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Abstract: In social science, the wider epistemological debetgarding polarizing perspectives of rationgityplanation

through deterministic approach) and interpretivelarstanding (understanding through non-physical drumimind) in

explaining or making sense of lifeworld or socigdtem have been critically examined in this palredoing so, this article
explores Habermas’s Theory of Communicative Act{oationality in socially depended situation) andyg®logical

(strategic action) Game Theory (a deterministic eiddr rational choice) and, hence, identifies mtniguing link between
instrumental/mechanistic and non-instrumental issagarding rationality concept.
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understand them is to see them as necessary, deterby
the unchanging nature of God'’[2]. These views a@tfuead
to deterministic approach to make sense of sosiahts.

1. Natural Science Vs Social Science

Social science is all about making sense of stifgabr in
broad sense the lifeworld, where all human beingsaeting,
or more specifically interacting for their existensurvival,
and advancement. To get an insight of any socehgimenon
or even the social system as a whole, we need lodh¢hat
will make sense of events. In the way of makingseeabout
worldlife, the philosophy of social science
epistemological issues: scientific explanation wsrs

interpretive understandir{@]. The former one deals with the

term, rationality, instrumentally whereas the lab@e puts
more focus on normative and moral aspects of huiman
social world. From this perspective, these two mesh
explanation and understanding, are associatedowitiplex
arrays of issues and this paper will focus on tfremm major
issues of rationality. Firstly, the analysis regaiclarification
of the two terms explanation and understanding.

The concept of explanation comes from ‘natural remé
where explanation is defined as a method basedtanal

reasoning to identify the causal relationship ofy an

phenomenon. The naturalists, who are on the ‘seieside
of social science, claim that ontology is natutaiand they
defend their view on the theme being that, humamgband
their intellectual moral faculties belongs to natuhus both
of them must be governed by the law of nature $hilar,
view can be found in Spinoza’s conviction about hnity
where he stated ‘human actions are natural evikesthe
actions of clouds or rainstorm’ [2]; he further add ‘to

Determinists are the proponents of the instrumental
rationality concept.

Different views can be found among the anti-natsisl
who think that human activities are grounded into
non-physical human mind which is not guided throsgbh

raisesdeterm|n|st|c natural laws. This view can also kersin

Descartes’s thinking about human body and mind;revhe
defined totality of human being not as a physicaltmuum
but which also ‘posses a soul, an immaterial sulgsta.. a
finite imitation of the infinite substance which @&od’ [2].
This is the Cartesian Dualism, that the human béng
physical substance along with mind or soul thaittinthe
mechanical explanation of human being [2]. Thusattely
accepted notion to interpret social world, ‘undansiing’, is
proposed by the anti-naturalists, as a process
comprehension of knowledge of social life by beiithin
the system. They also have their own version foomality.

of

2. Human as Rational Being

It is difficult to clearly define rationality in @al science.
The neoclassical economic viewpoint is for ratidgais
that--an action is rational if ‘it is the best wiay the agent to
realize his or her goals’ [3]. This view emphasines‘the
appropriate means’ to reach a desired end (goalthé
branch of logic, Aristotle takes somewhat a simdtance
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for rationality as ‘a choice is desire and reasgnwith a
view to an end’ [4]. In a similar vein, Bertrand $2ell has
claimed that ‘reason’ ‘signifies the choice of tight means
for the end that you wish to achieve’ though héherradded
‘it has nothing whatever to do with the choice nfl§ [5].
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rationality by saying:

“practical human conduct may be counted ‘rational’
respect to its faithfulness to a knowledge of hmbethave
well” [5].

The statement focuses more on moral philosophical

These views mainly focus on means and do not sashmuaspects to understand human behavior. From thig, @B

about outcome of the action or choice.

To get a bit clearer picture we may look into thganal
choice theory, a theoretical framework to intergraman
affairs, where it claims that human actions arenai. The
rational choice theory invites us to

appropriate mean leading to a successful achieveafem
particular desire may not be rational unless uhéloverall
behavior is worthy of praise. From a similar stareeery
naive definition for rational behavior would be ehavior
that means ‘anything from reasonable, thoughtful,

‘understand individual actors (which in specified reflective behavior to wise, just or sane actigh8].

circumstances may be collectivities of one sodmuther)

as acting, or more likely interacting, in a manrgrch

that they can be deemed to be doing the best trejoc
themselves, given their objectives, resources,
circumstances, as they see th¢éj:

There are also various forms of rationality eackvbich
is based on their own reasons. Another view tomnafity is
that, ‘rationality for a person to take into accbuhe
consequences of his or her actions’ [7]. This véegues that
not only the positive outcome makes an action nafio
negative outcomes can also be considered as rbtistang
as individuals take the accountability of theii@aas and can
justify it from their perspectives. As an example,is
rational for a smoker to smoke a cigar if he kndhat
otherwise the inner dissatisfaction will result @&n
unproductive day for him [8]. This is an extremeaple
but relativism does exist in rationality. Ratiomajudgment
of a particular action depends on
preference which may not be conceivable by othaestd
differences in norms, values and above all, inedres.

