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Economic simulations typically focus almost exclusively on economic variables. If
non-economic factors are included at all, it is usually in some form of utility function
calculation. This paper presents a model that allows formal specification of a much
broader range of factors, processes, and quantities involved in human communities—
families, businesses, ethnic groups, nations, work teams, cultures. The phenomena in-
clude the hierarchically structured social practices of the group, the principles that
underlie choices in the community, and the recognizable positions or statuses in the
community. This allows us to model intrinsic or expressive behavior, capturing the
concept of multi-aspect identity and the impact of the principles of the group on indi-
vidual behaviors, all in formal and quantitative form. Having these factors repre-
sented formally enables the creation of significantly more realistic simulations incor-
porating a much wider range of variables, particularly when the economic facts and
quantities of interest are affected by and affect several other kinds of factors that are
not, on their face, economic.

In any discipline, simulations are based on the con-
cepts of that discipline—the states, objects, processes,
and relationships among them (including quantitative
attributes), represented explicitly as a formal model.
Thus, in a simulation of the Belouzhov-Zabotinsky
chemical reaction, we find variables representing
chemical objects, quantities, and the mathematically
stated relationships between them (see Thompson and
Stewart [1986]). Similarly, in a simulation of a com-
puter system, variables represent parts of the system
and the processing of input. In each case, the concepts
are elements of the underlying theoretical framework
that defines the discipline.

In the modeling of economic systems, this logic
leads naturally to simulations in which economic fac-
tors, processes, and relations between them are repre-
sented formally. In most cases, the underlying theory is
neoclassical economics, which can be summarized as
(bounded) rationality based on self-interest. However,
unlike simulations of systems with physical particles,
chemical reactions, or predator-prey relationships in
animal populations, economic simulations are more
complex. Economic systems address facts and issues
directly involving human behavior. As a result, limit-
ing simulations to purely economic facts and processes
has been subject to two kinds of objections.

First, the disciplines of psychology, sociology, and
anthropology (to name only three) all address human

behavior. And the psychologists, sociologists, and an-
thropologists all tell us that economic factors alone
are not sufficient to describe and explain human be-
havior (see Abelson [1996], Ossorio [1981], Putman
[1981], and Spradley [1979]). The kinds of facts cited
in such criticism range from “expressive” behaviors
(also called “intrinsic practices” in sociology and
psychology), to the influence of identity and group
membership, and the multiplicity of memberships in
modern societies. In other words, the same individual
who is a member of a family and a culture may also
be an employee of a business, a member of a profes-
sion, a member of a religious group, and a member of
several other social groups, each with their own co-
herence and identity.

The psychologists, sociologists, and anthropolo-
gists note that all these factors affect behaviors with
economic consequences, and as a result solely eco-
nomic models are incomplete. For example, in a study
of the spread of birth control, Chattoe [2001] notes that
the choice to adopt birth control practices depends on
such non-economic factors as the potential adopter’s
religion and devoutness of belief.

Some economists (and philosophers) point out that
these other factors are explainable in terms of self-in-
terest and economic impact. However, they still need to
be included in some form. Practically speaking, unless
we are working in the relatively narrow range of behav-
iors in which only prima facie economic factors exist,
we must include these other factors in our models.

The customary way to include these other factors in
economic models has been to expand the domain of the
utility function. While this provides a way to incorpo-
rate any number and kind of non-economic factors, it
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has an important practical limitation. The non-eco-
nomic factors include behaviors and influences that
themselves are highly structured and complex. As a re-
sult, restricting a model’s facts, objects, and processes
to those that are purely economic forces a simulation to
incorporate a second, separate, model of the relation-
ships of the non-economic factors in the utility func-
tion. In short, to produce simulation results that will
translate accurately to real-world decisions, we are
forced to incorporate a multiplicity of non-economic
factors in our economic models.

To illustrate, consider a computer software maker
building a document management system for a large
bank. Transferring files from the document repository
is one of the processes that puts a significant load on
the computing resources. The software makers creat-
ing the system need to model the design to determine
whether it can handle the actual load. To do this, they
must find out precisely what the system will be used
for. The model must include not only the specific com-
mands, but the entire hierarchically structured set of
work practices in which the file transfer is a step. For
example, a bank officer may be transferring files to
prepare for a site visit to a client company; by conduct-
ing a site visit, the officer may be performing due dili-
gence on the customer; and due diligence is a step in
carrying out the practice of the loan division, namely,
to invest in low-risk businesses.

