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Introduction 

LS-kfiypossible to-ena!e &he.~alue, $@gre;eny 19.w- 
of human :iprovement, of placing human be-ings in cowct --.-. 

with persoe, d~$~&.-~tO~fi~~~~~~;~+~d with m-f 
tho?l;ht.~d-?ction unlike thSFe.,zF.wsh the__,@!I15r. . . . 
Such cornmunication has always been, and is peculiarly in the 
present age, one of the primary sources of progress. 

-John stuart Miii, Principies of PoUtical Economy 

d 1 

TErs BOOK has ~ W O  main themes. T h e s i h  the need for niore interac- 
tion and cornmunication between eco&sts and sociolo~ists. 'I'he>two - _ ̂  --- ---*- 
groups have b e l i  estr5nged from each other for far too long, to the detri- 
ment of both. & seGnd&erne concerns the opportunity that now exists 

with ,ol~&bits and to re& fiEEUn3fieSbetween e c o h c s  - --I--. -_ 
and sociology. To redefine t h e s e " " f i ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ s 3 0 t ' a " n > ~ ~ - ~ s k ~ r  a 
-<.- --- 
particularlv rewarding ~ n e .  nhe whole enrerprise may seem peculiarly 
abstract and may appear, as do many methodological questions,_&-be 
something that can only divert attention from the rea1 task of science, 

.." W ? .  -" - 
namely ro solve substantial problems. "A- - ,a% s" In reality,-of course, &e issues are 
more complicated than that. nhe solution to a host of problems may be 
dependent first of al1 on whether the topic in question is classifìed as "so- 
ciological," "economic," or both; or, alternatively, wherher the decision is 
made to apply a sociological perspective, an economic perspective, or a 
combination of both. It is also clear that if there is no e f f e c t i v e m c a -  
tion between economists and sociologists, social problems wiJ1 be ana- 
lyzed as if they had no econo@c dimension, a n d ~ o b l e m ~ l l  
b e z v z  ocia.l&~-~hi< dissociation wiil lead 
to many &=t real problems are not as eisily categorized 
under the mbrics of "economics" or "sociology" as are academic disci- 
pline~. 

Still, - it is difficult to find a way to talk about the kind of problems that ----- - 
One typicaiiy encounters in the interactions between two neinhbonng so- - -_-II. _. .-~ - I \ cial sciences like economics and sociology. In addition, not very much is 
--.e_ I - _ _ . - . *--n-- m 

3 ,  

known about the relationship between economists and sociologists. It is - 
relatively easy to find literature on economics and psychology, economics 
and history, economics and philosophy, and so on, but no equivalent lit- 
erature exists about economics and sociology (see Hahn and Hoilis 1975; 
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Hogarth and Reder 1986; Parker 1986). To some extent this situation re- - __ -- - - ._ 
f l e c e e  &t b f  &!--ng time-more precisely from the 1920s tÒ&e lj lo -fi u) 
i960s-economists and s o m i s t s  have com~letelv iznored each other L 

.T--' d V Z n d T i a ~ ~ ~ o n e  about theiG-EEZR5 __-__~-----.-__.. as e oth&%?&Ze-dfd~qt __-- 
e= It is, for *~le, symptomatic that when ~ a h e i - ~ u c h a n d  $( C_ - --- 
lished an article in the mid-1960s on "economicF5n7ìit3 s7iéiiT&c neizh- $ t 
bors" (Buchanan 1966; see also Leontief 1966; Olson 1969~1, he discusied 6; & +  
nine sqch "neighbors" and their possible conuibutions to economics $ 
("spiliins") as well as their incorporations of economics ("spil1outs")-but T3 

sociolo& was not among them.' The rapport between sociology and eco- & \T C* nomics improved somewhat in the 1970s, owing (among other things) to \ 
the work of Gary Becker. However, what caught the attention of most L. 

\L 

cation between economists and sociologists is finally increasing. The 
trend of economists takinn on traditional sociological topics-usually re- -$':Y 
ferred -- .- to as "economic .- - -- imperialism"-continues - to pe%il. ~h;fa$@-ai tv 
Becker was elected president of the American Economie-4ssociati~li for flk --------- 
1987 +--.--W- indicate~ I that he no longer represents a minority perspective. After ' 
having quthernatizéd those problems that are easily handled, the com- 
plexity of the unsolved problems also stands out with greater clarìty. & 
result, some economists have begun to use sociological insights in their - 
w ~ k ~ ~ ~ e - & 6 ~ 0 ~ 6 ? ~ à ~ s a e I  ~ ~ é ~ e s S & e e i i S , " 0 f  this pra"ctiée, 
-C--- s 

but there are severa1 others as weii. There arq a h  sgns .-- that s o a s t s  b u 

are becoming increasingly interested in economic topicc. For example JP". 
-----4-.._ _- __- ___ _ ̂-- - 

after decades of slump, economic sociology is suddénly b o ~ m i n ~ . - & ~ ~ ~  -, 
economists was perhaps not so much sociology as most sociologists know 

> 

attempt to consuuct a new type of sociology, based on rational choice, 1 
it, but rathec.tJ$-ef&@.of . a few economists . . . . . . .  to take on topics ..... that tradition- is also b e i n ~ a ~ ~ - ~ é ~ e : ~ ~ n ~ ~ ~ a ~ < ~ i - ~ h o i c e  . ,----. . l-......i.--_- .. I _.__--. sociol&y" . 
ally had interested only .... sociologists. ThereTore,'-&e situation in the 1970s - is . ...- James Coleman, but severa1 o t k r  ~ e o p l e  -so involved inllus:e&I 

---v---.- 
-.--"**~ ". ..L. .. .-. 

terprise. i* 
This beginning of a redefinition of the boundary between economics 

and sociology constitutes the rnajor raison d'etrefor this book. I chose the 
--- 
sociology dufing the twentieth 
much older social science than intewiew form as a way_nnb out exactly what is going onaE3xfs-m~~~ 
was ment at the interface of economics and sociology. What is happening 

C. -- --I,- W-__ 

for the first time in the 1830~conomics  severedits ties with reformism --- 
-A-- 

today-is very sig' ant: the border line Gtween Two of the major social 
much sooner . than did sociology, and also gained a place i n G n i v e r s i -  sciences is being re awn, tgerebyproviding newpenpectives on a whole 

-- -- -ì$i@sc, .va. 
_ 

ties well ahead of sociology. In the 1930s and l ~ e ~ o ~ ~ s e ~ p i -  range of very important problems both in the economy and in society at 
rieÌ%5eZ?apidproce~s of rn2tliematization. On the other hand, sociology large. After having been nonexistent for a large part of the twentieth cen- 
did not routinely adapt quantitative rnethods unti1 after World War 11. And tury, @ere iepw_perhaps a chance for a meaningful interaction between 

......... -._-.-__I__- -L-.--- 

mathematical sociology-whch made its appearance in the 1960s-never economists and sociolosiXybe it wilJ even become possible again- 
became more than a minority movement. as in the days o f ~ d a @  Sqith, John Stuart Miii, and Karl Manr-to get an 

However, . it seems that this radica1 separation between economics and 
--- ._ ....... analysis of centra1 social probiems that is informed by both econoo&sand 

sociology ...................... is now comrig toan end and that the interaction and c ~ ~ ~ k -  sociology. ~n a sense, then, things would simply %e-%6rning to normal, . . . .  

' In a letter to the author dated March 10,1988, Buchanan responded to my question about since &e radical separation between economics and sociology is rela- 
whv sociolom was not included in his article: tively recent. 

My answer is simple. I do not know why I left Sociology out here. I think that those 
disciplines mcluded were selected largely because I could isolate and identrfy fea- 
turesthat did spillaues, one_m_&g.o@er, into Economics. PeTliais SoCEEogy 

. . .  offered no obvious spiiiover, either way. I agree that there is now much more 

In any case, since opportunities for fundamental change in the relations 
between-JVO social sciences are quite rare, it seemed like a good idea'to 
closely examine current d&elopments in the form of a series of interviews 
with some of the major participants of this movement. The creativity ana 

intersection-of interest ibetween economics and socioIogyI, in part because the energy that are always expended at moments like this, should not be al- 
exchange-rational choice sociologists have now become more important. I foresee lowed to dissipate before a good debate between economists and sociolo- future development as blurring the distinctions between the social sciences gener- 
ally, and not only between Economics and Sociology. Example: I have more in , gists has taken place. It is also important that many more social scientists 
common with Jim Coleman than with many of the more forma1 economists. The take a good look at the issues at stake and express their opinion about the 
increasing emphasis by many economists on understanding the interna1 strutture of various alternatives. m a t  1s now occumng may very well affect both-eco- .... - -. -- _ -..-.-I- ../-- .. ...... organizations moves the two disciplines closer to each other. n?@cs and s~~io!og~-in. ? - & ~ ~ a . m e ~ t a l  wax:- .?. 



Half of the scholars who have been interviewed for this volume are 
economists, and the other half are sociologists. ALI of the major strategies 
for redrawing the line between economics and sociology are represented 
in the book. There are interviews with those who want to e*- 

- .  -- 
nomic analysis .- -. io , . u a d i t i o ~ l  .. sociol~ical . prob leqs , , . a sw~aUCC_~e  -. . , . . .-. ,. 
who-Gant to extend *e4.g@i.iona! sociological analysis to economic P-. ... . . . e- .,*:v . .. .,.. . 

roblems ~riterviews with those who wantto:;ig@ort" some economic or 
sociological insights into their works have been incz;d,d as well. 

WhatUnites the people who have been interviewed for this book is that 
they have all done work in the gray area between economics and sociol- 
ogy by tackiing problems that cannot easily be compartrnentalized into (oo,,TAb~l 
"economics" and "sociology." In the table of contents, the oarticioants, -. 
have been grouped into three rather loose categones: "the cbntenders," t)@cw7.3 

7 e- ' m i o n e e r s , "  and "the commentators." TMs classification 1s imposed&Lki c.b~% 
prirnarilj;foi practical p~ìik%eSa6a4$"is not uncommon for a person to 
belong to two categories. Mancur @san, for eTmpmple, &s been placed 
among "the pioneers," but he is ofcòurse also a "contender." 

In principle, the 'wntenders" are those scholars who stand at the very ($NTG~LI)E L> 
center of the current d e b g .  ThFyare all welI aware that the border line 
bbeetween economics and sociology is presently changing, and they also 
have a pretty firm idea of how they would like to see it redrawn. Among 
these people are Gary Becker, James Coleman, George Akerlof, Harrison 
White, Mark Granovetter, and Oliver Williamson. There is no doubt that 
the two key contenders are Gary Becker and James Colernan, both at the t&~kEi2 
University of Chicago, and close colleagues as well as friends. Although 
Becker has held a joint appointrnent in the departxnents of economics and 
e g y  since 1983, he is mainly concerned with how the neoclassical 
analysis can be extended to areas outside of the economy. Coleman, on i , c i y A J  
the other hand, is uying to recast sociology_onthe bsb of rational choke. 
$ereforql heis.mo~cg.n_~n~y&,maintainingsertain traditional soci- 
ol=ca'fe&~,_ig.Iy angly,sgFh,%nBe@er. 
- A  

George AkerloPs strategy-which he himself calls "psycho- socio- an- ~ F L Z L G  F - 
thropo-economics"-is in many ways the opposite of Becker's. According L p, - a V L 

to ~kerlof, the traditional neoclassical analysis nee&-to incorporate cer- ,%L C. L 

tain traditional sociological insights (as well as certain psychological and 
anthropological insights) in order to advance. Oliver Williamson is also in V(I. L c ~ , . . L L L - ~ ~  
favor of introducing m~',e~p~&tio.~!~o~_"l~~sfi_ence into sonomics. His 
backgroui'b-asically stems from the tradition of behavioral economics, 

e -L 

which was started in the 1950s at Carnegie Tech. Like Simoij,: Cyert, and 
I-._._._ ___._ ..- 

-March, he is involved in building up a nove1 type of e ~ o n o ~ c  theory 
on the basis of a mixture of new and old behavioral assumptions. Wil- 
liamson's special brand of behavioral economics-transaction cost econ- 

omics-falls somewhere between Becker's approach and a purely soci- 
ological approach. 7 T-" ..-- 

The smtegies of Harrison Whi&,hnd ..-* Mark mye~ttare qui te similar, !$A 11 t 
which is perhaps natura1 since Granovemis a student of White's. Both h 
are of the conviction that the advances of the economists in%?i%ational ( q , d c ~ .  
socio1oe;ical areas should be met by a sociological counteroffensive, 
which lhows that 
di tional problems, --- -- - ._ . . .. 
to solve severa1 of the 
_.~ .- -. 
Granovetter feels &a 
whose dis tinguishing 
problems; . - the "old 

I 

Since Becker and the others aie the key players in the current debate, it 
was considered very important to try to find out more about their plans of 
action. How do they intend to go about realizing their plans? What prog- 
ress can they report so far? What topics do they intend to werk on in the o 
future? These are some of the questions they answer in the interviews. i, ~ A J ~  - . 

The "pioneers" include such people as Kenneth -.- Arrow, Albert O. 
Hirschrnan, Mancur Olson, Thomas Schelling, and Nei1 Smelser. Like 

'* some of S e  founder~nomics-sni?=and ~ a r x ,  for example- 
they have all produced works that do not ailow any e* com a 
v - + - -  ---- li- 
zatiohinto --.--_ "economics"' and  sociol lo^." - ---- -. Ceveral of t h e s s r e  
produced long before the current debate about the changing boundary 
between economics and sociology became fashionable. When they were 
written, many of these books seemed to he isolated products, and their 
authors, "lone wolves." Today they are more likely to be seen as early 
works in what rnav well turn out to be a maior intellectual trend. Books 1 
that fall in -2 c3te'gory include Kenneth ~ r k w ' s  Social Choice andIridiT I 
v i d ~ m u e ~  S & l s e r - ~ a r ~ p o i 3 m ~ a n d  S o c i 9  T h o h s  Schell- 
--P- q---- " C -  -e-* *-m -- 
ing's . -.--.- %e Strategy of Conflict and Mic~gmot~ves_d Macrobehavzor; M Man- 
cur Olson's 7be Loaic o f  col EsChman's &t, i , -v-- -- -.---m 

'téctive Actzon; and Albert O. h 
Voice, and Loyalfy. The authors in this group have a lifetime of experience l 

trying to bridge the gap between a purely economic analysis and a 
more social analysis. Therefore, an effort has been made to tap as much of ' 
their vast knowledge as possible in the interviews. ,, C- \ I.,.; 

The third group of people who were interviewed for this book have 
been placed in the residua1 category of "commentators." They have all 
made fundamental contributions to their respective sciences and, in the 
process, have come t o ~ e k c t  on the present interaction between econom- 
ics and sociology,Sa even if the rnain thnist of their work has not ngces- 

sarilv been focused on the border _ __ -- area be tyen  econ~mics and sociology, 



they are interested in problems of this type and are therefore well quali- 
fied as commentators. Among the sociologists, Daniel Beii, Aage Soren- 
sen, and Arthur tinchcombe fa11 in this category; and ariiong the ecGn3 
L 
mists, one will "a, find artya Sen and Robert Solow. Jon Elster, who is 
neither an economist nor a sociologist, has also been placed in this group. 
Elster is one of the few tnily interdisciplinary social scientists of today, and 
this makes him a particularly interesting commentator. 

The commentators clearly have less at stake than the contenders and 
are therefore weli suited to pass judgment on these events. Severa1 of 
them also have extensive.expenence within their respective fields. The 
combination of having no direct stake in the debate plus a firm knowledge 
of the foundations of their chosen disciplines should make the observa- 
tions of these people quite enlightening. 

Finaiiy, it should be noted that each interview took between an hour 
and an hour and a half to conduct. Most of the questions were prepared 
in advance, although one or two extra questions were often added sponta- 
neously. The rnain goal of the inte~iews was to have the people taik 
about their own research and theu perception of the changing relation- 
ship between economics and sociology. Each person had been informed 
of the type of questions that were going to be asked weii in advance of the 
interview. In order to put the person at ease and to make the in te~iew 
more lively, it began with a few general questions. The interview focused 
on those works of the individual that were considered especially relevant 
in this context. The session usually ended with a braad question about 
what the person felt the relationship between economics and sociology 
might be iike in the future. Most people were also asked what they 
thought of "economic impenalism" and the idea of a sociology based on 
rational choice. The editing of the transcnpts has been kept to a minirnum, 
and each transcnpt has been checked by the individual. In some cases, 
one or two additional questions were asked at a later date. 

Backgmund to tbe 
between Econom 

--.---1---- I-__ 

In order to gain a better understanding of the current debate, it is useful 
to take a look at the hjsto_ry_~o__th~~nteraction between - economics and 
$ ~ i o ~ 7 S T E ~ ~ ~ ~ s - h i s t o r ~  is perhaps of more interest to the speciaGt 
than to the general reader, $e latterfight prefer to proceed directiy to the 
inte~iews, and then to the concluding discussion at the end of the book. 

As previously stated, there has bee~very  little research on the relation- 
ship between economics and s o c i o l o g y % ~ e ~ e n ~ a ~ ~ ~ ~ u f  

-howledge are still missing, the mah _ strutture --I.-..L of the C relations_E= --- -- 
m - - 

r 
d L Z 1 L % . .  ).-.;e - , 

discerned without too much difficulty. There are anly a few different ways 
in which economics and sociology can be related to each other, One of 
the two discipiines can m t o  take over the subject matter of the other, 
which would constitute a case of "economic impenalism" or "sociological 
h-." Altematively, they can eacn na e w n  distinct subject 
areas and ignore the other, as has been the case dunng the twentieth 
century. And finaliy, there can be open borders and free c o m m u p g u ~  
between economics and sociology,-ec- 
tion in which things are currently moving. A number of economists are - 
realizing that rnanfr economic p r x m s  are extremely complex and can- 
not be solved with traditionir economics alone. M 

The early economists, such as Adam Smith, KarlEa_nr, and John Stuart IZdffLY 
p- 

Mill, are generally considered to have stnick a happy balance between ccD,jban:~3 
economics and sociology. They wrote about economic theory as weii as 

- - 
social institutions with boifi ease and insight. It is t n i e ~ e c o n Ò i i W s S S  - 
Znd "sociology" did not exist as two distinct academic disciplines at that 
time, but it was of course perfectly clear to these economists when they 
were dealing with economic topics as opposed to social topics. What dis- @-'C3 
tinguished_Smith, Marx, and Mili from m s a t e r  sociologists and ecoqo- -- e 
msts was-theu ambition to define economcs in a broad manner and to be W- - 
interested in the insights of the other social sciences: ~ & o i d i n ~ ~  it . ! S " ' ~ ~ ~  

^ . .- .--- " ' - -- - - 
was just common sense that "AFe?son is not ]&eli to be a good economist t/"taruc~*b 

who is nothing else. Socd p h e n ~ ~ ~ ~ _ t i n g a n d  reacting on one an- 
gther, they_ca~~tab,dy_tàc yndersrs~o~~" (Miii as cited in Marshaii 
18ii1,75). 

Miii's pragmatic attitude toward economic science was not popular in 
al1 circles, least of aii with h s  colleague and one-time fnend Auguste 
Comte. During the penod 1830 to 1842, Comte published his encydopae- 
dic Cours de Philosophie Positive, in which the word "sociology" (sociolo- 
gie) was used for-+e first time. It was also through thismassive work that -- - - -- 
most nineteenth-century scholars came to know sociology. The thnist of 
Comte's argument was that knowledge and society are going through an --- i-rr--̂ --- n 

evolutionary development from lower to higher2@@s:_a$ t~~~?ol- 
- 5 m k i ; e s t  z g e  of h u ~ n  knoyk&e. In Comte's . - 
sz imè,  "econoini~'had no independent place, and Cours de Philoso- 
phie Positive actuaiiy contained a vitriolic attack on economie.+-that "al- 
leged science," as Comte repeatedly refered to it (1869, 193-2041. With 
their hairsplitting debates about concepts like "value" and "production," 
the economists were, in his opinion, n o ~ & n  s g e ~ i A w  
from the work of Adam Smith, which Comte for some idiosyncratic reason 
exempted from his attack, he considered economics a thoroughly useless 

-_I__m _ --__l_. 

and metaphysical enterpnse. Th_est onq.ou&I do m 
replace it with sociology, the "queen of al1 sciengs.1' 



The economists reacted very strongly to Comte's work, particularly in Sociolo , which had been a science with the ambition to synthesize all 
England, where hrs attack on economics W edge, now became a "left-over science" that dealt with a series of 
sion of the Methodenstreit in the late 1800s. --- -.V_ - 

-2' 
misceilaneous topics, such as mamage, divorce, and deviance. One lead- 

John Neville Keynes, and other prominen't ing sociologist would in retrospect characterize it as follows: 
for his superficial critique. His argument was contested on point after 
point, and in the end nothing remained but the vain pretensions of his The attempt to legitimite sociology in academic circles on the ground 
"sociology" (see Cairnes 1873; Marshall 1885, 33-38; 1891,71-73; Keynes that it had a subject matter of its own left to sociology, as Smali put it, 
1955, 112-41). John Neviile Keynes surnrned up wh;la&,lx-IeGing British the unenviable role of studying the trivial and neglected aspects of 

economists thought of sociology around the turn ~f fhee<5?jTTThis the social world which were regarded as too insignificant to merit the -- r 

popular texfbook %e j@pe and Method of Political ~ c o n o m ~ : ~ e  attention of politica1 scientists and economists. It meant, essentially, - .  
charged political economy with being radically ilerilii. dsRg%rds results. that the sociologists would have to feed on the crumbs that dropped 

But what results has sociology, conceived as a master-science, dealing off the table of these better-established academic disciplines. (Wirth 

with man's social life as a whole, yet to show?" (Keynes 1955, 139). 1948, 277) 

Economists and sociologists got off to a bad start in the United States as +iy The more grandiose ambitions of sociology were kept alive for a few de- 
well. By the 1890s, the Methodenstreitin its U.S. version-the "old" versus , cades longer in some European countries than in the United States. Emile 
the ''new'' sch001 0f ~ c o ~ o ~ ~ c S - W ~ S  over, ànd-wxai was now at issue 5~ Durkheim, far emmple, expiicidy endorsed C0mte.s critique of the econ- 
was academic respectability. -$-e e _ g ~ @ s ~ ~ y ~ r ~ & - g ? ~ e s s  of be- % , 4, omists (Durkheim and Fauconnet 1903,468-69; see also Durkheim 1981, - 
corning j~ofms@n~~A.and wanted to rid thernselves of reformism, ama- -.-* -. " . " , .-__ %- 106748). In general, Durkheim had a strained relationship with the econ- 
teurism -L- a e l , & e .  In brief, they wanted to have notfiingto'=ithXe omists, which to some extent was caused by his backing of Francois Simi- 
sociologists (Furner 1975,35430,291-312).m and foremost, the econo- 

-..--<a 
and's attempt to replace traditional economics with his own, rather odd 

mists wanted the sociologists to stay out of economics and give up their version (Durkheim 1908; for Simiand, see Schumpeter 1949). Eventually, 
Comtist ambition of being a "master-science." This demand led to a sharp however, the Durkheimians had to capitulate and accept that economics 
clash between economists and sociologists arou-n? iheturn of the century, was a distinct science, separate from sociology. But this did not take place 
which resulted in a minor flood of articles on the relations@p-b~~ese unti1 the 1930s, when the disintegration of Durkheimian sociology was 
two sciences (e.g., Giddings 1895; Patten 1895b; Sherwood 1897; Ward -_q_-..XI already well under way. 
1899). When one reads through these articles now, it is clear that the soci- 

_- - The person in Europe who most accurately predicted the future rela- 
ologists could not agree on what they meant by "sociology" and even less - _. --i tionship between economics and sociology was Vilfredo Pareto. After 
on what kind of relationship i t  should have to economics. A survey of the having made great contributions to economics, Pareto turned to sociology 
opinions of the sociologists on just these questions, which was conducted with vigor. uis major work in the new genre, Trattato di Sociologia Gene- 
in the early 1890s, came to the conclusion that the situation was "chaotic" --.- 

rale, was to-~k-a defiriitive impact o~s~FTo%gy, ?articula- the 
(Howerth 1895, 269):----- - __ _ __ 11--.11-11-4------- 

United States. Of more importance in this context than Pareto's general 
At this time, the sociologists were particularly vulnerable to criticism contribution to sociology, however, was the very sharp iine he drew be- 

from the economists, because they had not yet been able to get sociology 
tween economics and sociology. His bas icp~~njse  was that e c o m s  

accepted as a distinct area of study in the universities. An important con- 
studies rational action, and sociology studj~~_no9ra~&al action-or, in 

frontation with the economists took piace at the meeting of the Arnerican - --- _"_. 
V Pareto's termino&, "rO@A" m05 aiid "nonlogical" action. ~ c c o r d i n ~  

Economic Association in 1894, which was held in New York. '&e econo-, _ _-__ I-___ _ _. _-~-------- - .* *..- 
mists explicitly -told AlbioaSell and the other sociologistswriowere~ to Pareto, it wiS^àlso obvious $ h _ &  muchmy~~if i f iu l t  to make a =od 

- - - - -  P 

present that "sociolo$~t-ri~~ to stake off for themsefves a por- ) 
scientific analy.s& o ~ n o d o g i c ~  a g ~ ~ & a & o f ~ ~ $ i ~ n . ~  

- ...- 
tion of sotial science without &e consent of the economists" (Patten 
-9- 

i 
1895a, 1083. The sociologists, who understood that their chances of get- Pareto's argument on ths  point has been echoed by many people, especiauy sociologists. 

According to George C. Homans, for example, "Elementary economics was lucky in being 
ting into the universities would be siim without the support of the econ- @e t o E k c & ~ t i t u g n s p ~  much for granted. It could leave the harder jobs of explanaon 
omists, decided t0 back off. They eventuaily got their own acada& to the other social sctences, anti t ~ ~ l t - n i a i o ~ ~ ~ f R P  fact that tt has progressed more rapidly 
=n!5+-b~t at the price of staying a G y  from economics topics. than they have ' (1967,49-50) 

























































































































7 Kenneth J. Arrow 

KENNETH ARROW has made extraordinary contributions to the very foun- 
dations of economic analysis severa1 times during his career. It is therefore 
with extra interest that one wants to hear what he has to say about the 
relationship between economics and sociology. In this interview, Arrow 
tells about his encounters with Talcott Parsons and other sociologists at 
Harvard and Stanford. He suggests topics that might be suitable for sociol- 
ogists to work on, such as the reason why some ethnic groups are more 
successful in economic terms than others. Arrow also discusses some 
methodological difficulties involved in the problem of fitting microecon- 
ornic analysis and a more sociological perspective together; and he out- 
lines how, in three major ways, the economic system is dependent on the 
social system in order to function properly. In rnany of his answers Arrow 
uses the example of unemployment to illustrate a more generai point. A 
certain skepticism toward sociology, combined with imaginative ideas 
about the role that sociology could actually play in economic analysis, can 
be said to characterize Arrow's statements in this interview. 

Kenneth Arrow was born in New York City in 1921.' He received his 
undergraduate degree in 1940 from City Coiiege, and his M.A. in 1941 and 
Ph.D. in 1951 from Columbia University. He first worked at Stanford 
(194919681, then went to Harvard (1968-1979), and is currently Joan 
Kenney Professor at Stanford (1979). His most irnportant contributions to 
economics consist of his formulation of the social choice problem; his 
co-invention with Gerard Debreu of the general equilibrium analysis; and 
his theory about the economic consequences of asyrnmetric information 
among economic agents. 

Q: You did your undergraduate work in the late 1930s at City College 
and your graduate work in the 1940s at Columbia University. During this 

The foliowing interview with Kenneth J. Amow was conducted in his ofice at Stanford 
University on Apri1 28, 1988. 

' The foliowing infomation comes from von Weizsacker 1972; Blaug 1985; Arrow 1986a; 
Lipset 1987; and Wbo's Wbo in Economics. 



time, did you take any courses in the social sciences, especially in sociol- 
ogy? Or perhaps you read some sociology on your own? 

A: No, I am afraid I did not read any sociology on my own, at least not 
that I remember. I didn't take any courses in sociology either. I had some- 
what more of an interest in anthropology. I can't remember al1 that I read, 
but at least some of the more semi-popular books. I certainly read Marga- 
ret Mead and Ruth Benedict and probably also some works by Franz Boas. 
So I approached social science much more from the anthropological side 
than fròm the sociological side. 

Q: And what about Marx and Weber? Did you have any opporturiity to 
read them during this time? 

A I read Marx as a graduate student. But what I read was mainly Dus 
Kapital, which I suppose is in some sense a sociological work even 
though the main emphasis and the basic structure are really much more 
economics. But there is of course a lot of sociological richness mixed in as 
well. I don't beiieve that I read Weber at all at this time. I did read Weber 
tcn or fifteen years latcr, probably some tune in the 1950s. I then rnainly 
read what he had written on specifìc topics, such as m e  Religion of China 
and Ancient Judaism. I also read some of his shorter pieces. It must have 
been n e  Metbodology of tbe Social Sciences, which appeared at about this 
time in Engiish translation. I found this work more problematical. It raised 
deep issues of value-neutrality and of the ways we understand motives 
and intentions without giving the clear answers apparently supplied by 
logica1 positivism with which I was then enamored. 

Q: Since you got your Ph.D. in 1951, what kind of contact have you had 
with sociology? Have you, for example, been interested in following what 
is happening in the field? Or have you collaborated with sociologists on 
any project? 

A: My contact with sociology has been more through people. My main 
exposure to it took place in 1956-1957, when I spent a year at the Center 
for the Advanced Study in the Behavioral Sciences here at Stanford. You 
should remember that the rnain figure in its organization was Paul La- 
zarsfeld, who was actually there during that particular year. He was in fact 
also there a year or two before, but I saw especially much of him during 
the year i was at the Center myself, and we became quite friendly. So I had 
a fair amount of contact with Lazarsfeld, although it was more persona1 
than inteiiectual. In the course of this I followed some of his work, mainly 
what he had done in statistica1 methodology. But I also read some of his 
more sociological books iike the one he wrote with Katz, Persona1 
InJuence. i remember that I was quite irnpressed by this work and it gave 
me an interesting idea, which I have never really followed up intellectu- 

ally. It is that somehow in a large amorphous economy-the sort of thng 
that economists postulate-persona1 reactions and interactions play a dis- 
tinct role. Now, Lazarsfeld of course looked at the spread of opinion, but 
I must say that the foiiowing question occurred to me at the tirne: "Why 
shouldn't this also apply to econornic relations?" Although, as I said, I have 
never followed this up, it has remained a nagging point in the back of my 
head that there is something else of a much more micronature in market 
transactions than what I and others allow for in our models. So I would say 
that Lazarsfeld's irnpact in this aspect represents the strongest influente of 
sociology on me. 

Q: What about Parsons? You were at Harvard in the late 1960s and the 
1970s, when Parsons was there. Did you two have any interaction at all? 

