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Pseudonyms in Philosophy

= To discuss or promote one’s previously-published work
= To hide authorship in “hoax” articles
= To protect authors of unpopular or controversial opinions

= To hide one’s identity from a particular journal editor
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EXPIAINING 12. Cf. Amélie Rorty, ‘‘Explaining Emotions,’’ this volume, chap. 4.
EMOTIONS 13. Cf. Spinoza, The Ethics, Part iw and ant, The Critique of Pure Reason,
The Antinomies and Paralogisms.

Ediled by Amele Cksenceng Rory 14
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spitality that made the writing of this

paper possible. She waskind enough to make available to me a number of the papers
published in this volume: stimulated by them, and by her skeptical questions, I was

able to work through some problems that arose from Stanley Cavell’s interpretation
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Australasian Journal of Philosophy Australasian Journal of Philosophy
Vol. 58, No. 3; September 1980 Vol. 60, No. 2; June 1982

VERIDICAL HALLUCINATION AND PROSTHETIC VISION DISCUSSION

David Lewis CENSORED VISION

Bruce Le Catt

When we see in the normal way, the scene before the eyes causes matching
visual experience. And it does so as part of an extensive pattern of
counterfactual dependence: over a wide range of different alternative scenes
and correspondingly different alternative experiences, other scenes would

I see. Before my eyes various things are present and various things are going on.
The scene before my eyes causes a certain sort of visual experience in me,
thanks to a casual process involving light, the retina, the optic nerve, and the
brain. The visual experience so caused more or less matches the scene before likewise have caused matching visual experience. The same is true if we see in
my eyes. All this goes on in much the same way in my case as in the case of certain abnormal ways, for instance by means of a prosthetic device. But
other people who see. And it goes on in much the same way that it would have abnormal cases are possible in which the scene before the eyes might cause
if the scene before my eyes had been visibly different, though in that case the matching visual experience by triggering some one-off or random causal
visual experience produced would have been different. mechanism, insensitive to the details of the scene, which just happens to

How much of all this is essential to seeing? produce the right experience. In such a case, matching depends on the scene

Princeton University Received May 1980 Princeton, N. J. Received August 1981
Corrected June 1980

David Lewis = Bruce Le Catt




PHILOSOPHICAL
PAPERS

Volume II

DAVID LEWIS

290 Dependence and Decision

good pattern of counterfactual dependence whereby visual experience
depends on what goes on at the intermediate stage. Further, this two-
fold pattern might link scenes indirectly with matching experience,
over a suitably wide and varied range of scenes. Even more indirectly,
there might be linkage via a threefold pattern of counterfactual depen-
dence involving two intermediate stages; and so on. Then we have a
suitable pattern of stepwise counterfactual dependence of visual
experience on the scene before the eyes. It does not follow that we have
a suitable pattern of counterfactual dependence simpliciter, because
counterfactuals are not necessarily transitive.* In fact my case of the
censor is a case of excellent stepwise dependence and no dependence
simpliciter at all. LeCatt suggests, and I agree, that it is the stepwise
dependence thatm we have to judge the
case of the censor as a positive case of seeing. He further claims that
this judgment 1s correct; but there I do not agrmt the
essential feature of seeing 1s altogether missing,

But there are mixed cases: partial or conditional censorship, some
dependence simpliciter but not much compared with normal cases.
Then indeed the presence of stepwise dependence might make the dif-
ference between better cases and worse.




What is wrong with the occasional pseudonym??

Lessens author accountability

Hinders an accurate history of philosophy

Produces an illusion of increased interest in a topic

Creates a downstream literature problem



Pseudonyms in
Philosophy

In 2017, | sent authorship
clarification requests to
editors and publishers for
11 pseudonymously
published articles in
philosophy

Journal or
publisher

Analysis
Analysis

Australasian
Journal of
Philosophy

Journal of
Philosophy

Mind
Mind
Mind

Philosophical
Studies

Southern Journal
of Philosophy
University of
California Press

University of
California Press

Author of
record
“Diodorus
Cronus™
“Al.
Tajtelbaum™
“Bruce Le
Catt”

“Carmen de
Macedo™

“R. E. Hobart™

“R. E. Hobart™

“R. E. Hobart™

“M. Lisagor™

“Diodorus
Cronus™
“Leila
Tov-Ruach”

“Leila
Tov-Ruach”

Genuine
author(s)

Steven Cahn;

Richard Taylor

Alfred Tarski

David Lewis

Neven Sesardi¢

Dickinson
S. Miller
Dickinson
S. Miller
Dickinson
S. Miller
Joseph
Margolis

Richard Taylor

Amélie
Oksenberg
Rorty
Amélie
Oksenberg
Rorty

Status of
request
Unresolved

Unresolved

Granted

Granted

Denied

Denied

Denied

Granted

Granted

Granted

Granted

Type of clarification

Erratum
(Anonymous 2017d)

Corrigendum
(Anonymous 2017¢)

Correction (Margolis
2018)

Corrigendum
(Anonymous 2018)
Erratum (University
of California Press
2017a)

Erratum (University
of California Press
2017b)




6 of the 11 articles were corrected with
published clarifications of authorship

AUSTRALASIAN JOURNAL OF PHILOSOPHY, 2017
httpsz//doi.org/10.1080/00048402.2017.1358248
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Philosophy
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Routledge

