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Abstract: If the most perplexing thing in the world is a lack theory, the second most
perplexing must be an abundance of it. This coutign clarifies the notion of pluralism by
introducing an often neglected but crucial disiimttbetween different levels at which
pluralism can be situated. It intends to providéaanework for scholars dealing with the
guestion how to manage the divergence of views déineyconfronted with.

1. INTRODUCTION

If the most perplexing thing in the world is a lawktheory, the second most perplexing must
be an abundance of it. The latter is what we winefconomics today. A broad range of
schools strive for scholarly attention: neocladswacial, feminist, institutionalist, Sraffian,
Marxian, Austrian, Post Keynesian, etc. They ndy diiffer in their answers but also in the
way they frame their questions, rendering an uti@®mparison extremely difficult, if not
impossible. This issue is clearly not economicszge Whether it is quantum mechanics,
international relations theory or indeed even fonegnagement, diversity is ubiquitous across
the spectrum of the sciences. Even highly formdlsmences like logic and mathematics are
divided into different schools of thought, debatfngdamental issues such as the
acceptability of certain kinds of inconsistencieshe existence of numbers. This strongly
suggests that dissensus is not a transient matt@nsider it to be a stylized fact about
scientific research and as such the related isspli@lism becomes of key importance. |
take pluralism to be an epistemic position whicknaevledges the validity of different
possible perspectives on reality in an active waych means that they are not only tolerated
but also taken into account when goals of knowlgggediction, problem-solving, truth,
curiosity, policy advice, funding decision,...) @apebe achieved.



Given the ubiquity of divergent views, it is indespsable to develop strategies to handle them
without halting or distorting knowledge productidfow to manage this multiplicity of views
constitutes the basic problem at hand. Of couriserithination among views is often best
dealt with by scholars from within the respectivecgplines themselves. But given its
common occurrence in virtually any science, an ssstbhe-board story remains to be told.
What are the causes of pluralism? Does it resoith fthe nature of the world or from the way
we investigate that world? How should scientistaage diversity? What does pluralism
mean for science policy? What can a general arsatysitribute to the solution of discipline-
specific problems of theory choice?

| introduce a crucial but often neglected distiostbetween different levels at which
pluralism can be situated. From this frameworkdrads the general question of how to
manage divergence of views, a matter intricatelynected to pluralism. Basically, my
argument is the following. | maintain that pluratiss a desideratum at the aggregate level,
but not necessarily at the individual lewaleshould be pluralists, but noteand neither
shouldyou | argue that an individual scholar should takensg, i.e. come up with an original,
robust and consistent position from which he deyeland defends his results. A personal
stance, biased as it can be, is the only way taimisufficient informative guidance for
guestion-resolving inquiry.

2. FRAMING PLURALISM

| have introduced dissensus as a stylized facttagmentific practice. It could be argued that
dissensus does not deserve this status becausestince, dissensus might swiflty be
eliminated by engaging in rational constructiveatebBut this misses the point. Divergence
might cease for a certain problem, but it will negease for science in general. Since
divergence in this sense will always be aroun, fiot sufficient to look for ways to bring
different views together. Most of the time the rnpadblem scholars will face is how to
manage divergenda the meantimeOnly a small group of specialists are concernetl wit
fundamental discussions that could possibly eliteimivergence with respect to a certain
issue, while a lot of scholars in fundamental amgliad research use assumptions about the
issue on which divergence exists in their own neged his is where science is no longer a
matter of discriminating between or reconcilingwse but of managing diversity. Most
contributions on pluralism seem to focus on waysi&ke different views somehow
compatible, believing that this will enable dialegand new insights. Considering dissensus
as a given allows us to skip this and pass rightbdhe problem of managing diversity, an
aspect of pluralism | believe to be of much greatgrortance to practitioners in the field.

Interestingly, dissensus (or diversity or divergen€views - | use these interchangeably) is
actually not supposed to appear. If there’s only world out there, as most will concede,
there should be a trend toward increasing consaasksowledge advances and science
comes closer to the Truth,. But this kind of linegw of an ever growing body of knowledge
and consensus is not what we observe. As it tuhsdoversity is a stylized fact about science.
The literature offers a number of explanationstifits gap between one world and the
multiplicity of views. These might be seen as causfedissensus.

