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Abstract

This paper reviews the importance of individual complexity in the development and
application of social science theories. It underscores the need for a balanced approach,
acknowledging both individual differences and collective phenomena. Drawing from a broad
range of literature, including seminal and contemporary studies, the paper identifies the intricate
interplay between individual agency and societal structures. It suggests future research directions
that emphasize logical coherence, interdisciplinary approach, and comprehensive inclusion of
cultural and societal contexts. It also addresses inherent challenges related to subjective
interpretation, methodological consistency, and the integration of logical reasoning with
statistical analysis. This review concludes that recognizing individual complexity remains a
crucial frontier for social sciences, requiring a delicate equilibrium between individual and

collective understandings.
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Introduction



The academic exploration of social science theories is significantly enriched by the
introduction of a novel principle: "singular instances may not necessarily epitomize the
collective, and by the same token, the collective might not always adequately depict singular
instances." For convenience, the principle is named as Kartus Principle. This seminal concept
forms the bedrock of our investigation into the realm of individual complexity in relation to

broader social constructs.

This paper represents the pioneering endeavor to elaborate on this principle and integrates it
into a comprehensive understanding of social sciences. The prevalent tension in the literature
between broad theoretical applicability and the accommodation of individual differences has
prompted an in-depth examination of the intersection between these distinct dimensions (Allport,
1962; Flyvbjerg, 2001). Concurrently, there has been a noteworthy emphasis in recent research
on individual behavioral patterns in the context of theoretical frameworks (Back, Schmukle, &
Egloft, 2009; Bleidorn et al., 2018). The interplay of individual agency and societal structures, as
highlighted by theories such as Giddens' structuration theory (1986) and Bronfenbrenner's
ecological systems theory (1979), further underscores the centrality of individual complexity in

social science theories.

While celebrating the singularity of individuals, it is critical to balance this with Durkheim's
(1897) caution against overemphasizing individuality at the cost of understanding collective
phenomena. The nexus between individual behaviors and societal conditions (Van Lange,
Rinderu, & Bushman, 2017), and the cultural dimensions elucidated by Hofstede's (1984) model

form integral aspects of this intricate tapestry.

This paper, in its pioneering role, endeavors to critically review the existing literature on

this principle, propose future research directions and invite constructive feedback for a deeper



understanding. As we journey through this scholarly exploration, we remain steadfastly
committed to rigorous academic discourse, the co-creation of knowledge, and an unwavering

pursuit of truth.

Reassessing Individual and Collective Constructs

The discourse on individual and collective constructs within social sciences has largely been
influenced by an interactive representational model. Initially endorsed by Durkheim (1897), this
model postulates that personal actions reflect societal norms, facilitating the translation of

individual phenomena into group behaviors and vice versa (Lukes, 1973).

While this classical approach serves as the bedrock of social science, it stimulates a modern
debate centering on methodological individualism versus holism. Supporters of individualism
contend that societal events stem from cumulative individual actions, while holists perceive
societal events as unique entities beyond mere amalgamations of individualistic traits (Udehn,

2002). This schism continues to be a thriving area of scholarly exploration (Hodgson, 2007).

Despite these animated dialogues, some limitations persist in our understanding of social
phenomena. For example, perceiving a single event as representative of a group implies
homogeneity, thereby overlooking the importance of human diversity. On the other hand,
extrapolating from group to individual shrouds individual nuances (Aronson, Wilson, & Akert,
2013). These oversimplifications potentially blur the intricate interplay between individual and

collective behaviors.

Recent advances in personality and social psychology have underlined these concerns.

Studies by Bleidorn et al. (2018) and Yarkoni and Westfall (2017) emphasize the dynamic nature



of personal and group identities, which are often overshadowed by traditional methodologies.
Recent literature, such as Srivastava and Banaji (2011), reinforces the call for inclusive statistical

methods that encapsulate the inherent diversity and complexity of personal and group behaviors.

These issues extend beyond psychology. In sociology, Abbott (2016) and Vaisey and
Lizardo (2016) cautioned against the oversimplification of intricate societal phenomena.
Anthropologists like Henrich (2016) and Norenzayan (2016) urged for the integration of

individual and collective perspectives for understanding social and cultural dynamics.
This paper, for the first time, introduces the principle of “J&{TZ IR TR, REEIRE
DBRIBITZ . translated as "singular instances may not necessarily epitomize the

collective, and by the same token, the collective might not always adequately depict singular
instances". This concept underlines the imminent necessity for a paradigm shift in conventional
views, moving towards broader recognition and consideration of the inherent diversity and

complexity in social sciences research

This new orientation incorporates insights from other disciplines such as political science,
economics, and law. Works like Fukuyama's (1996), Hart et al., (2012), and Keynes (1936) have
underscored the intricacies of individual and collective entities on societal structures. More
recent contributions, like those by Haslanger (2017) extend these discussions by probing the

interaction between individual actions and societal norms and macroeconomic trends.

