



























































































































































things, to let them exist and be gathered, for example in a jug (the typical
earliest evidence of human culture), we also see a kind of empty void. Lewis
holds that this void is an emptiness in which we glimpse being (78). In its
emptiness it presents nature.

Origins, grounds, subjectivity, and things around which other things
‘gather’ are concepts which Derrida and his ‘deconstruction’ contested. Lewis
writes in Chapter 2 that Levinas was anthropomorphic in his thought and his
dismissal of Heidegger (81), and by arguing against Levinas, Lewis believes
he can defend Heidegger against both Levinas’ and Derrida’s deconstrue-
tion. The defense rehearses arguments already made by Derrida himself in
‘Violence and Metaphysics’ in order to criticize Levinas. The mistake of using
Derrida’s own critique of Levinas as if Derrida had never himself known that
he had made it is symptomatic of a general inattention in Lewis’ reading.
But Lewis is anxious to defend Heidegger against both Levinas and Zizek be-
cause these two had kept their distance, believing that Heidegger’s ontology
led in a direct way to a Nazi politics. Lewis shows in Chapter 4 that, on the
contrary, Heidegger’s thought can have an emancipatory value for man and
nature, and that it does not by any means result in a Nazi politics.

The re-evaluation of Marx which takes place in Chapter 4 is interesting,
and significantly takes the place of a conclusion. The book ends with a politi-
cal rejection of liberalism and capitalism — not in the name of the proletar-
iat, but in the name of nature. In a valuable study of Heidegger’s comments
on Marx in the ‘Letter on Humanism’ of 1946, he points out that, according
to Heidegger, Marx is the unavoidable historical philosophy of our time be-
cause Marx had a sense of our alienation and homelessness, and saw that this
alienation is determinative of our existence (134).

Marx’ man aims to return to a natural state without thereby becoming an
animal. Man has to work to regain possession of himself because there is delay
between himself and his satisfaction of himself. Thereby philosophy, politics,
and history continually aim at returning to nature (139). Nature is thought of
as the absolute Other which was left behind when men began to work (137).
Over his history, man has moved further from it, and gradually gained mas-
tery over it, though inereasing his distance both from it, and from himself.
Lewis proposes a neo-Marxist view of this history in which, just as the prole-
tariat were expected by Marx to revolt, so nature will do so, and do so as part
of historical necessity. It is for philosophy to watch and observe this, bearing
in mind what to observe, and to hold onto the correct way of thinking (151).

This appears to be a personal book, emanating from a difficult love-affair
with philosophical ideas that are generally unwelcome in philosophy depart-
ments in England. The author seems to say so himself (180). Despite faults,
the book has a redeeming objective: it seeks to focus on nature rather than
on human being in response to the exceptionality of a crisis.

Jason Powell
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Stephen Mulhall

The Wounded Animal:

JJ.M. Coetzee and the Difficulty of Reality in
Literature and Philosophy.

Princeton, NdJ: Princeton University Press 2009.
Pp. 272.

US$75.00 (cloth ISBN-13: 978-0-691-13736-0);
US$26.95 (paper ISBN-13: 978-0-691-13737-7).

This is a marvelous book. It gives a close, thoughtful reading of J. M. Coe-
tzee’s fiction, a reading that is rich in philosophical substance. It also grap-
ples with much larger questions: how philosophy is related to literature,
how both enterprises are linked to modernism in the arts, and ultimately,
what goals philosophers today ought to have. This ability to balance the fine-
grained and the sweeping is one of the reasons Mulhall is among the most
interesting philosophers working today.