Taybor & Francis Group

W) Check for updates

Erratum

Le Catt Bruce 1982. Censored Vision, Australasian Journal of Philosophy 60/2: 158-162.
http://doi.org/10.1080/00048408212340581

The Australasian Association of Philosophy would like to clarify that ‘Bruce Le Catt’,
was a pseudonym used by the author David Lewis, to discuss some work published
under his own name.
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HOME BROWSE BO( JOURNALS — OPEN ACCESS

PHILOSOPHY Subjects » Philosoply > Social & Polital Philosopiy >

Perspectives on Self-Deception
Brian P. McLaughlin (Editor), Amélie Oksenberg Rorty (Editor)

Ethics

Philosophy of Aesthetics

Philos Stud (2018) 175:1827
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11098-018-1079-6

CORRECTION

Correction to: On Harman’s theory of knowledge

Joseph Margolis'

Published online: 3 April 2018
© Springer Science+Business Media B.V., part of Springer Nature 2018

Correction to: Philos Stud June 1976, Volume 29, Issue 6, pp 433—439
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00646324

In the original publication of the article, the corresponding author used pseudonym
as ‘M. Lisagor’. The correct name is given in this correction.

THE JOURNAL OF PHILOSOPHY

CORRIGENDUM

The Journal of Philosophy would like to inform its readers that the fol-
lowing article was published under a pseudonym:

The Southern Journal of Philosophy
Volume 56, Issue 1
March 2018

EDITORIAL CORRIGENDUM

The following article was published in the Southern Journal of Philosophy under
a pseudonym: Diodorus Cronus, “The Governance of the Kingdom of
Darkness: A Philosophical Fable,” Southern Journal of Philosophy 9, no. 2
(June 1971): 113-18. The author’s true name is Richard Taylor.

E UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA PRESS

HOME BROWSE BOOKS  JOURNALS OPEN ACCESS

PHILOSOPHY subjects > Philosophy » Ethics >

Explaining Emotions

Ethics

Philosophy of Aesthetics

Amélie Oksenberg Rorty (Editor)

Available worldwide

Social & Political Philosophy
» Browse AllSubjects

JOIN UC PRESS

0N book purt
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Avallable worldwide
Topics in Philosophy
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ADD TO CART &

Erratum (October 2017)
It has been of UC Press that the

in Perspectives on Self Deception is published under a pseudonym:
Lella Tov-Ruach, “Freud on Unconscious Affects, Mourning, and the Erotic
Wind,” pp. 206-263.

UC Press would like to clarify that “Leila Tov-Ruach” is  pseudonym used
by one of the co-editors of the volume, Amélia Oksenberg Rarty.

Carmen de Macedo, “Guilt by Statistical Association: Revisiting the
Tonmoresors Prosecutor’s Fallacy and the Interrogator’s Fallacy,” this JOURNAL, cvV, 6

(June 2008): 320-32.

The author is Prof. Neven Sesardi¢ (formerly at Lingnan University,
now retired).

Social & Political Philosophy
» Browse All Subjects
FOR PROFESSORS
s ay 19 » Request aDeskor
JOIN UC PRESS - 2 : Examination Copy
$38.95, £32.95 3 8 Copy
RIGHTS INFORMATION

ADD TO CART & &

»ic

Members receive 20-40% discounts
on book purchases. Find out more
Erratum (October 2017)
It has been brought to the attention of UC Press that the following chapter
i Explaining Emotions is published under a pseudonym:
Leila Tov-Ruach, “lealousy, Attention, and Loss,” pp. 465-488.
UC Press would like to clarify that “Leila Tov-Ruach" is a pseudonym used
by the editor of the volume, Amélie Oksenberg Rory.




Solutions

To avoid post-publication pseudonym surprises:

= Explicitly encourage institutional email addresses in manuscript
submission portals

= Require identity confirmation for submissions from unaffiliated
authors (e.g., link to web presence)

= Require authors to use ORCID identifiers in submission portal
= |ssue corrections for past articles published under pseudonyms



Plagiarism

Why should editors, publishers, and researchers be concerned about
plagiarism in published research articles?

Plagiarnism creates inefficiencies
across all levels of knowledge production.



Plagiarizing articles

« Deny genuine researchers credit for their work

« Falsify the history of discovery

 Create duplications in the research literature

« Take up valuable space in journals that should have gone to authentic articles

» Waste the time and resources of editors, peer reviewers, publishers, whistleblowers

« Confer an illusion of research productivity to plagiarists, and this facade can generate

unwarranted promotions, grants, new offers of employment, book contracts

« Are Doppelganger articles, taking citations away from their hidden sources, thereby

disrupting impact factors, bibliometrics, and altmetrics (The Downstream Problem)
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Varieties of Plagiarism in Philosophy

« Straightforward Plagiarism
 Disguised Plagiarism



COPY-AND-PASTE PLAGIARISM: SINGLE SOURCE

pp. 655669

BEING LUCKY AND BEING DESERVING, AND
DISTRIBUTION

University of Sunderland, UK

This paper examines the concepts of desert and luck, familiar in political theory but neglected
sociologists. I arguc that the idea of desert is composed of both personal performance and the degree of
responsibility a p»r\nn has over that performance. Distribution ought to be in accordance with the
indebtedness created by the person’s performance. This can be compromised by luck; that is, personal
desert is undermined where lack of performance scuttles the applicability of the contributory model. This
paper examines recent work, focusing on establishing desert criteria for each person’s ends and life-plans,
and a formula for distribution according to personal welfare.

