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TOWARD A NEW SYNTHESIS

Both social scientists and intellectuals draw on overarching sets of assumptions—or paradigms—to organize their efforts to understand our world, the goals we pursue, the ways we choose means to advance our goals, and the ways we relate to one another as we proceed as individuals or in unison. When these paradigms are used to formulate theories and policies that are limited in their empirical and ethical scope, the study of our world suffers, and so do efforts to administer to its ills. This book argues that the neoclassical paradigm—that of a utilitarian-based version of radical individualism—needs to be integrated into one that is more encompassing. After outlining the differences in the core assumption between the prevailing neoclassical paradigm (most noted, in the groundwork for neoclassical economics) and an emerging deontological paradigm (that of the I&We charted here), the differences between the two paradigms are explored from social philosophic, ethical, epistological, historical, and methodological viewpoints. Finally, ways to synthesize the two paradigms are indicated.

The neoclassical paradigm is a utilitarian, rationalist, and individualist paradigm. It sees individuals as seeking to maximize their utility, rationally choosing the best means to serve their goals. They are the decision-making units; that is, they render their own decisions. The coming together of these individuals in the competitive marketplace, far from resulting in all-out conflict, is said to generate maximum efficiency and well-being. The notion of a community, to the extent that it is included in this paradigm, is often seen as the result of the aggregation of individual rational decisions.

These utilitarian assumptions are found at the roots of neoclassical economics (for additional discussion, see p. 46). However, they play a key role in major theories in all contemporary social sciences. Since there is much more to neoclassical economic theory than these assumptions, and since the assumptions serve to form social science theories other than neoclassical economics, it seems useful to refer to them as a neoclassical paradigm. This paradigm plays a key role in contemporary political science (e.g., in the Public Choice school); in psychology (e.g., in the balance theory, which sees group members as continuously calculating the merit of membership rather than that of being “involved” or “committed”): in sociology (e.g., exchange theory); and even in anthropology (in works that argue that preliterate tribes conform to the laws of neoclassical economics, e.g., Schneider, 1974), history (e.g.,North, 1981), and law (e.g., Posner, 1977). Moreover, the neoclassical paradigm plays a major role in our public policy, dialogues, intellectual life, and the social and political philosophies that the public embraces. While outside the social sciences, the terms used in public discourse to refer to the neoclassical paradigm have changed over the decades, currently the terms laissez-faire conservative and libertarian are most often used to refer to it.

The neoclassical paradigm, and the theories formulated by drawing on its assumptions and core concepts, have been criticized as unrealistic, unproductive, and amoral (Malinowski, 1922; Parsons, 1937; Thurow, 1983; Allvine and Tarpley, 1977; Wilber and Jameson, 1983). However, the defenders of the neoclassical paradigm and theories can offer a strong response to these criticisms: They can challenge their critics to point to theories of behavior that are more productive than the prevailing one. “You cannot beat a theory with nothing,” is more than a clever rejoinder—it is a somewhat overstated but far from unfair comment on the state-of-the-art.

Where do we go from here? The question concerns the way scientific and intellectual progress is attained. In this area we build on Thomas Kuhn’s insight on the role and dynamics of paradigms. They provide an orderly way of organizing our thinking about a disorderly world. Developing a paradigm involves large investments that encompass many hundreds of thousands of human work-years, the expenditure of billions of dollars on data collection and analysis and elaboration of models, and the considerable effort entailed in reaching consensus, among those who share a given paradigm, about what one should assume the world is like. The magnitude of these investments provides a reason for holding on to vested paradigms. In addition, there are matters of ego-involvement and prestige pecking order that need not concern us here, and matters of ideological commitments to which we turn below.

As long as there is no other productive paradigm, it is difficult to object to efforts to maintain the neoclassical paradigm, even if it encounters some so-called “stubborn facts” (facts incompatible with the theory), or other limited challenges (for instance, discovery of some internal inconsistencies). In fact, it is proper to attempt to shore up, augment, or modify the paradigm, and the theories that build on it, to absorb challenges, in the hope of avoiding a paradigm shift; it is also proper to preserve the mainframe of the prevailing paradigm—as long as there is no successful alternative, even if these efforts cannot be successfully completed (or can only be completed by introducing far-fetched assumptions, or at the price of rendering tautological parts of the theory). So far, no such alternative seems to have arisen. As Ulen wrote (1983, p. 576): “…many of the most recent presidential addresses to the American Economic Association have been highly critical of received micro- and macro-economic theory. However, there has not yet been an offering of a new paradigm.” If by a new paradigm he means one that is successful, able to provide a context to a wide array of evidence, and gain consensus, he is surely right. He goes on to recognize “the profession’s quite natural attempt to plaster over the current paradigm’s cracks with such ingenious fillers as transaction costs and rational expectations.” (Ulen, 1983, p. 576.) While more than cracks have appeared in the facade, the procedure, to reiterate, is not merely “natural” but legitimate.

Indeed, Ulen’s own work further illustrates the point. After referring to a review of the literature by Nelson and Winter (1983, p. 577) that shows “the limited abilities of organizations and individuals to optimize,” Ulen wonders if this is sufficient reason to replace orthodox theory rather than “merely patching it.” Another student of the same challenge (Rubin, 1983, p. 719) wonders if this means that the neoclassical paradigm must be “scrapped,” or that the new approach (in this case, evolutionary economics) can be absorbed into neoclassical economics, a procedure which he strongly prefers. Others try to evolve new paradigms.

If and when such efforts are successful, it does not mean that the neoclassical paradigm will crumble. There have been several sciences in which two paradigms co-existed simultaneously in open competition for long periods of time. Marxism, after all, is a paradigm that does seek, among other things, to explain economic behavior. It long co-existed with the neoclassical paradigm, neither driving it out, nor being driven out by it.

The thesis developed in this volume suggests a different interparadigmatic pattern: The self-oriented, rational behavior “modeled” by neoclassicists is assumed to occur within the context of personality structure and society. These, in turn, are perceived not merely as reflections of the aggregation of individual acts but as being formed to a significant extent by forces and dynamics that are fundamentally different, in ways to be specified, from those assumed by the neoclassical paradigm. That is, rather than abandon neoclassical concepts and findings, they are viewed here as dealing with subsystems within society (markets) and personality (in which rational decision-making is circumscribed, substituted and, on occasion, supported by emotions and values). In other words, the approach followed here is one of codetermination: It encompasses factors that form society and personality, as well as neoclassical factors that form markets and rational decision-making. Moreover, we can go beyond suggesting that both approaches need to be synthesized; we can specify to some extent how they are related to one another: The paradigm advanced here seeks to characterize the context within which the forces that the neoclassical approach focuses on are played out, a context that sets limits and provides direction to those forces. (For additional discussion re personalities, see Part II, especially Chapter 6; for society, see Part III, especially Chapter 12.)