In principle, empirical data on file transfers might
exist, but in practice what can be accurately estimated
is the number of site visits. Thus, having accurate input
data depends on having an accurate model of non-eco-
nomic business practices, which may have economic
inputs and impacts but do not themselves involve the
overt use and manipulation of economic facts, objects,
and processes.

This paper presents a model and methodology for
incorporating the wide range of facts and processes
that affect economic behaviors and choices in a single,
formally articulated framework. The framework de-
scriptions may be used, directly or indirectly, as the ba-
sis for simulations that explicitly represent these fac-
tors and their relationships. We refer to this framework
as the community practice model.

The essential features of our model are described as
follows.

• Everything a person does constitutes engaging in
a social practice of a community of which they
are a member. By “community,” we mean any co-
herent group of people: families, businesses, eth-
nic groups, entire nations, work teams, etc. Fol-
lowing customary anthropological use, the social
practices of the community consist of the orga-
nized patterns of action recognizable by mem-
bers as single, known, repeatable, “done things.”

Both of these key concepts are defined formally
below.

• Everything that happens in a community is an in-
stance of engaging in an instantiated version of a
social practice. A version is a set of other, smaller
practices that constitutes a case of engaging in the
overall practice. Thus, giving a surprise party, for
example, requires engaging in several other,
smaller, practices—planning the party, selecting
the venue, inviting the guests, and so forth.

• The practices of a community are organized hier-
archically. At the top are the intrinsic practices,
which may be engaged in because an individual
occupies a certain position, or has a certain rela-
tionship with another member of the community.

• Social practices have an elaborate logical struc-
ture, including the smaller component practices,
the logical roles, and the actual persons and ob-
jects that fill those roles. This logical structure in-
cludes optional subpractices, and alternate ways
of accomplishing the same component practice
(for example, in a city, one can walk, drive, or
take a train to a destination).

• An organization is a particular kind of commu-
nity, one with a mission. The mission is the sin-
gle, all-encompassing reason the organization
exists. The mission may be to win market share
(e.g., a tobacco company marketing department),
to win the war in Europe (the Allied Expedition-
ary force in World War II), to build a working
atomic bomb (the atomic bomb team in the same
war), or to become the number one car maker in
the world (Toyota Motor Company).

• What makes a community or an organization
what it is—and therefore the characteristics that
must be modeled in any simulation—include the
practices, concepts, cultural choice principles,
and recognizable positions in the community,
whether official or unofficial.

• An individual is a member of several different
communities (as illustrated by Chattoe’s [2001]
observations), and typically occupies several po-
sitions in the same community. For example, an
academic may also be a professor, a husband or a
wife, a father or a mother, and a brother or a sister.

• Each position gives the individual reason enough
to engage in social practices intrinsic to that posi-
tion and the community. For example, chess play-
ers play chess, mountain climbers climb moun-
tains, CEOs devise corporate strategies, doctors
care for patients, mothers and fathers raise chil-
dren, etc. In particular, individuals at all times are
engaged in practices intrinsic to their positions.

• Each individual has a number of relationships
with others in the community, whether on the ba-
sis of their position (e.g., being a teacher means
having a teacher-student relationship with other
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individuals), or simply by being a member of the
community (e.g., being a friend).

• Having relationship Ri means one is tautologi-
cally motivated to engage in social practices Pi1,
Pi2, …, Pin, to degree di1, …, din. More generally,
for each relationship Ri and each practice Pj, Pj is
consistent with relationship Ri to degree dij,
where 0 <= di,j <= 1.

• In addition to relationships, individuals have
other motivations µ1, …, µm, which may be of the
following four types:

° Prudential: doing something in one’s own di-
rect self-interest. This type of motivation is the
customary focus of traditional economic analy-
ses.

° Hedonic: doing something for the pleasure or
“the fun” of it. Examples would include going
to an amusement park, watching a sporting
event, or reading “for pleasure.”

° Ethical: doing something, or refraining from
doing something, for ethical reasons. Ethical
motivations are frequently the subject of philo-
sophical arguments, with some arguing that
ethical motivations are prescientific intuitions
or convenient fictions to be replaced with pru-
dential (self-interested) motivations. Simula-
tions must also take these factors into account,
whether they can be replaced with groups of
other motivations or not.