Culture, as highlighted by Hofstede (1984), plays a pivotal role, given the significant
variances among societies in balancing individual and collective behaviors. Ethical
considerations, as per the American Psychological Association's guidelines (2017), are crucial as

our analysis should respect individual autonomy and collective identities. Power dynamics,



discussed by Lukes (1974) and revisited by Hurd (2018), are also fundamental to understanding

individual and collective relationships.

Despite the arguments presented, counterarguments exist. For instance, some argue that
traditional methodologies, despite their limitations, provide valuable insights into social
phenomena (Homans, 1961). Nevertheless, even these voices stress the need for more nuanced

and diverse analytical tools, thereby indirectly supporting this work's primary argument.

Decoding the Concept: An Examination of Recent

Literature

Kartus Principle:

"BITZBIRTRR, BREIFRLERBITZH]"

Original drafted by the author in Chinese, later the principle was rewritten by ChatGPT to
ancient Chinese and then translated as "singular instances may not necessarily epitomize the
collective, and by the same token, the collective might not always adequately depict singular
instances," this principle beckons for a reconsideration of traditional paradigms within social
sciences, particularly within sociology and social psychology. It pushes for a renewed
examination of the intricate relationship between individual instances and collective groups, an

area often streamlined in conventional narratives.

Historically, scholarly dialogue has predominantly dwelled on the idea that individual
instances may not necessarily embody the collective (Giddens, 1986). This focus recognizes the
unique and divergent characteristics inherent in individual instances, thereby attenuating risks of

overgeneralization and the potential for subsequent marginalization (Becker, 1963). Still, it's



critical to note that the principle's alternate aspect—that the collective might not adequately
embody singular instances—has earned relatively less focus. This equally vital aspect

necessitates in-depth investigation and articulation, as this paper endeavours to offer.

Empirical evidence bolsters this claim, demonstrated in studies traversing various domains.
For example, Zhou and Fishbach (2016) investigated individual donation behaviors, indicating
that individual choices didn't consistently mirror broader trends. This evidence spotlights the
imperative of examining individual instances distinctly, abstaining from merely considering

them as reflections of the collective.

Recent literature within the past decade has further substantiated this viewpoint.
Specifically, Nook et al. (2018) accentuated the complexity of individual emotional experiences
and their divergence from broader emotional norms. Similarly, Jachimowicz et al. (2018)

illustrated how personal career choices frequently veer from societal expectations.

For a comprehensive understanding of this principle's potential implications, it is paramount
to employ a nuanced perspective when scrutinizing social phenomena, ensuring neither to
dissolve individuality into a homogenous collective nor to diminish the collective into a
straightforward aggregation of detached individuals. Grasping this dual perspective is

indispensable for a holistic social analysis.

In conclusion, this paper proffers a timely exploration of an often-overlooked facet of this
principle, contesting traditional frameworks and contributing to the unfolding discourse in social
sciences about the interplay between individual instances and the collective. This innovative and

substantial contribution aspires to enrich the theoretical landscape of social sciences.



Shaping the Discourse on Individual and

Collective Dynamics in Social Sciences

The novel principle this review proposes, that individual instances may not consistently
represent the collective, and similarly, the collective may not invariably depict individual
instances, introduces a spectrum of crucial insights. This perspective is deeply intertwined with
human diversity, reverberating the ethos of scholars such as Neisser and Jopling (1997), who
outline humanity's countless facets including personality, cognitive abilities, values, interests,
and socio-cultural contexts. Given this rich diversity, extrapolating a single instance to the
collective may yield an overly simplistic perspective, possibly neglecting the collective's

inherent heterogeneity.

The past decade has seen significant contributions evolving this discourse. Recent studies
by researchers like Fraley and Vazire (2014), Bleidorn et al. (2019), and Yarkoni and Westfall
(2017) stress the importance of recognizing individual differences in exploring human behavior.
The integration of these contemporary theories provides a holistic framework, capturing the

diverse individualistic manifestations within any collective.

Similarly, the contention that collectives may not accurately reflect individuals remains a
fundamental pillar in research on individual differences. Therefore, the author advocates for
considering individual nuances in psychological studies, cautioning against over-reliance on

average behavioral responses that can lead to partial or misleading interpretations.

Henrich's influential work (2020), as a renowned cultural anthropologist, bolsters this

dialogue by highlighting the necessity for individual-level analysis in cross-cultural studies. His



arguments reaffirm that individual instances and collectives are interconnected dimensions

requiring balanced exploration for comprehensive understanding of social phenomena.

