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Preface

One of the most obvious trends in sociology over the last 30 years is differentiation of
substantive specialties. What is true in the discipline as a whole is particularly evident in
sociological theory. Where once there were just a few theoretical perspectives, e.g., functional-
ism, symbolic interactionism, conflict theory, exchange theory, now there are many. In one
sense this differentiation is exciting and signals the emergence of new ideas, while in another
light the splintering of theory indicates that there is no consensus over how sociology should
proceed to explain the social world.

I assembled the authors in this “handbook™ (more like an “armbook™) with an eye to
capturing the diversity of theoretical activity in sociology. Even my original list of authors did
not cover all of theory and as the months went by I lost four or five authors who, for various
reasons, could not complete their chapters. The result is that the volume is not quite as broad as
I had hoped, but it still covers most theoretical approaches in sociology today.

This is a handbook, implying that it is to be used as a basic reference, but it is a special
kind of handbook: it is about the forefront of theory. I asked authors to tell the reader about
what they are doing, right now, rather than what others have done in the past. Those looking for
textbook summaries or “‘annual review” type chapters will be disappointed; those seeking to
gain insight into theory as it is unfolding today will be pleased. Thus, the goal of this volume is
to allow prominent theorists working in a variety of traditions to review their work. This is a
handbock, but it is one devoted to theorists telling us about their latest work. I did not seek
textbooklike reviews of fields, but rather forefront work in a field. Of course, in presenting
their ideas, the authors of the chapters in this volume place their arguments in an intellectual
context, but only to explain what they are doing at the forefront.

As will be evident, the authors took my charge in different directions. All asked me how
much summary of the field and how much of their own work they should present. My answer
was to do what they wanted but with an emphasis on their own work. What are they doing? In
what tradition is this work? What are the problems and issues? How are they to be resolved?
The result is a volume that provides overviews of traditions but more importantly that shows
where theoretical sociology is going.

I hope that the reader finders these chapters as engaging as I do.

JonatHAN H, TURNER
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CHAPTER 1

Sociological Theory Today

JoNATHAN H. TURNER

If we placed ourselves back in 1950, what would we see in theoretical circles? Functional
theorizing was about to become the dominant perspective; Marxist-oriented conflict theory in
America was still in the closet imposed by McCarthyism, although alive and well in Europe in
many guises but most prominently in the tradition of the Frankfurt School (Turner, 1998, pp.
545-557; Held, 1980; Schroyer, 1973); and symbolic interactionism was carrying forth the
legacy of George Herbert Mead. At the general level, this is all there was, although many more
specific theories of meso processes could be observed, theories such as urban ecology,
differential association, and anomie theory in criminology, phenomenology, theories from the
Gestalt tradition (e.g., cognitive dissonance, congruity, and balance theories) in social psy-
chology, and perhaps a half dozen other narrow theories.! A little over a decade later, func-
tionalism was being challenged by European conflict theorists who prodded a new generation
of Marxist theorists in America to take up the challenge, structuralism was emerging in Europe
and about to infect America, and exchange theory was just making its entrance. Still, there
were few general approaches, but things were about to change. The 1960s and 1970s saw a
proliferation of theoretical perspectives that continues to this day.

Today, sociology is experiencing what can only be described as hyperdifferentiation of
theories; and if Randall Collins’ (1998) “‘law of small numbers” has any merit, there are now
too many approaches competing for an attention space that in the intellectual arena can
manage at best seven approaches. From this perspective, we should see a weeding out of
theories to a smaller number, but in fact, this is not likely to occur because each of the many
theoretical perspectives has a resource base of adherents, a place in academia, and a series of
outlets for scholarly publications (Turner & Turner, 1990). As a result, theories in sociology do
not compete head on with each other as much as they coexist. One of the effects of hyper-
differentiation is that many new resource niches are created, allowing scholars and their
students to operate without having to justify their importance vis-a-vis other theories, and this

ITextbooks in theory tended to list many more theoretical perspectives, but the distinctions made by authors in the
1950s, for the most part, were labels that they imposed. Actual theorizing was confined to a few general approaches,
plus a larger number of more specific theories on specific substantive topics.

JonatHAN H. TURNER * Department of Sociology, University of California, Riverside, California 92521.

Handbook of Sociological Theory, edited by Jonathan H. Turner. Kluwer Academic /Plenum Publishers, New York,
2002.



2 JONATHAN H. TURNER

is especially so as sociological theory has abandoned the requirement that it be tested against
empirical facts.

True, the most prominent theoretical orientations do indeed compete, and here we see the
law of small numbers operating since there are probably no more than seven major approaches
dominating the spotlight.2 But backstage, there is lots of activity among less prominent
theoretical programs that often pay scant attention to the actors on the center stage. The result
is for many diverse theoretical approaches to persist. No one theoretical perspective in
sociology has any chance of becoming hegemonic, even to the extent of functionalism in the
1950s or conflict theory in the 1960s. Indeed, the diversity of approaches has led to a smug
cynicism about the prospects of theory being anything more than texts produced people who
call themselves sociologists and who, for many, should not have a privileged voice. Thus,
sociological theory will never be fully scientific (see Chapter 2, this volume, on what makes
sciences “‘scientific’’).

The chapters in this volume represent a mix of theoretical orientations and strategies, but
as is evident, these theories are very diverse, and the selection in this volume does not include
some important approaches; to name a few, structuration, network, and ecological theories.
But the pages to follow do give a sense for the range of activities pursued by sociological
theorists. In this chapter, I do not intend to summarize specific chapters; rather, I want to offer
my own impressions of what has occurred to theoretical sociology over the last five decades,
freely venting my own views and prejudices as [ try to review at least the major axes along
which theories have differentiated.

DIVERSE STANCES ON EPISTEMOLOGY
Is Sociological Theory to Be Scientific?

From sociology’s inception, the prospects for theories resembling those in the natural
sciences have been debated. August Comte (1830-1842), of course, argued for a theoretically
driven positivism in which the laws of human organization were to be very much like those in
the physics of his time. Comte found ready allies in Herbert Spencer and Emile Durkheim and
perhaps Georg Simmel, but Karl Marx and Max Weber had doubts about the scientific
prospects of sociology—doubts that persist to this day. Marx saw theory as part of a critique of
existing social conditions and as a way to mobilize opposition to these conditions. Weber did
not hold this view, but he believed that much of social reality involves the chance confluence
of events, thereby making general laws of human organization difficult; instead of theoretical
laws, objective descriptions of phenomena with analytical ideal types could be undertaken, but
these analytical descriptions would not constitute a subject matter amenable to universal laws
(see Chapter 23, this volume, on Weberian theory today). Thus, by the turn into the 20th
century, three positions could be discerned: (1) those who saw sociology as a natural science
that would discover the laws of human organization; (2) those who emphasized theory as
critique and as a call for action; and (3) those who saw sociological ‘“‘explanation” as
revolving around interpreting empirical events in terms of analytical schemes consisting of
categories describing classes of empirical phenomena.

These positions still exist today, but like all else in sociology, they have many variants. A
minority of theorists are positivists in this sense: they see their goal as developing general

2At center stage, there are from four to seven major perspectives, conforming to Collins’ law of small numbers. But,
in the wings are many more theoretical orientations that persist because they have a resource base.
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scientific principles and models of generic social processes (see Chapters 3 and 4). Many are
critical theorists of many stripes: Marxists who continue to use theory as both an analysis and
critique of the existing system of oppression (see Chapter 22, for an example); descendants of
the Frankfurt School who carry the emancipatory spirit of Marx and the pessimism of Weber,
and who as a result see the role of the theorist as constructing analytical schemes exposing
patterns of domination (e.g., Habermas 1962, 1970, 1984; see Chapter 5, this volume); world
systems theorists who take Marxian analysis global and conduct both analysis and critique of
capitalism on the world stage (e.g., Wallerstein, 1974; Chapter 27, this volume); and post-
modernists who carry on a double critique of science as a failed epistemology and of capital-
ism as a system whose technologies and markets destroy local cultures, compress time and
space, commodify virtually everything, and fracture the individual (e.g., Lyotard, 1984;
Chapters 6 and 8, this volume). Probably the largest group of theorists, many of whom have
doubts about science, construct analytical schemes of categories for “interpreting” current
events; and although their respective styles of scheme-building vary, they all see theory as an
interpretative enterprise using a conceptual system of categories denoting important phenom-
ena (e.g., Giddens, 1984; Bourdieu, 1984).

Over the whole of the last decade of the 20th century, increasing cynicism about the
prospects of scientific theory was evident. Looking back 50 years ago, especially in America,
there was real optimism that sociology would sit at the table of science, but today a much
smaller proportion of sociological theorists hold such a position. Many of those who see
themselves as social theorists do not consider the goal of sociological theory to be the
articulation of general laws of human organization. These theorists may differ radically on
what they propose as an alternative, but they are all critical of the epistemology of science.

My views on the epistemiological wars in theory circles are well known. I will simply
repeat what I have said before: If sociological theory is not scientific, then what is it? My an-
swer is that it becomes various mixes of journalism, ideological preaching, critique of perceived
wrongs, and vague philosophizing. Such alternatives to the epistemology science do not, I
believe, take sociology in a very healthy direction. They assure that we will be a watered-down
humanities and that we will be irrelevant to policymakers and even our fellow academics.

Is Sociological Theory to Be Micro or Macro?

Outside of the epistemological arena, the most debated issue in sociological theory is the
linkages among micro-level and macro-level phenomena. How are theories of action, behav-
ior, and interpersonal processes, on the one side, to be reconciled with theories of population-
level and societal-level forces, on the other? All sciences reveal a micro—macro divide, and
even the most advanced sciences have not reconciled the two levels theoretically. In sociology,
however, the issue appears to have persisted and pestered theorists for several decades (e.g.,
Alexander et al., 1987; Huber, 1991; Emirbayer & Mische, 1999; Ritzer & Gindoff, 1994), and
we can ask why this should be so, especially in a discipline where much theory does not aspire
to be scientific.

One reason for the persistence of the issue is that it is conflated with other questions that
pull theorists back into epistemological issues. In Europe but also in America, micro—macro
issues are often conflated with agency—structure questions (e.g., Archer, 1982, 1988; Giddens,
1984; Smart, 2001). If one gives primacy to action, then structure and culture are at best
constraints on such action; but more fundamentally, action is not determinative and predict-
able, which in turn makes the scientific pretensions of sociology just that—pretensions. If,
on the other hand, action is constrained by culture and structure, it is more predictable, and
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hence amenable to study in scientific terms. 1 have simplified the antagonists here, but the
important point is that agency—structure questions take us right back to epistemological doubts
about sociology as a scientific enterprise. And most approaches that try to reconcile the two
(e.g., Giddens, 1976) are decidedly antiscience, seeing agency as only loosely constrained by
structure and as indeterminate in the production and reproduction of structure. All of these
approaches are incredibly vague and metaphorical about the relations between agency and
structure, and this vagueness merely labels the issue but with an antiscience bias.

Another reason the micro—macro, or agency—structure, debate continues is because of
what I call “micro-chauvinism,” whereby a good many theorists argue for the primacy of the
micro (e.g., Berger & Luckman, 1967; Coleman, 1990; Collins, 1981a,b). Micro-chauvinists
vary in whether or not they are willing to acknowledge the reality of the macro as more than a
reification of the analyst, but they all argue that reality is to be explained by reference to the
micro-social processes. Modern-day symbolic interactionists were the first to make this
extreme assertion (e.g., Blumer, 1969); others such as ethnomethodologists, at least in the early
years (e.g., Garfinkel, 1967), also made this assertion, as did the extreme behaviorists (e.g.,
Homans, 1961). But over the last three decades, a growing number of theorists in other tra-
ditions has made the argument that the macro, if it exists, is to be explained by the micro.
Rational choice theory is one prominent example of this emphasis (e.g., Hechter, 1987,
Coleman, 1990; Chapter 29, this volume); interaction ritual theory is another (e.g., Collins,
1975; Chapter 24, this volume). When reality is reducible to theories of micro-processes, a
good part of social reality is in essence not considered the proper subject matter of theory.
Naturally, to defend their turf, those working at the meso- and macro-levels spin out counter-
arguments, thus proliferating theories in sociology, which if they do not criticize each other,
will ignore the pronouncements of micro-chauvinists.

There are also more macro-chauvinists (e.g., Blau, 1994, 1977a,b; Mayhew, 1981a,b; see
also Chapter 17, this volume), but this chauvinism is generally more tempered, simply arguing
that there are emergent realities that need to be explained in their own terms (Turner, 2000,
2002). While these emergent realities do indeed constrain action and interaction at the micro-
level, they do not determine in any precise manner micro processes.

There has been a number of strategies to reconcile the micro-macro divide that are less
chauvinistic (Turner, 1983, 2002; see also Chapter 18, this volume). Perhaps the most popular
is implied by Max Weber’s (1921/1968) analysis of building conceptual staircases from
“action” to “social relationships” to “‘associations” to “legitimated orders.” Talcott Parsons
(1951) followed a similar strategy in his analysis of “modes of orientation and motivation”
leading to actions that form relationships in “social systems”” composed of “status-roles” and
typified by the ““pattern variables.” The general argument of these approaches is that as one
adds more actors and relationships, additional concepts are introduced to account for the
emergent properties of each new level of reality, but the problem with most such approaches is
that they become much like Weber’s sociology, a series of analytical categories that describe
but do not explain the dynamics of each level of reality.

Another approach comes from Simmel (1895) and his advocacy for a formal sociology.
Here, emphasis is on the forms of the relationships rather than the properties of the actors in the
relationship, with the theories thereby explaining the dynamics of relationships among both
individuals and collective actors. Network theory and more significantly exchange network
theory (e.g., Emerson, 1962; Molm & Cook, 1995) take this approach; while considerable
insight has come from these theories (see Chapter 31, this volume), it is probably true that the
nature of the actor sometimes does make a difference in the dynamics of their relationships.
Isomorphism does exist no doubt across levels of reality, but this fact cannot explain away the
emergent and unique properties of each level.

Yet another strategy for dealing with the micro—macro gap is what might be termed
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deductive reductionism in which axioms or higher-order propositions about behavior or other
micro-processes stand at the top of a deductive system of propositions, with the laws of social
structure and culture derived from, and hence explained by, these axioms (e.g., Homans, 1961;
Emerson, 1972; Blau, 1994; see also Chapter 3, this volume). Such an approach acknowledges
the reality of the meso and macro and the laws of sociology that explain their operation, but it
emphasizes that these laws are deducible from the laws of micro-processes. In this way, the
gap in explanations at different levels of reality is closed by the deductive structure of the
theory.

The recent rise in cultural theory in some respects is an effort to deal with the micro—
macro problem, although it obviously is much more (Lamont & Wuthnow, 1990; see also
Chapters 7, 9, and 10, this volume). When attention shifts from social structures to systems of
symbols, it is much easier to see how culture becomes part of the individual, and conversely,
how thoughts and acts of individuals generate, change, or reproduce culture. For ultimately
culture is either inside of people’s heads or deposited in warehouses, such as libraries, and it is
used by people in action and interaction. Thus a more macro force—culture—is more readily
connected to a micro force—thoughts, actions, and interactions of people who have inter-
nalized culture—than is the case when structure as networks of relationships must be recon-
ciled with individuals’ actions. This is why, I suspect, that structuralism became so popular; it
allowed sociologists to see structure as cultural symbols, and as such, it is far easier to connect
macro- and micro-levels of analysis. Anthony Giddens’ (1984) structuration theory is a good
example, because structure as “rules and resources’ that are used by actors in micro-settings
allows for an easier reconciliation of micro and macro. Similarly, Pierre Bourdieu’s (1984)
notion of “habitus” is a name for the nexus between culture and the individual, again connect-
ing micro and macro. Of course, culture is not all that there is to the macro-realm; and these
approaches do not solve the problem of how to conceive of structure as anything more than
rules and other cultural processes. The cultural turn in sociology, then, only gives the illusion
of resolving the micro~macro problem.

Some who have advocated this cultural turn (e.g., Alexander, 1982—-1984) argue for a
multidimensional approach to theorizing about micro- and macro-processes. Action and order
are each considered important dimensions of the social world and each is conceptualized, but
in fact, such conceptualizations simply label the problem rather than resolve it. Action has
certain properties, and order or structure—culture has its own distinctive properties; but the
question remains: How is a theoretical integration to occur beyond simply stating that action is
constrained by order and that order is reproduced and changed by action? Other multidimen-
sional approaches, such as Ritzer’s (1985, 1988a,b, 1990) “integrated paradigm,” categorize
reality along two intersecting dimensions: microscopic—macroscopic and objective—subjective.
And then, various approaches are placed in the four quadrants created by these two continua—
that is, micro-subjective, macro-subjective, micro-objective, macro-objective—but all this
does is once again categorize approaches. It does not reconcile them theoretically or produce
integrated explanations.

One of the most famous approaches for reconciling micro—macro theorizing was Robert
Merton’s (1968) advocacy for “theories of the middle range.” In this approach, sociology
would abandon the grand analytical schemes like Talcott Parsons’ “action theory” in favor of
theories about specific substantive topics, awaiting a later Einstein to come along and integrate
these middle-range theories with the equivalent of general relativity theory. The end result of
this advocacy was to produce “theories of” each substantive area in sociology, which of
course only proliferated the number of specialized theories in the discipline. Since these
theories were so specialized, and indeed, since they often elevated empirical generalizations to
the status of laws, there was little hope that they would be integrated in ways that would
resolve any theoretical problem, much less the micro—macro linkage question.
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The most obvious solution to the micro—macro problem has not, in my view, been
pursued with any commitment (Turner, 2002). This solution involves recognizing that social
reality does indeed unfold along micro, meso, and macro dimensions; that each of these levels
reveals its own emergent properties; that these properties are driven by forces distinctive to
each level; that theory is to be about the dynamics of the forces operating at each level; and that
theoretical integration will always be about how the properties of one level load the values for
the unique forces operating at other levels. This kind of synthesis does not produce a “‘unified
theory” but rather a series of theoretical models and principles on forces of one level of reality,
as these are influenced by structures at other levels of reality (as David Boyns and I explore in
Chapter 18; see also Tuarner, 2000, 2002).

Thus, sociological theory has not resolved its micro-macro divide any more than other
sciences, although sociological theorists seem rather more obsessed with the problem. Added
to this are the disagreements over epistemology, and we can see why sociological theory has
moved in so many diverse directions. There is no accepted epistemology among theorists, and
efforts to resolve the micro—macro gap have tended to produce “‘solutions” that further
differentiate theory. The end result is a hyperdifferentiated discipline, at both the theoretical
and substantive levels.

DIVERSE THEORY TRADITIONS
IN SOCIOLOGY

Functional Theory

Functionalism was sociology’s first theoretical orientation, and for a brief time in the
1950s and early 1960s, it dominated sociological theorizing (see Turner & Maryanski, 1979,
for a history). Today, functionalism is virtually dead, except for a few dedicated theorists who
continue to work in the tradition (e.g., Miinch, 1982). Functional theory always asks the
question of how a particular phenomenon operates to meet the survival needs or requisites of a
larger social system, as the latter seeks to adapt to its environment. The notion of “‘needs” or
“requisites” always poses a problem in such theorizing because it often appears that the need
for something brings this something about; or alternatively, the reasoning becomes circular:
system parts exist to allow the system to meet its needs for survival in an environment; and we
know that a part of this system is meeting these needs because the system is surviving.

Early functionalism, however, avoided these problems by examining differentiation as a
kind of master social process. Herbert Spencer (1874-1896) emphasized the axes along which
social systems differentiate, whereas Emile Durkheim (1893) examined the new bases for
integration of social systems undergoing differentiation. From their respective analyses, it is
rather easy to extract testable propositions. Thus, it is not functionalism per se that creates
problems, but rather it was the particular mode of analysis conducted by Talcott Parsons.
Parsons’ functionalism emphasized requisites (the famous, A,G,I,L) and built an elaborate
category system around these requisites (Parsons, Bales, & Shils, 1953; Parsons & Smelser,
1956). Such an approach saw explanation as placing an empirical case into an analytical
category. This approach had no real theoretical legs because to categorize a phenomenon in a
rather elaborate conceptual scheme does not explain it. This problem of believing that
classification is explanation was far more fatal to functionalism than its supposed ideological
conservatism (e.g., Dahrendorf, 1958; Lockwood, 1956).

