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Here, then, Weber allows both the individuals investigated, and the
investigators, to hold holistic views and to apply them. What he insists on as
a methodological individualist is simply that his empirical investigations
centre around individual ends. This should suffice for a terminological
prelude. Further clarifications will follow, I hope, in the body of my
presentation. Let me conclude this :introduction with this general point. I tend
to consider as one of the most significant changes in twentieth-century
philosophical practice, to be that of a shifting in debates concerning doctrines
from ontology (theory of what there is) to methodology (theory of the study

It is in any case a tremendous misunderstanding to assume that an individualistic
methodology presupposes also an individualistic system of values. ... Even the socialist
economy would be individualistic for the purpose of sociological analysis. That is, it
must be understood on the basis of individual behaviour ... Truly empirical
sociological investigation begins only with the question, what did and still does
motivate the individual .... Any formal functional analysis which uses the `whole' as
its point of departure can accomplish only preliminary preparations for further
investigation; its utility and indispensability is, if it is properly applied, of course
incontestable.

argument: when we defend a thesis by arguments from the field of (scientific)
method, arguing about its fruitfulness or usefulness, etc., we use the prefix
`methodological' to characterize the thesis at hand.
This, too, seems to me to be a point on which Weber was fairly explicit:'
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intended interpretation (as logicians will say); much evidence can be elicited
from the literature to support the claim that this interpretation makes the
propositions 2 (a) to 3(b) nearer to what many traditional writers had in mind.
Let us take this briefly step by step. The individualist does not deny 2(a)
(collectivism), when it is interpreted contrary to 4: he denies 2(a) when it is
interpreted in accord with 4. That is to say, he does not deny that one's aims
can be affected by others' aims, and he can explain rationally such
phenomena; yet he merely denies that one's aims can be explained by
reference to some overbearing social force or social aim. Similarly, the holist
does not deny 2 (b) (rationality principle) when it is interpreted contrary to
4; he denies 2(b) when it is interpreted in accord with 4. That is to say, he does
not deny that the individual acts purposefully (rationally). He merely denies
that individuals' aims and physical circumstances alone determine human
action. He insists, contrary to the individualist, that the aims of the social
group exist, apart from the aims of each individual. And these social forces
or aims constitute a major factor in determining the actions of its members.
Again, the individualist does not deny 3(a) (institutional analysis) when it is
interpreted contrary to 4; he denies 3(a) when it is interpreted according to 4.
He does not deny that the behaviour of any individual is constrained and
influenced by social factors, provided that we can explain such constraints
and influences as results of the presence and choices of other individuals. Only
when the holist attributes these social constraints and influences to the social
group as above and beyond its members, or to the aim of the social group as
above and beyond the aims of its individual members - only then does the
individualist disagree with the collectivist. Similarly as to 3(b) (institutional
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The first point to get clear about all this is the way morality enters a theory
of explanation. No one denies that both collectivist morality and individualist
morality have been preached in the past. The question at bay is not only which
is the right morality, but also which one should a social scientist employ in
his social explanation. For, it is rather agreed by both parties (quite
erroneously, I think) that a social scientist should employ the right moral
theory in his explanation if and when moral values play a role in human
conduct. Both parties agree. that the wrong morality, when applied, can
usually lead only to some friction; the collectivist sees in the application of
individualist ethics not a significant factor but, at most, a bothersome friction
- unless it leads to the total destruction of a society; and mutatis mutandis

3. Social
conditions
affect
individual conditions (collectivism).

(c) Institutionalism
1. Society is the primary social
entity (institutionalism).
2. One's primary duty is to one's
society (collectivist morality).

Let us now schematize this little debate further in the manner attempted
above. Again, we have three couples of theses made to clash with the help of
an additional thesis:
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Proposition 4 asserts the horizontal dichotomy, and 5 the vertical one; their
combination is the dichotomy between I, individualistic psychologism, and II,
institutionalistic holism. Indeed, these are the two traditional options. Option
I developed by the more traditional eighteenth-century writers from the
classical economists, sociologists, and psychologists. Option II with the
romantic nineteenth-century tradition and its offshoots, especially Marxism
and functionalism.