The book’s first half focuses on a reading that Coetzee gave at Princeton
University in 1997. Coetzee was invited to Princeton to give the Tanner
Lectures on Human Values. Rather than giving a conventional lecture, how-
ever, he read two short stories about a fictional novelist named Elizabeth
Costello. (The stories later appeared, with additional material, in the novel
Elizabeth Costello.) In these stories, Costello — who shares striking similari-
ties with Coetzee himself — travels to fictional Appleton College to lecture
on the mistreatment of nonhuman animals. The stories present Costello as a
‘wounded animal’. This phrase comes from Kafka’s ‘Report to an Academy’,
in which an ape named Red Peter — injured by a hunter’s ‘wanton shot’
(55) — lectures on his assimilation into European culture. Costello identifies
with Red Peter since, as a novelist addressing academics, she also feels out
of place. More importantly, she feels ‘branded or marked, wounded’ (55) by
her knowledge of animal suffering. It pains her to know that animals are be-
ing harmed all around her, and she fails to understand why other people are
not similarly pained. She cannot help thinking that ‘most of the people she
encounters in the world are morally insane, or psychically wounded, with
polluted souls’ (57). The stories explore how Costello’s wound disrupts her
life, leading her to antagonize her hosts at Appleton, and complicating her
relationship with her children.

When Coetzee gave the Tanner Lectures, several prominent philosophers
commented on them. Their comments tended to treat Coetzee’s reading ‘as
a frame or container for philosophical arguments’ (22). Amy Guttman, for
example, attributed two arguments to Coetzee: a ‘critique of philosophy’s
supposed tendency to privilege the mind over the heart’ (22), and an analogy
between the human treatment of animals and the Nazi treatment of Jews.
Her fellow commentator Peter Singer did likewise: he responded with a
short story of his own in which a philosopher named Peter discusses Costel-
lo’s arguments with his daughter. Guttman and Singer apparently assumed
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that a literary work’s relevance for philosophy ‘can be at once demonstrated
and exhausted by identifying and abstracting from it a sequence of self-
contained elements that uncontroversially fall under an essentially uncon-
troversial category called “arguments” * (22). Mulhall sees this strategy as
flawed, since it ‘directs us away from both the literariness and the concrete
responsiveness that are jointly essential to Costello’s stance’ (23). According
to Mulhall, literary works in general, and Coetzee’s stories in particular, are
not ersatz arguments. If Coetzee’s stories are philosophically interesting, it
is because they show us something: namely, ‘the necessary embeddedness of
any set of ideals in reality’ (161). They reveal philosophical arguments to be
‘embodied in a variety of ways to which they should not be reduced, but by
which they are significantly conditioned, and often in tangled, mutually con-
flicting ways’ (183). This is not a trivial point. Arguments can be embodied
and entangled so severely as to ‘complicate evaluation to the point of putting
definitive conclusions beyond our reach’ (183).

It is significant that these lessons are taught through stories dealing with
animals. Mulhall thinks that our tendency to see literary works as mere
vehicles for arguments is closely linked to another tendency: that of viewing
animals as potential containers for some morally significant property. Philos-
ophers often claim that nonhuman animals deserve our moral consideration
because they possess some property humans also possess — sentience, for
example. These philosophers assume that ‘a creature’s credentials for claim-
ing a status undeniably attributable to human beings must be grounded
on their possession of a certain metaphysical property or capacity’ (44). As
Mulhall sees it, both tendencies embody a distressing move away from the
concreteness of our forms of life. Moral thinking must be responsive to this
concreteness, and so must involve much more than ‘valid inference . . . Our
moral thinking (and our thinking more generally) can also be sentimental,
shallow, cheap, or brutal, in itself, as such; and we cannot identify such fail-
ures of thinking except by utilizing our own affective responses to them’ (9).
By the same token, reading a literary work philosophically involves much
more than looking for arguments. It involves seeing things that become vis-
ible only when our affective responses are engaged. It is therefore unneces-
sary for philosophers to construct abstract arguments demonstrating why
the head should care about the heart. On the contrary, ‘complete detach-
ment from the heart (is) one way in which thinking can exhibit deficiency
qua thinking’ (6). These claims seem to be informed by a broadly Heidegge-
rian picture of human existence, one in which our thinking is conditioned by
its status as a founded mode of our being in the world. Mulhall goes so far as
to suggest that this picture gives a better explanation of animals’ moral sta-
tus than do competing positions. Other people matter to us because they are
fellow creatures with whom we share a form of life; similarly, ‘nonhuman
animals, too, can be seen as our fellow creatures in a different but related
sense of that term’ (32).

