Struggle Over
Shared Decision Making, Journal of Policy Analysis and Management, 5(1), 73-99.
Easterling, Douglas and Howard Kunreuther (1995), The Dilemma of Siting a High-Level

Nuclear Waste Reposz’tory, Boston: Kluwer.

Goetze, David (1982), ‘A Decentralized Mechanism for Siting Hazardous Waste Dis-
posal Facilities’, Public Choice, 39, 361-70.

Hamilton, Sanies T. (1993}, ‘Politics and Social Costs: Estimating the Impact of Collec-
tive Action on Hazardous Waste Facilities’, Rand Journal of Economics, 2.4 (Spring),
101-25.

Hensher, David and Lester W. Johnson (1981), Applied Discrete Choice Modelling, Lon-
don: Croom Helm.

Hosmer, David W. Jr. and Stanley Lemeshow (1989}, Applied Logistic Regression, New
York: John Wiley.

Kemp, Ray (1992), The Politics of Radioactive Waste Disposal, Manchester: University
Press.

Kunreuther, Howard and Douglas Easterling (1990), ‘Are Risk-Benefit Tradeoffs Pos-
sible in Siting Hazardous Facilities?” American Economic Review, 80 (May), 295-9.

Kunreuther, Howard and Paul Portney (1991}, ‘Wheel of Misfortune: A Lottery Auc-
tion Mechanism for the Siting of Noxious Facilities’, Journal of Energy Engineering,
117, 125-32. »

Linnerooth-Baver, Joanne, Benjamin Davy, Andrea Faust and Kevin Fitzgerald (1994),
Hazardous Waste Cleanup and Facility Siting in Central Europe: The Austrian Case,
Laxenburg: International Institute for Applied Systems Analysis.

Mitchell, Robert C. and Richard T. Carson (1986), ‘Property Rights, Protest, and the
Siting of Hazardous Waste Facilities’, American Fconomic Review, Papers and Pro-
ceedings, 76 (May), 285-90.

——. (1989), Using Surveys to Value Public Goods; The Contingent Valuation Method, Balti-
more: Johns Hopkins Press.

O’Hare, Michael (1977), ‘Not On My Block You Don’t: Facility Siting and the Strate-
gic Importance of Compensation, Public Policy, 25, 409-58.

O’Sullivan, Arthur (1993), ‘Voluntary Auctions for Noxious Facilities: Incentives to
Participate and the Efficiency of Siting Decisions’, Journal of Environmental Econom-
ics and Management, 25, 12-26.

Oberholzer-Gee, Felix, Bruno S. Frey, Albert Hart and Werner W. Pommerehne
(1995}, ‘Panik, Protest und Paralyse. Eine empirische Untersuchung iiber nukleare
Endlager in der Schweiz’, Schweiz. Zeitschrift fiir Volkswirtschaft und Statistik, 131 (2),
147-77.

Opaluch, James J., Stephen K. Swallow, Thomas Weaver, Christopher W. Wessells
and Dennis Wichelns (1993), ‘Evaluating Impacts from Noxious Facilities: Includ-

~ing Public Preferences in Current Siting Mechanisms’, Journal of Environmental
Economics and Management, 24, 41-59.

Portney, Paul R. (1991), Siting Hazardous Waste Treatment Fucilities: The NIMBY Syn-
drome, New York: Auburn House.

Renn, Ortwin, Thomas Webler and Hans Kastenholz (1996), ‘Procedural and Substan-
tive Fairness in Landfill Siting’, Risk, Health, Safety and Environment, 7 (2), 145-68.

Sigmon, E. Brent (1987}, ‘Achieving a Negotiated Compensation Agreement in Siting:
The MRS Case’, Journal of Policy Analysis and Management, 6 (2}, 170-79.

Slovic, Paul, James Flynn and Mark Layman (1991), ‘Perceived Risk, Trust, and the
Politics of Nuclear Waste’, Science, 254, 1603-7.



101

Beyond Homo Oeconomicus and
Homo Sociologicus

C. Mantzavinos

he standard model used by economists assumes that agents are guided

in their behavior by a case-by-case maximization of their utility func-

tion. The standard model used by sociologists assumes that agents’
behavior is dictated by social norms. Homo economicus is forward-looking,
intentional and responsive to incentives. Homo sociologicus “is pushed from
behind by quasi-inertial forces” (Elster, 1989b, p- 99) and follows norms or
rules blindly. Although not all economists follow the model of Homo economicus
and not every sociologist uses the model of Homo sociologicus, it is a fact that
these two antithetic models dominate the social sciences.