The implications of this novel concept are profound for social science research. This
perspective fundamentally challenges traditional methodologies that might unintentionally
overlook individual variability, thus prompting the development of innovative approaches better
suited to capture the complexity and diversity of human behavior. Furthermore, it may encourage
researchers to acknowledge their study limitations more openly, accepting that their conclusions

may not generalize beyond their specific samples (Henrich, Heine, & Norenzayan, 2010).

Despite the advancements, counter-arguments exist, with works like Homans (1961)
advocating for conventional methodologies despite recognized limitations. Ethical
considerations, as outlined by the American Psychological Association (2017), underline the

importance of respecting individual and group identities during research.

In conclusion, this review crystallizes the proposed principle: individual instances cannot
wholly represent the collective, and the collective may not provide a comprehensive depiction of
individual instances. Therefore, a paradigm shift towards this concept is essential for better

understanding the intricacies inherent in social sciences.

The Interplay between Individual and Collective

Dynamics in Social Sciences

Understanding the subtle diversity inherent within and between individuals and groups in

social sciences holds significant intrigue. This pursuit is nestled within the novel principle this



review proposes, stating that singular instances may not necessarily epitomize the collective, and
conversely, the collective might not always adequately depict singular instances. This principle
appreciates that human behavior is the product of a complex tapestry of elements, including
individual biology, personal experiences, cultural dimensions, and socio-political contexts,

culminating in unique behavioral patterns.

Major studies within the last decade, including the work of Lucas and Donnellan (2011),
and Bleidorn et al. (2018), have underscored the dynamic nature of individual personality traits,
illuminating the diversity that resides within each individual. Similarly, the complexity of group
diversity, as Harrison and Klein (2007) highlighted, shows how factors like age, ethnicity,
gender, and expertise can shape a group's internal diversity, significantly impacting group

dynamics, interactions, and outcomes.

Subsequent research by Joshi and Roh (2009) and more recent contributions by Guillaume
et al. (2017) have delved into how this diversity influences group performance and decision-

making processes, thereby enriching our understanding of group dynamics.

Recognizing such diversity has profound implications for social science research
methodologies. Maxwell (2012) proposed a range of methodologies, such as qualitative
interviews and multivariate statistical analysis, which can provide deeper insights into diverse
human experiences. This recognition expands the scope of social science disciplines and paves

the way for more comprehensive theories (Diez Roux, 2002).

Moreover, case studies across various social science disciplines further expand our
understanding of this novel principle. For instance, the works of Gneezy, Leonard, & List (2009)

in economics highlight the impact of societal contexts on individual behaviors. Contributions



from computational social science, including the work of Lazer et al. (2009), emphasize the role

of digital footprints in capturing individual and collective behaviors.

Political science literature also provides valuable insights. The study by Gilens & Page
(2014) illuminates the disparities in political influence among the masses and elites, reflecting

the complexities inherent in group dynamics.

Lastly, cultural differences, as explored by Hofstede (1984), can significantly impact
individual and collective behaviors. The ethical aspects of researching these behaviors, as
emphasized by the American Psychological Association (2017), should also be taken into
account. Moreover, engaging with potential counterarguments, like Phillips and Loyd's critique
(2006) on the overemphasis on diversity factors, could offer a more holistic investigation of this

concept.

Assessing the Role of Individual Complexity in

Contemporary Social Science Theories

The importance of individual complexity in formulating and applying social science
theories is a vital principle aligned with the concept that singular instances may not necessarily
epitomize the collective, and conversely, the collective might not always adequately depict
singular instances. This approach echoes the teachings of Allport (1962) and invites us to
consider potential pitfalls when broad theoretical constructs overlook individual complexities
and the rich tapestry of traits, experiences, and socio-cultural backdrops that make up a person.
Therefore, in constructing theories, a delicate balance is needed between the breadth of the

theory and its ability to account for individual differences (Flyvbjerg, 2001).



Contemporary research, including work by Back, Schmukle, and Egloft (2009), along with
Bleidorn et al. (2018), has amplified this discussion. These studies highlight the necessity of

recognizing individual behavioral patterns in developing theoretical frameworks.

Incorporating individual complexity has profound implications for the formulation and
application of theories in social sciences. Theories such as Giddens' structuration theory (1986)
and Bronfenbrenner's ecological systems theory (1979) underline the interplay between
individual agency and societal structures. Recent contributions such as by Petersen et al. (2018)
provide further insights into the role of individual personality traits in driving social and

economic outcomes.

Numerous case studies across various social science disciplines amplify this perspective.
The inclusion of work such as Mullainathan's (2000) study on the importance of individual

differences in behavioral economics further strengthens this point.

The discourse on power relations by Foucault (2012) and the Foucauldian perspective on
law (Hunt & Wickham, 1994) offer valuable insights on the role of individuality within societal
structures. In contrast, Sen's (1999) development as freedom paradigm on the importance of
individual agency in tackling societal problems, underline the importance of individual agency in

social development.