CORE ASSUMPTIONS

A major virtue of the prevailing neoclassical paradigm is that it states its core assumptions very clearly. This work progresses by changing these core assumptions and by exploring the consequences of such a change. Three basic changes are made concerning what people are after, how they choose their ways, and who is doing the choosing.

Where the neoclassical assumption is that people seek to maximize one utility (whether it is pleasure, happiness, consumption, or merely a formal notion of a unitary goal), we assume that people pursue at least two irreducible “utilities,” and have two sources of valuation: pleasure and morality (the subject of Part I).

The neoclassical assumption that people render decisions rationally (by a definition to be clarified) is replaced by the assumption that people typically select means, not just goals, first and foremost on the basis of their values and emotions. Far from always “intruding on” or “twisting” rational deliberations, values and emotions render some decision-making more effective. This holds not just for social behavior, such as courtship, but also for economic behavior, say relationships with one’s employees or superiors. The circumstances under which people do act the way neoclassicists assume they generally behave—rationally (to one extent or another)—are accounted for in the paradigm evolved here (the subject of Part II).

The neoclassical assumption that the individual is the decision-making unit, is changed here to assume that social collectivities (such as ethnic and racial groups, peer groups at work, and neighborhood groups) are the prime decision-making units. Individual decision-making often reflects, to a significant extent, collective attributes and processes. Individual decisions do occur, but largely within the context set by various collectivities.

The same point holds for the relationship between society and the market as a sub system. The neoclassical assumption that the market economy can be treated as a separate system, a system that is basically self-containing, and whose distinct attributes can be studied by the use of a perfect competition model, is replaced here with the assumption that the economy is a subsystem of a more encompassing society, polity, and culture. It is therefore assumed that the dynamics of the economy, including the extent to which it is competitive, cannot be studied without integrating social, political, and cultural factors into one’s paradigm. Moreover, social collectivities are to be viewed, not as aggregates of individuals, but as having structures of their own, structures that place individuals (and other subunits) not according to their individual attributes, but which deeply affect their dealings with one another. (See Chapter 11.)

The significance of structure is highlighted in this volume by the study of one major structural attribute, the political power of select economic actors. Instead of assuming that the economy is basically competitive, and hence that economic actors (mainly firms) are basically subject to “the market,” possessing no power over it (monopolies are regarded as exceptions and aberrations), the deontological I&We paradigm evolved here assumes that power differences among the actors are congenital, are built into the structure, and deeply affect their relationships. We shall see that power differentials are gained both by applying economic power (the power that some actors have over others, directly, within the economy) and by exercising political power (the power that some actors have over others, indirectly, by guiding the government to intervene on their behalf within the economy). (See Chapter 12.)

These fundamentally different assumptions make up what is referred to here as the I&We paradigm (one of a larger possible set of deontological paradigms). The term highlights the assumption that individuals act within a social context, that this context is not reducible to individual acts, and, most significantly, that the social context is not necessarily or wholly imposed. Instead, the social context is, to a significant extent, perceived as a legitimate and integral part of one’s existence, a We, a whole of which the individuals are constituent elements.

The internalization of the social context, the partial overlap between the I’s and the commons, is an essential difference between the neoclassical and the deontological paradigm evolved here. The neoclassical paradigm either does not recognize collectivities at all, or sees them as aggregates of individuals, without causal properties of their own, and as external to the person. The individual is viewed as standing detached from the community and from shared values, calculating whether or not to be a member, whether or not to heed the values’ dictates. The deontological paradigm evolved here assumes that people have at least some significant involvement in the community (neoclassicists would say “surrender of sovereignty”), a sense of shared identity, and commitment to values, a sense that “We are members of one another.” (Baldwin, 1902, p. 3.) Hence, adhering to shared values is often a matter not of expedient conformity but of internalization of moral values, at least in part (Wrong, 1961, p. 186).

In the same way that neoclassical economics is the flagship of the neoclassical paradigm, a theory referred to from here on as socio-economics is an attempt to provide a theory of economic behavior within our deontological, I&We, paradigm.

SOCIAL PHILOSOPHICAL FOUNDATIONS: THE I&WE

Tories and Whigs, Over- and Under-Socialization

The dialogue between the prevailing and the challenging paradigms builds on basic differences in social philosophy: the two positions contain divergent views of human nature (are people basically knaves or nobles?) and of social order (are individuals naturally harmonious—or is man wolf to man?).

While not every neoclassicist who works on wage differentials or saving rates subscribes to the social philosophy of Adam Smith’s invisible hand and to its laissez faire implications, these concepts obviously lie at the base of the prevailing neoclassical paradigm. Sociologists refer to the implied view of the person as “undersocialized” because individuals are assumed to be the effective actors, able to act independently and to be psychologically complete unto themselves. It is a view of the social order as resting on the marketplace, as basically composed of individual transactions (even if those are of households and small firms), and as basically self-regulating. The state has a minimal and negative role. If this view recognizes the role of the community at all, it plays no role in the main frame of the paradigm. “The community is a fictitious body, composed of… individual persons”. (Bentham, 1960 Chapter 1, paragraph 2.) Here lies the deeper root of the view of economics not as a science that deals with goods and services but with the logic of choice (Barry, 1978, p. 5). Whose choice? Neoclassicists answer: That of unfettered individuals (Granovetter, 1985).

The historical roots of this social philosophy of radical individualism explain much about its slant. It was promulgated and advanced by an intellectual and political movement referred to as Whigs (in those days, “liberals”), in opposition to an authoritarian monarchy and a tightly woven society that imposed its moral code via the established religion (Guttridge, 1942). While Whigs embraced many other ideas, the essence of their position continues to have influence in contemporary social sciences, in intellectual circles, and in the public-at-large, long after the historical circumstances against which the original Whigs railed had vanished. Leading contemporary Whigs include Friedrick Von Hayek, Milton Friedman, and Robert Nozick.