UnderdeterminationTheories are never completely determined by tha thety are built
upon. The most famous instance of this is Humedblem of induction, formulated by Born
(1949) as “. . . no observation or experiment, hewextended, can give more than a finite
number of repetitions”; therefore, “the statemefra taw - B depends on A - always



transcends experience. Yet this kind of statensenmtade everywhere and all the time, and
sometimes from scanty material.”

Ontology:The complexity of the world necessitates plurali3ims argument has been put
forth in economics, e.g. Caldwell (2004) “Some ragyee with Lawson and me that
pluralism makes good sense; the complex natureadlsreality may also mean that it is
inevitable.”; in philosophy of science, e.g. Gi€t899: 28) “This great complexity implies, |
think, that it is impossible to obtain an adequaterall picture of science from any one
perspective. [...] The only adequate overall pesuwill be collages of pictures from various
perspectives.”; as well &as tempore non suspectwith a paraphrase of Voltaire: “in a subject
as difficult as economics, a state of doubt maylbeovery comfortable, but a state of certainty
would be ridiculous®

Cognition: Conversely it is argued that it is not the complerf the world but the limitations
of our own mind that necessitate us to simplify apdcialize. Theories and models typically
highlight a number of salient features while obsayothers lest they become as complex as
reality itself and hence uninformative (like a n@pa 1-1 scale). Our representations of the
world are thus inevitably partial.

SituatednessThere is no view from nowhere. Every scholar nesdgsoccupies a certain
place in the world historically, geographicallycedly,... Shapin (1982: 4) writes “Reality
seems capable of sustaining more than one accouamt of it, depending upon the goals of
those who engage with it.” Hacking (1999) callsttiecontingency thesis

Experiential diversityEveryone has a unique set of experiences. AcoptdifRescher (1993)
this leads to a perspectival rationalism in whicle person can conclude p and another ~p
with both claims being rationally warranted agaihgir respective sets of experiences.
Different experiences also leads to learning déifelanguages. The impact this has is
debatablé the linguistic relativity hypothesis for instanseggests that differences in
categorisation of the world can lead to a diffeqgstception of the world. In other words,
people speaking different languages might havewfft world views.

PragmatismDifferent goals and interests constitute diffene@tspectives on the world
(Kitcher, 2001: 55-62). Explanations are affectgdMhat kind of an answer you want from it,
e.g. ‘technical’ interests of planning, predictiemmd control; ‘practical’ interests of mutual
understanding; and ‘emancipatory’ interests ofratien, freedom from domination and
autonomy. Weber and Van Bouwel (2002) show howdhaisbe understood for the social
sciences.

Path dependenc&nowledge has a history; it is not produced frornthimay. The past
determines how an issue is conceptualized in theemt. Past problems for instance
determine which instruments have been devised,hwhgtitutions have been set up and how
they work. But also scholars have a knowledge histtheir past research interests,
education, jobs, contacts, ... As such, the péstiafboth future paths and current stances.

3. AFIRST CUT

Now that | have set out the scope of the probledhlisted a number of causes of diversity, it
is time for a first cut at the problem of how tanbée diversity ® | start with the two limiting

alternatives: to accept all views simultaneousym¢setism) and to accept none (scepticism).
Although these views are extremes and thus raedty, they will prove to be useful beacons.

(1) Syncretisms an all-embracing position that comes down tepting a conjunction of the
alternatives. As there is something to be saicémh of the contenders, judgment is
suspended and all are kind-heartedly adopted agittdmg the sum of our knowledge of the
subject. The problem with this position is thatuihs aground on its own inconsistencies. The



answer to any question would be both yes and maderéng syncretism ultimately
uninformative. You can’t have your cake and e&tat

(2) Perhaps a more cynical response is the onewaeies the alternatives as cancelling each
other out. Thescepticstands perplexed when confronted with the mulétafiviews. While

the syncretist still made a decision (be it an gnopie), the sceptic refrains completely. If all
inquirers were to adopt this stance, science itgetfld come to a full stop. Their situation
would be comparable to that of the ass of Buridla® poor creature that starved while sitting
between two equally appealing stacks of hay. Scieptiseems to be driven by a
precautionary principle (‘in dubio, abstifiethat leaves its advocates not only unspoiled but
also in ignorance.