° Esthetic: doing something, or not doing some-
thing, on the basis of
– the traditional concept of beauty or esthetic

value, or
– appropriateness.

• Some may argue that esthetic motivations should
also be replaced with other, self-interested, ones.
But the point is that these motivations need to be
included in economic simulations in some form.

• An individual is always engaging in one practice
of the several he or she could engage in, in this
situation. In this sense, human action is deliber-
ate. (This is not postulating “rationality” or any
“decision-making process.” Rather, it is merely a
reminder that an action is always chosen from
one of several alternatives.) In any situation, indi-
viduals can always be said to be engaging in the
practice they feel represents the highest “payoff,”
the one with the highest sum of reasons to choose
it over others.

This final principle expands the concept of
maximum utility to encompass all an individual’s
motivations: prudential, hedonic, ethical, and es-
thetic.

The novel aspect of our model is not the various
specific concepts, such as communities, relationships,
motivations, or identities. Rather, it is that all these as-

pects of group and individual behavior are explicit and
articulated in a single, formal, logical framework that
incorporates all of the relationships among them.

For the sake of clarity, we first illustrate our formal-
ism, and then present the formalism itself. In the fol-
lowing sections, we present an easily recognized ex-
ample of behavior that includes economic and
non-economic factors. We then give the formal defini-
tions of community and practice, and give two applica-
tions, the first to the work practices of an actual soft-
ware company, and the second to a ritual feast in
Tongan village society that incorporates social and
economic factors. This provides a clear illustration of
how valuable it is to represent a variety of factors even
when we are only interested in the economic ones.

Illustrative Example

A couple in America goes out to dinner to celebrate
their wedding anniversary. They go to a nice restau-
rant, have wine with their meal, and end with dessert.
Note first that the practice of “eating dessert” is imme-
diately recognizable as a known, repeatable “done
thing”—if two people have dessert in separate places
on separate occasions, both are instances of “having
dessert.”

Next, we can see the hierarchical structure of these
practices: 1) Going out to dinner at a nice restaurant is a
practice; 2) to do it, one engages in several other,
smaller practices, such as going to the restaurant, din-
ing, and paying; and 3) dining consists of several other,
even smaller component practices, often called
“courses”—having salad, soup, the main course, and
dessert.

Many of the subpractices involved are optional, or
may be achieved via alternate practices. The couple
must go to the restaurant (or it is not an instance of
“dining out”), but they may walk, take a car, take a
train, or take a taxi. Salad, soup, dessert, and wine are
all optional. But not all possible logical combinations
of dining can be considered “dining out.” If the couple
goes to the restaurant, orders a bottle of wine, and has
dessert, it would not be dining out, although it might be
considered going out for dessert. The valid combina-
tions of subpractices are the valid versions of it—those
combinations recognized by the culture as engaging in
this practice.

When the couple actually has a bottle of wine and
their meal, specific objects fill the logical roles of
“main course,” “dessert,” “the wine,” and so forth.
Thus, the couple having the dinner are engaging in an
instantiated version.

Celebrating a wedding anniversary, the largest prac-
tice in this example, is a clear example of an “expres-
sive” or “intrinsic” practice. A couple celebrates their
anniversary as an expression of their relationship, not
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in order to gain something or avoid some consequence.
(In fact, an apparent anniversary dinner that was actu-
ally a means to a business partnership, or a means for
one of the couple to avoid the other’s anger, would not
be an actual anniversary celebration.) This is an exam-
ple of a non-economic practice with economic conse-
quences, because the couple must have sufficient eco-
nomic resources to pay for the meal.

Going out to dinner is only one way to celebrate an
anniversary. Two of the more well-known alternatives
are buying gifts for each other and going on a cruise.
These actions bear no resemblance to each other, but
are recognizable varieties of this practice.

Finally, note that the practice of ordering wine with
the meal reflects the identity—that is, the community
membership—of the individuals. The acceptability of
wine as part of dining out is a principle in what might
be called “mainstream Western culture.” But a number
of other cultures—or communities —do not share it. If
the individuals dining out are members of one or more
of those communities, they are making a choice to act
as a member of one community over another. (This is
again the situation Chattoe [2001] describes in his dis-
cussion of a Catholic’s choice to use birth control.)
This is a second form of choice that may be impacted
by non-economic facts that nevertheless can have a
very large economic impact.