Historically, the main challenge to the Whig’s worldview, that underlies the neoclassical paradigm, has been not the recent liberal notion of a significant and positive role of the state, but the social-conservative, Tory, view that considers community and authority as social foundations. Here the nation, the fatherland, the church, or society take priority over the individual. While laissez faire Whigs perceive the state to be created by individuals, for individuals, Tory conservatives view the community as a body into which individual cells are incorporated. Individuals are assumed to be born with unsavory predispositions and not at all inclined to live harmoniously with one another. They must be inoculated with values to develop their moral character, and authority is needed to keep on the lid of social order. The danger of mob anarchy is seen as greater than that of authoritarianism.

Sociologists refer to this collectivist “Tory” view as the “oversocialized” view of human nature (Wrong, 1961). Historically it preceded the Whigs; it was the medieval social philosophy of the church and the monarchy, that, at the onset of modernity, argued against claims for individual rights and those of new, rising classes. It is at the root of Emile Durkheim’s main works, Talcott Parsons’ sociology, some branches of political science (especially that of Leo Strauss), and a good part of anthropology.

Durkheim argued that morality is a system of rules and values provided by society, imbedded in its culture, and that individual children acquire these as part of the general transmission of culture. Non-rational processes, such as identification with parents, play a key role. (Durkheim developed this position in direct response and opposition to the utilitarian view that moral values were the product of individual adults, and their intelligent judgment of other adults’ actions. Kohlberg, 1968, p. 486.)

For Parsons, the core concept is functionalism: the acts of individuals are, in effect, evaluated in terms of their contribution to the social order, which in turn is introduced into the individuals via socialization, and reinforced by social control. These concepts do not exactly parallel but reflect the notions of a strong community (focused around one set of ultimate values, drawing on tightly knit social relations) and a potent state (to reinforce the values of the community). Typically, authority in this context is viewed as legitimate power. A wit suggested that while economics shows us how to make choices, sociology shows us that we have none. That is not quite a correct rendition of the two disciplines, but it does apply to the ideal type of Whig and Tory positions.

The centuries-old tug-of-war between these Whig and Tory worldviews, and their effects on social science paradigms, are far from defunct. See, for example, the treatment of trust. Trust would seem at first to be one of those typical Tory social-scientist concepts that Whigish economists may assume exist but need not bother to explain (Luhmann, 1979). Trust, of course, is pivotal to the economy, and not merely to social relations, as, without it, currency will not be used, saving makes no sense, and transactions costs rise precipitously; in short, it is hard to conceive a modern economy without a strong element of trust running through it. But when one asks what accounts for the extent to which individuals do trust one another, and for the level of trust in society, the differences between the two worldviews come into sharp relief.

Tory social scientists have a simple answer: Trust is a value with which youngsters are inoculated by their “socialization agents” (parents, educators, peers). Those who violate the value are either re-educated to embrace it, or punished until they abide by it, and others are deterred from transgressing. Whigish economists see trust as arising out of previous transactions, based on rational calculations and efficient “rules of thumb.” For example, if A is your customer, and you verified his credit worthiness for the last N transactions, it is rational to skip checking it the N + 1 time (assuming the transactions are relatively small and the costs of checking are relatively high). Thus, to Whigs a high level of trust reflects not successful socialization but either numerous prior reiterations, small stakes, or high verification costs. The differences in perspective, illustrated by their perspectives on trust, hold for a myriad of other such concepts encompassed by the two paradigms.

I&We, The Responsive Community

This volume seeks to advance a third position. Its social philosophical foundation may be characterized as the responsive community, or, in deference to my master-teacher, Martin Buber, the “I&We” view. At the core is the assumption of creative tension and perpetual search for balance between two primary forces—those of individuals, and those of the community, of which they are members. If one views the community as merely an aggregation of individuals temporarily joined for their convenience, one leaves out the need for commitment to serve shared needs and for involvement in the community that attends to these needs. If one sees the community as the source of authority and legitimacy, and seeks, in the name of duty, to impose behavioral standards on individuals—and on oneself—this leaves an insufficient basis for individual freedom and other individual rights. It also prevents the community from being creative and responsive to a changing world, by constricting the evolution of differing positions, which could in time replace the community’s dominant values, thereby benefitting it.

The term responsive community is used to accord full status both to individuals and to their shared union. A responsive community is much more integrated than an aggregate of self-maximizing individuals; however, it is much less hierarchical and much less structured and “socializing”, than an authoritarian community. We need to reject the Hobbesian notion that individuals must subordinate their basic rights as a prerequisite for security. Threats to security are not so high as to require that we all yield to the Leviathan to shield us. Nor can we build on the Lockeian notion that all rights are vested in individuals, who may or may not wish to delegate some of these rights, on the basis of their deliberations, to a community. Individuals and community are both completely essential, and hence have the same fundamental standing.

From this synthesis there results an unavoidable, indeed a deeply productive tension between the two basic elements of the responsive community. Individuals may pull to diminish the community; the community may pull excessively to incorporate individuals. But if neither element gains ascendancy, and if the excesses of one are corrected by shoring up the other, a balanced, responsive community may be sustained.* Schopenhauer is credited with the aphorism that people are like porcupines in the cold: They freeze if they get too far apart, but stick each other if they get too close.

As a first approximation, the discussion so far has used the traditional reference to individuals and to the community as two clearly distinct entities. In this terminology it makes sense to refer to assemblages of individuals deciding to form a polity, and to discuss aggregates of individuals without community, for example in exploring the notion of “the greatest happiness of the greatest number.” However, a basic insight of sociology and psychology is that this concept of an individual is an optical illusion. The individual and the community make each other and require each other. The society is not a “constraint,” not even an “opportunity,” it is us. (Radicals may say that “the” society is not of the people, but imposed on them. If enough people share this view, they may change the society to be more “theirs.” Hence, while any particular societal structure may be viewed by some as imposed, society in principle is ours and part of us.)

While it is possible to think abstractly about individuals apart from a community, if individuals were actually without community they would have very few of the attributes commonly associated with the notion of an individual person. Such individuals typically are mentally unstable, impulsive, prone to suicide, and otherwise mentally and psychosomatically ill (Srole, 1975). Certainly such isolated individuals have little in common with the level-headed maximizers assumed by the Whigish neoclassical paradigm. The I’s need a We to be.

Misplaced Liberty

The significance of viewing individuals as members of social collectivities (such as ethnic groups and local communities) rather than as freestanding beings, is highlighted by the different treatment accorded to liberty in the neoclassical and the I&We paradigms.