A: During the time 1 was at the Center in the 1950s and had this expo- 
sure to sociology, I did get interested in Parsons and Shils. But this was the 
period when they were producing works iike Working Papers in tbe n e -  
ory ofAction, and I was quite turned off by that. I actually thought that the 
whole content of Parsons's work was very empty and grandiose. I remem- 
ber hearing him speak at the Center. In fact, he was there the very same 
year I was. Anyway, I am afraid I did not come off with a very favorable 
impression. I thought that these universal fourfold categories and so on 
were just preposterous. And the whole thing seemed to be void of aii 
empirical content. He had simply constructed one of those tautological 
schemes that are reaiiy not v e q  useful. 

Q: What about Parsons's sociological analyses of the economy, such as 
Economy and Society, which he wrote with Nei1 Smelser? Did you ever 
have an opportunity to read that? 

A: Yes, I read it. But it just cast no light whatsoever on any kind of 
problem that I was interested in. Let me put it this way. I was really quite 
turned off and repelled by Parsons's emptiness and grandiosity. I will say 
this though. A few years later, when I was writing on health care I knew 
that Parsons had once worked on this. So I went back and read what he 
had written, and I remember feeling, "Now, this is interesting" (see Arrow 
1963b; Parsons 1951). Parsons was dealing with a concrete subject here, ' 

and he was very insightful. 1 think this was before he got involved in grand 
theory making, so it represented a relatively early stage of his career. The 
analysis of the medica1 profession was totally different from this book with 
Smelser, which was just awful. I like Smelser personally and I think he is 
a bright man, but Economy and Societywas not a useful book. 

Q: Given the fact that you have had a certain exposure to sociology over 
the years, what is your genera1 irnpression of it? 1s it an immature science, 
an exciting science-how do you look upon it? 
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A: One problem with sociology that I noticed particularly through my 
contacts with the Harvard Sociology Department, where I knew a number 
of people, was that no two people seemed to be doing the same thing. 
First you have someone like Parsons, who was getting close to retirement 
at that time. And then you meet someone like Daniel Beii. Beii is classified 
as a sociologist, but it seems to me that his kind of essay writing on, say, 
the character of late capitalism doesn't belong to the same category as 
Parsons's works. Furthermore, you have the statisticaiiy minded people at 
Harvard iike Lee Rainwater. I think his work is quite interesting, but I 
didn't see any comection between that and what the others were doing. 
Sociology just seems to be a very disparate field. 

On the more mathematical side of Harvard sociology, the only one I 
had any contact with was Hamson White. Obviously he and I in some 
sense spoke a closer language than the others. I could understand what he 
was doing aii right. It was just as though every sociologist was starting the 
subject from the beginning. I hope I am not too cruel here, but it didn't 
seem as if aii these people were building on something. They would bring 
together some quantitative methods; they would make a model; or they 
would just do straight empirical work; or whatever it was. But it didn't 
seem to build on any previously established generalities of sociology, as 
far as I could see. 

Q: You sometimes touch on social themes in your writings. 1s this in- 
spired by your readings in social science-including sociology-or is it 
more due to the tendency among today's economists to tackle social prob- 
lems with economic methodology? 

A: In my case it is more due to the former, and then especially to anthro- 
pology. There are also these general ideas of social thought aii around 
you, which you just pick up. 

Q: h d  how do you see the tendency of contemporary economists to 
apply straightforward economic methodology to social topics? Take 
Becker, for example, who is the leading figure here. What do you think of 
his approach? 

A: i think that the way 1 would like to see the relationship between 
economics and social science is rather different from what I take to be 
Becker's program. I have not reaily tried to read everything Becker has 
done. But it seems to me that the attempt to explain all social interaction 
as economic interaction in a generalized sense of the word "economic," 
only represents one side of the coin. The other side is that a lot of the 
environment in which economic transactions take place is social and his- 
torical in nature. I don't know exactly how to fit these pieces together, but 
theie are for exarnple accounts of how special groups have played a dis- 

tinct role in, say, trade. You have Chinese middlemen in Asia; Jews at 
certain tirnes; Quakers during one period; and so on. And it is clearly their 
social characteristics that matter. In the case of the Quakers, as I under- 
stand it, the general idea was that a Quaker would keep his word, and he 
was therefore a very useful intermediary. He would deal with other Quak- 
ers and trade over long distances, where trust was important. 

In a rational type of analysis it wiii be said that it is profitable to be 
trustworthy. So I will be trustworthy because it is profitable to me. But you 
can't very easily establish trust on a basis like that. If your basis is rational 
decision and your underlying motive is seif-interest, then you can betray 
your trust at any point when it is profitable and in your interest to do so. 
Therefore other people can't trust you. For there to be trust, there has to 
be a social strutture which is based on motives different from immediate 
opportunism. Or perhaps based on something for which your social status 
is a guarantee and which functions as a kind of commitrnent. How aii this 
works is not explainable in Becker-type terms. 

Q: You have written on many different topics in economics, including 
some that touch on social rnatters. Your work on social choice is a case in 
point. Clearly, the idea that individua1 preferences somehow have to be 
aggregated into a coiiective choice is also of interest to sociology. But 
which of your writings would you consider to be social analyses? 

A: I don't think that I have done a great deal of what I would consider 
to be a social analysis of economics. In a couple of places in rather pro- 
grammati~ papers I have uttered the plea that more should be done in this 
direction. But that is quite different from doing it yourself. So I don't think 
that I can point to any specific work which represents a genuine social 
analysis. In one paper, which originaiiy was a lecture and later was pub- 
lished as "Social Responsibility and Economic Efficiency," I discuss the 
idea that the system of self-seeking individuals needs some commitment, 
which is not of the self-seeking type, in order to exist. The general equilib- 
rium story that I te11 reaiiy can't exist without some substratum which is 
outside the system itself. There can, for example, be unconscious agree- 
ments not to exploit particular opportunistic considerations and the like. . 
I firmiy believe that this is an irnportant fact but I have never been able to 
make a theory out of it. Now, I make a distinction between an insight-a ' 

statement so to speak about what a theory ought to do-and the theory 
itself. h d  I am of course prejudiced in favor of the idea that one should 
have a theory and not just talk about it. Which I don't-and therefore i 
have been relatively silent on these questions. 

Q: From your answer it is clear that you do not consider yourself to have 
done any social analyses of economics. Maybe I phrased the question 
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poorly; to rephrase, how do you view your analyses of discrimination, 
learning, and social choice? Don't they constitute social analyses of the 
economy in some sense? 

A: There is no question that my work came up to the edge of social 
analysis, though I don't think I crossed. Whenever an economist deals 
with externalities, he or she is concerned about social interactions. It is 
irnplicit that the externality is mediated in some way, though the way rnay 
be simply the absence of any social control, as in the case of pollution. As 
I recail, .in my paper on medica1 care, I noted such social organization as 
fee differentiation by physicians according to patients' income and charity 
hospital care, both publicly and privately provided (Arrow 1963b). In the 
case of racial and sexual discrimination, one assumption I explored was 
that of tastes for discrimination (foilowing Becker), so that the utility func- 
tion of workers included a distaste for working with blacks or women. 
This is social interaction, but-in typical economists' f a s h o n ~ h e  behav- 
ior it explained was individual. 

In a paper on what I cailed "learning-by-doing," Le., the improvement 
of productivity through repeated production, I assumed that the learning 
was social (Arrow 1962). That is, the productivity of individual h s  de- 
pended on the total amount of experience in the society. But I supplied no 
mechanism by whch the experience of others was transmitted. 

Social choice is, in my intention, a different matter. The theory was 
intended as a contribution to social ethics, that is, it was norrnative rather 
than descriptive. It dealt with the question, how should a society deter- 
mine its social actions on the basis of individual preferences. It presup- 
posed that there was a range of social actions, Le., decisions which had to 
be made by a collectivity. It might suggest descriptively how social deci- 
sion mechanisms have to avoid problems which might lead to clear viola- 
tions of widely accepted norrns for settling conflicts, but so far the theory 
has not moved in that direction. 

Q: What then would be the proper way of relating economics and soci- 
ology to each other? Robert Solow, for example, argues for a position that 
used to be common among economists, namely, that there is an economic 
core surrounded, so to speak, by institutions. But Solow also says that 
most of today's pace-setting economists view economics as a hard science 
like physics. And in this type of analysis there is no or very little place for 
a social analysis, at least in the conventional sense. What is your opinion? 

A: The answer will have to be programmatic. I think there are a number 
of elements involved, so there cannot just be one lund of co~ec t ion  be- 
tween economics and sociology. one of the aspects is the fact that the 
transactions, which are modeled in ordinary econqmic theory, depend for 
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their validation in severa1 senses on a larger social system. By "social sys- 
tem" I mean a shared set of symbols, a shared set of social norms, and a 
set of institutions for the enforcement of the norms. 

For exarnple, one of the units in the economy is the contract. In eco- 
nomics we don't go into the details that surround the various transactions, 
but in order for me to be able to se11 you something, there of course has 
to be a contract. There is frequently a time dimension in the contract, so 
there is delivery in the future. And there are elements sf trust in it, In 
economic theory, however, we sirnply say "it will take place." But the 
question of course is, "Why will it take place?" Or, "What are we depend- 
ing on for it to take place?" Well, the first thing is that the comrnitrnent has 
to be made in a way that is understandable. So there is the question of 
language in the very broad sense of the word "language," in order for a 
commitment to be meaningful. 

Secondly, there is the idea that there has to be some kind of comrnercial 
morality for the contracts to be executed. There is an inextricable rnixture 
of self-interest and moraiity here because presumably if you don't honor 
your contracts, there wiil be a long-run penalty to it. I should add that the 
idea of reputation solely being in one's self-interest is not really an ade- 
quate one, because the economic part only works in conjunction with the 
social. There are technical reasons for this, which I don't want to go into 
here. Let me only say again that a theory which depends merely on repu- 
tation is not enough because there will always be circumstances where it 
pays to violate the rule. l'he workings of the whole system depend on the 
fact that these contracts indeed wiU be executed. I am making comrnit- 
ments today on the assumption that they wili be honored. I'li be pretty 
damaged if they are not. 

And the third part of the social system are the institutions like courts and 
so on, which in fact enforce mechanisms like the contract and see to it that 
they are obeyed. The courts are indeed outside the economic system. 
That's a point which economists often overlook. The courts themselves 
are taken to be part of the economic system, as if the judicial decisions 
were just another comrnercial item. m e n  you have a court you don't just 
try to bribe the judge-that's not going to make the origina1 contract very 
reliable. So the assumption is that at least in the short mn and for certain 
purposes, the social system is working in ways which in itself are not 
regulated by the market. That is, people foilow norms, which are different 
fmm rnarket norms. So the economic system-the self-seeking laissez 
faire system-would riot work without the presence of these non-laissez 
faire, non-selfseeking norms. They might be self-seeking in some very 
long-mn sense, but not in the time span we are talking about here. My 
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Daniel Bell 

IN MANY of his well-known sociological works from the 1950s and there- 
after, Daniel Bell has written on key economic issues in coiitemporary 
society.' Two of his many contributions in h s  respect are 7be Coming of 
Post-Industrial Sociey, and Tbe Cultura1 Contradictions of Capitalism. In 
1981, he and Irving Kristol edited a book of contributed essays on the 
theme of "the crisis in economic theory." In his own article in h s  volume, 
BeU. suggests that an "interpretative economic theory" may be needed for 
the reconstmction of economic theory. And such a theory, he says, "might 
have to consider that its own analysis only makes economic sense when 
joined to sociology. " 

In this interview, Bell tells about the various stages in his education in 
economics-as a young boy reading Marx, as a graduate student at Co- 
lumbia University, and as a junior faculty member at the University of 
Chicago. He discusses the strengths and weaknesses of neoclassical the- 
ory, as well as his own "interpretative economic theory" and its relation- 
ship to "the public household." Bell also addresses the question of what 
he considers to be the most cmcial social and economic issues of the 
future. 

Daniel BeU. was born in 1919 in a working class family. He earned his 
B.S. from City College in New York in 1938, and his Ph.D. in 1960 from 
Columbia University. In the early 1940s, Bell was first staff writer and then 
managing editor of 7be Neu~ Leader. He taught at the University of Chicago 
from 1945 to 1948; from 1948 to 1958, he was Labor Editor of Fortune 
magazine, and was an adjunct professor at Columbia from 1952 to 1956. 
In 1958, he returned to full-time acadernic life, first at Columbia, from 1959 
to 1969, and then as a professor at Harvard University where, in 1980, he 
was named the Henry Ford I1 Professor of the Social Sciences. 

I The foiiowing interview with Daniel Bell was conducted on May 10, 1988, in his office in 
Wiiarn Jarnes H d  at Harvard University in Carnbndge, Massachusetts. 

'The foiiowing information comes from Bnck 1986; Beii 1979; and Who's Who in 

America. 



Q: Aithough you are a sociologist, I get the irnpression that you have 
always been interested in economics. Actually, a couple of days ago I met 
one of your biographers and he told me that you had already read John 
Stuart Mill's Pn'nciples of Political Economy at the age of twelve! 

A: Well, that's somewhat off. I got interested in economics for a very 
obvious reason, namely, I joined the sociaiist movement at the age of 
thirteen. I was living then in New York, on the Lower East Side. My father 
had died when I was an infant, and my mother worked in a factory. She 
was a member of the Ladies' Garment Workers Union (ILGWU). The 
home miiieu was socialist and trade union. My mother was not active 
poiitically. She was an irnmigrant Jewish woman who was iiterate in Yid- 
dish, though not in Engiish. But she was a member of the union, and the 
union, so to speak, was a natura1 fact of my Me from the beginning. 

So at the age of thirteen I joined the sociaiist movement, and inevitably 
one goes to socialist study groups. And here I read various works, such as 
Fred Henderson's Case for Socialism. Some pamphlets by Marx were also 
obligatory. The two I especially remember are Wage-Labor and  Capita1 
and Value, Pnce and  Projt. At that time I also iived near a pubiic iibrary 
called the Ottendorfer Libraiy, which had open stacks. And here I 
browsed, coming across John Stuart Mill, Herbert Spencer, and other au- 
thors. I would take them out and read them because that is part of the 
impetus of a socialist study circle. I also went to the Rand School, which 
was the socialist school in New York. It was on F~fteenth Street, near Fifth 
Avenue. Its fuii name was The Rand School of Social Science, and it had 
various types of classes: adult education classes, classes for the young, 
and so on. It was a full educational venture. There was one course in 
Capita1 which I took and where we read an abridged version of Marx's 
work, done by a man named Juiian Borchardt with an introduction by Max 
Eastrnan (see Marx 1932). I remember this edition vividly because the 
abridgement tended to concentrate on the descriptive material-on the 
lengthening of the working day, on exploitation, on agricultural labor, 
and so on. This made it aii very vivid, of course, but I would think, "What 
is going on here? What makes it a system?" 

Q: Did you ever get an opportunity to study economics when you were 
a student at CCNY and Columbia? 

A: There were two main immersions in economics, so to speak. The first 
was during the years I was a graduate student at Columbia, and the second 
some years later at Chicago. When I began in 1939 at Columbia, one was 
required to have a minor field as well as a major concentration, and my 
minor field was economics. I took severa1 courses in economics at Colum- 
bia. I took courses from John Maurice Clark, the son ofJohn Bates Clark, 
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fmm an English woman named Eveline Burns and her husband Arthur R. 
Burns (not the more flamboyant Arthur Burns of later fame). These two 
were also comected to the National Bureau of Economic Research, which 
had been started at Columbia by Wesley Clair Mitchell. I also took work 
with a man named Leo Wolman, who had begun as an economist for the 
Arnalgamated Clothing Workers Union, but had turned very conservative. 

So I did get a background in economics as a graduate student. This was 
at the tirne before mathematical economics had come into the picture. In 
fact, two of my City College classmates were William Baumol and Kemeth 
Arrow, both of which I only knew vaguely. Arrow went to Columbia, but 
was very dissatisfied with the courses because of his mathematical back- 
ground. Except for Harold Hotelling, there was no one at Columbia who 
did mathernatical analysis. Hotelling's work was basically in statistica1 the- 
ory. People at Columbia were quantitative but in the empirical Mitchell 
style. Sirnon Kuznets, for example, did quantitative and empirical work 
and so did Milton Friedrnan at the Bureau. I remember Friedman did a 
farnous study of the income of dentists as a National Bureau study. 

Independentiy of my work in economic theory and probably because 
of my background and interest in Mamian theory, I also developed a fasci- 
nation with economic history during this time. There is especially one 
book I remember very vividly: Karl Bucher's Industn'al Euolution. This 
was the classic work in historical ecoilomics and I remember it as a kind 
of proto-Polanyi. No, it would be wrong to say that; it's rather the other 
way around: Polanyi was influenced by Bucher. I also read Sombart's The 
Social Mouement in the Nineteenth Century, and other of the early Som- 
bart's great works. 

A third influence at Columbia was through a man whose name is almost 
entirely forgotten, but who was a very brilliant person: Alexander von 
Schelting. Von Schelting was a sociologist and a student of Max Weber's, 
who had written one of the first major works on Max Weber's methodol- 
ogy (von Schelting 1934). He was at Columbia in 1939 and I was fortunate 
enough to have him as a teacher. We spent the entire term on the two first 
chapters of Weber's Wirischaft und Gesellschaft, mostiy on the definitions 
of economic and rational actions. I leamed from von Schelting something . 
which few people know, namely, that these chapters were written last and 
that they were basically efforts at formaiization. While people always 
think of Weber in terms of subjectivity-the notion of Verstehen-what 
Weber was doing was to set up an objectiue set of "meaning" categories. 
There are the four basic meaning complexeswertrational, zweckra- 
tional, affectual, and traditional-towards which all action is oriented. In 
effect, Weber had moved away from the "subjectivity" which is how most 



commentators still read Weber, to some logica1 constmcts of "meaning." 
And he thought that these categories could encompass al1 the relevant 
kinds of meaning and be the basis for a "generai" theory of action. 
Through von Schelting I had this detailed immersion in Weber. And this 
was independently of Parsons, who incidentaily reviewed von Schelting's 
book for 7be Anierican Sociological R b m  (Parsons 1936). But other- 
wise, von Schelting left no trace behind in the United States. He taught for 
a year at Columbia and then he went back to Basel, Switzerland. Von 
Schelting subsequently wrote a book, Russland und Europa im russi- 
schen Geschichtsdenken, which is stiil a usehl book to read since it works 
out -one  of the very few books to do so-Weber's remarks on the charac- 
ter of patrimonial bureaucracy which was the dominant feature of Russian 
society. 

My second immersion in economics came when I went to Chicago in 
1945 to teach. My appointment was in the Coilege, which had a unique 
arrangement. There were no "departments," but one was a member of a 
divison such as "social sciences," "humanities," etc. And there were no 
individua1 courses, but cornmon staff-designed courses. In the social sci- 
ences, there were three year-long courses which students took in se- 
quence. Al1 attended the cornmon lectures, which were given by the staff; 
al1 read the same books, though each instructor had several small discus- 
sion sections. Those were heady years because of the caliber of the staff 
that had been assembled. In the Social Sciences 2 course-Michael 
Schudson subsequently wrote a history of that endeavor-there was Ed- 
ward Shils, David Riesman, Milton Singer, Morris Janowitz, Sylvia Thnipp, 
W. W. Cooper, and others (Schudson 1989). Shils gave the Weber lectures, 
Rtesman the Freud lectures, and I gave the Marx lectures. 

The syllabus was divided by semesters. The first part of the course was 
basicaily great theorists and their ways of thinking. We read Malthus on 
demography, Veblen on technology, Weber on values and the Protestant 
ethic, Marx on social strutture, and I think Maine on law. That was the first 
semester. The second semesterwas on economic analysis. The basic read- 
ings included two things by Frank Knight. First there was his marvelous 
brochure cailed n e  Social and Econornic Organization (see Knight 
1965). Its main theme was very much like Parsons's idea of functional 
requisites. What Knight argued was that in every economy certain main 
functions have to be performed-such as the organization of production, 
of distribution, and so on. We also read parts of Risk, Uncertainty and 
Projit. To some extent, Kriight hirnseìf had a skeptical view of classical and 
neoclassical econornics. In fact, in the election of 1932, Knight voted com- 
munist. That was dwing the Depression; people don't know thls. 
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Weil, Knight was a very extraordinary man. And there were others hke 
hirn in Chicago, who were unorthodox in their own way. Henry Sirnons, 
for example, wrote on syndicalism and wage theory (see Simons 1944). 
We also read Hicks's book on national income analysis, where the Ameri- 
can part was done by Albert Hart (Hicks cind Hart 1945). I thnk it was the 
first tirne that national income analysis was taught in an American college. 

So for three years I taught economics at Chicago. I was always just one 
step ahead of the class, my head stuffed with cobweb models, the turn- 
pike theorem, multipliers, and ail that. And I !earned a hndamental les- 
soni if you want to learn something, teach! Simply having ro prepare for 
class forces you to think through what is the essential part. People have 
asked me over the years, "What do you teach?" And I say, "I teach what I 
want to learn, and I write what I have learned." 

Q: In some of your writings you are quite critica1 of neoclassical think- 
ing. So where does neoclassical economics go wrong, in your opinion? 1s 
it by ignoring certain important topics-say, economic change, which you 
have written quite a bit about-or is it rather by using too unrealistic as- 

A: Weil, I don't criticize neoclassical economics; I appreciate it very 
much. In fact, 1 always insist that my students learn some economics, be- 
cause neoclassical economics is the one discipline in the social sciences 
which has a self-contained set of concepts and a basic logic, which is 
organized in a deductive form. And therefore it is an important way of 

Very early I also realized one fundamental fact-and this I think is the 
differente between sociology and economics or at least neoclassical eco- 
nornicsand that is that neoclassical economics detaches itselffrm insti- 
tutions. What's involved is the shift from "mora1 economy" to "political 
economy" to "economics." And by detaching itself from institutions, eco- 
nomics follows the model of classical mechanics in the sense that you 
don't dea1 with concrete bodies but with abstract properties-mass, veloc- 
ity, etc.-and the equations among these, which can then be applied to 
any concrete body. Now, in detaching itself from institutions in this way, 
neoclassical economics becomes a very powerful body of concepts. The , 

rea1 problem is the way back. How do you go back from the model, with 
its self-contained system of premises, and apply it to the rea1 world? 

If I can generalize, there are several problems with neoclassical theory, 
if one is using it for analysis and policy. The first (as I argued in Deutsch, 
Markovits, and Platt 1986), is that a model is not a map. A model gives one 
powerful simplifications, but uniess one can assume that the model can be 
used as a "zoom lens, " as in fractals, for economic policy you want a map 
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rather than a model. You are, so to speak, on the ground and not in the 
sky. The second, more important problem, is that a model-for that matter 
any science-assumes stable relationships that hold over time. Utility 
preference theory and rational choice theory assume stable relationships 
in their assumptions as to how people act, namely the principle of order- 
ing preferences, or optimization and the like. Yet one of the difficulties in 
forrnulating economic policy in recent years is that the "traditional" stabil- 
ities have not held. For example, Milton Friedman has argued that the 
quantity theory of money is a "law," the closest thing in economics, in fact, 
to a law in physics. This is why he formulates the policy that any govem- 
ment should regulate its money supply by a h e d  mle. Yet some recent 
studies by Benjamin Fnedrnan of Harvard have shown the collapse of 
relationships comecting money to both income and prices. The fastest 
money growth since World War 11, maintained for more than half a de- 
cade, occurred in conjunction with the greatest postwar reduction in 
inflation. As Ben Friedman points out, inflation predictions based on 
money growth failed altogether to anticipate the most signifìcant mone- 
tary policy successes (see Friedman 1988). 

These are some of the reasons why I have argued-in my essay on 
"Models and Reality in Economic Discourse" (Bel1 1981Mhat we ought 
to think of neoclassical theory as a a kind of als-ob, an as-if, an ideal type 
of rational behavior, what economic iife would be like ifpeople acted 
that way, or as a "standard" against which to measure actual behavior. 
Note, however, that sometimes people may act in ways that match the 
ideal either because they are socialized into such behavior, or because the 
systern rewards them for acting that way. But that does not mean that such 
behavior is intrinsic to social actions. 

Now this argument about intrinsic behavior goes back to some episte- 
mological issues, with which I have been occasionally concerned in re- 
cent years (see Beii 1978b). It is an effort to use a distinction that goes back 
to Kant, or the reworking of Kant, that phenomena are either constitutive 
or constructed. (Kant used "regulative" for the latter, which is more am- 
biguous or sociologically more amorphous.) Constitutive phenomena 
have an intrinsic order which are "in the nature of things," though they 
may be diff~cult to discern, such as the periodic table in chemistry or the 
particle strutture of matter, while constructed phenomena are socially 
defined. Thus, sex is constitutive in that it is anatomically based, though 
gender, the roles that people take, are socially defined. Economists tend to 
act as if the economic phenomena are constitutive of reality, and this is 
certainly m e  of the positivists like Milton Fnedman, with his statement, 
for example, about the quantity theory of money. Yet economic behavior 

is more widely variable, as economists have found out when dealing with 
labor rnarkets, wage theory and the like, where terms like habits, tradi- 
tional arrangements, institutions, creep in by the back door. Tme, the 
social world is not entirely constructed. There are constraints which lirnit 
the range of actions. Much of economic behavior is shaped or limited by 
those constraints. But culture is much less so. 

Q: So one could say that you are an institutionalist econornist with sym- 
pathies for neoclassical economics? 

A: Weii, when I think of my own relationship to economics, I would say 
it is different on different levels. I am clearly interested in institutional 
settings: I am interested in the history of institutions, in the development 
of institutions, and in the ways in which they shape or reward preferences. 
Economists now begin to think more and more in these terms and move 
towards that perspective. But by and large they take preferences as givens 
and do not ask about the way they are forrned. 

Economic theory interests me most as a kind of als-ob, as an ideal type 
against which one can measure empirical aspects of social iife. This goes 
back to something I think Samuelson has written about, namely, that eco- 
nornics deals with rational action while sociology deals with nonrational 
action. Now, that's a too simple distinction, but it is useful in that it at least 
points to some of the differences which are involved. 

The one rnan that tried to bndge that gap between economics and soci- 
ology, interestingly enough, was Pareto. And he did it, of course, because 
he began as an engineer before he became an economist. As an econo- 
rnist, succeeding Walras at Lausame, Pareto forrnalized the general equi- 
libriurn theory (pace Arrow and Debreu) and felt he knew aii about the 
circulation of goods. He then turned to sociology to use the same methods 
to chart the circulation of elites. Pareto felt he could classify and map the 
sentiments and denvations and residues-the sources of nonrational be- 
havior-to create a general theory of sociology. But the entire effort feil 
apart and what remained was a rich pudding of iilustration and observa- 
tion and generalization, but other than the scaffolding, no coherence. 

Q: Isn't Pareto's argument about the difference between economics and 
sociology misleading in the sense that sociology only gets to dea1 with the 
nonrational sides of social iife? Weber's argument that one of the key cate- 

' 

gories in sociology is rational social action seems superior to me. 
A: Tme. But there is also an element in Weber, which is implicit and 

rarely explicated-except toward the end of some of his books-that 
there is always an irrational component to rational action. One finds it in 
the very concept of rationahation-that everytiung is becoming rational- 
ized. When ail behavior becomes completely rationalized, it often loses its 
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bearings or ultimate meanings, because everything becomes subordinated 
to those "rational means." That is the meaning of the distinction between 
Wertrationalitat and Zweckrationalitat. Someone iike Karl Mannheim 
accepts ths distinction and concludes that it is "functional rationality" and 
not "substantial rationality" that is ruiing the world. Or the Frankfurt 
School's argument that functional rationality dehumanizes people. 

So what 1Veber says is rhat rationalization carried too far becornes irra- 
tional. To some extent this is also centra1 in Dewey, namely, in Dewey's 
distinction between means and ends; or when he makes the obvious point 
that means and ends are inextricable from one another. When means be- 
come ends in themselves, they begin to have a nomational element to 
them. So it is indeed true that Weber has al1 these notions of rational law, 
rational economics, rational accounting, and so on. But there is also the 
impiicit notion that if these are too strongly followed, so to speak, they 
will in the end become nomational. 

Q: In your essay "Models and Reality in Economic Discourse" from 
1981, you speak of the need for what you call "an interpretative economic 
theory." What exactiy did you have in mind here? Perhaps a form of eco- 
nomic sociology? 
A: No, I don't think I had economic sociology in rnind when I wrote 

that. It was basicaiiy an effort to shifi the starting point back to values in 
economics, to normative theory, and to say in effect: if you are going to 
have an idea1 type model of rational action, why the conventional one? 
What other ones would be possible, if the value systems of society were 
somehow different? In a sense, ail of this goes back to this idea of mine of 
a "public household," which is ultimately inspired by Aristotle (see Beil 
1978~). Aristotle is writing a "mora1 economy," in which the family or the 
domestic household is the ur unit that should be repiicated in the larger 
economy. That is what I call "the public househo1d"-that we should con- 
ceive of our sense of obiigations to each other as being members of a large 
communal body. Thus, it is not the conventional distinction between pub- 
iic and private, but a concept that embraces both, at least in the economic 
realm. 

My ideas here are comected to the fact that I am a socialist in econom- 
ics, a iiberal in poiitics, and a conservative in culture. I am a socialist in 
economics because I beiieve that people can only identify with society if 
the society feels a responsibiiity to them. As a starting point, no society- 
to the extent that it is possible-should allow involuntary unemployment. 
So there should be a priority in the social policy to limit involuntary unem- 
ployment. What about the argument that one first needs to create wealth? 
Weil, at various times wealth creation becomes a more important point if 

you have gone too far in the other direction. But the idea of public house- 
hold basically means that the claims of the community are prior to other 
claims. 

Q: So the theory of the pubiic household is directly tied to a form of 
responsible capitaiism? 

A: Well, I think of it more as a socialist market model. I do beiieve in 
the market, but only within the framework of social goals. I have been 
influenced on this point by Abba Lerner, whose work I came in contact 
with in the 1940s, when I was the managing editor of n e  New Leader. I 
ran five articles by hirn in n e  New Leader in which he put forth various 
ideas that became elaborated in his Economics of Control. But the idea 
itself also has obvious parallels in Catholic social theory with its notion of 
a just price, a family wage, and so on. I rnay not share the exact premises 
of Catholic social thinkers like Heinrich Pesch and others, but at least they 
try to think in terms of other kinds of economic systems. So the important 
thing for me is to try to focus on a set of values, which I call "the public 
household," and on the institutional structures whch could reinforce 
these. 

Q: What is your opinion of economic imperiaiism and its prospects? 
And as an intellectual historian, what is your reaction to the argument that 
economic imperiaiism is an ideology of the conservative 1970s? 