In order to highlight the hierarchical structure of our
example’spracticeandsubpractices,considerFigure1.

Although the subpractices are numbered sequen-
tially, no actual temporal relationships are assumed,
whether sequential or parallel. Any such relationships
are explicitly represented as formal constraints on the
occurrence of subpractices.

Formalism: Communities
and Practices

Following Putman [1981], we can formally de-
scribe a community as a 6-tuple relation <M, P, S, C,
Cp, W>, where M = members, P = practices, Cp =
choice principles, S = statuses, C = concepts and W =
world.

• The practices parameter specifies the social prac-
tices of the community. Practices encompasses
everything a member of that community can do
as a member of that community; whatever they
do will be engaging in one or more of the prac-
tices of the community.

• The choice principles refer to the values of the
community, and are one of the key ways in which
communities differ. The values of the community
govern the choices of the members, and are there-
fore one of the important kinds of information we
need. The values, or the shared principles of the

group, are explicitly represented in the rules of
the social practices of the community.

• The statuses parameter refers to the recognizable
positions in the community. These are all the po-
sitions identifiable by members of that commu-
nity, both formal and informal. “President,” “sen-
ator,” “husband,” “child,” “respected leader,”
“doctor,” “farmer,” etc., are all names of positions
in different communities. Each status has certain
intrinsic practices associated with it that are in-
trinsic to the members. This point is central to the
concept of a status, because it means that those in
the status will always be motivated to engage in
those practices.

• The concepts of the community refer to the dis-
tinctions acted on by the members of the commu-
nity by engaging in the practices. They are speci-
fied by formal name. When further description is
necessary, they are specified by a formal descrip-
tion D, a list of the major constituents of the item
(by formal name), and the (formally named) rela-
tionships between them (see Ossorio [1978] for a
more complete specification).

• The W represents the community’s world. How-
ever, this does not imply a list of all the items
available to the members. Rather, it is a specifica-
tion (once again, by formal name) of the major
constituents of the community’s world and their
relationships. In practice, the W parameter repre-
sents the most fundamental distinctions found in
the practices of the community. In a business, for
example, the major constituents are often “cus-
tomers,” “regulators,” and “competitors.”

Each practice is described with a set of 7-tuples.
Each component of each 7-tuple represents one facet
of the practice. We term such formal descriptions the
social practice canonical form (SPCF). Each SPCF
consists of a set of paradigms Pi, the major varieties of
the action. Thus, SPCF S = {Pi}, where each Pi consists
of:

<S, E, G, C, V, Sk, Kn>

and where

S = the stages/options of the practice, the other,
smaller, practices necessarily or optionally involved in
arrying out the practice. The list of stages/options is
essentially a task analysis.

E = the elements, the logical roles of persons or ob-
jects in the practice.

G = the eligibilities of individuals for each role,
specified by lists of individuals or formal rules.

C = the constraints, e.g., the dependence of the oc-
currence of combinations of stages/options on either
another stage/option or on specified states of affairs.
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V = the versions, the sets of stages/options that are
considered by members of this community to be valid
instances of this practice.

Sk = the skills needed to carry out this practice that
affect how the stages are carried out.

Kn = knowledge, an item-by-item specification by
name of the facts, concepts, or perspectives required
for the practice.

(The SPCF is a formalism originally devised by A.O.
Putman to extend Ossorio’s [1978] basic process unit.)

Each parameter of the SPCF is given a formal name.
The description formally encodes both the logical
structure of the practice and the actual individuals in-
volved in instantiated versions of it. What occurs is an
instantiated version of a practice, that is, a specific set
of stages/options recognized in the community as a
way of engaging in this practice, with an actual indi-
vidual or object filling the logical roles (the elements).

Using the SPCF allows us to clarify what we have
earlier described as “use or manipulation of economic
concepts.” Specifically, we can now formalize this con-
cept as follows: Economic practices are those whose
SPCFs involve economic elements. To illustrate this
formal structure, see Figure 2, where we describe a
portion of the SPCF for a high-level practice in an ac-
tual large software firm (see Jeffrey and Putman
[1983]).