The second half of the book consists of a more wide-ranging discussion of
Coetzee’s work, a discussion framed by the notion of modernism. Coetzee’s
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writings are clearly modernist in some sense, but Mulhall asks us to think
carefully about what this means. Modernism is often contrasted with real-
ism. Traditional novels, the story goes, try to depict reality faithfully, while
modernist novels ‘subject their inheritance of realistic conventions to eriti-
cal questioning’ (145). In Mulhall’s view, however, there is no antithesis be-
tween realism and modernism. The novel has always been ‘antigenericist’
(142); it has always rejected older literary conventions in order to depict the
world more realistically. The modernist novel simply continues this practice.
Literary modernism is born from a conviction that ‘human embodiment ex-
ceeds the grasp . . . of all human sense-making systems’ (202), including the
sense-making system we call literature. But modernism represents this fact
by enacting it: that is, by making the excess manifest within literary texts
themselves. Modernist texts thereby strive to offer a fuller, more ‘realistic’
picture of the human condition than do more traditional literary works. Mul-
hall argues convincingly that a realistic modernism runs through Elizabeth
Costello and helps explain its distinctive features, especially its fragmented,
episodic structure. He also draws intriguing parallels between Coetzee’s
modernist realism and the state of philosophy today. Mulhall suggests that
an important task for contemporary philosophers is te ask how philosophy
might be ‘both realist and modernist — committed to achieving a lucid grasp
of reality, and willing to put in question any prevailing philosophical conven-
tions concerning that enterprise that appear at present to block or subvert
its progress’ (252). What is in question here is how philosophy might relent-
lessly criticize its own claims and procedures, despite — and in fact because
of — its desire to grasp reality properly. Mulhall has raised similar questions
before, notably in Inheritance and Originality. But his discussion of it here
is fresh and important.

Mulhall asks a lot of his readers, but he asks even more of himself. He
resists the temptation to give a pat, stand-alone theory of how theories are
embedded in forms of life. Instead, he writes in a way that embodies his
position. Mulhall presents himself as entangled in a long conversation about
the competing claims of philosophy and literature, a conversation in which
Plato and Kafka, Thomas Nagel and Onora O’Neill are all participants. This
strategy is sometimes dizzying, as it forces us to navigate readings of read-
ings of readings. It is easy to get lost while trying to determine what Mul-
hall thinks about Stanley Cavell’s discussion of Cora Diamond’s reading of
Coetzee. Given Mulhall’s position, however, ‘embedded argumentation’ (33)
is the only strategy available. It also gives Mulhall the opportunity to make
fascinating asides about a wide range of thinkers. The brief discussion of
Heidegger in Chapter 6, for example, is among the best parts of the book. So
while Mulhall leaves many issues unresolved, to complain about this would
be to miss the point. This book not only makes a compelling case that certain
problems are harder to solve than we might think; it suggests that the desire
for neat solutions is one we would do well to abandon. Crucially, however,
it insists that abandoning this desire — and so acknowledging the ‘diffi-
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culty of reality’ (70) — is not a refusal of philosophy. It is a way of pursuing
philosophy’s deepest aims.

Robert Piercey
Campion College
University of Regina

Yujin Nagasawa

God and Phenomenal Consciousness:

A Novel Approach to Knowledge Arguments.
New York: Cambridge University Press 2008.
Pp. 162.

US$85.00 (cloth ISBN-13: 978-0-521-87966-8).

Knowledge arguments derive ontological conclusions from epistemological
premises. In this book Nagasawa critiques knowledge arguments against tra-
ditional theism and physicalism.

