Bulle, N. & Di Irio, F. (2023). Methodological Individualism and Critical Realism: Questions for Margaret Archer. In Nathalie Bulle & Francesco Di Irio (Eds). The Palgrave . Cham: Springer International Publishing.

Methodological Individualism and Critical Realism: Questions for Margaret Archer Nathalie Bulle and Francesco Di Iorio Margaret Archer was originally slated to answer the following questions and engage in a debate on the interpretation of MI within the framework of critical realism. However, due to personal reasons, she was ultimately unable to do so.

Margaret Archer (born in Grenoside on January 20, 1943) is Emeritus Professor of Sociology at the University of Warwick, England and used to be a professor at l'Ecole Polytechnique Fédérale de Lausanne, Switzerland. She is one of the most prominent contemporary English theorists of sociology, especially known for her "morphogenetic approach" which represents a methodological development for the social sciences of the British philosopher Roy Bhaskar's critical realism.

Margaret Archer began her career in the 1970s with comparative research on education systems in the aim of providing "a theoretical account of macroscopic patterns of change in terms of the structural and cultural factors which produce and sustain them" (Archer 1979, p. 613). This sociological approach was later formalized in her morphogenetic theory which proposes to explain social phenomena as the results of individuals' and group's actions in structurally and culturally predetermined situations [START_REF] Archer | Morphogenesis versus Structuration[END_REF].

In this framework, Archer postulates the existence of an efficient causal power of both structures and actions: Structures exert their own influence on actions, by enabling and constraining them, while sociocultural actions and interactions influence the evolution of social and cultural structures.

Q1 Bulle Di-Iorio:

For your approach on the relationship between structure and agency to be understood, the philosophical background of critical realism has to be introduced here. Let us recall that the name of this philosophical approach goes back to the Canadian-American philosopher, Roy Wood Sellars (father of the American Philosopher Wilfrid Sellars) in his 1922 work Evolutionary Naturalism.

As Sellars (1922, p. 20) explains, "it is realism because it maintains that the human mind can build up knowledge about extramental realities; and it is critical realism because it holds that these realities cannot be presented to an immediate awareness, as naive realism inclines to assert." Critical realism thus developed in the United States at the beginning of the 20th century (see [START_REF] Blake | Essays in Critical Realism[END_REF]) although its link with contemporary critical realism is rarely discussed (see [START_REF] Groff | Situating critical realism philosophically[END_REF]. Bhaskar himself defines his critical realism in opposition to two main traditions in philosophy of science, classical Humean empiricism, and Kantian transcendental idealism. The objects of knowledge refer neither to empirical phenomena, nor to "transitive" structures, that is artificial, human constructs, but to "intransitive" structures that exist independently of their identification. Such intransitive structures involve an explanatory move from manifest phenomena to the structures that generate them (Bhaskar 1979(Bhaskar /2015, p. 13), p. 13).

It is the conception of an ontologically stratified reality in levels of emergence that accounts for the formation of causally efficient structures at different levels of reality, typically involving a "layered model" of the real. Such a model has been developed in the works of the emergentist theoreticians in the early 20th century (see for instance [START_REF] Mclaughlin | The Rise and Fall of British Emergentism[END_REF]. These works assume that entities, understood as real structures of the world, have been hierarchically ordered into increasingly complex levels in the course of the evolution process and, at each level, represent new causal powers: "Emergent" wholes or agents "are constituted at different levels of complexity and organization" and, as such, are irreducible to their "atomistic" components (Bhaskar 2013, p. 114). It is on such bases that you defend the efficient causality of social conditioning, on the one hand, and of individuals in the conduct of their lives, on the other, and that you develop a double critique, aiming at individualist approaches as well as collectivist ones, which meets that of Bhaskar.