Both the sceptic and the syncretist have a safemfutitful stance. Since the options of
accepting all and rejecting all can nothing butdjected, it follows that the only alternative
left to reach an informative stance is to makelecsen after all. Now let’'s presume we do
this in the most minimalist of ways, making a cleogjgst for its own sake (e.g. by flipping a
coin).

(3) This leads to a very extreme formrefativism’ This extreme relativisesigns himself to
the necessity of choice, but denies the existehaayground for picking one alternative

over another. In the end the relativist is indigigrtoward the alternatives; he only chooses
because he feels he has to. His commitment isrgentt varies independently from good
arguments for or against it. He has no tool whaitsot convince others of his stance, except
for his all-encompassing indifference. More impothg he has no reason for a protracted
exploration of a particular point of view, for tperspective he holds might change with every
coin flip. An arbitrary choice is thus not suffioig not for the scholar himself nor for his
colleagues. So we need something more; some kinonafrrarft

This first cut already enables to derive a few ulkkints of how a credible view on the
management of theoretical diversity should look.likrom (1) and (2) | inferred that choice
cannot be dispensed with. Additionally, from (Zphcluded that choice will somehow need
to be warranted in order to avoid extreme relativiSo a first general conclusion is that we
need to make some kind of a warranted choice waegdfwith divergent views. This creates
two notorious problems:

1) How can we be pluralists if we need to make a @®ieluralism’s inability to choose
leads its critics to declare that it3elf-defeatindecause pluralism claiming its own
truth is a very un-pluralist thing to do .

2) How can choice be warranted if multiple divergeieins are rationally justifiable
(from the epistemic context as sketched in thers@aints of 82)? It is argued that
this lack of warrant associated with pluralism ké&mlananything goes

4. AMATTER OF LEVELS

Already after a first cut, the problem of how tomage diversity seems to run aground on its
own assumptions. It was shown that the only wagmvaid syncretism, scepticism and
relativism (which | evaluated as unfruitful posiig) was to make some warranted choice, but
this apparently contradicts with the very naturglofalism. As a consequence, it seems as if
every fruitful research will need to retreat intomsm in order to avoid an unfruitful position
characterized by self-defeat and “anything goes.”

This, | contend, is a false impression. What tlestiadiction points to is not so much a flaw
in the concept of pluralism itself, but rather dui@ on the part of theoreticians to distinguish



between two different levels at which pluralism ¢ensituated: the individual and the
aggregate level. | will show that this multi-lewkstinction solves the two problems and gives
the notion of pluralism more conceptual clarity.

Pluralism was characterized as follows: “Pluralisrto acknowledge the validity of different
possible perspectives on reality in an active waych means that they are not only tolerated
but also taken into account when goals of knowlgggediction, problem-solving, truth,
curiosity, policy advice, funding decision,...) aoebe achieved.” The introduction of levels
actually splits this up into an individual versiand an aggregate version. The latter says that
diversity of views should be respected and acconatteadat the level of groups of scientists,
conference organizers, editorial boards, scientieyp@tc. The former looks at pluralism

from the standpoint of the individual scientistht&ild| adopt pluralism?”, “Shoultd mark
alternative views merely as plausible or actuatigase them?”

To my knowledge, this distinction is at least meguently being made in the literature
on economic methodology. The introduction of levelsioves the apparent tension
associated with the two problems. The first probterourred when pluralism appeared
to be incompatible with the choice for one paréewiew, leading to the criticism that
pluralism is self-defeating. When looked at frotwa-level perspective this problem
disappears because holding a stance (on the indiMevel) does not disqualify
diversity (at the aggregate level) any longer. Hempturalism on the aggregate level is
not self-defeating.

Now that it has been shown that choice does nafyite diversity, the question remains how
it is possible for that choice to be warrantedhia tace of the defined insolubility of
divergence, thus avoiding an “anything goes.” Titeoduction of an individual and an
aggregate level once again offers a solution. Tag tw proceed is to note that the
inconclusiveness between views is an inconclusseaéthe aggregate level. To make this
point | start by referring back to the seven caugalvergence of views | have enumerated
earlier. Apart from an ontological cause, a coggittause and underdetermination |
mentioned situatedness, pragmatics, path dependeicgxperiential diversity. Interestingly,
in terms of the individual/aggregate-distinctioth s@ven obtain at the aggregate level, but
only the first three obtain at the individual levEhe reason why situatedness, pragmatics,
path dependency and experiential diversity causesigence was that when scholars are
aggregated, the result is that a multiplicity dfetient situations, interests, paths and
experiences come together. However, from the mdimtew of an individual scholar, this
multiplicity collapses: it igyour situation,your epistemic interesgour path andyour
experiencé.As such, contrary to the aggregate level whersealén factors mentioned are
causes of dissensus, from the point of view oifrkdevidual scholar these latter four factors
stop causing divergence. This means that the itdatihas more tools available to make a
warranted choice. It is this additional determioatwhich provides leeway for a warranted
choice at the individual level even if this warr@not available at the aggregate leVel.
From the individual perspective a choice might enon grounds not available at the
aggregate level. The result is a solution for #moad problem. Choice can be warranted (on
the individual level) in the face of insolvabilifgt the aggregate level).