In his first chapter, which constitutes Part 1, Nagasawa introduces the
arguments he will examine, making a case for regarding them as knowledge
arguments. The second part of the book consists of three chapters on knowl-
edge arguments in philosophy of religion. Nagasawa first examines Patrick
Grim’s argument against traditional theism from knowledge de se. Grim ar-
gues that no one, including God, can have knowledge de se of another per-
son. Ergo, divine omniscience is not omniscience simpliciter. So God does
not exist (17-18). Nagasawa’s strategy in response to the argument is first to
restate statements about divine omniscience in terms of epistemic powers.
Epistemic powers qua powers are subsumed by omnipotence. On the most
widely accepted view of divine omnipotence, God’s failing to be able to do
what is necessarily impossible to do does not undermine divine omnipotence.
If God could know what another person knows in having knowledge de se,
then God would be that person. But since God is distinct from that person,
it is necessarily impossible for God to have the epistemic power necessary
to have such knowledge. This does not undermine God’s omnipotence. So
Grim’s argument fails (21-5).

Nagasawa next critiques versions of the argument from concept posses-
sion against theism. Versions of the argument assume the truth of concept
empiricism on which full understanding of a concept requires that one have
a relevant experience. The argument attempts to show that God cannot ex-
ist from premises about God’s attributes. Specifically, divine omniscience is
not omniscience simpliciter because the other attributes of God (e.g., om-
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nipotence) preclude God’s fully understanding certain concepts such as fear,
despair and frustration (36-7). Therefore, God does not exist.

In his reply, Nagasawa first critiques concept empiricism. He argues that,
‘the standard version of the argument from concept possession is vulnerable
to the traditional counterexamples to empiricism’ (72). He considers a modi-
fied version of the argument that relies on having the ability to have certain
experiences without actually having them, and he argues that the modified
argument ‘fails to show that God cannot comprehend fully what fear is’ (72).
Assuming that divine knowledge is non-discursive and ‘intuitive’, Nagasawa
claims that, ‘God can just intuit what fear is accurately without possessing or
exercising an ability to fear’ (71).

While Nagasawa’s reply is provocative, I find it difficult to understand
how anyone could simply intuit what fear is and fully understand the concept
without at least being able to experience fear. This is not to suggest that con-
cepts are abilities. But full understanding of some concepts might reasonably
be thought to require certain abilities. So fully understanding a concept like
fear, i.e., being able to accurately use the concept of fear to describe a state
of mind, may require that one can actually experience fear. I fail to see how
an omnipotent God could do this, and how appeals to ‘intuitive’ knowledge
are satisfying.

Part 3 of the book focuses on knowledge arguments in philosophy of mind.
Thomas Nagel’s bat argument is considered first. Nagasawa argues that
there are two arguments, the first of which goes from the premise that if
something is not a bat-type creature it cannot have a bat’s point of view, to
the conclusion that Nagel, not being such a creature, cannot know what it
is like to be a bat. The second argument goes from the premise that anyone
who is physically omniscient about bats is omniscient simpliciter about bats,
to the conclusion that because Nagel cannot know what it is like to be a
bat, he cannot be omniscient simpliciter about bats. Nagasawa’s strategy in
response to this argument is similar to his reply to Grim’s knowledge de se
argument against theism. He claims that Nagel ‘tries to derive an apparent
difficulty for physicalism by appealing to a necessary impossibility’ (98). Na-
gasawa argues that the requirement that a person qua non-bat-type creature
know what it is like to be a bat is a pseudo-task. The inability to do such a
necessarily impossible task does not result in a loss of epistemic power, any-
more than God’s inability to have knowledge de se about what is going on in
my mind diminishes God’s epistemic power.

Nagasawa devotes two chapters to Jackson’s Mary argument. First, he
introduces the argument and considers responses that he argues fail and
then offers his own argument against it. Interestingly, he argues that the
Mary argument is not good news for dualists, ‘because if it were successful in
undermining physicalism, it would be equally successful in undermining at
least one form of dualism’ (115). The Mary argument goes from the premise
that Mary, a scientist whose experiences have only been in black and white, is
physically omniscient about humans, to the claim that physical omniscience
is not omniscience simpliciter, since Mary learns something new when she
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sees a red tomato for the first time. Nagasawa’'s response to the argument
breaks from many past responses that grant that Mary has complete propo-
sitional knowledge but lacks knowledge by acquaintance or knowledge how.
Rather, he denies that Mary can be physically omniscient on the basis of
what can be learned through textbooks and television. Even if Mary knows
the complete physical theory that describes the physical world, ‘she still does
not know the ultimate reality of the physical nature of the world because she
does not know how the fundamental properties are arranged’ (128).