At the core of the neoclassical paradigm is the assumption that freestanding individuals are the decision-making unit, the actors. This is much more than a working hypothesis; it is an article of faith grounded in a deep commitment to the value of liberty. Neoclassicists argue that if one assumes that the preferences of individuals can be manipulated or changed by social forces, one undermines the foundations of liberty—the notion that each individual is able to render decisions on his own. This is the reason neoclassicists assume that preferences are given, why they ignore the effects of education, of persuasion (including persuasive advertising), and the role of leadership, as if economic man was a biological-psychological miracle, born fully formed, say in his mid-twenties (Maital and Maital, 1984, p. 65) with his preferences “immaculately conceived” (as Kenneth Boulding put it to a 1985 George Washington University Seminar on socio-economics).

The same commitment to liberty is at the root of the assumption of consumer sovereignty and the tendency of neoclassical economists to disregard the role of class, power, and societal structures. Typical neoclassicists argue that people know best what is best for them, and hence should not be interfered with by the government. However, to recognize that people preferences are in part socially shaped is not to argue for a government to make decisions for them, but to acknowledge the need to deal in one’s theory with significant historical, cultural, and societal forces. Only when these are allowed into one’s paradigm can a systematic search begin for the conditions under which liberty may be protected from—or enhanced by—these forces.

The insights and findings of psychologists and sociologists indicate that individuals who are typically cut-off and isolated, the actors of the neoclassical world, are unable to act freely, while they find that individuals who are bonded into comprehensive and stable relationships, and into cohesive groups and communities, are much more able to make sensible choices, to render judgment, and be free. Indeed, the greatest danger for liberty arises when the social moorings of individuals are cut. The atomization of the individuals, the reduction of communities into mobs, which resulted in the individuals’ loss of competence, of their capacity to reason, and their self-identity (Kornhauser, 1959; Fromm, 1941) is the societal condition that has preceded the rise of totalitarian movements and governments. The best protection against totalitarianism is a pluralistic society laced with communities and voluntary associations, as observed so keenly by Alexis de Tocqueville. The I&We paradigm is as much concerned with individual liberties as is the neoclassical. However, it assumes that liberty requires a viable—albeit not Overbearing—community, and seeks to study the conditions under which such a community evolves and is sustained.

As we see it, individuals are neither simply depositories of their society’s values nor free agents. They struggle to form their individual course, both building on and fending off the values their societies set, never free of them, yet never mere subjects. Similarly, on the macro or societal level, competition is beneficial as long as it is properly embedded in a supportive societal context, which ensures that the prerequisites of competition are met while limiting its scope. That is, social order is not the result of imposition by authority, or an aggregation of individual pursuits, but a community setting within which people are free, and without which they are not, and within which they continuously vie over the borderline between freedom and order.

While some individuals may be over-socialized, say, to the point they loose their self-identity and self-control in the We of a charismatic social movement, while some others are undersocialized, often deviant, criminal or insane—society requires a balance, and builds on properly socialized individuals. These individuals balance shared and self needs, respond to internalized values but are also able to calculate consequences. To be properly socialized does not mean that one is unable to compete, act rationally, or to be self-oriented; there are areas in which such behavior is compatible with the community’s values. However, in each such area there are moral limits beyond which such behavior may not be carried (for instance, those imbedded in the “rules of the game,” in sports, politics, and in the economy). And, there are significant differences among sub-areas of behavior as to the appropriate mix of the two modes (e.g., within the family or among friends, vs. at work). Hence, it might be useful to think about competition/cooperation ratios, and ratio differences among areas of behavior, noting that proper socialization never favors all-out competition.

ON THE SIDE OF DEONTOLOGICAL ETHICS

The ethics that underlie the neoclassical paradigm are utilitarian. While not all utilitarian philosophies are hedonistic or self-centered, the neoclassical paradigm is both. (For documentation and qualifications, see Chapter 2). Typically, the paradigm assumes a unitary self, that the person is a bundle of unambiguous and stable preferences (March, 1978, pp. 595-96). Moreover, the person is seen as a black box, responding to changes in the environment (in inputs or in constraints) rather than to internal processes or structures. In contrast, the I&We paradigm assumes that individuals experience perpetual inner tension generated by conflicts among their various basic urges (or desires), among their various moral commitments, and between their urges and their moral commitments.

Critics argue that a conception of a multiple self makes theorizing “too easy” because, when desires win, it is said to be the work of the “lower” self (or id); and when values do, the “higher” self (or superego) is said to win, but nothing is actually explained. Fair enough. However, the paradigm advanced here begins with the multiple self as a primary concept, but goes on to seek specific theorems about the social and intrapsychic conditions under which one part of the self is more powerful than the other.

While the self is conflicted in many ways, this volume focuses on one major type of conflict, because (1) an explanation of one such conflict suffices to show the productive quality of the concept of a multiple self; because (2) the particular line of conflict studied here has been particularly neglected; and because (3) it is pivotal to the author’s ethical position. The line of conflict this volume focuses on is between moral values and other sources of valuation, especially pleasure. (The two, we shall see, are not necessarily in opposition, but in effect often do pull in divergent directions). Both moral values and other valuations may reflect prior socialization and may contain cognitive elements (see Abelson on “hot” and “cold” cognitions, 1976). However, once formed, we see moral values that contain a prescribed element (“thou shall …”) and an interpretive element or rationale (“because …”), as distinct from desires, urges, and other sources of preferences.

The neoclassical paradigm does not merely ignore the moral dimension but actively opposes its inclusion. Thus, it is stressed that various individuals may have different rankings of preferences over a field of choice, but none can be deemed to be better. Indeed, Crouch (cited by Winrich, 1984, p. 994) adds that “Unwillingness to accept this conclusion has been and still is a source of much mischief in the world.” Winrich (1984, p. 994) responds: “And how lucky we are that such mischief abounds; complete relativism justifies all choices no matter how distorted, perverse or destructive.” Other neoclassicists, we shall see, belittle the role of values, or see them as but one source of “tastes” among many others. We hold that moral commitments deeply affect all behavior, economic included.

The ethical position we build on is moderately deontological. Deontology is a major school of ethics, akin to utilitarianism in its scope, encompassing different sub-schools (e.g., acts vs. rule-deontology), and has its share of internal differences (Beauchamp, 1982, p. 109). To do justice to but one of its leaders, Immanuel Kant, would take us far afield. There are also several deontological positions the author does not share. Instead of engaging here in a major digression on ethics, the discussion focuses on that one element of deontology used here.

