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Endnotes

1 Thedistinction of morality (moral) and ethics (ethik) as practice and
theory of moral dealingsisadefiningfeatureof Germanmoral philosophy.
However, thereisaproblemwith the consistency of theuseof thesetwo
notions. Thedistinction, aswejust introducedit, can befoundinmany
worksof modernthinkersof practical philosophy. Unfortunately theuse
of the termsis ambiguous, and neither Kant nor Habermas use them
exactly intheway just explained. Inthecaseof Habermas, thetermseven
haveaninversemeaning, withmoral (morality) standingfor theuniversal
ethical considerations. The different concepts behind the notionsare
neverthelessvisible, and wewill stick to the distinctionsbecauseitis
widely spreadin German philosophy today. It al sofacilitatesthediscus-
sion of thevalueof thenotion of responsibility later on.

2 Kant’sphilosophy is, of course, morecomplex thanit appearshere. The
maximisnot easy to assign either to morality or to ethics, sinceithasa
practical sidebut alsoisatheoretical construct. For our purposesitwill
suffice, however, to demonstratethat thedi stinction between ethicsand
morality existssincethisdistinctionleadsto problems, whichthenotion of
responsibility istoovercome.

3 Foramoredetaileddiscussionof themoralists scepticism of reason, see
Rustemeyer (2001).
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The“other” (originally I’ autre, I’ Autre, autrui) isinmany caseshardto
translate, asit canrefer totheother personwhoisoppositeme, theother
as person but in an abstract way, and also the other as the genuinely
unknown, asfor exampledeathinthewriting of Levinas(1983).
Thegood Kantian would of coursearguethat Kant demonstrated that
suicideisunethical becauseit isself-contradictory. The autonomous
subject cannot will itsown non-existencewithout contradictingitself.
However, itisnot clear whether the sameargument appliestothemere
chanceof beingkilledthat ispart of theriskswearetal king about. If we
wanted to rulethisout on Kantian grounds, thenthiswouldlead to the
unconvincing result that the Kantian could nolonger go shopping because
hemight berunover by acar.

Whether they haveto maximiseprofitsisadifferent questiontowhichwe
will returnlater on.

Foucault (1975) givesagood overview of thechangeintheperception of
punishment from amedieval spectaclewiththe purposeof revengingthe
breach of theprince’ ssovereignty to themodern perception of punish-
ment associally useful, aimed at rehabilitating the perpetrator and deter-
ringfuturecrimes.

Wedonot wanttogointoadiscussionwhether thisargument fallsintothe
trap of thenaturalisticfallacy, that isto say whether it drawsnormative
conclusionsfromfactual statements. Wewould not necessarily deny that
thisisso, but think that thevalidity of theargumentisnot affected by it.
See, e.g., Neuberg, 1997, Part |; French, 1992, Chapter 4; Fischer,
1999; Wallace, 1996.

May (1992) arguesthat it isthe solution to the problem of collective
responsibility to hold peopleresponsiblefor their attitudes. If someone
hasracist attitudesand livesinasociety whereracially motivated crimes
occur, thenthat personwould be considered responsiblefor thecrimes
evenif hedidnot participateintheracist activitieshimself. Whilethisisan
interesting approach that might allow dealing with some of the most
difficult problemsof responsibility, itisnot visiblehow thiswouldleadto
clear ascriptionsand sanctions.

Wieland (2001&, p. 23) pointsout that thisargument isinfact tautological.
Theclass cal argument agai nst collectiveresponsi bility doesnothingmore
thandefineresponsibility inindividual termsandthen show that acollec-
tivecannot fulfil it.

Somestaunchdefendersof thefield of artificial intelligence(Al) suchas
Brooks(2002) areconvincedthat wewill beableto build computersthat
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become like humans, that eventually the limits between information
systems and humans will vanish. But even outspoken critics of this
approach—whothink that computersasweknow themarefundamentally
unable to ever develop understanding or meaning, such as Dreyfus
(1993)—arecareful not to say that building self-consciouscomputersis
impossible. Thisis a good indication of how unclear the notion of
consciousnessstillis.

For athorough discussion of responsibility, seeBirnbacher (1988).
Theanal ogousquestioninthecaseof scepticismwould havebeen: Can
weapproveof theuseof theterm scepticismanditsresultsfromthepoint
of view of atheory of scepticism?Theanswer inthiscasewould havebeen
no, or at least not without considerabl e explanation.

Reflective responsibility thus rules out an entire class of theories of
responsibility. Thesearethetheoriesthat oneisresponsiblefor everything
just becauseof one’ sbeing. Theyoung Sartreisoneexampleof anauthor
propagating thiskindof ideainrelationwith hisexistentialism. Thephrase
“l amresponsiblefor everything” (Jesuisresponsabledetout; Sartre,
1997, p. 107) does not make sense in our sense of the word.

A relatedideacanbefoundin Donaldsonand Dunfee’ s(1999) Integra-
tive Social Contract Theory. Therethey try to show that efficiency isa
hypernorm. That meansthat the efficient use of resourceshasamoral
quality andthatitiseveninvariant tocultural influences.

A good examplefor thisproblemandalsofor thedifficultiesof findinga
convincing positionisoffered by Benbasat and Zmud (1999).
Eventhoughwesupport theideaof therational andintentional creation of
institutions, thishastobetakenwithagrain of salt. Onehastoagreewith
Downy (1972, p. 72) when hesaysthat “ ... someof our institutionscan
lessproperly besaidto havebeen built up by judgment and decisionthan
to have grown up by custom: we did not so much create them asfind
ourselvesinpossessionof them.” Just asthereisalimit and afundamental
fallibility of responsibility, thesamecanbesaidfor institutions.

For amoredetailed discussion of thispoint, see Stahl (2001a).

For amoredetail ed discussion of theethical impactsof I T ondemocracy,
see Stahl (2001b).

For amoredetail ed discussion, see Stahl (2001c).

For amorecompleteoverview of theimpact I T hasontheethical aspect
of democracy, see Stahl (2001b).
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#  Onesometimesfindsreferencestoafourth claim, tounderstandability.
For our purposesthethreeaboveclaimsaresufficient; sincethefourth
claimisnot reflectedinmost of theliterature, wewill just leaveit aside.
For athorough philosophical critique of theideaof codesof ethics, see
Ladd (1995).
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