A: Weil, I have never liked that type of easy correlation between context 
and ideology. It can be misleading because the ideas may have had a long 
history. The problem is rather, why has it got attention at the time it has? 
There is also the fact of the exhaustion of old ideas and the power of the 
new one. (In painting this happened when Cézame broke the whole no- 
tion of the picture plane.) And even though Gary Becker is a conservative 
as such, I am sure that the crucial impetus in his case has been the possibil- 
ity of developing a powerful idea. The basic appeal of Becker's model is 
its simpiicity. So much of behavior is reduced to a utiiity preference, cost- 
benefit assessment. One need not wonyabout culture or politics; it is very 
economistic. Thus, his work may appeal to people with an anti-sociologi-. 
cal bias, who will read it and say, "Well, here we are!" I remember an 
argument I had many years ago at Columbia with Sidney Morgenbesser 
who, always playing the devil, said, "I can destroy aii of sociology with 
utiiity theory! Ali I need is a good ordering of the utiiity preferences and 
that takes care of everything!" Well, this is obviously the appeal of eco- 
nomic imperiaiism: it is a powerful idea with a lot of applications. And 
therefore it gets a lot of response. 

Wiil it last? Here it seems to me it is a question of what it finds out. There 
is always a danger of over-enthusiasm. An obvious example of this is 
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In fact, there is a footnote in Weber's Genera1 Economic Histoty in 
which he raises this exact question (Weber 1961,265,276). If you want to 
build a raiiroad in modern Western society, how do you do it? Weil, it's a 
straight line. But what if there is a cemetery in the way? What do you do 
then?' In traditional China, for example, you go around it, because you 
have respect for your ancestors. 1s that nonrational? Well, from the view- 
point of the criteria that are usually put forth in rational choice, it is. And 
yet it is rational within the context of the Chinese way of life. This doesn't 
meah that rational choice is wrong. But it lirnits the applicability and 
power of this kind of approach. 

But something else is at stake in the turn to the "rationalchoice" ap- 
proach, if I think of Coleman, or Jon Elster, or Michael Hechter among its 
practitioners; this is the appeal of "methodological individualism" and the 
rejection of "collective concepts." Clearly, Sone is oriented to behavior or 
actions, then it may be more fruithil to think of actors (even collective 
actors) in individua1 terrns, for there is a danger of falling (as Durkheim 
almost did) into the fallacy of a "group mind." And the orientation to ac- 
tors is the influence of microeconornics, which has become centra1 once 
again for the economists. But if one thnks of "ritual" or "traditions" or 
"styles" or "collective memoryn--the nutrients of culture-to which indi- 
viduals respond, then a rational choice is sornewhat deficient in under- 
standing the deposits of human actions. To me there is something ironic 
in Jon Elster "making sense of Marx" in terms of methodological individu- 
alism (pace F. A. Hayek). It is like going from the "macro-Marx" to the 
"micro-Marx." 

Q: If you were to compare economists and sociologists, what would 
your opinion be? For example, are economists better and brighter than 
sociologists? 

A: I don't know if they are better and brighter. But they have a set of 
problems, which they can define in more exact ways, and they also have 
a set of tools, which they can apply to these problerns. h d  therefore they 
can come up with answers. The tricky problem is of course how long and 
how well will these answers hold up? But regardless of that, economists 
can come up with answers better and faster than other people. Through 
the help of indifference curves, inelasticities, and so on, you can begin to 
dea1 with behavior much more quickly than sociologists, who are doing 
survey research, for example. The fact that you can put the econornic 
problem more directly in mathematical form also allows you to rnanipu- 
late the relations more directly. 

It seems to me that economics has two advantages over sociology, 
though these have their limitations as well. One is that econornics has a 

convertible metric: one can take the price of a pound of potatoes and a 
pound of automobile and put these into a single index to make compari- 
sons over tirne. But what metric is there for the "convertability" of wealth, 
status, and power into comparative measures of relative standing? The 
second is that, not only is there a metric, but one can make the units 
homogenous, aggregate these, and in respect to the rates of change use 
the calculus. The limitation, however, is that it is difficult to build hetero- 
geneity into such models. I reca11 a correspondence with Robert J. Gordon 
a number of years ago, following an article by hirn (in the Journal of Eco- 
nomic Literature, I think), where he was grappling, unsuccessfully he ad- 
rnitted, with building heterogeneity into wage theory and labor markets. 

But I should also add that I think that there is a hierarchy of simplicity, 
so to speak, in the sciences. Maybe this wiil startle people. hyway,  I think 
that intellectually the easiest subject is physics, because you are deaIing 
with a very complicated puzzle but it is not going to bark at you and bite 
you. And if you are a very ingenious puzzle solver, you can work out al1 
the equations. Economics is below physics in what I cail the major consti- 
nitive phenomenon order, because also here you can make things ho- 
mogenous; you can aggregate them; you have a metric; and so on. Sociol- 
ogy, on the other hand, stands outside this order. 

Now, people like Coleman and others are understandably trying to con- 
vert sociology into the same order of things as physics and economics. 
And so did Parsons, you know. But Parsons did it on the leve1 of meta- 
phorswith his AGIL scheme, pattern variables, etc.-and he lacked the 
rnetric and the element of hornogeneity. But the logic was the same; the 
idea was to detach the sociological analysis from institutions and to get a 
set of concepts which would apply to any set of institutions. 

To me the main difficulty here is that I don't think that sociology should 
do this and can do this. Or rather the other way around: it can't and it 
shouldn't. Sociology, in my opinion, is caught in between economics on 
the one hand, which can formalize, and history, on the other, which is 
ultimately idiosyncratic and particular. So sociology is therefore what I 
would call "sociographic," which means that it has to be soft and imper- 
fect (see Beil1978b). 

Q: But doesn't sociology also have certain advantages over economic ' 

theory? One would be its sensitivity to the social elements-something 
that neoclassical economics seems to lack. 

A: Well, I would differ in this respect: economic theory, curiously 
enough, is very sensitive and responsive to social elements. It reacts to the 
social in interesting ways, which also reveals some of its limiradons. It is 
true that when I studied economics as a graduate student, it was at a time 
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when economics seemed to be almost sterile. You read people like John 
Bates Clark on margina1 productivity and so on. It was al1 very abstract, 
and economists like Eii Ginzberg and the empiricists were very impatient 
with it. But what happened after that, it seems to me, is that economics has 
been very sensitive to social developments in ways that sociology has not. 
Much of it was due to postwar developments once the economists felt 
coniìdent that they could "manage" economies. 

Let me give you two iiiustrations. The first 1s growth theory in econom- 
ics. .Economie growth has been a major area in economics. After World 
War Ii there was a huge spate of development plans, and people like 
W. Arthur Lewis, Hicks, and Kuznets were doing work in this field. Now, 
sociology responded with modernization theory, whch was just a vague 
sort of ragbag of things. I am not saying that growth theory is successful, 
but the economists worked at it more assiduously than the sociologists 
did. 

The other area, of course, is welfare theory. Here Pareto did pioneering 
work, which was alrnost entirely forgonen ti11 Abe Bergson rediscovered 
it. So he and Ian Little and various other people did a huge amount of 
work on welfare theory. The tools they used were very powerful, but 
lirniting because again there was this exclusive concentration on the allo- 
cative means problems while the contextual element of the values and 
other social elements, which inform the way people behave, was ignored. 
Stili, interestingly enough, the economists went into growth theory and 
welfare theory well ahead of the sociologists. And some of the best work 
today on social behavior is being done by economists. I think of the work 
by Thomas Schelling on self-command as one example. 

Q: Since forecasting is one of your specialties, I would like to ask you 
which economic problems you think wiii be the most irnportant ones in 
the future. And are economists and sociologists likely to cooperate in their 
attempts to understand these problems? 

A: Well, that's the same as asking, "Where do you think the world is 
going!" Let me start with recalling some lectures I gave at Keio University 
in Japan about ten years ago. In these I said that the big problem for 
sociology at the beginning of the twentieth century was why capitaiism 
had been so successful in the West, and not in the Orient. Max Weber of 
course gave the answer: you needed something strong enough to break 
the bonds of traditionalism and to foster individualism, mobility, and so 
on. The question at the end of the twentieth century is a different one. It 
is: Why is capitalism so successful in Japan? Japan is traditionalist; there is 
litiìe mobility; and the culture is not individualistic. The rise of East Asia as 
an economic force in the last quarter of the twentieth century raises, once 
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again, the relation of culture to economy. Weber's answer rnay have been 
m e  for the West, but it does not apply to Japan and China. We need some 
new stmctures of explanations. 

Given that context, let me say something about two other problems, 
which are very different from each other. One is the new framework of 
economic relations in the areas of production, trade, and capital. If one 
looks at production-and here I foilow the work of Charles Sabel-the 
new production technologies are breaking up the old industrial society 
(see Piore and Sabel 1984). The new production technologies empliasize 
smail scales and regionaiization, customization, and adaptability. But the 
smcture of trade and exchange, of capita1 and currency, on the other 
hand, are becoming more worldwide and integrated. So what you have is 
a mismatch of scales. Actually, it is even more compiicated than that. Pro- 
duction is becoming more local and regional; trade is becoming more 
continental; and capital and currency markets are becoming more inter- 
national. So you're going to get continental economies of scale, regional 
economies for production, and international economies for capita1 and 
cunencies. And where will the national state be? It is caught in between aii 
these conflicting elements. 

The rea1 problem here, from an intellectual viewpoint, is to develop 
some conceptual tools which can dea1 with these processes operating on 
different scales. And few sociologists are worlung on this. That's a pity 
because this is an area where you could actuaily have a reaiiy fruitful 
interaction between economics and sociology in a way that was not possi- 
ble eariier. Both are needed to understand different aspects of this new set 
of phenomena. 

The second area represents a totaiiy different kind of problem. It is 
actuaiiy a very old problem which is returning in post-industria1 society in 
a much sharper form, namely, how do you value what people do? How do 
I determine what your labor is worth, and what my labor is worth? A cou- 
ple of years ago, for example, there was a case that went to the courts in 
the state of Washington. The nurses said that the teamsters were gening 
twice as much as they were; what's the comparable worth of our labor 
against theirs? Well, you say, you can apply market principles. But the 
problem is that what the teamsters got wasn't a market pnce; it had been ' 

negotiated on the basis of the monopoly power of the union. 
The question that is raised here is the larger question of what are the 

rules for rewards on a just basis in the court of the good society? The 
market gives you efficiency in terms of relative scarcity and such, but is it 
just7 WeU, that's a question. If you use administrative mechanisrns, how do 
you determine salaries? Are there technocratic rules for measurement 
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which say: This job is worth X points and that job is worth Y points? If you 
just take monetary awards: Should the executive get fifty thousand dollars 
more than the common laborer? Should the general get thirty thousand 
doilars more than the private? 

Weli, these, it seems to me, are issues of the type that will increasingly 
come forth. l'hey have come forth most strongly among women, because 
of the historical discrimination against women in terms of wage stmcture, 
and therefore the question of comparable worth has become a foca1 ele- 
mentin the equality for women. But there is also a more general principle 
involved here, which goes back to the Catholic theory of a just price ver- 
sus a market wage and a market price, what in post-industria1 segments I 
would call a knowledge theory of value. 

So in response to your question, those would be two main areas that 
need work. One goes back to the normative question of rewards and dis- 
tribution, based on the reciprocity between individuals. And the other is 
essentially about the organization of society under the irnpact of the new 
technologies and the new scales. There will be conflicts between the dif- 
ferent production systerns, the different trade systems, and the different 
capita1 systems. And it will be especiaily hard for the polity. It will face the 
pressures of markets and econornic activities which no longer mesh har- 
moniously with what they do. So something is bound to crack. 

Q: 1s there some fina1 summary to this? 
A: Yes. It goes back to my gnomic statement that we need some new 

conceptual frameworks to understand world society in the next century. 
This past spring I gave a paper at Cambridge, England, with the cheeky 
title of "The Irrelevance of Marx, Weber and Durkheim" (Bell 1988). It is 
not that I do not have piety for my forebears. I do. But I think that our basic 
categories are increasingly inadequate. They arise from Western modes- 
from Greek concepts and Chnstian eschatology. Hegel, in the Philosophy 
of History, mled out ail non-Western social development on the ground 
that these societies had not entered "into History," which was for him the 
unfolding of a principle of rationality, the outcome of which would be a 
single unified consciousness or, in the secular version of Marx, a single 
world society, then a universal order, or socialism. Yet our concepts of 
consciousness, development, rationality-the very term "modernity"- 
have become questionable and lirnited. 

On the methodological level, I do not think we can understand society 
in t e m  of totality or integration, as Marxists and Functionalists do, since 
society is not  a "system." An economy may be a system, but there is no 
necessary connection between economy and culture. There is, as I have 
argued, a "disjuntion of realrns" (see Beli 197813). 011 the ground level of 

Daniel BeU 231 

the empirical terrain, the idea of class becomes shnveled, legitimacy and 
charisma become expanded without recognition, and we do not know 
very much about the nature of social cohesion in the face of the multifari- 
ous civil strifes that have enguifed ail societies in the last haif century. And 
finaily, I do not think we can escape the normative issues which are inex- 
tricably woven into aU. the questions of analysis that we have to confront. 
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Jon Elster 

IT MAY BE SAID that Elster's contribution to the debate between econornics 
and sociology has been to help break down the resistance among sociolo- 
gists and other social scientists to methodological individualism, to game 
theory, and, lìrst and foremost, to the very idea of rational choice.' He has 
done this in a series of briiiiant works, which have been pouring forth 
since the late 1970s and whose irnportance extends far beyond the debate 
between economics and sociology. Perhaps the two most important of 
these are Ulysses and the Sirens and Sour Grapes. 'i'he rnain idea in the 
former work is that certain forms of irrational behavior can sometimes be 
handled by precommitting oneself to a certain form of action; and in the 
latter, that one's preferences may be formed by the very constraints under 
which the choice is made. 

Through his cosmopolitian education and wide ranging intellectual in- 
terests, Elster is well-equipped to play the role of a middleman in the 
debate between econornics and sociology. In the interview, he teiis how 
his education has taken him from his native Norway to France and to the 
United States; and from French and mathematics to philosophy, econom- 
ics, and Mancism. Elster also discusses the relationship between methodo- 
logica1 individualism and rational choice, and between rational choice 
and social norms. He also touches on the problems of interdisciplinarity. 
He ends with a plea for social science research where the focus is on 
rnechanisms rather than on theories-be they rational choice, functional- 
ism, or some other form. 

Jon Elster was born in Oslo, Norway, in 1940. He got a graduate degree 
in philosophy at the University of Oslo in 1966, and a doctorate in sociaL 
science in 1972 from Université de Paris V. During the early 1970s to the 
early 1980s, he worked in departments of history, philosophy, and politi- 
tal science in France, Norway, and the United States. Currently he teaches 
at the Department of Political Science at the University of Chicago (1983-), 

The following interview with Jon Elster was conducted on May 2, 1988, in his office in Pick 
Hall at the Univenity of Chiago. 

'The following infonnation cornes from Elster's viia and Elster 1985b. 



234 Cbapter 13 

while also holding a part-time position at the Institute for Social Research 
in Oslo (1984-1. 

Q: When one reads your works, one is struck by their interdisciplinary 
and cosmopolitan quaiity. Does this reflect your education? 

A: I did my undergraduate work in Oslo, Norway, where I studied 
French and mathematics. I then wrote what is more or less the equivalent 
to a Master's thesis in phiiosophy. The Norwegian system is actually such 
that the degree is somewhere in between a Master's degree and a Ph.D. To 
write that dissertation I went to France, and I wrote it in French under the 
partial supervision of Jean Hyppolite. The main supervision I had was by 
some Jesuit philosophers, who were specialists on Hegel. My dissertation 
was on Hegel's phenomenonology of mind. It was caiied Prise de con- 
science dans la Phenomenologie de L'Esprit de Hegel (Self-Consciousness 
in Hegel's Phenomenology of Mind). 

I wrote that dissertation in 1966. Then I got a fellowship from the Nor- 
wegian Research Council and decided to go to France to work with Hyp- 
polite. But he died just a few weeks after I got to Paris. And then I first 
thought of working with Aithusser. You know, this was in the heydays of 
Aithusserian Marxism. Well, luckily for me he was not technicaiiy quali- 
fied to supervise my dissertation. Through my old Jesuit friends I got in 
touch with Raymond Aron. So I went to Aron's seminar and stayed there 
for three years and wrote my dissei-tation. He didn't take a very active role 
in supervising my thesis, but he read the chapters and made encouraging 
noises. Then I put the whole thesis together and defended it in 1972. It 
was caiied Production et Reproduction. Essai sur Mam, and technically it 
was a thesis in sociology at the Université de Paris V. So that's my training: 
undergraduate work in French and mathematics, a master's thesis in phi- 
losophy, and a doctoral thesis in sociology. 

Q: Did you study any economics during these years? My memory is that 
at one time you were a professor in economic history in Norway. 

A: That's not exactly wrong, but it's not quite right either. What hap- 
pened is that when I was working on Marx I had to teach myself both a bit 
of economics and a bit of economic history, since Marx was both an econ- 
omist and an economic hstorian. I then wrote a little book in Norwegian 
caiied New Perspectives on Economic History. It really was more of a book 
on methodology, and for a few years I was working in Oslo with a number 
of economic historians, partly on methodological issues and partly on 
substantive matters. 

Q: In the 1970s, there was a sudden growth of interest in rationality in 
sociology and in social science in general, and your works surely have 
helped this along. But your own interest in rationaiity goes back much 
further. What exactly was it that originally interested you in this topic? Was 
it a specific teacher? Or the rationalistic French intellectual culture? 

A: It was definitely not the French culture. I think that French culture in 
the 1960s and the 1970s,Was actually strongly anti-rational choice and 
anti-methodological individualism. No, it was aii very simple. When I had 
to read Manc, I had to understand Marxian economics. And to understand 
Marxian economics, I had to understand economics in general. And to 
understand economics, I had to understand the foundations of econom- 
ics-which turn out to be rational choice. I guess the book which sort of 
opened my eyes to ail of this was Games and Decisions by Luce and 
Raiffa, which I read some tirne in the 1960s. It is a great book, and it has 
stayed with me ever since as a bible. A lot of things have happened since 
the book appeared, of course, but it is still splendid. What Luce and Raiffa 
especially have got right and whch almost nobody gets right is the exact 
combination of rigor in the exposition and conceptual skepticism in the 
argument, in the seme of wiliingness to explore the conceptual problems 
embedded in the formulas. So they are not just mindless theorem provers 
but very thoughtful about what they are doing. And that is very rare in this 
field. 

Q: What do you think is behind this wave of popularity in social science 
for rational choice which started in the late 1970s and which still seems to 
be going strorig? There is, for example, a rather vulgar theory which says 
that the radica1 1960s have been replaced by more conservative times, and 
that's why there is such an interest in rational choice. One could also argue 
that the idea of rationaiity was just overdue; it had proved its usefulness in 
economics, so why not also use it in the other social sciences? What's your 
opinion? 

A: I don't reaiiy know. As to the first theory, it is indeed vulgar in the 
seme that it rests on a clear faiiacy. Let me expiain. There are actually 
three distinct issues here. There is rational choice theory; there is method- . 

ological indiuidualism; and there is political induidualism. Methodologi- 
cal individualism is the position with which I idenidy myself the most ' 

clearly. Now, rational choice theory presupposes methodological individ- 
ualism-but not the other way around. You can be a methodological indi- 
vidualist and yet not beiieve or beiieve wholeheartedly in rational choice 
theory. That is increasingly the way in which my own thinking has been 
developing over the last few years. I still think rational choice theory is 
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very important. But I also think that the theory of social norms is very 
important, and I have been working and writing on that for the last couple 
of years. And I think that any acceptable theory of social norms has to be 
stated within the framework of methodological individualism. 

Now, politica1 individualism-let's say liberalism-has nothing whatso- 
ever to do with methodological individualism. They are totaiiy independ- 
ent of each other, and you do indeed find al1 possible combinations of 
them in reaiity. It is true, empirically speaking, that in a fourfold table 
which you could easily construct, some ceils would be more populated 
than others. And it is indeed tnie that in this sense, liberalism and method- 
ological individualism go together more frequently than, say, socialism 
and methodological individualism. Ths is true, and it is an interesting 
sociological fact, which cries out for an explanation. But there is no logica1 
comection there whatsoever. Already Schumpeter (1908), who coined 
the term "methodological individualism," insisted on this point. 

So what you find in France in the 1960s and 1970s, to go back to that 
example for a moment, was a massive combination of three things: there 
was a rejection of rational choice and emphasis instead on social norms; 
there was a rejection of methodological individualism and emphasis in- 
stead on methodological holism; and there was a rejection of politica1 
liberalism and emphasis instead on some kind of leftism. I think these 
three should really be decoupled. And as I said, you can be a methodolog- 
ical individualist and still take the theory of social norms seriously, just as 
you can be a methodological individualist and still not be a politica1 lib- 
eral. So the problem with al1 these discussions at this very genera1 level is 
that people lump things together conceptuaiiy that have been empirically 
associated with each other. So that is the response to your question about 
the possible relationship between rationality and conservatism. 

It can also be pointed out that rational choice has sometimes already 
been used outside of econornics. In anthropology, for example, I think the 
evolution has been more in the opposite direction, in the sense that there 
is less rational choice now than there was some years ago. In the 1950s 
and 1960s, there were some very good people in anthropology, who were 
writing within what one today would cail a rational choice framework. 
There was Raymond Firth and even more importantly, there was Fredrik 
Barth. But today it seems to be culturaMunctionalist~stnicturalist explana- 
tions that reaily dominate the field. 

I am also not so sure that rational choice is as hegemonic today as your 
question seems to irnply. There is also a question of what level you are 
taiking of. If it is at the level of the Zeitgeist, i am not so sure it can be said 
to be rationalistic. If you read, for exarnple, n e  New York Times Book 
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Rm'ew, which is a kind of middlebrow expression of the Zeitgeist in the 
United States, you won't iind much of rational choice social science. They 
review social science books, but not those that are inspired by rational 
choice theory. if anythng, i would say that the communitarian vision is 
stronger than rational choice here. But I also must say that I iind these 
generalizations hopeless to discuss. The oniy thing that reaily interests me 
are the issues. And besides that, who cares? 

Q: When one reads your works, it is clear that you have made severa1 
important contributions to modern social theory: there is your distinction 
between parametric and strategic rationality; the idea of precornmitrnent 
as a way of handling irrationality; the notion of multiple self; and so on 
(see Elster 1984, 1986a). 1s there an underlying theme or some hidden 
agenda in your work? 

A: No, there is no preexisting agenda in my work. I think that the 
agenda is rather being constantly reconstnicted expost. I don't know ex- 
actly how to put this but I am just driven by sheer curiosity, I guess. Plus 
by a little bit of serendipity; you need a bit of serendipity. I think it would 
be tnie of many scholars to say that you can oniy have a small number of 
good ideas in your life. If you have ten, you are lucky. Two or three is 
more common, of course. 

Q: Which would you consider to be your good ideas? 
A: The notion of precornmitment would be one. The idea of endog- 

enous preference formation is another, and there is also the notion of 
states that are essentially byproducts (see Elster 1983, 1984). And perhaps 
I have got a couple more; I don't know. But the point is the foilowing. You 
start with a couple of idea-let us say three-and then you put something 
together. And then perhaps you get a new idea, so now you have four. But 
that does not sirnply mean that you have got a new idea; you also have 
three possible comections between that new idea and the three previous 
ones. So instead of getting just one good idea, you are actually getting 
three new things as weii. And then you get a fifth idea, and then of course 
you don't just have that idea but four possible comections to your eariier 
ideas. So in a way you are building up a conceptual network, and it is 
somehow done from the inside. 

Philosophers who wrote about growth in the seventeenth century had 
a phrase which is not used very often any more-intussusception. What it 
means is growing in the way a tree grows, from the ins idenot  just the 
way a crystal grows, by accretion. So the point is that the tree grows in aii 
places simultaneously, not just at the outside. And I think that similarly a 
conceptual network expands, but not just at the outside. Every new idea 
adds something to it; when you have a new idea, you go back and revise 
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what you did earlier. And in that seme the whole program or agenda is 
constantiy being rewritten. 

During these last few years I have, for example, had this interest in the 
theory of social norms. I think that I now take them more seriously than I 
used to do. And I can go back and revise and rethink some of my eariier 
work in the light of this new interest. Anyway, that's the way I think about 
the way my work develops. 

Q: What is your sense of the present state of interaction between eco- 
nornics and sociology? It seems to me that some important changes are 
taking place today, and that basically the border between the two disci- 
plines is being redrawn. So at the moment we are somewhere in between 
the old and the new. There is, for example, Gary Becker with .one type of 
approach; and there is someone like George Akerlof with another. . . . 

A I think you are getting it right to cite Becker and Akerlof here because 
they represent two different trends. There is the imperiaiist trend of eco- 
nornics, which i would say just ignores sociological theory in its attacks on 
sociological problems. And then there is the trend that Akerlof represents, 
which takes sociological theory seriously and uses it to study economic 
problems. I must confess that I iind the Akerlof approach much more 
interesting. The reason is that I have come to believe that there is a whole 
range of phenomena, traditionaily studied by sociologists, which are quite 
resistant to the traditional economic approach. This is, of course, just an- 
other way of saying-for the third time in this interview-that one needs 
a theory of social norms to understand many of these problems. This is 
something which also Akerlof is referring to through his use of "custom"; 
he is essentially saying the same thing (see Akerlof 1980). Many phenom- 
ena, which are related to social norms, are just very difficult to make sense 
of in rational choice terrns. Norrns of revenge is an example. 

But I don't mean to say that the Becker approach isn't useful. It is; of 
course it is useful. His work on the family is especially important and 
valuable. People obviously do make choices-for instance in respect to 
how many children to have; when to have them; and so on. Becker's 
analysis is very important. And I think it is good to have someone like 
Becker around, who really takes rational choice to its lirnits and beyond. 
He is constantly pushing the theory to its obvious lirnits of application. If 
he didn't exist, someone would have to invent him! 

But I also see a danger in the mindless application of rational choice 
theory to everything. And therefore I think the presence of peopie iike 
Hirschman, Akerlof, Leibenstein, and a few others who take sociological . 
theory seriously is very important. They are willing to learn from sociol- 
ogy and not just steal the problems of sociology and incorporate them into 
their own domain. 

Q: Let's agree that economics has lost a bit by being cut off in such a 
radica1 way from sociology, as it has been during much of the twentieth 
century. Doesn't the same also apply to sociology-that sociology has lost 
something by not being in better contact with economics? 

A I think that especially the Durkheimian tradition has had quite disas- 
trous consequences for sociology and perhaps even more so for anthro- 
pology. We were just talking about mindless rational choice theory, but 
there has also been much mindless functionaiism in sociology and anthro- 
pology. This went on from Durkheim to the 1960s or so. Functionalist 
sociology was quite intoxicating because it seemed to offer a possibiiity of 
explaining meything. But it was too easy in a way because if you were 
sufficientiy clever, you could always find some consequences of a given 
phenomenon that were beneficial for someone or for something or in 
some respect and so on. You could always find something. And then you 
could say, "This explains it!" Now, that opened up the possibiiity for intel- 
lectual sloppiness, laziness, and irresponsibiiity. The best people in this 
business knew of course what they were doing; I'm not saying that every- 
body who did ths type of work was uncritical and basically irresponsible. 
But they were not good because they had a good methodology; they were 
good i n  q i t e  of their methodology. 

Q: What about the role of Marx in the current debate between econom- 
ics and sociology? None of the key participants are Marxist or seem to 
have much of an interest in Marx. But you do, and you recently published 
a work entitied Making Seme of Mam. So does Marxism have a role to 
play in this debate, and if so, what would it be? 

A: The Marx that deserves to be remembered is the one in which the 
distinction between economics and sociology is transcended. The chap- 
ters in the first volume of Capital that show Manr at his very best are the 
ones in which he looks at the interaction between class stmggle and 
profit-maximization within the firm. Long before, say, Akerlof and Stigiitz, 
he understood that rational entrepreneurs wiil adapt to the normatively 
rnotivated behavior of the workers. By contrast, the chapters in the thrd 
volume in which Marx attempts to do pure economics are rapidly on their 
way to a weil-deserved oblivion. This being said, one of the unfortunate 
legacies of Marx is the view that rational-choice analysis is somehow sus- ' 

pect, because it accords too much irnportance to subjective rnatters and 
not enough to materia1 factors. In particular, Marxists tend to say that pref- 
erences are unimportant compared to the objective social processes by 
which they are generated. To this claim, one can oniy respond by saying 
that the problem of endogenous preference forrnation is on everybody's 
research agenda, but that nobody, and certainiy not Marxists, have made 
much headway on it. 
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Q: Would it be your opinion that economic problems are best analyzed 
by neoclassical economics? Or is there a place also for other perspectives, 
such as economic sociology? 

A: My basic attitude towards these disciplinary distinctions is that they 
are pointless, boring, unproductive, and indeed counterproductive. So my 
basic inclination is to refuse to answer the question. That being said, 1'11 try 
to answer it. So let me back up a little and say something about interdisci- 
plinary work in general. 

What I just said about disciplinary distinctions could, I guess, be seen as 
a plea for nondisciplinary work. That is, let's just forget about the disci- 
plines and focus on the problems. Who cares about the disciplines? But it 
is a bit more complicated than that because one of the things we have 
learned, I believe, over the last twenty years is the danger of premature 
interdisciplinary work. You cannot, for instance, teach students to be in- 
terdisciplinary. There have been experiments in this direction at some 
universities. There is, for example, a university in Denrnark at Roskilde, 
that really tries to train undergraduates to be interdisciplinary. But I don't 
think it works, and I don't think it could work, because it seems to me that 
to be good in interdisciplinary work, you already have to have very solid 
foundations in one discipline. The main reason for this is that it is only by 
working with some depth in one discipline that you in a seme learn the 
ethics of science. That is, you learn how to be responsible; how to take the 
works of other scholars seriously; how to make trade-offs between 
breadth and depth; and so on. Yes, I think that's the besi way of putting it; 
that to learn the ethics of science or how to be intellectually responsible, 
you must know everything about something. People who try to start out 
by learning something about everything will not get anywhere. So I cer- 
tainly think that an academic cornmunity of specialists is much more desir- 
able than one that is rnade up of all-round amateurs. 

On the other hand, I also think that these specializations are harmful in 
their own ways. Both the best and the most interesting work is often done 
by people who couldn't care less about where they come from. But they 
have nevertheless internalized this ethics of responsibility, which has to 
do with these familiar things, such as actively seeking out counterexam- 
ples to what you are doing; listening to what other people are doing; 
playing the devil's advocate; not seelung out originality for its own sake; 
and so on. And once this ethics has been internalized, people tend to 
forget where they come from and just focus on the issue at hand. And 
that's why-to come back to your question about economic sociology-I 
would still say that it shouldn't realiy matter that much if you come from 
economics or if you come from sociology. The important thing is that you 

come from somewhere and that you have internalized the ethics of sci- 
ence. I am not at all sure it matters if Art Stinchcombe is a sociologist or an 
economist; if Jim March is a politica1 scientist or an economist; and so on. 

Q: Maybe it does. Economists and sociologists have different ways of 
looking at things and will sometimes come up with different answers 
when they look at the same problem. Let's take Stinchcombe as an exam- 
ple. He is a sociologist out to his fingertips, something that is quite obvi- 
ous in his analyses. He is also very much aware of the differences between 
neoclassical economics and sociology, as when he, for example, says that 
economists treat rationality as an assumption, while sociologists see it as 
a variable (Stinchcombe 1986, 5-7). 