The final section of the book concludes on a speculative note. While he
endorses versions of both physicalism and theism, Nagasawa says little in
defense of either or in defense of their compatibility. But he claims that some
version of theism is compatible with ‘nontheoretical physicalism’. Nontheo-
retical physicalism differs from standard physicalism in denying that theo-
retically communicable physical omniscience is physical omniscience, while
holding that physical omniscience is omniscience simpliciter and requires ‘an
instantiation of extraordinary epistemic powers to intuit relevant proposi-
tions’ (136). Unfortunately, his defense of nontheoretical physicalism is brief,
and the extension to a version of theism with which it may be compatible is
even quicker.

Anyone interested in knowledge arguments will find much of value in this
volume. The arguments are original and rigorous, and the prose is clear and
precise. It deserves the attention of both philosophers of mind and philoso-
phers of religion.

Andrei A. Buckareff
Marist College

Susana Nuccetelli and Gary Seay, eds.
Themes from G. E. Moore:

New Essays in Epistemology and Ethics.

New York: Oxford University Press 2007.

Pp. 348.

US$90.00 (cloth ISBN-13: 978-0-19-928172-5).

Nuccetelli and Seay have produced a very useful collection of new essays on
Moore's epistemology and ethics, adding to the growing list of titles devoted
to perhaps the most neglected of the recognized fathers of the analytic tradi-
tion. This volume serves as a very good indicator of the current state of play
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in Moore scholarship. As the title suggests, the collection is divided into two
parts, the first devoted to themes in Moore’s epistemology, the second to his
ethics.

The collection opens with three papers on Moore’s infamous proof of an
external world. Crispin Wright starts off by taking issue with James Pryor
and Martin Davies who have recently employed a relaxed notion of epistemic
warrant in their attempts to resurrect Moore’s argument. On their ‘liberal’
view, Moore does not beg any questions in the course of the argument be-
cause one does not need a prior reason to believe that sense-experience has
evidential force in order to accept Moore’s initial premise. For the assertion
‘Here is a hand’ to be warranted, they say, all that is required is that one lack
any reason to disbelieve it. Wright argues that these dogmatic reconstruals
of the argument ultimately fail if they are meant to address the concerns of
those still engaged in what he calls the Traditional Epistemological Project.
But as Ernest Sosa points out in the next chapter, the argument was in-
tended not as a refutation of external world skepticism, but as a challenge
to idealism. Sosa maintains that the argument does establish what he calls
‘animal knowledge’ of the intended anti-idealistic conclusion, but ultimately
fails to provide ‘reflective knowledge’ of the same. Finally, Ram Neta em-
ploys the distinction between persuasive proofs and display proofs to save
Moore’s blushes, suggesting that Moore’s argument is meant only to display
knowledge we already have, rather than transmit a warrant from the prem-
ises to the conclusion. However, none of these papers asks perhaps the most
puzzling question about Moore’s proof of an external world. Moore main-
tains that common sense beliefs neither require nor are capable of proof. So
why does Moore try to provide a proof for something which by his own lights
cannot be, nor need be, proven? This question arises whether one takes the
intended target of the argument to be skepticism or idealism.

In the next two papers William Lycan and C. A. J. Coady focus more
broadly on Moore’s anti-skeptical strategies, the attention eventually set-
tling on Moore’s important differential certainty argument. It is a shame
that this argument receives relatively little sustained discussion in this col-
lection, since it is the best argument Moore provides for his commitment to
common sense. Lycan and Coady recognize this, but neither has space to
build on this insight at sufficient length.