The preference of economists for the rational utility maximizer can be
explained by their primary theoretical interest in explaining price formation
in the market. The main idea of the subjective theory of value since the
marginal revolution of the 1870s has been that prices are formed in an
exchange process taking place after the agents have ordered their preferences
and have decided which goods they want to exchange.! Those agents ought —
according to the inherent logic of the explanation — to be modeled as choos-
ers and, with the increasing formalization of the exchange situation, as utility
maximizers. :

The preference of the sociologists for modeling the agent as a norm
follower can also be explained by their special theoretical interest. The
Durkheim-Parsons tradition in sociology sought to find a satisfactory solution
to the Hobbesian problem of social order without invoking individualistic~
utilitarian considerations. Norm-guided behavior seemed to be the proper
model to explain the maintenance of a workable social order. The classic

Source: C. Mantzavinos, Individuals, Institutions, and Markets {Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2001}, pp. 54-59.



TSmO Asaaens Asshs AvlaAAY X 23ds OIS L LLEGNU WV EIN U N

statement ascribed to Duesenberry draws the boundary between economics
and sociology correctly: “economics is all about how people make choices;
sociology is all about why they don’t have any choices to make.” Hall and
Taylor, in an excellent article arguing in the same vein as Duesenberry,
distinguish between the calculus approach and the cultural approach (1998,
pp- 17ff.). But whether people choose or not is difficult to ascertain since only
behavior is observable, not choice as such. Choice is, as we have seen, a
process of reflection before acting that takes place in the individual brain and
thus is difficult, if not impossible, to observe. The controversy between Homo
oeconomicus and Homo sociologicus is thus better to be handled in terms of overt,
observable action or behavior.

Our model of problem solving incorporates both kinds of behavior. Since
individuals are supposed to be able to learn by experience, it is plausible that
a behavioral regularity is shown whenever old problems arise or, in the
terminology of Vanberg, when recurring situations take place. “Strictly speak-
ing, every situation that one encounters is unigue in the sense that there will
always be some respect in which it is different from any situation one has
encountered before or will encounter in the future. We can, nevertheless,
meaningfully speak of recurring situations in the sense that any given situation
is, in certain aspects, similar to other situations, past and future. The term
behavioral regularity can then be understood as describing the fact that in
recurring situations, Sl to Sn, a person is regularly exhibiting a particular
behaviour A; out of a set of potential alternatives A1 to Am” (Vanberg, 1993,
p. 175).

This behavioral regularity is the essential characteristic of an enlightened
Homo sociologicus, designating continuity of behavior and distinguishing him
therewith from all those sociological ideas that suggest that behavior is the
effect of hidden occult forces.?

But this enlightened Homo sociologicus is only one part of the story. There
are many problem situations that the individual is unable to classify as similar
and, thus, is unable to employ automatically and unconsciously the appropri-
ate solution designated in the respective class. These cases form the new
problems for the individual and as a consequence, he is forced to reflect and
choose before acting.? The individual’s choice is not always a utility maximiz-
ing one, as assumed by the rational choice model, but rather a human choice
based on his imaginative faculties. This reflection process concerning the
solution of a new problem is the essential characteristic of an enlightened Homo
0ECOTLOMICHUS.

The problem-solving model thus incorporates both aspects of observed
behavior, the case of problem classification and subsequent behavioral regu-
larity and the case of reflective choice and subsequent novel behavior. The
problem solver does both according to the situation and his subjective inter-
pretation of it; he demonstrates what we may call routine behavior* whenever
he classifies problems as old ones and a choice behavior whenever he classi-
fies problems as new ones.?
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From an observer’s point of view, the difficulty consists in the interpreta-
tive moment that is present in every cognitive act of the agent. The prime
difficulty of an external observer is thus to discern whether the actor per-
ceives the situation as a familiar one or as a new one. When the observer can
ascertain with relative certainty that the agent will interpret a problem situa-
tion as a familiar one, he can then predict that the agent will behave the same
way as in the past. If the observer ascertains that the problem situation
possesses a novel character in the eyes of the agent, then he can only predict
that the agent will first employ some inferential strategies, and if they do not
work, he will create a set of alternatives and choose the one that he will judge
as most conducive to his utility. Obviously, misinterpretations may occur in
the part of the agent, that is, classification errors that are bound to puzzle an
observer. In these cases, the predictions regarding the behavior of the agent
are bound, by an external observer, to be proved false; these cases are the
“anomalies.”

Before closing, a last very important point must be discussed concerning
the possibility of choosing a rule. Whenever an agent is faced with a new
problem, he has to chcose before deciding which action to take. Depending
on the situation, he might choose a single action or a stable kind of behavior,
that is, a rule. When an American tourist visits Athens for the first (and
perhaps for the last) time and remains for only a few hours on a hot day in
August, he may choose to spend his time climbing the Acropolis or shopping
in an air-conditioned shopping center; his choice in this case concerns the
solution of a new problem appearing just one time. Such choices are common
in social and economic life, and the choice theory employed here accounts
for them. But obviously there are many situations, relevant in social and
economic theory, in which agents choose rules rather than single actions.
Several authors have stressed the fact that choice often concerns rules rather
than single actions. Rowe (1989), for example, criticizing act individualism,
that is, “the theory of rational behavior [which] has focussed on the isolated
action as the unit of rationality” (p. 4), guides attention to rule individualism,
that is, the rational choice of rules.