A: That's not how I read Economic Sociology(1983). As far as I remem- 
ber it, this book is basically ali about choice, scarcity, and of course institu- 
tions. The focus more precisely is on the joint impact of institutions and 
scarcity of choices. Now, it is some time since I read that book and I don't 
have it uppermost in my mind, but it doesn't seem that rationality is much 
of a variable in it. 1s the quote from Economic Sociology? 

Q: No, it's from the introduction to an anthology of Stinchcombe's es- 
says, Stratzfication and Organization. But let me ask another question, 
which is related. According to the principle of charity, you say that one 
should always start an analysis with rationaiity as the working hypothesis 
(Elster 1984, 15656). In other words, however strange the behavior tòbe 
explained may seem to be, one should assume that it is rational. One 
example that you mention in this context is that peasants in underde- 
veloped nations often resist the introduction of better technology. My 
question is, then, isn't it possible that economists and sociologists use ra- 
tionality in different ways? Perhaps you need two dfierent concepts of 
rationality: one that is economic (rationality as un  assumption), and one 
that is more social in nature (rationality as a variable). 

A: I think it is one and the same notion of rationality that you use, inde- 
pendent of what discipline you are in. The strategy of finding different 
concepts of rationaiity in different areas is a strategy which I think one 
should oppose very strongly. There is one force of gravity and there is one 
concept of rationality. You shouldn't multiply entities beyond what is nec- 
essary, even if you of course can make different uses of the same concept. 
The example I was using about the peasants is a standard example from 
economics, and it has to do with risk aversion. Apparently conservative 
irrational beliavior in this case becomes perfectly rational and inteliigible 
once you introduce the element of risk aversion. So that example is not 
something which can be used in support of there being a difference be- 
tween the sociological and the economic concept of rationality. 
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You see the way I use the notion of rationality, I just don't think it can 
be a variable. Rationality is very simple. It is the following: rationali~ 
means using the best means to realize your ends. Now, let us suppose 
someone says, "I am irrational," and points to the fact that he consciously 
and deliberately does not choose the best means to reaiize his ends. Weii, 
that kind of reaction would make me question if that indeed is his end. 
Because it seems to me that the centra1 evidence for imputing ends to 
other people is their actions. And if they choose means that are not condu- 
cive to a given end, that's the best evidence to think that they don't have 
that end. So it's not as if we had a choice, as it were. We have to assume 
that people are rational in order to impute ends and goals to them. This is 
incidentally not my idea-it basically comes from Donald Davidson (see 
1 9 8 0 t b u t  it seems to me to be compelling. And I therefore think that 
there is no differente in rationaiity crossculturally and no differences 
across the disciplines. Rationality is in this sense just a basic fact of under- 
standing another person. 

Q: So in other words you can use rationality in sociology? 
A. Yes, you have to. 
Q: You write very little about Max Weber. That puzzles me a bit, espe- 

cially since you at some point say that "the two main theorists of rational- 
ity are Max Weber and John von Neumam" (Elster 1979, 68). Weber is 
also quite relevant in this context we are discussing since it was he who 
most forcefully and creatively argued that rationality is part of a society's 
culture and ways of doing things. 

A: Let me just say one thing first, to get it out of the way. The fact that 
culture shapes ends does not mean that rationality is a cultura1 variable. 
So, it is stiii the same notion of rationality that you need. And you find it 
eveqwhere; people use it in their daily life to understand each other. Any 
person who uies to understand another person just has to assume that that 
person is rational. Otherwise you'll never be able to make sense of some- 
one else's behavior. Now, what sense you make-that is something which 
of course depends on the culture. 

Insofar as Weber is concerned, I actually do cite him here and there. I 
have lately also been thinking about his typology of social action (see 
Weber 1978). There are, as you know, four kinds of behavior according to 
Weber. "Instrumental rationality" or "Zweckrationalitai'is, I guess, pretty 
straightforward, and I think that game theoretical rationality or what I call 
"strategic rationality" is just an extension of that. The reason is that strate- 
gic rationaiity is indeed instrumental; it is "zweckrational." Then there is 
"affective behavior." Weii, Weber does not have too much to say about 
that. I think the role of emotions in social life is actuaily very little under- 
stood. Then there is "traditional behavior," and finally there is "value ra- 
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tionality" or " Wertrationalitat." Well, I am not that happy with the con- 
cept of "value rationality." I am not quite sure what it means, and how it 
differs from the other three. Let us take the example of voting. Why do 
people vote? The problem does not make any sense on instrumental 
grounds. 1s it then "traditional behavior"? Or is it "value rational"? What is 
it? I don't think that Weber speiis out these notions in sufficient detail and 
in sufficiently precise ways to even aUow us to decide. 

What I think is the answer to all of this-and I am sort of obsessed with 
this question-is that there are reaily just two basic motivations of hurnan 
behavior. I think that the most important is rationality, but social norms 
are in many ways equaiiy important. In my opinion, social norms combine 
elements from "traditional behavior," "affective behavior," and "value ra- 
tionaiity." They do this because social norms are non-outcome oriented; 
they just teil people to do things-not to do something to achieve some- 
thing else. So what I am saying is that the theory of social norms incorpo- 
rates elements of "value rationality'' by this emphasis on the nonconse- 
quential character of social norms; of "traditional behavior," since norms 
are very often perpetuated by tradition; and also of "affective behavior," 
since a very important mechanism in the operations of social norms are 
the emotions of shame and guilt, which in various ways are associated 
with the validation of the norms. So I really think that the fourfold 
Weberian classification coiiapses or should be collapsed into a twofold 
classification. It took me a long time to find this out. I have been struggling 
with Weber's fourfold classification for many years, but I could never re- 
aiiy make sense of it. It never seemed iike a natural classification to me. 
And I think it becomes more of a natural classification if you collapse it 
into just these two categories: instnimental rationality, on the one hand, 
and noninstrumental social norms, on the other. 

Q: According to an old stereotype, women are irrational and men are 
rational. Does this mean that there is a sexist dimension to rationality? Or 
is that a nonsense question? 

A: Yes, I think it is a nonsense question. That women are irrational just 
sounds like a stereotype to me. I think there are obvious differences be- 
tween the sexes and the kind of irrationaiity and emotive behavior you 
can find displayed there. But I don't think men display less irrational be- 
havior than women. I think they probably display different kinds of irra- 
tional behavior. I, however, only have a distant or thirdhand impression of 
the debate on this question, e d  aU my instincts teii me it is a pseudode- 
bate, so I haven't reaiiy gone into it. But according to my distant irnpres- 
sion, it seems to me that there are two issues which are irivolved. One is, 
should fernale scholars or do fernale scholars work differently? Do they 
foiiow a different logic than male scholars? So, that is one of the issues. 



And the second is whether women, as objects of social science, behave 
differentiy. Perhaps these two issues are somehow linked to each other or 
perhaps they are just &ed up with each other. Anyway, I think that both 
issues are largely pseudoissues. 

Once again, there of course exist differences between the two sexes, 
but these are much more speciFic than what is implied by big statements 
like "women and men have different forms of rationality," "there is a 
specdic feminist form of rationaiity," "women are more irrational," and 
the like. I think these propositions are too course-grained and basicdy 
too ideologica1 to lend themselves to scientifìc investigation. So I sort of 
tend to resist that iine of argument. That's why I never discuss these ques- 
tions in my writings and never wiil. 

Q: Wouldn't at least the ideology that women are more irrational than 
men be worth studying? 

A: Yes, I think that ideology would be worth studying. It is a topic at 
about the third leve1 of importance though. 

Q: When I read your earlier works, I get the impression that you origi- 
naily were very optimistic about the use of game theory in social science. 
I am thinking of your article on game theory and Manrism in 7;Seoly and 
Society in 1982. The impression I get today, however, is that you are less 
optimistic. 1s that correct? 

A: I would stick to al1 I have said about game theory because it seems 
to me that you can't understand social interaction without game theory. 
Game theory really has a very privileged status because it is the obvious, 
natural conceptual strutture within which to explore what I see as the 
three main forms of social interactions: between actions and outcomes; 
between the outcomes themselves (because these can be related to each 
other through mechanisms such as envy and altruism); and between the 
actions themselves (and that is the strategic interdependence aspect of it). 
Game theory simply provides the natural unified conceptual framework 
for studying these interactions. 

But in a way game theory is more a language than a theory, by which I 
mean that its basic theoretical postulate is simply the assumption of ratio- 
nality. That assumption can be applied to different contexts, some of 
which are strategic. And to spell out what a strategic context is, you need 
the language of game theory. But it is not reaUy a theory; it is more a 
language for making some necessary distinctions. So the point is not 
whether game theory is true or not. The point is reaily whether the ratio- 
naiity assumption is verified when it is appiied to these strategic game 
theoretical contexts. That is the way I would put it, although I am not sure 
it's necessarily the best way of putting it. 

I suppose that what I am saying is that I still believe that rational choice 
theory for various reasons is privileged. It is more fundamental for severa1 
reasons, one of which I mentioned eariier-you need it just to make sense 
of other people's behavior. But that perhaps only proves some overaii 
priority of rationaiity. In any specific case, it is clear that you stiii have to 
inquire whether the rationality assumption reaily is verified. And then you 
have to look at the game theoretical context-at the strategic interaction- 
and ask whether those are contexts in which the rationality assumption is 
routinely verified. Perhaps I would also say today-and here I might have 
changed my rnind somewhat-that strategic interaction is a context in 
which the rationality assumption is perhaps somewhat vulnerable. I say 
this sirnply because I am more impressed today than I used to be by the 
rnany cases in which the rationality assumption in strategic contexts yields 
indeterminate outcomes. 

For a theory-or for an assumption like the rational choice assump- 
tion-to be reaily useful, it should ideally yield unique predictions. It 
should say: a rational actor in this situation wiii do thk. Now, because of 
the complexity of strategic interaction, rationaiity quite often yields inde- 
terminate predictions. And then, of course, it is not very helpful. So I guess 
I am more impressed with that than I used to be, although I do think I 
mention some cases of this sort in Ulysses and the Sirens. So in a sense it 
is not so much that it is a new thing, but rather that I have become more 
impressed with this problem over the last few years. Ths development is 
aiso linked to my interest in social norms, because garne theoretic and 
strategic reasoning cannot generate stable expectations about other peo- 
ple's behavior. And where do we get these expectations from? We get 
them from social norms. 

Q: Isn't there a danger that norms will end up as a lund of residua1 
category in that iine of argument? In my interview with Kemeth Arrow, he 
said that the problem with using social norms as an explanation-we 
were taiiung about involuntary unemployment-is that it is just a word; it 
explains nothing. What would your reaction be to an argument like that? . 

A The rea1 problem is whether you can ident@ the social norrns inde- 
pendentiy of what they are supposed to explain. Let me give you a simple . 
example of a social norm that leads to predictions that differ from what 
you would expect from rational choice theory. Suppose you have a little 
game between two persons, he or player I and she or player I1 (see fig. 1). 
Player I can choose between a and b. If he chooses a, the game is over. If 
he chooses b, player I1 can choose between C and d. Now, the payoffs are 
clear from figure 1. In each case the first number is the payoff for player I 
and the second number, the payoff for player 11. 
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Fig. 1. A Two-Person Game w i t b  Sodal  Norms 

Now, let us first study the game from the point of view of rational choice 
theory. If player I chooses option a, he gets 1. If he chooses b, it is up to 
player 11. In this situation, player I1 will obviously choose d. Player I1 wiil 
now get 2 and player I will get 2. So player I anticipates that player I1 will 
go there, and player I will also prefer that, because then he will get 2 
rather than 1. So the rational choice solution is that player I chooses b. 

From player 11's perspective, this is, however, not the best it can get 
because she can conceivably get 3. Now why would player I want to give 
3 to player II? Perhaps because player I1 can threaten player I. But the 
problem is that this threat is not credible. The notion of credible threat is 
centra1 to rational choice theory. So even if player i1 makes a threat, when 
player I gets down to choose, he will not listen, because the ihreat is not 
credible. The threat is like cutting off your nose to spite your face, or, "If 
you don't marry me, 1'11 kill myself!"-well, it won't work. So player I 
would just ignore the threat. Now, let's suppose that player I1 is a member 
of the mafia. Members of the mafia are strongly cornmitted to a code of 
honor or to norms of revenge, which te11 them never to make an empty 
threat. If you ever make a threat, you should carry it out even if it is to your 
own detriment. So if player I is your standard Arnerican citizen and player 
11 is a member of the mafia, suddeniy the ihreat has become credible. And 
the reason for this is that it is backed by these social norms. Now, the 
interesting thing about this example is that player 11-the mafiosc-is not 
consequential when it comes to social norms; she'll carry out her threat 
regardless of the social consequences. And that nonconsequentialist norm 
has very good consequences for her, because she now gets 3 instead of 2. 

So this little game should give a better illustration of the difference be- 
tween social norms and rational choice than just some abstract definitions 
of the two. It also shows how the predictions of rational choice theory can 
be changed by the introduction of social norms. 
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Q: If you look ahead, what do you see in terms of rational choice theory 
and the interaction between economics and sociology? Do you think there 
will be some kind of breakthrough? Or will things pretty much continue as 
they are now? 

A: Do you know the answer of Humphrey Lyttleton, the British jazz 
tmmpeter? He was once asked, "Where is jazz going in your opinion, Mr. 
Lyttleton?" He answered, Well, if I knew where jazz was going, I would 
already be there." 

Q: Let me rephrase a bit. People like you, Jim Coleman, and a few 
others are in a sense holding out the hope that social science-and sociol- 
ogy in particular-can be profoundly restructured with the help of ra- 
tional choice theory. We already know that this perspective can result in 
exceptionally fine works-your own and Jirn Coleman's are surely exam- 
ples of that-but is the rational choice approach really strong enough to 
accompiish a fundamental change in sociology and the other social sci- 
ences? 

A: I think Jim Coleman's and my perspectives are very different. Let me 
as a way of answering the question say something else about the change 
in my perspective that I have experienced over the last few years and 
which goes together with the change that I just mentioned on the issue of 
rationality. I think that the greatest problem in the social sciences today is 
that of unrealistic expectations. I think there should be a shift in emphasis 
in the social sciences from theories to mechanisms. By this I mean smaii 
and medium-sized descriptions of ways in which things happen. A mech- 
anism is a iittle causal story, recognizable from one context to another. 
"Sour grapes" and "The grass is always greener on the other side of the 
fence" embody mechanisms of this kind. A theory has greater pretensions: 
it is supposed to tell you which mechanisms operate in which situations; 
when, for example, people adjust their desires so as to desire oniy what 
they can get and when they adjust them so as to desire oniy what they 
cannot have. We should be very wary of grand theories, whether they be 
rational choice, structuralist, functionalist, Parsonian-you name it. 

I like to read people like Tocqueviile, Hirschrnan, Tversky, or Schelling ' 

because they are people who really have an acute eye for mechanisms. I 
think social science should become more ideographic-not going al1 the . 
way to history, because I certainiy think that there is a great scope for 
generalizations. But I think that the generalizations should take the forms 
of mechanisms, not theories. When you read someone like Tocqueville, 
he doesn't have theories; he has mechanisms. He describes causal struc- 
tures, whch are such that when you read them, you say, "But this is ex- 
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actly like something I saw the other day in a book about China!" So I do 
advocate a segression here, which in my sense would represent a prog- 
ress. That is, more realistic expectations will generate better social science 
than the grand theoretical ambitions that have been around for so long. 
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Amartya Sen 

~ A R T Y A  SEN is known for having made origina1 contributions to numer- 
ous areas in economics, ranging from technical rnatters to topics such as 
farnines and weifare economics.' Most readers would be farniliar with 
such works as Collettive Choice and  Social Welfare and Poverty a n d  Fam- 
ines. A theme common to many of Sen's works is the attempt to unite 
economic and philosophical questions. One of his latest books-On Eth- 
ics and Econornics-is entirely devoted to this topic. By 1987, Sen had 
also published about one hundred and seventy articles on a similarly wide 
range of topics. 

Amartya Sen was born in 1933 in Santiniketan in Bengal, India. His fa- 
ther Ashutosh Sen taught chemishy at Dhaka University (now in Bangla- 
desh), and he spent his childhood in Dhaka, Santiniketan, and Mandalay 
(where his father went as a visiting professor). He earned a B.A. degree at 
Presidency CoUege in Calcutta in 1953. He then went to Cambndge, En- 
gland, for further studies. Here he was awarded a B.A. (19551, an M.A. 
(1959) and a Ph.D. (1959), at Trinity College. Since then he has worked as 
a FeUow at Trinity College (1957-1963), and as a professor of economics 
at the University of Delhi (1963-1971), the London School of Economics 
(1971-1977), and Oxford University (1977-1980), and as Drummond Pro- 
fessor of Political Econoiny and FeUow of AU Souls College, Oxford 
(1980-1987). In the faii of 1987, he was appointed Lamont University Pro- 
fessor at Harvard Universiv, where he now gives courses in both the De- 
partment of Philosophy and the Department of Economics. Sen has been 
president of the Econometric Society (1984), and is currently president of 
the International Economic Association (19861989). 

Q: You have written on a variety of topics in economics: technology, 
farnines, gender, social choice, welfare economics, and so on. What ac- 

The following interview with Amartya Sen was conducted on March 1, 1988, in Professor 
Sen's office in the Littauer Center at Harvard University in Cambridge, Massachusetts. 

' The following infomiation comes from Pmfessor Sen's vita; Wbo'S Wbo in Economics; 
McPherson 1984; Ramachandran 1986; and Harvard Gazette 1987. 
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counts for this broad range of interests? 1s it because you were involved in 
poiitics in your youth, perhaps? Or is there some other reason? 

A: Well, first of al1 I am not certain that it is so unusually wide because 
I think that a great many economists are extremely broad in their interests. 
If I thnk of some of my teachers-like Piero Sraffa, Maurice Dobb, or Joan 
Robinson-ail had rather wide interests in different areas. Also, some of 
the economists I carne to know better later, like John Hicks, have written 
in many different fields. This is also tme of many younger economists, 
including economists of my own generation. 

Regarding my own inclination to step beyond the boundaries of eco- 
nomics, I think that to some extent it is indeed comected with, as you 
have suggested, my interest in politics. I have also been interested in phi- 
losophy-in an arnateur way-frorn very, very early on in my life. And, in 
a sense, philosophy leads you to take an interest in a variety of other 
things. I think that both the driving force of politics and the driving force 
of philosophical inquiry reinforced rny interest in other areas, including 
history, rnathematics, and of course, the sciences. But, to repeat, I don't 
believe that there is anything particularly rernarkable about the range of 
interests I have. 

I guess I should also mention that in a sense the view that economists 
are rather narrow in the range of things they are concerned with is really 
based on concentrating on modern economics. If one looks at the classica1 
political economistswhether it is Adam Smith or Marx or John Stuart 
M i U  don't think there is any question that they had a trernendous lot of 
interests in different areas, dealing with some of the subjects you men- 
tioned and also with others. Adam Smith, of course, was primarily in- 
volved in rnoral philosophy, but he was also concerned with history, pol- 
itics, and many other mattersnutntion and so forth-in addition to 
fathering rnodern economics. John Stuart Mi11 was both a politica1 p h i l o s ~  
pher and an economist, who wrote on such subjects as the position of 
women in society as well as the role that liberty plays in our lives and the 
role that it should play in them. In some ways I think that the subject of 
economics also lends itself to having broad interests. If some modern 
economists deny that explicitly or seern to deny it implicitly in terms of a 
narrow focus on their spheres of concentration, I think that ths  is a recent 
development, and I would say that that is not how the discipline of eco- 
nomics should be judged. 

Q: Poverty and Famines is dedicated to Amiya Dasgupta and you say, 
to quote the book, that it was he "who introduced me to economics and 
taught me what it was about" (Sen 1981, v). Did you have Dasgupta as a 
teacher? And what exactly was it that he taught you? I looked through a 
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Festscbnj?in his honor and I got the impression that he was both a techni- 
cally skillful economist and a very stringent thinker. 

A: I think you are quite right: he is a wonderful economist and a very 
stringent thinker. I was not taught by him at Presiden~y College in Calcutta 
though; he never taught there. I had some distinguished teachers in eco- 
nomics at Presidency Coilege (such as Bhabatosh Datta), but Dasgupta 
was not there. I knew hun personaiiy because our famiiies knew each 
other. He was a colleague of my father at Dhaka University, and a very 
dose family friend. And he was in fact very instrurnental in maiung me 
decide to move from mathematics and physics-in which I had begun rny 
college education-to economics. 

When I was doing this shift, I was very concerned with politics and in 
a sense extremely skeptical of economic theory. What that dedication, to 
which you referred, is pointing at, is really a cornbination of two things. 
First, Amiya Dasgupta taught me the importante of theory at a time when 
I was particularly skeptical of theory because it seemed rather remote. I 
was much more concerned with things that looked irnmediately appiica- 
ble and perspicuous in their relevance to the real world. He rnade me see 
that one could rnake a terrible mistake even in terms of any relevance 
one's work might have for practical policy making, by going too directly 
at it and by not paying sufficient attention to the role that theorizing inevi- 
tably has to play in setting the problern right and in preparing us for facing 
practical problems. 

So that was one thing that he taught me. The other thing, which is 
supehciaily thought to be contradictory and to go in the opposite direc- 
tion, was his insistence that in pursuing economic theory, we have to be 
very concerned with the kind of problems that ultimately are of impor- 
tante to us. There is a kind of schizophrenia which operates in much of 
India's economic education or which used to operate in the days when I 
was a student in Calcutta. Our theory was basicaiiy derived frorn standard 
Western textbooks. It dealt with problems that had some immediate rele- 
vance to the problems faced in advanced capitalist economies. But it did 
not have a great dea1 of bearing on the situation with which we were 
farniliar in India. We took an interest in practical Indian problems, but at 
the same time, our theory did not seem to relate to that. So, to some exrent, 
what Amiya Dasgupta was arguing was that it's not that one has to turn 
against theory-quite the contrary. The rea1 issue is to see what the point 
of delivery of the theory is as to where it is going to relate to the rea1 world: 
whether it is going to be somewhere around Chicago or whether it is 
going to be somewhere around Calcutta. Now, in the book with the dedi- 
cation you referred to, I was using a sornewhat theoretical approach in 



trying to understand farnines, and I felt that it had some merit in perhaps 
providing a bit of a correction in terms of the emphasis that was then 
prevalent in studies of hunger and famine. But its concentration was very 
much on the kind of problems that one finds in India or South Asia or in 
Afnca; and these had tended to be neglected in standard economic theory 
because they are not serious problems in Europe and America any more. 

So in both these respects I was very strongly rerninded of my early 
education from Amiya Dasgupta, and I therefore felt that it was appropri- 
ate to kledicate the book to him. Indeed I am very grateful to hirn for 
having introduced me to economics and for having taken me in that direc- 
tion. So it was also a wonderful occasion for me to be able to say "thank 
you" to him in this form. 

Q: When you talk of some of the other people who have influenced 
you, you mention Sraffa, Robinson, and Dobb. It is thus clear that you 
have been exposed to Manrist thought of a very high caliber. But what 
about sociology? When I go through your works, I find no references to 
Max Weber, for example. Did you ever have an opportunity to study the 
classical sociologists and the later American sociologists as part of your 
education? 

A: I have read some of Weber and some of Durkheim. But you are quite 
right that I can probably make my work somewhat richer-or somewhat 
less poor, let's put it that way-by taking more expiicit note of their writ- 
ings. I think tlut part of the problem arises from the fact that by the time 
I came to Weber and Durkheim and the other sociological thinkers, my 
basic training was to a great extent already over. I think that this is often 
the case with people who have been brought up in India. The strong 
influente on Indian thinking comes basically, on the one hand, from cer- 
tain aspects of English academic background. So I had a fair acquaintance 
especially with utilitarianism-with Bentham and Mill-and also with 
other things that the English took serious!y. This included a certain 
amount of grounding in the Western classics, including Aristotle and 
Plato. 

On the other hand, given the preoccupations of politics in India, stu- 
dents got tremendously exposed to the Marxian tradition. The politics of 
student life-perhaps more in Calcutta than anywhere else in India but to 
some extent everywhere in India-takes tremendous note of the Marxian 
tradition. Now this happened when I was very young. I studied for my first 
degree in Calcutta at a time when Marx, Mill, Bentham, and Aristotle 
played a major part in one's thinking. By the time I came to Cambndge in 
1953, I was, however, concentrating much more on what you might call 
economics in a relatively narrow sense because there were a lot of things 
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that I needed to study in economics and which I also did study at that time. 
So in a seme that time in the rnid-1950s in Cambndge was nota time when 
I was exploring much outside the rather narrowly conceived boundaries 
of economics. 

The tirne when I was able to take an interest again in wider things was 
when I was a young teacher in Cambridge in the late 1950s. I then did-read 
some of the works of Weber and Durkheim and some other sociologists, 
and in a sense they were influential in my thinking. Still, they never stuck 
to my rnind as f i d y  as those works with which I grew up. When I am 
thinking, for example, of a particular point and I find it similar to a point 
made by somebody else but not quite the same, then my natura1 reference 
is to those things over which I have better command. And ths command 
was acquired at a tirne when my receptivity was greater, namely when I 
read Marx or Mll, rather than later on when, as it were, the foundations of 
rny own menta1 makeup had already been largely made up. 

This is not to indicate that I did not get a great dea1 out of reading the 
sociological literature. I should also, by the way, mention that the gap 
between the sociological literature and the economic literature is partly a 
modern phenomenon. Weber and Durkheim rnight be ancient in terms of 
modem sociology, but they are very young in comparison with the eco- 
nornic writers. And one of the reasons why that is the case is that quite a 
lot of what would be called "sociology" today was of course then part of 
the writings of Bentham, Mll, Marx, and Smith-Adam Smith in particular. 
There isn't any particular point in asking the question as to whether this is 
reaiiy "economics" or "sociology" because in a seme it was both. So in 
some way, as far as the classical tradition is concerned, it had sociological 
elements in it as well as what can be seen as narrowly conceived eco- 
nomic elernents. 

Q: Some of your works dea1 exclusively with econornic matters. There 
is your first book, Choice of Techniques, whch you describe as an exarn- 
ple of a "formai econornic analysis" (Sen 1960, 7). Your second book, 
Collectiue Choice and Social Werare, has a broader scope. The focus here 
is mainly on social choice, and at one point you say that ethics and politi- ' 

cal science must be brought into the analysis. But what about sociology? 
Are not the questions that are discussed within the framework of social . 
choice also of relevance to sociology? 

A: Well, I would think they must be. Their relevance is very clear and 
immediate to sociology, it seems to me. I guess one reason why I perhaps 
didn't mention this in my book is that it seems that if there is some subject 
to which social choice would irnrnediately apply, one would clearly think 
that it is sociology. So in a sense it was almost the most obvious thing to 
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say. And what I was really in a sense battling to establish was that social . 

choice is of greater relevance to economics than some weifare economists 
would seem to think. 

By che time I was begiming to write on social choice theory, it had 
already existed for about a decade but its forma1 irnpact on welfare eco- 
nomics had been very iittle. So partiy I was arguing that social choice is of 
particular relevance just to welfare economics. But on top of that I was 
complaining of the fact that, while there was a certain amount of sympa- 
thy for Social choice among modern economists, who on the whole take 
sociology seriously, there was a great reluctance to go into philosophy, 
whch was regarded in a sense as being too remote from economics. Now, 
you have to bear in mind that when I first started doing social choice 
theory-I guess my first paper on this topic was pubiished in the early 
1960s and I wrote it in Cambridge-sociology was of course part of the 
economics tripos, so it was seen as belonging to the sanle genera1 area as 
economics whereas philosophy was not. Earlier on, of course, it had been 
quite different, since economics had emerged as part of the moral science 
tripos. Anyhow, in the economics faculty in Cambridge, I was among the 
few who were very much involved at that time in ethics and who felt that 
we could not do serious weifare economics without addressing the ethical 
question more explicitiy than we were doing. Therefore, I had a kind of 
program at that time of hying to put social choice work together with 
welfare economics work, on the one hand, and with moral philosophical 
and ethical writings on the other. 

This is the way I saw it then. Sociology came into the story, but it did so 
as part of the broad basket which had come under the umbreila of eco- 
nomics. Looking back at it, I tlGnk that this is probably not the nght way 
of characterizing it because, for one thng, sociology has become more 
specialized. Economics has also become very narrow, so I think the need 
to signal the importante of studying sociology is much clearer to me now. 
But at that time it did not seem to me like that. It seemed to me that the 
need to emphasize the necessity for looking at ethics was something 
which was terribly neglected and not perceived as clearly as it should be; 
and I was trying to make that particular point with as much force as I 
could. 

Q: Many sociologists would probably regard Poverty and Famines as 
your most sociological work. In particular, the way you criticize the idea 
that it is not what you call "food availability decline" (FAD) that causes 
famines would seem to open up the analysis to a sociological approach. 
Yet if one looks more carefuiiy at your alternative to FAl-the "entitle- 
ment" approach, or the idea that one is entitled to a certain amount of 
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food through ownership or work-it becomes clear that ths is more of a 
legal than a sociological concept. Why did you decide to focus so strongly 
on the legal aspect in Poverty and Famines? And in some of your latest 
work on hunger and famine, you have begun talking about 'legitunacy." 
Does this mean that your analysis is now becoming more sociological? 

A: The first thing I would hke to say is that Poverty and Famines is of 
course concerned with a very simple but neglected problem. My later 
work related to legitimacy actuaily tries to grapple with a much more 
difficult problem, going into such questions as the distribution of food 
witbin the household and so on. In the case of Poverty and Famines, I was 
not deeply concerned with that particular and more complex issue; I was 
rather concerned with the fact, which I had found in a number of famines 
I studied, that there were miiiions of people who died without there being 
any decline in food availability. I was trying to explain this phenomenon 
in terms of the failure to command foodrather than in terms of the decline 
of the supply of food. That naturaily means the cornrnand as it is related to 
ownmhip in a private ownership economy. But also in a socialist econ- 
omy you ultimately own the food that you eat, so in a sense the notion of 
ownership-and therefore the legal seme of entitlement-became the 
natura1 focus in that more elementary work. 

Now, ail of this is very elementary because once it is clear that food 
availabiiity cannot possibly be the only direct factor affecting starvation 
but that entitlement and ownership are involved, then there isn't any great 
mystery about famines despite high food availability. I consequentiy see 
Poverty and Famines as a very elementary work. 1 was at that time also 
very much concerned with the question of measurement of poverty and 
the distribution of income among the poor. The latter question, which 
involved measuring poverty in tenns of an index of deprivation, is the 
kind of question which also sociologists have been interested in. That 
particular issue was also very important for understanding famine, be- 
cause often the very genesis of a famine may be connected with redistri- 
bution processes in which some o£ the poor groups actually gain whle 
others go through the wail and indeed perish. 