It seems important to us here to have your point of view on the specific position of critical realism vis-à-vis emergentism, in particular in relation to the criticism of downward causation. Also, how would you describe the position of critical realism in the landscape of contemporary analytic philosophy? Q2 Bulle-Di Iorio: The first thing that strike the methodological individualists is their agreement with critical realists on the role of human agencywhich they prefer nevertheless to identify as a social actor in explaining social phenomena. They cannot but find themselves very close to the critical realists when the latter explain that human action is characterized by the phenomenon of intentionality and that the causal effect of social forms is mediated through it. The effects of social and cultural structures are always mediated by the individual actors themselves in your morphogenetic theory, too. You insist on the importance of mental reflexivity (the absence of which you note in Pierre Bourdieu's sociology) through the notion of "internal conversation," according to which "reflexive deliberation constitutes the mediating process between structure and agency" (Archer 2003, p. 130). The causal role of social and cultural structures described as the "results of past actions (...) deposited in the form of current situations" (Archer 1995, p. 201) thus always goes through social actors' reflection: "These structural and cultural properties only become causally efficacious in relation to human projects in society." (Archer 2003, p. 132). MI's advocates would not deny these conceptions at all. Yet critical realists severely reject MI, by virtue of a representation of its proper assumptions that all methodological individualists would find unacceptable. This conflictual situation will be the subject of our next questions.

Bhaskar describes MI as a "naive" approach that would not follow through with its reductionism and argues that MI's conception of agency maintains a myth of (logical or historical) creation (Bhaskar 1979(Bhaskar /2015;;p. 36). Bhaskar evokes in this regard the parallel sketched by John Watkins (1952a&b, 1957 between the MI approach in social science and that of mechanism in physics (Bhaskar 1979(Bhaskar /2015, p. 26, note 5), p. 26, note 5). But in the 1952 texts quoted as reference, Watkins' evocation of physical constructs illustrates the analytical approach "of resolution and re-composition" (Watkins 1952b, p. 188). The parallel between MI and Newtonian physics is thus simply established on the epistemological basis of the analytical method of decomposition into basic units (social actions for instance), which are not assumed to exist in a state independent from the whole in which they participate. Watkins (1952a, p. 43), for example, advocates basing social action on "typical, socially significant dispositions". Watkins has not always been an accurate advocate of MI, but in his 1957 article also listed, he (1957, p. 111) criticizes structural determinism and not cultural conditioning: "What the methodological individualist denies is that an individual is ever frustrated, manipulated or destroyed or borne along by irreducible sociological or historical laws" (Watkins 1957, p. 115, note 1).

According to you, MI holds individual actions and social or cultural structures as always temporally covariant, so that no structures would pre-exist actions (Archer 1995, chap. 3). In your opinion, its central assumption is that "every aspect of the social context is the result of contemporary behavior, whatever its origin," so that "the 'present' (wherever it is situated historically) is always cut off from the future and the past" (Archer 1979, p. 17). You also refer to Watkins in this respect, notably because he defends (1957, p. 107) that the social environment of an individual is constituted by "other people" and that no social tendency exists that could not be altered if the individuals concerned both wanted to alter it and possessed the appropriate information. You deduce that the social contexts in MI depend essentially on the social actors who participate in them, but you write elsewhere that "conditional influences may be agentially evaded, endorsed, repudiated or contravened" (Archer 2003, 131), which is reminiscent of Watkins' argument in this regard.

Moreover, you subscribe to what you call "situational individualism", linked to Popper's approach, and your conception of culture, involving all items underpinning human understanding, which pertain to the propositional register of society [START_REF] Archer | Culture and Agency: The Place of Culture in Social Theory[END_REF], is very close to the Popperian World 3. You especially support the idea that world 3's objects, referring to thought contents as distinguished from thought processes, are parts of individuals' situational data. This ensures the possibility of a comprehensive (interpretative) sociology to which partisans of MI subscribe. Popper called himself a methodological individualist, and Watkins was an advocate of Popper's world 3 (see [START_REF] Watkins | The Unity of Popper's Thought[END_REF].

On what grounds, then, do you consider that the proponents of MI do not consider the anteriority of social structures? And which kind of social tendency are you thinking of that cannot be altered by individual actions? Q3 Bulle-Di Iorio: We think you are also unfair about Friedrich Hayek whom you quote in your critique of MI, in the first part of your 1995 book Realist Social Theory. You claim that the defects of MI and its explanatory program derive from empiricism, and see two major reasons for this: the empirical evidence of the existence of individuals and the equally empiricist rejection of the hypostasis of collectives. Both reasons would be contained in Hayek's statement that "no collective term ever designates definite things in the sense of stable collections of sense attributes" (Archer 1995, p. 35).