Neofunctionalism (e.g., Alexander, 1985; Alexander & Colomy, 1985) abandoned the
notion of requisites—the defining feature of all functional analysis—and emphasized the
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master process of differentiation and relatedly cultural processes. As a result, neofunctional-
ism is not functional theory (Turner & Maryanski, 1988). Even with the abandonment of the
notion of needs or requisites, neofunctional sociology never really was accepted as theory,
although it can be credited with bringing back into focus the central problematic of early
functional sociology: the process of differentiation with a special emphasis on cultural bases of
integration in differentiated social systems (see Chapter 7). Neofunctionalism, then, helped
bring culture back to prominence within sociological theory but did not make functionalism
any more acceptable.

The demise of functionalism left the door open for many new approaches to gain
prominence or to regain prominence lost under the brief hegemony of Parsonian functional-
ism. The most obvious benefactor was the approach most responsible for the demise of
functionalism: conflict theory.

Conflict Theory

With the exception of a few persistent souls (e.g., Mills, 1956), conflict theory remained
closeted during the McCarthy era in America (1950s); but as Europeans began to criticize
functionalism (e.g., Dahrendorf, 1958; Lockwood, 1956) and as the repression of the Cold War
era lessened, conflict theory emerged in America and during the cultural changes of the 1960s
and 1970s became the most dominant theoretical orientation. Even those who were not conflict
theorists began to label themselves in this manner, if only to get attention or appear in vogue.
Indeed, for a time all theories were ‘‘required” by the new (in)sensibilities to talk about power
and conflict—as if this is all that there is in the social universe.

As a critique of functionalism, conflict theorists were rather unfair; and out of the ex-
tremes of this critique, sociologists discovered the obvious: social systems reveal both integra-
tive and conflict processes. Only in an environment where the conflict theorists had gone
overboard would such an obvious statement be taken seriously, as somehow profound. What
conflict theory did do, however, is shift the focus of theoretical sociology to the conditions
under which varying types of conflict emerge in social systems; once this shift in emphasis had
occurred, many diverse conflict approaches developed.

One was the Marxian and Weberian emphasis on how inequality and stratification
generate conflicts between social classes (e.g., Dahrendorf, 1959). Another was an effort to
update Marx to deal with the fact that a revolution never occurred in capitalism, and moreover
that classes do not polarize in capitalist system but on the contrary they proliferate (Wright,
1985, 1997; see also Chapter 22). Social movements theorizing got an enormous boost, moving
from a subfield within collective behavior to the study of mobilizations (see Chapter 25, as
well as Chapter 26). Exchange theories often saw themselves in conflict terms (e.g., Collins,
1975; Blau, 1964), although few proposed the obvious point that much conflict theory is a
subcase of exchange theory (or what transpires when the exchange of resources is unequal in a
social system). World systems theory (Wallerstein, 1974; Frank, 1979) also emerged in the
heady days of the conflict revival, and this approach has evolved from its purely Marxian roots
into a variety of approaches examining globalization issues (e.g., Chase-Dunn, 1989; Chase-
Dunn & Hall, 1997; Sanderson, 1988, 1995); and indeed, theorizing about globalization is the
new hot area in sociology (see Chapter 27). Perhaps the most interesting offshoot of conflict
theory was the rise of comparative—historical sociology, which disproportionately perhaps,
has focused on revolutions but which nonetheless became the entry point for a new historical
sociology that represents one of the brighter branches of sociology today (see Chapter 26).

Today, sociologists do not go around thumping their chests, proclaiming themselves to be
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conflict theorists as they once did in the 1960s. This is due, perhaps, to the widespread
acceptance of all varieties of conflict theory in sociology; somehow we are more secure in
studying conflict, which itself is a rather remarkable admission. Today, conflict theory is often
specialized, focusing on specific forms of inequality and conflict, such as ethnic antagonism or
gender tensions (see Chapter 28, for an illustration in the area of gender).

Many early conflict theories implied a critique (of functionalism, of capitalism, of
imperialism, of colonialism, and of lots of things). European sociology had a much longer
legacy on this score than American social theory, and this critical focus has evolved into a
distinctive perspective in both Europe and America (see Chapter 6).

Critical Theorizing

Sociological theory always has had a critical edge. The discipline emerged in response to
the transformations associated with modernity; and theorists often posited pathological condi-
tions, such as alienation, exploitation, anomie, marginality, iron cages, and other ills associ-
ated with the rise of capitalism. In America, despite the high-sounding rhetoric about being
scientific, sociology began with a “‘social problems” emphasis, seeing the goals of sociology
as revolving around amelioration (Turner & Turner, 1990). Some such as Auguste Comte
(1830-1842) and perhaps Emile Durkheim saw scientific theory as the vehicle for social
reconstruction, but most critical theory has been antiscience, often portraying science as part
of the problem.

In the 20th century, critical theory first became codified within the Frankfurt School,
which had the emancipatory zeal of Marx but the realistic and pessimistic assessment of Weber
as to the power of rational—legal authority to dominate individuals. Like most critical theorists,
the Frankfurt School wanted to expose patterns of domination and control even if they had no
real program to deal with these oppressive patterns. The goal of much critical theory thus
became one of criticizing, usually within the secure confines of academia, leaving the question
of how to manage the problems exposed by such criticism to others, or perhaps to another time
in the future when conditions were more favorable to emancipation.

Contemporary critical theory has not really moved from this stance in the 21st century.
Scholars like Jurgen Habermas (1962, 1970, 1979, 1984), the direct descendant of the Frankfurt
School, continue to agonize over the loss of “‘the public sphere” (assuming that it actually had
existed) and the invasion of the “life world” by a rationalized—bureaucratized economy and
by a politico-administrative apparatus. Such critiques tend to be more philosophical than
sociological, but they have inspired many to make similar claims about the power of the forces
unleashed by capitalism to invade local cultures and personal self.

Postmodernism is perhaps the most prominent form of critical theory today, but it really
builds on themes that were evident with the early founders of sociology (Allan & Turner, 2001;
see also Chapter 8). For postmodernists, the development of communication and transporta-
tion technologies, the expansions of capitalism to a global scale, and the capacity of high-
volume and far-reaching markets to commodify just about anything, including symbols and
lifestyles, are destroying local cultures, symbols of groups, and the integrity of the individual.
Because all can be commodified and marketed on a global scale, cultural symbols are lifted
from their local context and marketed, thus reducing the power of symbols to regulate the
activities of local groups. Similarly, because people can now buy in markets the trappings of a
new self, persons have become incapable of having a unified sense of who they are, partic-
ularly as the power of local cultures has declined with commodification of symbols. Among
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these postmodern theorists, the retread Marxists (e.g., Jameson, 1984; Lash & Urry, 1994;
Harvey, 1989) appear to have the analysis of the transformations ushered in by globalization
correct, but the more culturally oriented wing of postmodernism (e.g., Braudrillard, 1994;
Lyotard, 1984) appears to go off the deep end in asserting without any hard data how these
trends are changing the social world and person in fundamental ways.

The great problem with critical theory is not so much the critical dimension to this work
but the theory part. Theory in the hands of most critical theorists becomes a license to say just
about anything one wants about the social world, apparently without the requirement to check
these pronouncements against data. Evil forces are posited and bad consequences are seen to
ensue from these forces. While there is almost always an element of insight in these diagnoses,
they almost always are too extreme to have much credibility. For we can ask: Have local
cultures been destroyed? Have people lost a sense of their own self? Are people less embedded
in groups than 100 years ago? Has commodification trivialized the symbols of groups? And so
on. Scant amounts of systematic data have been brought to bear on these and related empirical
questions; and until such data are forthcoming, we can take with a grain of salt many of the
pronouncements of critical theory (see Chapters 6 and 8, for another assessment of post-
modern theory). Critical theory has, like conflict theory in general, become more specialized,
roughly paralleling social movements such as the civil rights and feminist movements.
Feminist theory is clearly the most prominent of these more specialized critical theories
(Chafetz, 1988, 1990; see also Chapter 28, for an assessment).

Evolutionary Theory

Sociological theory always has had an evolutionary bent. Every one of the founders of
sociology saw societies as changing toward increased complexity, and each emphasized par-
ticular aspects of this transformation. Some were explicitly evolutionary, others less so, but
all saw society as moving in a particular direction. While stage models of evolution came
under relentless attack in the early decades of the 20th century, these models reappeared in the
last decades of the century, in a variety of forms. One direction was a revival of the stage
model, with theorists viewing societies as moving through identifiable stages (e.g., Parsons,
1966; Lenski, 1966). Another was world systems analysis that tended to see capitalism as
evolving to a global level, with scholars differing on whether the contradictions of capitalism
would indeed now lead to the destruction of this economic form (see Chapter 27, this volume).
Others have blended stage models with world systems theories (e.g., Sanderson, 1988, 1995).
Evolutionary stage models also can be found in critical theories (e.g., Habermas, 1979), and
almost all postmodern theorists carry an evolutionary argument. Thus, evolutionary thinking
is back in vogue within sociological theory.

But evolutionary theory involves much more than portrayals of societal movements from
simple to complex forms. Early on, more purely biological arguments about evolutionary
processes can be found in stage model theories (see also Chapter 21, this volume). For
example, both Herbert Spencer (1874-1896) and Emile Durkheim (1893) offered ecological
analyses more in tune with Darwinian theory, seeing competition among actors over resources
as one of the driving forces behind specialization of activities (the sociological equivalent of
the speciation of life forms). Such ecological theories have continued in both grand forms
(e.g., Hawley, 1986; Turner, 1995) or more specialized incarnations within urban ecology
(Berry & Kasarda, 1977; Hawley, 1950; Frisbie & Kasarda, 1988; Bidwell & Kasarda, 1985;
Kasarda, 1972) and organizational ecology (Hannan & Freeman, 1977, 1989).
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Another form of evolutionary theorizing has been more controversial because it often
appears to be reductionist (see Chapter 20). Variously labeled ““sociobiology” and “‘evolution-
ary psychology,” this theory posits that key patterns of social organization are ultimately
explained by reference to genic fitness (e.g., Barash, 1977; van den Berghe, 1981). Genes seek
to survive and maximize their fitness or ability to stay in the gene pool and so; the behaviors of
individuals and by extension their patterns of sociocultural organization will reflect drives for
fitness by genes. Most of the formal modeling in evolutionary psychology was borrowed from
economics, with notions of maximizing utilities and even of equilibrium processes transferred
to biological arguments about what genes do. When organisms cannot think, as is the case with
insects, perhaps the models of sociobiology have some utility—to make a bad pun. But once
animals are able to create complex social structures mediated by culture, the effects of genic
fitness are diminished. There can be no doubt that humans created social structures to survive
and reproduce themselves, but once created these structures and their cultures have emergent
properties that drive behavior and patterns of social organization above and beyond the
pressures exerted by genes to remain in the gene pool. Indeed, most explanations from
sociobiology become “‘just so” stories about how a particular structure can be explained by
genic pressures to maximize fitness. The problems with such stories is that they are easily
constructed, and they almost always are post hoc and ad hoc. They can never be tested because
they are fabricated after the fact, typically making vague references to what must have
happened in the evolutionary past.

There is a final form of evolutionary theorizing that has received the least amount of
attention. Humans evolved like any other animal, and so it is reasonable to ask how natural
selection shaped the nature of this animal. By looking at humans’ closest relatives, the Great
Apes of Africa (chimpanzees and gorillas), it is possible to get some clues about human nature
because the hominid ancestors of humans split from this line about 5 to 8 million years ago
(see Maryanski & Turner, 1992; Turner, 2001). Since humans share over 98% of their genes
with these primate relatives, it is possible to use comparative anatomy and evolutionary theory
to get hints of what human nature is really like at the biological level. Most sociologists are
very hostile to this kind of theorizing because it strikes at their core commitments to a
“socially constructed” view of the world and because it hints at reductionism. Humans are,
most sociologists would argue, the product of purely sociocultural forces, and hence, human
behavior and social structures can only be understood in these terms. This kind of extremism
will only hurt sociology because humans are obviously an animal with an evolutionary history,
and this history does influence human behavior, interaction, and organization. And advances in
biology will increasingly expose sociology to ridicule as we stick to the view that genes have
nothing to do with human behavior. We need to be reductionists to draw insights from
evolutionary biology, but most theorists in sociology remain hostile to any form of biological
theorizing.

Utilitarian Theory

Adam Smith was a great sociologist, although we often allow economics claim him as its
founder. But Smith’s The Theory of Moral Sentiments (1759) was highly sociological and in
many ways set the agenda for sociological theorizing in the 19th century, especially the
concern for how highly differentiated social systems were to become integrated. But except for
hints of utilitarian arguments in George Herbert Mead’s (1934) pragmatism and in Georg
Simmel’s (1907) analysis of money, utilitarian theories were not prominent at the beginnings
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of sociology. Of course, Karl Marx saw his great work on Capital (1867) as an effort to extend
and correct Smith’s On the Wealth of Nations (1776), and so in this sense Marx was a
utilitarian. But the analysis of behavior in terms of individuals’ efforts to realize utilities and
avoid costs is for the most part a concern of later 20th-century theorizing. Moreover, this
emphasis was often blended with behaviorism, another late 19th- and early 20th-century
theory emphasizing that organisms, including humans, learn and retain in their repertoires
those behaviors than provide reinforcement (Pavlov, 1928; Thorndike, 1932; Watson, 1913;
Skinner, 1938).

The revival of this mode of theorizing occurred in the late 1950s and early 1960s, with
both behaviorist (e.g., Homans, 1961) and utilitarian (e.g., Coleman, 1966) vartants that persist
to this day (see Chapter 31, this volume). But perhaps the most important advances in these
theories came with the development of exchange theory in a guise first proposed by Georg
Simmel (1907). Peter Blau’s (1964) approach sought to analyze the power dimension of all
exchange relations at both the micro- and macro levels of social organization; and in seeking
power as the central dynamic of exchange and in trying to posit isomorphism in the process
influencing both individual and collective actors, Blau brought Simmel’s ideas to the modern
era. In a very different mode, but still inspired by Simmel, Richard Emerson (1962) blended a
theory of power-dependence relations with network theory, seeing the properties of network
structures organizing individual and collective actors as a reflection of efforts to balance power
relations. While the Blau tradition has receded, and unfortunately so, the network approach
has flowered within two basic traditions; one self-consciously following Emerson (see Chap-
ter 31) and in another, often termed ‘“‘elementary theory,” that pursues the same questions but
with a somewhat different vocabulary (e.g., Willer & Anderson, 1981).

In the last two decades of the 20th century, rational choice theory asserted itself as a
prominent variant of utilitarian theory (see Chapter 29, this volume). Consciously borrowing
from key assumptions from economics, this approach has sought to see sociocultural arrange-
ments as the result of efforts by individuals to maximize their utilities (rewards less costs and
investments). Indeed, much like the explanatory logic of sociobiology, an ad hoc and post hoc
story is told about how a structure reflects the rational decisions of individuals (this similarity
to sociobiology should not be surprising, of course, because sociobiology and rational choice
theory have borrowed key ideas from economics). But unlike sociobiology, rational choice
theories have proliferated, and they have been used to explain many diverse phenomena and
even to make predictions as opposed to post hoc interpretations. The real question is how far
such explanations can go in explaining social phenomena, which to my view reveal emergent
forces above and beyond the utilitarian calculations of individuals (see Chapter 30 for a form
of theorizing where extreme rationality is played down but where predictions can be made
from key assumptions about how humans make assessments and comparisons).

Interactionist Theorizing

The legacy of George Herbert Mead (1934, 1938) has endured throughout the decades
since his death, but it has been supplemented and extended in many directions. There is, of
course, the symbolic interactionist tradition (e.g., Blumer, 1969; Stryker, 1980; Burke, 1991)
that carries forth Mead’s emphasis on the importance of self (see Chapter 11), but even this
tradition has been blended with other perspectives, such as role theory (see Chapter 12),
exchange theory (McCall & Simmons, 1966), action theory (see Chapter 14), and sociology of
emotions (see Chapter 13). But there also is the Durkheimian (1912) tradition of interactionism
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emphasizing rituals and emotional arousal, as can be seen in Erving Goffman’s (1959, 1967)
dramaturgical approach or Randall Collins’ (1975) interaction ritual theory (see Chapter 24).
While symbolic interactionists often claim dramaturgy to be within their tradition, its roots are
entirely different (Durkheim’s analysis of religion as opposed to G. H. Mead and American
pragmatism); moreover, individuals are not considered to have stable and enduring self-
conceptions as they are in all symbolic interactionist approaches.

In addition to the split between dramaturgy and symbolic interaction are more phenome-
nologically oriented approaches, ultimately coming to sociology from Edmund Husserl
through Alfred Schutz (1932). Here emphasis is not on self, but on the practices used by
individuals to create a sense of intersubjectivity or the illusion that they share a common
world. Ethnomethodology has been the most robust of the phenomenological approaches,
although this perspective has evolved into a rather routine analysis of conversations. Indeed,
after the rather loud and shrill proclamations of early ethnomethodologists (e.g., Garfinkel,
1967; Handel, 1979) that the metaphysics of symbolic interactionists and in fact all of
sociology were wrong, ethnomethodology has become a rather tame and routine enterprise,
although creative theoretical work can still be found (see Chapter 15, this volume, for an
example).

Probably the most interesting forefront within interactionist theorizing is the study of
emotions. It is rather remarkable that George Herbert Mead never developed an analysis of
emotions, and perhaps this fact explains why the study of human emotions did not really begin
until the late 1970s (e.g., Heise, 1979; Hochschild, 1979; Kemper, 1979; Shott, 1979), but since
this time, the leading edge of microsociology clearly has been the study of emotions. Some
stay within the symbolic interactionist tradition as it has been extended, but most approaches
bring in other theoretical perspectives in analyzing emotions, thereby providing a hook for
integrating the concerns of symbolic interactionists with psychoanalysis (Turner, 1999),
dramaturgy (Hochschild, 1979), gestalt-oriented theories (Heise, 1979; Smith-Lovin, 1990),
evolutionary biology (Turner, 2001), power-status theory (Kemper & Collins, 1990), expecta-
tions states theory (Ridgeway, 1994), exchange theory (McCall & Simmons, 1966), network
analysis (Markovsky & Lawler, 1994), conflict theory (Collins, 1984), and other approaches.
Thus, the newfound concern with emotions has allowed interactionist theory to become less
parochial and one dimensional (with the heavy emphasis on self and identity), and as a result,
real integration of microsociology is currently underway (see Chapter 13, this volume for one
approach that links psychoanalytical theory with symbolic interactionism).

At the microlevel, one of the most systematic approaches to the study of interaction is
expectation-states theory, which ultimately extends assumptions from gestalt psychological to
the analysis of the status structure of groups (Berger & Conner, 1969). While initially a rather
narrow approach, studying the expectations associated with status in experimental groups,
the approach has proliferated into many areas and to new topics (see Berger & Zelditch, 1985,
1998; Berger, Wagner, & Zelditch, 1989; Berger, Fisek, Norman, & Zelditch, 1977; Berger,
Conner, & Fisek, 1974; Webster & Foschi, 1988, for reviews and anthologies); as this
theoretical growth has occurred, the theory has become much more robust and general,
analyzing the effects of expectations and the cultural beliefs that guide these expectations in
diverse situations (see Chapter 16).

Structural and Structuralist Theory

Sociologists, of course, have always been concerned with social structure, and on the rise
of “structuralism”™ as a broad intellectual movement has influenced some approaches in
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sociology that can be labeled structural or structuralist. Structuralism comes from Emile
Durkheim’s (1893) sociology, as it was turned on its head by Claude Lévi-Strauss (1953), and
while structuralism enjoyed a brief moment in the sun (perhaps less than the normal 15 minutes
of fame), the imagery of structuralism still remains in much theory (Lemert, 1990). The view
that there is an underlying structural form to surface empirical events is intriguing (regardless
of whether or not this is seen to reside in the neurology of the brain); and it has inspired diverse
perspectives, such as Anthony Giddens’ (1984) structural theory, Pierre Bourdieu’s (1984)
analysis of habitus, and Robert Wuthnow’s (1987) study of cultural meanings. None of these
approaches goes so far as Lévi-Strauss (1953) or Noam Chomsky (1980) in seeing the biology
of the brain as the critical source of the generative rules of structure, but the vocabulary and
metaphors of structuralism are employed in these and a number of sociological perspectives.

Another kind of structuralism, also rooted in Durkheim, is network analysis, which has
both European and American roots through psychology and social psychology but all converg-
ing in modern-day views of structure as consisting of matrices of ties among nodes (Mitchell,
1974). Here, concern is with the dynamics of various properties or forms of ties, such as
strength, centrality, density, transitivity, equivalence, brokerage, and bridges. Much network
analysis is atheoretical, with an overemphasis on the methodologies for analyzing networks
rather than the explanatory principles explaining their dynamics. Yet, more theoretical works
can be found (e.g., Burt, 1980, 1982, 1992) particularly so when network analysis is combined
with exchange theory (see Molm & Cook, 1995, for a review).