The essence of the deontological position is the notion that actions are morally right when they conform to a relevant principle or duty. (The term deontology is derived from the Greek deon which means binding duty.) Deontology stresses that the moral status of an act should not be judged by its consequences, the way utilitarians do, but by the “intention.” For example, a person who sets out to defame another is acting immorally, whether or not the person succeeds in actually damaging the one he or she seeks to defame.

Deontology uses as the criterion for judging the morality of an act, not the ends it aspires to achieve, nor the consequences, but the moral duty it discharges or disregards. Deontologists point out that consequences, the hallmark of utilitarians, often cannot be predicted. Hence, treat others as you seek to be treated—as an end, and not as a means. It is a judgment one must make long before the consequences of one’s act are known. Deontologists are also fond of pointing out that utilitarians would regard two acts that yield the same outcome as equivalent, even if one of them involved a transgression (say, deception), and the other did not. Clearly, we say, the act without deception is superior. Moderate deontologists, a position we build on here, do take consequences into account as a secondary consideration. This brings the position closer to moderate utilitarians, who do take intentions into account—but as a secondary criterion. To put it differently, a moderate deontological position provides the foundations for inclusion of neoclassical concepts and Findings as a subset.

Important for the analysis to follow, is the deontological observation that a major source of the conflict in the self is commitment to discharge one’s duties, and, more generally, to act morally. There is more to life than a quest to maximize one’s satisfaction.

EPISTEMOLOGICAL POSITIONS: BEYOND RATIONALISM

There is a close link between the oversocialized (Tory), undersocialized (Whig), and properly socialized (I&We) view of the person, and the varying assumptions about the intellectual capacity of the human race, “the rationality of man.” The undersocialized view is closely linked to the enlightenment notion, which is very sanguine about an individual’s ability to reason. It assumes that people set their own goals, in neatly patterned ways, and the ways they pursue their goals are open to evidence and to inferences drawn logically—i.e., that people abide, in effect, by the same principles that scientists are expected to follow but often do not. An individual may err in his or her decisions, but when “exposed to valid norms for logical, scientific, and statistical thinking, he will bow down before them, acknowledge his errors, and seek to reform his practices.” (Shweder, 1984, p. 23-28.) This assumption is at the core of the neoclassical paradigm.

The oversocialization school is linked to what has been called the “romantic” view, that holds that the foundation of knowledge is to be found in the particular culture to which a person belongs. The world is not out there to be discovered, to be known, but is created by “man” (as a collectivity). Not merely ideas and practices, but also the frameworks of thinking, what is considered factual, and logic itself, are “beyond the scope of deductive and intuitive reasons … neither rational nor irrational but rather nonrational.” (Shweder, 1984. p. 28.) What is logical to a member of one culture is not to a member of another. Anthropologists report that people of different cultures hold beliefs that seem bizarre to us (one must feed ancestral spirits daily; souls transmigrate), and draw conclusions by canons whose logic we tail to see. According to this viewpoint, all facts and logical conclusions are evident merely to those who share a paradigm. Not only is what is held to be true defined by the prevailing paradigms, but the criteria by which such statements are validated are strictly subjective or integral to one’s paradigm. Marxists, psychologists, and neoclassical economists “make sense” only if you buy their core assumptions and their particular modes of validation.

The position advanced here represents a middle course that has been evolving between the two “ideal type” positions of enlightenment and romanticism, although it is closer to the romantic pole than to that of enlightenment. Accordingly, people are viewed as pursuing goals they acquire from their communities, and inner moral and emotive developments, referred to from here on as “normative-affective” factors.

The goals people pursue, such as happiness or wealth, are not universal, or stable over time, but are greatly varied and changing, and often cannot be arranged into a neat over-arching mono-utility—in part, because people are members of divergent social collectivities that conflict with one another; in part, because to some extent, individuals do develop their own goals that conflict with those of their collectivities. Hence, one cannot simply dismiss normative-affective factors as either reflected in “the utility” (or in preferences) or as captured by constraints, the way neoclassicists tend to do, but must seek to understand the dynamics of the forces that determine a person’s socialization, as well as his or her deviation or rebellion against a socially prescribed set of goals. The social, philosophical, ethical, and empirical reasons in support of this position are presented in Part I.

Most important for the study of choice is the notion that means, selected to realize goals, are often chosen partially or even solely on normative-affective grounds, and not only on the bases of logical/empirical considerations. In some situations normative-affective factors prescribe the only acceptable means to the goal, and taboo all others. To tell a Jew that the New Testament is shorter than the Old Testament, and is hence a more economical means of salvation, is irrelevant, as only one Testament is acceptable. To tell an American that a flag with one star is more economical than one with fifty is completely beside the point. In other areas, normative-affective factors greatly limit means to a subset of those that objective observers recognize as relevant. And these factors affect the choice by “coloring” some of the options that are considered, with negative normative-affective valuations, while strongly favoring others—whatever their logical-empirical merits. Normative-affective factors also interrupt reasoning, distort cognitive frameworks, and cut short the search for the best means. At the same time, normative-affective factors also serve to render some decisions more effective. For example, in an emergency they guide one’s response—run!—without search, analysis, and so on. And they ensure that other decisions will be not merely efficient but also caring, fair, and will otherwise serve goals that transcend self-interest. Thus, normative-affective factors are not inherently “bad,” as they set aside, correct, or balance logical-empirical considerations.

Finally, there is a limited zone, within which normative-affective factors allow or even encourage choices based solely or chiefly on logicale-mpirical grounds. Hence, individuals are found to be much more limited in their ability to reason than is often suggested; typically, we shall see, they are sub-rational at best.

Some neoclassicists have argued that by using rules of thumb provided by the culture, evolution, or experience, individuals can conduct themselves rationally with little or no calculation or deliberation. This position is rejected here because the rules themselves are not rational, and are deeply infused with values and other social factors. Besides, individuals are quite unable to judge the logical-empirical merit of the rules. Decisions may be regarded as more or less rational, but rarely are they highly rational.

METHODOLOGICAL POSITIONS

Many of the specific theorems advanced below are constituted as building stones of a theory of socio-economics, formulated within the I&We paradigm. (Other theories, within this paradigm, might include socio-psychological, socio-educational, socio-political, and socio-cultural theories). “Political economy” might have been a more evocative term than socio-economics, but it is avoided because in recent years this term has been associated with the works of neo-Marxists and other economists of a similar political persuasion not shared by the author. Also, historically the term refers to a pre-specialization, pre-differentiation era, a stage that preceded the rise of various analytic disciplines, a period in which various factors that the disciplines now make their specialized domain were studied as one amalgam, as part of social philosophy or political economy. While socio-economics favors a measure of cross-disciplinary integration, it does not return to the womb of early political economy but attempts to link spheres that will remain distinct. It seeks to integrate elements of economics and of other social sciences into one theoretical system, but not to fuse them.