The final three papers in this section deal with other aspects of Moore’s
epistemology. Paul Snowdon points out, correctly, that Moore has little to
teach us about the nature of perception, despite the sustained attention this
received throughout his career. More promisingly, Michael Huemer shows
how reflection on Moore’s paradoxes (statements of the form ‘P but I don’t
believe that P’) can help in our efforts to provide an analysis on knowledge,
the first casualty of the exercise being Nozick’s counter-factual tracking
condition. He also suggests that many traditional skeptical arguments rely
on assumptions regarding knowledge — assumptions that Moore’s para-
doxes can show to be misguided. Finally, Roy Sorensen employs the same
paradoxes to throw light on the nature of assertion, his target being the
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coherence of post-mortem assertions which have been characterized as de-
ferred utterances.

The section devoted to ethics opens with Stephen Darwall’s study on the
comparative merits of Sidgwick and Moore on the issue of the fundamental
concept underlying all ethical judgments. Moore maintained that all ethics
is based on the notion of good at the level of concepts, while Sidgwick argues
that the fundamental notion is the normativity implicit in our attempts to
justify our attitudes. Darwall contends that both hold unsupportable views
on this matter, but that Sidgwick is preferable to Moore. Terry Horgan and
Mark Timmons then show how Moore’s ethics can be useful in the develop-
ment of a moral phenomenology. They claim that an account of the what-
it-is-likeness of concrete moral experience is important because normative
and metaethical theories ought to be grounded at least in part in such a phe-
nomenology of moral experience. This is an important and exciting project;
but it is undercut somewhat by the authors’ subsequent insistence that the
phenomenology they begin to develop is neutral with respect to the realist
dispute in metaethics. A more positive conclusion drawn on the strength of
their phenomenological insights would have been welcome.

There then follow three papers on Moore’s Open Question Argument
(OQA). As this set of papers illustrates, there is no consensus as yet on how
this argument is best construed. What is uncontroversial is that Moore
claims that the term ‘good’ cannot be defined, and a fortiori cannot be de-
fined using any non-moral terms. He justifies this claim by pointing out that
it is always an open question as to whether what is good really is desirable,
say, and that this would not be the case if ‘good’ really were definable by ‘de-
sirable’. What is controversial is precisely what, if anything, can be inferred
from this semantic point. The common view has been that Moore claims that
the semantic point has ontological implications, namely that good making
properties cannot be identical to any natural properties. Richard Fumerton
maintains that, if this is what Moore was trying to establish, there is no good
version of the argument, but that it is valuable nonetheless because it forces
one to consider fundamental metaphilosophical questions about the nature
of analysis. Charles Pigden, on the other hand, argues that Moore has two
arguments for the view that ‘good’ denotes a non-natural property: the Bar-
ren Tautology Argument derived from Sidgwick, and the OQA proper, which
was Moore's invention. Pigden maintains that the OQA is sound when re-
vised to take account of the synthetic identity of some properties. Nuccetelli
and Seay continue in this supportive vein, arguing that there are two ver-
sions of the OQA, the first targeting semantic naturalism, the second meta-
physical naturalism, and that both are successful. These papers show that
there is still mileage left in the OQA, but perhaps the most important ques-
tion remains one of interpretation: Is there a successful version (or versions)
of the OQA that has ontological implications, or does it merely establish a
semantic point? Fumerton is right that the OQA leads directly to important
methodological questions concerning the nature of analysis.
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Robert Shaver then offers a defense of non-naturalism, arguing that it is
not metaphysically or epistemologically extravagant, as usually maintained.
Nor is it fair to say, as many have, that non-naturalism contributes nothing
to metaethical theory. Shaver argues that this objection presupposes that
there are problems which naturalism is meant to solve. Shaver maintains
that there simply are no such problems, and so the objection fails. Shaver’s
case is persuasive; but, as he recognizes, it comes at the cost of depriving
non-naturalism of much of its interest. Shaver’s non-naturalism does not
advance exciting ontological views, but rather more modest epistemological
claims regarding the self-evidence of certain moral judgments.

