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Ⅵrho'sA鉦aidoりosepbMargolis?

-CulturalRelativityvs.Relativism-

SASAKIKen-ichi

0.Theme

MyaimhereistocriticizeMargolis-relativismaspresentedinhispaper‖Relativismand

CulturalRelativity‖,Whichispublishedinthesameissueofthisjournal.Margolisarguesthat

Culturalrelativityisbasicallypre-PhilosophicalandrequlreSrelativismasaphilosophical

doctrinetoJuStifythissimplefact･I,Onthecontrary,thinkthattheperceptlOnandexperience

OfthefhctofculturalrelativityalreadybearSaPhilosophicalcharacterandthatwecandiscover

themostimportantPhislophicalmeaningofphenomenaofculturalrelativityinthisexperiential
dimension･AsfbrtheMargolisianrelativism,Ithinkthatitnotonlyfailstoproveitself

COherentasadoctrine,butalsonotsucceedincorrectlytheonzlngthephilosophicalmeamngOf

Culturalrelativism･Theoppositionbetweenusliesnotintheworldvi岳ionbutthetheory;aSfar

asourworldvisionisconcerned,IsympathyzeprofbundlyMargolis･

Mypqperisdividedintotwoparts･Inthe丘rstpart,Ipresentaroughsketchofmyviewof

thephilosophicalmeanlngCOntainedintheexperienceofculturalrelativity･ThereIreftrto

JuStOnePOlntOfMargolis'paper,becausehetakesculturalrelativityasasimplefact;itisa

basicmistakeIhavetounderline･Inthesecondpart,Ishal1analyseMargolisIpaperand

CriticallyexaminesomeofitsessentialpolntS･MythemebeingcntlqueOfMargolisiantheory,

myownviewinthefirstpartisglVenJuStinordertoshowthestandpointfromwhichImake

mycritique.

1･PhilosophyofCulturalRelativity

A･ExperienceofCulturalRelativityandtheDimensionofFrameofRefbrence.

Therearetworespectivelyevidentfactsand,aSareSult,anaPP訂entPuZZleintermSOftheir

relationship,anditisthisthatconstitutesoneofmymainconcernSinaesthetics･Oneis

Culturalrelativityandtheotherisbeautyandtheaesthetic(Idonottaketheseassynonymous;I

Shallshowlaterhowtheydifftreachother).Althoughartisoneofthebasic頁eldswhere

Culturalrelativityispointedout,itseemsatthesanetimethatbeautyandtheaestheticcontain

acertainabsolutedimensiontranscendingrelativity･Iknowtherearemanypeoplewhoare

Wi11ingtoimmediatelycategorizethiskindofopinion,OreVenthiskindofquestionnlngaSOld-

fashioneduniversalism･Indeed,IwouldnotcriticizeMargolisianrelativismbecauseIama

universalist･Theproblemismorecomplicatedthanthat.Ifwenoticetwoopposlngfa云ts,We
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havetostartbyacknowledgingthatthereisaproblem･Sotobeginwith,Iwishtoconsiderthe

factsofculturalrelativity.

Inartaswellasinother丘elds,Wehavemanycanonicalexamplesofculturalrelativlty,

whichareVeryOftenbroughtforwardascounter-eVidencesagainsttheallegeduniversalityor

absolutenessofbeauty･Forexample,agayPleCeOfJapanesemusicisheardbyWestern

peopleassad;ahighandalowkeyintheWesternSCalearerepreSentedconverselyamongthe

peopleofanA丘icantribe;OreVenintheWesternWOrld,thedifferenceofpitchrepresentedin

EnglishandinGermanaSthatofhighandlowisrepresentedinGreek,inLatinandinItalian

orFrenchasthatofacuteandgrave･Totakeanexample伽)mPICtOrialexpression,ablack-

and-WhitedrawlnginIndianink,aStylethatorlglnatedinChinaandspreadtoKorreaand

Japan,leaveswhite,OPenSpaCeS･ThesewhiteareaschangemeanlngaCCOrdingtowhatis

drawnwithblackink:hereitisthesky,thereriverorlake;aWhiteareaCanmeanamOuntain

surface,OraWallofahouse,Oramanlsface,eVenthesameman▼sclothes･Whatissky,river,

mountainorfacetooureyesdoesnotq)PearSOtOtheeyesofWesternPeOPle:theytakethese

whitespacesfornothavingbeenpaintedyet･Weknowafamoushistorianofartwhotook

themfor"non丘mito'1.

Atfirst,thesefactssurpnseus･Beingsurprised,Weregardthemasunbelievable･

Sometimes,WefindinamannerofperceptlOndifferentfromoursalackofintelligenceand

civilizedrennement:itisregardedasamarkofbeingfbolishandbatbarian･ModernWestern

thoughtmanagedtoattainthenotionofculturalrelativity･Theitineraryofthisrevelationis

markedbyMontalgne,PhilosophersoftheEnlightenmentsuchasDiderot,andtheart

historianswhotheorizedthestyle･Foruswholiveattheendofthe20thCentury,Cultural

relativitylSaready-madenotion,throughwhichwecanunderstandstrangemannersof

perceptlqnfbundindi肋･entCultures･Thefactthatwecanunderstandthemprovesthatthose

phenomenaarerathersuperficial･IdonotdoubtthatthereexistmanyWesternPeOPlewho

understandthestyleofblack-and-Whiteassky,thewatersaswaters:thefactthatthereare

specialistsstudyingthissty1eofdrawinginWesternCOuntriesissufficientevidencetobeleave

it.AndImyselfcanhearagayJqpaneSemelodyassad･AllIneedtodoistochangeacertain

switchinmymindinordertogetthiseffect:itisasifIamlookingatadrawlngbyEscher･

TYlenhowaboutthedi鮎renceofkey?InJqpaneSe,1tisrepresentedjustasinEnglish,andthis

schema(high-low)issodeeplyrootedinmymindthatIcannOtdiscemkeysinadi飴rentway;

thatistosay,Icannothearahighkeyas-lowt･Butitispossibleformetoconceivethis

invertedschema.一Altus-inLatinmeans-deep一(intwodirections)andthighl･Itisnoteasybut

notimpossibletorepresentadepthasaheight･Itisnoteasybecauseweneedtohaveabodily

ftelinglikethatofhand-Standing･OncethecircuitofpercelVlngdepthashighthisestablished,

however,Wemightbeabletoacceptasreasonablethemannerofheanngalowkeyashigh

(=deep).

WefeeldizzywithadrawlngbyEscherorhand-Standing,dizzinesscomlngftoman

inversionofaperceptlVeimagewhichiscausedbyaninversionoftheframeofperceptlOn･

Strictlyspeaking,tOunderstandaphenomenonofculturalrelativitylStOeXPeriencethis

dizziness,anditmeansthatourperceptlOnhassomethingtodowithacustomari1yestablished
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SChema.As☆ehaveJuStVeri丘ed,WeCanimitateadi飴rentmannerOfpercept10nParticulartO

adifftrentculture,Oratleastconceiveitsrationality,1nOtherwordsitsconfbmitytoacertain

SChema:thisfactmeansthattheschemainquestionisnot'natural'but7cultural'.Inthisrespect,

thepossiblityofunderstandingadiffbrentcultureisanalogousto,thefactthatwitheffbrtwe

Canlearnandunderstandtoacertainextentafbrelgnlanguage･Margolisisrighttobeginhis

PaPerWitharefbrencetothefactofbilingualism.Hisintention主stointerpretthepossibilityOf

leaminganylanguageintermsoftheequalityofeveryculture.Butwecanrelatethesamefact

totheconpetehcewhichisnaturaltothehumanmind,anaSPeCtthatMargolisfailstoconsider･

FromthepolntOfvie■wofperceptlOn,itistheempiricalschemathatcorrespondstothemother

tongue,andtheabilityofacquiringsuchschema(‖transcendentalschema")tothenative

COmPetenCeOflanguage.ButifweconsidertheproblemintermsoflingulStCCOmPetenCe-

PerfbrmanCe,thereisnocontradictionbetweenuniversalityandrelativity.