5.HOW TO MANAGE DIVERSITY

Divergence of views is a basic feature of the jicaaif science (stylized fact, section one). It
is therefore indispensable to manage it in a waydibes not impede on knowledge
production. The three strategies | have treatesgtation three did not meet this condition.
However, they did suggest that a credible view ow b manage diversity could be obtained



by allowing a warranted choice. The two problensoamted with this statement could be
countered by introducing a multi-level version afrplism, leading to the solution that
holding a stance on the individual level does nsequklify diversity at the aggregate level,
and choice can be warranted on the individual ldvel to reduced indeterminacy, in the face
of insolvability at the aggregate level. Warrantbdice can go hand in hand with pluralism
on the condition that pluralism is confined to #ggregate level. In other words, the cost of
warranted choice is individual level pluralism.

Note that the framework I've sketched only points the trade-offs that obtain. Whether or
not we actually want to give up individual level@lism for warranted choice is something
that remains to be shown separately. This assesswikeproceed in two stages. First | give
five reasons to prefer warranted choice over imtlial level pluralism. Then | take away a
number of fears that could be associated with drapimdividual level pluralism.

5.1. The benefits of warranted choice at the intlial level

More sound: | have already shown how warranted choice endblessolve two notorious
problems associated with pluralism. A pluralismidimey warranted choice will hence be
more sound.

More realistic: The naive assumption that the parts need to balisiuin order for the whole
to be pluralist is abandoned; social systems ar@usbthe sum of their parts.

Best of both worldsWarranted choice at the individual level allow® @a exploit the
increased determinacy at the individual level whataining the benefits of diversity.

Transparancyindividuals voicing their preferences loud andaclenproves market
efficiency. Clear stances result in an increasaasiparency, actually boosting compatibility
rather than limiting it.

Condition of possibilityFor pluralism to be possible, different well-eladted perspectives
are already presupposed, which makes the presédiféeoent separate but coherent views at
some lower level a condition of possibility for heg level pluralism.

5.2. Costs of dropping individual level pluralism

Loss of scoperom a statement like that of Kurz and SalvaddD(® 37) one would be
inclined to conclude that dropping individual leydliralism is not a good idea: “[T]o seek
dominance for one theory over all the others whthpossible result that all the rival theories
are extinguished amounts to advocating sciengfigess.” Of course, Kurz and Salvadori
have a genuine concern when they suggest that malkihoice limits the scope of research.
However, | compare it to the point the dove hasmwihstates that it could fly much faster, if
only the wind wouldn’t hinder it so much. Of courskould the air disappear it would not fly
faster but drop dead on the grodfidhe point is that boundaries not only restrict &lsb
define. For the individual scholar, taking stanffers a way to cut a path through the desert
of data. It provides him with a lens through whighcan see; and although every lens has its
distortions, without it he is blind. More technilgaltaking a personal stance, boosted by
increased determinacy on the individual level baséd as it can be, seems to offer a unique
way to obtain more informative guidance in inquiffre increased determinacy at least
partially renders individual pluralism obsoletesd| it is important to note that prospects for
individual pluralism are limited by the fact thagrponal bias isn’t always a matter of choice
for the individual. Limits of scope are often ngb@rsonal choice at all. One’s proper



situatedness, epistemic interests, path dependesmtgxperiential diversity determine one’s
perspective. As such, the individual is ‘trappedhm it. It is impossible, for example, to
have had different history.