The author is painfully aware that cross-disciplinary efforts, of the kind launched here, exact a price. As one draws on several disciplines one inevitably sacrifices some detail and even precision in the quest for scope. In economics there are numerous elaborations of many models and theorems; no attempt is made here to discuss those when the basic theorem which they elaborate is challenged. In psychology there are hundreds, sometimes thousands, of iterations of a basic experimental format; no attempt is made here to review these nuances when the basic format is questioned. Hopefully the gain in scope and integration will compensate for these sacrifices.

Our approach is one of first approximation. A trap that ensnared previous efforts to provide for new paradigms was the desire to provide a full-blown substitute to the governing neoclassical paradigm. This may well be impossible in view of the hundreds of thousands of labor-years that have been invested in developing the neoclassical paradigm and the theories, especially neoclassical economics, formulated in this framework. The place to start, it seems, is with a very elementary new paradigm. If this proves to be productive, others may join to expand, revise, and elaborate it. Hence, this work is, at best, a first cut.

It might be worth noting briefly the wider intellectual and societal context of endeavors to reintegrate economics and other social science disciplines. In the intellectual realm the quest for overcoming excessive fragmentation has been reflected in a movement that sought a unified theory for all sciences, in the criticisms of the separation of the “two cultures,” in expressions of concern about the relations between the two sides of the brain, and in the tension between normative and positive approaches to science. Socio-économies, as a deontologically based theory, is a building stone of endeavors to bridge these schisms.

Socio-economics seeks to construct a cross-disciplinary bridge between exchange and structure, bridging together the market, polity and society; in the study of choice, it combines the study of reason with values and emotions. And, as we shall see, socio-economics brings positive (logical-empirical) and normative (prescriptive) considerations closer together, without losing the distinction between factual and value judgments.

This book is in part meta-theoretical, as justifications are provided for the selection of assumptions and concepts; and in part it is a work of theory-building, as specific propositions are advanced that use concepts rather than mathematical terms. Just as the author did not start these trains in motion, this discourse is obviously not the last station. Further development, elaborations, specifications and testing of the propositions here outlined are, of course, the next steps.

The author draws on the same devices other social scientists use in such works: logical and substantive arguments, analogies, reference to commonly known arid readily observed facts, as well as citations of previously published empirical studies. The purpose of the work is to suggest that the paradigm advanced here is a potentially productive one; empirical validation obviously must follow, but typically is not included in such works. There is a division of labor between those who develop theories and those who test them.

Claims that the theory advanced here is productive are based on the reality of its assumptions, the scope of its explanatory power, its potential predictive power, and its avoiding the sin of overdetermination without being simplistic. These claims deserve a brief explanation without going into the numerous subpoints and side issues raised in the generationlong debate about the F-twist and related issues.

Economists as a rule do not deny that their assumptions about human nature are highly unrealistic, but instead claim, following Friedman (1962, 1982), that the absence of realism does not diminish the value of their theory because it “works,” in the sense that it generates valid predictions. Without going into the questions raised by the definition of reality involved (see Moe, 1979, pp. 216 ff.), this is surely not an argument against theories whose assumptions are both much more realistic and predict at least as well, a status sought for socio-economics.

Most important, philosophers of science have almost universally rejected Friedman’s position (Boland, 1979). It is very widely agreed that the purpose of a theory is to explain. Otherwise, when predictions prove to be valid, we do not know why, and hence are unable to foretell under what conditions they will continue to hold or fail, or may need to be adapted.

Once one takes for granted that the role of theory is to explain, the next question is the scope of its explanatory power. There is little virtue in constructing theories that, even if they predict and explain, encompass a very small range of phenomena. This was the case, for example, when with very limited observations they sought to establish the proportion of people who stop at a stop sign, or come to church or work on time (Loether and McTavish, 1980, pp. 127, 167). Nor is there merit in a theory that explains small parts of the variance of several kinds of behavior (reflected in correlations), rather than a significant chunk of the variance (as indicated by variance measurements). Social scientists are too quick to be satisfied with correlations; a theory is to be evaluated by how much of its subject the theory explains, assuming that the subject itself is not trivial.

In developing such theories, parsimony (or simplicity) is a virtue, while overdetermination (including ever more variables to widen a theory’s scope) is a danger. However, as others have already pointed out, particularly Hirschman (1984), simplicity can be overdone. Especially in the age of advanced computers and artificial intelligence, a theory that adds a few more variables but accounts for much more of the relevant variance, is to be preferred over simpler but much less encompassing theories. We draw on this point later when we argue in favor of moving from the highly simplistic concept of one utility to recognizing the significance of several, without opening the floodgates to numerous ones.

Finally, just because neoclassicists often argue that their theories predict, and that therefore it does not matter if they are oversimplified, unreal, or do not explain, it does not follow that one can accept this claim without critical examination. First of all, major neoclassical theorems are often formulated in such a way that they either cannot be falsified or are very difficult to refute, thereby constituting complete or near-tautologies. Sen (1977, p. 322), for instance, writes: “It is possible to define a person’s interest in such a way that no matter what he does he can be seen to be furthering his own interests in every isolated act of choice.” Arrow (1982, p. 1) refers to the basic rationality theorem as applied by most economists as “a weak hypothesis, not easily refuted and therefore not very useful as an explanation, though not literally a tautology.” (He is only somewhat more sanguine about the later iterations.) Latis (1976, p. 11) argues that the theory of the firm is “inappropriate” for an important segment of market situations because it does not lead to testable models. The same has been shown for many other neoclassical theorems.

Another way the neoclassical theory is protected from evidence, and rendered immune to data, is to view challenging facts as signs of temporary and limited aberrations without specifying how long they must persist, or what scope they must reach, before their challenge to the theory is indicative of an inherent fault. For example, neoclassical theoreticians of the firm declare that any pursuit of goals other than profit is but a step on the way to profit in the longer run (Kahn, 1959, p. 671; same point used by monetarists, see Meltzer, 1980, p. 43). However, the time frame of the “longer run” is not specified. The same failures to specify are found in statements about “disequilibrium.”