NowitisclearthattheMargOlisiannotionofculturalrelativltyisfalse.Accordingtohim,

theculturalrelativityMisatruthnooneeverdreamofdisputlng-7and"oneextremelytame

COnCeSSion''(p.9).Furthermore,hedifftrentiatesitasat'丘rstorderfact"from"therelativist-s

thesis'T:‖By themselves‖,he says,‖thebare facts regarding culturalrelativityhave no

PhilosophicalimportanCeatal1"(p.9).Indeed,itisreasonabletodistinguishculturalrelativity

andrelativism,andweshould丘ndtheirdistinctioninarelationof丘rstorderandsecondorder.

But,neVertheless,itisimportanttoacknowledgethephilosophicalingredientofcultural

relativity.‖Thebarefactsregardingculturalrelativity''isfarfrombeingttatruthnooneever

dreamofdisputlng",butissimplysomethingastonishing,SOthatwecanhardlybelieveinthe

POSSibilityofperceivingdiffbrently.Whenwesucceedinacceptingitasculturalrelativity,i.e.,

acknowledingltaS''atruth''noonecandispute,WemuSthavehadatleastavagueintuitionthat

theperceptlOnisbasedonaframeofreftrencewhichisschema,andthatitsframeofreftrence

isfbrmed,tOaCertainextent,Culturally:areCOngnlt10nthat一'thereexistsawayofseelngand

thinkingdi鮎rentftommine''.Now,thiscognltlOnisglVentOuSaSCOmmOnknowledge,and

WeStartWithit.Asaresult,WedonotexperiencethedramaofgalnlnganeWreCOgnlt10n.

Evenso,Wehavetotryatleasttoperceiveinadifftrentway丘･Omtheusualoneinordertobe

abletoacceptthefactofculturalrelativity.

Inotherwords,tOaCknowledgethefactofcuturalrelativityisalreadytograsptherelativity

Oftheframeofreference.AforerunnersuchasMontalgneattainedthisknowledgeafter

havingtriedmanytlmeStOadoptinhimselfdifftrentwaysofthinking.Theftlationbetween

thephenomenaofperceptlOnanditsffameofreferenceisconstant:theculturalrelativlty

CannOtberegardedasapre-Philosophicalfact.

FurthermOre,therecognitonofculturalrelativitycamiesaquestionconcemingthelimitsof

natureandculture.Evenifculturaldifftrenceisanevidentfact,WeareSti11notsureif

everythingisdeterminedbycultureorhowfarthecontrolofcultureextends.Although

MargOlisthinksthateverythinglSCulturallydeteminedandsubjecttoaconstantchange,SuCh
thoughtsastheKantianideaof''tranSCendentalschematism"wouldarguethatunderperCePt10n

liesamechanismcommonandnaturaltoeveryperson.Thesecondvisionseemsnoless

evidentthanthefactofculturalrelativity;infact,aSWehavementionedabove,Wedo
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understanda･differentculturetoacertainextent.Wehavetoacknowledgethatthereisa

possiblityofovercomlngCulturaldifftrnCe･Thephilosophicalhorizonpeculiartocultural

relativityextendsthisfar.

B.Limitsofculturalrelativity-(a)theaestheticandcompetence･

Nowwehavethusverinedthatthephenomenaofculturalrelativity,VeryaPParentaSitis,

shouldbeconsideredinrelationtoitsframeofreftrence,ratherthaninitsaspectof''bare

facts‖.AlthoughperceptlOnlsframeOfreftrenceisascheme,SOmefactsofculturalrelativity

havefortheirframeofreferenceaworldvisionor'philosophy'.Limitingourscopeof

discussiontoaesthetics,IwouldliketoconsidertheaestheticwithregardtoperceptlOn,andthe

beautifulinrelationtoworldvision.Idrawasharpdistinctionbetweentheaestheticandthe

beautifu1.The aestheticis theperceptualproperties ofano句ectwhich are mentally

appreciatedinreferencetoacertainframeworkofjudgement(WhatKantcalls‖freeplay
betweentheimaginationandtheunderstanding");thebeautifu1,Onthecontrary,isthe

OVerWhelmingpowerthatrealityeXerCisesonusl)･

Letusconsiderinthefirstplacetheaesthetic･Myde丘nitionabovesuggeststhatitismuch

lessimportantinitselfthanthebeautifu1･However,isn-titrea11yalampeleadingustoareal1y

unknowndimension?Isn'titundertheguidanceoftheaestheticthatwecanamiveatknowlng

orinventlngSOmethingtru1ynew?Iamthinkingnowofwhatacreativeartistmustexperience

whenhe/shebreaksfreshground･Itmustalsobewhateveryonemustexperiencewhenhe/she

amivesatunderstandinganartisticbeautywhichhe/shehasnotknownbefbre･Indeed,inmost

cases,anaeStheticjudgementisbasedonastandardthatisformedculturallythroughan

accumulationofexperiences,aCharaCteristicthatiscommOntOal1empiricaljudgements･We

movethen,byde丘nition,Withinthehorizonofexperiencedthings･Butifal1judgementswere
empirical,WeWOuldnotbeabletoevaluateanythingnewwehadnothadthechanceto

experience･

Anartistinparticular(nowIamespeciallythinkingofanartistworkingintraditional

Jqpanesecraft,Whoseworkconsistsinmakingathing),undergoesagradualtransfiguration

andmaturationthrough丘ndinggoodanewpropertyhishandhappenstorealize･Here,he/she

doesdiscoverthisnewbeauty(theaestheticinitsmodeofexperience),andnotconstruCtit･I

canSPeakonlyofdicovenng,becausehe/shelearnSfbrthe丘rsttimeinthisconcreteexample

thecriterionitselfwhichmakeshim仙erapproveit.DiscoveringanewbeautyisaneXPerience

Ofcreativity2).

Itisimpossibletoexplainthisfactofexperienclngthenewanditspositiveevaluationasa

culuturalphenomenon･AnewbeautylSneWbecauseitisirreducibletoanythingexistlng,

whiletheculturalisfbrmedandacquired:theproblemconsistinknowinghowitlSPOSSibleto

acqulreSOmething･IndeedanewartisticbeautylSaCulturalphenomenon,butitsnewelement

l)Cf.mypaper,一一Puissancedubeau,Impuissancedel'esthitique-Considirationsurl'essencedubeaunaturell',

JTLA,VOl.2,1978,PP.39-52.

2)Ofcourse,IbearinmindMargOlis-argumentthat:''Theassumptionisthatthereissimplynowaydiscoverthe

truenormsofobjectivityinanydomainatall･"eVenOuradherencetoabivalentlogic(inphysics,Say)may

havetotakeaconstruCtivistturn"(p.12T13).
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isonlypossiblebecauseitissupportedbyatranscendentalfaculty･Cultureowesitscreativity

Oritstransfiguratlngdynamismtosomethingnon-Cultural.Asfbrtheevaluationofthe

goodnessinaperception,thetranscendentalisthefaculty('1thefreeplaybetweenthe

imaginationandtheunderstandingtt)thatjudgesaperceptual･gOOdnessbyafeelingof

Pleasure/displeasure･Thisinnate faculty belongs to manTs nature･An artistinvents

(discovers=CreateS)anewbeauty,Whenthefbrmmadebythisnaturewhichishishand,is

receivedbythisanothernaturewhichistheperceptualfaculty･Asfarpercept10nOrCOgnltlOn

areconcerned,Whatappliestothenewappliestothehetero-Cultureaswell,WhichappearS

Purelyandsimplyasakindofnewness･Thepossibilityofunderstandingahetero-Culture

PreSentedatthebeginnlngOfmypqperissustainedbythisnaturalbasis.