This section along with the collection ends with two further contributions.
Joshua Gert offers a reworking of Moore’s key ethical doctrines, maintain-
ing that most can be defended. However, he argues that Moore’s doctrines
are inconsistent. He maintains that if Moore is right that ‘good’ names an
unanalyzable property, that there is a diversity of things which are in fact
good, that anything which is intrinsically good is always intrinsically good
to the same degree, that intrinsic goodness depends only on the intrinsic na-
ture of that which possesses it, and that we cannot calculate the value of the
whole by adding up the value of its parts; then he ought to reject the utili-
tarian view that the right action is the one that will produce the most good.
Jonathan Dancy then revisits Moore’s fascinating account of vindictive pun-
ishment, claiming that it serves as a test case for two views on the question
of part/whole relations as these pertain to the calculation of intrinsic value.
Moore maintains, while Dancy wishes to deny, that it is impossible for one
and the same thing to possess a kind or degree of value in one circumstance
and not possess the same value to the same degree in another.

This brief overview does not do justice to the full range of issues that
receive a well-deserved airing in this collection. The editors are surely right
that a ‘revisionist consensus’ is emerging according to which Moore is seen
not simply as an influential figure whose best arguments were eventually
rejected, but as a philosopher whose ideas and methods have enduring value,
despite having passed from favor for much of the second half of the 20"
century.

A final point about the collection as a whole. The editors rightly point
out that Moore is best remembered for his work in epistemology, ethics, and
philosophical method. It is a shame, therefore, that the collection focuses
on only the first two aspects of his thought, with remarks on method ap-
pearing only in passing. Of course, one collection cannot cover everything,
and editors have to make decisions based on their interests and the avail-
able papers; but something on his philosophical method and meta-philoso-
phy would have been welcome, particularly since they shape his thought in
other areas. The editors are fully aware of this, and indeed they raise some
pointed questions about Moore’s method. In particular they point out that
Moore’s commitment to common sense raises some obvious questions: 1)
What precisely are the elements of a common sense view of the world? and
2) Why should we believe that common sense beliefs are true? Since every-
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one agrees that Moore did not adequately answer these questions himself,
it would have been fascinating to see some contemporary efforts to make
Moore’s case for him. In fact, without such a case, one might suspect that
the newly rediscovered interest in other aspects of Moore’s work will ulti-
mately prove short lived.

Stephen Boulter
Oxford Brookes University

Pauline Phemister, ed.

John Locke: An Essay concerning

Human Understanding.

Toronto and New York: Oxford University
Press 2008.

Pp. 576.

Cdn$21.95/US$17.95

(paper ISBN-13: 978-0-19-929662-0).

Oxford World Classics offers yet another abridgment of Locke’s Essay con-
cerning Human Understanding. Do we really need another? Yes, when it’s
as well done as Phemister’s. When compared to Nidditch’s eritical edition
(Clarendon Press 1975) and the available non-critical editions, Phemister’s
stands up quite well,

The text is based on Nidditch’s, which followed the fourth edition (1700),
the last to be published during Locke’s lifetime. It’s lightly abridged, with
only about ten per cent of Locke’s text excised. Rarely have whole sections
been dropped. Instead, Phemister truncated many sections. (Beware: she re-
fused to signal omissions.) The dropped material consists largely of Locke’s
illustrations, references to ‘travel literature’ and citations, alternative ex-
planations or restatements of an argument, and chapter summaries. Pack-
aged with the text are a thirty-five-page introduction, a select bibliography,
a chronology of Locke’s career, and a large set of quite useful explanatory
notes. But most significantly, Phemister also included many of the footnotes
from the Essay’s fifth edition (1706). Although Locke did make some chang-
es to the fifth edition, he probably did not authorize the inclusion of the
footnotes, which consist largely of passages taken from his 1697-98 corre-
spondence with Bishop Stillingfleet. Nonetheless, the footnotes are Locke’s
own words, indeed often his final words, on current topics of philosophical
and scholarly interest: the legitimacy of the idea of substance; skepticism
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and the possibility of the reality of knowledge; sensitive knowledge; the doc-
trine of real essences; the possibility of thinking matter; etc.. The value of
their inclusion lies in the relative inaccessibility of Locke’s correspondence
with Stillingfleet. There is no modern edition and not many libraries own
The Works of John Locke wherein it is reprinted. Although no substitute for
the whole, Phemister’s inclusions (thirty-two pages worth) are a valuable
resource.