With regard to cultural variances, Hofstede's (1984) model provides insight into how
cultural differences can impact individual and group behavior. Ethical considerations in research
on individual and group behaviors should also follow guidelines such as those proposed by the

American Sociological Association (2018).



Critiques against overemphasizing individuality at the expense of understanding collective
phenomena, as posited by Durkheim (1897), need to be considered. The work of Van Lange,
Rinderu, and Bushman (2017) that explores the interaction between societal conditions and
individual behaviors, as well as the recent study by Ratner et al. (2018) on cultural psychology,

should also be given due attention.

The creation of universally applicable theories that acknowledge human cognitive diversity
remains a significant challenge. However, striking a balance between broad applicability and

respect for individual differences is key.

Future Directions

As we navigate the implications of the principle that asserts "unique cases may not
consistently represent the collective, and reciprocally, the collective may not always adequately
depict unique instances," several directions for future research materialize. These avenues hold
potential to refine and extend our understanding of this principle, thereby fostering its application

in the field of social sciences.

A future direction which the author wishes to emphasize involves a critical investigation of
the relationship between unique instances and collectives, surpassing mere statistical
representation borders. Despite providing a quantifiable perspective, statistics often miss
capturing the complex subtleties governing these relationships (Desrosieres, 1998). Hence,
advocating for research endeavors that probe the logical coherence of these relationships is not

merely appropriate but necessary.



Furthermore, social sciences should prioritize logical coherence over mere statistical
associations. The presence of statistically significant correlations does not automatically denote
logical or causal relationships (Sullivan & Feinn, 2012). For example, a study by Mervis and
Rosch (1981) pointed out statistically significant correlations between ice cream consumption
and drowning incidents. Logically, however, one does not trigger the other; rather, an underlying
variable—hot weather—accounts for both events. Recent research by Vigen (2015) further
demonstrates this point, highlighting spurious correlations that arise when disregarding logical
associations. Therefore, the need for social sciences to adopt a holistic approach that

amalgamates logical reasoning with statistical analysis is pressing.

Additionally, exploring how this principle operates across diverse societal contexts,
including various cultural settings, different socioeconomic statuses, and distinct time frames,
could yield valuable insights. Such an investigation would require an interdisciplinary approach,

engaging fields like anthropology, economics, history, and others (Giddens, 1986).

More recent research, such as by Nishi et al. (2020), underlines the importance of
considering cultural and societal contexts when interpreting statistical associations. Similarly,
work by Greenfield (2016) highlights how societal context influences individual psychological
processes. The inclusion of such recent studies aligns the manuscript with current developments

in the field.

In conclusion, the principle of individual complexity presents an exciting frontier for future
research in social sciences. The task for forthcoming studies is not merely to further explore and
validate this principle but to do so in a manner that advocates for logical coherence and

meaningful interpretation beyond simplistic statistical correlations.



Limitations

This paper suggests a rigorous exploration of the relationship between unique instances and
collective entities, extending beyond statistical representation. However, the identification and
interpretation of such relationships without the help of quantifiable metrics present substantial
challenges. Moreover, the reliance on logical coherence, while valuable, can be subjective, thus

risking potential bias (Johnson, 1998).

Additionally, the manuscript advocates an interdisciplinary approach to exploring this
principle across varied societal contexts. While the merit of this recommendation is undeniable,
it requires careful consideration of potential complexities. The integration of diverse disciplinary
perspectives, though potentially enlightening, can pose significant challenges in terms of
methodological consistency and theoretical compatibility (Rosenfield, 1992). Furthermore, the
examination of this principle across different cultural settings, socioeconomic statuses, and
timeframes implies an extensive scope that may be difficult to accomplish comprehensively

within a single research study.

The manuscript also emphasizes the importance of a holistic approach, merging logical
reasoning with statistical analysis. While a novel proposition, the successful integration of these
two facets may prove demanding. The existence of a 'third variable problem' is well-documented,
where both the unique instance and the collective may be influenced by an unobserved common

cause, thereby complicating causal interpretations (Kenny, 1979).

Despite these challenges, it is important to note that the limitations presented herein should

not deter researchers from exploring this principle further. Instead, these limitations highlight



areas where additional methodological rigor and theoretical sophistication will be particularly

valuable.

Conclusion

In conclusion, This review marks the initial exploration of the principle that "singular
instances may not necessarily epitomize the collective, and vice versa". It is a principle that,
while simple in essence, is complex in its application within the realm of social sciences. As
attested by Allport (1962), Giddens (1986), Bronfenbrenner (1979), among others, individual

complexities constitute a central pillar of understanding in any social science theory.

An understanding of individuality as not just a standalone entity, but an integral part of
larger collective dynamics, as emphasized by Ratner & Hui (2003), is indispensable. The strong
association of individual traits with economic and societal outcomes (Petersen et al., 2013)

further solidifies this claim.
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