Yet another form of structuralism focuses on how structural constraints influence rates of
interaction. Here structures are seen as parameters that influence opportunities for interaction,
with these opportunities determining general rates of contact among individuals. The most
prominent theory along these lines is that produced by Peter Blau (see Chapter 17), but other
approaches often reveal the same underlying imagery. For example, much network theory
argues that the place in a network will influence opportunities for ties, and hence, rates of
contact among actors. Similarly, ecological theories often catry this view of distribution of
characteristics in social space as influencing rates of interaction (e.g., McPherson & Ranger-
Moore, 1991).

A final form of structural analysis—general systems theory—seeks to portray phenom-
ena in terms of systems of relationships. These relationships often are considered to hold
across different domains of the universe—physical, biological, mechanical, and social. As a
result, the goal is to develop a common set of concepts and principles than can account for the
systemic properties of widely diverse phenomena. While the general systems movement once
enjoyed great popularity in the late 1950s and 1960s, relatively few dedicated scholars now
work in this tradition, despite its promise of unifying science (see Chapter 19, this volume).

CONCLUSION

Let me end where I began: Sociological theory is now so diverse that it is difficult to see
any unity ever emerging. Sociologists do not agree on what is real, what our core problems are,
what our epistemology is, and what our theories should look like. As is evident in the chapters
in this volume, some very interesting if not brilliant work is being done by sociological
theorists, but it would be difficult to see much unity among the theoretical positions argued in
each chapter. Some perspectives overlap and/or draw upon similar traditions, but most go their
own way, defining problems and performing analysis without great regard for the whole of
activity that constitutes theory today.

I could have added another 10 or 15 perspectives to the volume; indeed, I have lost five or
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six chapters along the way that were to be part of this volume. Thus, the chapters in this
volume only begin to reflect the differentiated intellectual state of sociological theory today.
For me, this diversity spells trouble for the discipline. True, this diversity also signals a certain
vitality, but in the end, sciences must reveal consensus on problems and epistemology.
Sociological theory does not have, nor will it ever have, such consensus; and there is danger
here. If sociologists cannot speak with one voice, or at least many voices in a contrapuntal
chorus, we will be overshadowed by those disciplines—such as economics—that can. We will
not be considered useful in the halls of power, nor will our knowledge be respected by those
inside or outside academia. Sociological knowledge has accumulated over the last half century
{no doubt about this), but this knowledge has not been consolidated; as a result, it is difficult to
see sociology as a cumulative science. Of course, many consider science a failed epistemol-
ogy, and hence, there is no problem with the lack of cumulation that was a chimera anyway in
the eyes of these critics. But if we are simply a discipline housed in the tower of babel (and
babble), sociology will remain a weak discipline, operating at the fringes of academic and
public life. Only with some degree of theoretical unity—on epistemology and problems—will
sociology become an important discipline.
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CHAPTER 2
What Makes Sciences ‘“Scientific”?

STEPHAN FucHS

The first serious difficulty raised in the titular question of this chapter is that there does not
seem to be a unified “science,” in the singular. At least, “unity’” ought to be operationalized as
a variable, not fixed, in advance and a priori, as a constant property of the ‘‘nature” of science.
Empirical research on the sciences suggests a manifest cultural, structural, and organizational
disunity (Galison, 1997). There also are considerable differences between the frontiers of a
science and its more routine or normal areas. Sciences change over time as well, and some of
them, such as the locations where rapid discoveries are being made, change very quickly, with
little respect or eye toward philosophical definitions, criteria, or rules of method.

The evidence supports the suspicion that the unity of science is a myth and exaggeration.
Significantly, the mythical properties of logic and rationality also are a core theme in neo-
institutionalist theories of organizations (Meyer & Rowan, 1977). They find widespread loose
coupling between formal and informal systems. Similar loose coupling exists between logic
and practice of a science. There are many sciences now, and new sciences or specialties
emerge all the time. Worse for unity, within a science there are specialties, clusters, and
research fronts that behave in ways not necessarily consonant with unity. The sciences look
more like a patchwork quilt than a logically unified pyramid.

To say the sciences are historical, social, and cultural is true, but only the beginning of a
problem, not its solution. Logic is a poor predictor for what an actual science does, in the here
and now of its occurring and happening. What a science does is the result of its own previous
operations, not its philosophy. Most active scientists are too busy to pay much attention to
philosophical puzzles and enigmata. They might become more involved in philosophy once
their active careers are over, or when an outside observer, such as postmodernism, appears to
be saying there are no truth and objectivity in science. Major upheavals in a culture, including
revolutions, also tend to generate so much uncertainty and novelty that it is hard to separate
“science” from ‘“‘metaphysics.” A major metaphysical controversy during the Scientific
Revolution opposed natural philosophers to scholastics and humanists on the question of
whether any “contrived” experiments, that is, ““the experiment as such,” could ever be true to
the essence of nature.

The sciences do have philosophical dimensions, but once they become ‘“‘normal,” they no
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longer reflect on them. To be sure, normalization and establishment need not happen and are
rather unlikely, since most organizational upstarts fail due to a widespread “liability of
newness” (Hannan & Freeman, 1989). However, if a science does take off toward maturity and
institutionalization, it begins to forget the origins and transcendental foundations of science
itself. As a science becomes more normal and mature, with a well-established and -defined
niche in the world, it gradually sediments its core operations and building blocks. These
become routines, hardwired into the blueprints and black boxes of a particular culture (Berger
& Luckman, 1967).

Whether experiments “‘as such”™ are “true to nature” is not a problem a mature science
could understand let alone turn into a viable research puzzle. Who would fund such research
and how could research prove that research as such captures the essence of nature? Once doing
research becomes the prevalent intellectual mode of relating to the world, metaphysics
becomes obsolete and eventually disappears into academic and professional philosophy. The
“truth”” is now the outcome of scientific research, not metaphysics. After a while, systematic
philosophy turns into naturalism, that is, global advocacy and endorsement of science.

A mature science solves the problems it has posed for itself. It does so on the basis of its
previous problems and solutions. It can change these, of course, but mature and profes-
sionalized sciences do not wonder about the metaphysical or ontological foundations. They
might remain skeptical, but not about themselves. The truths of a science also change, together
with advances and discoveries, but as its maturity increases, so does a science’s inability or
unwillingness to engage in metaphysics. It no longer has a protocol for handling metaphysical
mysteries, or it operationalizes these into empirically decidable propositions.

With Medawar (1963/1990), a science becomes more scientific when it has mastered the
“art of the soluble.” A metaphysics, in contrast, does not “solve” anything but wonders
whether “‘solving’ some problem or puzzle might not be just one way among others to prac-
tice the intellectual craft. Unlike science, a religion becomes weaker and more secular when
the great mysteries disappeatr.

FROM PHILOSOPHICAL TO LOCAL UNITY

Call the epistemological sort of unity ““strong.” More in tune with recent evidence from
science studies is the much weaker assumption that unity is local and temporary, the result of
actual mergers or hybrids between various sciences (Shapin, 1995). This unity lasts as long as
it does and extends as far as it does until further notice, that is, until the configurations of
sciences and specialties change yet again. Unity is not global or transcendental, and it can be
lost and found. Unity also is a matter of degree. Rarely is a unity “complete.” This weaker
empirical or contingent, as opposed to conceptual, unity is not the realization of philosophical
analysis or reduction. Rather, it follows from the observable movements, alignments, and
coalitions among the sets of networks within which science actually occurs or happens.

There is, then, no agreeable and robust philosophical criterion or set of criteria that made
a science “‘scientific”’ (Laudan, 1996). Even within philosophy, the suspicion grows that the
very search for such criteria might be in vain (Rorty, 1991). It turns out that such criteria change
over time; they are not the same for different sciences, and what follows from them for the way
an actual science assembles and reassembles itself is uncertain. No doubt there are rules of
method, but they rarely lead to concise and clear proscriptions for rationality.

Troubles with rationality surface not just in science, though it is here that rationality has
traditionally been placed with privilege. Rationality is not a good empirical metaphor for
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action generally (Collins, 1993), and this includes the decisions scientists might make in
advancing a certain project, program, or line of research.

The unity of science is an exaggeration, observed within a segment of analytical epis-
temology. This particular observer is placed at a large distance from where science actually
gets done. Philosophy observes science from far away and from within its own networks and
traditions. The farther away an observer is from a referent, the more unity that observer tends
to attribute to what is being observed (Collins, 1988; Fleck, 1935/1979). Observers at a far
distance depend on their observing strongly on the more or less official front stage self-
presentations of that which they observe. Such presentations summarize and condense select
features and data into rational versions or formats, maybe for the benefit of instruction or
popularization. Move closer to an actual science, into the laboratory, and that unity dissolves
into multiple clusters and networks. What happens in these networks is, at best, loosely
coupled to epistemological rules and regulations, much as the informal systems in organiza-
tions separate, to a variable degree, from the official manuals, charts, and handbooks.

The closer an observer gets to the local assembly of a science, the less “consensus” is
being measured. A widespread criterion for making a science scientific has been that the
“harder” and more “mature” a science becomes, the more consensus it displays. This is not
false, but needs modification. More consensus is being claimed than exists or can be cashed
in when needed, and science is no exception (Gilbert & Mulkay, 1984). You think other
reasonable people do, will, or would agree with the reasonable opinions you hold yourself.
Probe deeper into consensus, however, and it tends to become brittle, fall apart, or become
vague and empty, as in “‘universal values.” Actual consensus—that is, not the quasi-
transcendental fictions of Habermas and not the ideological appeals to “the people” —shrinks
and expands over time and according to how concretely it specifies what is to be said and
done. An empirical consensus cannot extend both its range or width and depth simultaneously.
At the frontiers of a culture, where breakthroughs occur, conflict and controversy undermine
consensus.

What the sciences do not have, however, is dissensus on whether it is a good thing to do
science or whether it might be better to do something else instead, maybe criticism, moraliz-
ing, or the latest fad in social and cultural theory—writing about yourself. Nonsciences keep
arguing and dissenting on what they are, really, and what they should do. Sciences also do not
have multiple fragmentation along political or ideological cleavages, including sex and race.

A science becomes more scientific as it externalizes its outcomes to “reality,” instead of
attributing them to “‘standpoints” or “perspectives.” This is the difference between science
and ideology (more on this later). The more scientific a science, the more it will generate its
own foci of attention and reputational structures, and the less attention it will pay to what it
observes as nonscience, prescience, or pseudo-science. In turn, those non-, pre-, and pseudo-
sciences either imitate or challenge and debunk science.

Some constructivists conclude from the empirical record of science studies that method,
progress, cumulation, and rational reconstructions are “fictions,” but this is premature and
triggers misleading connotations and “‘science wars” (Fuchs, 1996). Confronted with critical
debunkings of their core possessions, the scientists feel provoked and outraged, since their
sacred symbols are being desecrated. This reaction is not particularly surprising, since any
profession will respond to attacks on its front stage myths with emotionally charged vehe-
mence. Constructivists also would rightly be upset if the integrity of their motives were being
challenged. As far as they are still doing science or doing work commensurate with science,
constructivists will insist that their contributions to scholarship are based on methodical and
objective research, not perspectival or political biases.
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To call something a ““fiction” suggests unreality, maybe deception. But method and
rationality are very real and they are not deceptions. Instead, they surface in certain places, at
certain times, to do certain kinds of cultural work. In some areas of a science, where more
routine puzzles are being solved, “‘method” is indeed more of an empirical presence. Method
appears prominently in low-level science instruction, as well as in grant proposals or written
reports of findings. Likewise, rationality appears regularly when a science is asked or invited
to tell its history, which then appears as cumulative progress or, in more dramatic cases, as
victory over superstition and the forces of unreason. No science “follows” rational rules of
method, especially not when it is making breakthroughs, but no science can do without method
and rationality on certain occasions and in certain areas of its work.

BOUNDARIES AND DEMARCATIONS

“What makes a science scientific” as opposed to different ways of knowing? This is the
problem of demarcation (Ward, 1996). In philosophy, demarcation is essentialist; that is,
demarcation of science from nonscience by means of separating the “‘nature” of scientific
knowing from other ways or other cultures. Various candidates for demarcation have been
suggested and dropped. These include distinctions between facts and values, subjective and
objective, internal and external, and logical versus contingent. By its very nature science is
objective, rational, empirical, disinterested, cumulative, and truthful. Nonscientific ways of
knowing, such as religion, metaphysics, or art, are valuable forms of culture but they do not
correspond to anything real, outside of themselves. Outside of science there are superstition,
faith, tastes, money, or power.

Not one of these “demarcation criteria” has proven operational or successful for separat-
ing science from the rest of culture in all possible worlds. Start with the distinction of science—
metaphysics. A science does have some metaphysical or paradigmatic structures in the cores
of its networks, where the black boxes and routine equipment are being housed (Latour,
1987). These are metaphysical, in the sense that they are not themselves the themes, topics,
and puzzles of research, at least not within the science whose “‘presuppositions” are in
question. “Materialism” belongs to the “metaphysics” of any modern science, but no modern
science could turn the truth of materialism itself into a soluble experimental puzzle. A science
also could not establish by means of an experiment that experiments as such are “true to
Nature.”

To say science is “objective,” as opposed to art, for example, is misleading as well, since
there is very little objective consensus on objectivity (Fuchs, 1997). At its frontiers, where a
science produces rapid breakthroughs and innovations, there is less “objectivity” than in its
settled and established parts. Virtuoso performance in science and art appear phenomenally
similar, colored by ecstacy, charisma, and genius (Schneider, 1993; Heinich, 1996). A science
is not without ““faith’; it has faith in itself and the overall soundness of its accomplishments.
It trusts that more progress will be made in the very near future, as soon as the new equipment
can be funded and delivered. During major upheavals and ruptures, ‘‘prophets” might appear
in the history of science as well. In fact, this happens under much the same structural
conditions as in the history of a religion (Spengler, 1923/1993). A science that were utterly
“disinterested” would be a very poor science indeed, since an active science is very keenly
interested in itself and in its continuation and expansion.

We find, then, actual sciences and cultures in unruly disregard for proper philosophical
conduct and procedure. Some allegedly “‘subjective” arts look surprisingly objective; think of
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socialist realism, with its centralized rules and regulations for politically correct art. A
revolutionary science has much in common, at least in its beginning and emergence, with
avant-gardes in music (Mullins, 1973). To say science is based on “observation” raises a host
of difficulties as well, even within the analytical movement (Lakatos, 1970). Aristotle did a
good bit of observing; there are theoretical entities and unobservables in any science; how
observation relates to theory also is controversial.

AFTER PHILOSOPHY

Sociologically, demarcation criteria are not logical or analytical but empirical and
temporal. They are the various empirical and therefore revisable boundary markers a culture
employs to distinguish itself from that which it is not, not anymore, or not yet. All cultures
perform some boundary work, and the robustness of boundaries varies together with the
strength and confidence of a culture. Establishing a boundary also varies with the environment
against which a specialty, network, or culture distinguishes itself. Distinctions lead to “‘iden-
tity” (White, 1992). This identity is not essential, constant, or written in stone. Rather, an
identity is the current summary or definition of a previously accomplished identity.

A specialty with high-velocity changes its boundaries and demarcations very rapidly,
without pause for philosophical reflection and solidification. When the environment of related
specialties changes rapidly as well, turbulence breaks out. Weak boundaries surround
specialties-in-formation; stronger boundaries signal a consolidated culture with a known and
celebrated history of recognized achievements and successes. However, weak and strong are
matters of degree, not principle, and the weaker might become stronger over time, or the other
way around. As boundaries grow very strong and as a culture or specialty consolidates into the
smooth and confident continuity of a normal tradition, its demarcations from rivals or other
cultures tend to grow firmer as well, approaching analytical, definitional, and possibly tau-
tological status (Quine, 1964). Tautologies can be found in the redundant and fortified cores of
cultures and their institutions (Fuchs, 2000).

Demarcation criteria are variable distinctions an observer draws to distinguish its—not
his or hers—identity from the identity of other observers. Distinctions drawn by observers run
both ways; there are self-observations and observations by other observers (Baecker, 1999).
When the latter happen to be rivals or competitors over a certain niche or territory, the conflicts
over demarcations may heat up into intellectual property struggles. Occasionally, a specialty
invades another one and conquers it without indigenous rest. Now, a local unity and new
identity emerge, distinguishing itself in new ways from past identities and from the related
specialties in the larger networks among specialties.

A “reduction” of one specialty or even discipline to another one occurs not as a result of
some philosopher claiming to have demonstrated that one entity is really another entity, the
latter being more fundamental, basic, or original than the reduced entities (Spear, 1999).
Sociologically, reduction is an improbable and contingent event in the competitive relations
between specialties and cultures. Reduction is an event that either happens or not. If it happens,
it happens locally, not globally; that is, interdisciplinarity tends to involve a fairly small
number of specialties. In some cases, “interdisciplinarity” may just be a ritualistic and
fashionable buzzword the administrators, funders, and planners of science like to use, but
rarely does interdisciplinarity involve more than, say, three or four disciplines, and even then,
it tends to become its own discipline, complete with special institutes specializing in inter-
disciplinarity.
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SOCIOLOGICAL PHILOSOPHY

The evidence from science studies does not resonate well with analytical philosophical
criteria for what makes a theory and science truly or essentially scientific. But there might be
sociological ways for distinguishing science from other cultures, ways of knowing, and
nonsciences. Sociological demarcation refers to variable cultural boundaries, not essential or
logical criteria. To make the step from philosophy to sociology, we need to switch to a second-
order mode of observation (Luhmann, 1992). In this observational mode, the observer soci-
ology observes how actual sciences, not philosophy of science, distinguish themselves from
that which they are not, not yet, or not anymore. Sociology theorizes such distinctions as the
variable cultural markers and boundaries that professions employ to lay claim to intellectual
property and turf.

Avoid, again, the mistake to conclude there are no truth, objectivity, or rationality in
science. Far from it. But as a second-order observer, sociology cannot simply confirm or
repeat, en bloc, scientific claims to truth and objectivity. Neither, of course, can it deny them
(Bloor, 1976). What is left, then, is to explore when and how truth and objectivity and progress
are made to “happen’ and how this is accomplished. This observational Gestalt—switch marks
the transition from philosophy to sociology of science. Sociology cannot really say: That
which makes a science scientific are its truth and rationality. For it has no independent way to
decide anything about a science’s claims to truth other than its own claims to truth.

Science is indeed “‘objective,” but in a sociological, not philosophical, sense. Sociologi-
cally, objectivity is an internal accomplishment of cultures committed to objectivity. It does
not fall out of the sky, but must be accomplished or not. Objectivity is contingent; it either is
made to happen or not. Therefore, it has a history and semantic career (Daston, 1992).
Sociologically, objectivity is not adequate representation, lack of bias, or simply the opposite
of “subjective.” To say objectivity is “intersubjective” comes a bit closer, but conversations
and traffic signs are intersubjective as well.

Think of objectivity as a semantic currency running through certain intellectual networks.
By means of this currency, the network explains to itself or an audience how it behaves, and
why. In this mode of formal or official self-observation, the outcomes and results of a network
are, by and large and in the long run, “objective,” because they reflect actual states in the
world. If they are “subjective,” someone has made a mistake, and that mistake ought to be
corrected, since objective is better than subjective. The subjective is “merely” so, indicating
that something is lacking and amiss. The same applies to “perspectives.” If a fact is objective
only within a perspective, then it is not really objective, so that the idea is to overcome
perspectives, not celebrate them, as happens in networks that are fragmenting into ideological
politics.

Objectivity deserves trust. At first, this was trust in the honor of gentlemen (Shapin,
1994). Since these have long since departed, trust in honor has transformed into trust in
reputation and procedure. This trust trusts that the scientific mistakes are generally honest, not
deceptive. Deceptions are misconduct, to be investigated and sanctioned harshly, usually by
ostracism from the tribe, since a sacred object has been violated (Fuchs & Westervelt, 1996).

Objectivity is the “code” that structures how the communications in the network should
be handled and rewarded (Luhmann, 1992). According to the code, the contributions are
generally based on solid evidence, sound research, and plausible explanations, not on sexual
bias or racial prejudice. The outcomes offered are the results of research, not intuition,
charismatic vision, or prophetic revelation. Or, how the insights communicated were gathered
is irrelevant; what counts is whether they survived the usual tests. No reputation goes to those
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offering the merely subjective or perspectival. This does not mean that the culture the network
sustains were in close contact with the way the world really is; only that “objective” is the way
in which recursively networked communications that cherish and institutionalize objectivity
are coupled within a network. When this happens, when networks with objectivity emerge, we
may get “science’’: “For the scientific truth is but that which aspires to be true only to those
who want the scientific truth” (Weber, 1904/1982, p. 184).

