Pl anni ng/ Qutline of the essay:
- Intro: Problem (different forns of logic in different |anguages/cultures),
Thesis (Not tenable, logic is universal), Qutline
- Main Part: first paragraph: position of the Oshim, second paragraph
Argunment s agai nst this approach, third paragragh: alternative approach of
uni versal logic, fourth paragraph: consequences for different acadenic fields
- Concl usion: Summary of discussion, final defense of thesis

The I ndi spenability of Universal Logic

As gl obali zati on becones a nore and nore apparent phenonenon, the different
cultures of the world are able to communi cate and interact nore freely and

qui ckly. Cultural differences cannot be denied, thus an interesting question for
eurocentric philosophers and scientists arises: is logic, which was al ways
thought of as a universally valid science, also a nerely cul ture-dependent
phenonenon? There are many schol ars who argue, for exanple, that Aristotle would
have devel oped an entirely different formof logic if he hadn't been G eek but
Mexi can. Therefore, one m ght ask whether not only the | anguages differ from
each other (they obviously do), but also the underlying logic. In this essay, |

will argue that it is inpossible to have such a relativistic, culture-dependent

account of logic and that logic, in contrary to the inplied position above, is

i ndeed universal. To do so, | will first of all introduce the position of those
who claimthat logic is relative. After that, I will argue against this position
by formul ating counter-argunents. In a next step, | will present a prom sing,

alternative approach of universal |ogic and point out the consequences for other
fields of science if this concept is denied.

Alice OCshima argues that the structure of different |anguage is significant for
different concepts of logic. As an English sentence does not digress and is
linear in that is arguing in a straight line, this changes in sentences of other
| anguages, e.g. Persian witing, which enphasises the coordination in contrast
to the English subordination. Oher exanples would be the indirect style of
Asian witing, the digressive style of Spanish witing, etc. Oshima draws the
concl usion that, because of these differences in the respective witing styles,
the underlying rhetoric and even the underlying logic is dependent on the
| anguage it is witten in. This ultimtely leads to a relativization of our
concepts of philosophy and science, as, for exanple, Dufrenne suggests. One
shoul d al ways be aware of the eurocentric context in which one fornul ates one's
i deas.

The concept of Gshima and Dufrette seens to be a pronising way out of cultura

i nperialismand hegenony. However, it is a deeply flawed and irrational concept
as it blatantly contradicts itself: it uses ways of arguing which go back to
Aristotle and universal, logical principles in order to disnmss logic. In other
words: they refer to sonething they originally wanted to disnmiss. If they didn't
use consi stent ways of arguing, their entire system of thinking would collapse
and they woul d be regarded as unjustified, irrational thinkers. However, they
say that consistency, or at |east |ogical consistency, is not necessary anynore.
Thus, their way of arguing is caught in a performative contradiction. To cut a
long story short: their content is not in line with the way of arguing they

enpl oy.

Havi ng proven the internal inconsistency of Dufrenne's position, it is
necessary to develop an alternative to culture-dependent logic. | would argue
that there are some | ogical presuppositions that cannot be doubted rationally,
e.g. P or non-P. Anyone who doubts these basic logic principles, which basically
go back to Aristotle, is on her way to a self-contradiction and, thus, to
| eaving a rational discourse. Rational or ideal discourses are those in which
the participants comuni cate freely and without strategic interests; one could
say that an ideal discourse is the free negotiation of conpronises on the basis
of universal |laws of |ogic. Habermas's and Apel's discourse-ethics provide a



stabl e basis for the devel opnment of such a universal discourse which is

i ndependent of cultural boundaries as only the formal ways of arguing are
regarded as universal, not any content of the dicourse. Thus, any eurocentrism
or cultural inperialismis avoided as no normative statenents or ethical val ues
are transported into another culture, but only a formal way of achieving

uni versally valid conprom ses. This solution seens to be a nuch nore honest
alternative than being over-tol erant and put universal principles of logic into
doubt in an irrational way.

The consequences of these two different approaches are obvious: the forner
approach nmakes it inpossible to discuss any serious content, be it normative or
descriptive, with speakers of another |anguage as not only the | anguage but al so
the basic principles of logic differ. Thus, this seenmingly tolerant position
makes interethnic and intercultural comrunication inpossible or at |east reduces
it to a nere exchange of mneaningl ess utterances which are not able to carry any
i ntersubjective truth. The latter approach, however, nakes scientific and noral
di scourse between cultures possible as it provides a solid basis for
i ntercul tural conmunication. The miniml conditions for a rational discourse are
specified, but no content is prematurely regarded as granted. Therefore, honest
and intersubjectively valid communication which is relevant for both sides and
not reducible to a nere exchange of personal opinions is only possible within
the latter framework of Habernas and Apel.

Thi s essay has given concl usive evidence that Oshima's position is flawed and
shoul d be replaced by a universalist approach in formof a theory of discourse
as provided by, for exanple, Habermas. It is inpossible to say that logic
principles are culture dependent and at the sanme tine make use of these
principles as they are preconditions for any form of arguing which is supposed
to be rational. Thus, the presuppositions of arguing in a rational discourse are
i ndi spensabl e. Logic, one can conclude, is universal and must al so be accepted
by Dufrenne and Oshima. A Mexican Aristotle would have come up with exactly the
sane logic as did the "original"™ one in Ancient G eece.