Simon Wigley, The
Role of Desert in

Distributive Justice,

INTRODUCTION 1998, p. 72
The idea of desert, I wish to argue, is composed of a person’s performance that is valuable
to others and the degree of responsibility he has over that performance. This is consistent
with the classic contributory formulation of desert that finds perhaps its paradigmatic
statementin Aristotle.’ In Aristotle, however, desert is only part of a wider model of praise
or blame bestowed on voluntary action.” Moreover, Aristotle’s notion of desert is
complicated because, as Frank has argued, the criteria for distribution ‘vary with the ends-
in-view of the particular goods being distributed”.” Requital should be proportional to the
person’s display of virtue or excellence (i.e. merit). Goods should be distributed in
proportion to the indebtedness created by a person’s exceptional and chosen contributions
to society. The contributory model is vulnerable to disturbance by good or ill luck,
however, because the valued outcomes that a performer achieves (what he actually
manages to do or display) depend at least to some extent on good or ill luck. That is to say,
a person’s desert is undermined where instances of sheer luck conspire to bring about
something that happens to be valued by others. The relationship between control and
performance is therefore influenced by two general forms of chance. Firstly, the
performance itself may be aided by natural and social advantage, and subsequent
episodes of good fortune. Secondly, that good fortune must coincide with what is valued
by the world. Hence, upon reflection we may find that the quality of a person’s will
displayed towards us is diminished and even negated by the fact that it is consequent upon
random events beyond the agent’s control. If good and ill luck dominate our ability to
realize valuable outcomes, however, the possibility of control and therefore deservingne:
appears to be undermined; we may begin to question whether it constitutes a legitimate
basis for defining the conditions of entitlements.

pilation © T Roman Cagholic Regerrad 208 Pub
wion Road, Oxford OX4 200, UK and 359 Main Suest, Makden, M

BEING LUCKY AND BEING DESERVING, AND DISTRIBUTION 659
1. THE PROBLEM OF LUCK

The control element embodied in our interpersonal responses to one another’s
performances threatens to undermine the possibility of desert. The problem of luck stems
from the pre-reflective intuition that control is a condition of moral worth. As Thomas
Nagel puts it:

Without being able to explain exactly why, we feel that the appropriateness of moral assessment is
casily undermined by the discovery that the act or attribute, no matter how good or bad, is not
under the person’s control. [But] If the condition of control is consistently applied, it threatens to
undermine most of the moral assessments we find it natural to make. The things for which people
are morally judged are determined in more ways than we at first realize by what is beyond their
control. And when the ly natural req of fault or resp bility is ,\nphcdn leaves

few pre-reflective moral judgments intact. (Nagel. 1982: 176)

For example, we judge a drunk driver who kills a pedestrian to be guilty of manslaughter;
yet because he was mentally incapacitated, the intuition of control suggests heis not guilty
at all. This shows that our use of moral judgements is paradoxical in that the condition of
control rules out judgments to which we hold firm.

Judith Andre, in response to the apparent paradoxical nature of our moral practices,
makes the useful suggestion that our moral judgments are characterized by an Aristotelian
and a Kantian viewpoint. (Andre, 1983) In the first instance we have an aspiration to
complete self-sufficiency. Although this point of view was held by some of the ancient
Greeks, notably Plato, it is through Kant that we have its modem expression. Kant sought
to push the intuition of control to its limit. All external and internal contingencies are
banished from the self, until we arrive at the only thing that is unconditional and thereby
possessed by all: a good will that is good in itself. According to this scheme there is be no
room for luck when it comes to desert because morality cannot be associated with
contingency.

Desert therefore rests on the agent’s pure intentions rather than on the possibly luc
outcomes of their actions. We have here an outlook that attempts to resolve the tension
between luck and desert by removing luck entirely from the equation. From an
Anristotelian point of view, however, we see ourselves as inevitably subject to whims of fate;
we are therefore more inclined to attach deservingness to outcomes achieved, at least in
part, through luck. Further, we do not concentrate solely on the inzention of the agent: the
effect of an agent’s action on the world, even if fortuitous, is not deemed irrelevant to
desert-claims. This outlook recognizes the tragic inevitability of good and ill fortune -
tragic in that although we may pursue self-sufficiency (we may indeed believe we have
attained it), we cannot finally avoid chance. The self perceives itself as part of and partly
defined by ‘the course of events’. Given that we employ both mumpem\e and outward-
looking perspectives, it is not surprising that our use of desert is confus

The problem for desert, therefore, is that random events beyond the Aaenl control
diminish if not negate his responsibility for a valued performance. Because of this it is not
clear what amount of control is sufficient for us to say that a person is responsible or can
legitimately take credit for a valued outcome. Whether and to what extent an agent is
responsible for a valued outcome therefore hinges on how the idea of control is fleshed-
out. Desert per se does not provide a criterion to tell us what specific description of control
is required to countenance responsibility. Consequently, accounts of responsibility range
from high-voluntariness accounts (only efforts, rather than outcomes, are not vulnerable
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HEYTHROP
JOURNAL

Retraction (3 Free Access

Retraction: (2010), Being Lucky and Being
Deserving, and Distribution. The Heythrop Journal, 51. 658-669.
doi:10.1111/}.1468-2265.2008.00405.x

@ This article retracts the following: v

First published: 24 January 2019 | https://doi.org/10.1111/heyj.13176

T PDF A TOOLS  «& SHARE

The following article from the Heythrop fournal, ‘Being Lucky and Being Deserving, and
Distribution” by . published online on 07 June 2010 in Wiley Online Library
(http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com), has been retracted by agreement between the Journal
Editor in Chief, Dr Patrick Madigan, and John Wiley & Sons Ltd. The Retraction has been
agreed due to the identification of large amount of plagiarised content present in the article
from a thesis published by Professor Simon Wigley (http://etheses.|se.ac.uk/1504/).