Psychologism
Institutionalism

psychologistic individualist contends, social wholes do not exist; in more
superficial contexts their existence is not denied. We may go the other way and
say, proposition 4 clarifies proposition 5: the primary entities which
proposition 5 speaks of are ends! Or perhaps entities with their own ends, or
aims, destinies, or forces.
And so, propositions 4 and 5 together tell us something about the ideals of
social science. They both tell us of the final explanations in the social sciences
as those relating to ends. We may replace 4 and 5 with the statement that final
explanations relate to ends, individual or social, but not both; this statement
will be the common ground of the two contending schools. Propositions 4 and
5 amount to two dichotomies and then their combination unites them. This
can be now put schematically, thus:
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propositions in our table of 3 by 4, from 1(a) to 3(d). As we have noted
already, (a) and (b) conflict only in the presence of 4 which we reject, and
likewise for (c) and (d) in the presence of 5 which we also reject. It will
transpire very quickly that, indeed, the major asset of rejecting 4 and 5 is that
consequently we may endorse all of these 12 propositions, though in a slightly
modified sense. It so happens, indeed, that in their modified sense they seem
much more interesting. Let us quickly survey all 12 propositions now in the
manner in which they all cohere with each other.
It is obvious that we can incorporate both 1(a) and 1(b) into a consistent
view which is incompatible with both holism and psychologistic individualism
provided that this view contains the negation of proposition 4. And we can
incorporate into this view all the other propositions in the above schema
provided that they are interpreted not in accordance with proposition 4 but
rather in opposition to it. Thus, in 2(a), not the aims of institutions but rather
their existence affects the individual's behaviour: the existing institutions
constitute a part of the individual's circumstances which together with his
aims determine his behaviour in accordance with 2(b). While according to
psychologistic individualism only material conditions may be considered as
relevant circumstances, according to institutionalistic individualism the
existence of institutions may be considered as relevant circumstances too. This
addition enriches 2(b) and turns it from the psychologistic rationality principle
into what Popper calls `situational logic'. Similarly, 3(a) is admitted as
institutional analysis not by admitting that the aims of institutions constrain
the individual's behaviour, but by admitting that the existence and
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In this section I shall try to criticize holism from a methodological rather than
from a metaphysical viewpoint. I shall not discuss the existence or nonexistence of group-interests (or of group-minds), but stress the metaphysical
character of any assumption concerning group-interests, and the danger
involved in not recognizing this metaphysical character, or in regarding
holism as `scientific'.
The major question to which holism gives rise concerns the relation between
the distinct interests of the group and those of the individuals belonging to it.
Logically, these two kinds of interest may be in harmony or in conflict. The
diversity of individuals' interests forces one to admit that the group's interest
may be in conflict with some individuals' interests. One has to decide then,

5

To all this I should add, in parenthesis, that many thinkers seem to have
felt the need for a via media between the two traditional views, psychologism
and collectivism, and even for a consistent synthesis between the reasonable
elements in them. I maintain that Popper and his commentators have finally
succeeded in carrying out this intuitively felt programme, thus rendering
explicit the approach which underlies the fruitful and reasonable part of
existing institutionalist social studies, while retaining the central thesis of
individualism, namely the thesis that only individuals have (primary) aims and
responsibilities.
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examination of these assumptions, and is quite independent of any views
concerning the group's interest. In particular it is independent of the
metaphysical view that a group's interest is manifest in the compatibility of
social roles. This metaphysical view leads to the dogma that compatibility
must exist and to the corollary that there can never be any ('endogenous')
social causes of social change, so that only `alien' bodies or factors can cause
social change. Gellner's excellent criticism of this dogma3 seems to me to be
quite unanswerable. My point here is that this dogma stems from holism and
is quite redundant: the parts of functionalism which are reasonable and
interesting are entirely independent of it.
The same may be said about Gellner's criticism of the functionalist doctrine
of survival. According to this doctrine social relics do not exist: no social
institution survives its function: if it exists today it must have a function
today, and this function will explain and justify its existence independently of
its history. In my own view there are two strong methodological points behind
the functionalist doctrine of survival. The first is a methodological criticism
of the approach which was widespread before the rise of functionalism
(`historism', about which see p. 137): the assumption that an institution once
existed is not an explanation of its existence now, that is to say, of its survival.
The second is the methodological rule of attempting to explain a seeming
social relic by assuming it to be something of contemporary significance. We
do not know which institution is a social relic and which is functioning, and
we should investigate such questions with open minds. Yet these two sound
rules concerning survivals can easily be exaggerated and turned into the claim
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if his mind is free from superstition. And superstition is the result of
impatience and self-flattery: impatience leads to guessing and self-flattery
leads to self-deception which makes it impossible to get rid of one' s original
guess however false it may be and in spite of all refutations. This being so,
he said, science can develop only if we forget all past superstitions and start
by observing facts as they are. Bacon thus explained social phenomena
psychologically: ancient science was due to man's natural open-mindedness;
the Mediaeval darkness was due to man's self-deception; and modern science
is due to forgetting Mediaeval superstitions. Obviously the application of
these views to social, political, and legal problems is highly radicalist
(especially since they contain the demand that we should start afresh). Being
conscious of this, and being a conservative, Bacon repeatedly dissuaded his
readers from attempting to apply his views to social and legal studies. Yet as
soon as his views were accepted as the explanation of Newton's incredible
success, they led to the radicalism of the eighteenth century. All past
institutions were dismissed as irrational together with all past views on which
they rested; these views were declared to be sheer superstitions. The institution
known as modern science was viewed not as an institution but as the result
of the abolition of the previous (institutionalized) learning (especially the
teaching in Church institutions) and reversion to man's natural capacity to
learn. Similarly, the hope for social reform was the hope not that institutions
would be replaced by better ones but that they be abolished and give rise to
an institutionless society of (enlightened) natural men who are able to forward
their natural interests in the best manner.