SOCIOLOGICAL DEMARCATION

What makes a science scientific? What makes a religion religious? Search now for
sociological, not philosophical, distinctions. Max Scheler (1924) leads the way. He compares
the modern sciences, metaphysics, and religion as social structures and historical cultures. The
modern sciences are organized as reputational and professional networks. Doing science is the
career path for credentialed and specialist workers trained by teachers and drills or exercises.
The sciences do “‘research,” that is, they solve the puzzles they pose to themselves with their
own means and devices. Research is done on soluble problems for which exists a protocol of
decidability. Research is administered in projects and programs; it is organized into small and
competitive specialties. The organizational nucleus of science is the laboratory or, more
correctly, a network among laboratories. Laboratories are sites of controlled experiments. To
do those, much equipment is needed.

A metaphysics surrounds a virtuoso “master.” The metaphysician still belongs to gen-
erations of metaphysicians and often gathers admirers, but metaphysics is not organized as a
professional work organization. When this happens nevertheless, when metaphysics becomes
part of a specialist academic curriculum, metaphysics comes to an end. It dies with the likes of
Nietzsche, Heidegger, Adorno, and Sartre. As Max Weber (1919/1982), who had his own
metaphysical moments, predicted, there are no longer any genuine metaphysical virtuosos and
masters. The remaining prophets have become “false,” that is, prophethood becomes visible
as being constructed and accomplished.

The closest we currently have to metaphysics is “‘theory,” but theory is also located in
institutions of specialties, so that one can specialize in it and become a “theorist.” Another
successor to the metaphysician is the “scholar,” particularly of the humanist variety; but
scholars are experts also, which means they are not experts, but amateurs, outside their
particular area of expertise. The “popular intellectual” belongs in this set of heirs to meta-
physics as well, although the last thing on a genuine metaphysician’s mind is to become
popular and commercial. The irony about popular intellectuals is that they deride those very
forces that created a niche for them in the first place. There is still something metaphysical
about a Habermas or Luhmann, but both praise “postmetaphysical” thinking.

As opposed to the professional philosopher, who hurries from conference to conference,
the metaphysician is not comfortably at home in the contemporary university and its networks.
Metaphysicians prefer solitude; Heidegger had his cabin in the Black Forest around Todtnau-
berg and Nietzsche fled to the mountains of Sils Maria. This does not mean the metaphysician
wants to be left alone or that he or she does not like other people, only that they dislike being
part of a Berrieb. Metaphysics is often snobbish about academic politics and elitist about
popular culture or common sense. Plato preferred ideas to experiences.

Metaphysics must be “lived,” not taught. In this, it behaves much like a cult. Admission
to the cult resembles an initiation rite more than admission by examination or credential. The
new recruits are being transformed, not educated. They participate in a Truth unavailable to non-
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members. Membership does have its privileges. Metaphysics, at least in its self-understanding,
is not a set of propositions or assertions that could be “tested” in some way against ‘“‘the
evidence.”” Neither does it advertise itself as one “worldview” among others. Metaphysics has
no “method,” or declares method to be secondary and subordinate to “substance.” The
substance of metaphysics are the perennial and foundational mysteries: the essence of Being,
the nature of reality, or how to live the good life.

What makes a science scientific, in contrast, is its relationalism and antiessentialism
(Cassirer, 1969). In a science, things are what they are because the relations and forces working
on them have made them what they are. Change these relations and forces and a different thing
emerges. A number, for example, is a position in a set of operations and relations among
numbers. The number is defined by those relations, not by any “intrinsic meaning.” In
antiessentialism, a thing is nothing but a temporary balance of forces impinging on it. A thing
has no intrinsic properties. There is no “thing-in-itself.”” All that which exists exists empiri-
cally; that is, until further notice, or until new evidence suggests something different might be
the case. The sciences are against essentialism.

The metaphysician does not do “research.” Work is not done in company with others, as
happens in a “laboratory.” Metaphysics might be part of a university and curriculum,
complete with courses and exams and grades, but then metaphysics turns into a philosophy and
philosophical specialty, next to other such specialties. A metaphysician has maybe followers
but not really “‘students,” in the sense of the cohorts in bureaucratic mass education. The
extreme case, Nietzsche, derided those seeking followers as those seeking Zeros and Nullities.
Sometimes, as in the ancient world, the sage metaphysician and his devotees share certain
communal living arrangements, maybe around a patrimonial household or “academy.” The
master and his disciples see themselves as the long arm of a destiny or transcendence, not as
intellectual workers or even “intellectuals.”

Metaphysics does not aim or claim to make any “progress.” To the contrary, it suspects
or resents progress as the departure from a true origin, authentic life, or essential Being. In
Heidegger, this is Seyn, as opposed to mere Sein and the even lesser das Seiende. In Nietzsche,
this ultimate Truth is the Uebermensch, Zarathustra, and in Hegel and Marx, it is absence of
alienation. Unlike any modern science, but much like a religion, metaphysics looks backward,
not forward. A metaphysics may have utopian themes to it, but such utopias are often returns
also.

Different metaphysics envision the Origin in different ways. It might have the form of a
dialectical completion of history, as in Marx, or it might be pre-Socratic Greekhood (Heideg-
ger), the transcendental Ego (Kant, Husserl), or the absolute Idea or Spirit (Plato, Hegel). But
that which calls metaphysics into thinking are not solvable problems that disappear once they
are solved, to be replaced by future problems (Heidegger, 1938/1977, 1969). Rather, the
“problems” of metaphysics are mysteries. Unlike problems, mysteries are perennial and
essential. They return forever, as in Nietzsche, though maybe in different guises. Metaphysical
mysteries cannot be researched or experimented upon. They are holistic, not analytical, and
require not methods but Wesensschau.

A metaphysics remains centered and focused on the identity of sages. Their metaphysics
is very much theirs and difficult to repeat or replicate elsewhere. Even coauthorship does not
resonate well with the “spirit” or thrust of metaphysics. Therefore, the death of the sage often
means the death of his metaphysics as well. In contrast, a science has no such deep attachments
and investments in “personality.”” It has its prophets and geniuses, but is never merely cultish,
or for very long. After the metaphysical master’s demise, there might be epigones and pupils
carrying on the torch, but their work tends to remain derivative and focused the original. A
rather late example might be Garfinkel’s (1967) Studies in Ethnomethodology, which is close
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to the metaphysics of Husserl and even Heidegger. The epigone’s work tends to be confined to
commentary, exegesis, or elaboration, without any novel metaphysics emerging in the process.
Alternatively, the students of a metaphysical master might enter the universities and transform
metaphysics into professional philosophy or research there.

As opposed to science, both metaphysics and religion keep remembering their founda-
tions and origins. They do not and do not want or plan to “overcome” their foundations and
origins. For, the Truth, with a capital T, is in the beginnings and origins, back when a religion
and its First Prophet appeared. The life of metaphysics or religion comes from its source, and
that source must be recovered, worshipped, and kept alive. The past is not just studied, as in
“historical research,” but brought into the present by means of hermeneutics. The passing of
time represents a possible danger and threat, not a promise to unlimited progress. The danger
comes from forgetting and straying away from the origin.

Both metaphysics and religion believe in essences and universals. They are nothing
without “transcendence,” although just what is transcendent differs from case to case. No
metaphysics or religion could understand itself as just another worldview, system of thought,
or ideology. They are not just empirical occurrences, but the origin of all occurrence.

Religions offer and deliver salvation, not knowledge or expertise. Religions do not do
“research,” although the intellectuals of a church might respond to research in various ways
or even do a bit of research themselves, say on sacred texts. Even then, however, research is a
subordinate and secondary part of religious and sacred practice, done not to find out something
“new’”” but to affirm and celebrate that which is already True. The truth of a religion lies at its
beginnings and ends, in an original state of bliss, and in the eventual recovery of that bliss in
the Afterworld. The Truth, again with a capital T, is already known; it may have been forgotten
in sin but can be regained by traveling a path to salvation. Religious officials of a church might
assist in this quest, due to their special calling and closeness to the sacred.

In sharp contrast, the truth of a science is in its future, not past. Part of that which makes a
science scientific is, then, the discarding and overcoming of its past. The past appears as an
incomplete version and prehistory of the present. The past is something less than the present
and even less than the future. Less was known then than is now or will be known; there was
less reason, truth, success, and objectivity in the past. Only the past knowiedge that still
measures up to what is known now deserves to be preserved and only until it, too, finally
becomes obsolete. A science has no developed historical sense, or turns its history into yet
another science, such as history of science. A science that goes back to its origins is a dying
science, running out of new discoveries to make. When it makes no further progress, a science
loses its claim to more support and funds and will rather quickly succumb to the intense
competition.

A science is not “foundationalist” in the way religion and metaphysics are. It does
research within these foundations but not on them. This is why Heidegger (1969) suspected
that science does not “think”—it does not allow thinking to turn to that which remains
unthought as a science goes about its business.

Therefore, science is more “restless” and “homeless” than religion and metaphysics. A
science only has the resting points and periods it makes or allows for itself, until it is ready to
move on, or is pushed to move on by the competition. The periods of rest are short and idle. A
science at rest for a long time is in danger of backwardness and obsolescence. Religions are
calmer because salvation can surely be attained, or already has been attained. Whether or not
salvation is certain cannot be decided by “‘research.”

In modern times, the sheer tempo of scientific research accelerates spectacularly, up to
a level unknown outside of the modern sciences (Price, 1986). Acceleration happens both at
the rapidly moving frontiers of a science, as well as through increasing specialization and
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differentiation. This makes the experts in a science amateurs in most specialties other than
their own. The increased speed makes it more and more difficult to ““synthesize” scientific
knowledge into a comprehensive ““worldview.” There are still calls for cosilience and unifica-
tion, but they remain at a very abstract level and are opposed by appeals to emergence and
irreducibility. The scientific advances come at a much faster pace than changes in religion or
metaphysics. To be sure, changes occur here as well, but no religion or metaphysics is
structured so as to make discoveries and advances its regular business.

Solutions to a research puzzle in science become pieces in subsequent puzzles. A sci-
ence does not come to its natural end, when all the truths converge into the Truth. Grandiose
reductions to, say, particle physics are sometimes being envisioned, and this is when a science
sounds most ‘“‘metaphysical,” but so far, reduction amounts to little more than promise (Wil-
son, 1998). There is no end to science, unless it is being destroyed, and there is no ‘““final”
theory, as in metaphysics, since a “final” science would put itself out of business—the
business of making more progress in the future.

SOME ANTIESSENTIALIST CAUTIONS

Keep in mind that distinctions between science, religion, and metaphysics are empirical
and revisable. They do not remain constant and do not refer to any ““essences” or natural kinds.
Rather, demarcations and distinctions change together with the actual configurations of
cultural fields and networks. As the relationships between such cultures change, so do their
mutual distinctions and possible insults. Expect that, sometimes, a science will resemble a
metaphysics more than at other times. Since not all the sciences are alike, some might be
structurally and culturally closer to metaphysics or religion than others. Likewise, some more
secular and humanist religions may resonate more strongly with the sciences than more
orthodox and traditionalist religions.

For example, a science undergoing major ruptures or revolutions has its own share of
prophets, virtuosos, and charismatics. But that science cannot stop there, restricting itself to
worship, admiration, or commentary on foundational texts. Rather, a science renormalizes a
prophetic vision into a workable and operational research program. As a result, history and
systematics become separate.

The densely clustered groups at the frontiers of a science sometimes behave in ways
similar to emerging charismatic movements, especially when a novel science comes into being
(Mullins, 1972). However, in the course of its institutionalization, charisma becomes rou-
tinized and decomposed into procedure. A science worships its heroes and geniuses, but not
for their own sake and not because genius represents a link to the transcendental. Rather,
“genius” is the way in which a science explains to itself how it makes its most astonishing
breakthroughs.

Allow for variation and observe when and why a metaphysics becomes more scientific,
or a science more artistic. Demarcations and distinctions are in flux. An ossified religion and a
normal science possibly share a degree of bureaucratic routineness in their everyday opera-
tions, especially when teaching or instructing large numbers of novices and students in the
established truths. There also are some metaphysics closer to science than others, such as
Husserl’s phenomenology or the antimetaphysics of positivism. As a metaphysics turns into an
academic philosophy, it becomes part of an organization and administered in departments.
This process gradually renormalizes and assimilates metaphysics into expert philosophical
“research.”
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So the caution is to not treat empirical distinctions as logical criteria and to allow for as
much variation as possible, both across social and cultural space and over time.

HOW MUCH OF SCIENCE
IS TECHNOLOGY?

Some European philosophers hold that what makes a science scientific is its level of
technical control and success, allowing for the manipulation of predictable effects (Mitcham,
1994). When technology is being criticized, this philosophy is called the “critique of instru-
mental reason.” This critique comes in various more or less conservative and romantic
versions, but the common theme is that technology means mastery of the world. Mastery
becomes possible as the result of mathematical, experimental, and then applied science. Since
the origin of science is in metaphysics, it is ultimately this modern metaphysics that allows for
mastery and domination of the world.

Modernist metaphysics sees the world and Nature as the object to the Subject’s will to
power and representation. Correct representations lead to working technologies. How technol-
ogies are to be used depends on will and decision. Science and technology provide the will
with the power and means of domesticating and disciplining Nature and reified society.
Planning and control become the dominant relation to the world, at the expense of other
relations, such as poetry or metaphysics.

While science does not “make” or ““construct’ nature, it does establish such a relation to
it that nature appears as raw material, to be decomposed and recombined. In this relation, the
world and nature emerge as a lawfully ordered cosmos of observable events. The truth of
science is its own truth, and that truth is not the only possible one. In fact, the truths of science
are rather shallow and superficial, as opposed to, say, the Truth in a metaphysics or religion,
which is deeper, more profound, and longer lasting than mere facts of the matter.

In science, the world appears as such that it can be arranged or rearranged at will and by
decision, guided by facts and true theories. Science builds a home for itself in the world by
means of technology and the instrumental-cum-mathematical reification of the world into
things, facts, and their objective relations. This first happens during the Scientific Revolution,
with metaphysical assistance and assurance from Descartes, Kant, and the empiricists. After
some time, this essentially “modern” way of scientific knowing deems itself the only valid
and reliable one. Weber’s “unbrotherly aristocracy of rational research” begins its long reign.
Whatever knowledge fails to measure up to scientific standards is, from now on, not really
knowledge at all.

Since science is cumulative, control and mastery of the world improve over time, with
better scientific and social technologies. Progress is possible precisely because science forgets
its own metaphysical origins and dimensions. Science cannot even ask the sorts of questions
metaphysics or religion ask, let alone transform and renormalize them into soluble puzzles
analyzed by the current methods and tools. For science, there is no metaphysics beyond or at
the foundation of physics, or else such a metaphysics is sheer nonsense and charlatanry.

This latter insult and assault on metaphysics marks a watershed: Philosophy becomes
“scientific philosophy” with Logical Positivism and its analytical heirs. The more thorough
and complete this transformation, the more philosophy becomes science’s handmaiden, ap-
pendix, or popular mouthpiece. Much of this analytical philosophy is philosophy of science,
which provides science with cultural rationalizations and myths.

The remaining metaphysics becomes academic philosophy. In the university, philosophy
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becomes part of the Betrieb, which is when metaphysics dissolves. Its organizational form is
the cult or charismatic movement, not specialized intellectual administration. From then on,
philosophy lives a spooky shadow existence between the humanities and sciences. It loses its
identity and becomes uncertain about what philosophy still can do once the sciences move into
its territory.

In this European view, science and technology are essentially identical, united by the
driving force of instrumental Reason. In this view, what makes a science scientific ultimately is
its technical success in bringing about predictable and observable effects. Science works
because it is true, and we know it to be true since it works. With this circle, the fact that science
is the only way to find out the truth becomes obvious and self-evident.

SOME TROUBLES IN EUROPE

Metaphysics is essentialism and wants to be. In essentialism, there are things-in-
themselves, natural kinds, and Being, in addition to empirical and observable Beings. In
essentialism, what a science does follows from what it “is,”” and it is, by its very nature or
essence, that which metaphysics believes this essence to be.

Against essentialism, allow for variation and introduce the second-order observer. Socio-
logically, an essence is not really an essence but an outcome of holding something constant
and doing this for a long time, until it becomes habit or institution. An essence emerges as a
web of forces and temporarily freezes into a stable and steady eigenstate. This is how the
observer “philosophy” observes science—at a large distance from where science is actually
made, exaggerating its unity, rationality, and logic. Recall that, once an observer moves closer
to the sites of science-in-the-making, this essence dissolves into higher complexity.

Empirically, there is little unity or logic to science. Science and technology are related,
but loosely so. Citation data suggest that much of the science that gets done leads nowhere and
makes little difference to other science or future science (Price, 1986). It has proven terribly
difficult to “finalize” research according to preset plans and goals. A technical device that
works “follows” more from other devices, those that work already, not from a theory or true
representation. There is no direct logical path leading straight from a scientific finding or
discovery to a working technical device.

Likewise, metaphysics exaggerates and overestimates technological mastery and effec-
tive scientific control. Frequently, control is fragile and prone to breakdowns and failures. This
fragility increases with closer coupling and complex interactions (Perrow, 1984). Some
sciences, such as those associated with “complex systems,” warn against the revenge effects
and unplanned consequences of interventions and manipulations. Planning and prediction
happen but so do surprises, and surprises often generate still more surprises. The surprises also
come at a much faster rate than do the firm and solid solutions. Science and technology are not
really that impersonal, cold, or instrumental. There are areas and periods of intense conflict,
passion, and drama.

EXPERIMENTAL CONTROLS

The European critics and romantics exaggerate the unity of science and technology, but
they do point at a feature that distinguishes science from other ways of relating to reality.
This feature is the laboratory, where experiments are being arranged and performed. There
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might be laboratories and experiments outside of science, but those in science are distinctive in
that they try to “entrap” nature by putting it to the test outside of where that nature usually
occurs. The displacement of nature inside the laboratory and then again from the laboratory
into the world, strengthens control, but this is control over the experimental settings and
conditions, not, or at least not yet, control in the sense of technical mastery.

Inside the laboratory, nature is being decomposed and rearranged. This is the sciences’
“analytical” approach as opposed to more “holism” in metaphysics and religion. Parts of
nature are being subjected to unusual trials and tribulations. Experiments speed up or slow
down reactions to ‘“‘unnatural” levels; they dissect, bombard, and mix up their materials.
Laboratories are arranged so that the experiments done can hold constant that which makes
a difference to an outcome or effect, but is not currently under investigation.

Experiments focus the attention space on very selective and restricted forces and vari-
ables. They separate signals from noise by eliminating backgrounds. It is this analytical
zooming-in on isolated signals that makes “cumulation” in a science possible. Progress or
cumulation occur when most of the world is taken for granted, including any ‘“‘presupposi-
tions” research might rely on (Fuchs & Spear, 1999). Cumulation loses its progressive and
linear directionality when there is no narrow focus of attention on well-defined puzzles and
parameters. Cumulation can occur because experiments “make everything else equal.”

Unlike metaphysics, a science does not start anew each day, with the great mysteries of
Being. Instead, it operationalizes its problems into soluble puzzles that can be worked on in
specialist settings of expertise. In this, one picks up where one left yesterday. In no way does
this imply that all the problems a science poses to itself are actually solved in some way.
However, the problems that are currently unresolvable will become tractable in the future,
when more is known and better instruments are available. A science knows of no “essential”
mysteries.

Religion and metaphysics do not “cumulate” or make ““advances.” They remain textual
modes of mental production, restricted to reading and writing. This also restricts their ability
to tinker with their materials and equipment. Nonexperimental sciences may have substitutes
for experimentation, such as regression analysis and historical comparisons, but these are poor
substitutes indeed and remain dependent on verbal and discursive operations.

What makes a science scientific then also is its high instrumental and experimental
capacity for progress. Metaphysics does not make and does not want to make any progress. A
“progressive’’ religion turns into a more secular worldview, moving away from the sacred,
until the Gods begin to escape altogether or become privatized and personal. In many
humanities and the humanistic social sciences the very idea of “progress” has become ideo-
logically suspect.

WHAT WOULD MAKE
SOCIOLOGY SCIENTIFIC?