Several software systems using SPCF descriptions
have been built, including the one this example is from.
Examples include a system to coach managers in specif-
ically human-oriented management practices, an auto-
mated marketing coach for a major accounting firm, and
a system enabling loan clerks at a major bank to create
signature-ready documents. One of the most interesting
features of the SPCF is its demonstrated capability to
formally representa rangeofhumanbehaviors thatwere
not previously considered capturable in a machine-
usable form.

Each of the practices 1–1, 1–2, 1–3, 2, 3, 4–1, 4–2,
4–3, 4–4, and 5 themselves have SPCF descriptions
that completely specify each of those practices at that
level of detail. This further elaboration continues down
to any level of description needed or desired, including
persons issuing commands to software and the execu-
tion of the command by the software/computer system.
The next example further illustrates this recursive elab-
oration capability.

Social Practice Description
of the Fakaafe

Since a wide variety of practices impact and are im-
pacted by economic facts and processes, the usability
of the community practice model is directly dependent
on the range of practices to which it can be applied. To
illustrate this applicability, we give the SPCF descrip-

tion of a different kind of practice, a feast (called “a
fakaafe”) in honor of a visiting Wesleyan minister that
regularly takes place in Tongan village society
(Bennardo [1996]).

For reasons of space, we present only the prac-
tice-subpractice structure. We omit the other parts of
the descriptions, constraints, elements, actual individu-
als, and eligibility rules for the roles. However, as
shown in the No. 4 ESS example above, these parts
play a central role in capturing the nuances and details
of actual life involving these practices.

Name of the Practice: Tongan Wesleyan villagers
hold a fakaafe.
Stage-Option Structure:

1. People in the village decide who will give the
fakaafe.

2. Members of the household giving the fakaafe
plan it.
2.1. Household members choose the food for

the fakaafe.
2.1.1. Kainga members decide on the

number and the size of pigs for the
fakaafe.

2.1.2. Kainga members decide on the
number and the size of goats for
the fakaafe.

2.1.3. Kainga members decide on the
number and the size of sheep for
the fakaafe.

2.1.4. Kainga members decide on the
number and the size of fish for the
fakaafe.

2.1.5. Kainga members decide on the
quantity of shellfish for the
fakaafe.

2.1.6. Kainga members decide on the
number and the size of vegetables
for the fakaafe.

2.1.7. Kainga members decide on the
beverages for the fakaafe.

2.1.8. Kainga members decide on the
desserts.

2.2. Household members decide who shall
contribute food for the fakaafe.

2.3. Household members decide who shall
contribute utensils and decorations.

2.4. Members of the family giving the fakaafe
ask kainga members to contribute to the
fakaafe.

2.4.1.1. Family member sends re-
quest for help to family
member abroad.

2.4.1.2. The kainga member de-
cides whether to contrib-
ute.
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• Option 1: The kainga
member agrees to contrib-
ute to the fakaafe.
• Option 2: The kainga
member refuses to contrib-
ute to the fakaafe.

2.4.1.3. The kainga member con-
tributes to the fakaafe.

2.5. Members of the family giving the fakaafe
decide who will be responsible for which
tasks in special circumstances.

3. Members of the family giving the fakaafe
gather the food for the fakaafe at the premises
of the household giving it.
3.1. Tongan village boys capture free-range

animals.
3.2. Tongan village boys bring the captured

animals to the household where the
fakaafe is to be held.

3.3. Tongan village men bring crops from their
gardens to the household.

3.4. The women and children of the family
collect shellfish.

3.5. The men and women buy food at the mar-
ket.

4. Members of the household prepare the food for
the fakaafe.
4.1. The men of the household prepare the

oven.
4.1.1. The men of the household fill the

oven with wood.
4.1.2. The men of the household light the

wood.
4.1.3. The wood in the oven burns.

4.1.3.1.1. The wood in the
oven oxidizes.

4.1.3.1.2. The burning wood
emits heat.

4.1.3.1.3. The wood emits
smoke.

4.2. The men and women of the household
cook the food.

5. A member of the family invites a church mem-
ber to the fakaafe.
5.1. A member of the family giving the fakaafe

issues an invitation to a church member to
come to the fakaafe.

5.2. The church member responds to the invi-
tation.
• Option 1: The church member accepts
the invitation.
• Option 2: The church member declines
the invitation.

6. Family members prepare the room for the
fakaafe.

7. Family members and guests take part in the
fakaafe.
7.1. Family members and guests sit down for

the fakaafe.
7.1.1. The chief sits on a mua.
7.1.2. The visiting Wesleyan minister

sits in the place for the visiting
minister.