Efforts are always there to define human beingtisnal
being though appropriate way is difficult to constr A lot
more issues are associated with the rationaliteephthat

arttie next section follows.

3. The Rationality Debate

The discourse analysis of rationality shows itadaxical
nature in social world. The existing large voluroé
rationality theories have debates within themsebasscally
due to polarization of instrumental and non-insteatal
perspectives among the proponents of rationality. T
understand the debates of rationality, it will bepful to
look into the nature of irrationality. Is irratiolitst simply
means socially unacceptable behaviors? Or individua
error/wrong decisions? Or, decisions/actions aasediwith
negative/unwanted/unintended outcome or outconuiriga

individual’s ownto zero/negative/less than optimal utility? Allthese may

be the different features of irrationality or mag ot;
depends on how we look at various incidents. Let us

This is somewhat consistent with Weber's study o&xamine some situations where these forms of amatity

Protestantism and capitalism where Weber ‘impijcitl
assumed that persons act purposively toward a gihlthe
goal shaped by values and preferences’, which mniight
unique to every person [9]. Moreover, rationalityction or
goal depends on persons’ values embodied in Catvinas
well. In addition, one’s utility maximization (tha@an also
include psychological contentment) can be differeatn
mere (mathematical) economic benefit maximizatitwis
sometimes what is ordinarily described as non-nafi@r
irrational is merely because of observer could seat from
the actors’ perspective [9]. From the actors pearthpe may
be the action is rational. Thus it is importantunderstand
the intended goal and how the actions were sedinebgctor
to contribute to that goal’ [9]. This issue is dicdealt by
Hume; in his assertion that desired goal is thesiBasand
passion can never be unreasonable [4]. He alsodatthaé
passion can be reducible to single dimension tfyytihat is,
seeking appropriate way to satisfy pre-existingsiuas is
equivalent to maximization of utility. But Oakeshot
strongly objects this kind of view that all passoare
reasonable. He substitutes the instrumental coioreof

The actions of an individual depend not only orfgnences or values but also
on opportunities provided by the environment [9].

issues are captured.

In their work, Kahneman, Tversky, and others hdnans
that people cannot act at full rationality becaihsér actions
are subject to systematic biases [9]. Example wdagd
overestimation of probability of an unlikely evénfhey
termed this type of behavior as less than ratibealavior.
Coleman [9] has explained few irrational behaviofs

people, such as human perceptions; e.g. about some

elements (or information) based on which he/she tbas
make a choice. In such situations people sometinetined
towards irrelevant elements and thus choose thengvro
decision [9]. He also mentions another case, subednio
temptation, where people carry out some actionghvhare
not to be carried out from rationality point of wigSchelling
termed this type of behaviors as ‘loss of commaathfone
part of the brain to another’ [8]. Another dewstticase is
peoples’ impulsive (without goal in mind) actionkat
results into unwanted outcomes.

Secondary consequencegunintended outcome) may
occur even the actors are rational. This can ba feen

2 people tend to overplay long shots in betting ares or choose to play a
lottery having a larger prize but a lower expeatafiie than another lottery [9].
3 Secondary consequences subvert the intendedahtiottome [11].
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Weber’s birth of capitalism view, where he statkdttthe
‘capitalism is born from the unanticipated consemes of a
large number of rational individuals believing imet
protestant ethic’ or for Marx, ‘capitalism dies ifinothe
unanticipated consequences of each rational cespital
investing in capital-intensive machinery’ [11].

Last but not least is the role of emotions (loggrassion
etc) that override the logical sense of human baimd)that
leads to irrational outcome of action; as Socratss ‘love
is an irrational desire which overcomes the tengeoic
opinion towards right’ [5].