The prospects for cumulative advances become dimmer still as an intellectual network
becomes fragmented into competing ideological positions and movements. Structural frag-
mentation also fragments the common attention space. A science turns into rival ideological
camps when the suspicion hardens that observation is not “‘disinterested”” but driven by
unacknowledged standpoints, perspectives, or political biases. Then, a central intellectual
strategy is to “reveal” these underlying biases and interests. Science turns into mutual
ideological critique and exposure. Theories lose their innocence and are not to be taken at face
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value. Science becomes ideological politics, driven by the institutional entrenchment of
diverse status groups. In the end, science itself becomes ideologically suspect, as an ally of
capitalism, imperialism, ethnocentrism, sexism, and so on.

What kinds of work are being done once science fragments into ideological politics?
Prominent specimens include textual or “discourse analysis,” social theory and philosophy,
critical theory, exegesis and commentary, or foundational and epistemological “critique.”
History gains precedent over systematics. Moral and political advocacy of some ‘“‘cause” or
other becomes acceptable. Debates on the “identity” of a field or discipline run rampant. Very
little gets actually solved or resolved, so that old problems and puzzles do not go away but
appear and reappear all the time. There is little consensus on even basic matters, such as
whether a field “is” a science or even whether it “should” be. The very idea of “‘progress”
comes under attack.

Fields or disciplines where these sorts of work prevail are, in a sense, ‘“metaphysical,”
not “‘scientific.” A sign of metaphysics is not being able or not wanting to forget the sacred
origins and authentic foundations. But this very forgetting is a crucial condition for research
and cumulation. These take place when the attention space is very narrowly focused on
solvable puzzles for which a protocol of decidability is available. Such protocols do not
effectively make sure that a problem or puzzle will, in fact, be resolved, but they do limit
which sorts of questions and answers count as a possible solution or step toward solution. No
cumulative advances can be made in the presence of manifest uncertainty and controversy
over foundational enigmata and mysteries. What makes a science unscientific is its inability
to forget its past.

SOME HYPOTHESES

In lieu of a conclusion, here is a hypothetical list of empirical features that distinguish
science from metaphysics and religion:

1. A science looks forward and expects to make further progress in the future.

2. A science forgets its origins and brackets its foundations or presuppositions.

3. A science is organized into specialized research professions making continuous
advances in highly restricted areas of expertise.

4. Research is done in more or less circumscribed programs or projects for which
funding can be obtained.

5. The previous results of a science are the conditions for the current work which
generates future results.

6. A science goes to work on relations, not essences.

7. Atthe uncertain and intensely competitive frontiers of a science, rapid discoveries and
innovations are being made. These form the backbone of the reputational structure.
High reputations go to discoverers, not sages, priests, or guardians of traditions.

8. Laboratories and equipment allow a science to perform experiments on a select
arrangement of variables under controlled conditions.

9. A science institutionalizes nonideological modes of observing, or “objectivity.”

REFERENCES

Baecker, D. (Ed.). (1999). Problems of form. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.
Berger, P., & Luckman, T. (1967). The social construction of reality. New York: Doubleday.



WHAT MAKES SCIENCES “SCIENTIFIC”? 35

Bloor, D. (1976). Knowledge and social imagery. London: Routledge.

Cassirer, E. (1969). Substanzbegriff und Funktionsbegriff: Untersuchungen ueber die Grundfragen der Erkenntnis-
kritik. Darmstadt, Germany: WB.

Collins, H. M. (1988). Public experiments and displays of virtuosity: The core-set revisited. Social Studies of Science,
18, 725-748.

Collins, R. (1993). The rationality of avoiding choice. Rationality and Society, 5, 58—67.

Daston, L. (1992). Objectivity and the escape from perspective. Social Studies of Science, 22, 597-618.

Fleck, L. (1935/1979). Genesis and development of a scientific fact. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Fuchs, S. (1993). A sociological theory of scientific change. Social Forces, 71, 933-953.

Fuchs, S. (1996). The new wars of truth. Social Science Information, 35, 307-326.

Fuchs, S. (1997). A sociological theory of objectivity. Science Studies, 1, 4-26.

Fuchs, S. (2000). Against essentialism. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Fuchs, S., & Westervelt, S. (1996). Fraud and trust in science. Perspectives in Biology and Medicine, 39, 248-269.

Fuchs, S., & Spear, J. (1999). The social conditions of cumulation. American Sociologist, 30, 21-40.

Galison, P. (1997). Image and logic: A material culture of microphysics. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Garfinkel, H. (1967). Studies in ethnomethology. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Gilbert, G. N., & Mulkay, M. J. (1984). Opening Pandora’s box. Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press.

Hannan, M. T., & Freeman, J. (1989). Organizational ecology. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Heidegger, M. (1938/1977). Holzwege (pp. 75-113). Frankfurt, Germany: Vittorio Klostermann.

Heidegger, M. (1969). Zur Sache des Denkens. Tuebingen, Germany: Niemeyer.

Heinich, N. (1996). The glory of van Gogh: An anthropology of admiration. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Lakatos, L. (1970). Falsification and the methodology of scientific research programmes. InI. Lakatos & A. Musgrave
(Eds.), Criticism and the growth of knowledge (pp. 91-196). Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Latour, B. (1987). Science in action. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Laudan, L. (1996). Beyond positivism and relativism. Boulder, CO: Westview.

Luhmann, N. (1992). Die Wissenschaft der Gesellschaft. Frankfurt, Germany: Suhrkamp.

Medawar, P. (1963/1990). The threat and the glory. New York: Harper Collins.

Meyer, J. W., & Rowan, B. (1977). Institutionalized organizations: Formal structure as myth and ceremony. American
Journal of Sociology, 83, 340-363.

Mitcham, C. (1994). Thinking through technology. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Mullins, N. C. (1972). The development of a scientific specialty: The phage group and the origins of molecular
biology. Minerva, 19, 52-82.

Mullins, N. C. (1973). Theories and theory groups in contemporary American sociology. New York: Harper & Row.

Perrow, C. (1984). Normal accidents. New York: Basic Books.

Price, D. J. de Solla. (1986). Little science, big science ... and beyond. New York: Columbia University Press.

Quine, W. van Ornam. (1964). From a logical point of view (pp. 20—46). Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Rorty, R. (1991). Objectivity, relativism, and truth (pp. 21-34). Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press.

Scheler, M. (1924). Probleme einer Soziologie des Wissens. In M. Scheler (Ed.), Versuche zu einer Soziologie des
Wissens (pp. 5-146). Munich, Germany: Duncker & Humblot.

Schneider, M. (1993). Culture and enchantment. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Shapin, S. (1994). A social history of truth. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Shapin, S. (1995). Here and everywhere: Sociology of scientific knowledge. Annual Review of Sociology, 21,
289-321.

Spear, J. H. (1999). The sociology of reductionism. PhD Dissertation, Department of Sociology, University of
Virginia.

Spengler, O. (1923/1993). Der Untergang des Abendlandes: Umrisse einer Morphologie der Weltgeschichte. Munich,
Germany: DTV.

Ward, S. (1996). Reconfiguring truth. Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield.

Weber, M. (1904/1982). Gesammelte Aufsatze zur Wissenschaftslehre (pp. 146-214). Tuebingen, Germany: Mohr.

Weber, M. (1919/1982). Gesammelte Aufsatze zur Wissenschaftslehre (pp. 582—613). Tuebingen, Germany: Mohr.

White, H. C. (1992). Identity and control: A structural theory of social action. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University
Press.

Wilson, E. O. (1998). Consilience: The unity of knowledge. New York: Alfred Knopf.



CHAPTER 3

Formal Theory

GUILLERMINA JASSO

INTRODUCTION

We do theory because we want to understand human behavior. The objective of sociology,
as of the other human sciences, is to accumulate reliable knowledge about human behavioral
and social phenomena. We do theory because of the conviction that theoretical analysis
enables swift progress to the goal of understanding human behavior. And we do formal theory
because of the conviction that formal theory enables swifter progress to deeper understanding
of human behavior.

In this chapter we discuss formal theory. We begin by surveying briefly the entire land-
scape of sociological analysis in order to locate theory and then formal theory within it.
Sociological analysis consists of three kinds of activities: developing a framework, construct-
ing theories, and carrying out empirical work. The framework collects the central questions of
the field and the basic building blocks for addressing them. The framework and the theories are
linked because the theories address questions posed in the framework and because some of the
building blocks in the framework become the assumptions of theories (and others later appear
among the predictions of theories).

To characterize formal theory, we address the objective and structure of formal theory, as
well as criteria for judging particular formal theories. As will be seen, we discuss two main
types of formal theory, plus a hybrid form that combines the two types. The two types are
deductive theory and hierarchical theory. Deductive theory, however, is of the first importance,
and much of the discussion will pertain to deductive theory only (plus the deductive compo-
nent of hybrid theories). Indeed, the term ‘“theory” when used alone will always refer to
deductive theory, as will the criteria for judging a theory.

Both deductive and hierarchical theory have two-part structures. The first part contains
the postulates of the theory; the second part contains the predictions, in the case of deductive
theory, and in the case of hierarchical theory, the constructed propositions.

A theory is judged in two ways. First it is judged in terms of theoretical criteria. Theories
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that survive theoretical scrutiny are then judged by empirical tests of their predictions. The
theoretical criteria are simple: The postulates should be mutually logically consistent; there
should be a minimum of postulates and a maximum of predictions; and the predictions should
include novel predictions, that is, predictions for phenomena or relations not yet observed. Of
course, a theory can satisfy all the theoretical criteria and yet be false; empirical evidence is
the final arbiter.

Beyond satisfying the criteria by which a theory is judged—and in particular, raising new
questions via its novel predictions—a good theory displays one or more of several useful
features: the prediction mix includes both intuitive and counterintuitive predictions; the
predictions span all levels of analysis; the theory provides a foundation for measurement; and
the theory yields a framework for interpretation of rare or nonrecurring events.

To illustrate our discussion of sociological analysis and of formal theory, we draw on the
study of the sense of justice. We examine the framework for justice analysis and discuss five
theories from the portfolio of theoretical justice analysis. The five theories include deductive,
hierarchical, and hybrid theories, and they illustrate somewhat different approaches and tools
within the formal theory tradition. As well, they are at different stages of development, ranging
from fledgling theories with few predictions to the justice version of comparison theory
(hereafter simply “justice-comparison theory’”), which is sufficiently well developed that it
and its parent theory are described in a separate chapter of this book. The diversity of the
theories in the justice portfolio makes them ideally suited for illustrating formal theory. It is
likely that a broad range of theories encountered or constructed in social science will resemble
in approach, form, content, fruitfulness, or stage of development one or another of these five
specimens. Moreover, the five include theories related to each other in ways that exemplify
general relations among theories.

This chapter is organized as follows: the second section considers the three main activities
of sociological analysis: developing a framework, constructing theories, and carrying out
empirical work. In the third section we discuss theory and formal theory. Illustration via the
five specimen theories is provided in the fourth section. The chapter concludes with a set of
frequently asked questions (FAQs) about formal theory.

THE TRIPTYCH
OF SOCIOLOGICAL ANALYSIS

Sociological analysis consists of everything that sociologists do in order to describe and
understand human behavioral and social phenomena.! The subject matter of sociological
analysis may be any aspect or part of the large set of behavioral and social phenomena, and this
topical domain gives its name to the particular analysis that is undertaken. For example, class
analysis examines the workings of class-related phenomena; gender analysis investigates
gender-related phenomena; justice analysis addresses the operation of the human sense of
justice; conversation analysis focuses on conversation-related phenomena; and so on. Indeed,
every substantive area in sociology—and every chapter in Part III of this volume—can be
thought of as [+] analysis, where [*] is a placeholder for the topical domain. In the same way
that the objective of sociological analysis is to describe and understand the whole of human
behavioral and social phenomena, the objective of [*] analysis is to describe and understand
the [+] subset of human behavioral and social phenomena.

Until recently I held the view that the enterprise of sociological analysis could be usefully

IGenerations of graduate students have begun their doctoral work with a required course titled, ““Sociological
Analysis.” The history of these courses and their content is yet to be written.
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subdivided into two main parts—theoretical work and empirical work—and so, too, the
enterprise in any domain-specific analysis. That is indeed the inherited and time-tested view.
But a newer and perhaps more useful view is that sociological analysis consists of three kinds
of activities: not only theoretical analysis and empirical analysis but also, and even more
basic, developing a framework.

In the framework, sociologists pose the central questions in a field or subfield and develop
the basic building blocks that will be used in both theoretical and empirical work. Theoretical
analysis begins with an assumption, and empirical analysis begins with a testable proposition.
But these—assumption and testable proposition—have to come from somewhere. That some-
where, I submit, is ultimately and fundamentally the framework. To be sure, as we will discuss
below, in the most wonderful kind of theory—deductive theory—the theory yields implica-
tions that become the testable propositions of empirical analysis. Yet, in any scholarly
adventure, there always are empirical tests of propositions that do not come from theory; that
is, there are always inductive explorations. And these tests, these explorations, draw their life
from the framework.

Thus, the framework provides building blocks which become the starting assumptions of
theories and which also lead immediately to empirical work. It may also happen that relations
which arise in the framework later emerge as theoretical predictions. Our emphasis, however,
is on the framework as the source of building blocks, and hence we highlight elements of the
framework which become the assumptions of theories rather than elements which subse-
quently appear as theoretical predictions.

Developing a Framework—Justice Analysis

Typically, the building blocks in the framework are formulated by analyzing the basic
questions in the field. An example will provide concreteness. In justice analysis, whose
objective is to describe and understand the operation of the human sense of justice, the
framework begins with four questions, which are thought to cover the core issues in the field
(Jasso & Wegener, 1997):

1. What do individuals and collectivities think is just, and why?

2. How do ideas of justice shape determination of actual situations?

3. What is the magnitude of the perceived injustice associated with given departures
from perfect justice?

4. What are the behavioral and social consequences of perceived injustice?

In the course of thinking about each of these questions, of considering how to address
them, the building blocks emerge.

Building Blocks from the First Question

Thinking about the first question—What do individuals and collectivities think is just,
and why?—it quickly becomes clear that there is always one fundamental actor: the person
who forms ideas of justice and makes judgments about justice and injustice; this actor is called
the observer. Indeed, the terms *“‘just” and ““justice” are always shorthand for “just in the eyes
of the observer” and “justice in the eyes of the observer.” It also quickly becomes clear that in
the distributive-retributive realm there is a second fundamental actor: the recipient of the
benefits and burdens that awaken the sense of justice; this actor is called the rewardee. The
observer forms ideas about the just reward, in a particular distributive or retributive domain,
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TasLE 3.1. The Just Reward Matrix for N Observers and R Rewardees
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Norte: In the matrix above, ¢, denotes the observer-specific/rewardee-specific just reward, where ¢ denotes
the just reward, observers are indexed by i (= 1, ..., N), and rewardees are indexed by » (r =1, ..., R).

for a set of rewardees (including perhaps him- or herself).2 The ensuing set of just rewards is
called the observer-specific just reward distribution; its parameters, such as the mean and
inequality, reflect the observer’s principles of macrojustice. Similarly, the principles that guide
each observer’s ideas of the just reward for specific rewardees are embodied in the observer-
specific just reward function, which relates the just reward to characteristics of the rewardees;
and the parameters of the just reward function reflect the observer’s principles of microjustice.

If other observers also form ideas about the just rewards in this domain, all of the
observer-specific/rewardee-specific just rewards together can be arrayed in a just reward
matrix. Corresponding to each observer, there is an observer-specific just reward function, just
reward distribution, and principles of microjustice and macrojustice. All these are visible in or
estimable from the just reward matrix. Table 3.1 presents the just reward matrix, where ¢
denotes the just reward, observers are indexed by i (i =1, ..., N), and rewardees are indexed
by r (r =1, ..., R). The observer-specific/rewardee-specific just reward is thus denoted c, .

Of course, individuals form ideas of justice about many things, not only about individ-
uals’ rewards, and these produce their own new building blocks. For example, individuals
form ideas about the just mean and the just inequality in a distribution.

In the example of justice analysis, it is the activity of posing the central questions and then
thinking about how to address them that quickly leads to a large set of building blocks, of
which the ones discussed in the preceding paragraph are a small subset. Note that the building
blocks in the framework are ready for use in two ways. First, they are ready for use to construct
theories. Second, they are ready for use in empirical work; quantities like the just reward can
be measured, and relationships like the just reward function can be estimated.

Two of the five specimen theories used as examples in this chapter—allocation theory
and Anselmian theory-—use building blocks formulated in addressing the first central ques-
tion. These building blocks include the just reward and the just inequality.

Building Blocks from the Second Question

In addressing the second question—How do ideas of justice shape determination of
actual situations?—a new building block arises immediately, and this is the actual reward
received by the rewardee, denoted @ . Along with it, there arise an actual reward function, an
actual reward distribution, and, if observers misperceive the actual rewards, an actual reward
matrix. When misperception occurs, each actual reward is observer-specific as well as
rewardee-specific, and the placeholder dot in the subscript becomes the index for the observer,
as in a, . The actual reward function is well known in social stratification, where it appears in
various forms, including an earnings function, an occupational attainment function, and an

2The term “reward” is used as a convenient shorthand for both goods and bads, benefits and burdens.
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educational attainment function. In justice analysis, however, there is an added twist, as the
determinants may include, besides the usual factors in these functions, and sometimes instead
of them, allocators’ ideas of justice.

In some situations, actual rewards are determined by committees or boards whose
members in turn rely on their ideas of justice. Of course, the members of such committees or
boards may differ in their influence on the actual rewards or on the actual rewards of particular
rewardees, producing the observer-specific/rewardee-specific weight, denoted w, . As with the
just rewards and actual rewards, the weights can be arrayed in a matrix, called the weight
matrix.3 BEach rewardee’s actual reward is a weighted mean of the just rewards assigned to him
or her by all the members of the society.* That is, it is a function of the just rewards and the
weights attached to all the members in deciding this particular person’s actual reward:

N
a.r = %Cirwir (1)
i=
It follows that the actual reward distribution, denoted A, is a linear combination of the N C,
weight distributions:

A=2CW, (2)

Again, note that these new building blocks are ready for use both to construct theories and
in empirical work. We shall see their use in three of the specimen theories: allocation theory,
Anselmian theory, and just society theory.

Building Blocks from the Third Question

Thinking about the third central question—What is the magnitude of the perceived
injustice associated with given departures from perfect justice?—Ileads to a new variable, the
Jjustice evaluation, and a new function, the justice evaluation function. The justice evaluation
expresses the observer’s judgment and sentiment that the rewardee (possibly him- or herself)
is justly or unjustly treated, and if unjustly treated, whether overrewarded or underrewarded
and to what degree. The justice evaluation is represented by the full set of real numbers, with
zero representing the point of perfect justice, negative numbers representing unjust under-
reward, and positive numbers representing unjust overreward (panel A, Table 3.2). Thus, a
justice evaluation of zero indicates that the observer judges the rewardee to be perfectly justly
rewarded. A justice evaluation of —3 and a justice evaluation of —5 both indicate that the
observer judges the rewardee to be unjustly underrewarded, with the rewardee associated with
the —5 judged to be more underrewarded than the rewardee associated with the —3. Similarly,
a justice evaluation of 3 and a justice evaluation of 5 both indicate that the observer judges the
rewardee to be unjustly overrewarded, with the rewardee accorded the 5 judged to be more
overrewarded than the rewardee accorded the 3.

By the time we reach the third central question, we already have in the set of building
blocks the just reward (from analyzing the first question) and the actual reward (from
analyzing the second question), and it is thus natural to think of the justice evaluation as arising
from the comparison of the actual reward to the just reward. This comparison may be stated as

3Sometimes the weight matrix is called the power matrix, as each observer’s weights in determining the actual rewards
may reflect his or her power.

40f course, in the case in which actual rewards are decided by special committees or boards, the weights of most
members of society will be zero.
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TABLE 3.2. The Justice Evaluation and the Justice Evaluation Function

A. Mathematical Representation of the Justice Evaluation

Underbenefit Overbenefit
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B. The Justice Evaluation Function: General Form

Version 1 Version 2
JG = JS(A,C), 3JSI8A > 0, 9J6/aC < 0, J = 0[JA. O],
aJloA > 0, 3aJ/6C < 0,
® > 0 for a good, 6 < O for a bad,
Jag=cy) =0, Jlayg=¢y) =0,

JB = JB(A,C), 8JB/0A < 0, 8J/0C > 0,

where J denotes the justice evaluation, A denote the actual reward, C denotes the just reward, the superscripts G and B
denote good and bad, respectively, and 8 denotes the signature constant; the sign of 8 is called the framing coefficient
and the absolute value of 8 is called the expressiveness coefficient.