In our framework, since the general motivation of every individual is to
increase his own utitlity, it is obvious that he will deliberately choose to
follow a rule if he expects that the new problem he faces will systematically
appear in the same form in the future. In other words, he will reflect on the
possibility of choosing to follow a rule only if he expects that the new
problem situation that he perceives is representative of similar recurrent
situations in the future. There are three reasons why deliberately adopting a
rule seems more beneficial than choosing an alternative action as a solution
to a new problem at a point in time 4, and leaving one’s options open in case
the same type of problem arises in the future at time by by ... t.°

The first reason to adopt a rule is that to follow a rule rather than deciding
each time anew involves lower decision-making costs and is apparent.” The
second argument is central in the work of Heiner (1983, 1990). According to
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him, the question of whether choosing or adopting a rule is in fact superior to
leaving options open for future case-by-case choices can only be answered in
connection with the competence of the agent and the difficulty of the problem.
As we have seen, the cognitive apparatus of an individual has been shaped in
a long evolutionary process and is far from perfect in any sense. Thus, the
competence of an agent to solve his problems is limited because of the
restrictions of his cognitive equipment, that is, his perceptional, computa-
tional, and imaginatory capacities. Heiner argues that when the difficulty of
the problem situation is great, the gap between an agent’s competence and
the difficulty of the decision problem (called a “C-D gap”) is high. Whenever
the C-D gap is high, agents are prone to adopt rules instead of acting on a
case-by-case basis, since “an agent’s overall performance may actually be
improved by restricting flexibility to use information or to choose particular
actions” (Heiner, 1983, p. 564). In other words, the agent will choose to
follow a rule at time 4, ¢, ... ¢, instead of choosing each time anew because of
the expectation that due to his restricted competence and the great difficulty
of the problem, the risk of making errors will be less if he follows a self-
chosen rule than making constant choices, and thus his overall utility will be
increased more. The third reason why an agent might choose to adopt a rule
as a solution to a new problem is the case of precommitment. This is the case
of binding oneself deliberately because one expects that by precommiting ones
behavior, one will end up with a greater utility increase than otherwise.?

Summarizing, an agent will adopt a rule consciously when the nature of
the problem is such that he can expect the same problem situation to reap-
pear constantly in the future. This is the necessary condition for choosing to
follow a rule. The sufficient conditions for this conscious choice of rule are,
alternatively, high decision costs, the great difficulty of the recurrent prob-
lem, or precommitment. It should be stressed at this point that this choice
need not be an optimal one in the sense of standard rational choice theory.
Therefore, the common critique that the decision to adopt the rule presup-
poses costly information because of its complexity (Etzioni, 1987, p. 509)
does not have any validity in our setting. The choice of the personal rule
might prove to be an unsuccessful strategy when applied in the environment,
and negative environmental feedback might lead to its improvement or rejec-
tion.

Notes

L. Jevons, for example, views the individual agent as “exchanging from a pure
regard to his own requirements or private interests.... [Alnyone will exchange with
any one else for the slightest apparent advantage. There must be no conspiracies”
(Jevoris, 1871, p. 133).

2. In regard to the “strict” sociological explanations that dominated sociology for
many years Boudon ({1993b, p. 101) remarks: “These Molieresque explanations by
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“occult qualities” bring us back to the dark side of the Middle Ages. They were
considered a nec plus ultra at the time when structuralism and Marxism ruled over
sociology. This time is fortunately over in most places. These explanations are so easy,
however, that they remain a permanent temptation in ordinary as well as academic
thinking: “Why did he Y? Because he has internalized the norm telling him he should
do Y.” We are not far from the “virtus dormitiva”.”

3. After unsuccesfully trying out the inferential strategies that he might possess.

4. Since we have discussed the issue of cognition and learning in terms of cogni-
tive rules of the IF... THEN type, it is better to avoid the term “rule-following
behavior” here — although it would be the more accurate one — in order to avoid
terminological confusion. We shall use instead the term “routine behavior”

5. As DiMaggio, in a discussion of recent developments in cognitive science,
correctly remarks (1998, p. 701}): “These developments move us beyond the polemical
opposition of “calculus” and “culture” to ask not whether people act strategically, but
rather under what conditions and how they do so.”

6. See, e.g., Vanberg (1994a, pp. 17f).

7. See, e.g., Frank (1988, p. 23): “To gather the information and do the calculation
implicit in naive descriptions of the rational choice model would consume more time and
energy than anyone has. Anyone who tried to make fully-informed, rational choices
would make only a handful of decisions each week, leaving hundreds of important
matters unattended. With this difficulty in mind, most of us rely on habits and rules of
thumb for routine decisions.”

8. See, e.g., the discussion on Ulysses and the Sirens briefly reviewed in Section
2.3. The theory of self-management deals with the precommitment problem in an
extensive way. See, e.g., Schelling (1978, 1984a, 1984b) and Thaler and Shefrin (1981).
See also the interesting article by Tietzel (1988, esp. pp. 55-64). For a philosophical
discussion based on the idea of more than one selves, see Elster (1986).
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