In his three articles on Scientism and the Study of Society [START_REF] Hayek | Scientism and the study of society[END_REF][START_REF] Hayek | Scientism and the study of society[END_REF][START_REF] Hayek | Scientism and the study of society[END_REF] defends the differentiation of the methods of the natural sciences and the social sciences on the basis of the reference to internal, subjective elements in the latter, which involve understanding. On the contrary, he criticizes (metaphorically and possibly in a provocative way) positivists' empiricism that leads them to the apprehension of collectives as things with a direct causal role. His criticism of empiricist realism is such that he evokes "the empiricist prejudice" that identifies existence with empirical objectivity (Hayek 1943, p. 62). He considers these collectives as existing and influencing generally on bases that cannot be directly observed because they depend constitutively on the individuals' interpretations ("the concepts which guide individuals in their actions " Hayek 1942, p. 286). Hayek explains that in order to apprehend these wholes that we do not observe directly, we can only resort to hypotheses on the structures of the relationships linking the data of the experience that these wholes imply. Their existence refers to the validity of these hypotheses and can only be tested indirectly: "The terms for collectives which we all readily use do not designate definite things in the sense of stable collections of sense attributes which we recognize as alike by inspection; they refer rather to certain structures of relationships between some of the many things we can observe within given spatial and temporal limits and which we select because we think we can discern connections between them" (Hayek 1943, pp. 43-45). Hayek's view is thus centered on a criticism of positivist empiricism. In his 1952 book The Sensory Order, he especially defends against empiricism that all knowledge is based on subjective abstract constructs. Hence the particularity of the subjectivist approach of the social sciences that deals "with the phenomena of individual minds, or mental phenomena, and not directly with material phenomena" (Hayek 1942, p. 279).

Could you then explain your criticism of Hayek's position?

Q4 Bulle-Di Iorio: We agree with Anthony [START_REF] King | Against structure: a critique of morphogenetic social theory[END_REF] who wonders whether you are not attacking what is ultimately a "straw man", since for the interpretative tradition that you seem to want to dismiss, the social and historical contexts in which individuals are situated are essential to the understanding of their reasons and practices. In particular, King notes that you hardly quote the currents you identify by MI, except for the symbolic interactionists and the neo-phenomenological school, which in particular include the interactionist and ethnomethodological currents of the interpretive tradition (Archer 1995, p. 60, 84) These currents do not summarize MI or interpretive sociology, as your other references to Watkins or Hayek demonstrate, nor do they present the absurdities that you ascribe to them. As Maurice Natanson (1968, p. 221) evocatively writes about Alfred Schütz's phenomenological approach to social reality "of course, the social world does not spring magically into being with my birth or yours; it is historically grounded and bears the marks and signs of the activity of our ancestors, most remarkable of all the typifying medium of language." Schütz (1932Schütz ( /1967) ) does not deny that the various forms of the social world from social collectives, such as the "state", the "press" or the "economy", culture objects, such as sign systems and all artifacts in the broad sense, to all kinds of social institutions, are not born with contemporaneous individual social actors. But he claims, as is also the case of critical realists, that these social forms have influence through individual conscious experiences.

Could you explain further the sociologists, theories or specific analyses you have in mind when presuming that methodological individualists assume that no social or cultural structures pre-exist social actions?

Q5 Bulle-Di Iorio: We think that the proximity of MI and CR on the points mentioned, and their common criticism of empirical realism, reveals an incorrect conception of MI on the part of CR advocates. MI implies a scientific conception of causality (i.e., based on theoretical assumptions indirectly referring to observation), which does not oppose CR's notion of efficient causality (according to which real causes refer to intrinsic powers or tendencies of real things underlying observational regularities), but at best proposes for it a provisional and indirect approach involving theoretical models (cf. [START_REF] Ekström | Causal Explanation of Social Action: The Contribution of Max Weber and of Critical Realism to a Generative View of Causal Explanation in Social Science[END_REF][START_REF] Hamlin | Beyond Relativism. Raymond Boudon, cognitive rationality and critical realism[END_REF]). MI's theoretical stance defines parts as abstract construct which may refer to real entities and properties, but which are not considered as independent from the wholes they constitute. Conversely, the critical realists' interpretation of the "parts" in MI as representing an inferior ontological level assumes such independence from structures, so that the structures MI refers to, according to your interpretation, should always be composed and created by contemporaneous actors. This may lead you to wonder whether the individualistic approach is not contradictory when several persons are involved, implying some previous cultural formation. What you see as nonsense is the result of a profound difference in perspective. This is what we would like to address in the following.