PUBPEER

The online Journal club

Retracted: BEING LUCKY AND BEING DESERVING, AND DISTRIBUTION
The Heyt rmal (2010) - 1 Comment




COPY-AND-PASTE PLAGIARISM: SEVERAL SOURCES

il camy this negac

Subjectivity from a Semlotc Poiat of View

firstperson singula pronoen,

it be identified with the

Subjectivity from a Semiotic Point of View
1. Preliminary Remarks

I would like to say something here about the concept of subjectivity from a
semiotic point of view. Of course I am not the first to deal with this problem.
‘hough subjectivity has received little attention by semioticians in the past, this
situation has changed dramatically in the last decade. It is now by no means
unusual to find articles or entire monographs dealing with subjectivity, writt
in English, French or other European languages. An interest in subjecti
semiotics is no longer an eccentricity; one might even say that it has recent|
become fashionable. Semiotics involves the study of signification, but
signification cannot be isolated from the human subject who produces and is
defined by it. So if the topic needs no apology, some preliminary remarks on the
sense of this ambiguous term might nevertheless be helpful.

Among linguists the notion of subjectivity concerns the expression of
self and the representation of a speaker’s — or, more generally, a locutionary
agent’s — perspective or point of view in d
Among other professional students of language, the word subject and its
derivative subjectivity tend to evoke a grammatical association: subject as
distinct from direct object, for example. In some contexts, subjectivity contrasts

with objectivity in suggesting something "soft", unverifiable, even suspicious

The notion of subjectivity plays various roles in European languages (Lyons

1982: 101). ile the English "subjecti has recently acquired a somewhat
pejorative  connotati by virtue of its opposition with a positivistic

interpretation of "object ", the French "subjectivité® and the German




COPY-AND-PASTE PLAGIARISM: SOURCE 1

[N.]. 2001a. Subjectivity from a Semiotic Point of View,” In
Ecosemiotics: Studies in environmental semiosis, Nordic-
Baltic Summer Institute for Semiotic and Structural Studies,
Part IV, ed. Eero Tarasti et al. 149-159. Imatra: International
Semiotics Institute, at 156—157.

Pope John Paul II / Karol Wojtyla. 1993. Subjectivity and the
Irreducible in the Human Being. In Person and Community:
Selected Essays, trans. Theresa Sandok, 209-217. New York:
Peter Lang, at 211 and 210-211.

the primordial uniqueness of the human being, and thus for
the basic irreducibility of the human being to the natural
world. This assumption forms the basis of understanding
the human being as a person. Traditional Aristotelian
anthropology was based on the definition o

anthropos zoon noetikon (homo est animal rationale). This
definition fulfills Aristotle’s requirements for defining the
species (human being) through its proximate genus (living
being) and the feature that distinguishes the given species in
that genus (endowed with reason). At the same time,
however, the definition is constructed in such a way that it
excludes — at least at first glance — the possibility

of accentuating the irreducible in the human being. In

this definition the human being is

mainly an object, one of the objects in the world to which the
human being visibly and physically belongs. In this
perspective, objectivity was connected with the general
assumption of the reducibility of the human being.

The term subjectivity, on the other hand,

proclaims that the human being’s proper essence cannot

be reduced and explained by the proximate genus

and specific difference. In other words: Subjectivity is a
synonym for the irreducible in the human being.

the primordial uniqueness of the human being, and thus in
the basic irreducibility of the human being to the natural
world [...]. This belief stands at the basis of understanding
the human being as a person [...]. // Traditional Aristotelian
anthropology was based, as we know, on the definition o
anthropos zoon noetikon, homo est animal rationale. This
definition fulfills Aristotle’s requirements for defining the
species (human being) through its proximate genus (living
being) and the feature that distinguishes the given species in
that genus(endowed with reason). At the same time,
however, the definition is constructed in such a way that it
excludes—when taken simply and directly—the possibility
of accentuating the irreducible in the human being. // In [...]
definition :omo est animal rationale, the human being was
mainly an object, one of the objects in the world to which the
human being visibly and physically belongs.

Objectivity in this sense was connected with the general
assumption of the reducibility of the human being.
Subjectivity, on the other hand, is, as it were, a term
proclaiming that the human being’s proper essence cannot
be totally reduced to and explained by the proximate genus
and specific difference. Subjectivity is. then. a kind of
synonym for the irreducible in the human being.




COPY-AND-PASTE PLAGIARISM: SOURCE 2

[N.]. 2001a. Subjectivity from a Semiotic Point of View,” In
Ecosemiotics: Studies in environmental semiosis, Nordic-
Baltic Summer Institute for Semiotic and Structural Studies,
Part IV, ed. Eero Tarasti et al. 149—-159. Imatra: International
Semiotics Institute, at 153—154.