Some authors tried to find out reasons of suchidmal
behaviors. ‘Rationality constraints of human’ issaeason
that misleads people from logical path. As all thgonal
theories assume that the actors have certain lefel
intelligence, but in reality the level might varyhus
limitations exists. These limitations are exposedamplex
strategic situations where double contingency dioac
prevails [9]. Thus individuals with imperfect itiigence
will be in a difficult state to act optimally in sh situations.
Or, ‘actors may hold incorrect beliefs about
consequences of their actions’ [10]. At times, wdlials
with perfect intelligence may take less rationatigien
because informed decision-making can be too castigal
life. Sometimes actions of an individual may inwvelether
persons, where achieving ones’ goal may involveersth
decisions or actions in the process and it is nssjble for
an individual to guess how others will react; tiatit is
difficult to foresee the consequences with peréectiThen
individual has to rely on subjective beliefs anarththe
objectivity of action cease to apply. In turn, fcaal,
deductive reasoning — deriving a conclusion by gurf
logical processes from well defined premises—itsatinot
apply’ [12].

Addictive behavior is another reason why people d
irrational things. In this state, people perceivieager
increment of pleasure from a substance, probakimtod,
the more of it they consume. Actually these irnadio
behaviours or less rational behaviour appear becdhe
organization of self is more complex than is asdlifoethe
unitary actor in rational-choice theory’ [9]. Thbéye
considering the limitations of individuals (e.gtalligence
or cognitive limitations) and environmental consits,
behavioural economists often term rationality asrated
rationality.

Another reason for irrational
uncertainties of life. When individuals try to manike
expected utility and there are uncertainties pteivaithe
environment, the expectations are subject to piitityab
(error might be there). Then, if the least expedtmident
happens, the individual deemed to be just unluckhear
than saying that the decision was irrational [10].

From the above stand point, it can be argued that t
rational choice theory or utility maximization thgoare
developed basically on narrowly-defined rationatibncept
where it does not consider softer-side of humambelr or
odd factors or unanticipated incidents of life fasntioned

the

behaviour would be
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earlier); it would be too complex to include alesie factors
to develop such models. Actually, rational choiceary is
preferred
‘not as a descriptively accurate (realistic) mod
individuals or their interactions, but as a simjui#tion
thereof designed to render highly complex mechanism
which cannot be observed directly theoriticallycti@ble.’

[6].

In the following sections we will look into two spfic
theories: Habermas’s Theory of Communicative Acton
Game Theory in light of rationality debates. Tharfer one
tries to blend instrumental aspects with non-insgntal
aspects to explain human affairs. And the laterexpains
human behaviour in strategic situations or inteesielent
situations.

4. Theory of Communicative Action: A
Societal Approach to Rationality

Habermas focuses on the convergence of theoretical
social science of modern societies (particularlydera
enlightenment rationality) and normative philosayaihi
basis to a single integrated theory. To develop slueory he
aimed at achieving three distinctive features:nitist be
explanatory, practical, and normative, all at thene time’
and in addition to that he attempted to develop aem
‘modest, fallibilist, emprical account of the phstphical
claim to universality and rationality’ [13]. He alaed that
enlightenment rationality is monolithic that ‘faileto do
justice to those philosophic and historical tendesicand
thus he reconstructed the rationality that is basegublic
communicationcommunal rationality14].

At this stage, his speech act theory was cruciahtow
that rationality —actually grounded in competent
communicative  actions. According to Habermas,
communicative action is the verbal or non-verbtgiiaction
between two or more actors who

‘seek to reach an understanding about their action
situation and their plans of action in order to cdimate

their actions by way of agreement’ [15]

In the above statemetite plans of actioomeans that the
actors must have ‘performative attitude’ in the
communicative process so that people graduallgutin
argumentation and justification, can reach to aually
respectful agreement—reach an understanding. Agtual
engaging in this sort of interaction with such picad
attitude is the communicative action. The theoryuazes
that the rationality is inherent within the comnuation
process, that the rationality is ‘how speaking auting
subjects acquire and use knowledge’; it is not hadtling
adequate knowledge [13]. In other words communieati
rationality is ‘how does employment of languageamtexts
of interaction produce mutual agreement on a coofse
action’ [16]. According to Habermas's theory of
communicative action:
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‘In context of communication action, we call sonmeondifficult to ignore the substantial body of theotiat

rational not only if he is able to put forward assgrtion
and, when criticized, to provide grounds for itgmjinting
to appropriate evidence, but also if he is follogvian
established norm and is able, when criticized, ustify
his action by explicating the given situation ie tight of
legitimate expectations’[16].
Here Habermas defined the rationality in the cantdx
communicative action. The rationality of communicat

depends on speaker’s implicit guarantee that onddco action becomes

justify his/her statement from normative, practicaid
legitimate points of view. This implicit guarantég also
known as validity claim of speech act that it sldoble
sincere, factually true and socially appropriate speaker
can rationally motivate a hearer to accept his cpeet
offer’ if the implicit guarantee to satisfy the idity claim is
present [17]. Thus speaker’s knowledge competeranies
communicative performance are vital to make thakeeas
rational actor in the communication process.

suggests that all social actions are strategic thegl are
geared toward achieving self-interest.