The layered representation of reality and the associated metaphysics of emergence lead the critical realists to interpret MI's approach as referring to a level below the social, so that methodological individualists would have to endorse emergence (Archer 1995, pp. 40-41) to accept socialization. But MI's perspective is in a way the reverse: Individuals are situated at the social level from the outset and the (theoretical) analysis leads to individualization, that is to assumptions on individuals' situations and reasons for action. In other words, social actors are from the outset members of social and cultural groups and the individualistic analysis leads us to account for their action according to these social and cultural participations, on the basis of the principle of understanding appealing to the idea of subjective rationality.

Let us take a classic example of explanation from MI (and interpretative tradition): that of the links between the development of capitalism and the Protestant ethic that Max Weber (1904Weber ( -1905Weber ( /1992) ) aimed to oppose to the determinism of economic structures in Karl Marx. The causal role of religious beliefsassociated with other situational factors such as the legal system, the division of labor, etc.is obviously not inherent to the behavior of individuals in the present, but is part of historical factors that explain the goals of economic success in terms of religious values: The work ethic, as well as the Calvinist belief in predestination, represent cultural and social legacies.

If our diagnosis is correct, you are assuming something very different, based on the emergentist ontology of CR, that underlies the misunderstandings mentioned above. You assume that since, according to you, MI supports a conception of the individuals' causal power but not of the social and cultural structures' one, MI individuals must pre-exist structures, but no structures can pre-exist the individuals in MI. If you now take the nominally methodological perspective of MI, individuals and structures are relative constructs, not levels of emergence. Structures can have independence from actual individuals (Popper's world 3 objects do) even if this independence is not translated into causal power as it is supposed to be (but is-it really?) in CR, but into a causal role through individual situations.

Do you agree with this diagnosis, if not could you explain your point of view?

Q6 Bulle-Di Iorio: MI is an axiologically neutral methodological approach in the sense that it does not make value judgments about the relative importance of individuals versus society, as individuals and society represent relative constructs for the explanation. For its part, by speaking of structural tendencies (other than metaphorically), CR makes the hypothesis of an interaction, ontologically speaking, of causal powers, so that two logics would be at work concurrently, and possibly in an opposite direction.

For example, as you know, Raymond Boudon's thesis in Inequality of Opportunity constitutes a paradigmatic example of a MI explanation, demonstrating why, in a society at a point in time, the social opportunities of individuals according to their level of education overall depend on the distribution of social statuses in society. The structures' causal role is not only defined at the individuals' level (students' cultural capital explaining differences in achievement and students' social position explaining difference in decision-making contexts), but also at a collective level characterizing the state of society at a given moment. In this regard, Boudon advocates the use of systems analysis, especially because in systems analysis structural constraints can be taken into account for the understanding of social processes (cf. [START_REF] Boudon | L'inégalité des chances[END_REF][START_REF] Boudon | The sociology of inequalities in a dead end? In margin of the book of Christopher Jenks: Inequality[END_REF]. Nevertheless, Cynthia Hamlin (2003, p. 47) proposes to revise the Boudonian explanation through the CR approach by writing: "There is a (structural) tendency for low status individuals to be low achievers at school, but this tendency is not always actualised because the causal powers of certain individuals (high IQ, verbal achievement, etc.) may neutralise the causal powers of the social structure, thus leading to a transformation of that structure."

This interpretation involves a deterministic tendency which represents un unnecessary, even ad hoc, assumption and seems to contradict the idea you share that the causal role of social and cultural structures is mediatized by individuals' reflection.

Rom Harré (under whose supervision Bhaskar whote his Ph.D thesis in philosophy), who initiated a realist conception of causal powers in the philosophy of science and developed a generative view of explanation that is in fact largely shared by MI [START_REF] Harré | Natural powers and powerful natures[END_REF], holds that causal powers involve "powerful particulars" and that, in the social world, the only entities endowed with causal power are persons. In this regard, Harré and Varela criticize the notion of causal power of structures in Bhaskar who, by treating social structures as things, commits "the fallacy of 'collectivism,' that is, the fallacy of reifying a property of a group of social actors into an entity" (Harré & Varela 1996, p. 314). [START_REF] Harré | Social Reality and the Myth of Social Structure[END_REF] explains that if, for example, a rule were to be considered as having causal power, even the people involved in its creation could not escape it.

What is your response to Harré? Also, how would you explain this aspect of CR's ontology and its possible links with a political positioning, knowing that contemporary CR bears the mark of Marx and gives rise to a sophisticated dialectical materialism [START_REF] Groff | Special issue on causal powers[END_REF])?