Anthony Kenny, 1988. The Self. The Aquinas Lecture, 1988.
Milwaukee, WI: Marquette University Press, 4-5.

in a misunderstanding of the reflexive pronoun. To ask what
kind of substance my “self” is, is like asking what the
characteristic of “ownness” is, an attribute which my own
property has in addition to being mine. When, outside
philosophical reflections I, talk about myself, I am simply
talking about the human being, -, and my

self is nothing other than myself. In some way it is a
philosophical muddle to allow the space which differentiates
“my self” from “myself” to generate the illusion of a
mysterious metaphysical entity distinct from, but obscurely
linked to, the human being who is talking to someone. The
grammatical error which is the essence of the theory of the
self may seem obvious when it is pointed out. But it is

by no means easy to give an accurate account of the

logic, or deep grammar, of the words “I” and “myself”. It will
not do, for instance, to say simply that “I”” is the word each of
us uses to refer to himself, a pronoun which, when it occurs
in sentences, is synonymous with the name of the utterer of
the sentence. This is not difficult to show. Julius Caesar, in
his Commentaries, regularly described his own actions in the
third person, using the name “Caesar”

in a misunderstanding of the reflexive pronoun. To ask what
kind of substance my self'is is like asking what the
characteristic of ownness is which my own

property has in addition to being mine. When, outside

philosophy, I talk about myself, I am simpl

talking about the human being, ﬂ, and my

self is nothing other than myself. It is a

philosophical muddle to allow the space which differentiates
"my self” from “myself” to generate the illusion of a
mysterious metaphysical entity distinct from, but obscurely
linked to, the human being who is talking to you. The
grammatical error which is the essence of the theory of the
self is in a manner obvious when it is pointed out. But it is
[...] by no means easy to give an accurate account of the
logic, or deep grammar, of the words “I” and “myself.” It will
not do, for instance, to say simply that “I” is the word each of
us uses to refer to himself, a pronoun which when it occurs

in sentences is synonymous with the name of the utterer of
the sentence. This is not difficult to show. Julius Caesar, in
his Commentaries, regularly described his own actions in the
third person, using the name “Caesar”
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Statement of retraction

KAUNAS UNIVERSITY OF TECHNOLOGY

. FACULTY OF SOCIAL SCIENCES, ARTS AND HUMANITIES
We have received a letter from personnel of NTERNATIONAT, SEMEGTECS IRSTYTUTE

the Ohio Dominican University, supported... Mkt St 37, LT-44240 Kouma, it

+370 37 320546; isisemiotics@gmail.com, isi@ktu lt

fb.me/luYkeHheP o

3:32 AM - 13 Jan 2018 To whom it may concemn Kaunas 08-01-2018

Letweet
1 Retwee @)l OBJECT: Statement of retraction

We have received a letter from personnel of the Ohio Dominican University, supported also
by Marquette University Press. concerning an essay appeared in a 2001 collection from Acta
Semiotica Fennica (a book series launched by our institute). In its key-passage. the letter reads
as follows:

. . g : . We have observed that a chapter appearing in a volume published by the International
International Semiotics Institute Q Semiotics Institute appears to fall short of adequate citation practices. It is:

Peter Schulz, “Subjectivity from a Semiotic Point of View,” in Nordic-Baltic Summer
Institute for Semiotic and Structural Studies. Part IV. Ecosemiotics: Studies in
& Li : v _— Environmental Semiosis, Semiotics of the Biocybernetic Bodies, Human / Too Human
1® Like m Followmg A Share Post Human, edited by Eero Tarasti, Richard Littlefield. Lotta Rossi, Maija Rossi
(International Semiotics Institute, 2001): 149-159

To this effect, the prese nt letter constitutes an official statement of The chapter appears to consist substantively of texts pieced together from various authors

. without quotation marks, either with inadequate attribution or no attribution at all. The
retraction of that essay. document accompanying this letter highlights select passages from the article that are
This means among other thlngs that: taken verbatim or near verbatim from works by other authors
- We wish to dissociate ourselves from that essay, stating clearly that it gﬁf&?ﬁ;}as supported by ample evidence, and was followed by a "request for retraction”
does not represent us, or our publishing pO"C'y. To verify the claim. we have appointed a committee to read carefully through Prof. Schulz's

. . text, and ss-check with the : indicated by th lleag at Ohio Dominica
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In order to clarify my point, I am going first to distinguish between
two different concepts of reasonableness: a strong and a weak one.
Drawing upon this distinction, I shall further demonstrate in what
sense Tindale refers to a weak concept, whereas the pragma-dialectic
approach applies a strong concept of reasonableness. This clarification
should help us, finally, to understand to what extent rhetoric might be
considered as reasonable on its own terms.

If one departs from the colloquial use of the word “‘reasonable™ or
“rational”,' one notices immediately that this term can encompass
several different things depending on the objective area to which it is
applied: deliberation, opinions, or arguments may be candidates for
reasonableness within the cognitive area; actions within the behavioral
area; and desires within the emotional area. When we call discourses,
arguments, or thoughts reasonable, we are referring to them neither as
to linguistic constructs nor as regards the respective content of their
declarative statements (technically speaking, the proposition or the
propositional subject matter). Such a content is either true or false,
but not reasonable or unreasonable. Rather, by using the expression
“reasonable” we are describing opinions in a much broader sense. In
the following, ““opinion™ should be understood as a proposition held
to be true. Holding a proposition to be true includes believing, expect-
ing, supposing something, being convinced of something, considering its
possibility, etc. So, holding an opinion is a relation between a subject
(S) and a proposition (P), which can be formalized as S is of the
opinion that p...”. To be exact, one has to add: S is of the opinion p
at a certain point in time or during a certain period of time (7), i.e. ©*S
is of the opinion p at time ¢.”