C. The Justice Evaluation Function: Logarithmic-Ratio Form

Version 1 Version 2

A
In (-E), for a good A
J o J=0In <E)

C
In <X>’ for a bad

a general function: The justice evaluation is a function of the actual reward and the just reward,
such that, in the case of a good, for example, the justice evaluation increases with the actual
reward and decreases with the just reward and such that when the actual reward equals the just
reward, the justice evaluation equals zero, the point of perfect justice (panel B, Table 3.2).

Further reasoning about the justice evaluation function, in particular, reasoning about the
properties of a desirable functional form, leads to a new specific form, the logarithmic-ratio
specification of the justice evaluation function.® In this form, the justice evaluation varies as
the natural logarithm of the ratio of the actual reward to the just reward, in the case of a good,
and, in the case of a bad, as the logarithm of the ratio of the just reward to the actual reward (as
shown in version 1, panel C, Table 3.2). The logarithmic specification imparts several good
properties to the justice evaluation function, including the property that it quantifies the
common human experience that deficiency is felt more keenly than comparable excess.

Additionally, there is a parameter called the signature constant, which plays two parts. Its
sign, called the framing coefficient, indicates whether the observer regards the reward under
consideration as a good or as a bad (positive for a good, negative for a bad). Its absolute value,
called the expressiveness coefficient, indicates the observer’s style of expression.

The framework distinguishes between the observer’s experience of the justice evaluation
and his or her expression of the justice evaluation. The experienced justice evaluation is
written as in version 1 (panel C, Table 3.2), or more simply if the context unambiguously refers
to only a good or only a bad. For example, in the case of a good, the experienced justice
evaluation is written:

5T am here following a logical sequence from general to specific function. In point of fact, the logarithmic-ratio specifi-
cation of the justice evaluation function was discovered before the general justice evaluation function was formulated.
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J¥=1n <%> 3)

where A denotes the actual reward, C denotes the just reward, and J* denotes the experi-
enced justice evaluation.

The observer’s style of expression transforms the experienced justice evaluation into the
expressed justice evaluation. The expressed justice evaluation is thus written as the product of
the experienced justice evaluation [as in Eq. (3)] and the expressiveness coefficient (the
absolute value of the signature constant). More generally and more simply, for both goods and
bads, the expressed justice evaluation is written

J=0In (%) 4)

where J denotes the expressed justice evaluation and 6 denotes the signature constant.

Like the just rewards, the justice evaluations are both observer-specific and rewardee-
specific. They, too, are often arrayed in a matrix, called the justice evaluation matrix and
denoted J. The justice evaluation matrix is exactly like the just reward matrix in Table 3.1,
except that the cell entries are justice evaluations instead of just rewards.

Of course, individuals experience the justice evaluation about other things besides
individuals’ rewards, and these may include the mean and inequality in a distribution. For
example, comparison of an actual inequality with a just inequality yields a justice evaluation
about inequality.

It also is useful to have a summary measure of overall injustice in a group or society, and
two measures, called justice indexes, have been developed for this purpose. The first justice
index, JI1, is the arithmetic mean of the experienced justice evaluations, and the second justice
index, JI2, is the mean of the absolute values of the experienced justice evaluations.

More generally, by aggregating the justice evaluation across goods and bads, over time
and across persons, many new representations and quantities are obtained, for example: (1) in-
stantaneous J produced by the joint consideration of several goods (bads), (2) the individual’s
time series of J and its parameters, and (3) the collectivity’s instantaneous distribution of J,
its parameters, and their time series.

As with the building blocks that emerged from analysis of the first and second central
questions, the new building blocks are ready for use in both theoretical work and empirical
work. The experienced justice evaluation function can be used immediately as the starting
assumption for theories, as can the framing coefficient and the expressiveness coefficient. The
expressed justice evaluation function can be used immediately in empirical work.® Framing
theory and justice-comparison theory, discussed below, begin with the framing coefficient and
the experienced justice evaluation function, respectively.

Building Blocks from the Fourth Question

The fourth central question—What are the behavioral and social consequences of per-
ceived injustice?—both plays a prominent part in the predictions of justice-comparison theory
and also yields a basic expression, the justice consequences function, which can be used
immediately in empirical work. The justice consequences function assesses the behavioral and
social effects of a large set of terms based on the justice evaluation function, including the

6Given current measurement technology, empirical work that observes or measures the justice evaluation always must
use the expressed justice evaluation; to estimate the experienced justice evaluation, it is necessary to estimate the
signature constant and then convert the expressed justice evaluation into the experienced justice evaluation.
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individual’s justice evaluation, parameters of the individual’s set of justice evaluations, pa-
rameters of the social distribution of justice evaluations, and so on.

The Framework Collects a Large Set of Building Blocks

Reasoning in this way about all four central questions yields a large set of building
blocks, which are now ready for use in both theoretical justice analysis and empirical justice
analysis. (Moreover, as already noted, some of the elements in the framework will later appear
as the predictions of theories.) The experienced justice evaluation function, for example, is the
starting assumption in several justice theories (including justice-comparison theory, one of the
specimen theories in this chapter whose generalized version is more fully discussed in Part 111
of this volume). It proves itself exceedingly fruitful, yielding an abundance of implications for
behavioral and social phenomena in far-flung domains, from crime to war to monasteries. The
expressed justice evaluation function is a building block in empirical justice analysis. Estima-
tion of the justice evaluation function immediately yields estimates of the signature constant;
estimation of a form of the expressed justice evaluation function in which the just reward is
unobserved yields, besides the signature constant, estimates of the equation R2, which in a
specified subset of cases has a substantive interpretation (whether actual inequality is greater
or lesser than just inequality), and, surprisingly, estimates of the observer-specific/rewardee-
specific just rewards, together with estimates of the experienced justice evaluation and the
justice indexes. Note that the empirical work just described does not pass through the
theoretical work; it does not depend on derivation of theoretical implications.

The Triptych of Justice Analysis

As the foregoing discussion suggests, it has become useful to think of justice analysis as
encompassing three branches: framework for justice analysis, theoretical justice analysis, and
empirical justice analysis. Justice analysis thus can be represented by a triptych, as illustrated
in Figure 3.1. The center panel summarizes the framework, highlighting the four central
questions and the set of building blocks. The left panel depicts theoretical work. The right
panel depicts empirical work. We have superimposed five arrows to link the panels. Note that,
consistent with our discussion so far, three arrows originate in the framework and end in the
theoretical and empirical panels. Two of these go to the theoretical panel and one to the
empirical panel. In our discussion thus far, we have not yet differentiated between kinds of
theories, and thus we leave for a later section further discussion of the two arrows that go from
the framework to the theoretical panel (as well as of the two arrows that go directly from the
theoretical panel to the empirical panel). The arrow that goes from the framework to the
empirical panel, on the other hand, refers precisely to the sorts of empirical work described in
the previous paragraph, such as estimation of the just reward function for every observer,
estimation of the signature constant for every observer, and so on.

The Triptych of Sociological Analysis and of Other Subfields

In the same way that justice analysis is best represented by a triptych, other subfields of
sociology similarly can be represented by a triptych, as can the whole of sociological analysis.
For example, the study of inequality—inequality analysis—can be thought of as the triptych
of framework, theoretical inequality analysis, and empirical inequality analysis. So, too, can
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Ficure 3.1. The triptych of justice analysis.

the study of migration—migration analysis—and the study of race—race analysis. In all these
cases, the framework begins with the central questions of the field; as the questions are
addressed, the building blocks emerge. Then both theoretical and empirical analysis use the
building blocks as the foundation for constructing theories and carrying out empirical work.

As new theoretical and empirical work accumulates and is codified, each domain-specific
triptych would grow. Many would be similar to the justice analysis triptych (Fig. 3.1).
Examination of the triptych would yield clues as to which fields might be understudied and
what may be major gaps in knowledge. A succinct way to summarize the entire discipline is by
collapsing the headings of the major triptychs onto a single chart, as in Fig. 3.2

Before leaving the large landscape of sociological analysis to focus on theory, we pause
to notice that the building blocks developed in the framework for justice analysis were born
already “‘formalized.” We did not “formalize” them; they simply appeared that way. The
justice evaluation variable seemed inherently representable by the real-number line. The set of
observer-specific/rewardee-specific just rewards seemed inherently representable by a matrix.
The set of rewardee-specific just rewards in the eyes of a single observer seemed inherently
representable by a distribution. The relationship between the actual reward, just reward, and
justice evaluation seemed inherently representable by a function, as did the relationship
between the just reward and the rewardee characteristics.

It is an open question how formal the frameworks will be, initially, in other domains, that
is, how much additional work may be required to formalize the basic building blocks. Was
justice analysis peculiar in its immediate formalization? Do topical domains vary in the ease
with which their central questions yield already-formalized building blocks? My impression is
that some domains are almost inherently already formal or already almost-formal. These
domains would include inequality analysis, migration analysis, network analysis, and choice
analysis. Further thought, however, of the sociology-of-science kind, is required in order to
address this question more fully and deeply.

THEORY AND FORMAL THEQORY
Preliminaries
A theory begins with an assumption. This assumption, alone or with companion assump-

tions, illuminates the topical domain. It does so by yielding implications that become, vari-
ously, new answers to old questions or unexpected new questions. It yields results that make
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FiGure 3.2. The triptychs of sociological analysis.

some relationships necessary and others impossible; it requires some things and forbids others.
Theory is like a tree, with all the branches (implications) springing from the same trunk
(assumptions). Vast areas of the human experience are linked to a simple and parsimonious set
of starting principles.

A theory may be thought of as a list of sentences, including both statements (sentences
that can be true or false) and other sentences like definitions and identities. In doing or judging
theory, the most fundamental and important habit of thought is to characterize each sentence
according to the part it plays in the theory. Is it an assumption or an implication? or something
else? The student or theorist who always knows which sentences are assumptions and which
are implications has the most formidable defense against confusion, ambiguity, and error. And
the theorist who labels the sentences by the part they are playing is doing a service of inesti-
mable value to the discipline; besides guarding against error, he or she is saving others pre-
cious time.

It is sometimes said that a theory is general and abstract. What this means, properly
understood, is that the assumptions of the theory are general and abstract: A theory begins at
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a general and abstract level, but the theory ends at the most particular and concrete levels. Of
course, it is the generality and abstractness of the assumptions that enable derivation of
implications for wide fields of phenomena. The full theory, however, cannot correctly be said
to be general and abstract, for if it is a good theory, its implications include observable,
particular phenomena and relationships. Part of the great adventure of doing theory is pre-
cisely this: great empirical surprises follow from theoretical derivation.

It is sometimes said that a theory is an interrelated set of propositions. Of course, the
statements in a theory are *‘interrelated,” but this characterization blurs the great and essential
distinction between assumptions and implications and the special way in which assumptions
and implications are related to each other.

To achieve precise understanding of the character of the interrelationship among the
sentences of a theory, we introduce a distinction between two kinds of theories and as well
sharpen our vocabulary. Earlier in the chapter we referred to deductive theory as the most
wonderful kind of theory, and our discussion in the previous section about assumptions and
implications implicitly took deductive theory as the standard. We turn now to discuss explic-
itly two main theoretical forms, plus a third, which is a combination of the two main forms.

Types of Theories

There are two main kinds of theories. The first is classical deductive theory, which traces
its origins to Newton (Toulmin, 1978). In deductive theory, the assumptions are clearly stated,
and testable implications are deduced from the assumptions; the usefulness and validity of the
assumptions is established by testing the implications. In this first kind of theory, there are two
kinds of propositions: propositions in the assumption set and propositions in the prediction set,
and the relation between them is one of strict deduction. The second main kind of theory is
hierarchical theory [in Toulmin’s (1953) terminology]. In hierarchical theory, the assumptions
are clearly stated, and testable propositions are constructed by linking observable terms with
terms in, or produced by, the assumptions. In this second kind of theory, there are two kinds of
propositions: propositions in the assumption set and the constructed testable propositions.

In both deductive and hierarchical theory, two things are made explicit: what kind of
proposition each proposition is, and the precise nature of the interrelationship among the
propositions. Both deductive and hierarchical theory have bipartite structures. Both begin
with a set of assumptions.

However, the second part differs radically between deductive theory and hierarchical
theory. While in deductive theory the statements in the second part are deduced from the first
part, in hierarchical theory the statements in the second part are constructed in a somewhat ad
hoc way. That is, while in deductive theory the operation for obtaining the statements in the
second part is deduction, in hierarchical theory the operation is a conjecture that one or more
observables are related to one or more terms that appear in the assumptions or are produced by
the assumptions. Below we shall look at examples, but first it is necessary to sharpen our
vocabulary, in particular, to restrict, for clarity, use of the term ‘‘proposition.”

ASSUMPTION, Ax1oM, PosTuLATE. To this point, we have used the term “assumption” for
the statements that are assumed in a theory. Assumption is a very general term, however; for
example, it is used in empirical work (as in assumptions about the error term in a regression
equation) as well as in theoretical work. Other terms that are sometimes used include
“axiom,” an assumption with the connotation of “self-evident,” and “postulate,” a term that
appears perfectly suited for theoretical work, as it is not often used in empirical work and as
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well does not carry the “self-evident” connotation of “axiom.” In the remainder of this
chapter, we will use “‘postulate” and ‘“‘assumption” interchangeably.’

3% ¢

IMPLICATION, PREDICTION, CONSEQUENCE. The words “implication,” “prediction,” and
“consequence” are often used as synonyms for each other, referring to the propositions
deduced from the assumptions in a deductive theory. For clarity, we will use only two of these
words, “implication” and ‘“‘prediction,” using them interchangeably.

ProposiTiON.  For the rest of this chapter, we reserve use of the term “proposition” for a
special kind of proposition, namely, one that is used exclusively in hierarchical theories and
exclusively for the statements constructed by linking observables with terms in, or produced
by, postulates. We do this only in this chapter and only to simplify the exposition and avoid
ambiguity.?

Accordingly, the bipartite structure of the two kinds of theories can now be precisely
characterized:

DepucTIVE THEORY. A deductive theory is a list of sentences that may be divided into two
parts, the first part containing the postulates and the second containing testable predictions
deduced from the postulates.

HIERARCHICAL THEORY. A hierarchical theory is a list of sentences that may be divided
into two parts, the first part containing the postulates and the second containing testable
propositions constructed by linking observable terms with terms that appear in, or are pro-
duced by, the postulates.

There is a third, mixed form of theory, in which the same postulates are used both to
deduce predictions and to construct propositions:

Hysrip DEpucTIVE-HIERARCHICAL THEORY. A hybrid deductive-hierarchical theory
may be divided into two parts, the first part containing the postulates and the second part
further subdivided into two parts, one containing predictions deduced from the postulates and
the other containing propositions constructed by linking observable terms with terms that
appear in, or are produced by, the postulates.

Figure 3.3 depicts the three kinds of theories. Sometimes there is an added twist to the
constructed propositions, one not visible in Fig. 3.3. It is this: In a hybrid theory, the
propositions may be constructed by linking observable terms with terms that, while certainly
produced by the postulates, in fact arrive via the predictions.

Deductive theory is more powerful than hierarchical theory, for it makes explicit the
mechanisms by which the observables in the predictions are linked to the postulates. Indeed,
one may think of hierarchical theory as a step along the way, perhaps a composite of hunches
and empirical evidence lying in wait for a deduction to lay bare the mechanism.

Both deductive and hierarchical theory are as one, however, with respect to two de-
siderata. The first is that the postulate set should be as small as possible (see Fig. 3.3). The
second is that the prediction-proposition set should be as large as possible; that is why the
diagrams in Fig. 3.3 have no border at the bottom. A further desideratum is that the prediction-

"Note again that the assumption set or postulate set of a theory typically includes, besides statements (sentences which
can be true or false), other sentences such as definitions and mathematical identities.

80f course, it should be kept in mind that in the larger world outside this chapter, postulates and predictions are
themselves propositions, albeit special kinds of propositions with special tasks.
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Frcure 3.3. Three kinds of theories.

proposition set span wide topical domains and in the case of deductive theory that the
prediction set include novel predictions.

Now that deductive theory and hierarchical theory have received precise characteriza-
tion, we can return to Fig. 3.]. Notice that the theoretical panel is divided by a dashed line into
two sections, for deductive and hierarchical theory, respectively. Look at the two arrows that
travel leftward from the framework panel to the theoretical panel of the triptych. One arrow
goes to deductive theory, the other to hierarchical theory, indicating that building blocks in the
framework become the postulates of both kinds of theories.

Now look at the empirical panel. It is divided into three sections, two of which are linked
to the theoretical panel. Two arrows originate in the theoretical panel of the triptych and end in
the empirical panel. One is an arrow going from deductive theory to theoretical predictions.
The second is an arrow traveling from hierarchical theory to propositions in the empirical
panel.®

Empirical tests are always on the predictions, in the case of deductive theories, and the
predictions/propositions, in the case of hierarchical theories. Empirical tests of the predictions/
propositions enable assessment of the validity and usefulness of the postulates, leading
researchers to revise, refute, or discard one or more of the postulates or to impose boundaries
on their scope of operation.

9As discussed earlier, the top section of the empirical panel is reached by an arrow that originates in the framework.

That is, some empirical work does not pass through the theoretical panel, but is carried out based directly on the
framework. To illustrate: Estimation of the just reward or the just reward function requires only the building blocks
in the framework; it does not require any theory. On the other hand, a hierarchical theory may test the proposition
that the reflexive justice index is related to a country’s level of political development.
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The big adventure of theoretical analysis is the journey from postulates to predictions and
from postulates to propositions. The first, thought of as a theoretical enterprise, leads to what
may be called theoretical discovery. The second leads to what may be called empirical dis-
covery. Both bring great surprises. Both also require a modicum of special tools.

In describing the framework for justice analysis, we noted that little of a formal nature
had to be explicitly undertaken; the quantities and relations seemed to appear already formal-
ized. Of course, that will not always be the case. But whatever the formalization history of the
building blocks that become the postulates of theories, when the time comes to deduce
predictions from the postulates, formal things will almost always be done. Formal tools are
power tools for extracting from the postulates all the information and insights they contain
about wide areas of the human experience.

We now illustrate with five theories from the study of justice.

ILLUSTRATION:
THEORIES FROM THE PORTFOLIO OF
THEORETICAL JUSTICE ANALYSIS

The many building blocks developed in the framework for justice analysis can be used,
alone or in combination, as the postulates of theories. Sometimes additional postulates are
required before predictions can be deduced. In this section, we briefly describe five theories
based on building blocks in the framework for justice analysis. One of these, the justice
version of comparison theory is a special case of the larger comparison theory, which receives
fuller treatment in chapter 30 in this book. Together, these five theories illustrate all three
theoretical structures—deductive, hierarchical, and hybrid—and illustrate as well techniques
for deducing predictions and, finally, the great variability across theories in scope and
fruitfulness, at least as discernible in theoretical work to date.

Allocation Theory

Allocation theory addresses the process by which ideas of justice shape actual rewards; it
thus is a theory addressing the second central question in the study of justice. Allocation theory
begins with three building blocks from the framework for justice analysis—the just reward
matrix, the weight matrix, and the actual reward.'¢

PostUuLATE. The building blocks are combined into a postulate that states:

» Postulate (Just Rewards Determine Actual Rewards): Actually or metaphorically,
actual rewards are produced by aggregation of the observer-specific/rewardee-specific
just rewards; the observers, however, may differ in their influence over each rewardee’s
actual reward.

Formal expressions for all the terms and relations were introduced earlier. To aid in the ex-
position, we report in Table 3.3 all the basic formulas and matrices used in allocation theory.!1

0For an early version of allocation theory, see Jasso (unpublished).

1'We follow the usual notational conventions. Lowercase letters are used to denote elements of a matrix and uppercase
letters to denote the matrix; similarly, lowercase letters are used to denote the values of a variate and uppercase
letters to denote the variate or distribution.
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TooLs FOrR DEDUCING PREDICTIONS IN ALLOCATION THEORY. Allocation theory is a
young theory in justice analysis. New methods are being developed for deducing predictions
from postulates which begin with full matrices; these methods are collectively called the
matrixmodel. Predictions obtained to date are of two kinds: predictions about the inequality in
the actual reward distribution and predictions about the distributional shape of the actual
reward distribution. The matrixmodel tools include theorems on weights (Kotz, Johnson, &
Read, 1988) and theorems from the study of probability distributions, including theorems on
the variance and central limit theorems (Stuart & Ord, 1987), in particular, a version of the
central limit theorem owed to Liapunov (1900, 1901), as strengthened by Lindeberg and Feller
(Wolfson, 1985).