When neoclassicists turn to empirical testing, they very often engage in rather little testing and considerable manipulation of the data. Often, when neoclassicists compare specific expectations a theorem yields to sets of previously collected data (rather than collecting data after the theorem has been advanced)—the neoclassicists induce a “fit” by adding variables and assumptions on an ad-hoc basis (Machlup, 1952, p. 73). This is a legitimate procedure as long as one understands that these post hoc variables (and the relations posited among them, and other variables, members of the theory) must be “validated” using different sets of data than those used to develop the theorems at issue.

Thus, if one finds that people who live in areas likely to be flooded do not buy flood insurance, although the premiums are low and the information is at hand, one may suggest that the reason is that individuals are “anxious.” This however adds nothing to prediction until one checks, for instance, if the same “anxious” people also neglect to purchase life insurance. After all, if they are anxious about their property …

Cross (1983, p. 3) made this point well:

When we defend the maximization paradigm by pointing to the similarity between its predictions and observed behavior, we often overlook the fact that the empirical “success” of many economic models is principally derived from accommodating adjustments in complementary hypotheses…. Market data are used to make inferences about the nature of preferences, expectations, and production functions through the mediating assumption of maximizing behavior, and unless these inferences are independently validated, it is impossible to uncover violations of the intermediary hypothesis …

For additional discussion see Sims (1980) and Learner (1983).

When all is said and done, and even some rather dubious regression analyses are thrown in, predictions are still rare and frequently invalid. Leontief (1985, pp. 29-30) reports that 50 percent of all the articles appearing in the American Economic Review during a large part of the 1970s were purely mathematical, without any data; 22 percent contained highly massaged data (“cooked up”); of the four or five articles that did contain direct observations, two concerned only pigeons or mice.

Herbert Simon (1986, p. 24) in an article entitled “The Failure of Arm Chair Economics” provides many examples, concluding; in economics “bad theory survives; it does not predict very much, and when it does, it predicts incorrectly.” (Italics added.) For additional evidence see Eichner (1983).

In short, for a theory to go beyond the prevailing neoclassical theories it must be more predictive, and explain more. We accept the claim that a theory must not be excessively complex, but see equal danger in excessive simplification. And, we join those many who argued that tautologies (“near” and complete) tend to be unproductive theoretical devices.

Above all, we need more induction. Science requires a judicious balance, admittedly fraught with tension, between logical (deductive) and empirical (inductive) elements. Neoclassical work, as indicated by its increasing mathematical nature, has become unbalanced. Statements such as “it’s wrong [empirically] but done very elegantly [mathematically]” ought not to be seen as compliments; they suggest that neoclassical theorems have become a-scientific, logical perhaps but not empirically true. Socio-economics is less deductive and aspires to be closer to the data. If its contribution were limited to rendering the study of economic behavior and decision-making in general more inductive than the recent neoclassical works, restoring a balance between deduction and induction, it would be well worth the effort.

* Much more needs to be said on this subject and volumes have been written. For major contributions see Walzer (1983); Bellah, Adsen, Sullivan, Swidler, Tipton (1985); essays by Jencks and by Featherstone in Gans, Glazer, Gusfield, and Jencks (1979).
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Beyond Pleasure:
The Case for Deontological
Social Sciences


This part of the book presents arguments and evidence in support of the position that those who study behavior in general, economic behavior in particular, should give up the assumption of a mono-utility world, propelled by one over-arching motive, pleasure, and recognize in their paradigm at least two irreducible sources of valuation or “utility”: pleasure and morality. Support for this position draws on the logic of science, substantive conceptual arguments, some empirical evidence, and deontological ethical arguments.

Logically, we shall see, the position advanced by many utilitarians that all acts are pleasure-oriented has the same merit as multiplying all the variables in an equation by one; it adds precious little to one’s ,understanding or ability to deal with the problems at hand. The basic concept of a mono-utility world does not meet an essential criterion of productive conceptualization: it does not differentiate. A latter-day neoclassical version suggests that the concept of utility may be stripped from its philosophical origins and psychological assumptions, and used as a strictly formal concept, as the common denominator of all human preferences. Such an encompassing use of the concept, we shall see, either violates the logic of science or forces one to return to the original narrow concept of utility, that of pleasure.

Substantively, we shall argue, moral acts (such as authentic altruism) provide a fundamentally different source of valuation and explanation of the reasons why people behave the way they do, than that provided by consumption and other sources of pleasure. According to major schools of conceptual definition and differentiation that are drawn upon below, morality and pleasure constitute distinct universes-of-content. If one ignores the distinction, by arguing that both kinds of acts are merely sources of “satisfaction.” merely “another source of preference,” and hence not different in principle, one overlooks important substantive differences between acts that discharge moral commitments and acts that enhance satisfaction. Furthermore, we shall see that there are pragmatic, predictive, and interpretative merits in maintaining the phenomenological distinction between the two kinds of acts.

Evidence is introduced below to show that people’s behavior is systematically and significantly affected by moral factors that cannot be reduced to considerations of personal gain: Many people forgo “free rides” out of a sense of public duty and commitment to fairness; refuse welfare because it violates their dignity; choose to cooperate as their solution to the Prisoner’s Dilemma, and so on. In most areas of economic behavior the “utility” of acting morally is evident from labor relations (e.g. in implicit contracts), to decisions to save (affected by the moral standing of being in debt); from limiting tax evasion (affected by a sense of whether or not the tax is fair), to lowering the cost of transactions (the higher the level of morality, the lower they are).

All said and done, the difference between the mono-utilitarian paradigm and the one advanced here comes down to alternative assumptions about human nature. We shall see that despite a genuine concern with finding effective heuristics, despite interest in a powerful science (mathemization), and a commitment to a positive (“neutral”) science—at the root of the concepts used, the hypotheses advanced, and at the foundation of the neoclassical paradigm is Adam Smith’s Wealth of Nations view: that self-serving people in a competitive market provide for the most efficient mode of social organization, especially of economic activities. In contrast, the deontological multiple-utility model advanced here is closer to the other Adam Smith, the author of The Theory of Moral Sentiments, not to replace the first, but to add the concept of morality to that of the pleasure utility, and the concept of community to that of competition. The merits of the resulting codetermining theory, of socioeconomics, and its I&We paradigm, lie in its logical, interpretative, predictive, policy-generating and ethical powers.
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Pleasure, Altruism, and the Great X


There is a tendency in conceptual discussion of the kind that follows to lose sight of the underlying issue. The debate over whether or not it is productive to assume one over-arching utility is a debate over what motivates behavior. Is it all explainable by one basic motive (or a “monoutility”), pleasure or self-satisfaction, or are people torn between conflicting forces, especially their pleasures and their duties? Are we, basically, but another species in the animal kingdom, or have we a nobler self, in continuous struggle with our baser part?