A further insight into the meaning of the word “reasonable™ can be
gained by looking at its opposite. In contrast with simple descriptive
words, the expression ““unreasonable” possess a normative component
in our cultural context. To say that someone is behaving unreasonably
means not only to suggest that a certain statement or action of the
subject has the named characteristic. It also usually includes a negative
evaluation or criticism of such a statement or action, since standards
of reasonability are not fulfilled. These standards may be rendered
briefly by the keyword “well-founded™: opinions, actions, etc. are rea-
sonable when they can be justified via reasons. Hence it is obvious
that the meaning of “‘reasonable™ is relative: opinions are defended
relative to the argumentation standards possessed by the subject S in
relation to the respective facts at the time 7. And we could even add,
following Tindale, that those standards of the subject are not isolated
from a certain audience, but rather for the most part adapted from it.
Whenever relative arguments are present, we can speak of “‘reason-

ableness”™ in a weak sense. In contrast, a “‘strong” concept of
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rationality requires that the criteria to which one refers in the process
of the relative substantiation of opinions and actions can themselves
be proved as reasonable. The strong concept of reasonableness lays
thus claim to universality: it implies that certain standards of substan-
tiation can be justified independently of any audience. Regarding argu-
ments, this would mean that there are norms, goals, or values which
can be justified independently of a given specific audience which is
being addressed.

At this point it seems necessary to introduce another distinction not
always sufficiently addressed in the discussion of the relative validity of
rationality. Whether or not it is reasonable to have opinion p depends
on two conditions: on the one hand, on the respective cognitive condi-
tion; on the other hand, on the rules of rationality. By cognitive con-
dition, I mean the whole set of accepted opinions, convictions,
evidences, and goals possessed by a certain person at a certain period
in time in front of a specific audience. This cognitive state must be dis-
tinguished from the rules of rationality. To be sure, both of them go
hand in hand at every stage of reasoning. Even so, they can always be
disentangled as its separate components.

Reasonableness is relative, first of all, with regard to the respective
cognitive initial state. Secondly, it is relative with regard to certain
rules or standards of theoretical reasonableness. Discussing the prob-
lem of reasonableness and its relativity, then, one has to be aware of
the kind of relativity being referred to. The relativity regarding the
respective cognitive initial state seems not only unproblematic, but it is
even inevitable. The second type of relativity is different, though, in
that it regards the rules of reasonableness. In so doing, it raises the
question whether or not one can find such rules applicable to all audi-
ences and, if so, which ones. A major problem of the relativistic view
of reasonableness is that the expressions “‘reasonable™ and “‘substanti-
ated™ lose their normal meaning. According to this view, “reasonable™
is nothing more than “substantiated” for a certain person or a group
of persons; in other words, for a specific audience. For the so-called
“relativists™, the rules of reasonableness are exclusively dependent on
the particular audience or context; they allow no context-independent
judgment. As a result, any claim to universality is denied. Therefore, a
relativist will maintain that standards of rationality are completely
arbitrary and cannot be justified by reasons which go beyond the
specific audience.

Where does the distinction between cognitive claims and rules of
rationality and the related distinction between weak and strong sense
of reasonableness lead us regarding Christopher Tindale’s claim that
rhetoric is reasonable on its own terms? From what has been said so
far it follows that we might indeed admit reasonableness of rhetoric in
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rationality requires that the criteria to which one refers in the process
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thus claim to universality: it implies that certain standards of substan-
tiation can be justified independently of any audience. Regarding argu-
ments, this would mean that there are norms, goals. or values which
can be justified independently of a given specific audience which is
being addressed.

At this point it seems necessary to introduce another distinction not
always sufficiently addressed in the discussion of the relative validity of
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the particular audience or context; they allow no context-independent
judgment. As a result, any claim to universality is denied. Therefore, a
relativist will maintain that standards of rationality are completely
arbitrary and cannot be justified by reasons which go beyond the
specific audience.
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rationality and the related distinction between weak and strong sense
of reasonableness lead us regarding Christopher Tindale’s claim that
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object of empirical rescarch must certainly be included. Characeeristic of
this transition in the preoccupation with reason is surely the fact that
since Max Weber, at the latest, the expression «reason» has been displaced
by the new term «rationality», a term being not so negarively charg

is due to the fact that «rationality
scribes the empirically ascertainable human capability of thinking
acting reasonably, which itself is accessible to scientific investigation. The

metaphysical misgiving attached to the term reason due to its linguistic

The change in the terminolo,

history is bypassed through this terminological change. Still, the question
remains: what is it that characterizes and constitutes rational communica-
tion with other culwures?