134

strongest is never strong eno
his strength into right, and
Contract (Bk. I, ch. III). Yet
of accepting the right of t
inexplicable nonsense', tha
Similarly, Adam Smith had
he considered it to be `absur
of labour; at most he was wil
and prejudice.
Thus, the original view b
century theory according to
mass of inexplicable no
Enlightenment', writes Wa
unneccessary suffering; but
attributed the suffering partl
science and controlled by
ignorance, products of bad e
natural goodness impote
education'; `human nature'
society. The idea that most e
of the rationality principle (2(
not of the principle. Only th
the rationality principle, for
nature operates unimpeded

Revolution 5 presents a detailed historical example of such a development.)
The eighteenth-century psychologistic programme of planning a future liberal
Utopia ended with its failure to produce this Utopia after the French
Revolution. It has two intellectual heirs, however: the anarchist movement,
and the nineteenth-century psychologistic programme of explaining existing
social phenomena, whose chief promoters were Comte and Mill.
The anarchist movement differed little from its predecessor: it merely added
that the eradication of past institutions must be complete or else it will be
useless. This is how the anarchists explained the failure of the French
Revolution: it was not sufficiently radical. The psychologistic movement of
Comte and Mill took quite a different turn. Admittedly there is no other
difference between the eighteenth-century psychologism and the nineteenthcentury psychologism but that the one was a programme to design the
perfectly rational society and the other was a programme to explain existing
societies: both had at their disposal nothing but physical circumstances and
the psychology which is equally applicable to all individuals - namely, human
nature.
Yet the difference between designing and explaining is crucial. For the
nineteenth-century psychologistic programme reflects a compromise between
the desire to explain social entities which could no longer be explained away
and the traditional (mistaken) individualistic aversion to the admission of
social entities (or `holistic entities' as Gellner calls them).6 This in itself does
not explain the persistence of the idea that only human nature should be used
in the explanation of social phenomena. The persistence of this idea can be
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Worship. For my part, I view Carlyle's effort as an attempt to solve a problem
within the framework of individualism but in a manner designed to render it
as indistinguishable from holism as possible; his solution was intended to be
a bridge along which one could easily pass from the individualists' to the
holists' camp. Stripped of its holistic hero-worship, however, Carlyle's
mythology would be a part of a more general discussion of the contribution
of past events to the shaping of our present societies. And the unheroic
impression which Cleopatra's nose is alleged to have made on poor Antony
is as good an instance of such an event as the heroic entry of Carlyle's Odin
onto the historical and social stage.
I do not wish to challenge the prominence which Cleopatra's pretty nose has
in the historiographic literature ever since Pascal blamed it for mixing in
Roman politics, but rather to claim that it is too far-fetched as a part of an
explanation of today's social set-up. If the psychologistic programme is to be
carried out successfully, we have not only to trace the historical origin of a
specific social characteristic, but also to explain how the effect of a historical
event has persisted through the ages. Hence, the explanation of today's social
set-up must contain a description of yesterday's set-up and an assumption
which explains the emergence of today's set-up from yesterday's set-up. But
these two assumptions are quite sufficient, and we should therefore start with
them, although, of course, having provided an explanation of today's set-up,
we may try to explain yesterday's set-up (and its roots in that of the day before
yesterday).
And yet it should be noticed, perhaps, that unlike holism, traditional
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makes them capable of imposing their wills on others. (This criticism is due
to Marx.) Hence, any admissible explanation of social evils by conspiracy
assumes the existence of some previous social circumstances, which contained
some other social evils. The suggestion that those can be explained by previous
conspiracies would lead to a rather funny version of the methodological myth
of the social contract.
According to the second suggestion, before we can attempt to explain any
social phenomena, we simply have to collect indiscriminately all factual
information about all individuals involved in the social setting in which the
phenomena took place, and when sufficient information about them is
known, their social setting will be known and the phenomena in question
explained. In order to understand unemployment, it is suggested, we must
know much more about the workers, their employers, their organizers, etc.
etc. I shall call this view `inductivist psychologism'.
Inductivist psychologism may be the view that the multitude of facts will
array themselves into a picture just like the points in the pointillist painting
do. This would only raise the question of why do the facts fall into pattern;
the increasingly detailed description is not an explanation; on the contrary,
the more facts we describe, the more we want explanations. Moreover, the
more facts we describe, the less will they fall into pattern by themselves. Those
who want to collect more facts in order to explain a given fact usually admit
all this, but they claim that we can find a good explanation only if we have
knowledge of sufficiently many facts to adduce this explanation from according to the Baconian method of induction.
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Now I fully agree with this keen observation of Watkins', but I have to stress
that though it is a fair and commonsensical comment on Weber's approach,
it is not a part of it. The comment explains why this approach was successful;
but those who apply this approach need not know why it is successful and
therefore they have no need to mention institutions even though the
characteristics which they attribute to their ideal types happen to be
institutional. The advantage of speaking of (institutional) characteristics of
the ideal type, instead of speaking of institutions (and of institutional roles)
proper, is rather 1ain:, this mode of speaking evades the problem of whether
institutions exist (1(a)),-and, if they exist, whether they have distinct aims and
interests of their own (4). In other words, the whole advantage of Weber's
approach is that it can be viewed as psychologistic and it can be viewed as
institutionalistic. For those who have decided upon these issues, this