Another major criticism of Habermas’s model:

‘both models of action (communicative and stratggic
impute to the actors a capacity for setting endd for
goal-oriented action as well as an interest in asxing
their own plans for actio’15].

From this viewpoint, communicative action and &gt
indistinguishable. Though, Habermas
refutes this objection by pointing out that, in commicative
action the goal is to reaching understanding beywede
objective world; but goal achievement is there.

In the following section we will discuss the stgite
action theory or the game theory to understanchéttere of
human affairs in interactive situations where deas are
interdependent and, at the end, we will try to dgya game
theory incorporating Habermas's communicative actio
theory.

Habermas also compared his communicative action

theory with other action theories to prove supdsiasf his
approach. He identified various types of actiohgse are

teleological or goal oriented actiomvhere decisions are

based on means-end rationalitgfrategic action that
considers the behaviors of other goal-oriented |geapile

trying to achieve one’'s own goahormatively regulated

5. Rational Choicein Strategic Situation:
GameTheory & Theory of
Communicative Action Together

Here we will focus the game theory on how ratidgali

actionwhere actions are based on common social values. Mrorks in game theory rather than going into thaitkebdf the

criticized the rationality claim of these actions each of

mathematical process of it. Game theory has beeziajeed

these actions cannot address the three importa#sar to understand or explain certain social situatiovizere

objective world, subjective world and social wodt the

individual’s decisions are interrelated with othdrs such

same time. But, the communicative action can retate social situations, generally known as strategiaasions,

objective world, subjective world and social worddl
together [15]. The widely accepted rationality cgpicthat is
only based on achieving goal (or maximizing ut)litg

everyone must consider others’ decisions beforectab
his or her own decision. In formal definition, gatheory
‘is a theory of interdependent decisions—when the

myopic. He argued that once we incorporate social decisions of two or more individuals jointly deté@mmthe

perspective within the rationality concept, any pmsive
action leading to mere self-fulfillment does notlchas
rational anymore. Once we incorporate social condep
rationality concept becomes more complex. ‘I caomger
say, for example, that what is true or good is whakes me
feel good’ [15]. Thus communicative action theasyniore
comprehensive as it brings divergent approachewir@a
cultural, or hermeneutic) under one roof [13].

Thus, from Habermas's point of view all
interactions are rational, in the social settingsnherent
assumptions hold.

4.1. Criticisms of Communicative Rationality

One of the major assumptions of Habermas'’s thebry
communicative action is that the actors are conmpete

enough to communicate rationally, or satisfy thdichty

claims. But in reality what if the actors do notvla
competencies for such communication? Or have ldck

proper knowledge to justify one’s statement or argot?
Then the inherent rationality ceases to exist abably
actors become irrational. Lack of interactive cotepeies
may lead to distorted communication as well. MoeFpit is

outcome of a situation. The individuals can be pessor

collective entities that make consistent choifEy.

It is generally assumed that individuals are rai@ttors
having common knowledge and who try to achieverthei
goal to maximize personal utility. But here indivals’
choices are not free; choices are constrained by on
another’s action and, thus, achieving individualgmight
not be possible here. In the game theory, outlgicasible

humanalternatives, one chooses the best option (migltifferent

from the original intended goal) because one kntived
with current position no one ‘can improve its owssjion
on its own’ as the situation is beyond the corafdhe actors
individually [10]. Thus in game theory, the ratitihbameans

ghoosing the best option under constrained sitnatio

We will try to develop and solve a two-person zsuoa
game where the objective would be to incorporate
Habermas’s theory of communicative action withire th

game. This is a case of social situation where paries

interacts, thus Habermas’s communicative actioarthean
be incorporated. And, for the time being, we areepting
the rationality defined by the economists for gaimeory
that is the utility approach to rationality, thougldoes not
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match with Habermas'’s rationality. But in the fimert we
will discard economic rationality and will bring Harmas'’s
rationality concept to conclude the game.