A critic of the mono-utility concept, central to the neoclassical paradigm, is faced with the problem of shooting down a set of targets mounted on a rotisserie: No sooner has he knocked down one, than a rather similar looking one appears, and before he is quite done with this one, a third one jumps into sight—and, soon thereafter, the first one reappears. Neoclassicists use three main variations of the concept: The original narrow concept, that of the pleasure of self, coined by early utilitarian philosophers, especially Bentham, and loaded with their psychological assumptions. Second, a latter-day, much expanded version, increasingly (although not widely) used, which encompasses the satisfactions an actor gains from his or her own consumption as well as that of others; i.e., it includes satisfactions derived out of benevolent acts and discharging community-minded duties. This concept is sometimes referred to as the interdependent utility. Finally, still other neoclassicists use the term utility as a formal attribute, a common denominator, according to which all specific quests for satisfaction can be ranked, a step needed to allow mathematization (and to shore up the assumption of a mono-utility world) but with no substantive attributes, the great X. These variations are all wanting, we shall see, but for different reasons.

The discussion in this chapter seeks to establish logical grounds (concerning proper conceptualization), as well as some preliminary substantive ones, for distinguishing between the concept of utility, of satisfaction (doing what one likes, enjoys, finds pleasurable), and the sense of affirmation that accompanies discharging one’s moral commitments, commitments that are often in themselves taxing rather than pleasurable. That is, we are seeking grounds for recognizing a moral “utility” above and beyond a P (pleasure), I (interdependent), or X (formal) utility. Utility theory does not recognize the distinct standing of morality as a major, significant, source of valuations, and hence as an explanation of behavior, an omission which leads to a variety of defects outlined below.

THE PLEASURE UTILITY: COUNTER-FACTUAL

The original concept of “utility,” as developed late in the eighteenth century largely by Jeremy Bentham and widely used in neoclassical economics, was narrowly self-oriented and straightforwardly hedonistic. “All actions are directed toward the gain of pleasure or the avoidance of pain.” (Dyke, 1981, p. 31.) “The members of a household will seek to maximize their total utility. This is just another way of saying that the members of households try to make themselves as well off as they possibly can in the circumstances in which they find themselves.” (Lipsey and Steiner, 1975, p. 142.) “As a customer you will buy a good because you feel it gives you satisfaction or ‘utility’.” (Samuelson, 1980, p. 48.) “People consume goods and services because their wants, or preferences, are served by doing so: they derive satisfaction from consumption…. Utility is simply a subjective measure of the usefulness, or want satisfaction, that results from consumption.” (Browning and Browning. 1983, p. 56.)*

To understand this concept of utility it must be recalled that its origin and base are in utilitarian philosophy. It assumes that all means find their justification in the ends they serve; the ends give “utility” to the means. While there are non-hedonistic utilitarian philosophies, that of Rawls for instance, in which the end that bestows value is not self’s pleasure, it is the hedonistic version of utilitarianism that lies at the root of modern economics. Adam Smith wrote: “We are not ready to suspect any person of being defective in selfishness.” ([1759] 1969, p. 446.) It is postulated (Crouch, 1979, p. 2) that “a human being is a purposeful animal and the purpose is to maximize enjoyment of life.” Happiness, satisfaction, and pleasure are used as synonyms (Dyke, 1981, pp. 10-11; Walsh, 1970, pp. 21-26). It is a position several neoclassical psychological theories share with neoclassical economics (Wallach and Wallach, 1983).

Moreover, many utilitarians grant moral approval to pleasure: it is “good”: pain is evil. Bentham (1948, p. 1) stressed that pain and pleasure are not only empirically our masters but also our ethical guides: “It is for them alone to point out what we ought to do, as well as to determine what we shall do.” (Italics added.) They, he added, set the standards of what is right and wrong. Kohlberg (1968, p. 486) observes: “The Utilitarians suggested that actions by the self or by others whose consequences to the self are harmful (painful) are naturally deemed bad and arouse anger or punitive tendencies, and actions whose consequences are beneficial (pleasurable) are naturally deemed good….” Brandt (1982, p. 169) explains that the utilitarian assumption that happiness, the sole utility to be maximized, is intrinsically good in the moral sense, because “God aims to maximize the happiness of his creatures.” (See also Little, 1957, p. 9.) (While there are significant bodies of utilitarian philosophies that are neither hedonistic nor ego-centered, the founding fathers of utilitarianism were both [see Frankena, 1973], and their work is at the basis of the neoclassical paradigm.) Once this gross value-judgment about the moral goodness of pleasure is removed, and one takes into account the fact that numerous acts that are pleasurable are also immoral, (see below, pp. 5263), the door is open to the recognition that there are at least two major distinct sources of value, and that these are recognized in deontological philosophies, in our culture, in common parlance, and are also “revealed” in behavior.

THE INTER-DEPENDENT UTILITY: TAUTOLOGICAL AND AMORAL

Faced with the challenge that the pleasure concept of utility is amoral, asocial, and counter to basic facts about human behavior, neoclassicists point to a concept of utility that is in effect radically different but goes under the same name: one which contains service to others and a commitment to moral values, beyond the pleasure of self. A simple conceptual device is used: the consumption by others is made into a source of the actor’s pleasure. (Hence the reference to it as the “interdependent” utility). When a person acts altruistically, this is explained by the suggestion that the pleasure of the person who benefits from this act has become a source of doer’s pleasure, part of his or her utility.

Take gifts, for example. They have troubled neoclassicists because gifts suggest a different basis for exchange than economic advantage or profit. Neoclassicists have dealt with gifts in two ways: first, they have “reduced” the motives of the givers, suggesting that they are not truly altruistic but driven by self-interest. For example, those who give gifts are said to seek reciprocal gifts, reputation, status, approval, or some other “goods” the doer desires. Second, to the extent that gift giving (and other altruistic acts) cannot be reduced in this way, neoclassicists have suggested that the giver enjoys the receiver’s consumption. “All we have to suppose is that the perception of one party, A, of the welfare of the other, B, is a variable in A’s utility function such that when A perceives that B is better off, A’s utility rises.” (Boulding, 1981, p. 6). Lipsey and Steiner (1975, pp. 142-43), comment on the statement that individuals will seek to maximize their utility:
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