Inconsistency is lost as a to@ne of the main problems related to individual Igaralism

is that inconsistency is lost as a tool. This isnaportant logical device for the individual to
structure his inquiry. Whenever meeting somethimognsistent with his own ideas, he will
either have to reframe it to fit those ideas omgjeathem altogether. Festingers (1957) theory
of cognitive dissonance supports the view thantimed actively engages in reducing tension
between dissonant cognitions. So whether we like itot, the tool of inconsistency might
well be something that just ‘is there’ at the indival level and which we can’t reason away
no matter what kind of view we hold on how to dedh pluralism.

Isolationism?One still might bring in that making too clearlice is unacceptable, not from
a scientific point of view but from a social persfpee. How can a scientific community
function if all scholars have their own privatersta which they themselves feel to be the best
game in town? How can we foster compatibility amdid isolationism? In other words,
having abandoned a naive view on social structuremains to be shown how a community
of autonomous scholars can add up to the scieotfiemunity we observe, with its
divergence of views but not totally fragmenteds#y; actively reacting against alternative
views might be more useful than tacit toleranceledst the former means both parties are
still on speaking terms with each other, henceigihtnturn out to be more constructive to be a
paradigm warrior than to be a tolerant pluraligic&dly, no scientist can cover a whole
discipline (cf. cognitive limitations argument), Be will have to rely on the work of others
and choose among their contributions in order tacaggew of the whole. The isolation, if any,
will thus be rather mild. New information will mostten be woven into the fabric of the old,
leading for example Sir Isaac Newton to state he istanding upon the shoulders of giants”.
Thirdly, it was stated that knowledge productiomigstly path dependent (cf. path
dependence, section two). Scholars will mostlyti@osing among frameworks of others
instead of producing their own. A fourth factorttiban be indicated which has less to do with
knowledge than with group dynamics is the occureesfcherding-behavior. In any group, it

is to be expected that a number of scholars wdbsle for the safety of the most common
stance, no matter what their personal stance suim, taking stance is mainly a matter of
positioning oneselvithin the diversity of views already available in thencounity of

scholars and as such it is to be expected thatitiddvidually taken positions will nonetheless
cluster around a number of well-elaborated andrnmoensurable perspectives that already
exist. Hence | believe that dropping individualnalism does not lead to the extremes of
isolationism. Indeed, the argument could even heetliupside down by stating thradt

taking stance on the individual level might leadslationism. Although | am wary of
pushing the analogy between science and markefatoa market works more efficient when
ever participant voices his preferences loud aadrcbnly then can an optimal aggregation of
needs take place. Similarly, | believe a point rhiggnmade for the increased transparency
which results from taking stance. As such, indialdunaking a warranted choice can actually
boost compatibility rather than limit it.

Impossibility of eclecticism?aking stance, i.e. making a warranted choicepinvay
presupposes that you do this neatly within the daues of a certain perspective or a certain
school.This is the way the aggregate level influencesrilevidual level. Views don’t just

fall from the sky. Taking stance involves the indual positioning himself within the
diversity of views already available, constructangase from which to engage in his own
reasearch activities.



Implausibility?: But if knowledge ultimately is perspectival, thehyshould individual
scholars choose to take stance while at the sanger&alizing that their position is a priori at
best only partially true? Because he can do norofifee reasons why knowledge is
perspectival are reduced at the individual lewan(f seven to three) exactly because, for the
individual, a number of elements concerning hispective are not a matter of choice. It's
not possible tthave hacanother personal history; it's not possible for@wvan to

momentarily stop being a woman, etc. So given ageatival knowledge the individual

might still feel compelled to a position from hierponal position. However, this does not
settle the matter completely, because the schalgiitrhe compelled to a point of view, but
still realize it is just a point of view. For thisis necessary to refer to the difference between
belief and pursuit? Pursuing a certain line does not rule out thatlyelieve your knowledge
is bound to be perspectival. And as Kitcher (199)Motes, the scientific community doesn’t
care what you believe, but only what beliefs yotspa'® Finally, scholars might also be
motivated by their belief that elaborating a certstance benefits the aggregate level (and it is
at this higher level that the goals of science ultimately need to be situatét).supported by
the insight that individual specialization, indegence and decentralization in the end often
tend to offer better results at the aggregate fevel

6. WHERE TO GO?

The cost for warranted choice turns out to be ssirgly low, its benefits being underrated
and its costs overestimated. Hence, | believe tteebe good reasons to prefer warranted
choice to individual pluralism. A reason for theltieration of individual pluralism might
simply be that it inadvertently sneaks into thedigse of well-meaning pluralists being
unaware of the conceptual boundary between diftéesels of pluralism. For them,

individual level pluralism brings little benefit athuge cost. As such, advocates of pluralism
might consider reformulating their position sindeope to have demonstrated that a pluralist
has little to lose and much to gain from droppindividual level pluralism.