that the personality of a man in society comprises dispositions both of a more private
and temperamental kind, and of a more public and institutional kind. Only certain
individuals are disposed to weep during the death-scene in Othello, but all policemen
are disposed to blow their whistles, under certain circumstances, and any Speaker in
the House of Commons is disposed to disallow parliamentary criticism of exercises of
the Prerogative. And these more public and institutional dispositions, which may vary
very little when one man undertakes another's role, can be abstracted from the total,
variegated flux of dispositions, and so provide the social scientist with a fairly stable
subject-matter.

Weber's theory. He emphasizes'
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Yet very many institutions are consciously designed, and for certain definite.
purposes; and this is inexplicable along the traditional lines. Moreover, as
almost all institutions may act as a constraint on some persons in some
instances, they are always prone to induce these persons to attempt to reform
them. In cases in which it is obvious that reform would be costly and lead to
little benefit, one would hardly raise the question of reform; and yet, obvious
as the answer to it may be, as long as the question of reform is not a priori
ruled out, our discussion is not quite on traditional lines.
Let us take an example of how an obvious case of the absence of reform
leads to mystification because holism leaves no room to discuss even the
absence of reform. Let us consider Durkheim's idea that lawbreakers serve
society by reminding its members of the existence of the laws which they

`Only a minority of social institutions are consciously designed,' writes Popper (Open
Society, ii, 93), `while the vast majority have just "grown" as the undesigned results
of human actions ... and we can add that even most of the successfully designed ...
do not turn out according to plan ...'