PREDICTIONS OF ALLOCATION THEORY. Predictions obtained to date include the following:

1. The larger the number of independent actors involved in an allocation decision, the
lower the inequality in the actual reward distribution.

2. The larger the number of independent factions (where each faction exhibits internal
consensus on the allocation decision), the lower the inequality in the actual reward
distribution.

3. Power concentrations are under certain conditions indistinguishable from consensus
processes; a dictatorship is equivalent to a society characterized by complete agree-
ment, a triumvirate is equivalent to a three-faction society, etc.

4. Under certain specified conditions, lack of power has the same effects on inequality in
the actual reward distribution as lack of independence of mind.

5. A democracy—defined as a set of equally empowered decision makers—can increase
or decrease inequality, depending on the citizens’ independence of mind.

6. Dissensus has the effect of reducing inequality.

7. When presidents of democratic nations seek to forge a consensus, they are unwittingly
inducing greater inequality.

8. As the number of independent decision makers or of independent decision making
factions grows large, the shape of the actual reward distribution tends to normality.

9. If decision making occurs in separate groups, the within-group actual reward distribu-
tions may be normal and the overall actual reward distribution nonnormal.

REMARKS ABOUT ALLOCATION THEORY. Allocation theory is a deductive theory that
could become a hybrid theory. It has a single postulate: that just rewards determine actual
rewards; this postulate is based on building blocks from the framework for justice analysis.
Predictions are deduced by using mathematical tools. The postulate does not describe a feature
of human nature but rather a feature of a societal arrangement. Thus, the predictions hold for
any situation to which the postulate applies. Accordingly, the predictions may be exciting,
perhaps novel, certainly observable, but they are not testable in the usual sense. Indeed, the
predictions have more the character of mathematical theorems. What the predictions contrib-
ute, however, is a new perspective on the signal importance of two factors (1) societal arrange-
ments and (2) independence of mind. This sets the stage for both inductive exploration of the
conditions under which arrangements such as that described in the postulate are instituted, the
determinants of variability in the weights of decision makers, and the determinants of indepen-
dence of mind. Concomitantly, terms in the postulate, such as the weights of decision makers,
and new terms produced by the postulate via the predictions, such as independence of mind,
can be used to construct propositions for a new hierarchical-theory component. Allocation
theory could soon become a hybrid theory.
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TasLE 3.3. Basic Formulas and Matrices in Allocation Theory

A. The Just Reward Matrix B. The Weight Matrix
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D. The Actual Reward Distribution

Anselmian Theory

Like allocation theory, Anselmian theory also addresses the second central question in
the study of justice—How do ideas of justice shape the actual rewards? Its basic postulate is
an idea proposed by St. Anselm of Canterbury, with immediate application to some of the
building blocks in the framework for justice analysis, including ideas of justice, the just in-
equality, the actual reward, and the actual reward distribution. Anselmian theory is a hybrid
theory, including both deductive and hierarchical components.!2

PostuLATE. The basic postulate is stated:

» St. Anselm’s Postulate (Two Inclinations of the Will): Let the will have two inclinations,
as proposed by St. Anselm, the affectio commodi and the affectio justitiae. The affectio
commodi directs toward the individual’s own good, and the affectio justitiae directs
toward justice, toward the good of society.

TooLs FOR DEDUCING PREDICTIONS FROM ANSELMIAN THEORY. The first tool consists
of representational devices, including preference orderings and their configuration. For exam-
ple, to represent the situation in which the two preference orderings are exactly opposite, the
tool used is that of conjugate rankings (Kotz, Johnson, & Read, 1982, p. 145). In the application
of Anselmian theory to choosing an actual reward distribution, tools are drawn from the study
of probability distributions (Stuart & Ord, 1987; Johnson & Kotz, 1970a,b).

PREDICTIONS DEDUCED FROM ANSELMIAN THEORY. Predictions of Anselmian theory
include the following predictions, of which the first five are general and the remainder are from
an application of Anselmian theory to choosing an actual reward distribution:

1. In examining behavioral alternatives in a decision-making situation, the individual
rank-orders the alternatives according to the Anselmian inclinations, producing two
preference orderings.

2. The two preference orderings may be identical, or exactly the reverse of each other,

BEarly work on Anselmian theory is reported in Jasso (1989b).
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or neither identical nor exactly opposite. If the two preference orderings are identical,
the individual is said to be in the state of harmonys; if the two preference orderings are
exactly opposite, the individual is said to be in the state of conflict; and if the two
preference orderings are neither identical nor exactly opposite, the individual is said
to be in the state of ambiguity.

. If the number of alternatives is two, then the individual is in either the state of

harmony or the state of conflict; if the number of alternatives is greater than two, then
the individual may be in the state of harmony, conflict, or ambiguity.

. Individuals in harmony cannot be characterized as being either altruistic or egoistic.
. Individuals in conflict demonstrate by their decision whether they are altruistic or

egoistic.

The remaining predictions are from the application to choosing an income distribution. In
this application, persons in harmony are those for whom as own income increases, income in-
equality decreases; for persons in conflict, own income is an increasing function of income
inequality; and for persons in ambiguity, own income is a nonmonotonic function of income
inequality. In the special case of an electoral contest between two candidates whose policies
would produce particular income distributions, the outcome can sometimes be predicted from
the proportions in harmony, conflict, and ambiguity.

6.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

The proportion of the population in harmony (own income increases as income
inequality decreases) can vary greatly; in five distributional families analyzed, it
varies from 0.37 to 0.63%.

. The persons in the state of harmony are the poorest persons in the distribution.
. While all societies have a segment of their population in harmony (the segment

containing the poorest persons), the states of conflict and ambiguity need not both be
represented.

. If the actual reward is Pareto distributed, about 63% of the population are in a state

of harmony, and the remaining 37% are in the state of ambiguity; no one is in the
state of conflict.

If the actual reward is lognormally distributed, half the population is in harmony and
half in ambiguity; no one is in the state of conflict.

If the actual reward is distributed as a power-function variate, 37% of the population
is in the state of harmony, and 63% is in the state of ambiguity; no one is in conflict.
If the actual reward is distributed as an exponential variate, 63% of the population is
in harmony and 37% in conflict; no one is in ambiguity.

If the actual reward is distributed as a quadratic variate, half the population is in
harmony and half in conflict; no one is in ambiguity.

In an electoral contest between two candidates whose policies would produce Pareto
distributions, the candidate associated with the less unequal distribution always wins.
In an electoral contest between two candidates whose policies would produce expo-
nential distributions, the candidate associated with the less unequal distribution
always wins.

In an electoral contest between two candidates whose policies would produce power-
function distributions, the outcome can go either way.

In an electoral contest between two candidates whose policies would produce
income distributions approximated by the lognormal distribution, the outcome is
either a draw or otherwise the less unequal wins.

In an electoral contest between two candidates whose policies would produce
income distributions approximated by the quadratic distribution, the outcome is
either a draw or otherwise the less unequal wins.
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PrOPOSITIONS CONSTRUCTED IN ANSELMIAN THEORY. Anselmian theory is a hybrid
theory, and besides having a deductive component, it also has a hierarchical component. A
large number of propositions can be constructed ad hoc by linking observables to the terms
produced by the postulate, including terms produced via the predictions. These terms include
harmony, conflict, ambiguity, the proportion of the population in each state, the configuration
of states, the individual’s proportion of time spent in each state, and the society’s proportion of
time spent in each state or configuration. Obviously, the number of possible ad hoc proposi-
tions is virtually limitless. A few such propositions are:

1. Basic personality traits develop in response to the proportion of time an individual
spends in each of the three states.

2. The character of civil discourse is determined by the society’s history of the popula-

tion configuration in each of the three states.

Saints and heroes are drawn from among individuals in conflict.

4. The literature of angst arises among individuals and groups who spend much time in
ambiguity.

5. Adam Smith was in the state of conflict when he wrote The Theory of Moral Senti-
ments (1759/1974), but he was in the state of harmony when he wrote The Wealth of
Nations (1776/1976).

6. The “internal conversation” posited by Peirce and Mead and investigated by Wiley
(1994) differs systematically across the states of harmony, conflict, and ambiguity.

7. The propensity to wage war differs systematically by the proportion of the population
in the state of harmony.

8. The prevalent ideologies, as well as artistic and cultural products, differ according to
the proportions in harmony, conflict, and ambiguity.

w

REMARKS ABOUT ANSELMIAN THEORY. Anselmian theory is a hybrid theory, with both
deductive and hierarchical components. Its single postulate was proposed by Anselm of
Canterbury. Both the postulate and its application to choosing an actual reward distribution use
building blocks from the framework for justice analysis. Predictions are deduced using
mathematical tools and tools from the study of probability distributions. The postulate is
behavioral, and thus the predictions shed light on its validity. The predictions may be rejected
empirically, and hence the postulate falsified. Empirical test of the constructed propositions
would produce new empirical information.'3

Framing Theory

The justice evaluation function, which addresses the third central question in the study of
justice—What is the magnitude of the perceived injustice associated with given departures
from perfect justice?—includes a framing coefficient that represents the observer’s idea about
whether the thing under consideration is a good or a bad. For example, not all observers regard
earnings as a good, and similarly not all observers regard time in prison as a bad. The question
thus arises how an individual decides whether to frame a thing as a good or bad.!* The point of

13Note that allocation theory could emulate Anselmian theory and establish a new hierarchical component. In the same
way that Anselmian theory includes constructed propositions using terms from the predictions, terms like “‘propor-
tion in conflict™ and *“‘proportion in ambiguity,” allocation theory could grow to include propositions using terms
from its predictions, terms like “‘proportion characterized by independence of mind” and “‘number of factions.”
1For an early version of framing theory, see Jasso (unpublished).
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departure for framing theory is the idea that, whatever may be the ultimate truth about ontologi-
cal goodness or badness, humans have a basic impulse to judge the goodness or badness of
things.!3 The objective of framing theory is to discover the rules by which humans judge the good-
ness or badness of things, rules that may require or forbid certain combinations of judgments.'®

PosTULATE. Framing theory takes for its postulate one of the basic building blocks, the
justice evaluation function introduced earlier:

* Postulate (Justice Evaluation Function):

J=6In (%) (5)

where, as before, J denotes the expressed justice evaluation, A denotes the actual
reward, C denotes the just reward, and 0 denotes the signature constant, which em-
bodies both the framing coefficient, signum(0), and the expressiveness coefficient, |6|

TooLs FOr DEDUCING PREDICTIONS FROM FRAMING THEORY. The only tools used are
simple algebra and Atkinson’s (1970, 1975) measure of inequality. Algebraic manipulation of
the justice evaluation function and inspection of the justice index JIl, together with the
decomposition of JI1 into a justice evaluation about the mean and a justice evaluation about
the inequality (as measured by Atkinson’s measure), yield a special relationship between the
observer’s framing of the reward in the original justice evaluation and the observer’s framing
of the mean and inequality in the reward’s distribution.!”

PrEDICTIONS DEDUCED FROM FRAMING THEORY. Framing theory, as developed to date,
yields four main predictions:

1. If an observer regards a thing as a good, then that observer implicitly regards the mean
of the thing as a good.

2. If an observer regards a thing as a good, then that observer implicitly regards in-
equality in the distribution of that thing as a bad.

3. If an observer regards a thing as a bad, then that observer implicitly regards the mean
of the thing as a bad.

4. If an observer regards a thing as a bad, then that observer implicitly regards inequality
in the distribution of that thing as a good.

The two inequality predictions are sometimes combined into a new statement that is
succinct but less rigorous (as it omits the observer): Inequality in the distribution of a good is
a bad, and inequality in the distribution of a bad is a good.

REMARKS ABOUT FRAMING THEORY. Framing theory is a young, deductive theory. As
developed to date, its scope is limited to individuals who experience the sense of justice. Thus
framing theory currently provides only a partial answer in the search for the rules by which
humans judge the goodness or badness of things. Moreover, the predictions are based on a
particular measure of inequality. It would be desirable to find a more general way to link

15As Hamlet put it, “There is nothing either good or bad, but thinking makes it so” (Act II, Scene 2).

16As with “justice” and its cognates, the term “good” is always understood as ““good in the eyes of the observer,” and
the term “bad” as “bad in the eyes of the observer.”

17Atkinson (1970, 1975) proposed a family of measures of inequality, of which one—the measure defined as one
minus the ratio of the geometric mean to the arithmetic mean—appears in the decomposition of JII (Jasso, 1999).
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framing of original things and framing of the mean and inequality in their distribution. Still,
this is a useful step in advancing our understanding of framing processes.!3

Just Society Theory

The first central question asks, What do individuals and collectivities regard as just, and
why? This fundamental question has proven itself strongly resistant to formulation of a
behavioral postulate. There have been important advances in the empirical estimation of what
individuals think is just. However, there is as yet no warrant for postulating a priori what
individuals think is just.

Against this backdrop of stubborn resistance, it is remarkable that theories designed to
address other justice questions—allocation theory and framing theory—yield results that can
be used to construct a theory that predicts what individuals think is just in the domain of
institutional distributional arrangements. This new theory is called just society theory.!®

PosTULATES. Just society theory has two postulates, one each from the predictions of
allocation theory and framing theory:

* Postulate 1 (Inequality and the Number of Decision Makers): Inequality in the distri-
bution of a good or bad is a decreasing function of the number of equally weighted,
independent-minded decision making units.

* Postulate 2 (Framing of Inequality): If an observer regards a thing as a good, then that
observer implicitly regards inequality in the distribution of that thing as a bad; and if
an observer regards a thing as a bad, then that observer implicitly regards inequality in
the distribution of that thing as a good.

TooLs FOR DEDUCING PREDICTIONS FROM JUST SOCIETY THEORY. In the work to date,
the derivation has not required any special tools. The results follow immediately from the
combination of the postulates.

PrEDICTIONS DEDUCED IN JUST SOCIETY THEORY. The main predictions deduced to date
link the just society with the number of decision makers and whether the decision is about a
good or a bad:

1. An observer will regard as just a society in which distribution of benefits is by the
many (democracy).

2. An observer will regard as just a society in which distribution of burdens is by the
few (oligarchy).

3. The just society has a mixed government.

REMARKS ABOUT JusT SocCIETY THEORY. Just society theory is a fledgling deductive
theory. It exemplifies three noteworthy features: First, the predictions follow immediately;
there is no need for algebra, or calculus, or probability distributions. Second, the postulates of
just society theory are the predictions of other theories (about which, more later). Third, the
last prediction echoes the insights of Machiavelli (1532/1950), who saw, but for different
reasons, that the just society would have a mixed government.

1#Of course, these results are also a useful step in advancing our understanding of the precise links between inequality
and justice.
YFor an early version of just society theory, see Jasso (unpublished).
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Justice Version of Comparison Theory

The justice version of comparison theory addresses the fourth central question in the
study of justice, What are the behavioral and social consequences of perceived injustice? Its
postulate set begins with an important building block from the framework—the justice
evaluation function—supplemented by two individual-level postulates and two postulates
based on aggregations of the justice evaluation, one of which—the justice index—also
appears in the framework. Justice-comparison theory (as we call it, for simplicity) is a hybrid
theory, including both deductive and hierarchical components.20

POSTULATES. As noted, justice-comparison theory has five postulates, which are presented
in Table 3.4. Here, in the text, we provide brief description of the postulates.

POSTULATE OF THE LOGARITHMIC SPECIFICATION OF THE JUSTICE EvaLuaTiON Func-
TION. The first postulate, the reflexive justice evaluation function, provides a mathematical
description of the process whereby individuals, reflecting on their holdings of the goods and
bads they value (such as beauty, intelligence, or wealth), compare their levels of attributes and
amounts of possessions to the amounts or levels they regard as just for themselves, experienc-
ing a fundamental instantaneous magnitude of the justice evaluation J, which captures their
sense of being fairly or unfairly treated in the distributions of the natural and social goods. As
in the classical literature, this instantaneous experience of being fairly or unfairly treated in the
distributions of the natural and social goods is regarded as having the most wide-ranging and
diverse consequences for virtually every sphere of human individual and social behavior.2!

MEASUREMENT RULE FOR HoLDINGs. The logarithmic specification was initially pro-
posed for cardinal goods; it is easy to measure the actual and just rewards in terms of, say,
money or hectares of land. But the literature suggested that goods and bads not susceptible of
cardinal measurement (beauty, intelligence, athletic skill) also play important parts in the
operation of the sense of justice. Therefore, the second postulate proposes a measurement
rule (Jasso, 1980), which states that cardinal things are measured in their own units (the
amount denoted by x), while ordinal things are measured by the individual’s relative rank
[i/(N+1)] within a specially selected comparison group, where i denotes the rank-order
statistic in ascending order and N denotes the size of the group or population.

IDENTITY REPRESENTATION OF THE JUST REWARD. To this point the theory contained a
rather large problem: while the actual reward is easily observed, the just reward is not. The
very feature that made the theory potentially fruitful—its dynamical character, the same
individual capable of manipulating many just rewards for the same good or bad in a short
period of time—made it also close to intractable. To deal with this problem, the third postulate
proposes an identity representation of the just reward. This new representation, based on the
fact that any value in the reward’s domain, and hence any just reward, can be expressed as a
transformation of the reward’s arithmetic mean, expresses the just reward as the product of the
mean and an individual-specific parameter ¢, where ¢ captures everything that is unknown
about an individual’s just reward. This representation of the just reward possesses the addi-

20In this chapter, “‘comparison theory” always refers to the justice version of comparison theory. Chapter 30 provides
exposition of the general comparison theory of which the justice version is a special case.

2IThe justice evaluation function in the first postulate of justice-comparison theory is the reflexive justice evaluation
function, referring to the individual him- or herself. In contrast, the justice evaluation function in the postulate of
framing theory is the general justice evaluation function, describing justice evaluations of others as well as self.
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TaBLE 3.4. Fundamental Postulates of the Justice Version of Comparison Theory

A. Individual-Level Postulates

1. Postulate of Logarithmic Specification of the Justice Evaluation Function

A
J=#08In ('5)
2. Measurement Rule for Holdings
X, cardinal good/bad
AC { .

i .
m, ordinal good/bad
3. Identity Representation of Just Reward

C = dE@A)

B. Social-Level Postulates
4. Social Welfare
SW = E(J)
5. Social Cohesiveness
Social Cohesiveness = ~GMD(J)

Nortes: As described in the text, J denotes the justice evaluation, A the actual reward, and C the just reward. The
signature constant © is positive for goods and negative for bads. For both actual and just rewards, x denotes the
amount of a cardinal good or bad, i denotes the rank-order statistics arranged in ascending order, and N denotes the
population size. ¢ denotes the individual-specific parameter, E(-) the expected value, and GMD(-) the Gini’s mean
difference.

tional virtue of enabling theoretical prediction of the effects of the mean’s constituent factors,
which in the case of a quantity-good are the sum S of the good and the population size N. This
postulate, proposed in Jasso (1986), can be traced to early work by Merton and Rossi (1950)
and Merton (1957), as discussed in Jasso (2000).

SociaL WELFARE POSTULATE. Social welfare is defined as the arithmetic mean of the
instantaneous distribution of justice evaluations in a collectivity.

SociaL COHESIVENESS POSTULATE. Social cohesiveness is defined as the negative of the
Gini’s mean difference of the distribution of justice evaluations.

TooLs FOR DEDUCING PREDICTIONS IN JUSTICE-COMPARISON THEORY. There are two
main tools, known as the micromodel and the macromodel. The micromodel begins with the
individual-level justice evaluation and its change across two points in time and uses calculus to
deduce predictions. The macromodel] begins with the distribution of justice evaluations and
uses tools from the study of probability distributions to deduce predictions. Fuller description
of these tools appears in Chapter 30 on comparison theory.

PrEDICTIONS DEDUCED IN JUSTICE-COMPARISON THEORY. Justice-comparison theory
has been unusually fruitful. Here we present only a small sampling of the predictions obtained
to date. For more examples and associated references, see Chapter 30 on comparison theory.

1. A gift is more valuable to the receiver when the giver is present.

2. In wartime, the favorite leisure-time activity of soldiers is playing games of chance.

3. Posttraumatic stress is greater among veterans of wars fought away from home than
among veterans of wars fought on home soil.
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13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.

19.

20.

21.

. Vocations to the religious life are an increasing function of income inequality.
. Thieves prefer to steal from fellow group members rather than from outsiders.
. Informants arise only in cross-group theft, in which case they are members of the

thief’s group.

. An immigrant’s propensity to learn the language of the host country is an increasing

function of the ratio of the origin-country’s per capita GNP to the host-country’s per
capita GNP.