Here the players try to pursue their goal jointigl @ne’s
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achieved when both the players choose the ‘ratiopébn

(top left cell in Figure 2) because reaching un@eding is
the inherent motive of communicative action theamnd it is
achieved in the top left cell of figure 2. Any dation by any

action depends on the other player's action. Héwe t player will result in less than optimal utility fdyoth the

individual choices are two forms of communicatigations.

players because that violates tfeaching understanding

Now, let us look into the foundations of Habermas'sobjective. And the fourth option (right bottom a8 same

communicative action theory where it focuses orchiesy
understanding through ‘sincere and honest’ comnatiaic
having internal validity; let this be option onend\ let,
‘manipulative’ communication be the second chokigaally,
let us assume that the two players have common lkcioe
and equal competence. The probable 2X2 option xatth
the respective utilities is given below (figurethe higher
number represents higher level of utility and ih&t humber
in the brackets represents utilities of playerl @medsecond
one for player2):

Player 2

Sincers & Honest (C1)

(5.5

Manipulative (C2)

2. 10)

Honest
(1)

Sincere &

Player 1

(10, 2) 0.0)

Figure 1. two person strategic game.

Playerl knows that if he/she chooses R2 and playee2
for C1 then he/she will get maximum utility. Butagerl
also considers the fact that player2 also has douaatledge
and competencies and might be thinking in the sameas
he/she does. In that case player2 would go foff&2n both
of them will end up with no cooperation that iseitility.
Player2 also thinking in the same way. There idominant
strategy and no equilibrium from this perspective.

How can they reach to equilibrium? Equilibrium cany
be established if we reconstruct the rationalityaspt. Let,
Habermas’s reaching understanding by being ‘sine@ck
honest’is the rationality here, not utility maxiation. This,
new dimension of rationality will push them togathe
top-left cell as ‘no agreement’ is not rational amye; and
thus top-left cell is the only option--equilibriurithis also

as before; that is no agreement option sustains Wwhth of
them are manipulative. Thus, in ideal situatiortjoral
people will always stick to theeaching understanding
option (top left cell) and that is the equilibriwhthe game.

Player 2

Sincere & Homest (C)) Manipulative (C5)
2%~ (10,10) (a.b)*
$E2 '
w 'E e
5
=
z (a. b)* 0,0)

Figure2. two person strategic game with Habermas$ Ratityr@bnsideration

6. Conclusion

It is somewhat true that the paradoxes of ratibnatiake
it complex to answer our central question cleal$ythere
still a role for rationality in human affairsActually, the
social science itself is trapped into this ratidyal

conundrum. Various thoughts have been generated by

economists, philosophers, sociologists, mathenaaitscjust
to give a concrete shape of rationality that weehagen
earlier. With various perspectives, similar hum#éaies can
be categorized either as rational or irrational.discussed
earlier, the confusion arises with means and ewtiéch one
is crucial to define rationalityds it just maximization of
own interest (utility) is rationality or sociallyceeptable,
sensible behavior is rationality? If we consideg tharious
social aspects (values, norms etc.) to definenality then
these factors themselves are contestable sometimes.

A broader definition to individual rationality manelp to
explain certain human affairs from rationality poif view.
Like, if achieving desired goal, purpose or pasgjenerates

satisfies Habermas’s communicative action theorgt th maximum utility then probably all human actions Ivide

people will act in such a way so that they can et
understanding (agreement). All other cells
irrational options from Habermas’s conception.He above
game if we do not accept the rationality formulateyl
Habermas, there would be no equilibriim

Now, let us reconstruct the payoff matrix by coesidg
Habermas’s rationality concept. According to Habesin
rationality point of view, the highest or optimadilitly can be

4 A similar explanation is given, though not fromtbi¢amas’s perspective, by
Rapoport (with different situation) while descrigihow in real life ‘peace’ can
be achieved [7].

deemed as rational, as there can be no action wtitho

represempurpose or motive; whatever the purpose is. Bubtheous

criticize of this view is that what if the purpogself is not
socially acceptable? These are the regular detfategoing
around rationality issues. Moreover, if we can amadily
explain the irrational actions of humansthen the rest
becomes rational if the rationality and irratiohaljointly
comprise the total set of behaviors. Then we carite#, set

5 #In this figure, a or b < 10; because these asalte of ‘irrational’ choices and
these options do not match with the objectivehefglayers
6 That we have discussed earlier in ‘The Ration&@igpate’, section 3.
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aside those unusual or irrational cases, all huaff@irs are
generally rational. Thus we can say that yes, ftue that
rationality does have important role in human a$faiut we
are still not in position to clearly delineate thature of it
because of the inherent issues associated with it.

Lastly, based on our Game Theory model and its tink

Habermas’s Communicative Action Theory, it can tgad

that there is a close link between purely deterstimi
approaches to rationality with the anti-naturatistieories to

rationality (interpretive understanding). To be mepecific,
it can be concluded that the deterministic andrpmtive
understanding theories regarding human rationdidye
dual role in making sense of the lifeworld or sbsistem.
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