In our century — and so we come to the second example — the con-
troversy surrounding the relativity of rationality again become viru-
lent; this time it was caused, among other things, by the rise of cultural
anthropology and ethnology with their investigation of myths, rites and
magic in archaic societies.” The Occidental world-view’s encounter with
and discussion of mythic thinking led to the question of whether the
standards of rationality in modern societies are, in fact, able to lay claim
to universal validity or whether, instead, the term rational should be ap-
plied only to what is understood within the context of a particular way of
life. This would mean that in modern societies a «highers rationality of
the sciences would be a chimera. The most prominent proponent of such
a culturally relativistic view is philosopher Peter Winch, whose position is
very near that of Ludwig Wittgenstein, the initiator of this continuing

One onl to think of David Humc's famous dictum: «Reason is and ought o be
the slave c passions.* (Hume 1978: 415)

A good ou of the current state of the discussion about the receprion of magic in
the social sciences of the 60 and 70's can be found in the anthology edited by Hans G.
Kippenberg and Brigite Lucheri (1978).
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tion more closely; in these exam ples, the homogeneous meaning of an
sircationals opinion will be questioned
) Searching for someonc’s [niernct address, although one knows for sure

that the person does not have one.

Being surc that one will win a million Swiss francs in the next lotery

Believing that one can throw a coin up in the air and have it remain

suspended there

T'hinking that by not wearing a certain amulet to an interview, one

will not get the job.

Believing that a politician will win the clection on the basis of his/her

own statement to that effect.
he aforementioned examples represent irrational opinions, but in each
case for different reason Calling the view contained in the first example
irrationaly relics on the fact that it is obviously a logical contradiction:
one cannot advocate two contradictory opinions at the same time and in
the same sense; i.c., the opinion that an [nternet address can be found as
\‘vull as the knowledge that the person involved does not have an Internet
link. Likewise, in the second example, a formally invalid deduction is
present. Understanding lottery rules also means knowing that winning is
dependent on the sadistics of chance, not predictable ¢ rtainty °
_ Both these examples stand for the irrationality of opinions formed by
l_nv.llld dcduclion} Although rationality deals with logical evaluation, the
inconsistency of formal deductions is, nevertheless, insufficient to deter-
mine ur.?nonalhy. [n the case of the third example, certain evidence was
not conmdcfcd — and thus an inductive conclusion was omitted: a gen-
cral conclusion could have been drawn from one’ i
thrown into the air do not remain suspended there.

More clearly still, the fourth example illustrates that rationality is also
not sufficiently defined by inductive or deductive conclusions. One
would like to know whether the person involved possesses a good reason
to suppose the affirmation offered her 0
called rational when the re:

xperience that objects

. Such an opinion could only be
on for the affirmation would seem accept-
able — which may be doubted about an amulet.

.\:'il]\ regard to this example of the amulet, it appears obvious that an
opinion can be called rational only when the opinion’s proponent has jus-
}1ﬁuhlc reasons for it. Thereby, the ability to stify an opinion is not sole-
ly a mateer of deductive or inductive r oning, but of a general ability to
justify statements, i.c., to give an account of them. Both the Greek ¢
pression «kyov S186vany as well as the Latin «rationem redderen suggest

IV AS A CONDLTIL TERCUFTURAT UNDERNTAN

this meaning, t00." And the corresponding translation «reasons, <raisons.
or «ragione» means, resg ¥ s reasons and «reasons. An opinion is
therefore substantiated by reason when it can be derived logically correct-
ly from the reasons justifying it. In general: «Ss opinion at the time ¢ is
rational and reasonable when S at the time ¢ has good reason(s) to be of
the opinion that »

It is important to note that the justifying reasons of opinions are not
just any r s, but only those which may be considered so-called «good
reasons», which may cereainly be maintained by certain culural stan-
dards. Let us look at the fifth example: the opinion that one should be-
lieve the prognosis of the politician merely on the strength of his/her say
ing so appears to be unacceprable in our culture, since for prognoses con-
cerning clection results we rely on other criteria besides the politician’s
own assertions. Here, experiential data other than the self-assessment of a
politician are considered «good reasons».

We can also now specify what an irrational opinion is: it is an unsub-
stantiated opinion formed on the basis of an avoidable crror in thinking.
I we accuse a person of irrational views, then we also presuppose that an
irrational opinion is capable of being corrected. To that extent, the con-
cept of the stating of reasons is closely intertwined with that of learning,
as was already known in antiquity and is often enough stressed in modern
scholarship (Habermas 1988; Jarvie 1972%). Thus, an cssential con-
stituent of the term rationality is the process of clarifying irrational opin-
ions, a prc which aims to accentuate the actual reasons.

Now it is reasonable to assume that in the same way that opinions

may be called reasonable, the same can be said of actions. For rationality

of actions, too, just like opinions, is connected with their possible prov-
ability. An action is rational if the actor can defend why s/he does what
s/he does. Certainly, we must protect ourselves against anything leading

" The Greek expression Aotileovon and the Latin expressions rtionent reddere, ratioci
pari or ealewlare include the sense of both numerical calculations as well as deliberation

‘el inference. Cf, the articles «Denkens and «Rechnen» in Hist. Warterbuch der
Philosophie 2 (1972): 64-66. In the st caneuey, his dimentary ambigaity in borh
Greck and Latin led to the expression scalculated thoughts, in which Martin Heidegge
for example, perccived a chamteristic feature of moder aity. o
* Accordin ~. Jarvie, one should conceive of the commonality of rationality t in
clude at least the ch | comection of ideas required by all individual socictics. i.¢.
learning from cxperience (o che cxtent that mistakes are recognized. Lo be sure, Juvi
i & from mistakes to the area of scientific knowledge. See in addidion and in
Alasdair Maclneyre (1984)
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tive facts at the time 1. The same applies to actions which are justified rel-
ative to their underlying goals. Wherever relative arguments are present,
we can speak of «rationality» in a weak sense. In contrast, a «stronger
concept of rationality would be present where the criteria themselves, to
which onc refers with regard to the relative substantiation of opinions
and actions, once again can be proved as reasonable. The strong concept
of rationality takes up the initial example from antiquity in which ratio-
nality’s claim to universality was described: this .xcu:n}panic the supposi-
tion that certain standards of substantiation can themselves be culturally
justified. Regarding actions, this would mean that there ar

or values which themselves can be justified independent of the respe
cultural provinc