7.1.3. The ofisa kolo sits in the place for
the ofisa kolo.

7.1.4. Other fakaafe guests sit down.
7.2. Family members and guests say a brief

prayer.
7.3. The head of household gives a speech.
7.4. The visiting minister gives a speech.
7.5. The chief gives a speech.
7.6. Family members and guests enjoy the feast.

7.6.1. Family members and guests eat
the food.

7.6.2. The fakaafe guest gives a speech.
7.6.3. The chief signals the end of the

fakaafe, leaving the room.
7.6.4. Other family members and guests

leave.
7.7. The others who prepared the food for the

fakaafe eat.
8. The women of the household distribute the re-

maining food to the family and kainga.
8.1. The women of the house distribute the re-

maining food to the family members who
are present.

8.2. The women of the house distribute the re-
maining food to other members of the
kainga.
8.2.1. The women give the food for any

absent families to a child to de-
liver.

8.2.2. The child delivers the food to any
absent families.

Including such minute descriptions as the stages of
wood burning may seem unnecessary. However, our
goal is to capture both economic and non-economic in-
fluences on economic factors, and the specific actions
that directly impact or are impacted by economic facts
may be at any level of detail. Thus the ability to capture
practices at all levels of detail is important.

The fakaafe description, and the No. 4 ESS descrip-
tion, may also give the impression that an SPCF is sim-
ply a set of detailed discursive statements, as might be
found in an anthropological discussion. Although the
hierarchically organized practices, subpractices, ele-
ments, and individuals are typically stated in ordinary
English sentences for the sake of readability (e.g.,
“Members of the household giving the fakaafe plan
it”), these sentences are formal names, not discursive
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English statements that “refer” to physical things.
“Members of the household giving the fakaafe” is the
name of an element in this practice, instantiated by in-
dividuals as articulated in the eligibilities.

In the anniversary example, “a nice restaurant” is
the name of an element, not simply an adjectival phrase
“referring” to a concept that is virtually impossible to
formally render. The SPCF for this social practice in-
cludes individuals and eligibility rules that specify
what individuals can or must do to instantiate the ele-
ment. It is possible, however, that elements, individu-
als, eligibilities, and constraints may specify objects,
states, or conditions that are recognized by members of
the community but which cannot be defined physically
or algorithmically. But to be useful for our purposes,
the community practice model must allow us to specify
everything human beings do, as fully as possible, not
merely those things that can be currently defined with
sets of physical or computational mathematics.

Methodology

With a formal specification of a community or set
of communities, including SPCFs of the communi-
ties’ practices, we proceed with a simulation via
mathematical or statistical modeling of the behaviors
and phenomena of interest, using the SPCF to guide
factor selection or as the basis for agent-based simu-
lation. The advantage of having an SPCF description
of the cultures or communities of interest is that we
can directly model as many types of events and be-
haviors as we desire.

To perform SPCFs for agent-based simulation, we
directly simulate the life of the communities of inter-
est, i.e., the daily practices engaged in by members,
and measure the economic quantities as the commu-
nity activities proceed. We measure any variables or
quantities of interest, economic or otherwise, whether
they are direct outcomes of practices, resources in
practices, or quantities derived from them.

In more detail, the algorithm is as follows:

For each time t0, t0 + ∆t, t0 + 2∆t, …

For each individual I

1. Assess I’s motivations—prudential, hedonic,
ethical, and/or esthetic—to engage in each
practice Pi, including intrinsic practices, which
as indicated are automatically given a non-zero
weight. The practices intrinsic to a person are
those intrinsic to his/her position.

2. I performs practice Pi with the highest motiva-
tion. I takes into account both community
choice principles and individual preferences,

for which there is a version that I is eligible for
and has the resources for—that is, the individu-
als necessary to take the places of the elements
in that version.

3. Each stage of the version is itself a practice
with an SPCF, and so the stage itself occurs by
engaging in a version of that practice. The re-
cursion ends when there is no further descrip-
tion of the practice available, and engaging that
practice is represented by the occurrence (or
failure) of the bottom-level practice.

4. Each time practice Pij occurs, it produces an
outcome (by definition). When any quantita-
tive change in a state of affairs occurs, such as
consumption of a resource or creation of an
amount of a resource, the list of state of affairs
descriptions is updated. The updates to be done
on the occurrence of each process are repre-
sented along with the SPCF of the practice;
they represent the difference between initial
and final states. The outcome of some practices
may be a change in the physical location of in-
dividuals.