. In historical periods when wives tend to predecease their husbands (e.g., due to death

in childbirth), mothers are mourned more than fathers; but in historical periods when
husbands tend to predecease their wives (e.g., due to war), fathers are mourned more
than mothers.

. Parents of nontwin children will spend more of their toy budget at an annual gift-

giving occasion rather than at the children’s birthdays.

If both spouses work full-time, marital cohesiveness increases with the ratio of
the smaller to the larger earnings.

In a society in which the two-worker couple is the prevailing form of marriage and
all husbands earn more than their wives, the societal divorce rate increases with the
dispersion in the wives’ earnings distribution and with the arithmetic mean of the
husbands’ earnings distribution and decreases with the dispersion in the husbands’
earnings distribution and with the arithmetic mean of the wives’ earnings distribution.
A society becomes more vulnerable to deficit spending as its wealth increases.
Society loses when rich steal from poor.

Inequality-reducing schemes arise in societies that value wealth but not in societies
that value birth and lineage.

In all societies there will arise devices that promote variability in individuals’ notions
of what is just for themselves.

The problem for new groups is to choose the valued goods.

Newcomers are more likely to be welcomed by groups that value cardinal goods than
by groups that value ordinal goods and more likely to be welcomed by groups that
play games of chance than by groups that play games of skill.

Among groups whose valued goods are N ordinal goods, the group’s longevity is a
decreasing function of group size.

In a dispute over revealing salary information, the exact preference structure depends
on the distributional pattern of the salaries; if this pattern follows the familiar
lognormal or Pareto, then the lowest-paid and the highest-paid persons prefer to have
the information revealed, forming a coalition against the middle-paid persons.

In a materialistic society, the greater the economic inequality, the greater the emigra-
tion rate, the more severe the conflict between warring subgroups, and the greater
the public benefit conferred by the cloister.

In a materialistic society, the overall amount of injustice experienced by the popula-
tion is an increasing function of economic inequality.

ProproSITIONS CONSTRUCTED IN JUSTICE-COMPARISON THEORY. Justice-comparison
theory is a hybrid theory, and besides having a deductive component, it also has a hierarchical
component. A large number of propositions can be constructed ad hoc by linking observables
to the terms produced by the postulates. The constructed propositions include:

1.

Physical health is a function of the justice evaluation and of properties of the
individual’s time series of justice evaluations.
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. Mental health is a function of the justice evaluation and of properties of the individ-

ual’s time series of justice evaluations.

. Special features of the individual’s time series of justice evaluations, for example, the

range, the gaps between temporally adjacent justice evaluations, the proportion of
time in underrewarded and overrewarded states, govern particular aspects of the
individual’s emotional and psychological life.

. The maximum and minimum of the individual’s justice evaluations become attenu-

ated over time.

. Expressiveness varies over the lifecourse.
. Framing varies over the lifecourse.
. The proportion of time during which an individual reflects on justice matters is an

important marker of his or her personality.

. The proportions devoted to reflexive and nonreflexive justice evaluations are impot-

tant markers for political participation.

. The individual’s time series of justice evaluations for any unit of time exhibit self-

similarity. This is the individual’s signature justice profile.

A necessary condition for revolutionary collective movements is the combination of
negative reflexive justice evaluations and positive nonreflexive justice evaluations,
that is, the twin judgments that self is unjustly underrewarded and others are unjustly
overrewarded.

The propensity to violent revolutionary conflict varies directly with the absolute
magnitude of the lower extreme value of the distribution of justice evaluations.
Crime occurs only when the collectivity contains both underrewarded and over-
rewarded persons and when the absolute magnitude of the lower extreme value is
greater than the upper extreme value of the distribution.

The crime rate varies directly with the proportion found in that leftmost segment
whose upper endpoint is of identical absolute magnitude as the overall distribution’s
upper extreme value. Such a segment is called a distressed segment.

The mean seriousness of all crimes varies directly with the absolute magnitude of
the mean of the distressed segment.

The mean seriousness of crimes against persons varies directly with the absolute
distance between the overall mean and the mean of the distressed segment.

The rate of mental illness varies directly with the proportion of negative justice
evaluation scores, but excluding the distressed segment, if any.

The mean severity of mental iliness varies directly with the absolute magnitude of
the mean of the unjustly underrewarded segment, again excluding the distressed
segment, if any.

REMARKS ABOUT JUSTICE-COMPARISON THEORY. Justice-comparison theory is a hybrid
theory, with both deductive and hierarchical components. Its basic postulate, the justice
evaluation function, is a behavioral postulate. Predictions are deduced using mathematical
tools and tools from the study of probability distributions. The postulate is behavioral, and thus
the predictions shed light on its validity. The predictions may be rejected empirically, and
hence the postulate falsified. Empirical test of the constructed propositions would produce new
empirical information.

Table 3.5 summarizes the five specimen theories used for illustration in this chapter. It
provides a convenient way to compare the five theories and to refer to them when they are
mentioned in the frequently asked questions in the next section.
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TABLE 3.5. Five Theories in the Portfolio of Theoretical Justice Analysis®

Characterization
Theory Postulate Deduced  Constructed
Theory type Postulate(s) type predictions  propositions
Allocation Deductive  Actual reward is a weighted mean of Societal Yes No
decision makers’ just rewards
Anselmian Hybrid The will is subject to two inclinations, Behavioral Yes Yes
to the own good and to the common
good
Framing Deductive 1. Justice evaluation function Behavioral Yes No
2. Justice index
Just society Deductive 1. Inequality is a decreasing function of ~ Behavioral Yes No
the number of independent-minded Societal
decision makers
2. Inequality in the distribution of a
good is a bad, and inequality in the
distribution of a bad is a good
Justice- Hybrid . Justice evaluation function Behavioral Yes Yes
comparison . Measurement rule

. Identity representation of just reward
. Social welfare function
. Social cohesivenss function

[ N S S I S

9As discussed in the text, a hybrid theory has both deductive and hierarchical components. See also Fig. 3.3.

FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS
FAQ 1. What Does a Theory Look Like?

A theory is a set of sentences that can be divided into two parts, the first part containing
the assumptions, and the second part containing the derived implications, in a deductive
theory, or, in a hierarchical theory, the constructed propositions. Thus, a theory has a two-part
structure, and looks like the forms in Figure 3.3.

FAQ 2. What Is a Theory About?

A theory is about two things. First, it is about the behavior or process described in the
assumptions. Second, it is about the behaviors or processes described in the predictions or in
the propositions.

To illustrate, consider justice-comparison theory. The assumptions of justice-comparison
theory are about the workings of the sense of justice, in particular, how comparison of an actual
reward to one’s idea of the just reward produces the justice evaluation. The derived implica-
tions and the constructed propositions are about all the things in which justice evaluations
play a part, from health and family behavior to religious institutions and international rela-
tions. The more basic the behavior or process described in the assumption part of a theory,
the more widely-ranging will be the behaviors and processes described in the implication-
proposition part.

Justice processes and comparison processes are basic in the sense that they engender
behavioral and social phenomena in large topical domains. But they probably are not truly
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fundamental. Thus, theories whose assumptions describe justice and comparison processes
yield implications about large areas of the sociobehavioral life, but not about all areas of the
sociobehavioral life. They are not theories about the truly fundamental forces that govern all
observed behavioral and social phenomena. It is likely that the starting processes for justice
and comparison theories are themselves the product of the joint operation of truly fundamental
forces, the kind of forces Newton had in mind for physical nature. Thus, justice and compari-
son theories lie in the Mertonian middle range.
The Holy Grail in social science is the threefold challenge:

To discover the fundamental forces.
To describe their operation.
To derive their implications.

Social science theories of the future will describe a fundamental force in the postulate part and
derive its implications in the prediction part. A special ingredient in understanding observed
behavioral and social phenomena will be to examine the clashes in the effects of different forces.

FAQ 3. What Does the Name of a Theory Indicate?

There is no agreed-upon usage; some theories are named for the behavior or process in
the assumption part, others for a behavior or process in the prediction part. When a theory is
named for the behavior or process in the assumption part, chances are good that it is, or aspires
to be, a quite general theory with implications for a variety of topical domains. Examples
include rational choice theory and comparison theory.

When a theory is named for a behavior or process in the prediction part, the name
provides less information. The theory could be an application of a general theory to one topical
domain, or it could be a restricted exploration of the topical domain. Becker’s (1973, 1974)
theory of marriage is an example of the former; it is an application of the more general
economic theory to the topical domain of marriage.

Sometimes the word “theory” is used to refer to a set of theories, and its name refers to a
behavior or process that appears in the postulate part of some of the theories and in the
prediction part of others. “Justice theory™ is an example; justice theory, as has been discussed
in this chapter, refers to a set of theories (of which five members were discussed in this chap-
ter). Justice elements may appear in the postulate part, in the prediction part, or in both parts.

FAQ 4. How Is Interpretation of Predictions Related to Types of
Assumptions?

An assumption may posit some feature of human nature. Alternatively, it may posit some
feature of a societal arrangement or some particular organizational or institutional principle.
For example, the justice evaluation function, which is the first postulate of justice-comparison
theory, posits that humans make justice evaluations and experience injustice by a process that
can be faithfully represented by the logarithm of the ratio of the actual reward to the just
reward. Thus, the justice evaluation function posits a feature of human nature. In contrast, the
single postulate of allocation theory—-that just rewards determine actual rewards—posits a
societal arrangement in which the actual rewards are produced by aggregating the members’
ideas of the just reward.

In the first case, when a postulate refers to a feature of human nature—we may call these
“behavioral” postulates—the empirical fate of the predictions sheds light on human nature.
The predictions are logically necessary consequences of the behavioral postulate. If the
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behavioral postulate correctly describes humans, then the predictions will be observed. If, on
the other hand, the predictions are rejected, we learn that human nature does not operate in the
way described by the assumption.

In the second case, however, the predictions are logically necessary implications, not of
human nature, but rather of a societal arrangement; we may call these ‘““societal” postulates.
Whenever that societal arrangement is in place, the predictions will be observed. What is of
interest here is not so much testing the predictions as investigating real-world societies to see
whether, and how, they may satisfy the assumption. For example, in allocation theory interest
centers on societies in which just rewards determine actual rewards and on assessing the extent
to which independence of mind is displayed in such societies, together with more general
inquiry into the determinants of this type of societal arrangement and of independence of mind.

FAQ 5. How Does Theory Grow?

To answer this question precisely, it is necessary to distinguish between growth of a
theory and growth of a theory set. There are two ways in which a theory can grow: Its postulate
set can grow and its prediction set can grow. With respect to the postulate part, in the early
phase of a theory’s development, the number of postulates may grow until it reaches a size
sufficient to facilitate abundant prediction. But, as understanding grows, it may become clear
that some of the postulates are unnecessary (for example, being themselves implied by other
postulates). And, thus, we may say that the growth curve of the postulate part of a theory is
nonmonotonic, at first increasing, subsequently decreasing.

In contrast, the prediction part of the theory must increase without limit. Moreover, not
only is quantitative growth required but so also is qualitative growth, in particular, the
continual derivation of novel predictions, predictions for phenomena and relationships not yet
observed. Thus, we may say that the growth curve of the prediction part of a theory is
increasing and so also is the growth curve of the subset containing novel predictions.

Consider, for example, justice-comparison theory. In the beginning, this theory had a
single postulate—the justice evaluation function—and no implications; it was correctly not
yet called a theory (Jasso, 1978). Early attempts at derivation indicated that in order to include
within the purview of the theory ordinal goods, it would be necessary to introduce a second
postulate to describe the measurement rule for cardinal and ordinal things. The first published
version of the theory (Jasso, 1980) contains two postulates and includes both derived predic-
tions and constructed propositions. While some of the derived predictions and constructed
propositions could have been based on the first postulate alone (those that did not involve
ordinal goods), the prediction set was substantially enlarged by incorporation of the second
postulate. Similarly, introduction of the third postulate (Jasso, 1986), the identity representa-
tion of the comparison holding, produced an explosion of new predictions.

As discussed in the section entitled “‘Justice Version of Comparison Theory,” justice-
comparison theory currently has a set of five postulates. Ongoing work is scrutinizing the fifth
postulate (social cohesiveness), to see whether it may itself be implied by the other four and to
see whether the few predictions that have used it can be derived from the other four. If so, the
postulate part of justice-comparison theory would decline from five to four postulates. Mean-
while, the prediction set continues to grow dramatically.

How about growth in a theory set? Growth in a theory set occurs with the introduction of
new theories. In the case of the justice theory set, new theories include allocation theory and
Anselmian theory, briefly discussed earlier in the chapter. In this case, it is useful to examine
how the theories are related and to see whether they can be consolidated, as discussed in the
next frequently asked question.
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FAQ 6. How Are Theories Related?

Here, we focus on the relations between two deductive theories; in general, it is useful to
examine the pairwise relations among all theories in a theory set or, more generally, in a topical
or disciplinary domain.

Two theories may be related in one of three ways. First, their postulate sets may share
postulates; that is, a postulate may appear as a postulate in both theories. Second, their predic-
tion sets may share predictions; that is, a prediction may appear as a prediction in both theories.
Third, a sentence may be a postulate in one theory and a prediction in the other. Fig. 3.4 depicts
these relations.

When two theories share a postulate, it is useful to examine whether the two postulate sets
can be merged (that is, whether they are fully consistent). If so, the new theory will have fewer
postulates than the sum of the two earlier theories, while the new prediction set will equal in
size the sum of the two constituent prediction sets. This situation produces a gain in what
Heckathorn (1984) calls “theoretical payoff.”

When two theories share a prediction, it may mean that, consistent with a multifactor view of
empirical reality, the two processes described in the postulate parts of the two theories both
play parts in producing the behavior or process described in the prediction. This is very impor-
tant information for use in empirical estimation and in the interpretation of empirical results.

When a statement appears in the postulate set of one theory and in the prediction set of
another, it is useful to investigate whether consolidation may be appropriate. The just society
theory summarized earlier in this chapter provides an example of this activity; here the
postulate set contains predictions from two theories (allocation theory and framing theory).
Current research is assessing whether allocation theory and framing theory can be consoli-

Theory 1 Theory 2
Postulates Postulates
Predictions Predictions

FicUre 3.4. Relations between theories.
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dated, and if so whether, given that framing theory and justice-comparison theory share a
postulate (the justice evaluation function), the new theory can be further consolidated with
justice-comparison theory. It is not obvious what the results of this assessment will be, in part
because the justice evaluation function appears only in reflexive form in justice-comparison
theory while it appears in full observer-rewardee form in framing theory.

FAQ 7. How Do We Report the Results of Theoretical Derivation?

A useful way to report the results of theoretical derivation is by means of the Merton chart
of theoretical derivation (Table 3.6). The Merton chart is organized as a spreadsheet, with
“postulates” as the column designator and ‘““predictions™ as the row designator, so that for
each prediction one may mark which postulates were used in its derivation. The Merton chart,
if fully filled out (as of a given date), would tell at a glance which postulates are “productive”
and which not, and which predictions are “‘expensive” and which not; that is, a postulate’s
productivity can be gauged by the number of predictions in whose derivation it plays a part.
Conversely, a prediction’s cost can be gauged by the number of postulates required to derive it.
The Merton chart of theoretical derivation was named for Merton who has urged the codifica-
tion of theoretical results, for example, in Merton (1945).

It is scrutiny of Merton charts for justice-comparison theory that has prompted assess-
ment of the fifth postulate, which, as discussed in the FAQ 5, is a candidate for elimination
from the postulate set.

FAQ 8. What Is Theory-Driven Research?

The phrase “‘theory-driven research” usually refers to two activities: (1) theoretical
analysis, and (2) empirical analysis of either (a) predictions derived in deductive theories, or
(b) propositions constructed in hierarchical theories. For example, in justice analysis, theory-
driven research would encompass derivation of new predictions, empirical testing of predic-
tions derived in deductive theories, and empirical testing of propositions constructed in
hierarchical theories. In Fig. 3.1, theory-driven research would include all research in the
theoretical panel, and it would include research in the empirical panel which is linked by
arrows to the theoretical panel.

There are two other kinds of research represented in Fig. 3.1, both of which are critically
important not only for the advancement of a field but also specifically for theoretical develop-
ment. Yet they cannot be called “theory-driven research” except by a considerable linguistic
stretch or by the hope that they will lead to theoretical work.

The first of these two other kinds of research is basic work on the framework for the study
of a particular field of phenomena. If we call work on the framework *“theory-driven,” it is be-
cause of the hope that work on the framework will lead to new building blocks for new theories.

What about purely inductive work? Consider, for example, work in the top section of the
empirical panel of Fig. 3.1, which is not linked to the theoretical panel, but is linked by an
arrow to the framework. Such work cannot truly be said to be “theory-driven,” and yet it plays
a critically important role in suggesting new ideas for theories. Indeed, the justice evaluation
function was discovered via inductive empirical work, and subsequently became the cor-
nerstone of several theories. Put differently, such work is not driven by a theory, yet it can
drive a theory. Thus, as with work on the framework, if we call inductive empirical work
theory-driven, it is because of the hope that it will lead to new building blocks for new theories.
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TaBLE 3.6. Merton Chart of Theoretical Derivation

Theory: Date:
Page:
Postulates
Predictions
Notes:

FAQ 9. What Do We Test When We Test a Theory?

We carry out tests on the predictions of deductive theories and the propositions of
hierarchical theories. These tests shed light on the validity and usefulness of the assumptions
in the theories.??

FAQ 10. Does Formal Theory Really Enable Swifter Progress to Deeper
Understanding of Human Behavior?

You be the judge. Take the postulate or postulates from any of the five specimen theories
discussed in the theory section. Think hard about what light the postulate sheds on human
behavioral and social phenomena. Think hard about how the postulate may be connected to
other areas of the human experience. The key question is: Can thinking hard—by itself—
produce the abundance of predictions that formal derivation has produced?

For example, can thinking hard about how individuals experience themselves as unfairly
treated if their actual reward differs from what they see as the just reward for themselves yield
the predictions listed in the section entitled “Justice Version of Comparison Theory,” such
predictions as the prediction that whether conflict is more severe when a disadvantaged group
constitutes 10% of the population or when a disadvantaged group constitutes 90% of the
population depends on the shape of the income distribution?

Similarly, can thinking hard about St. Anselm’s idea that the will has two inclinations
yield the predictions listed in the section entitled *“Aselmian Theory,” such predictions as the

22For analysis of the testing process, see Popper (1935/1959, 1963), Kuhn (1962/1970), and Lakatos (1970), and for
brief discussion, Reynolds (1971) and Jasso (1988:3-5, 1989a:139-141, 1993:258-263).
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prediction that the proportions of the population in the states of harmony, conflict, and
ambiguity depend on the shape of the income distribution?

Can thinking hard about how people form ideas of justice and how they experience
injustice lead to predictions about the exact relations between justice and inequality, such
predictions as the prediction that when people value wealth, the greater the wealth inequality,
the greater the overall amount of perceived injustice?

Look at the postulates. Review in your head how many years the postulates were known.
Think about the Anselmian postulate, which captivated Duns Scotus, among others.2? Think
about the basic idea underlying justice-comparison theory, known to the ancients, known to
Marx, Durkheim, James. Look at the predictions. And you be the judge.

FAQ 11. How Do I Get Started Doing Formal Theory?

There are two kinds of preparation, remote and proximate. Remote preparation involves
building, over a long period of time, a set of habits of mind and a generous toolbox. Proximate
preparation involves acquiring a tool that emerges as important in addressing a burning
question. Of the two, remote preparation is the more important. It is remote preparation that
generates surprises. And theoretical advancement, in the end, is about surprises.

For remote preparation, there are two ingredients. The first is voracious reading in
everything connected to human behavior, not only social science but also philosophy, litera-
ture, poetry, supplemented by plays, films, television. The second is mathematics. Mathe-
matics is an important tool for reasoning, both directly and indirectly. The direct applications
of mathematical tools are obvious. Less obvious, however, is the fact that practice with mathe-
matics improves the ability to think abstractly. It is thinking abstractly that makes it possible
for one to see the connections between seemingly unrelated things. Mathematics builds the
habits of thought that lead to theoretical surprises.

Proximate preparation has its place. Learning one special tool to address one question
gets a job done. But it is no substitute for the lifelong practice of mathematics.

For the young student, there is perhaps no better remote preparation for social science
than entering the two worlds—one of mathematics, the other of the literary imagination—now
one, now the other. Treat them as ends in themselves, not as means; enter them for the gladness
and magic they bring. They will surprise you by setting up links in your mind and creating an
entirely new world, a world that seamlessly integrates mathematical and literary insights. It
is from this new world in your mind that you will make theories.
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