So in a sense I saw a comection between entitlements and famines 
which I had not seen earlier. I was quite involved with this issue, and I 
tried to write it up in my book. But I knew then, as I know even more 
clearly today, that I was really looking at the most elementary aspect of 
poverty, hunger, and starvation; and that in order to go beyond this part 
I would have to get into issues which are not so clearly economic and 
legal, especially the notion of legitimacy. "Legitimacy" is a particularly 
important and difficult concept, and it has a certain comection with legal- 
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ity as well as with economics. If you, for example, take the issue of the 
deprivation of women withtn the context of the relative distribution of 
food within the family, it is quite clear that sometimes women get de- 
prived because the idea of what is "appropriate" or what is "rightM- 
which has some similarity with what is legaiiy acceptable, thatis with 
"entitlement" in the legal sense-often tends to favor the men rather than 
the women and the boys rather than the girls. Men are seen as the "bread- 
winners," and as those who bring the earnings from outside the house- 
hold into the home. This fact has an important impact on the notions of 
legitimacy as to who should get how much within the household in the 
division of food and other cornmodities, including the health care and 
medica1 attention that the family can provide. 

in this way, the notion of "legaiity," which is impiicit in the problems of 
ownership and the distribution between the famiiies, has to get extended 
to the notion of "legitimacy," which includes legality between the families 
but also issues of perceived appropriateness in the form of notions of 
legitimacy in the distribution of food and other cornrnodities within the 
farnily. So that was the iinkup to which I came somewhat later. And then 
of course the sociological aspect became much more explicitiy important 
in my work than it had been at an earlier stage, when I was mainly con- 
cemed with the distribution of food between famiiies rather than within 
families. 

So in a sense you are quite right to say that Pouerty and Famines was 
dealing with problems with which sociologists would be familiar and in 
which sociologists would be interested. But I think that I actualiy failed to 
go into these problems in depth because I was really more concemed 
with some very elementary economic and legal issues. I think the book 
had an important point to make, and I did try to make it in as straightfor- 
ward a manner as possible. In fact, in the original version of the book I had 
severa1 chapters where I went into various ideas on perceived notions of 
rights. One part of a paper, which I later pubiished under the title "The 
Right Not to Be Hungry" and which goes into some ethical issues as well 
as some sociological ones, was originally part of the book. But then I took 
these sections out of the book because I got very afraid that my main 
point, which is an elementary and simple one, might get lost if I also tried 
to address the more complicated and controversia1 issues involved. So I 
really wanted to keep it simple. As it turned out, however, I did not suc- 
ceed in avoiding controversy; there was quite a bit of debate around Pov- 
e 9  and Famines. Nevertheless, the book at least has the virtue of being 
concemed with a very simple point. 

Q: Many people probably do not know that you have made important 
contributions to the study of women in the economy, a topic that is cur- 
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I rently becoming more popular in economics as weii as in economic soci- 
ology. I especially recaii a very fine paper of yours from 1985 entitled 
"Women, Technology and Sexual Divisions." Could you te11 us a little 
about the way you view the connection between gender and the economy? 

A: I would be very happy to do that, and I am honored that you think 
well of that paper. In it I was reaiiy concerned with the question that 
group associations involve elements of cooperation as weli as conflict 
when people work together-whether it is working together in a family or 
in a factory or in any other kind of association. There are gains to be made 
by different parties through different alternative positions in these group 
associations. Some of these are more favoiable to one of the parties, and 
others are more favorable to the other party; therefore, there are elements 
of conflict as weii as elements of cooperation in these associations. 

Now, al1 of this is for example quite expiicit in the context of factories, 
where the relationship between the trade union and the employer's or- 
ganization expresses the conflicting element. The cooperative element is 
present in the productivity and profitability of the fmn and in the employ- 
ment it can provide. But in the case of the family, the combination of 
cooperation and conflict is much more hidden. The cooperative elements 
are important and they are rightiy emphasized, because famiiies survive 
on the basis of mutua1 help. But embedded in the cooperative element are 
also elements of conflict. And that comes out, when the food supply is 
short, as to whether the boys will get more than the girls and how the food 
is divided between the men and the women and so forth. Now, given the 
very nature of the farnily-that people live together constantly, that they 
share the same room, the same cooking pot, sometimes even the same 
bed, and so on-it is very hard for the conflicting elements to be faced 
starkly. To do that would seem to be antithetical to the very nature of the 
family. 

So the conflicting elements in families tend to be hidden, and people 
don't see them. What therefore happens is that there is a kind of agreed 
upon perception as to how these conflicts should be resolved, and this 
usually takes the form of some kind of legitimacy notion, which every- 
body accepts. In sexist societies it may take the form that the men get 
more than the women in the division of food or health care, and that the 
boys get more than the girls. But even if there is an unequal solution, this 
is not seen as a resolution to a conflict because the elements of conflict 
have to be kept below the surface. Instead, it looks as if it is just the natura1 
order, indeed "the only sensible way" of thinking about it. That being the 
case, the combination of cooperative and conflicting elements must be 
laid bare in a somewhat different way in the family than in other groups. 
In particular, one has to take note of the objective reality of the subjective 



perception that people have, namely, their notions as to what is right, who 
is how weii, and who deserves how much care, and so on. Ail these sub- 
jective perceptions have an objective role to play in the actual division of 
advantages within the family. 

SO what my 1985 paper did was to outline a mode1 whereby the division 
of the benefits jointiy produced in the family-through mutua1 coopera- 
tion with some people working outside, others inside the family and each 
in a sense being parasitic on the other-is dependent on a variety of para- 
meter~~including perceptions as to what is legitimate. To just mention one 
of the infiuences I discuss in that paper, namely the earnings that different 
members of the family have from outside the family. These are very per- 
spicuous, very noticeable, and can be seen as "here some income from 
the outside is brought into the family." That this is the fact has a very major 
role in my judgement to play in the division of benefits within the family. 
Those who work outside the home-and that tends more often to be the 
men rather than the women-often happen to get a disproportionate 
share of the joint benefits. 

Now, the amount of outside work, and earnings, of women vary of 
course between societies. And one of the things I tried to show in my 1985 
paper is that in those societies where women are more involved in outside 
activities, like in Subsaharan Africa in contrast to Northern Africa or South- 
ern Asia, they also tend to do relatively better in terms of the distribution 
within the family. I have tried to develop the empirical side of this argu- 
ment in a later paper called "Gender and Cooperative Confiict." This new 
paper reaily tries to take a close look at what infiuences the relative distri- 
bution within the family and the factors that are involved in this, including 
the intermediary role of perceptions. There is of course the objectivity of 
earnings from outside the household, even though the work inside the 
home is as important or even more important for the weifare of the family. 
But it is theperception of who is doing the earnings and theperception of 
legitimacy that relate the objective factors in the division of employrnent 
to the objective factor of the division of food, health, medica1 care, and so 
on. It is exactly that close connection which I have tried to explore in the 
new paper on gender and conflict. 

Q: If one looks at economic theory, it soon becomes clear that women 
play an extremely minor role in it, if any at ail. 1s this "invisibiiity" of 
women in economic theory due to sexism, or is there perhaps another 
explanation? 

A: Well, I think it's difficult to say. I think you are right that women's 
issues have received relatively less attention in economics than one would 
have thought, given the irnportance of these problems. They do get some 
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attention in what is sometimes called "family economics," but the domi- 
nant schools in this field have in my judgement been very narrow in their 
outiook. There is first the cornrnon tendency-also in the work of such 
great economists as Paul Samuelson-to make the assumption that the 
earnings of the family get distributed within the family in a way that essen- 
tiaiiy maximizes the equa1 welfare of everybody within it. There is also 
another approach, which has been pioneered by Gary Becker and a few 
other people. Here, family economics is seen either in terms of there 
being an authoritarian head of the family, whose values are shared by 
everybody in the family, and where things get distributed according to 
those values. Or, alternatively, the assumption is made that there is an- 
other market within the family; and that it is this added price mechanism 
which determines the distribution of benefits within the family. Now, both 
of these approaches represent very lirnited models, and I don't think that 
either of them give very much insight into what actually happens in the 
family. They particularly do not explicitiy face the issues of perception 
and the impact of notions of legitirnacy on the distribution of benefits 
within the family. So what we have is a situation where famiiies are seen 
in standard economics in a rather stylized rnanner. They are either unim- 
portant in the anaIysis or they become irnportant-but only within a very 
narrow and stylized framework. 

On the other hand, there are, of course, a lot of recent contnbutions to 
women's questions, but these tend to come from somewhere else than 
standard economics. There is a considerable infiuence from Marxian eco- 
nomics, and there is also much interest among sociologists for problems 
of this sort. But usuaiiy these issues are not seen as part of mainstream 
economics. By having separate sections of women's studies, they in a 
sense also get compartmentalized and fai1 to get absorbed into main- 
stream economics. Since I see myseif on the whole as a mainstream econ- 
omist, I think my atlempt has really been to make mainstream economics 
take more note of these problems and not just assume them away, or dea1 
with them in such a stylized manner that you end up with losing the very 
essence of these problems. There are many other persons who have also 
been involved in this enterprise. Still, it is an enterprise which in my judge- 
ment is well worth being involved in. 

The sociological infiuence and the infiuence from Mamian politica1 
economy are important things to take note of also in mainstream econom- 
ics. They are indeed part of it. Oi  at least they should be part of main- 
stream economics, not only in the context of women's questions but also 
in other contexts. This integration is in my judgement a very chaiienging 
issue with which I arn very much involved. 



Q: I would now like to switch over to another topic about which you 
have written extensively and that is of much interest to the emerging dia- 
logue between economics and sociology, namely rationaiity. One of your 
arguments-for example in your farnous essay "Rational Foo1s"-is that 
the concept of rationality in mainstream economics is too narrow; it has to 
be made more complex. You often stress that it is by addressing ethical 
questions that the concept of rationaiity can be given more strutture. But 
what about also addressing social questions? Wouldn't that be equally rel- 
evant?.In your recent book On Ethics and Economics you say that you 
are currently working on a book tentatively entitled Rationality and 
Society. . . . 

A: Well, I think the content of rationaiity for human beings iiving in 
society-that is, for al1 human beingshas to have an inescapably social 
component to it. You mentioned my essay "Rational Fools," and it is inci- 
dentally not one of my favorite papers. It avoids all the rnain issues, and it 
simply grumbles at the narrowness of the formulation of motivation in 
economics; it is a very negative paper. But even in that negative paper 
there is at least a thought which can be referred to, namely that our behav- 
ior pattern can be affected by certain motivations, which can be cailed 
"commitment" and which do not necessarily relate to the pursuit of self- 
interest, not even to sympathy for the well-being of those who are close to 
us, such as family members, and so on. 

There exist many kinds of commitment, such as politica1 cornrnitments, 
ideologica1 commitments, and so on; and it is not possible to go into the 
substantive content of these without bringing in social considerations. My 
future book you referred te-and whch I sometimes call Social Rational- 
ity and sometimes Rationality and Societpis concerned with taking this 
issue more head on. I try to argue that it is a mistake to think of our seme 
of identity as merely one of seif-say, those associated with the proper 
names Amartya Sen and Richard Swedberg, respectively. Instead, we see 
ourselves and we see our identities as members of particular groups. And 
there are of course intersecting groups: we are members of a family, a 
class, an occupational group, a nation, a race, a cornrnunity, and so on. 
Each of these contributes a iittle to our sense of identity. So in order to 
pursue what the role of seif is in rationaiity-and I think the role of self is 
a very important one in any notion of rationality-we have to look into the 
issue of our identity much more closely. 

This perspective provides a much richer outlook on the demands of 
rational action, in my judgement. It also helps to resolve some of the para- 
doxes of rationality, which people have earlier discussed within the con- 
text of games, such as the "prisoners' dilemma," where each individua1 is 
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worse off if what looks like individual rationality is pursued. The very 
recognition that this is the case of course infiuences what we think the 
appropriate action should be in this context. And that is not unrelated to 
our iden ti ty as members of certain groups. 

There is actually a very complex issue here. There is one sense in which 
"I am I" and "a group is a group," but there is also a sense in which I am 
a member of a group. One consequently has to take a much broader view 
of the concept of the seif and of the heterogeneity that is inescapably 
implicit in the notion of the seif, in order to understand the demands of 
rationality. This is of course a subject on which many people have written 
in the past, including Adam Srnith, Ma- and Aristotie, just to mention a 
few names. These three are of course philosophers and economists, but 
you could also think of them as sociologists, because sociology was not a 
separate discipline in their days. They were as concerned with what is 
now the subject matter of sociology as with what is now the subject rnatter 
of economics. 

In my case, studying the classica1 tradition has proved to be very valua- 
ble. In fact, I could only begin to understand the depth of some of these 
problems by seeing how long these issues have been studied in different 
societies, which are ofien rather different from ours, and how these prob- 
lems have been treated with much greater richness in those days than is in 
some of the formulations of rationality that we today can find in standard 
economics. The social element in rationality is something I am indeed 
very much involved with just now, since I am trying to write this book on 
social rationality at this very moment. 

Q: Some sociologists-and especially Jim Coleman-are arguing very 
vigorously that the concept of rationality can and should be used also as 
the foundation of sociology. What is your reaction to this idea? And can 
rationality, in your opinion, be used as the basis for al1 the social sciences? 

A: Well, in a genera1 sense I do believe that it can because I do thnk we 
have a reason for most decisions, and we indeed do use reasoning. But I 
think the important thing to avoid is to i d e n e  the use of reasoning in our 
decision making with a very restrictive mode1 of rationaiity. There exist . 

narrow models of rational choice, and very ofien these have fairly arbi- 
trary restrictions which sometimes happen to be fine but which at other * 

tirnes are extremely misleading. There is therefore a certain risk that it will 
not be useful to rely on the concept of rationality. And whatever benefit 
one might have derived from paying attention to reasoning will be ne- 
gated by the use of a narrow concept of rationality. Just take the example 
of what many people take to be the content of rationality, namely, certain 
conditions of interna1 consistency. I try to argue in a paper called "Consis- 
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tency," which was my presidential address to the Econometric Society in 
1984 and which will eventually appear in Econometrica, that there are 
no internal consistency conditions which can be thought to be invariably 
appropriate, irrespective of the context. In fact, the internal consistency 
conditions that we can insist on as part of rationality of behavior are thor- 
oughiy dependent on che external contex-t. The idea of endogenous inter- 
nal consistency is, I try to a r p e  in that paper, in fact bizarre. Each tirne, 
there is a particular context to look at and what counts as consistent wiii 
depend on it. And quite often that context, to come back to the eariier 
discussion we were having, is a social context. 

The idea of bringing in rationality in analyzing human behavior, 
whether in an economic or in a sociological context, is in my opinion a 
good idea. But at the same time that idea becomes productive rather than 
counterproductive only if more elbow room is given to the notion of ra- 
tionaiity and if it is recognized that reasoning is not just following certain 
arbitrarily mposed consistency notions, but rather being alive to the de- 
mands that are part of reasoning, namely: What is it we are tryng to 
achieve? What are the goals we have? What are the values we have? And 
what instruments do we think we have; and how do these relate to each 
other in a society where we al1 live together? Reasoning therefore takes a 
very complex form in integrating these various factors, and I think that if 
we understand rationality in this broader sense, then I would be sympa- 
thetic to the point you quoted Coleman as making. But at the same time, 
if it looks as if rationality is going to be used in a very narrow sense, in a 
rather mechanical way, I must say I would be very worried about it. 

Q: Some of the things you have been saying remind me of Max Weber's 
theory of rationality, especially his distinction between "substantive ra- 
tionality" and ''forma1 rationality". Economists, however, rarely refer to 
Weber and to this specific distinction when they talk about rationaiity. 
Why is that so, in your opinion? 

A: Maybe it is just a mistake on our part not to take Weber more seri- 
ously! I think that part of the reason may be that these two particular 
concepts, as I understand them, have had a fair amount of discussion in 
the philosophical iiterature which economists nowadays take more seri- 
ously than they used to. This is true both for the issue of "instmmental 
rationalityW-which I think relates to "forma1 rationalityl'-and for ratio- 
naiity in a broader sense, which includes "substantive rationality." These 
have been discussed quite a bit, even by economists. Somebody iike John 
Broome, for example, has been concerned with this question (Broome 
1978). But he has come to it more from the philosophical end. In a sense, 
one reason why influences from the outside very often tend to come from 
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philosophy rather than from sociology in the case of economics is that 
philosophy is the older of the two disciplines. The issue of ends and 
means is for example something which already Aristotle discusses exten- 
sively. 

In fact, by the tirne Weber was writing on that subject, plenty of authors 
had already written on it. It rnay stil turn out to be the case that Weber's 
analysis is the clearest and the best-I just don't know. But if that is so and 
if we have neglected Weber, we have indeed made a mistake. We do 
make lots of mistakes in economics, and this may be one of them! But on 
the other hand, I think the main reason why this particular type of distinc- 
tion has not been attributed to Weber is because most of us have encoun- 
tered it in some form in writings predating Weber by a couple of thousand 
years. 

Q: Another topic on which I would like to hear your opinion, is "eco- 
nomic imperialism." The impression I have from reading your works is 
that you are fairly critical of it. In Collettive Choice and Social Welfare, for 
example, you criticize Buchanan and Tullock for some of the points they 
make in Calculus of Consent, such as their insistence on unanimity as a 
basis for collective action. You say that you find this demand "grotesque" 
and point out that if this reasoning had been accepted, Marie Antoinette 
could have saved the French monarchy (Sen 1970, 25). And in a paper 
from the early 1980s on family economics, one can find some fairly harsh 
formulations about Gary Becker. For example, you say that "what Gary 
Becker does is to convert a wisecrack into a theory of all mamages and all 
farnily relations" (Sen 1983, 373). And you sum up your critique of his 
work iike this: '%t would have been a witty and insightful aphorism 
thus becomes [in the case of Beckerl a rather odd genera1 theory." 

A: Well, let me first of al1 say that I would not identify the writings of 
someone iike James Buchanan with that of Becker because I think Bu- 
chanan is very impressive in terrns of the breadth of his interest. In my 
judgement he has done more than most to introduce ethics, lega1 politica1 
thinking, and indeed social thinking into economics. I have the greatest 
respect for Buchanan, even though I may disagree with him on a particu- 
lar point. It is true that I did criticite a particular criterion, namely, the 
unvarying need for unanimity in collective action, put forward by Bu- . 
chanan and Tullock in The Calculus of Consent. Today I think I was too 
quickly disrnissive of it. If I were to rewrite my book, I would still be 
critical of it and reject it-but in a more reasoned and carehl way. 

I don't think that Becker's case is quite the same. The reason for this is 
that what Becker actually has done is to take a very iimited set of tools that 
economists sometimes use and then applied these to other subjets. The 
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thng about this "economic imperiaiism," as it is sometimes called, is not 
that these tools don't apply very well outside of economics. The main 
trouble is that they don't apply very weii inside economics either! The 
situation is comparable to what would have been the case if Alexander 
marched off to Persia without first having established contro1 over 
Macedonia. Becker's tools have been chosen on the ground of their al- 
leged success in economics, but they are narrow and do not have much 
predictive and explanatory power even in economics. 

Having said that, I must add that I have a certain amount of adrniration 
for Becker's project of trying to umfy the analysis in the social sciences. I 
think that project is right. Whatever tools prove to be appropriate in e c e  
nomics would in my judgement also have relevance in sociology because 
our subjects are so close. Sociological variables are very important in eco- 
nomics, and economic variables are also important in sociology. There 
wiil of course always be some differences between economics and sociol- 
ogy due to the particular concentration and emphasis of each. But on the 
other hand, the tools they use wiil also have much in cornrnon. 

Insofar as Becker is concerned, the trouble is really that you cannot first 
ignore the enormous irnpact of sociological factors in economics and 
think that you have succeeded with the economic analysis, and then try to 
apply this narrow economic analysis outside the field of economics. The 
project of unilication is right; the particular method of unilication Becker 
has chosen is not. His method is based on certain very narrow and limited 
technologies, which have not been al1 that successful in economics and 
which will not be successful outside it either. Still I would say that there is 
a need for integration and that this is certainly an important project. 

Q: My last question has to do with what you would consider to be the 
best way to go about the integration of economics and sociology. You 
often refer to the great eighteenth- and nineteenth-century economists  
Smith, Miil, and Marx-as if you wholeheartedly agreed with their view of 
economics. But hasn't there been a great dea1 of progress in social and 
economic thought since then? And is your own concept of economics and 
the way you think this integration between economics and sociology 
should proceed reaily that similar to theirs? Doesn't your own vision, 
which is profoundly moral and centered on man as a reasoning creature, 
actually extend in both a somewhat different and more modern direction? 

A I take your point. I think indeed that there are lots of interesting and 
rich things to do just now in economics and where the past writings of the 
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries are not of great help. I think we un- 
derstand much more about the nature of society today. This is partiy be- 
cause there have been more empirical studies and partly because the na- 
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ture of society has changed, so the empirical studies that were made in the 
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries may not be of that much relevance 
any longer. So there are some problems where it certainly would be a 
great mistake to rely too heavily on the writings of even as wonderful 
writers as Smith or Miil or Marx. 

But on the other hand, there are other genera1 problems which these 
authors addressed extremely well, and these have tended to be neglected 
in modem writings. In some fields they have a kind of relevance today that 
is perhaps no less than what they had eariier. To give a few examples, in 
n e  Theoy of Moral Sentiments, Adam Smith analyzes the role that the 
rules of conduct play in our lives and how they affect our perception of 
what is the right thing to do, given our own perception of our selves. i 
think this is a very important analysis. Sirnilarly, there is Marx's notion that 

. our identity is a sociaily detennined identity and related to our member- 
ship of particular groups. There is also Mill's notion about the pervasive 
importante of iiberty in our conception of a good life. This is again some- 
thing that is very important. And I think ail three of these analyses have 
tended to be neglected in modem economics even though Smith, Miii, 
and Marx stiil receive attention in histories of economic thought. These 
important ideas of theirs have had very littie impact on modern economic 
theorizing. 

Perhaps I could put my answer as saying the foiiowing three things. 
First, these ideas of Smith, Mill, and Marx-and of severa1 other classica1 
authors-remain important and should be listened to. Severa1 problems of 
social living were analyzed very weil by these authors, and one can 
benefit from reading their works. Second, since these people were actu- 
aily economists-even though they were also moral philosophers, politi- 
cal theorists, or political activists (as in the case of Ma&it is in a sense 
easier to integrate their ideas into economics. They also did a certain 
arnount of integration themselves. The Wealth of Nations was an integrat- 
ing effort on the part of Smith which he saw as an elaboration of a smail 
part of The Theoy of Moral Sentiments. And similarly, Marx's Capita1 
draws-often implicitly-on the philosophy of Hegel, and many others, . 
including Aristotie. The third reason why I tend to emphasize the eight- 
eenth- and nineteenth-century economists has, I am afraid, more to do . 
with my own inteilectual history. I am sirnply a littie better read on these 
authors than on many other major writers. 

But I wouldn't deny at ali that if we were only to rely on these authors, 
we would make terrible mistakes. And I think you are absolutely right that 
there is always a danger of faiiing prey to the past. These works may be 
relevant to some parts of modern economic theory, but much has hap- 



pened in the field of modern knowledge about which the past writers, 
even the greatest among them, had littie clue. So I am not unsympathetic 
to the point you are making about the need for a more modern way of 
integrating economics and sociology than the one advocated by Smith, 
Mill, and Marx. But I would still make a qualified plea for relying a great 
dea1 on  the classics. 

Coming back to tile genera1 question you have asked about the integra- 
tion of economics and sociology, the most important point is that they 
both have to come to t ems  with the complexities of social living. Indeed, 
both subjects are about human Me in society. Economics is ultimately not 
about commodities, but about the iives that human beings can lead. These 
lives include making commodities as well as using them, but they are not 
the same as commodity production, exchange, and consumption. The in- 
terest in the world of commodities is a derivative one, and the ultimate 
concern has to be with the lives we can or cannot lead. That is, of course, 
a complex concern, and the working of these iives cannot reaily be under- 
stood without bringing in the society in which ail this takes place. One 
can, in fact, say that ultimately economics and sociology look at different 
aspects of the same plienomenon, viz. the lives of human beings in soci- 
ety. I believe that the task of integration of economics and sociology 
would be much easier if we recognize clearly how large an area of con- 
gruence we have. The immediate objects of attention are much more dis- 
parate than our respective ultimate concerns. It may, in fact, be more 
irnportant to seek a fuller understanding of the comrnonality of our foun- 
dational interests than to seek a forma1 integration of the NO disciplines. 
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Robert M. Solow 

R o m m  SOLOW is known prirnarily for his innovative work on capita1 
theory and long-term growth in which the role of technology is empha- 
sized.' When he was awarded the Nobel Prize in 1987, it was this achieve- 
ment in particular that was cited. He has also made irnportant contribu- 
tions to such areas of economics as fiscal policy, urban economics, and 
the economics of resources. "Most recently," Solow says, "I have concen- 
trated on the ways and reasons why labor markets do not function like a 
classical spot market." 

In this interview, Solow mainly discusses his general interest in social 
institutions and social norms, and how these affect economic life. Solow 
had previously discussed these kind of questions in connection with a 
session of the Arnerican Economic Association in 1984 on the relationship 
between economic history and econornic theory. He criticized the way 
that many economists ignore the role of social institutions and try to treat 
economics as if it were "a hard science" rather than a "social science." 
Solow has also referred to this critique on other occasions. In his own 
work as an economist, it is first and foremost in his work on unernploy- 
ment that he has introduced social factors into the analysis. The main 
problem he is struggling with here is how unemployment is at al1 possible. 
Why is it, he asks, that workers do not underbid each other rather than go 
unemployed? Solow's own answer is that social norms-perceptions of 
what is fair and unfair-rnust somehow be involved. That Solow's interest 
in this topic comes close to the concerns of sociologists is exemplified by 
the fact that, in 1988, he was invited to hold the prestigious Paul F. La- 
zarsfeld Lecture at Colurnbia University. 

Robert Solow was born in Brooklyn, New York, in 1924, the son of 
Hannah Gertrude Sarney and Miltoon Henry Solow, a h r  buyer. He re- 
ceived his undergraduate degree in 1947 from Harvard, where he also got 
- p - p p  

The foilowing interview with Robert M. Solow was conducted in his office at MIT on Aprii 
26, 1988. 
' For his two classica1 papers in ths area, see Solow 1956,1957. The following information 

is based on Blaug 1985; Parker 1986; Who's Who in Economia; Swcezy 1987, Feder 1987; 
Matthews 1988; and Prescott 1988. 
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his M.A. in 1949, and his Ph.D. in 1951. In 1950, he began working at MIT. 
He has basicaiiy worked there since that time, with an occasional break as 
visiting professor elsewhere. In the early 1960s, he was also a staff mem- 
ber of the President's Council of Economic Advisers. 

Q: When you were an undergraduate at Harvard in the early 1940s, your 
first field of concentration was a combination of sociology and anthropol- 
ogy. Could you teii a iittle about how you chose to study these rwo topics? 

A: Yes, but you have to realize that al1 of this is filtered through nearly 
fifsr years of memory. I came to Harvard College in September 1940 at the 
age of sixteen with no very well defined interests. I can teii you what niy 
courses were during my freshrnan year-that I remember. I had a year of 
psychology. The first haif was perception, I think, and Edwin Boring was 
the lecturer. The second haif was psychology of personality, and Gordon 
AUport was the lecturer. I took a year of an elementary economics course. 
I took a year of biology; I think I had notions of becorning a biologist. And 
I took German. 

During al1 this I was interested in social science in general, and in my 
sophomore year I becarne a rnajor in a field caiied "the area of the social 
sciences." It was sort of interdisciplinary social science, ahd I adopted 
that. During this sophomore year, I took courses with Talcott Parsons and 
Clyde Kluckhohn. I was probably steered into those courses by Marion 
Levy, who was then a graduate student in sociology and a student of Par- 
sons. Levy was a friend of my roornrnate in college, and that is how I got 
to meet hirn. He came to pay a caii to my roomrriate one day, and we got 
to be friends. 

I also took social science courses-al1 this happened in about two 
years-with George Homans in sociology, with Henry Murray in psychol- 
ogy, and with Carlton Coon in anthropology. I became a friend as weii as 
a student of Clyde Kluckhohn, and we saw each other on a social basis, 
especiaiiy after the war. Although I went to occasional lectures in sociol- 
ogy, the only sociologist I studied with any intensity was Talcott Parsons. 
I becarne friends with him too, although it is not so easy to imagine be- 
coming a close friend of Talcott's. He was shy and formal, and I was al- 
ways conscious that I was speaking to someone much older and more 
eminent than myself. I don't beiieve that he put that on. It was rather that 
he was such a self-conscious person, choosing his words very carefully 
and so on, that it was impossible to forget that he was a distinguished 
scholar. Clyde Kluckhohn, on the other hand, was a much more spontane- 
ous type of person. 



Q: What was your general irnpression of Parsons's sociology? Did you 
ever come across what he has written on sociology and economics? 

A: Very early I read 7he Structure of Social Action by Parsons. In fact, 
since I got ali A's during my freshman year I was entitled to a book prize, 
as I think Harvard freshmen ail are. I could have chosen any book I 
wanted, but I got a copy of 7he Structure of Social Action, which was a 
very thick and expensive book for a poor boy. 

As to Parsons and economics, one of the chapters in 7%e Structure of 
SocialAction is about Aifred Marshaii. There is also one on Pareto. At that 
time, however, I was not aware of how distinguished an economist Pareto 
was. For the longest time I only thought of Pareto as the author of what is 
translated into English as 7be Mind and Society-his Trattato. It wasn't tiu 
many years later that I realized that Pareto was an extraordinary, irnportant 
nineteenth-century economist, and a mathematical economist at that. 

So I knew that Parsons had an interest in economics. Of the courses that 
I took with him, I especially remember one in the sociology of the profes- 
sions. There was also a whole one-year course; I think it was called "Soci- 
ology 6" or "Social Relations 6." When it comes to Parsons-and I don't 
know whether I am reading this back into my mind or not-but  I think I 
remember feeling, even as a seventeen- or eighteen-year old junior, that 
Parsons was surprisingly at his best when he was being concrete and less 
interesting when he was being a theorist. I thought his course on the soci- 
ology of professions was fascinating, but it was exciting because Parsons 
was a very sharp observer of the behavior of these professional people. 
He would typically observe something special about the way doctors or 
lawyers behaved, then think about it and interpret it. And I thought that 
was fascinating! But when he tried to do general social theory, I found it 
less exciting, a little dry. And as time went on, I felt that more and more. 

I actually remember having a big argument with Talcott much later. This 
must have been in the late 1950s, so I was already a professor. It took 
place in Palo Alto at the Center for Advanced Study in the Behavioral 
Sciences, where Talcott was giving a talk on Weber and the Protestant 
ethic. As it happened, one of my colleagues that year at the Center was 
David Landes, the econornic historian. He had told me about some corre- 
spondence, which he had access to, of some textile manufacturing fami- 
lies in two towns in Northern France called Roubaix and Tourcoing. What 
David had found in his research was that these people, who were Catho- 
lics, sounded very much in their letters like Weber's Calvinists (see Landes 
1957, 1976). They had, according to Landes's evidence, a kind of ethic that 
was very similar to the Protestant ethic. So I raised this question with Tal- 
cott after the talk. I said, "Look, Weber must in a certain sense be wrong, 
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because this set of ideas that he discusses isn't as closely tied to Protes- 
tantism as he thought." Talcott answered, "Well, you mustn't interpret 
Weber as meaning that the Protestant ethic has anyiliing in particular to do 
with Protestantism. It has to do with some more general class of religious 
orientations and what not." And I remember saying, "Talcott, you are turn- 
ing Weber into dishwater! Either he means Protestantism or he means 
nothing!" And Talcott was very angry with me. It was lèse-rnajesté: I had 

" suggested that Weber might be dishwater in Talcott's interpretation. Nev- 
ertheless, we remained friends. 