C･Limitsofculturalrelativity-(b)naturalbeauty

ItisourinnernaturewhichsupportsaperceptlOnOfthenew.Outernature,i.e.,natureaS

reality,aPPearStOuSaSnaturalbeautyandrevealsthebeautifultous･NaturalbeautylStrue

beauty;andartisticbeautylSOnlylikeitsshadow･Withnaturalbeauty,thereisnothingnewto

beperceived･Itis,however,alwaysnewbecauseofitsplenitudeofreality･Althoughartistic

beautylSaCulturalphenomenon,naturalbeautyhasnoculturalvariance･Itisuniversally

beautifu1,andpresentsevidenceofthelimitsofculturalrelativity.

Curiouslyenough,thisnaturalbeautyprovokes,atthelevelofitsdiscourse,aPhenomenon

Ofculturalrelativity:itisaculturalrelativityofworldvisionorphilosophy(thatofthenatural

beauty)･IamthinkingoftheaestheticsofAdomo.ManyWesternPhilosophersspecializedin

aestheticslackaninterestinandunderstandingofnaturaibeauty;itisalreadyafactofcultural

relativity･Amongthem,Adomoisanexceptioninhavingaprofbundinsightintothebeautyof

nature‥itisfromthispolntOfviewthathecriticizesHegel･InsplteOfthat,however,he

maintainsthattheviewpolntOfnaturalbeautylSrelativetoculture･Accordingtohim,theact

OrattitudeoflookingatthebeautylnnaturelSPrOgrammedbyculture,fbra臨rmerpressedby

dailyneedsisindiffbrenttowardthenaturalbeautystretchingbeforehim3).

Inmyoplnion,itisthisnotionratherthantheexperienceofnaturalbeauty,thatis

relativetoculture:itisdeterminedbythetendencypeculiartotheWesterncultureto

OVeremPhasizecultureandtoneglectnature,SOmuChsothatitfailstograsptherealityof

naturalbeauty,Whichconsistsinrevealingtousourpowerlessnessandsmallness,aS

acknowledgedthroughthefactthatthisnaturalsceneryisfarbeyondourcapabilitiesof

making･Thebeauty ofnatureis apower,andimpossibletobe constructedbyour

COnSCiousness･ThenistheAdornianevidenceoftheneedyfarmersaninventedstory?

Probablynot･Simply,theyknowthatthereisbeautylnnature,Whichtheycouldeqoy

anytlmetheywish;COnSequently,theyhaveestablishedtheprlnCipleofpreferringthe

necessitiesoflifetonaturalbeauty･Forallthat,theymighthappentobecapturedbyits

Cbarm.

3)Cf･myPaper,■'Consolationofnature:AnEssayinCritiqueofFormativeReason",inlssuesinConteflPOTtZTy

CultureandAesthetics,No･5,DepartementofTheory,JanvanEyckAkademie,Maastricht,Apri11997,Pp･73-

83.
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NowtheproblemfocusesonthefarmerS･naturalbeauty:Whoisright,Adorn00rmySelf?

T鮎sisanissuethatisprobablyalwayspending･Itdoesnotconcernafacttobecertified,but

aninterpretation,Whichis'deteminedbyaworldvisionasitsframeofreference･Andhere,

theworldvisioninquestionisculturalratherthanindividual･Thatwouldmeansthatthis

worldvisionorphilosophyisatypicalphenomenonofculturalrelativity･Forme,thebeauty

ofnatureastruebeautyisanunlversalfacttranSCendingculturalrelativity･Butthephilosophy

ofnaturalbeauty,1nCludingmyownpositiononthis,ischaracterisedbyculturalrelativlty･

TakingasevidencethisunsoIvedoppositionoftwophilosophiesofnaturalbeauty,ShouldI･

thenadheretoMargOlisianrelativism?ButinthatcaseIthinkIwouldcommlttlnganerrOr･In

ordertoexplainthat,Ihave,firstofall,tOtrytOunderstandwhatrelativismisinMargolisT

2.TheRelativismaccordingtoMargolis

A.Re伽rmulationoftheTheoryofMargolis

Iamabeginnerasfarasrelativismgoes,butwhatisatstakehereisnotaencyclopaedic

knowledgeconcern1ngrelativismingeneral,butonlythetheoryofMargolis4)･AsIhave

explainedabove,aCknowledgingthephenomenaofculturalrelativity,myViewisthat,Onthe

onehand,thereisauniversaldimensionintheaesthetic(Ofthenew)aswe11asthebeautifu1(in

nature),andontheotherhand,Irecognizethatthephilosophyofthebeautyofnatureitselfis

relativetoculture.Margolis,Onthecontrary,takesculturalrelativityaSaSimpleprimaryfacts

andclaimsrelativismasthephilosophyjustifyingit･ThatseemstomeaconflictingviewthatI
havetorefute.SoIwillbeginbyanalysingMargolis-paperandrepresentlngltSOutline:his

paperissodifncultfbrabeginnerlikemethatInnditindispensabletotakethisstep･Indeed,

itisnotalingulSticproblem,thoughhisEnglishisnoteasyfbrme･Afterseveralreadingsand

takingnoteofthepolntSOfhisargument,Ihaveevendiscoveredsomeaspectsthatarekindto

hisaudience:theauthorrepeatshisthesisseveraltimes,andoccasionallyprovidesasummary

ofhisargument･Havinggraspedthebroadoutlineofhisargument,Icansaythatitisfarfrom

complicatedbutrathersimpleandclearinitsownway･

TTlenWhydoesltglVeanimpressionofbeingdifficult?Iassumetworeasons･Thenrstis

hispolemicalstyle･AcontroversylmPliesanexaggerationforthepurposeofstresslngthe

difference･Forexample,thewordsheusestopresentculturalrelativityarecoloredwitha

polemicalbias‥hesaysthattheculturalrelativitylSnOthingbutHamatteroffirst-Orderfact"

acknowledgedasat-tameCOnCeSSion一一,Whichhastobe‖dismiss(ed)asafalsepretender.Tfrom

theviewpointofphilosophicalrelativism(P･9)･Margolisdoesnotdistorthisthought･Butthis

ratherstrongtonelSquitedifftrent丘･Omhisrealoplniondeveloppedafterwardsontherelation

4)AsfbrstudiesdealingwiththephilosophyofMargolis,IreadthreepaperspublishedinthejournalManand

world,VOl･30No･2,Apri11997:一TJosephMargolisoninterpretation一一byE･S･Casey･TTMargolisandthe

philosophyofhistory･▼byD･Carr,and･･MargOlisandthehistoricalturnHbyT･Rockmore･Thesearea11good

papersandIlearnedagreatdealfromthemabouttheevolutionandthewidescopeofMargolis'thought･But

asthesubjectisdifftrent,Idonotquotethem･
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betweenrelativismandphenomenaofculturalrelativity.Theinitialwordsquotedal)OVeincite

ustoconstruehisthesis,aSSOmethinglikethis:relativismisthesheep,Culturalrelativitythe

goat.Fo1lowlngthisincitement,OneWOuldfinditquitehardtograsptherealtoneofhis

argument.Itisessentialnottobedistutbedbythispolemicalstyle･Moreover,thefactthathe

StreSSeSCertainpolntSinhisargumentbecauseofdisputeintheUnitedStates,makesitseem

dimculttoabeginnerlikemyself:Margolisalwaysmaintainsafightingstanceagainsthis

SuPPOSedenemy,andthepolntSattributedtothissupposedenemydonotnecessari1ycoincide

WithwhatIwanttOknow.ItisprudentforustolgnOrethiskindofbias.