5. When a practice occurs whose outcome is the
creation or change of a social practice, the
SPCF for the practice is updated.

6. Each social practice has an associated latency,
a time period after completion of the practice
during which the reason to engage in it is zero.
These latencies vary by individual and practice.
Latencies model the empirical fact that, al-
though a practice may be intrinsic, it is com-
mon for there to be a delay before the person
wants to engage in it again. Latencies provide
the formal mechanism for including biological
and physical facts in the simulation, without
the need to articulate and represent the relation-
ship between physical and behavioral facts. Ex-
amples include eating a meal, going to a movie,
or taking a vacation.

7. That I is engaging in practice Pi is a fact, re-
corded and observable by other members of the
community (or, if desired, by a subset of the
members). In some cases, observing that I is do-
ing Pi gives other individuals J reason to do Pi.

8. More generally, the capabilities of each indi-
vidual to observe the various facts and quanti-
ties that record the state of the portion of the
world being modeled are facts recorded as
such. When each individual I acts, he/she acts
on the information he/she has, not on all the in-
formation that is present.

9. Non-behavioral events, things that happen in
and to the community, are specified by repre-
senting how those things occur in the real world
by alteration of the specification of the facts
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representing the world state. In this way, events
such as crop failure, bankruptcy, or an attack by
someone outside the community are included.

Conclusion

Examining steps (1), (2), and (8) allows us to articu-
late the relationship between the community practice
model and the neoclassical approach. As in the neo-
classical approach, each individual is always engaging
in the practice with the highest “payoff,” to the best of
that individual’s ability to recognize it (bounded ratio-
nality). However, that payoff and its calculation have
been greatly expanded in several ways:

• The basic “impetus” for engaging in practices is
that they are intrinsic to the individual. This in-
cludes such ordinary and basic practices as ac-
quiring food, water, and so on, but also includes a
large number of community practices. Because
intrinsic practices are those engaged in for no re-
turn other than the fact of engaging in them, this
is a major philosophical and practical deviation
from traditional approaches. The psychological
phenomenon accompanying engaging in an in-
trinsic practice is satisfaction.

• Practices engaged in simply because they are in-
trinsic to one’s position (status) include a number
that have long resisted traditional neoclassical
thinking: voting, joining a union, etc. The com-
munity practice model approaches these prac-
tices by simply noting that they are recognizable
by members of the community as “doing what
one does” in those positions, and therefore re-
quire no justification or reward. This may appear
to be an evasion of the question. However, it is ac-
tually an acknowledgement of the basic behav-
ioral reality of such practices. To put it another
way, models that lack justification for collective
action are not incomplete; the search for such jus-
tification reflects an insistence on a particular
theory that is inconsistent with the observed
facts.

• Nothing in the community practice model insists
that the outcome of a practice must benefit the ac-
tor. This is consistent with the fact that motiva-
tions other than self-interest include ethical rea-
sons for engaging in an action, or choosing one
action rather than another for esthetic or hedonic
reasons. The entire art “industry,” for example, is
dependent on the fact that people buy works of art
for esthetic reasons. Similarly, people ride
rollercoasters and take vacations for hedonic rea-
sons (Ossorio [1981]).

As we noted at the outset, some authors posit
that such motivations must be replaced by some
form of self-interested description, and such work
is in no way impeded by our model. Neither, how-
ever, is it required in order to create simulation
models of a wide range of behaviors with eco-
nomic impacts that are influenced by a range of
non-economic factors.

• The utility function algorithm includes weights
that reflect the fact that each individual’s actions
and choices reflect the choice principles of the
communities of which they are a member, as well
as their choices of which community to act as a
member of.

In short, the community practice model so greatly
expands the concept of “self-interest” or “enlightened
self-interest” that the term becomes misleading. We
believe it is more appropriate to summarize the princi-
ple of the community practice model as: “Each individ-
ual acts to get the greatest perceived value—whether
satisfaction, self-interest, doing the right thing, doing
something esthetically pleasing or appropriate, or do-
ing something fun.” This formulation allows us to pur-
sue economic modeling and simulation, but still be re-
sponsive to the psychologists, sociologists, and
anthropologists.
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