Now, concerning the relativity of arguments, a distinction seems ne
essary to me which is not alway ently addressed in the d on
of the relative validity of rationality. Whether or not it is rational to have
opinion 7 depends on two conditions: on the one hand, the respective
cognitive condition; on the other hand, the rules of rationality. By cogni-
tive condition, I mean the whole set of accepted opinions, convictions,
evidence, and goals possessed by a certain person at a certain period in
time."” This cognitive state must first of all be differentiated from the
rules of rationality. Both go along with reasoning even if one can separate
them into individual problems in cach case. This distinction may be clar-
ified on the basis of the aforementioned study of the ethnologist Evans-
Pritchard. Among other things, he describes the rain dance practices of
the African native Azande tribe. These practices can be reconstructed by
including the underlying cognitive state. For they incorporate the view
that gods, spirits and magicians rule over the powers of nature and can
cause rain. For it to rain, the gods and spirits must be aroused by befit-
ting practices (Evans-Pritchard 1937). If one questions how the Azande
can maintain these opinions in face of evidence to the contrary (as viewed
an), then the rules of rationality become the i

" The cognitive state might be relaed to the hermeneutical wprinciple of charic
meaning of this principle of interpretative charity is that irrational behavior should not
beauributed to people whose language and culture arc forcign; rather, one’s own inabil-
ity 10 understand them should be taken into accouns. Relating this to the cognitive ini-
tial condition, the principle of interpretative charity may be formulated as follows: «In-
terpret others so that their statements arc reasonable in the light of their own convic-
tions and traditions.» The consequences of this principle for intercultural communica-
tion arc addressed in detail by E. Holenstcin (1998).

The example shows that one is able to speak of two possible types of
the relativity of rationality. Rationality is relative first of all in relation to
the respective cognitive state is at the same time a relativi-
ty in relation to certain rules or standards of theoretical rationality. If onc
discusses the problem of rationality and its relativity, then one has to be
aware of the kind of relativity being referred to. The relativity which refers
to the respective state scems not only unproblematic, but it s even in-
evitable. This understanding would be overlooked or even disregarded
where one sought to explain the behavior of natives according to Western
European standards, declaring the natives to be irrational upon the failure
of this attempt. Certain practices such as magic and witchcraft are ration-
al, at least in a weak sense, since they correspond with the cognitive state;
of so-called primitive peoples.” The second type of relativity, though, is
different; it refers to the rules of rationality which question whether or not
one can find rules applicable to all cultures and, if so, which on;

A major problem of the relativistic view of rationality consists of the

fact that the expressions «rationab and «substantiated» lose their normal
meaning. According to this view, «rational» is nothing more than «sub-
stantiated» for a certain person or a group of people.
«culwral relativists», the rules of rationality arc exclusively dependent onj
the particular culture or context; they allow no context-independent judg
ment. As a result, any claim to universality is denied. Therefore, a relacivist
will maintain that the standards of rationality are completely arbitrary and
cannot be justified by reasons which exceed the cultural context.””

* Concerning the different cognitive initial states, theso-called thesis of incommensur
bility cannot be discussed in particular in the context of these remarks. According
this view, specified by scientific theoreticians such as Thomas S. Kuhn (1993) and Paul
1d (1997), the expressions used in another culture cannot be cquated with the
expressions of one’s own culture with regard 1o meaning. Suffice it to sty that from the
diverging views underlying the different cognicive initial states, it need not follow hat
understanding is impossible, being realized by a transfer of difterent views into onc's
own expressions and definitions. Rather, it is an established fact of human expericnce
that we do not intend to make only sweeping evaluations, bt that we are also capable of
mutually interpreting our convictions, desircs, and dechirations in such a nuanced way
that they are also meaningfil to a certain extent )

™ Thus, one bases the standard of rationality on the respective initial state. Wher
Lévy-Bruhl places awild thought in a «pre-logicals stage of knowing and acting, Evans-
Pritchard shows in his studics about the Azandes’ belicf in witches that the difference
lies in the discrepant world views mirroring the background knowledge of social groups:
the relativity of theoretical rationality refers to the relativity of the cognitive initial state
This conclusion is based on the idea that, due to the change of «good reasonss in the
course of history and in the different cultures, it may also be determined that the stan-
dards for the rules of rationality are relative
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The diversity in human character and mood is beyond belief;
diversity not only among the mass of men, but in the same man;

and in that man not only in different years or months or weeks,

but also from day to day, hour to hour and even moment to moment.
Jean Gerson, De perfectione cordis'.

Even now, at the close of the twentieth century, the study of late
scholastic moral thought has still to come of age. While scholars have
expended much effort in recent years on the study of the logic, meta-
physics, natural philosophy and theology of the later middle ages?,
the problems and issues of the moral thought of the fifteenth and six-
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