TheseconddimcultyconsistsinthewaythatMargolistriessecretlytoenlargethe

argumentthatisotherwiserestrictedtothefieldofartorculture.Onseveraloccasions,he

SuggeStS thepossibility ofthis generalization,butitrathertends tofunction as noise

interruPtlngtheunderstandingofhisthought.Inmycase,aSIdistinguishculturefromnature

andsinceIthinkthisdistinctionessential,thisnoiseisquitedistufbing,becauseitdiffusesmy

attention.IwouldneglectthispolntaSfhraspossible5).

Consequently,therefbrmulationwearegolngtOglVehereofMargolis-argumenttriesto

StrlPOffthepolemicalbiasandtosimplify.Hispqperisdividedintothreeparts.Theyarenot
titled,buttheargumentisroughlyarticulatedasfollows.MargOlisbeginsbydistinguishing

twodimensionsoftheproblemconcernlngrelativism:''alethic"and=ontic/epistemicl'.The

fbrmeristheargumentconcern1ngtruthvaiue,aimlngtOeStablishtheconsequencyof

relativism;thelatterdiscusseswhethertherelativisticopt10nispertinentornotinparticular

CaSeS.TheauthorrepeatedlydistinguishesthesetwopolntSOfview,mentionlngtheirco-

relativecharacter｡Inthenrstparagraph,Margolisexaminesthe'talethic''problemandr

COntraStS relativisticloglCwithbivalentloglC.The secondis dedicatedto aconcrete

COnSideration,throughwhichourphilosopherclaims,reStrictlnghisfieldofdiscussionto

Culture,eSPeCiallyart,tOadoptrelativism･Itistherethathedevelopshisopln10nCOnCern1ng

Culturalrelativity,basingltOnthe一'intentional‖characterofculture,andmaintainigthatthe

logicofjustifyingculturalrelativityisrelativism･ThethirdparagraPhaimstoestablishtheco-

relativitybetweenthetwodimensions:theauthorassertsthatthechoiceofthelogicalprinciple

(bivalentorrelativistic)dependsonhowweunderstandthenatureoftheobject(fbrexample

thatofart).Inclaiminginparticularthatbivalentlogiciscompletelyimpertin6nttocultural

Phenomena,hearguesthatintentionalqualitiesaredeterminedthroughsocialcustoms(he

adoptstheHegelianCOnCePtOf''sittlich")･

Theoutlineofthepaperbeingthussketched,WeShallnowdiscusssomeofitsmainpolntS･･

B.Notionof一一relativisticlogic‖

OneofthemainreasonsforthedifncultyofMargolis.theoryisthathedoesnotprovidea

deBnitionofrelativism.IsrelativismanindefinableconceptlikeTTbeing''?Margolishimself

admitsthatitisnotanevidentone,becausehesaysthatculturalrelativitylSVeryOften

5)Margolismightsaythatthereisnogreatdifferencebetweencultureandnature,SOthathecouldsimplyapply

hisargumentonculturetonature.IwouldnotacceptthispplnlOn,becausenotonlyinconsciencebutalso

throughbehaviour,hedoesinfactdistinguishnaturefromculture.
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confusedwithrelativism.Soheneedstodefineit.Margolis'paperdoesinfactcontain

implicitdefinitions･Whatweneed,however,isanexplicitone,becausehespeaksof

relativismintwodifftrentdimensions,andtheuseofthewordtheredoesnotseemunivocal:

thedistinctionisnotmadeclearenough.

The丘rstuseis一▼relativisticlogic‖,aSOPPOSedtobivalentlogic･Naturally,Margolis'

argumentfocussesontherefutation,OrCntlqueOfbivalency,OrmOreeXaCtly,Oftheclaimthat

bivalencytistheonlytrueloglC･Bivalentlogicadmitsonlytwotruthvaluestrue-falsefbrany

judgementorproposition.How,then,isrelativisticloglCOPPOSedtoit?Rqjectlngthe"three-

valuedset用nethatmerelyaddsIndeteminatetotheusualbivalentpairt一,Margolisadmitsthat

relativisticlogicisa一一many-Valued"one(P.6).''Iamentirelywilling‖,hesays,.'tolabelmy

many-ValuedvaluesinanyWaythatsuitstheoccasioninhand.一,andproposessuchexamplesas

‖apt‖,'一reasonable'',''plausible‖etc･(P･7)･TheseareeXamPlespresentedwithregardto

artworks.

ThenwhydoeshedeliberatelycallthispolyvalentloglCrelativistic?Theanswermay

perhapsbefoundinthethirdofsixessentialelementshepresentsoftherelativisticloglC:

‖..･truth-Claimsthat,OnabivalentloglC…WOuldbefbrmallycontradictoryorincompatiblemay

beloglCallycompatiblewhenasslgnedoneoranotherofthereplaclngmany-Valuedvalues"

(P.6).LetustakeasanexampleteninterpretationsofHamlet･Accodingtobivalentlogic,if

weconsideroneamongthemtobetrue,thentheothernineshouldbejudgedfalse,because
whatisnottruemuStbefalse.Butitdoesnotfitthefactthatweaccepta11interpretations

whicharegOOd･Itseemstomethatbecauseheattachesimportancetothisfact,hepreftrsto

cal1itrelativistic.

NowIshouldliketodevoteattentiontotheconditionalclauseintheabovequote:''･･･When

assignedoneoranotherofthereplacingmany-ValuedvaluesTl(myemphasis)･"Replacing''

means一▼whichreplacesltrue-ofthebivalence一一･Wemayapplytheabovementioned''apt-

reasonable-Plausible…一一･Then一▼oneoranother一一intheclauseinquestionisambiguous･

SimplifyingtheexamPle,1etustaketwointerpretationsofHelmet,SayAandB･Thenwhat
doesMargolismeanby‖oneoranother",Orthat‖Aisapt,andBreasonable'',OreVen

admittlng‖AisaptaswellasB‖･Ithinkhemeanstheformer,becauseJuStafterthequote

above,hecontinuesthat=thesemaybenamedtincongruent-values一一･Hemeansthatsuch

valuesas一一apt-reaSOnable-PlausibleHarenOtCOnflictingorcontradictory,andthathewantsto

use this notion to establish the possibility of pertinence or compatibility ofpluriel

interpretations･IdonotthinkthatthisloglCCOVerSthecaseoftwointerpretationsequally

'-叩t''.

IthinkthisambigultyPrOblematic,becauseitseemstomethatthereisagapbetweenthe

relativisticviewofinterpretationandpolyvalentloglC･一TIncongruent‖valuesmightbenot

conflictingorcontradictory･ButasfarasitconcernSthetruthvaluewhichappliestoa

judgementorproposition,therecannotbeplurieljudgementshavinganidenticaltruth-Value:if

thereweretwojudgementshavingthesametruth-Value,theymustberegardedasthesame

judgement.Thatistruebothforpoly-Valenceaswellasforbivalence(Isha11discussthis

problemalittlelater).InthecaseoftheinterpretationofanartWOrk,Ontheotherhand,WeCan
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appreciatetwocompletelydi鮎rentinterpretationsasequal1y‖apt‖･Thathappensbecausethe

Viewpolnt Ofinterpretationcanbe difftrent,OrWe Canunderline difftrentaspectsin

interpretlngthesameartwork･Wehavetoacknowledgethat一'apt/reasonable/plausible一一are

VeryfuzzyestimationsglVentOSuChacomplexmentalactlVltyaSinterpretingcomplex

COnStruCtionslikeartworks･Eveniftwointerpretationsmightbejudged"qpt'',Whatisreftred
tobythisconcept,aSWellastheimplicationoftheconcept,muStbedi飴rent.Forthisreason,

SuChjudgementsare-Tincongruent"･Indeed,themoreprecisetheobjectofinterpretation,the

morestrictbecomestheestimationofitsadequacy.Inanextremecase,th占interpretationofa

WOrdinapoemoranovelbecomesmuchmoreunivocal‥eVeniftherearetwopossible

glosses,WeCannOteaSilyspeakoftheircompatibility:WeShouldhavetochoiceoneofthemin

relationtothetotalityofthework.