On the whole I think that Parsons tended to generalize too much. And 
when some set of facts contradicted his generalizations, he would gener- 
aiize stiii further instead of saying, "Weii, how should I alter what I've 
said?" He would try to weaken the assumptions to include aii the embar- 
rassing facts. And I think that is a bad way to do social science. When I 
later read the various works on general social theory which Talcott has 
written, it struck me that ail these "systems" and "system boundaries" 
were very bad metaphors. I was really quite unhappy with ths  part of 
Talcott's work. 
Q: As a young student who had sampled a bit of ali the social sciences, 

what made you turn to economics? What tipped the balance in its favor? 
A: It's hard to say. And I am not that sure how much the balance was 

actualìy tipped. I left Harvard Callege halfway through my junior year and 
joined the army. This was when I became eighteen at the end of 1942. So 
I was at Harvard only for the academic years of 1940-1941, 1941-1942, 
and then the fall term of 1942. I left sirnply because I wanted to fight Hitler. 
I decided I would rather be a soldier. 

I did take a certain number of economics courses before I left. But I am 
not sure I did it because economics was particularly exciting. I was a fairly 
left-wing person, so I was interested in those things. For example, I was 
strongly influenced by Paul Sweezy's course on the economics of social- 
ism. And that led me to study some labor economics. I did a lot of eco- 
nomics, but I don't recaii that I felt cornrnitted to it. And when I left college 
for the war i was still, I guess, in this interdisciplinary major. When I came 
back from the war, I really didn't know what to do. I actually thnk that I 
chose economics, at least in part, because the girl I married had done a 
degree in economics. Her experience had been favorable. So I figured, 
you know, maybe it would suit me too. 
Q: Your wife, Barbara Solow, is an economic historian, right? 
A: Yes, but at the time she had just finished her undergraduate degree 

in economics. We got to talk, you know, about what I should do. I was 
discharged from the army in August 1945 and I was going to start college 
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again in September that year, so I had to make up my rnind. And it was 
true that I had enjoyed economics. If I were to teil you that what attracted 
me to doing economics was the prospect of doing a social science that 
was more ngorous and more like a science than the other social sciences, 
I would probably be exaggerating the clarity with which I saw things in 
those days. That would be my preferred interpretation now though. But at 
the time, I think I knew very little what I was doing. 

Q: Since you have had some experience with both economics and soci- 
ology, how would you compare the two? And are there big differences in 
their professional cultures? 

A: I don't know exactly how to put this, but I think that the difference 
in professional culture really has to do with the fact that in economics an 
analysis has to be reasoned out in a rigorous way and impressionism is just 
not a valid way to reach conclusions. Most of the sociology I read and the 
sociologists I talk to are more given to what used to be cailed ''verste 
hende Soziologie" or "interpretative sociology." Here you rather attempt 
to think your way into or intuit situations. Economists have found a way 
to think very rigorously about the economic system as a whole; whle I 
have found sociological thinking of society as a whole not to be satisfy- 
ingly rigorous. I don't think that this is necessanly the fault of the sociole 
gists. Possibly it just can't be done. Maybe there are no comparably sirnple 
and approxirnately valid pnnciples for society, apart from economics. 

Q: Sometimes I get the feeling that economists look down on sociolo- 
gists. Do you find that to be m e ?  

A: Yes, economists do look down on sociologists. I myself seriously do 
not. But economists as a class do. They regard sociologists-and this goes 
along with what I have just been saying-as soft intellectuals; and they 
regard economists as hard intellectuals. And "hard 1s better than "soft." 

Q: So I take it that economists would feel inferior to physicists, biolo- 
gists, and so on, since they are even "harder." 

A: Yes, they do. 
Q: According to a stereotypical belief you sometimes find among soci- 

ologists, economists don't reaily study reality. They build abstract models 
of how the economy works and then they feel that the analysis is finished. 
As an economist, what's your reaction to this descnption of economists? 

A. I think that what you have just described represents an incorrect 
impression. But i also think that the truth about economists is alrnost as 
damaging. First, it's a mistake to think that economists don't do empirical 
work. In fact, I Uunk they do too much empirical work! No, not that they 
realiy do too much; it's rather that they can talk thernselves into believing 
any empirical conclusion, where a critically minded person would find 
the evidence unconvincing. 
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Where your sociological stereotype goes wrong is on the foIiowing 
point, I think. There exists a type of economic work, which is exactly as 
you describe it: you think of a situation; you build a mathematical 
rnodel-and that's the end of the article. But there exists a much larger 
class of articles in economics, where you do the following. You think 
about a problem; you build a model; you lineanze it-you treat everything 
as linear-and you do formal statistical analysis of rea1 economic data; and 
you estimate the parameters of the models or you test hypotheses; and 
then you do formal statistica1 tests; and then you state conclusions- 
and that is the end of the article. This way of doing things is beyond any 
shadow of a doubt empirical work. 

The problem with it, I think, is rather that it's too rare for economists to 
ask thernselves seriously, 'Wiil the data bear the conclusions that I want 
to push upon thern? Am I asking questions so subtle that the statistical 
rnethods wiil give answers which depend on trivial characteristics of the 
data?" They don't ask, "1s the period of time from which I have taken the 
data reaUy homogeneous? Might the relationship I am estirnating have 
changed its form somewhere during this period?" They don't ask whether 
the assumption that this function is linear so that I may do standard statis- 
tical estirnation on it is a reasonable estirnate. They don't ask thernselves- 
and I think this is the worst sin of them all-whether there doesn't exist a 
dierent model that would fit the data equally as weil, and what does that 
teii me? So I think that the problem with economists is that they do too 
much uncritical empirical work, and that they deceive themselves with the 
refinements of their methods. 

Q: When you talk about economics, you sometimes contrast "econom- 
ics as a social science" to "economics as a hard science" (Solow 1985a, 
1988~). It's clear that you prefer economics to be a social science and not 
of the physics-like variety. But what exactly does it mean to you that eco- 
nornics is a social science? The institutionaìists would probably agree that 
economics is a social science, but their definition is not likely to be very 
rnuch like yours. 

A: I suspect there is a whole continuum of views about the nature of 
"economic science." But what I personaily have in mind is that I would 
like to do as rigorous theoretical and empirical economics as possible. I 
want to preserve the analytical smcture of economics, and I would also 
like to irnprove it by including or somehow incorporating into it the un- 
derstanding that the objectives of individua1 economic behavior are 
rnodified by social institutions. Instead of supposing that the motives of 
workers are adequately described by pecuniary maximization of some 
kind, I would like to include in the very analytical descnption of the be- 
havior of workers and employers the fact that they have notions of what 
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is appropriate behavior in some contexts and might be inappropriate in 
other contexts. I would like to give effect to the force of social institutions 
in modifying or governing the behavior of participants in the economy. 
But I would definitely not simply want to give up the idea of doing a 
rigorous analysis of markets! 

Q: And how do you view institutionalism? Does it represent a viable 
alternative in your opinion? 

A: I am not certain that "institutionalism" is a coherent point of view. 
Perhaps it is; then I do not know exactly what it claims. My impression is 
that seif-conscious "institutionalists" are anti-theoretical. They don't be- 
lieve that generalization is possible at all. Description of institutions is all 
there is. I do believe that economic theory is possible and useful as a 
foundation for applied economics. My complaint is about much of the 
particular theory we have. 

Q: Could you describe in greater detail what you mean when you say 
that economics is a social science? Incidentally, wouldn't George Akerlof 
use exactly the kind of mixture of rigorous economics and social 
influences that you seem to advocate? 

A Oh yes! George was a student of mine and a favorite one at that. And 
I think that George thinks he is doing the kind of economics I'd approve 
of-and he is right! 

But to get back to the question of economics as a social science. One 
often hears economics being criticized on the basis that homo economkus 
is an excessively simple and unrealistic construct. And also that it is poor 
psychology. My answer to that has always been that economic man is not 
a psychological concept at aii; it is a sociological concept. It is sociological 
in the sense that in our society there are certain aspects of behavior in 
which it is approved of as well as routine to decide things on the basis of 
narrow, even pecuniary seif-interest. In fact, I think I once wrote, "When 
we say of someone that he is not in business for love, we're stating the 
obvious. Nobody is in business for love. Being in business is something 
different from being in love." 

So there exist classes of human behavior, especially economic behav- 
ior, where economic man is a vaiid concept. And it is vaiid, not because 
anyone is born ìike that psychologically, but because the social norms 
encourage that kind of behavior. On the other hand, there also exist situa- 
tions where the choice appears quite differently. If it turns out that in 
choosing and deciding whom to marry I am ody  interested in the wealth 
of various women, then I would be thought of not only as strange but also 
as unattractive. 

Q: 1s the viewpoint that you are talhng about-conomics as a social 
science-popular in the economic ~rofession, or is it a minority view? 

A: I think it is a minority view. It is a minority view, at least among those 
who publish papers in economic theory, that is, the pacesetters. If we take 
the economics profession to be the twenty thousand or so members of the 
American Economic Association, I have no idea what they would think. 
Probably more of them than the elite would adopt the'view of economics 
as a social science. 

Q: If we now switch to your second category of economics-economics 
as a "hard scienceU-What exactly is wrong with this approach? 

A. Let me put it to you this way. Assume that I am a physicist and that 
I am studying the decay of electrons. You put me on an airplane, biindfold 
me, fly me somewhere, and parachute me to the ground together with my 
equipment. Now I could, if I so choose, just continue my study of the 
electrons without ever asking, "Where am I?" But if I am an econornist 
who studies the labor market and the same thing happens, then it is really 
necessary, when I land with the parachute and propose to study the local 
labor force, to ask myseif, "What kind of society am I in? 1s this an African 
tribe? Are these people Austraiian bushmen? Are they Europeans or Japa- 
nese?" A physicist might be curious whether he is in Japan or in Australia, 
but he would really have no reason to believe that his results would differ 
or that the way he should go about doing his research would differ, de- 
pending on where he is. 

I think that many economists would &e to thnk that econorrics is a 
universal science, just like physics, and that al1 the sociological stuff is 
pointless. People rnaxirnize this or that; and that is really all you need to 
know. That is why I disagree with the notion of economics as physics. 

Q: So, by default, those who see economics as a hard science like phys- 
ics would constitute a majority of today's pacesetting economists? 

A: Yes, I think so. 
Q: It seems to me that the traditional border between economics and 

sociology is presently being redrawn. There are severa1 ways of doing 
this, and the one I would like to ask you about is "economic imperiaiism." 
What opinion do you have of the work by Becker et al.? Does it fall into . 
your category of "economics as a social science," or into its opposite, 
"economics as physics"? 

A: My impression of the body of work you are referring to here is that 
it tried very hard to turn economics into the physics of society, to explain 
as much as possible using oniy narrow economics-like assumptions. I am 
not at all attracted by the kind of work that Gary Becker is now doing. I 
think that something interesting will come out of it, however, because 
Gary Becker is a very smart person, and even when a very smart person 
goes down the wrong road, something of interest will come out of it. I 
have read some of the literature on economic irnperialism, but I haven't 
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read it exhaustively because it doesn't interest me particularly. As I read 
Becker's stuff on the family, marriage, divorce, and ali that, I feel that he 
is trying to force quite different and maybe also more complicated forms 
of behavior into the mold of behavior that we economists feel to be par- 
ticularly suitable for economic analysis. That means: maximizing well- 
defined functions (of a certain kind) subject to well-defined constraints (of 
a certain kind). My nagging feeling is that what he gets out of this oscillates 
between the obvious and the false. 

Q: Poor Becker! 
A: Don't say, "Poor Becker!"-he is very successful with his own seri- 

ous research project. And he wili one day win a Nobel Prize for his work. 
In terms of high-quality thinlung, there is no doubt that he is very, very 
good. I just find that when I read him, my response usually falis into one 
of two categories. Either I feel that I do not need al1 this apparatus to reach 
these obvious conclusions. Or I say to myseif, "How could anyone believe 
this to be true?" 

Much of the work by people like Becker-and by others too, probably 
including myself-falls into a certain trap, which incidentally is not a trap 
peculiar to economics; it's just as typical for other social sciences. The trap 
is this: I have a model with some parameters, and if I choose the pararne- 
ters correctiy, I can make the model fit some facts. That is, there is some 
evidence in favor of the truth of the model, but it is not very strong evi- 
dente unless I have some way of convincing myseif that I have not done 
what somebody else could do with any one of thirteen different models of 
the same phenomena. 

Q: In sociology there is presently a parallel movement to what Becker 
is doing in economics. It is sometirnes called rational choice sociology, 
and the leading person is James Coleman at Chicago. The basic idea be- 
hind this movement is that you can recast sociology on the basis of ra- 
tional choice. What would be your reaction to this attempt? 

A: Oh, I would certainly be sympathetic to it in the sense that I think one 
should see how far you can go with rationality in sociology. I would apply 
the same rules to Jim Coleman as I would apply to myself or to any other 
economist, namely that before I go on modeling behavior in this sphere as 
rational-as obeying, that is, the axioms of rationality-I want to ask rny- 
self, "Do I realiy think that behavior in this sphere of social life foliows that 
sort of rules?" And while I am sure that some social behavior indeed is 
rational, I am not at ail sure that al1 noneconomic social behavior is ra- 
tional. Just as I am not sure that ail economic behavior is rational. 

There is a subtiety here that I have never been able to get straight for 
myself. If you are imbued with the economists' way of proceeding, you 
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iint of ad ask: "What are these people trying to accornplish?" This usuaiiy 
means, without much loss of generality, "-t are they trying to maxi- 
mize?" And then secondly you ask, "When they make their choices to 

. - 

maximize whatever it is they are trying to rnaximize, what constraints do 
they see their choices as subject to?' That's the economists' reflex way of 
going at any problem of human behavior. Now, there are two ways of 
rnodifying a theory like that. One is to say to yourseif, "What else might 
they be rnaximizing, other than the norma1 economic thing?" And you can 
also say, "What constraints do they feel subject to other than the norma1 
economic ones?" You can often accomplish very much the same thing by 
either method. Now, I prefer and I also feel more comfortable in modify- 
ing the constraints. There are two reasons for this. The first is that it is 
inteliectually too easy to assume that they are maximizing something else. 
Suppose you have what looks like some peculiar behavior, and you 
would like to understand it and produce a model of it. It's very easy to 
explain this peculiar behavior if you feel that you have a free choice in 
terms of the goals of the people, whose behavior you are trying to explain. 
If people stand on their heads ail the tirne, you may say to yourself, "Aha! 
What they aretrying to achieve is an upside down view of the world!" But 
that's too easy and it usuaily doesn't lead to anything interesting. 

The other reason why I prefer to mod* the constraints is that, to my 
mind, it is a good way of doing sociologicaily interesting economics. It's 
neater as well. And it is also, I think, more realistic and sound to say differ- 
ent social institutions impose different constraints on what constitutes ac- 
ceptable behavior. 

Q: What would the constraints be in your example with people standing 
on their heads? 

A: I don't know, but it might be that it's impoiite to have the same verti- 
cai orientation as your social superior. it's not so much that they want to 
be standing on their heads as the fact that they must do it or otherwise they 
would be violating some norrn. 

Q: In your work, you have made contributions to severa1 different areas 
. 

in economics, such as mathematical economics, economic growth, capital 
theory, and a few others as weli. In ali of this-and your work on unem- . 
ployment exempted for a moment-have you had any help from sociol- 
ogy or in some way introduced social infiuences directiy into the analysis? 

A: Only in one context that I can think of just now. And that's something 
I have never written about. I don't know if this is the kind of thng you 
have in mind, but let me describe it to you and you can judge. I used to 
teach a course for the graduate students at MIT on the theory of capital. 
Now, the mainstream theory of capital has often been criticized from a 
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Marxian or semi-Mamian infiuenced point of view by some people, who 
say that the normal theory of capital ignores thC class strutture of society. 
This always comes up because in the simplest orthodox model of the 
capitalist economy, it really doesn't matter whether it is the capitalists who 
hire the workers or the workers who rent the capital. Those are two equiv- 
alent setups. 

Q: I guess I belong to the people who have always found that a bit 
weird. 

A: Well, it's weird because markets are not so simple. And it is not easy 
to h d  out what the right modification is. But in order to convince myself 
and to convince the students of this kind of capital theory, I used to try to 
constmct a model of a class society in my lectures. Instead of making the 
assumption that there are only households and firms, I would start with 
the assumption that there are two kinds of households; and that these two 
classes of households differ, perhaps systematically in their tastes for 
goods, in their access to credit or in some other way. And then I would try 
to see, in a simple mathematical model, how much difference this makes. 
Obviously, a society in which there are two classes of people with differ- 
ent tastes will not give exactly the same results as a society in which there 
is only one class of people with only one set of tastes. But does it funda- 
mentaily alter the basic metaphor of capital theory? Well, there are differ- 
ences, of course, just as if people could live without food, the results of 
economic analysis would be different. But nevertheless, the fundamental 
type of conclusions one would come to, namely, that increased wiiiing- 
ness to save will lower the return on capital and perhaps even lower the 
income of the capitalist class-they would still hold. 

Q: Let's switch to unemployment. This is a problem you have worked 
on for a long time and which seems to interest you very much. By 1964, 
you had already pubiished a book on unemployment; in 1979, you de- 
voted your presidential address at the American Econornic Association to 
it; and just a couple of weeks ago when you gave the Lazarsfeld Lecture, 
you chose to talk about unemployment. Do you have mainly an intellec- 
tua1 interest in unemployment, or is it rather political-social? 

A: It's a mixture of both. It's fìrst of al1 a social interest-I don't know if 
"political" is a good word in this context-and in this sense it's non- 
inteiiectual or only partiaily inteilectual, as is clear from my Lazarsfeld 
Lecture. I think I have had this interest in unemployment from the very 
beginning-since I was a child during the Great Depression. The 1930s 
were the years when I was becoming conscious of what was happening 
in the society around me, so I think of unemployment as the characteristic 
pathology of the capitalist economy. 
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Q: I also have the impression that you find unemployment a very in- 
Uiguing intellectual problem, in the sense that the normal market model 
doesn't work here. 1s that correct? 

A: Yes, that is the intellectual side of it. 
Q: There currently exist severa1 different theories in economics for 

how to analyze unemploynient: efficiency wage theories, insider-outsider 
models, and so on. Where do you place your own research in al1 of this? 

A: First of ail, you have to understand that the way an economic theorist 
works is maybe different from the way a sociologist works. Precisely be- 
cause mathematical model building is the natura1 mode of doing theory, 
it is much easier for an economist, I suspect-I don't know this for sure- 
to say, "Let's try this; let's try that; let's try something else! Let's try one 
modification after another of the conventional Walrasian market-clearing 
model to see what set of assumptions, what set of postulates or axioms 
wiii give us a story which looks as if it corresponds a bit better to the things 
we are trying to understand." So I have written papers on efficiency wage 
theory; I have written papers about insider-outsider models; and I am 
presently writing a chapter together with Frank Hahn which is trying to 
say that the really irnportant way in which the labor market differs from 
the classica1 economic market is that there is an understood concept of 
fairness, which steers the behavios of the workers and even of employers. 
So norma1 market behavior is constrained by the fact that there are things 
that a worker wiil not do because he or she thiriks it would be an improper 
way to behave; it would be unfairto one's mates or coiieagues. 

So there exist three different models, and I have written papers about 
all of them and always in the spirit that the labor market is clearly not like 
the market for fish. Well, let's be more precise. How is it unlike the market 
for fish and which of the ways in which it is unlike the rnarket for fish 
seems most likely to give a beiievable account of unemployment7 I think 
that there is a little bit of tmth in al1 these three stories, but I have beliefs 
about which aspeas of the problem each of these stories is most suitable 
for. 

For instance, the efficiency wage story is a story which says that unem- 
ployment can be an equiiibrium state of the labor market, .essentiaiiy be- 
cause without it, firms would have no way of inducing the workers to 
perform, to extract labor from them or forcing them to perform. I think 
there is something to that, but I think that it has mainìy to do with the 
long-term level of unemployment. And I do not believe that business 
cycle fluctuations in unemployment can be explained in this way. On the 
other hand, I think that the insider-outsider mod.els are more appropriate 
or more plausible as a way of explaining the cyciical level of unemploy- 
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ment or fluctuations in unemployment. So I don't think of these models as 
exclusive alternatives, but rather as different aspects of the same thing. 

Q: And where does sociology come into aii of this? In an earlier conver- 
sation we had about Schumpeter and economic sociology, you described 
yourself as a "frustrated seeker after sociological help" a propos unem- 
ployment. 
k Yes, I think that sociology could be of help in the analysis of unem- 

ployment. And especiaiiy when it comes to this fairness story, which I am 
really'very interested in for a number of reasons. Some of these reasons, 
I would say, are good reasons and some are more parochial. The paro- 
chial is that Frank Hahn and I have been able to formulate this fairness 
part as a forma1 game, and 1 like that! It gives us economists a way of doing 
theory and of behaving the way we are supposed to behave. But there is 
also the fact that if fairness is part of the behavior in the labor market, then 
I need to understand how nonns of social behavior evolve. And this is 
where sociology would come in. 

Let me give you an example, which I mention in the Lazarsfeld Lecture. 
What should happen as unemployment is prolonged? If what prevents 

unemployed workers from competing for jobs-to take away jobs from 
employed workers-is some social norm which forbids it, which says it's 
not a decent thing to do, would you then expect prolonged unemploy- 
ment to cause that prohibition-that constraint-to weaken? Or would 
you not7 If it weakens, would you expect it to weaken graduaily or sud- 
denly? Those are questions about the dynamics of social norms, and I 
don't think I am the person to make suggestions about how to analyze that 
dynamic. I would rather like to be able to read a book by a sociologist on 
the topic. I remembered, when I was working on this fairness model of the 
labor market, that in my early days at Harvard College I had read a book 
by Muzafer Sherif caiied Psychology of Social N o r m  So I said to myself, 
"Maybe Shenf wiii teii me something I need to know." I went back and 
looked at the book, but it didn't teii me what I was after. It was stiii worth- 
while-it's an interesting book-but it didn't teii me anything of value for 
my analysis of unemployment. 

Or take another example, Obedience to Authon'ty by Stanley Milgram, 
which I read just a few years ago. It contained a fascinating account by this 
Yale psychologist of experiments in which he got some people to appar- 
entiy cause other people a lot of pain. Now, an economist doing these 
experiments would have insisted on producing a model of what would 
reinforce this wiilingness to cause pain; of what would cause that willing- 
ness to cause pain to diffuse and to deteriorate; and so on. He would have 
uied to give an account of how ali that happens. But Milgram seemed to 
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have no rea1 interest in doing that or capacity to do it. Well, that's the kind 
of work I would want some sociologists to do. 

Q: Apart from unemployment, what would be some other area where 
sociology could be of help to economists? 

A: Another exarnple, though not one on which I have worked, would 
be this long-standing problem in economic theory, namely, how to model 
oligopoly behavior. One could try to model the behavior of markets in 
which there are small numbers of sellers, each of which knows there is 
only a small number of sellers, and so on. The way economics has 
wolved, the current device for doing this would be to model it as a game. 
But the game has no sociological strutture at aii. There 1s nothing in it at 
aii about how strategies evolve in situations where there are rivals who 
can cornrnunicate with each other, who can observe one another, maybe 
not perfectly but clearly up to a point. And when do people tend to col- 
lude tacitiy? They are not ailowed to do this-it's against the law-but we 
know that there are some markets in which the seiiers do coiiude. They 
have some ways of signaling to each other what they are going to do; they 
avoid conflicts; and so on. There also are circurnstances under which 
they clash and when one of them may destroy the other. Or there may be 
periods in which they don't clash, foiiowed by periods iil which they do 
clash. What about ail this? How do rivals learn-if "learn" is the right word 
here-what governs their behavior? Weii, I would have thought that a 
sociologist or a social psychologist-I don't know which discipline 1s the 
nght one here-would have somethng to say about this or might create 
experirnental situations in which you can learn about it. So oligopoly 
would be another example of a situation where human beings interact 
with one another, and which you would expect a sociologist or a social 
psychologist to have some insights into. 

Q: That's a very interesting example. But, you know, sociology has so 
many white spots when it comes to economic sociology that it doesn't 
surprise me that no sociological work has been done on oligopoly. 

A: Weii, I can understand that sociologists might have better tiiings they 
are interested in- the  family, for instance. I don't require al1 sociologists to 

. 

do uiis, but some! 
Q: What does the future, in terrns of the relationship between econom- 

ics and sociology, look like to you? Wiii "economics as a social science" 
win out over "economics as physics"? And what would you personaiiy 
like to see happening? 

A: One can't predict the distant future of anything, let alone the way a 
discipline wiii evolve. But for the moment I am inclined to think that what 
we in this interview have been calhng the "economics as physics" view 



will continue to dominate and perhaps even get stronger. Why would that 
be? Because econornists are conditioned to like aesthetic science. They 
like things to be intellectually neat; it is also much easier to judge. I can say 
that this is an A+ piece of intellectual neatness, while this is only a B piece 
of inteiiectual neatness, whereas economics as a social science is neces- 
sarily sloppier and therefore harder to judge. I want to emphasize that 
"sloppy" does not mean unrigorous. I am as devoted to rigor as anyone. 
"Sloppy" means "not so neat." So my guess is that formai game theorists 
wiii continue to dominate microeconomics and equilibrium theorists- 
people who try to apply the standard economic model to macroeconom- 
ics-wiil probably continue to dominate macroeconomics. 

Obviously that is not the way I would Like it to go. What I think rnight 
change it-at least in my part of the field, which is macroeconomics- 
would be a couple of reaily good empirical successes of sociological eco- 
nomics. The weakness of that branch of the economics profession which 
prefers "economics as physics" and wants to study macroeconomics is 
that it reaily isn't doing that weil. It has lost ground in the last few years 
because what has been happening in the United States and in Europe in 
the past seven or eight years is very hard to interpret in their preferred 
way. You can imagine how the fact that Germany, France, and Great Brit- 
ain have had extraordinarily high unemployment rates for a long period of 
time is very hard to account for with a model that starts out with the idea 
that supply equals demand everywhere, including in the labor market! So 
a lot of intellectual effort has gone into evading that set of problems. 

Now, it's not quite good enough for my kind of macroeconomics to say 
that those other guys don't have a good explanation for that. Ineed a very 
good explanation myself. I'm not pessirnistic about getting these good 
explanations but I think that without them, the other type of economics- 
economics as physics-will for a while at least seem more exciting to a 
young economist who wants to make her way in the field. If she can do 
both kinds, she'll say, "Weil, the surest thing to do is to do a brilliant piece 
of mathematics." So, for that reason I think that most of the advantages are 
in the court of economics as physics. The only counter that people like 
George Akerlof, myself, and some others have-apart from being right, 
which isn't an overwhelming advantage-would be to come up with 
some really good empirical successes. Then we could say, "This fits per- 
fectly! Let's see you folks produce anything as good!" We are better at 
explaining the facts, but clearly not good enough. 

Deep down, I also hope and think that the kind of economics that takes 
social norms and institutions senously can also be made aesthetically at- 
tractive, can get explanatory power out of fairly simple models. Econo- 
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mists feel the pull of that ideal. Keats was wrong: tmth is not beauty and 
beauty is not wth .  But w t h  and beauty, that's an unbeatable combina- 
tion. 
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16 Artbur L Stìncbcombe 

IN SEVERAL. respects, Arthur Stinchcombe represents a rare breed of soci- 
ologist.' For one thing, he is one of the few who actuaily succeeds in living 
up to the ideal among sociologists of being highly competent in both the- 
ory and methods. In a world of specialization, he has also made contribu- 
tions to sociology in general, as weil as to some of its subfields. Two of his 
most appreciated contributions to general sociology are Constructing So- 
cial Deories, and the essay "Merton's Theory of Social Stiucture". For a 
nonsociologist who is interested in finding out what "social stmctiire" is 
ail about, and also to get a glimpse of how sociologists look at theory, 
these two works are highly recornrnended. 

As to Stinchcombe's more specialized works, his contributions to or- 
ganizational sociology and to economic sociology are particularly note- 
worthy. In his h s t  article, "Bureaucratic and Craft Administration of Pro- 
duction," one encounters that raw streak of originality that has become 
the hallmark of Stinchcombe's work. Many of the themes that stimulated 
his thinking in the years that followed can also be found here: the interest 
in dlfferent types of industria1 organization; the confrontation with We- 
ber's ideal type of bureaucracy; and the attempt to understand rationality 
in social terms. An early work that has a sirnilar focus and has also become 
a minor classic is Creating Efjcient Industrial Adrninistrations. Of partic- 
ular interest for the current dialogue between economists and sociologists 
are Econornic Sociology, and Organization D e o  y and Project Manage- 
ment. Stinchcombe coauthored the latter with his wife, sociologist Caro1 S. 
Heimer. In 1986, a collection of his essays was published under the title 
Stratijcation and Organization. The introduction to this work contains 
an especiaily good discussion of rationality and social strutture. As he 

' 

discusses in the interview, Stinchcombe is currently working on a study of 
organization and uncertainty. 

The foiiowing interview was conducted on Aprii 14,1988, with Arthur L. Stinchcornbe in 
his office at the Department of Sociology at Northwestem University. 
' The foliowing information cornes frorn Stinchcornbe's vita;-Mullins and Muiiins 1973, 

213-49; and various works by Stinchcornbe cited in the Introduction. 
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Arthur ~tinchcombe was born in 1933 in Clare County, Michigan, the 
son of a school teacher and a clerical worker. He received his undergradu- 
ate degree in 1953 at Central Michigan Coliege, where he majored in 
mathematics. He eamed his Ph.D. in sociology from Berkeley in 1960. He 
first worked at Johns Hopkins (1959-1967), and then at Berkeley (1967- 
1975). He subsequently worked for the National Opinion Research Center 
(NORC) at the University of Chicago (19751980), and at the University of 
Arizona (198C-1982). For many years he has also been comected to the 
Institu'te of Industrial Economics .in Bergen, Norway (197%). He is cur- 
rently working at Northwestern University. 

Q: As an undergraduate, you were first interested in mathematics. What 
made you switch into sociology? Did you ever consider becorning an 
economist? 