As a guideline for practice | infer that advocatégluralism should not bother trying to
convince individual scientists of adopting pluraligh their own research nor blame them for
not doing so. Instead, from the point of view | badvocated here, the true challenge for
pluralists is to concentrate their efforts towaesidning the aggregate structures in such a
way that they reflect the diversity at the indivadilevel.

The claim that an advocate of pluralism needn’alpduralist himself might become more
tangible when formulated from a political pointvaéw: to be an advocate of democracy does
not rule out having a clear stance. Indeed, iveneaxpected of politicians to have a clear
stance on the individual level. The extent to whagholitician can also be an advocate of
democrac$f is probably comparable to the extent to whichiargist can take stance at the
individual level while still being an advocate db@alism. So along with different levels come
different roles to be played. The different rolesceentist will need to fulfil are then

individual roles like writing articles, giving laates, etc. and aggregate roles like editor,
reviewer, conference organizer, dean, etc. Indaiglhave shown to be able to sustain both
individual and aggregate roles (with their respecgoals and rules of conduct) at the same
time. Of course it would be naive to assume thedeldifferent roles are totally separate if
fulfilled be the same person, but all the sameithighat people like prime ministers, judges
and referees do. An individual level pluralist abpkerhaps even be seen as the scientific
equivalent of a populist: someone who wishes tagdesverybody but whose policy
perspectives are very restricted because he isaialll kinds of incommensurable
commitments.



A general lesson to be drawn is that the shortagttev reach a desideratum at the higher level
is not necessarily to desire it at the individeaddl. Like individual level pluralism in politics
leads not to democracy but to populism, | haveemhed that individual pluralism in science
might not be the best way to reach aggregate jamalA principle being illustrated in its

most well-known form by the prisoner’s dilemma:bgtisoners do the most rational thing

on the individual level but end up with a suboptimatcome.

Finally, it should be noted that the sketch of alism | have presented here has only set out a
few beacons, namely those which | thought wereuligef the purpose at hand. Many great
challenges concerning pluralism have remained utiored; perhaps the biggest of them all
is to get a clearer view on aggregation and hawtitally proceeds or should proceéd.
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there are no grounds for discrimination betweespettives, individual scientists can turn to thestibutive
force of their individual situatedness, epistemigiests, pragmatics and experience to providengioior a
warranted choice. Turning to their own intereskpegience, etc. scholars can pick a perspectiviepmehe

basis of its being the "right" perspective, butdese it allows them to spend time using the methioels master
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best, answering the questions they themselves dezstirelevant,... The point is that is doesn'tlyeahtter
which perspective is chosen (there's no answdratoguestion at that moment), as long as the schadées a
choice which he himself stands for. A choice (dr@resulting specialisation) is needed in ordeteteelop a
certain stance thoroughly, devise the best argusifenit, come up with critical tests and eventyakrhaps
even allowing it to be falsified in the future.

1 “The light dove, cleaving the air in her free Rigand feeling its resistance, might imagine ttsaflight
would be still easier in empty space.” Kant (2003}

Zintroduced by Laudan (1977: 108-114)

13 “what the community cares about is the distribuiid pursuit not the distribution of belief”

14 Or how else could the billions in tax money that spent on research be accounted for?

15 This statement refers to the comprehensive bodijeséture on collective decision making and otilee
action. A number of caveats are in order here.eixample, a good method of aggregation is requivethfs
mechanism to work.

'8 1n line with Voltaire’s famous quote: “I disappmwf what you say, but | will defend to the deathuryright to
say it.”

Mt might be inferred from not tackling this isstnat | implicitly assume the view that the individilevel
simply adds up to the aggregate level. Howeves, ibttom-up view is not self-evident. For example t
aggregate might also influence the individual; thisuggested in the last paragraph where | stakinty stance
is mainly a matter of positioning oneselithin the diversity of views already available in thercounity of

scholars”. To address this issue thoroughly isneaessary for the purpose at hand; it will howdeetaken up

in future publications as it is intricately relatedthe distinction | have introduced.