Thisremarkincitesustofurtherourcrltlque･Whentruth-Valueisconcerned,theproblem

COnSistsintheadequacyofajudgment=PrOpOSition.FromthispolntOfview,isltPOSSibleto
thinkofacasewheredifftrentpoly-Valentvaluesare.一incongruent‖?Themosttypicalpoly-

ValentloglCistheloglCOfprobability,andMargolisianvalueexamples▼一apt-reaSOnnable-

plausible▼てseemtobeconceivedaccordingtothescaleofprobability6)･Letussupposethree

judgementsaboutthesamefhct:
A=BecauseofthemurderofMr･Y,Mr･Xshouldbesentencedtotwentyyearsofpenal

Servitude.

B=BecauseofthemurderofMr･Y,Mr･Xshouldbesentencedtofifteenyearsofpenal

SerVitude.

C=BecauseofthemurderofMr･Y,Mr･Xshouldbesentencedtotenyearsofpenal

Servitude.

Then,SuPPOSealsothatIappreciatethatAisapt,Breasonable,andCplausible･Butthere

mightbeanotherpersonwhothinksthatBisapt,Areasonable,andCplausible･Andthere

WillariseadisputeastowhetherAorBisapt.Thus,therearetWOaSPeCtStOdistinguish:the

firstistheappreciationofapersonconcernlngdifftrentjudgmentsofprobability,andthe

SeCOndthedifferentappreciationofdifftrentpersonsconcern1ngthesamejudgementof
PrObability･Whenhespeaksof-1incongruentvaluesT7,WhichcasedoesMargolishavein

mind?Atleastfromthelogicalviewpolnt,itmustbethesecond,becausethecompatibilityln

the丘rstcaseisnotpeculiartopolyvalentlogicbutq)Plicabletobivalentlogic:forexample,一一A

isqpt"and‖Bisinapt''arecompatible(thepairofapt-inaptisasbivalentastrue-false;the

reasonwhyIavoidtouse"true-false"willbeexplainedlater).Nowwehavetoexaminethe

SeCOndcaseinordertoknowifthedifftrenttruth-Valuesappliedtherearereally''incongruent''.

Theproblemcanbeconcretelyformulatedasfollows:WhenIappreciatethatAisapt,doI

admitanotherperson'sappreciationthatBisapt?IntheBnalanalysis,Ishouldnotadmitit.

EvenifthedifftrencelSJuStOneyearOfthepnsonterm,theoppositioncouldnotbeavoided:

thesedi鮎rentappreciationsarenot''incongruent''.

6)LetmequoteaphrasefromMargolisrpaper:"Ishouldsaythatsomethingsimilarobtainsinamany-Valued

logicthatadmitsIprobable.or'probablytrue.,althoughitislikelytobeintendedinnon-relativisticwaysandis

Characteristica11ylinkedtoabivalentlogic.'(p.7).
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Indeed,thisoppositionwi11beshalPenedonlywhenwehavetomakeourjudgement･恥en
isltPOSSibletosaythatthemomentofoppositionorcontradictionbelongsnottotruth-Values

suchas-Tqpt-reaSOnal)1e-Plausible‖butdrives丘omthecontextinwhichwelivewhichobliges

ustomakedecisionsaboutouroplnlOnS?ItmightbethecaseforMargolis:hemightsimply

assertthatthesetruth-ValuesareconceptuallyorloglCallyincongruent,OrnOn-COntradictory･

NowwecomebackinasensetotheAbovementionednrstchoice,Onlywiththisdiffbrence:it

isnolongeramatterofthecompatibilityoftwodifferentestimations(‖AisapttTandTIBis

inapttt),butthecompatibility,drratheracceptability,Oftwodifferentjudgements('一A"and

=B-t);thoughwhenwesayl-Bisinapt‖,thisjudgementBhastoberqiected,Wheras‖Bis

reasonable,一expressesanattitudewhichadmitsthejudgementBtoacertainextent･Itseemsto
methatthisisJuStWhatMargolisafBrmswithhisnotionofT-incongruenttttruth-Values,because

hewishestoestablishlogical1ythepossibilitythatdiffbrentinterpretationsofthesameartWOfk

canCOhal)it.

NowIshouldliketoaskwhetherthecompatibilitylSintrinsictowould-beincongruent

truth-Values.Idoubtit.Asforthebivalentpairtrue-false,theyexcludeoneanotherby

deBnition･Asfor‖叩t-reaSOnable-Plausible‖,however,WeCannOtSaytheyarecompatibleby

definition･Judgingonlyfromtheconceptualanalysisofthewords,WeCannOtte11if一一apt一'is

compatibleornotwith=reasonable‖or=plausible..･Weshouldsay,‖itdependsf.;inother

words,WeCannOttelltheirlogicalstatuswithoutrefbringtotherealsituationinwhichtheyare

used.Aswehaveseenabove,Whenwehavetodecideouropln10n,theyexcludeoneanother･

Soatwhatstatearetheycompatible?Myanswerwouldbethatithappenswhenweare

indiffbrenttotheoplnlOnOfotherpeople･FromtheviewpolntOfMargolis,itshouldbehoped

thatwecouldanswer･Tatthestandardstatewithoutanybiasoftheneedofdecision一一･ButI

thinkthisisimpossible,SincewecannotdecidethecompatibilityOf‖incongruent‖truth-Values

onthesemanticbasis.Ithinkthisdependenceontherealsituationofusecomesfromthe

essenceofthesewords,WhichIthinkrepresentnotcontext-freejudgementsbutourdecision-

makingjudgements･Thebasicwayofuseofthesewordsisthis:‖thisjudgmentis
apureasonable/plausibleformetomake"･Inotherwords,theseconceptsarefarfroman

objectivea出butioninthewaythattrue-falsecanbe,butrepresentmyattitudetakeninmyown
situation.Thiswasthereasonwhy,WishingtoglVeabivalentappreciationwithregardtothe

abovementionedexamplesA,B,andC,Icouldnotsay‖Aistrue侶isfalse.一,butl-AisapuBis

inapt･一;itisthepersonalcomitmentincludedinthesejudgementsA,B,C,thatdoesnotallow

theconcepts一一trueffalse一一tobeapplied･

Afteral1,▼tapt-reaSOnable-Plausible‖arenottruth-Values,butrepresentdifferentdegreesof

mypossiblecommitmenttothejudgementinquestion･Inthecaseoftwodifftrent
interpretationsofthesameartWO血,iftheyareCOmPatible,itmustbebecausetheydonotreftr

tostrictlythesameaSPeCtOfthework･Inasense,thesubjectoftheirattributionisdiffbrent,SO

thatitisnaturalthattheseinterpretationsarenOtCOntradictory･Iftheo切ectisstrictlythesame,
itsdifftrentinterpretationsshouldopposeoneanother,andgiverisetoadispute･Itwouldbe

justliketheabovementionedcaseofaglossofawordinanovel･MargOlisian一TincongruenCy''

cammOtClaimalogicalstatus,butisonlybaseduponthepraxisofinterpretationofartwotkatits
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macroqlevel.