A The main thing that made me switch from mathematics into sociol- 
ogy was that I thought I would be of second rank as a mathematician. In 
sociology you can never tell whether you are first rank or second rank. 
Anyway, it doesn't make that much differente. The second reason, which 
was perhaps more fundamental, was that among the things I iike to talk 
about and which you could talk about at Central Michigan College were 
people like Thorstein Veblen, Karl Mam, Herbert Blumer, George Herbert 
Mead, and John Dewey. You could not have a natura1 conversation about 
mathernatics at this college, which was a third rate piace, so my conversa- 
tion was much more about sociology. Parts of it also had to do with me 
being radical; I was a Trotskyist of a sort as an undergraduate. 

So by the time I had graduated, I had already decided not to go into 
mathematics. In part, I chose sociology because I was particularly enthusi- 
astic about Thorstein Veblen as an undergraduate, and I couldn't find any 
economists who wanted to taik about Thorstein Veblen. Sociologists, on 
the other hand, would. But first, however, I went into the army. Before 
doing that I collected reading iists for the Ph.D. examination from severa1 
sociology departments and from the economics department at Berkeley. 
I tried to read the things that were in comrnon on those sociology lists and 
some of the things in economics. Having a Marxist background, I thought 
that one should learn some economics in order to study the fundamental 
sociological questions. 

And so I went to Berkeley. I did this in part because one of the sub- 
movements of American Trotskyism was very influenced by Dewey and 
the pragmatists and that was represented at Berkeley by Selznick. Herbert 
Blumer, who introduced the pragmatists+specially G. H. Mead-into 

sociology, was also at Berkeley. But I actually studied mostly with Rein- 
hard Bendk and S. M. Lipset; and Phiiip Selznick was the one who finaiiy 
supervised my dissertation. My thesis, as things turned out, was not on a 
topic that Selznick was especialiy appropriate for. It was on education, and 
my book Rebellion in A Higb Scbool is based on my dissertation. While I 
conceived of the thesis as being in economic sociology, nobody else did. 

Q: The title doesn't exactly give associations to economic sociology. . . . 
A: Weii, the fundamental argument was that what produces discipiine 

in a high school is the prospect of economic success for the students. 
Discipline consists of the pursuit of approved goals under approved rules, 
when this is validated through a payoff in the labor market. Whatever 
variation that you'll find has its basis in the articulation between the stu- 
dent's conception of his future and what he is doing right now. The re- 
wards and punishrnents of the system got their meaning, so to speak, only 
from the labor market and not from the school. 

Q: That sounds a bit iike the argument in Bowles's and Gintis's Scbool- 
ing in Capitalist America: the discipline in the schools is directly con- 
nected to the capitalist labor market. 

A: Not really, since my analysis didn't have any larger functional argu- 
ment in it iike their book does. It simply said that rnuch of the time schools 
fai1 to convince the students that they are going to connect them to a good 
job later on. The rnain reason for faiiing to do this is that they are not going 
to connect them to a good job. When the schools start to put over their 
ideology of discipline and hard work and so on, and they are not reaiiy 
offering any rewards, that's when the students don't believe them. And 
they properly shouldn't. That was my principal explanation of the rebel- 
iion against the rules in high school. Already at the time when I wrote the 
thesis, I conceived of that argument as basically being a mere translation 
of the argument that I planned to make about the construction industry, 
which was my iirst dissertation proposal. 

Q: Are you refemng to the analysis one can find in your first article, 
"Bureaucratic and Craft Administration of Production"? 
A: Yes. My first thesis topic resulted in this article except that the labor 

rnarket part of the construction industry was not yet in that article. It 
looked instead at the admnistrative side, and at the demand side of the 
labor market. Why, for example, do they demand craftsmen in the con- 
struction industry? I was going to do my dissertation on this question. But 
then i couldn't get access to the construction unions I wanted; they were 
very suspicious at that time of academics. 

Q: Did you study any economics when you were a graduate student at 
Berkeley? 
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A: Yes, I took a microeconomics course for graduate students at 
Berkeley. It was taught by Andreas Papandreou. He also examined me on 
economics in my Ph.D. prelirns. He of course is not an absolutely conven- 
tional neoclassical economist, but a lot of the things I believe about eco- 
nomics as a discipline, I learned from him. He has this wonderful book on 
the relation between models and theory (Papandreou 1962). And he did 
a perfectly adequate job of introducing people into the basic presupposi- 
tions of economics as a paradigm. So I studied quite a lot of economics as 
a formàl discipline and I learned even more, I suppose, when I worked as 
a research assistant at the Institute of Industrial Economics at Berkeley. 
Bendix and Lipset were working on social mobiiity at that tirne, and Clark 
Kerr's aura was still there. Kerr was president of the university or some- 
thing of the kind, but he was still a major mover and shaker of the Institute. 
So that's where I got my rea1 world economics. If you divide my education 
in economics into "economics as a paradigm" and "real world econom- 
ics," then I got my rea1 world economics at the Institute of Industnal Eco- 
nornics, and the paradigm from Andreas Papandreou and a couple of 
other people. Roy Radner was also at Berkeley in those days, and I took 
a course in mathematical economics with hirn. At the Institute, about half 
of the graduate students-the people you learn from in that context- 
were economists, and the other haif were sociologists. 

So I had a pretty good background in economics but it was sort of by 
conviction; I had read lots of the literature on my own. And being in the 
army in 19531955 was probably the best part of my graduate education. 
I worked on the night shift at a mental hospital, and even though mental 
patients are very sick, they are not sick at night when they sleep. So I spent 
two years reading everything you could get in Denver on those reading 
iists for the Ph.D. in sociology and economics. 

Q: Industnal organizations has been a rnajor theme in your writings 
ever since you started doing research thirty years ago. What is it about this 
topic that fascinates you? And what is it that you have tried to accomplish 
in this area, from the 1959 article onward? 

A: Weil, the first thing that sort of struck me in reading "rea1 world 
economics" was that organizations behave a lot more like individuals are 
supposed to do according to economic theory than individuals do. Indi- 
viduals don't actuaily calculate that much; neither do they coilect ail that 
much information. They buy something in a store, when just across the 
street you can buy it for haif as much. But corporations don't do that, and 
even households buy more rationally than individuals. So the more so- 
ciaiiy organized something is, the more closely it approximates the pre- 
suppositions of the economic paradigm. 
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It seerns to me that this is what Weber's argument was qriginaiiy about; 
namely, that it is society that has to be rationalized and that individuals 
can't be rationalized. Or rather, individuals become rationalized because 
society is rationalized and not vice versa. It is because individuals are 
embedded in social systems that they maximize profits and so on, and not 
because they naturally want to rnaximize profits. Individuals have only 
gradually irnproved their methods of rnaximizing profit. So it always 
seemed to me that the problem Weber posed was how do you get organ- 
izations and households to become rational and supply the things they 
supply in a market? How do you get them to rationaily calculate and do it 
in a way that can be compared across the economy and in the way that is 
required for markets to work? 

The first problem that I posed was therefore in a way to explain why it 
was that economics works. At that time, you should know, the basic no- 
tion among most business adminisuation and business economics types 
was that there wasn't any rationality in these ancient organizations that 
rnake up the construction industry. So one of the things I tried to show 
was that, when you consider what kind of problems this industry faced, 
then you shouldn't be surprised that in order to be rational about building 
buildings, you had to organize it in this odd decentralized way. In brief, 
you had to rely on what I cail a "craft administration of production," 
where independent craft workers make many of the key decisions on 
their own, as opposed to a "bureaucratic administration of production," 
where most things are rather decided through an ordinary herarchy. You 
just couldn't go out and randomly organize Ricardian labor markets and 
find someone who knew how to build buildings when you didn't know 
how to do it. 

So that was the first haif of the problem I had set myseifvery early in my 
career. The second half had to do with what I caii "Mamism with varia- 
bles." The other side of my background had led me to be interested in 
what a mode of production reaily is, and how you could get some varia- 
tions on it in order to be able to study its effects. It seemed to me that the 
different organization of different industries obviously resulted in dtffer- 
ent behavior. You could see that just by looking at the trade union organ- 
izations in various branches of industry. Where these were different, there 
emerged different conditions of class conflict. So if the mode of produc- 
tion was to explain dserences in class conflict, it obviously had to explain 
differences among the industries. 

Looked at from an administrative viewpoint, industries showed the 
same sort of thing. And it was also clear that the construction industry had 
to solve a very different kind of set of uncertainties and problems than, for 
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example, the automobile industry. And since these industries organized 
thernselves differently, they also produced different class relations. 

A first extension of that part of the argument in my 1959 paper on the 
constmction industry carne in a paper on agricultural enterprises and rum1 
class relations (see Stinchcombe 1961). I was taken by a cornment which 
Bendix once made, that the crucial thing to remember about al1 industrial- 
ization is that it takes place in agricultural societies. Consequently, in 
order to understand the constraints under which the class system of indus- 
trialization grows, you have to understand what kind of class system the 
society had; and that was an agricultural one. So you could not understand 
the transformation to industria1 societies unless you could also understand 
the variations in the various agriculmral systems. England, for example, 
had a very different system from that in France, from those in the various 
parts of Gerrnany, and so on. 

Ihis idea, I think, was more present in those days in Bendix's lectures 
than in his writings. Nevertheless, it was obvious that if you were going to 
study economic development-which I thought I was going to do at the 
time-then you needed to study the class system during the period before 
the industrialization process began. The class system was quite different in 
different places, and the rea1 question was if you could explain this with 
the help of the same argument I had used to explain the difference be- 
tween the class system of the constmction industry and the automobile 
industry. Namely, that in different forms of agriculture you have to get 
different things out of the labor force; that the risks of property are dfier- 
ent; that different kinds of contract are rational; and so on. Ihis approach 
has become more popular since those days, I think. Anyway, that is where 
my paper on agriculture fit into the second half of the inteilectual enter- 
prise I was involved in in those days. 

I should also add that Berkeley was a lot more of a Marxist place than 
the other sociology departments in those days. That was especiahy tme 
for Bendix and the graduate students but also, relatively speaking, for the 
faculty. Bendix was much more interested in the Marxist approach to 
Marxism than in, so to speak, turning it back on its head into a sort of 
Hegelianism again, which he became more interested in doing later. Many 
Marxist students also came to Berkeley when they had decided that they 
after ali wanted to make a living. It was definitely also the place for ex- 
Trotskyists to go. 

Q: Have you had any help from economic theory in your research on 
industria1 organization? From what you have said, it rather seems that it 
was industria1 economics that ~ m d e  an impression on you. That seerns to 
be the case with quite a few sociologists, incidentally. 
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A: Let me answer like this. It is m e  that the further you go towards the 
periphery in economics, like to industnal economics or agricultural eco- 
nomics, the more data there is about the rea1 world. It's similar to when 
you leave Oxford and go towards the red-brick universities, or when you 
leave Harvard and Princeton and go towards Kansas or whatever. And I 
myseif am more interested in the periphery of economics than in its cen- 
ter. Still, I wouldn't go as far as Dorothy Thornas is reported to have done, 
when she said that she'ii use the data of the economists but not their 
theories! 

In relation to economic theory, I must say that I have always been very 
suspicious of any argument that something was efficient, unless I could 
check it myseif. I don't understand land-tenure systems unless I can see 
for rnyself how they actuaily work. To take an example, namely why it is 
that under some circurnstances there might be share rents,' although the 
conventional answer is that share rents are economically irrational since 
they constitute an irrational contract? It is indeed correct that under cer- 
tainty that would be true. But it seems to me that if you take account of risk 
bearing plus unavailability of insurance, it is not at ail clear that share rents 
are economicaily irrational. What kind of contract is rational varies from 
one crop to another and from one situation to another. 

At the same time, unless I could also give something which was reason- 
ably close to a conventional economic explanation of why some contract 
might fit the situation, I would be suspicious of my own argurnent that it 
was rational to have this kind of a system. But I am quite sure that àn 
economic argurnent doesn't have to be as good to satisfy me as it has to be 
to satisfy the American Economic Rm'ew. Some.of them might also more 
or less be fantasy economic arguments; I don't know. 

Q: What about cooperating with econornists? Have any economists 
been involved in any of your projects o11 industrial organization? 

A: No. But it depends on how you define "cooperation." I have sat on 
a lot of dissertation cornmittees in economics and in economic history. 
Americans tend to have committees that go across disciplines, and you . 
have at least a rninority from outside the discipline. At Johns Hopkins 
there was this wonderful system, at least from the viewpoint of my own . 
education, that you iiad to have a majority from outside the discipline. 
Since the economists never could scare up enough of a majority to read 
their dissertations, especiaiiy the mathematical ones, I got to read almost 

'The deiinition of share rents is that the return from an agricultural enterprise is divided 
between the owner and whoever rents it according to some rental scheme, either in money 
or in kind. See Stinchcombe 1961,39. 



aii of the econornics dissertations when I was there. I also got to read 
many dissertations in economic history, but that was fora different reason; 
I got along with Alfred Chandler, who was there at the time. So that was 
cooperation in the sense that I criticized their works, and the economists 
would look at our students' dissertations. 

Q: When I said "cooperation," I actually meant something more in- 
volved, like working together with economists on a project. Have you 
ever done that? 

A: In some sense, 1 don't do projects. I am more of a book-writing kind 
of person than a project-doing one. But when I was at the National Opin- 
ion Research Center in Chicago there were data-coiiecting projects, which 
did have economists on them and which I worked on. These projects 
were mostly on labor markets. But except for data collections of that type, 
I don't do projects; I do my own work. 

Q: What i was really trying to ascertain-with you as a kind of indica- 
tor-is the present state of coopemtion between economists and sociolo- 
gists. How would you describe that7 

A: Well, I would say that cooperation between economists and sociolo- 
gists is partly a status matter and partly a rnaner of style. Most sociologists 
can't read economics, and there is even some of it these days that I can't 
read. My son, in fact, is a rnathematical economist and I can't read his work 
except to te11 hirn that he hasn't d e h e d  a symbol he's using or something 
of that sort. I can probably read about 90 percent of the economic litera- 
ture, but the average sociologist can only read 20 to 30 percent of it. And 
that seerns to me to be a big bamer. Economists, on the other hand, can 
read aìl of the sociological iiterature, though of course they may not have 
the context to see what we think is important-sociology rarely grabs you 
by its elegance. There isn't anything that is sufficiently obscure about soci- 
ology, so that you have to train for a long time to read it. 

It also seems to me that an economist doesn't gain anything by having 
successfully associated with sociologists. So why should he? Being widely 
accepted in sociology wasn't what got Herbert Simon the Nobel Prize. The 
incentive system in economics is sirnply not of the type that, if a body of 
your peers who aii happen to be sociologists accept your work, you get a 
boost in the economics profession. But the reverse is m e ,  and here it 
works the other way around. If some sociologist is doing something that 
you wouldn't normally do, but which a whole bunch of econometncians 
think is wonderful stuff, then that is a really good argument for promoting 
this person. The incentive system therefore doesn't encourage coopera- 
tion from the economists' viewpoint. 

There is also the stylistic matter of sociologists being interested in re- 
searching what the economists would rather assume. Even people like 
Herbert Sirnon and Jim March have trouble with that aspect of economics. 
Sociologists will show that in fact businessmen don't behave according to 
economic theory; and the economists will say, 'Weii, we wiii assume that 
they behave that way anyway; it's more fmitful, you know." h d  that is 
the end of the argument, as far as the economists are concerned. 

Q: Sometimes I get the impression that economists have a certain con- 
tempt for sociologists. They will, for example, sometimes tell you anec- 
dotes in which the really funny part is that sociology is ridiculous as a 
science. Does this concept of economists having a certain contempt for 

% sociologists also answer to your experience? 
A: Yes, I think that's me .  But I also think it is pretty appropriate. It 

seerns to me that you have to be smarter to rnake a go of it in economics 
than in sociology. The steiiar economists have a kind of comrnand of their 
topic that is hard to find among sociologists. Take Kemeth Boulding, for 
example, who is not intolerant of sociology. You could give hirn a sociol- 
ogy problem, and he would probably do better with it than the average 
distinguished socioIogist. So in other words, I think that some of the con- 
tempt for sociologists is justified. For another illustration of the same thing, 
take statistics. There were some statistica1 problems which sociologists 
had been wrestiing with in vain for a long time. But as soon as they came 
under the economists' purview, advances were made very quickly. These 
were problems that had to do with things like causes going around in 
circles, and the like. 

Q: Do you then believe that economic studen.ts are smarter than sociol- 
ogy students? 

A: Yes, probably. Economics may simply have a more efficient selection 
system than sociology. To require calculus in order to go on works as a 
crude kind of sorting mechanism for the economists, even though a good 
cornmand of calculus is only roughly correlated with broad intellectual 
abiiity. Still, it is better than nothing. 

Q: When Economic Sociology appeared, the reviews differed quite a bit 
in how to perceive the book. Should it be seen, as the title. actuaiiy indi- . 
cates, as a broad introduction to the topic in general? Or should it rather be 
seen as a study where the emphasis is on the need for a more historical 
and comparative approach in economic sociology? 

A: The book should not be read as a basic text in economic sociology. 
It is rather the historical-comparative approach that is the basic niessage of 
the book. But it is not necessarily the only rnessage that needs to be said 
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about economic sociology. Nevertheless, it represents one slant on that 
whole field, and one which I worked with for quite a while. 

And it does seem to me that a lot of the more interesting things about 
economic behavior reaiiy do vary across countries. Take the question of 
why it is that the Japanese at the moment save so much more than the 
Americans. I don't think that the answer is that the Americans had a more 
anal character in the past and that they therefore saved more, or some- 
thing like that. Instead I think that there are al1 kinds of rules and regula- 
tions relating to savings, which come out of some conception of what the 
whole social life is al1 about in these two countnes and which have be- 
come institutionalized. 

So it seems to me that al1 over the place you can find big differences in 
economic behavior, which have no sirnple explanation in terms of market 
competition. It clearly isn't that the Japanese are more rational in figunng 
things out, while we are more irrational; and that this gives us the wrong 
answer and the Japanese the nght one. There really are culturally con- 
structed institutional factors, and it is them that are going to explain the 
differences. And many of these institutions grow out of the very nature of 
the economic problems, as these are posed in a concrete and direct sense 
in these societies and not as the result of some abstract choice between 
savings and consumption or something of that sort. What counts are de- 
tails such as how old people are provided for; what happens when a dis- 
aster hits a family; how the state intervenes in society; and so on. This is 
what is going to explain the difference, say, in the savings rate between 
the United States and Japan. 

One of my objectives in Economic Sociology was exactly to show that 
different societies conceive of their economic problems differently. They 
create different economic institutions, and these are seen as the most obvi- 
ous and natura1 way of doing things by the people involved. So it isn't 
necessanly obvious to have a capitalist mode of organization in al1 situa- 
tions. And it isn't obvious that people who, say, spend ali their time raid- 
ing others' cattle are more irrational than what we are, when we are build- 
ing automobile factones or whatever. 

Q: How do you view the present situation in econornic sociology? It 
seerns to me that U.S. economic sociology was more or less established in 
the 1950s; lay dormant in the 1960s and 1970s; and that it is now reemerg- 
ing. What's your opinion? 

A: It seems to me that the components of economic sociology are cer- 
tainly booming today. Organizational sociology is stiii, more or less, doing 
very well. And there is still that vague feeling that there are things that we 
could know, given our present methodological and theoretical tools, and 
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that we don't know. So there is a sense of there being a research program 
in organizational sociology, leading unto the future. The situation is simi- 
lar in labor market sociology. We have made enormous advances in relat- 
ing what we know about the labor rnarkets and social mobility to what the 
economists know about labor markets and pncing and so on. There has 
also been progress in the area of class conflict and politics. 

So it seems to me that, of the several fields into which economic sociol- 
ogy can be broken up, each is in a state of vigorous development. The 
notion of putting them all back together as one single subject matter and 
of training people in aii of them plus making sure that the students know 
enough of economics as well as sociology; well, that just doesn't seem to 
be organizationaiiy viable. But for the individual student who wants to try 
it on their own, it is of course viable. These students will also be easy to 
place in other universities since they can teach organizations, labor mar- 
kets, and methods. I include methods here because labor market sociol- 
ogy is the field where methodological research is advancing the fastest just 
now. 

Q: So in your opinion it's not yet time to put econornic sociology back 
together again into one single field? 

A: I don't know whether it's a question of it being time or not; it seems 
to me that it is just not happening. But I do think that the research in this 
field is among the most exciting stuff presently going on in sociology; that 
it is widely recognized to be very exciting stuff; and that any reputable 
sociology department ought to have economic sociology. 

Q: Economic sociology, to switch to another topic, represents just one 
way of relating economics and sociology to each other. There are also 
several other ways to do it, and of these, "economic impenalism" is prob- 
ably the most popular. What's your opinion about the research by Becker 
et al.? Do you reject it outright? Do you find it brilliant but wrong? 
A: I suppose "bnitiant but wrong" comes the closest. It seems to me that 

these foks in economic impenalism cornrnit a sort of fundamental mis- 
take, which most of their disciples in sociology also cornrnit. And that is to 
have the individual as the unit to which the economic assumptions attach. . 
It seems to me that that is not very good, and that a firm behaves much 
more like economists assume individuals do. I have said ths already. I 
believed it in the 1950s, and I still believe it. 

Jon Elster too has gone in the direction of the econornic impenalists, 
which attaches the study of economic models to methodological individu- 
alism. I would argue for a different approach, namely, to idenufy the em- 
piricaily acting units and reduce your explanation to their behavior; and 
not to assume that the acting unit is an individual and then reduce the 













































cerned with gender ~ f e r e n c e s  and rationality: is male culture, for exarn- 
pie, more rational than female culture? The answer, we learn from Jon 
Elster, is "no." 

It is not easy to summarize the differences between economists and 
sociologists on the question of rationality. Becker says that it is primarily 
a question of conjidence; economists are more contident about the use- 
fulness of rationality than sociologists. This may well be m e ,  but there are 
also some important theoretical differences involved. The main one, in 
~tinchcombe's formulation (1986a, 5), is that while rationality is an as- 
sumption for the economists, it is a uariahlefor the sociologists. This basi- 
caily means that the sociologist will in each situation try to establish the 
exact form and degree of the rationality involved. The economist, on the 
other hand, will only do this as an exception. 

It is evident that most of the serious theoretical work on the issue of 
"social rationality" still remains to be done. Some of the key questions that 
need to be discussed involve the relationship of rationality to values; its 
relationship to persona1 identi& and its relationship to group behauior 
These all sound like idea1 issues for sociologists to work on, but judging 
from the interviews it looks as if the economists are way ahead. 

It can be said that the interviews give much support to the idea that 
the present division of labor between economics and sociology is now 
coming to an end. Exactly how the new border wiii be redrawn is not 
clear. However, the following three tendencies will have to be taken into 
account: 

1. Econornists are increasingly working on topics that by tradition are 
seen as "sociological"; 

2. Sociologists are increasingly working on the same problems as the 
economists, that is, on traditionally "economic" topics; 

3. New mixtures of economics and sociology are increasingly appearing. 

It is difficult to predict the end result of this situation. A certain euphoria 
is comrnon when things start to change-everything suddenly seems pos- 
sible!-but it is not likely that economics will take over sociology (or the 
opposite). Both neoclassical economics and traditional sociology have so 
much going for them that they cannot be seriously challenged by the other 
science. In addition, both economics and sociology are professions with 
thousands of members, and it would take an earthquake to move these 

colossuses more than a few inches. Even if everyone agreed that a science 
was stone dead, it would be alrnost irnpossible to put it to rest. What is 
most likely to happen is that the border area between economics and 
sociology will increasingly come to life, and during the next few years it 
will be a hothouse for vanous experiments and interesting mutations be- 
rween economics and sociology. The number of approaches will proba- 
bly multiply, but the two cores are likely to remain untouched. 

Tirne will sort out which of the approaches discussed in this book will 
be successful in the long run. During the next few years, some of them wiU 
probably lose whatever vitality they have today, while others will seem 
just as insightful ifnot more so. This is usually what happens in intellectual 
life; ideas change as the world changes. But there are also some thoughts 
that are more resistant ts the changes of the day because they have a very 
rare and uncommon quality. These are the thoughts that wiii survive long 
after the current border dispute between economics and sociology has 
been settled. So, to close this book, 1 look to Amartya Sen, who is of the 
opinion that economics and sociology are not so dissimilar after aii: "In- 
deed, both subjects are about human life in society. Economics is ulti- 
mately not about commodities, but about the lives that hurnan beings can 
lead. These lives include making commodities as well as using them, but 
they are not the same as cornmodity production, exchange and consump- 
tion. The interest in the world of commodities is a derivative one, and the 
ultimate concern has to be with the lives we can or cannot lead." 
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Tm FOLLOWNG represents a selection of the names mentioned in rhe 
interviews. Various standard bibliographical works have been used, espe- 
cialiy Mark Blaug, ed., W5o's it%o in  Economics (1986). 

Alchian, Armen A. (1914) .  Economist at the University of California at Los 
Angeles who has made contributions to such topics as evolution, prop- 
erty rights, and idation. Author of "Uncertainty, Evolution and Eco- 
nomic Theory" (1950). 

AUport, Gordon W. (1897-1 967). Psychologist at Harvard University who 
has developed a theory of personaiity and contributed to ttie study of 
prejudice. Author of Personality (1937), and ?%e Nature of Prejudice 
(1954). 

Althusser, Louis (191%). French Marxist philosopher whose popularity 
was at its height during the 1960s. Major works include For Marx 
(1965), and Reading Capta1 (1  965). 

Aron, Raymond (1905-1983). French philosopher, sociologist, and politi- 
cal cornmentator. Major works on contemporary politics, industrial so- 
ciety, and various philosophical topics. Works include Eighteen Lec- 
tures o n  Industrial Society(1961), and Peace a n d  War(1962). 

Arthur, W. Brian (194%). Irish-born economist at Stanford University. 
Contributions to demography using rigorous, mathematical methods. 
Author of Mathematical Modelling a t  ILASA (1982). 

Barnard, Chester I. (18861961). A businessman with extensive academic 
interests. Author of a classic in organization theory, ?%e Functions of . 
the Executiue (1938). 

Barro, Robert J. ( 1944) .  Economist at the University of Rochester. Key . 
participant in "new classica1 macroeconomics." Major works on ra- 
tional expectations, business cycles, and monetary policy. 

Barry, Brian (1936) .  British-bom philosophy educator at the University of 
Chicago. Interests include politica1 theory, rational choice, and philoso- 
phy of law. Author of Sociologists, Economists a n d  Democracy (1970) 
and coeditor of Rational Man a n d  Iwational Society (1982). 

Barth, Fredrik (192%). Norwegian social anthropologist who has helped 
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to modiSr the stnictural-functional paradigm. Major works include PO- 
litical Leadenhip among Swat Pathans (1959), and Modeh of Social 
Organization (1966). 

Bauer, Raymond A. Key figure in the social indicator movement. Major 
work is Social Indicators (1968). Bauer was born in 1916. 

Baumol, WiUiam (1922-). Economist at Princeton University. Major contri- 
butions to such areas as welfare economics, unbalanced growth, and 
the behavior of firms. Works include the textbook Economic 7.heoy 
and.Operations Research (1961), and the coauthored Contestable Mar- 
kets and the Tbeory of Industry Stn~cture (1982). 

Bendix, Reinhard (191G). Gerrnan-born sociologist at the University of 
California at Berkeley. Major works include Work and Authority in In- 
dustry (1956), and M a .  Weber: An Intellectual Portrait (1960). 

Benedict, Ruth (1887-1948). 1J.S. anthropologist and ofiginator of the so- 
called configurational approach to culture. Her most famous works in- 
clude Patterns of Culture (1934), and Tbe Ch7ysdnthemum and the 
Sword (1946). 

Bentham, Jeremy (1748-1832). British philosopher, refonnist, and adve 
cate of utilitarianism. His disciples included such economists as David 
Ricardo and John Stuart Mili. Author of An Introduction to the Princi- 
ples of Morals and Legdation (1780). 

Bergson, Abram (1914). Economist at Harvard University who early 
made an important contribution to welfare economics and who later 
becarne a leading expert on the Soviet economy. 

Bishop, Robert L. (1916). Economist at MIT with rnicroeconomics as his 
specialty. Principal contributions to demand theory, consumer's sur- 
plus, and various problems involving monopoly and microequilibrium. 

Blumer, Herbert. Sociologist with major interest in participant observation 
and symbolic interaction. Works include Symbolic Interactionism 
(1969). Born in 1900, Blumer died in the early 1980s. 

Boas, Franz (1858-1942). German-born anthropologist at Columbia Uni-. 
versity who helped to found modern anthropology. Works include lihe 
Mind of Primitive Man (lgll), and Race, Language and Culture 
(1940). 

Boring, Edwin G. (18861968) Psychologist at Harvard Univenity with 
interests in experimenta1 psychology and the history of psychology. 
Author of A Histoty of Experimenta1 Psychology (1929). 

Boulding, Kemeth E. (1910-). British-born economist in the United States 
who has helped to synthesize neoclassical economics and Keynesian 
economics. Contributions to a wide range of topics, including evolu- 
tionary economics and nomative economics. Works include Tbe Re- 
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construction of Economics (19501, and A Preface to Grants Economics 
(1981). 

Buchanan, James M. (191%). Econornist at George Mason University who 
is the founder of public choice theory. Works include (together with 
Gordon Tullock) The Calculus of Consent (1962). Received the Nobel 
Prize in 1986. 

Bocher, Karl (1847-1930). Geman economist and historian. Principal 
contribution to the analysis of the economic development of Europe. 
Works include Industrial Evolution (1893). 

Burawoy, Michael. British sociologist active in the United States. Principal 
contributions to industrial sociology and Marxist sociology. Author of 
Manufactunng Consent (19791, and Tbe Politics of Production (1985). 

Burt, Ronald S. Sociologist at Columbia University with major research 
interests in networks, markets, and quantitative rnethods. Author of 
Corporate Profits and Cooptation (1983). 

Chamberlin, Edward (1899-1967). Economist at Harvard University 
whose major contribution was his theory of monopolistic competition. 
This theory was first presented in his doctoral dissertation from 1927 
and later in Tbe Tbeory of Monopolistic Competition (1933). 

Chandler, Alfred D., Jr. (1318-1. Business historian at Harvard Business 
School whose major interest has been the historical evolution of Ameri- 
can firms. Author of Strategy and Stmcture (1962)) and Tbe Visible 
Hand (1978). 

Clark, John Bates (1847-1938). Economist at Columbia University and an 
important member of the older generation of American economists. 
Principal contribution to margina1 pr~ductivity theory. Author of such 
works as Tbe Distribution of Wealth (18991, and Essentials ofEconomic 
Tbeory (1907). 

Coase, Ronald H. (1910-1. British-born economist at the University of Chi- 
cago Law School who has pioneered transaction cost economics and 
the application of economics to law. His most well-known works are 
"The Nature of the Firm (1937), and "The Problem of Social Cost" 
(1960). 

Coon, Carlton (1904-1981). Anthropologist who worked first at Harvard 
University and iater at the University of Pemsyivania. Contributions to 
cultura1 and physical anthropology and archaeology. Works include 
n e  Story of Man (1954), and n e  Hunting Peoples (1971). 

Coser, Lewis (1913-1. Sociologist presently at Boston College. Major con- 
tribution to sociological theory, especially conflict theory. Works in- 
clude Tbe Functions of Social Conj?ict(1956), and Men ofI&as (1965). 