It is obvious from general considerations that conscious institutional
reform cannot be explained along either of the two traditional lines. For,
according to holism, any change of an institution is a natural change - be it
growth or decay - and according to psychologistic individualism institutional
reform is but the unintended consequence of rational or purposeful action
(since institutions as such do not exist). No doubt there is much truth in each
of these descriptions, or rather in their combination.
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institutionalist would. This retort is not void of substance, for institutionalism
does allow one to take the existing institutional co-ordinations for granted.
Yet ultimately the retort is based on an error. The institutionalist programme
is neither to assume the existence of all co-ordinations nor to explain all of
them, but rather to assume the existence of some co-ordination in order to
explain the existence of some other co-ordinations. It is an error to assume
that the only satisfactory explanation of institutions is by assumptions which
say nothing about institutions. Admittedly such an explanation, if it were
possible, would be highly desirable (as it would be simpler and thus more open
to critical argument). But there exists a very obvious reason which makes it
impossible to produce such explanation. It is what I would call `Popper's
rational principle of institutional reform', and it is this. However bad the
existing institutional co-ordinations are, a prospective reformer will try his
best to make use of them in his attempt to reform them or to abolish them.
Therefore, the existing social co-ordinations will constitute an important
factor in determining the rational or purposeful behaviour of the prospective
reformer, in determining the likelihood of success, the cost of the reform, and
the expected benefit from it.
In my previous two sections I have tried to argue that all reasonable
explanations within the holistic and psychologistic frameworks can be
formulated within Popper's institutionalist-individualist methodology situational logic. In the present section I have gone further and stated that
almost all reasonable explanations of social phenomena, when fully stated,
cannot be fitted into the previous frameworks but can be fitted into
situational logic. In brief, almost all serious social thinker
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aim is to choose the lesser evil. Why anticonventionalists view the abidance
by tyranny as a stronger objection to conventionalism than the willingness to
die on the barricades I do not know. Both of these kinds of behaviour are to me at any rate - profoundly puzzling. And yet only conventionalism, I
think, allows for both of them; the holistic view and the psychologistic view
amount to giving up hope of ever understanding them.
Totalitarians have often claimed that conventions which they contracted
out of were `mere pieces of paper' or mere customs, while those which suited
them were `real'. The plain fact is that all conventions are `mere pieces of
paper' - that without agreement to abide by it any institution is void.
(Otherwise these tyrants' propaganda machines would have been quite
unnecessary.) This was known already to Hume and Rousseau (see above,
p. 134), and was merely smoke-screened by holistic propaganda. And yet this
holistic propaganda contains a strong point which is this.
Although any convention may in principle be discarded, people do want to
have some conventions; it is better to have almost any law and order (i.e.
conventional co-ordination) than to have none. This anti-anarchistic
contention can be used in order to explain rationally people's abidance by
tyranny without thereby justifying tyranny. For it is a poor justification of a
system that it is preferable only to complete disorder. Realizing this, most of
those who are subject to tyranny will try to reform it. Admittedly some people
accept tyranny because their illusion that it is government by force rather than
by convention leads them to expect from it more security or more efficiency.
Admittedly, some people accept tyranny because they benefit from it, or hope
to benefit from it, and some people accept tyranny just because the
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not enter the present discussion.
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to a large extent, views conce
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the psychologistic individualist
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he has this or that convention as t
in his social life. (This explains w
system is the population's return
The holistic view explains the e
by the suggestion that these instit
misses the problem to be solved,
institutions, but rather why do pe
an institution is useful to society,
remains: why do people abide by it
view cannot be disproved, but o
that it may lead to historicism a
unacceptable moral outlook.
The psychologistic view expla
changes in people's situations and
but there are two arguments a
explanation. First, individuals' atti

_ -_
-

the rapid emergence of a coloured section in British society has created the
problem before widespread prejudices and emotional attitudes could emerge.
(The uselessness of holism here need hardly be mentioned.) An important
ingredient in Banton's explanation is the assumption that this rapid emergence
of a coloured section in British society has caused a..serious gap in the body
of social conventions which had somehow to be closed rather quickly,
particularly because British society is highly conventionalized. I cannot
discuss Banton's interesting theory here; I mention it as an example of the
application of conventionalism in proposing a specific sociological
explanation.
To conclude this section I shall repeat that institutions can be explained as
inter-personal means of co-ordination, as attitudes which are accepted
conventionally or by agreement. Not that an agreement was signed by those
who have the attitude, but the attitude is maintained by one largely because
it is maintained by many, and yet everyone is always at liberty to reconsider
one's attitude and change it. This idea leaves room for the rational principle
of institutional reform (see above ). It accords with the classical individualistic
idea that social phenomena are but the interactions between individuals. Yet
it does not accord with the classical individualistic-psychologistic idea that this
interaction depends on individuals' aims and material circumstances alone;
rather it adds to these factors of interaction the existing inter-personal means
of co-ordination as well as individuals' ability to use, reform, or abolish them,
on their own decision and responsibility.
At this point we have to go over to Popper's programme of moralizing
politics rather than politicizing morals, and to his idea that the task of social
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But before proceeding to my
popular argument for the logic
argument which, unlike the ar

A Digression

I shall attempt to refute the id
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