Nowwemustdistinguishatleasttwolevelsofinterpretation:microandgloballevels･､At

themicrolevel,aninterpretationofawordinanovel,fbrexamPle,OPPOSeSanddemiesanOther

One:ithasatruthclaim,butofbivalentnature･AninterpretationofanartWOrkinitstotality,

Onthecontrary,hasaquitedi能rentbehaviour･Whetherithasatruthclaimornotdependsthe

interpreter-sintention:inotherwords,itisnotdecidedbyitsnature･Evenifitbringswithita

truthclaim,thiswillnotbereceivedinbivalentway･TwointerpretationsofthesameWOrkcan

PrOVideuswithaestheticevidenceintheirownways:agOOdexampleistheinterpretationsof

theSymphonyNo･1byBrahamsrecordedbyFurtwanglerandE･VanBeinum･Weneednot

rqectoneinfavorofanother:theyareMincongruent.一･Ifwecanspeakoftruth,thatisnota

logicaltruth,butatruthofbeing,Whichcanbepluralistic:atruekingdoesnotexcludethe

existenceofanothertrueking･AninterpretationofanartworkisJuStlikeanartworkitself,

becauseitisnothingbutawayofrealizinganartwork･¶1eCriterionofthetruthofbeingofan

interpretationofanartwork,aSWellasanartworkitself,isaestheticevidenceorpersuasive

pOWer･

NowwehavearrivedattheconclusionthatMargolisian‖ralativisticlogic‖isahybrid

notion:indeed,interpretationsofanartworkare‖relativistic‖inthesenseof一一pluralistic一一,butit

ismoreanefftctofthetruthofbeingratherthansomethingthatconcernSalogicalmeanlng･

Attheendofthefirstparagraph,Margolisexpresseshishopethat‖thosewhohavebeen

temptedtodropthenotionthatinterpretativejudgementstaketruth-Valuesatall‖(P.7)would

COmebacktorelativism,aSSurlnguSthathisrelativismallowshimtoassertainthat.Aswe

haveveri丘edabove,Wehavetodisitinguishatleasttwolevelsin‖inteTPretivejudgements".At

themicrolevel,an一'interpretivejudgement‖has,mOStOften,abivalenttruth-Claim,anddoes

notdifftrfromotherjudgements;thismeansthatitdoesnotrequlreaMrelativisticlogicIT.
Whenwepayspecialattentiontothecompatibilityofpluralinterpretations,aStrikingcharacter

PeCuliartotheinterpretatonofartwork,thisdoesnotconcernatruth-Value,becauseitisnot

Situatedatthedimensionofproposition.Inthissense,Ithinkthattheintuitionofcriticswho

difftrentiateinterpretation and truth-Claimis ritht.A critic might claim that his/her

interpretationisvalid,butitisdoubtfu1ifhe/shewoulda組rmitasMtrue''.Iwilldiscussinthe

COnClusingparagraPhthereasonwhyMargOliswouldafnrmrelativismasaproblemoftruth-

Vdues.

C.Notionof..RelativismH

WhatMargoliscal1sreiativismdoesnotcoincidenecessariiywith一一raiativisticlogic一一･If

theywerethesame,relativismmustbeatheorywhichclaimstoadopt‖relativisticloglC‖atall

OCCaSions･MargolismakesconsistentlyandrepeatedlyanattackagalnStthepositionwhich

admitsonlybivalentlogic;hemustrqectthemonopolizingpolicyofrelativisticloglCtOO7).
Wefindonlyonepassageinhispaperwhichcanberegardedasadefinitionofrelativism,

7)HedoesnotexplicitlysaysoAnywhere,prObablybecausethereisnoonewho maintainsinamonisticway

relativisticlogic･Iwonder,atthesametime,WhetherhedoesnotwishsomehowtoassertrelativisticloglCaS
theonlyone attheextremlty.
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namely:‖FortojustifyrelativismistoqualifythelogicalvarietyOfadmissiblyobiectivetruth-

claimsandtoexplainwhyrelativismshouldbefavoredincertaindomainatleastTt(P･8)･The

seconduseof‖relativism一一heremustslgnify一一therelativisticlogic'',and‖thelogicalvarietyTT
seemstodesignatetherightofcohabitationtobeallowedtorelativisticandbivalentloglCS･

Thishasbeenassertedinthenrstpart:t一…bivalentandrelativisticloglCSremaincompatible

andmaybejointlyused...tt(P.6)and:t-WhateveradvantagesaccruetObivalenceorrelativism
dependentirelyonourpictureattheworldinwhichthey叩ply‖(P･7)･Thatistosay,Wehave

t｡ChooseeitherrelativisticorbivalentloglCaCCOrdingtothenatureoftheobiect･The

requlrementthatlogicbefittedtothenatureoftheobjectisoneofthebasicelementsof
MargOlisiantheory,andconstitutesamaintopICOfparts2and3･Ifitwerenottoincludethis

polnt,hisrelativismwouldbelackingthecoherencyindispensablefbradoctrine･Thatthere

existcaseswhereitisnotnecessarytoadoptrelativisticloglC,isonlyanafnrmationofalocal

fact･Consequently,itisabsolutelynecessarytodistinguishrelativismitselffromrelativistic

logic･Itistherefbreconfusingandmisleadingtousel-relativism‖inthesenseofrelativistic

logic,aSintheabove･InsplteOfthis,theambiguouswordingwaspossible,itseems,because

thebasicmeaningof▼一relativism‖istoadmittherightofplurialthings(includinglogic)andto

justifytheircohabitationinsteadofconsideringonethingasabsolute,ameanlngWhithwas

stressedwhenpolyvalentlogicwascalledrelativistic･

Ihavejustsaidthatwithoutthedistinctionofrelativismfromrelativisticlogic,Margolisian
ielativismshouldlackthecoherencyofdoctrine･Margolishimself,however,mightnotthink

so,because,inattackingthemonistsofbivalentlogic,hesaysthefb1lowlng‥一一theyneglectto

explainwhyourlocal･logic･shouldnotbetailoredtowhatwebelieveaglVenSeCtOrOfreality

canrightlysupportinthewayoftruth-Claims.一(p･5)･Heretoohemaintainsrelativismatits

global1evel;butIwouldliketoundedinethefactthathethinksitnecessarytoexplainwhywe

refusetochangethepnncipleinanadhocway･Isn-tthisrequlrementrathersurprising?We

corrmonlyconsideritaxiomaticthatadoctrinedoesnotchangethepnnciple･Fromthispolnt

ofview,SOmeOne,1ikeMargolis,Whowishestopositivelymaintainthechangeofpriciple,

needsatheoryJuStifyinghisoplnlOn.Whosedutyisittosupplytheproof,theacuserorthe
acused?

Anismordoctrinecanonlykeepitsidentltyandmaintainitsposition,inasfarasitafnrms

themonisticdominanceofitsthesis.Cartesiandualism,forexample,isatotaltheory･

Unquestionably,anaSSertionthatwecanacceptmonismsomewhere,Whilechooslngdualism

elsewhere,disqualifiesitasatheory･Dualismassertsthatallsubstancesareeithersplntualor

material,andexcludesexceptlOnS･Itsproperplaceisontology,anditexercisesacertain

controllingfunctioninrespectofepIStemOlogyandethics･Indeed,theredoexistdoctrines

havingaqultereStrictedterritory･Vitalism,forexamPle,isatheorythatassertsacertainlift

principlesuigeneris,Called(byG･E･Stahl),animasensitiva,anditdoesnotcoverthenon-

animatenature.Butvitalismonlyqualinesasatheorybecauseitemploysamonistpnncipleto

explainal1phenomenapertalnlngtOSuChavaste鮎1dofbeingsasanimatenature･

Margolis,Onthecontrary,admitsaquitefreechangeofprinciple-hesaysthat,under

certainconditions,ttbivalentandrelativisticlogicsremaincompatibleandmaybejointlyused･･･
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inasadhocawayasweplease"(P.6,myemPhasis)pandregardsitastheessentialelementof

relativism･Ⅰthink,forreasonsIhavealreadymentioned,thatthisvisionlackstherationalityor

COherencyofatheory･Margolisquestionsseveraltimesthecoherencyof一一relativisticlogictt,

andm止esefbrttoproveitcoherent･ButIamconvincedthatwhatheneedstoproveisthe

COherencyofrelativism,i･e･,histhesisthatweshoulduseproperlyrelativisticandbivalent

loglCSaCCOrdingtothenatureofthe丘elds･TheonlyreasonIcanfindforhimnothavingto

PrOVeitisthespecialityofrelativism,thatis,anOtionthatrelativismincludeslthechangeof

PnnCiplesinanadhocway･Hisstatementthat‖relativismneednotbeanal1-Or-nOthingaffair.一

b･8)maysuggestthis;aSforme,Ithinkalltheorymustbeall-Or-nOthingaffair.The血甲OSidon

Ofthisargumentrecal1sustotheparadoxofskepticism,Whateverhesaysag孤nStit8)･However

diffbrentfromskeptlSm,relativismprobablydoesnotsufferfrombeingcaughtbyitsown

assertionthatitonlyhasarelativisticeffbct(tochangePrinciplesinanadhocmanner).Sois

relativism,then,rationalinMargolisianSenSe?