Crozier, Miche1 (1922-1. French sociologist and social critic. Principal con- 
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tributions to the sociology of organizations. Author of Ihe Bureaucratic 
Phenomenon (19641, and coauthor of Ihe Crisis of Democracy (1975). 

Cyert, Richard M. (1921-). Economist at Carnegie-MeUon University with 
research interest in economic organization, including oligopoly and 
simulation studies. Coauthor of A Behavioral Iheoly of the Firm (1963), 
which was written with James G. March. 

David, Paul A. (1935). Economic historian at StanFord whose principal 
contribution has been to further the development of quantitative eco- 
n o d c  history. Among major fields of interest are slavery, and technical, 
long-temi growth. Works include the coauthored Reckoning with Slav- 
ery (1976). 

Debreu, Gerard (1921-). French-born economist at the University of Cal- 
ifornia at Berkeley. Major contributions to mathematical econornics, 
including a famous paper from 1954 on genere1 equilibrium theory, co- 
authored with Kemeth Arrow. Received the Nobel Prize in 1983. 

Deutsch, Karl W. (1912-). Politica1 scientist at Harvard University who was 
born in Czechoslovakia. Author of many works on international rela- 
tions and the nature of political science, including Ihe Nerues of Gou- 
ernment (1963). 

Dewey, John (1859-1952). Philosopher, educational theorist, and key par- 
ticipant in the pragmatist movement. Works include Democracy and 
Education (1916), and Reconstruction in Philosophy (1920). 

Dobb, Maurice (1900-1976). British economist at Cambridge University. 
Major contribution to Marxist economics. Works include Studies in the 
Development of Capitalism (1946). 

Downs, Anthony (1930-). Economist at Brookings. Principal contribution 
consists of having pioneered the use of the economic approach to poiit- 
ical problems through An Economic neo? of Democracy (1957). 
Other research interests include urban development and racial segre- 
gation. 

Duesenberry, James S. (191%). Economist at Harvard University whose 
major field of interest is monetary theory. Early in his career, Duesen- 
berry was interested in econornic sociology and also wrote the famous 
Income, Saving and the Iheoty of Consumer Behavior (1949). 

Duncan, Otis Dudley (1921-). U.S. sociologist at the University of Califor- 
nia at Santa Barbara. Principal contributions to methodology. Coauthor 
together with Peter Blau of n e  American Occupational Strutture 
(1967). 

Dunlop, John (1914). Labor economist at Harvard University and former 
United States Secretary of Labor (1975-1976). Principal contributions to 
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such areas as labor rnarkets, trade unions, and industrial relations. Dun- 
lop has coauthored Industnalism and Industrial Man (1960) and is the 
editor of the Wertheim Publicatioons in Industria1 Relations. 

Durkheim, Ernile (1858-1917). French sociologist and one of the founders 
of modern sociology. Pioneer in such areas as the sociology of religion, 
the sociology of education. and sociology of morality. Works include 
n e  Rules of Sociological Method (1895), and Suicide (1897). 

Eastman, Max (1883-1969). American activist and writer. Editor of n e  
Masses in the 1910s, and author of various books on socialism. 

Eatwell, John. British economist of the Cambridge School who has coiiab- 
orated with Joan Robinson in writing the unorthodox Introduction to 
Modern Economics (1973). Coeditor of Ihe New Palgrave Dictiona y of 
Modern Economics (1987). 

Eccles, Robert G. Sociologist at the Harvard Business School. Main contii- 
butions t0 the transfer cost problem and the study of commercia1 bank- 
ing. 

Eckstein, Otto (19261984). German-born economist at Harvard Univer- 
sity. First worked in public finance but most known for his econometnc 
modeb for forecasting policy analysis. Works include Core Inflrtion 
(1981). 

Edgeworth, Francis Y. (1845-1926). British economist and author of Math- 
ematical Psychics (1881). Principal contributions to mathematical eco- 
nomics and to statistics. 

Etzioni, Arnitai (192%) German-born sociologist at George Washgton 
University with interests in policy analysis, organizations, and socio- 
economics. Works include n e  Active Society (1968), and n e  Mora1 
Dimension: Towards A New Economics (1988). 

Feher, William John (1905-1983). Hungarian-born economist who spent 
much of his professional Me at Berkeley and at Yale University. Contri- 
butions to macroeconomics and oligopoly theory. 

Finley, Sir Moses 1. (1912-1. British historian at Cambridge University 
whose specialty is the social history of Ancient Greece. Among his . 
works are Ihe Ancient Economy (1973). and Economy and Society in 
Ancient Greece (1981). 

Fiorina, Moms P. Political scientist at Harvard University. Major research 
interests include U.S. Congress and elections. Author of Retrospectiue 
Voting in American National Elections (1981). 

Firth, Raymond (1901-). Anthropologist bom in New Zealand and active 
in England. Major contnbutions to anthropology in genera1 and eco- 
nornic anthropology. Works include We, Ihe Tikopza (1936). 
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Freeman, Richard B. (194%). Labor economist at Harvard Universiw 
Maior works include What Do Unions Do? (19841, coauthored with 
~ames Medoff. 

Friedman, Benjamin J. (1944-). Economist at Harvard University whose 
major interest is the undersfanding of how financial markets work. 
Books include Economic Stabilization Policy (19751, and The Chang- 
ing Role of Debt and Equity in Financing U.S. Capital Fonnation 
(1982). 

Friedman, Milton (1912-). Economist and key figure in tkie Chcago School 
of Economics. Most known for his theory of monetarism, the essay 
'The Methodology of Positive EconoMcs1' (19531, and his defense of 
the free enterprise system. Received the Nobel Prize in 1976. 

Geertz, Chfford (1926). Social and cultura1 anthropologist at the Institute 
for Advanced Study in Princeton. Advocate of an interpretative ap- 
proach in anthropology and author of various studies of Java, Ba4 and 
Morocco. Works include Peddlen and Princes (1963), and %e Inter- - 

pretation of Cultures (1973). 
Gimberg, Eii (1911-). Economist and educator at Columbia Universiy. 

Autbor of a multitude of books on various topics, including urban eco 
nomics, health care economics, blacks in the economy, and women in 
the economy. 

Goffman, Erving (1922-1982). Social psychologist and sociologist whose 
rnajor interest was the strutture of social interaction. Works include 7he 
Presentation of SelJin Everyday Society (1959), and Asylums (1961). 

Gordon, Robert J. (1940-1. Economist whose principal contribution is t0 
the study of infìation and the measurement of durable goods. Works 
include the anthology Milton Friedman's Monetaty Frameuork (1974). 

Haberler, Goisfried (19W). Austrian-bom economist who after a career at 
Harvard University is presently at the Arnerican Enterprise Institute. 
Maior contribution to the theory of international trade. Works include 
%L n e o t y  oflnternational Trade (1936). 

Habermas, Jurgen (1929-). German social theorist and foremost contern- 
porary representative of the Frankfurt School of "criticai theov." Major 
works include Knowledge and Human Interest (1968), and The Tbeory 
of Communicative Action (1981). 

Hahn, Frank H. (1925-). German-born economist at ~ambridge Univer- 
sity, Major contributions to mathematicai economics, especially the the 
ory of general equilibrium. Coauthor of Genera1 Competitive Analysis 
(l971).- 

Hansen, Nvin (1887-1975). Economist at Harvard University and chef 
propagator of Keynes's ideas in the United States. Contributions, e.g., t0 

Glossaty of Names 
347 

the theory of the multiplier. Works include Business Cycle iheory 
(192n, and A Guide to Keynes (1953). 

Harrod, Su Roy (1900-1978) British economist known for his work on 
economic growth ("Harrod-Domar Growth Theory"), and the standard 
work Life ofJohn Maynard Keynes (1951). 

Han, H.L.A. (1907-1 British jurist and philosopher who has spent most of 
his career at Odord University. Works include %e Concqt ofLaw, and 
h w ,  Liberty and Morality (1963). 

-. 

von Hayek, Friedrich A. (189%). Member of the Ausuian School of Eco- 
nomics, who has rnade convibutions to the philosophy of economics, 
capital theory, and the theory of prices. Works include 7he Road to 
Serfdom (1944). Received the Nobel Prize in 1974. 

~echter, Michael (1943-1. Sociologist at the University of Arizona. Major 
interest in rational choice sociology. Works include Princwes of Group 
Solidarity (1987). 

Hicks, ~ i r  ~ o h n  (1904-). British economist who has made contributions to 
m n y  branches of economics, especially general equilibrium theory 
and weifare economics. Received the Nobel Prize in 1972. Works in- 
dude 7heory of Wages (1932). 

~irshìeifer, Jack (1925). Economist at the University of CaUfornia at Los 
Angeles. Principal contributions to the theories of optirnal invesment 
decisions and equilibrium in speculative markets. Aiso interested in ex- 
panding the economic approach to new areas. 

Homans. George C. (1910-1989). Sociologist at Harvard University and 
one of the founders of exchange theory in sociology Major work is n e  
Human Group (1950). 

Hotelling, Harold (18951973). Economist at Columbia University and the 
University of North Caroiina who pioneered mathematical economics 
and statistical theory. Conuibutions to many areas, including location 
theory, demand theory, and taxation. 

HoweU, James E. (192%) Economist at Stanford. Coauthor or author of 
such works as Higber Education for Business (19591, Matbematical . 
AnaIysis far Business Decisiom (19711, and European Economics- 
East and West (1 967). 

Hughes, Everen C. Sociologist and weii-known member of the Chicago 
Scllool in Sociology. Principal contribution to the sociology of profer 
sions. Works include 7he Sociological Eye (1971) Born in 1897, Hughes 
died in the early 1980s. 

Husserl. Edrnund (1859-1938). German-Ausnian philosopher and one of 
the founders of phenomenology. Author of Logica1 hvestigations 
(1900-1901). 



348 Glossaty of Names 

Hyppolite, Jean (1907-1. French philosopher whose studies on Hegel con- 
stitute his major contribution. Author of Genesis and Stmcture of 
Hegel4 Phenomenology of Spirit(1946). 

Iannaccone, Laurence R. Economist at Santa Clara University. Main re- 
search interests center on rational choice models of nonmarket behav- 
ior, especially religious participation and habit forrnation. 

Janowitz, Moms A. (1919). Sociologist ai the University of Chicago. Major 
contributions to the sociology of the rnilicary and the history of socic- 
logica1 theory. Author of 7ne Professional Soldier (1960). 

Kahneman, Daniel. Psychologist at the University of California at Berke- 
ley. Principal contribution to the analysis of the limitations on rational 
decision making in works coauthored with Amos Tversky, e.g., "The 
Framing of Decisions and the Psychology of Choice" (1981). 

Kaysen, Carl (1920-). Economist at MIT where he is director for the pro- 
gram entitied Science, Technology and Society. Major interests in rnar- 
ket power, business instinitions, and education. Coauthor of The Amer- 
ican Bwiness Creed (1956). 

Kerr, Clark (1911-). Labor economist and former president of the Univer- 
sity of California at Berkeley. Contributions to the theory of labor mar- 
kets and the theory of industrial society. Works include the coauthored 
Indwtrialirm and Industrial Man (1960). 

Keynes, John Maynard (1883-1946). Bfitish economist who reshaped 
twentieth-century economic theory through n e  General neoly  of Em- 
ployment, Interest and Monq (1936). 

Kindleberger, Charles P. (191&). Economist at MIT who has written on 
international economics, financial crisis, and the history of economics. 
Works include Intemational Economics (1953), and Manias, Paniw 
and Crashes (1978). 

Kluckhohn, Clyde (1905-1960). Anthropologist at Harvard Universi~ with 
interest in the concept of culture and in Navajo ethnography. Author of 
Navajo Witchcra) (1940), and Mirror for Man (1949). 

Knight, Frank H. (1835-1972). Economist and social philosopher at the 
University of Chicago who was to play a major role in the clarification 
and development of neoclassical theory. His major work is Rkk, Uncer- 
tainty and Profi? (1921). 

Koopmans, Tjalling C. (1910-1984). Dutch-born economist who spent 
much of his career at Yale University. Most known for his applications 
of mathematical statistics to economics. Received the Nobel Prize in 
1975 for contribution to the theory of optimum allocation of resources. 

Kuznets, Simon (1901-1985). Russian-born economist at Harvard Univer- 
sity whose main interest was the historicai and quantitative study of 
economic change. Major contributions to the study of business cycles, 

economic growth, and income accounting. Received the Nobel Prize in 
1971. 

Landes, David S. (1924). Economic historian at Harvard University with 
special interest in European history. Works include Bankeers and 
Paschas (1958), and 7;be Unbound Prometheus (1969). 

Laurnann, Edward O. Chcago-based and Iiarvard-educated sociologist 
with broad interests, which include nemorks, organizations, and urban 
sociology. Coauthor of Networks of Collettive Action (19761, and Chi- 
cago iawyen (1 983). 

Lazarsfeld, Paul F. (1901-1976). Austrian-born sociologist who spent 
much of his career at the Bureau of Applied Social Research at Colum- 
bia University. Principal conwibution consists of having pioneered em- 
pirical social research. Works include the coauthored Die Arbeitslosen 
m n  Marientha1(1933), and 7;be People's Choice (1948). 

Lefebvre, Georges (1874-1959). French historian whose field of speciali- 
zation was the French revolution. Major works include n e  Great Fear 
of 1 789 (19321, and 7;be Coming of the Frencb Reuolution, 1 789 (1939). 

Leibenstein, Harvey (1922-1. Economist at Harvard University who is most 
known for his theory of X-efficiency. Pnncipal contributions to the the- 
ory of the firm and to the microeconomics of human fertiìity. Works 
include Bqond Economic Man (19761, and General X-efficiency n e -  
ory and Economic Developmmt (1978). 

Leontief, Wassily (1906-1. Russian-born economist who has spent much 
of his career at Harvard University. His principal contribution is the 
input-output analysis. Received the Nobel Prize in 1973. 

Lerner, Abba P. (1903-1982). Russian-born economict who has rnade con- 
tributions to international trade, Keynesian economics, and welfare ec- 
onomics. Works include 7;be Economics of Contro1 (1944), and Selected 
Economic Wrilings ofAbba P. hner(1983). 

. -, 

Levy, Marion (1918-1. Sociologist at Princeton University. Major contribu- 
tion to functionalist theory in sociology, especidy through ihe Stnrc- 
ture of Society (1952). 

Lewis. H .  Gregg (1914). Economist who has spent much of his profes- 
sional life at the University of Chicago. Principal contribution to neo- ' 

classica1 labor economics on union-nonunion wage Merentials. 
Lewis, W. Arthur (191%). Economist born in the West Indies who has 

rnade major contributions to the theory of economic development. Au- 
thor of n e  7;beory of Economic Growth (1955). Received the Nobel 
Prize in 1979. 

Lindenberg, Siegwan M. (1941-1. Harvard-educated Dutch sociologist 
wirh major research interest in rational choice. Presentiy at the Univer- 
sity of Groningen in Holland. 
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Lipset, Seymour Martin (1922-). Sociologist at Stanford University whose 
interests include politica1 sociology, stratification, and the sociology of 
education. Among his well-known works are the coauthored Union 
Democracy (l956), and Politica1 Man (1960). 

Lucas, Robert E., Jr. (1937). Economist at the University of Chicago. Major 
contribution to the theory of rational expectations and a key figure in 
"new classical economics." Works include Studies in Business-Cycle 
7;beory (1981), and the coedited Rational Expectations and Economet- 
ric practice (1981). 

Maine, Sir Henry Sumner (1822-1888). British lega1 scholar and historian. 
In Ancient Law (1861), Maine introduced the famous distinction of 
primitive societies mainly based on "status" as opposed to complex 
societies mainly based on "contract." 

Malthus, Thomas (17661834). British clergyman and economist whose 
rnajor contribution consists of the theory of population as developed in 
An Essay on 7;be Principle of Popuhtion (1798). 

Mannheirn, Karl (1893-1947). ~e r rnan-~un~ar ian  sociologist who has 
contributed to the sociology of knowledge ( WZssenssoziologie). Major 
works include Ideology and Utopia (192% and Man and Society in an 
Age of Reconstruction (1940). 

Mansfield, Edwin (193s). Economist at the University of Pennsyivania. 
Principal contributions to the economics of technical change, industria1 
organization, and the theory of the h. Works include the textbook 
Economics (1974). 

March, James G. (192%). Interdisciplinary social scientist at Stanford Uni- 
versity. Major contributions to organization theory and behavioral eco- 
nomics. Works include the coauthored Organizations (1955), and A 
Behavioral Theory of the Rrm (1963). 

Marglin, Stephen A. Economist at Harvard University. Principal contnbu- 
tion to Marxist economics. Works include "What DO Bosses DO?" 
(1974), and Growth, Distribution and Prices (1984). 

Margoiis, Julius (192s). Economist at the Universiv of Caiifornia at Ir- 
vine, whose work has mainly been focused on government behavior in 
economic matters. Author of 7;be Analysis of Public Output (1977). 

Marshall, Alfred (1842-1924). British economist and one of the founders 
of modern economics. Most weii-known work is Principles ofEconom- 
ics (1890). 

Maxwell, James Clerk (1831-1879). British scientist who has contributed 
to severa1 fields in classical physics, especially to thermodynamics and 
statistica1 physics. 

Mead, George Herbert (1863-1931). Social philosopher, social psycholo- 
gist, and key figure in the pragmatist movement. Mead's influence on 
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cerrain parts of sociology has been great, especially on symboiic inter- 
actionism. 

Mead, Margaret (1901-1978). Anthropologist and educator in whose 
works on gender, sex, and childrearing the concept of culture is espe- 
ciaUy emphasized. Her most famous work is Coming ofAge in Samoa 
(1928). 

Meltzer, AUan H. (192%). Economist at Carnegie-MeUon University who 
has made principal contributions to the theory of money, economic 
poiicy, and theories of the size and growth of government. 

Menger, Carl(1810-1921). Austrian economist and co-diwoverer together 
with Jwons and Walras of margina1 utility theory. Works include Prin- 
ciples of Economics (1871). 

Merton, Robert (191s). Sociologist at Columbia University who has 
played a key role in sociology since World War 11. Major contributions 
to sociologica1 theory and the sociology of science. Works include Social 
Theory and Social Sttucture (l968), and Sociology of Science (1973). 

MiU, John Stuart (18061873). One of the great Nneteendi-century Bntish 
economists who has also made contributions to other fields, such as 
philosophy and politica1 science Work include Princ@Zes o/ Political 
Economy (18481, and UtilitarianZsm (1861). 

Mincer, Jacob (1922-1. Poiish-born economist at Columbia University who 
pioneered the hurnan capita1 approach and who has also made contn- 
butions to the economics of labor mobility and economic demography. 
Works include Schooling, Eqerience and Eamings (1974). 

MitcheU, Wesley Clair (18741948). Economist with interest in institutional 
economics who helped to develop empirical research in the United 
States. His works include Business Cycles (1913). 

Modigliani, Franco (191%). Itaiian-born economist at MIT who is most 
known for having pioneered the Me-cycle hypothesis of saving. Re- 
ceived the Nobel Prize in 1985. 

Morishirna, Michio (1925). Japanese-born economist at the London 
School of Economics. Principal contribution to equilibrium theory and 
to Mamian economics. Works include Mam's Economics (1973). 

Moynihan, Daniel Patnck (1927-). U.S. senator and educator. Interests in . 
areas such as the family, urban affairs, and e h c i t y .  Coauthor of, e.g., 
Beyond the Melting ~ o t  (1963), and Maximum Feasible Misunderstand- 
ing (1969). 

~ u r ; ~ ,  Heniy A. Ciinical psychologist at Harvard University who devel- 
oped a theory of personality. His major work is Explorations in Penon- 
ality (1938). Murray was born in 1893. 

Myrdal, Gunnar (189$-1987). Swedish economist and member of the 
Stockholm School Myr& was hst a maimtream Lheoh and hen an 
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institutionalist. Author of An American Dilemma (1944), and Asian 
Drama (1968). Received the Nobel Prize in 1974. 

Papandreou, Andreas George (191%). Greek economist and since 1981 
Prime Minisrer of Grcece. Whjie in the Unired SDres, he spent much 
tirne at the University of California at Berkeley. Author of A Strategy for 
Greek Econornic Development (1962), and Fundamentals of Mode1 
Construction in Macroeconomics (1962). 

Pareto, Vilfredo (1848-1923). Itdian economist and sociologist. Principal 
contributions to mathematical economics, weìfare economics, and so- 
ciology. His works include Manual of Political Economy (19061, and 
Trattato di Sociologia Generale (1 91 6). 

Parsons, Talcott (1902-1979). Sociologist at Harvard University who dom- 
inated sociology in the 1950s with his structural-functional approach. 
Author of The Strutture of Social Action (19371, and 7be Social System 
(1951). 

Pesch, Heinrich (1854-1926). Gerrnan Catholic economist who emphasized 
the mora1 basis of economics and developed "Christian solidarisrn." 

Pigou, Aithur Cecil(1877-1959). British economist and leading figure in 
Cambridge economics. Pigou pioneered welfare economics, e.g., in 
Wealth and Werfare (1912). 

Piore, Michael(1940-). Economist at MIT who is most known for his con- 
tribution (together with P. B. Doeringer) to the theory of dual labor 
markets. Interests also in migration and industria1 policy. 

Pizzomo, Alessandro. Italian sociologist who has spent much of his career 
at Harvard University. Main interest in political sociology. Works in- 
clude the anthology Political Sociology (1971). 

Polanyi, Karl (18861964). Hungarian-Austrian born interdisciplinary so- 
cial scientist who is most known for his contributions to economic an- 
thropology. Major works include The Great Transformation (19441, 
and the anthology Trade and Markets in the Early Empires (1957). 

Porter, Michael (1947-). Economist at the Harvard Business School. Main 
interest in the reorganization of firms to irnprove their performance. 
Works include Competetive Strategy (1980), and Competetive Advan- 
tage (1985). 

Posner, Richard A. (193%). Lega1 scholar at the University of Chicago Law 
School who is presently a judge. Principal contributions to the ecc- 
nomic analysis of law. Major works include Econornic Analysis of Law 
(19731, and The Economics ofjustice (1981). 

Radner, Roy (1927-). Economist who has spent most of his career at the 
University of California at Berkeley. Contributions to the theory of deci- 
sion rnaking, investment strategies, and higher education. 
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Rainwater, Lee (192%). Sociologist at Harvard University. Main research 
interests include social welfare and the study of poverty. Author of Be- 
hind Ghetto Walls (1970). 

Rawls, John (1921-1. Mora1 philosopher at Harvard University. Major work 
is A Theoly ofJustice (1971). 

Riesman, David (190%). Sociologist at Harvard University with major in- 
terests in social psychology, the sociology of law, and the sociology of 
education. Author of The Lonely Crowd (1950). 

Robinson, Joan (1903-1983). British economist who belonged to the rnod- 
ern Carnbridge School. Principal contributions to economic theory and 
Marxist economics. Works include Economics of Imperfect Competition 
(19331, and An Essay on Mamian Economics (1942). 

Rosen, Sherwin. Economist at the University of Chicago. Main research 
interest in labor economics and industria1 organization. 

Sabel, Charles E Social scientist at MIT. Major research interest is technol- 
ogy and society. Author of Work and Politics (19821, and coauthor of 
The Second Industrial Divide (1984). 

Sarnuelson, Paul A. (1915). Economist at MIT and one of the most promi- 
nent economists of the twentieth century. Major contributions to most 
of the principal areas of economics, including welfare economics, math- 
ematical economics, and foreign trade. Received the Nobel Prize in 
1970. 

Scheler, Max (18761928). Gennan philosopher and sociologist who is 
one of the key figures in the phenomenological movernent. Author of 
works such as Ressentiment (1912). 

Schultz, Theodor W. (1902-1. Economist at. the University of Chicago who 
pioneered the human capita1 approach. Contributions also to economic 
growth and agricultural economics. Received the Nobel Prize in 1979. 

Schurnpeter, Joseph A. (1883-1950). Austrian-Hungarian born economist 
who spent most of his career at Harvard University. Principal contribu- 
tions to the theories of economic change, entrepreneurship, and busi- 
ness cycles. Works include The 7ljeor-y of Econornic Development 
(19111, and Histoly of Econornic Analysis (posthumously published). 

Schutz, Alfred (1899-1959). Austrian-bom sociologist and social philoso- . 
pher who is one of the key figures in the phenomenolo~cal movement. 
Author of works such as The ~ h e n o m e n o l o ~ ~  of the Social World 
(1932). 

Selznick, Philip. Sociologist at the University of California at Berkeley with 
major interest in the sociology of organization. Works include TVA and 
the Grassroots (19491, and The Organizational Weapon (1952). 
Selznick was bom in 1919. 
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Shapley, Lloyd S. (1925). Mathematician at the Rand Graduate Institute 
for Policy Studies. Author of various works on game theory, including 
the anthology Advances in Game neory (1964). 

Shepsle, Kenneth A. Political scientist at Harvard University with interst in 
the U.S. Congress and its system of committees. Works include The 
Giant Jigsaw Puzzle (1978). 

Sherif, Muzafer. Turkish-born social psychologist. Works include The Psy- 
chology of Social Norms (1936). Shed was born in 1906. 

Shiller, Robert J. (1946-). Economist at Yale University. Principal contribu- 
tions to empirical macroeconomics and finance. Works include "Do 
Stock Prices Move Too Fast to be Justified by Subsequent Changes in 
Dividends?" (1981). 

Shils, Edward (1911-). Sociologist at the University of Chicago. Principai 
contributions to sociological theory in general, the study of Max Weber, 
and the concept of penphery. Author of Center and P-hq (1975). 

Shubik, Mariin (1926). Economist at Yale Universig. Principal contribu- 
tion to game theory. Works include Game Theory in the Social Sciences 
(1982). 

Simrnel, Georg (1858-1918). Geman sociologist and philosopher. Major 
contributions to forma1 sociology. Works include The Philosophy of 
Money (1907), and Soziologie (1908). 

Simon, Herbert (1916). Interdisciplinary scientist at Carnegie-Meilon Uni- 
versity who has made contributions to economics, organization theory, 
psychology, and artificial intelligente. Works include Administrative 
Behavior (l947), and Models of Man (1957). Received the Nobel Prize 
in 1978. 

Simons, Henry (1899-1946). Economist who is considered one of the 
founders of the Chicago School. Major interests in the free enterprise 
system and taxation. 

Smith, Adam (17251790). British economist who is considered the father 
of economics through n e  Wealth of Nations (1776). Also the author of 
n e  Theory of Mora1 Sentiments (1759). 

Smithies, Arthur (1 907-1981). Australian-born economist who spent much 
of his career at Harvard University. Major interests included macroeco- 
nomics and the U.S. budgetary process. 

Sombart, Werner (1863-1941). Flamboyant German economic historian 
and member of the Youngest Histoncal School. Author of DerModeme 
Kapitalismus (1902, 1916-1927). 

Spence, Michael A. (1 94%). Economist at Harvard University most known 
for his work in the area of market strutture and performance. Author of 
Market Signaling (1974). 
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Spencer, Herbert (1820-1903). Leading British intellectual in the nine- 
teenth century who was interested, among other thngs, in sociology. 
His works include The Study of Sociology (18731, and Tbe Man versus 
the State (1884). 

~raffa, Piero (1898-1983). Italian economist who spenr his professional 
life at Cambridge University. Major contributions include the editing of 
Ritardo's work and The Production of Commodities by Means of Com- 
modities (1960). 

Stigler, George J. (1911-). Econornist at the University of Chicago who has 
made major contributions to the economics of inforrmtion, industria1 
organization, and economic theory in general. Received the Nobel 
Prize in 1982. 

Stiglitz, Joseph E. (1945). Economist at Princeton University. Major inter- 
est in the role of imperfect information in the competitive process. 

Sunon, Francis X. (1917-). Sociologist and student of Parsons who later 
worked for the Ford Foundation. Coauthor of i%e American Business 
Creed (1956). 

Svalastoga, Kaare (1914). Norwegian-born and U.S.-educated sociolo- 
gist W ~ O  spent most of his career at the University of Copenhagen. 
Main interest in stratiiìcation. Author of Prestige, Class and Mobility 
(1959). 

Sweezy, ~aul(l9lC-). Leading Manrist economist and author of m e  The- 
ory of CapPtalist Developmat (1942) and, together with Paul A. Baran, 
Monopoly Capita1 (1966). 

Tobin, James (191%). Economist at Yale University and a major Keyne- 
sian economist. Contributions to Keynesian macrc-models, growth the- 
ory, and other areas. Received the Nobel Prize in 1981. 

de Tocqueviiie, Alexis (18051859). Nineteenth century intellectual 
clairned today by political science as weii as sociology. Author of De- 
mocracy in America (1835, 1840). 

Tuilock, Gordon (1922-). Economist at George Mason University who has 
helped to pioneer the use of the economic approach to politica1 topics: 
Coauthor of Tbe Calculus of Consent (1962). 

Tumer, Donald F. (1921-). Lawyer and professor of law who has spent ' 

most of his career at the Harvard Law School. Turner was in charge of 
the antitrust division at the U.S. Department of Justice during the period 
1965 to 1968. 

'hersky, Amos. Psychologist at Stanford University. Principal contribution 
to the analysis of the limitations on rational decision making in works 
coauthored with Daniel Kahneman, e.g., "The Framing of Decisions 
and the Psychology of Choice" (1981). 



Veblen, Thorstein (1857-1929). Economist and sociologist who helped to 
pioneer the institutionalist approach. Works include The Theory of the 
hisure Class (1899), and n e  meory of Business Enterprise (1904). 

Vickrey, William (1916). Canadian-born economist at Columbia Univer- 
sity. Principal contributions to taxation, marginal cost pricing, and pub- 
lic choice theory. Works include Agenda for Progressive Taxation 
(1949), and Microstatics (1964). 

Walras, Léon M.-E. (18361910). French-born economist who was active 
in Switzerland and who became one of the cofounders of marginal util- 
ity theory. Also the first to produce a genera1 equilibnum model. 

Weber, Max (1864-1920). Geman sociologist and one of the founders of 
modern sociology. Pioneered historical sociology, political sociology, 
and the sociology of religion. Author of such works as 7be Protestant 
Ethic and The Spirit of Capitalism (1904-190% and Economy and Soci- 
ety (posthumously published). 

Welsh, Finis R. (193%). Economist at University of California at Los Ange- 
les. Contributions to the study of the relationship between income and 
schooiing, race differences in income, and patterns of lifetime earnings. 

Wilson, James Q. Educator at Hanrard Universiv with major research in- 
terests in such areas as urban affairs and crirne. Works include the co- 
authored Crirne and Human Nature (1985). 

Wilson, William Julius (1935-) One of the foremost sociological experts 
on race relations in the United States. Author of %e Declining SignG- 
cance of Race (19781, and n e  Tmly Disaduantaged (1987). 

Zeckhauser, Richard J. (1940-). Economist at the Kemedy Schooi of Gov- 
ernment at Harvard University. Principal contributions to policy analy- 
sis, agency theov, and population studies. 
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