Firstofall,doestheMargolisianassertioncontainso叩ethingfbrcedorinconvenient?

Maybenot‥itrepresentstherealityweliveandpractice･In.mostcases,Welivewithout

decidingrightandwrong･AtimelimitofpresentlngamanuSCrlPtOreVenPaylngadebt,is

mostoftenroughlydetermined,andtwoorthreedaysdelaydoesnotcausethatseriousan

efftct･ThisloosenesshelpssmoothmanagementOfsocial1ift･But,ifthepaymentisdelayed

SOlongastwoorthreeweeks,andeventwoorthreemonths･･･,thenpeopletakelegalactiontp

deciderightandwrong･Indeed,Weliveunderconditionsofchanglngrelativisticandbivalent

loglCS･MargOlisianrelativismtheorizesinastraightwaythisfactofourlift‥itispragmaticin

itssplnt.

Ofcourse,itisnotrighttocompareMargolisianrelativismtoourbehaviouralprinciple･In

COurt,thetruth-Claim(rightorwrong,bivalently)comestothefbreandmakesthepointin

dispute･Butinscenesofdailylift,itisrarelymade･Margolisfindsintheinterpretationof

artwotkthemostproperfieldofrelativisticloglC･Infact,WeOftenrecognlZeSeVeraldi飴rent

interpretationsofthesameworkaspersuasive;andIdonotobiecttofindinginthisfactthe

essentialfeatureofartisticinterpretation･Ihavealreadymentionedabovetheproblemof

WhetherthisfactconcernStruth-Values･Now,PreSuPPOSlngthisrelativisticloglCanditsown

丘elds,Iwonderwhatmeanlngtheclaimofrelativismcanhaveasacomprehensivedoctrine

COmbiningrelativisticloglCWithbivalentloglCandchanglngtheminadhocway･Probably

nothingbutemphasizingapragmaticworldvision,becausethechangeofprinciplesisabanal

facteverypersonpractices.

ApartfromadoptlngdifftrentloglCStOdifftrent負elds,arethereanycaseswheretwologlCS

arecombinedtightlysoastoconstituteonereality,makingltCOrreCttOmaintainrelativismin

theorlZlngtherelationitselfofthesetwologics?Margolisdiscussestherelationbetween

describingandinterpretlngaPalntlng･Thereexistreal1y一一diverseinterpretationsofVel丘squezts

LasMeninas,Which,Ontheevidence,CannOtbereconciledwithabivalentlogic‖,butatthe

8)Ofcourse,Imeanby'■paradoxofskepticism‖theargumentthattheskepticassertionistobeappliedto

akepticismitself,thereby makingit skeptical･Its relativist version一一relativism can only be-true-

relativisticallyrTisreftrredtoonp･4;andthedifftrenciationofrelativism'fromskepticismisarguedonp･8･
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sametime,一･theredreindeeduncontesteddescnptlVeClaimsaboutLLISMeninasthatrightlyfit

abavalentmodel-andevenprovide,aSSuCh,theinitialgroundsonwhichrelativistically

disputedinterpretationsofthepaintihgefft6tivelyvieforobjectivestanding‖(P･4)･Inother

words,Whathemeansisthattheinterpretationofanartwork,therepresentativeactlVltyOf

relativisticloglC,isinseparablefromandbaseduponthede占cnptlOnOfthework,Whichis
bivalent.Indeed,tWOlogicsareherecombinedandmightrequlreahighertheorytofbrmulate

theirrelation.Bdt,hereal畠0,therearetwoproblems･

ThefirstconcernSthefactthatthisisaphenomenonlimitedtoartisticinterpretation,Of

interpretationingeneralatmost;beyondtheareaofinterpretation,WemightreturntOthe

policyofswitchingtwologlCS･MargolismightconsiderthatallcognltlOnSWithtruth-Claimare

interpretation･Beingnotsureofhispersonaloplnion,InndthisapromlSlngOPt10n;ifa11

cognltlOnSareinterpretation,thenrelativismasameta-theorybasedoninterpretationand

descnptlOnaSitsbasiscanclaimageneralityasMargolisdoes･Here,however,thesecond

problemappearS･Because,regarded丘omthisviewpolnt,abivalentlogicofdescnptlOnanda

relativisticlogicofinteIpretationbaseduponthedescnptlOnarenOttWOOPPOSlngPnnCiplesas

MargOlismightbelieve,butahamoniousrelationwhereonesupportstheanother･Two

ham血iouslogicsdonotneedanyhighertheorytomediatebetweenthem･

MargolisianrelativismthusreachesanimpasseasregardsitscapacltyOftheory･Either

Margoliswishestocorrelatewould-betwologlCSWhichareinfactnotinoppositiontoone

another,butaretwoheterogeneouswaysofthinking;Or,Onthecontrary,heinventsan

opposlngrelationbetweentwoharm0miousloglCS･Ineithercase,hisrelativismisindangerof

breakingdownastheory･Myfianalquestion,theniswhatisthemeritofmaintalnlngltlnSPlte

ofallthesedifficulties.

D.ロseorrelativism

Atonepolnt,MargolisspeaksofthemeamngOfrelativismasfo1lows･,一Imaginethatthecham-

plOnSOfsomepoliticalstatusquoinsistedthattheyhadfbundthetruenOrmSOfinvarianthu-

mannature-andtherdbrewereobligedtotreatmoralandlegalandpoliticalandreligious

questionsinaccordwithastrictbivalenceiT痴Tmedbythoseulteriortruths‖(P･13･Original
emphasis)･Hethuspointsoutthedangerofafanatictakinghispersonalvisionasthetruthand

rqectlng,aCCOrdingtobivalentlogic,allothervisionsasfalse･MargOliscondemnsthisattitude

as･一thefalsepretensionsofacanonthatmightwe11wreckuswithitsownmlSguidedzeal"

(ibid).Ofcourse,heproposesrelativismasthethoughtcapableofovercomingthisdanger･

Thewordabout▼一thechamPlOnSOfsomepoliticalstatusquo‖seemabstracttomeanddi伍cult

tomakeaconcreteimageof･Iunderstand,however,throughpersonalconversationwithhim,

thatheisthinkingofthereligious,POliticalandculturalungenerosltyWhichhenndsevenin

thepoliticsoftheUnitedStates･TheaccusationagalnStungenerOSltythroughphilosophical

theorizationbelongstoahistoryofnobleideasthatgoesbacktoLockeandVoltaire,andwe

findheresomethingofthesoundcommOnSenSeSuPPOrtlngtheEnlightenment･

Unfbrtunately,however,nObilitydoesnotirrmediatelyensurethetruthofanOPinion･First
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Ofall,Wehavetoaskwhetheritisnot'一falsezeal一'ratherthanbivalentlogicthatisrespen$ible
forthisdangerOfungenerosity.Toaffbctmanyotherpeopleforthepurposeofsocialre払rmis

ClearlyノanefftctofaT'zear一.Mねrgolis,Ofcourse,COndemns一一falsezeal".Wheredoesits

falsenesscomefrom?Wemayconsiderallzealstobefalse;theonlysol血ionthenis

asceticism.ButMargolisdoesno†inciteustorenouncetheworld.Theremustbe‖goodttand

一.false‖zeals.Thenisn-titthecasethatwhenthebasiccognltlOnisfalse,the一一zeal一.anslng

fromitbecomes′accordinglyfalse?Ifso,itisalmostimpossibletocontroIzealsonebyone.

ForallcognltlOnSthatinsplreaZealhavenecessari1yatruth-Claim,andweassertsomething

Withzealonlybecauseweareconvincedthatitistrue.ThispragmaticcharaCterisaneSSenCe

Ofthetruth･Athesisno-OneisagalnStisnotcalledtruth;atruethesisissomethingwhich

manyPeOPlearenotawareofandmayevenopposewhenitisfbrmulated9).Atruthisatruth,

becauseitgoesagaintdifferentviews.Itwouldthereforemakenosensetoexpectself

recognlt10ntObefalsebecauseof.一thefalsezeal‖･Theonlypreve血tionistopolntOut･the

generalpossibilityofbeingfalse:theprudencesuchas"manissubjecttomakingerror",Ora
Wisdomsuchas一'zealdeceivesus''mightbeefncacious.Margolisianrelativisminaimand

SPlntlSintouchwiththiswisdom.

Relativismisnot,however,aWisdom,butaphilosophicaldoctrinewhichaimstoJuStify

thiswisdom;inotherwords,itclaimsageneralrange.Theassertionofrelativismasageneral

theoryconsistedinswitchinglogicsaccordingtothenatureofthefieldofapplication.This

Standpoint,indeed,isinoppositiontothemonopolizedbivalentpolicyof一'thechamp10nSOf

SOmePOliticalstatusquo''.Nevertheless,MargolisianrelativismappearSSOmehowsimilarto

thepoliticaloplnlOnOfthose‖champlOnST'.Thisimpressioncomesfromthefactthatboth

emphasizethemeanlngOfrealityandwishestogeneralizeit.Thenwhatdoestheirdiffbrence

COnSistin?Margoliswouldsaythatalthough‖thechamplOnSOfpoliticalstatusquo"take

bivalenceas the onlyloglCWithoutreflection,hisrelativismis theresultofacritical

examinationofthecorrelativerelationbetweenlogicando切ect.Iama丘aid,however,thathis

relativismwouldfai1inattainingitso申ject,becauseitaimstojustifyrealityphiloosphical1y.Its
intentionistorefutethebivalentwayofthinkingof'一thechamplOnSOfpoliticalstatusquo",but

Iftarthatitwouldactualyendinservlngtheirbivalence.MargOlisianrelativismassertsthat

WeShouldchoicetheloglCaCCOrdingtothenatureoftheotカect.But''thechamplOnSOf
POliticalstatusquo‖alsosays,eChoinghim,thatthatisJuStWhattheythink.Theywishto

adoptbivalenceinethics,religionandpolitics,nOtbecausetheythinkthatbivalenceistheonly

logic,butbecausetheyareconvincedthattheymustfbllowthebivalentespeciallyinethics,

religionancLPOiitics･MargolishasonlyoneweaponagalnStthis oplnlOn:he saysthat

judgementonthenatureofo句ectshouldbemade''sittlich‖.Eventhisweaponmightbe

CqPturedbyhisenemy,becausefromthe'一sittlicht-polntOfview,itisnotnecessarilyheterodox

tothinkthatwemustjudgebivalentlyinethics,religionandpolitics:theexistenceofpeople

WiththisoplnlOnmight.supportandstrengthenthepositionof'7thechamplOnSOfpolitical

血加牒㌦.

9)Cf･myPaPer,‖Fictionetv6rite‖,inAesihetics,No･3,theJapaneseSocietyfbrAesthetics,1988,PP.33-46.
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Conclusion:CulturalRelativityvs･MargolisianRelativism

MargOlisianrelativismonglnateSinaprudentprecautionagainstthearrogantCOnViction

thatweareinclinedtohaveintheabosolutenessofourownopln10n,andanoblethought

willingtoadmittherightofexistenceofculturalothers･ButIfindthattherelativismhe

proposesasthesolutionfbrthisisnotonlyinsufncientlycoherentastheory,butalsodangerous

becauseitcanbeeasilyutilizedasthelogictodeftndtheoppositeoplnlOnitcriticizes･

Margolisianrelativismisconstitutedontwolevels･ThefirstisthatofT▼relativisticlogic''･

Relativisticlogic,aSOPPOSedtobivalentlogic,lSPOlyvalent,butiscal1edrelativisticbecauseof

theemphasislaidonthecompatibilityofpluralopln10nS:amOdelcaseisprovidedbythe

interpretationofartwotk･Margolis,however,doesnotclaimtoadoptthislogicinal1cases,but

tochangethelogic(bivalentorrelativistic)accordingtothenatureoftheobiect:thisis

relativisminstrictsense.

Theoreticalfailuresarefbundonbothofthesetwolevels･Asforrelativisticlogic,

Margolisputsinquestionthebehaviouroftruth-Values,andtruth-Valuesconcern1ng

propositions･However,therelativisticnatureassertedthereisthatofinterpretlngartWO血s;itis

certainthattherecanexistseveralgoodinterpretationsofthesamewofk,butitisnotpossible

toreducetheinterpretationtoaproposition･ThebasicdefectthereconsistsintrylngtO

theorizeintermsoftruth-Valuesthatwhichcannotbeaproblemoftruth-Values･Asfbr

felativismwhichclaimstochangeloglCSaCCOrdingto丘eld,althoughitcorrespondstothe

realityweeXPerience,itisbaseduponamistakeininterpretingourdiffbrentattitudestowards

realitylntermSOftruth-Claims･EvenifwecantakeasamodeltherelationofdescriptlOn

(=bivalentlogic)andjudgement(=relativisticlogic)ininterpretation,thesetwologicsintegrate

one皿Otheranddonotrequlrerelativismasatheoryofmediation･ThesearethemainpolntS

ofthetheoreticalfai1ureofMargOlisianrelativism･

Now,COnSideringhowitcanbeused,WemuStaCknowledgethedangerOfitbeingseizedas

aweaponbytheenemy,COntrarytOMargOlisTwill･Byargulngthatweshouldchooseaproper

loglCaCCOrdingtothenatureoftheobject,MargOlisaimsatrqectlngbivalentlogicinethics,

religionandpolitics･Thechamp10nSOfbivalentlogic,however,WOuldpretendthatthey

choosebivalentloglCeXaCtlyaccordingtothenatureoftheobject･ItisadefectpeculiartO
generaltheories･Itisnothingbutascandalfbratheorytosupporttheerrorsthatitintendsto

target･

Inconclusion,becauseofanerroneousphilosophicalambitiontoJuStifyitsownpositionin

termSOflogicortruth-Values,nOblethoughtnotonlyfailstorealizeacoherenceastheory,but

hastoundergoatragic伽strationofservlngtheideologicalenemy･Whatweshoulddoisnot

tojustfythisreality,butmaintainthestandpointofculturalrelativity･FromtheviewpolntOf

culturalrelativity,WeareneVerallowedtotakeourownaxiologicalstandardsasabsolute:the

recognltlOnOfculturalrelativityisalreadyaccompaniedbyanaWareneSSthatitisnotasimple

matteroffact,butconcemsarelativityOfwoddvisionasaframeOfrefbrencefbrjudgementas
wellasperceptlOn･Atthesametime,thisfactofculturalrelativityprovokesthequestionof

whethernaturaluniversalityexists,andifso,Whereitsboundariesare･Sowearedoubly
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restrainedfrommonopolizingourfamiliarWayOfthinking･Inthissense,theideaofcultural

relativityisatruePhilosophicalwisdom.
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