But why buy this edition rather than Nidditch's or one of the others? For
historians of philosophy, Phemister’s is no substitute for Nidditch. Philoso-
phers exploring Lockean themes, however, might prefer Phemister’s edition
because of the abridging, but because so little is abridged, the gain seems
slight. Yet, relative to the non-critical editions, Phemister’s clearly ought to
be their choice. It is better than Woolhouse’s (Penguin Classics 1997) and
Ott’s (Barnes and Noble 2004) because it is based on Nidditch rather than a
modernized fifth edition or Alexander Fraser’s nineteenth-century edition.
It ought to be preferred over Fuller, Stecker, and Wright’s (Routledge 2000),
which omits over seventy-five per cent of the text, simply because so much
more of Locke’s thought is retained. And it ought to be preferred over Win-
kler’s (Hackett 1996) popular abridgment for both reasons. Winkler cut away
a sizeable portion of Locke’s text (approximately 60%), including much philo-
sophically significant material (e.g., L.iii.7-8, 21, 23, and 26; II.xxix.3, 5-9, and
12; 1I1.v.4-6, 9-11, and 13-15; IViv.13-17; all of IVxix, ‘Of Enthusiasm’; etc.).
And Winkler’s is a partially modernized fourth edition containing in addition
the fifth edition additions to I1.xxi, ‘Of Power’.

Considered for classroom use, it is less obvious that Phemister’s is pref-
erable to Winkler’s (the usual choice) edition. For surveys, where Locke is
studied for only a few weeks, Winkler’s slimmer abridgment is probably pref-
erable. But for courses wholly devoted to the Essay, the reverse seems true.
First, there is considerably less loss of philosophical content in Phemister’s
abridgment. Second, Phemister’s introduction is clearly superior. It is con-
ventional in its scope and content, with subsections devoted to Locke’s life,
the Essay’s composition, innatism, ideas, qualities, substances, language,
general terms and abstraction, real and nominal essences, knowledge, cer-
tainty, the extent of knowledge, and the Essay’s legacy. But, befitting a
more massive abridgment, it is much more detailed than Winkler’'s. Yet it
is Phemister’s contextualization that really stands out here. She identifies
the intellectual background and connects Locke’s thought to that of his con-
temporaries, including some lesser-knowns like Malebanche, Arnauld, Nor-
ris, and Reid, among others. Third, Phemister’s explanatory notes are more
extensive and helpful than Winkler’s glossary and notes, going beyond his
biographical details, translations of Greek and Latin, and citations of Biblical
passages. Finally, I prefer the unmodernized text. The argument for mod-
ernizing is that students can’t handle the orthographic irregularities of sev-
enteenth-century English. That seems specious, however; working through
that is far less taxing than the difficulties the philosophical ideas themselves
present, and students expected to be able to wade through the latter ought
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to be able to wade through the former. Wherever possible, I prefer that my
students read the original.

Much as I like Phemister’s edition, there are points to criticize. In her
introduction, for example, nothing is said about judgment or religious faith,
which comprise the latter third of Book IV. And no connections were drawn
between the Essay’s contents and religious toleration, despite its emphasis
in Phemister’s description of the intellectual background and the scholarly
consensus that Locke’s project was motivated by the question of toleration
and that its aim is to prepare the ground for his arguments for toleration.
The abridgment is criticizable too. Occasionally material not merely redun-
dant or insignificant is omitted. For example, in I1.xiii.2 Phemister retains
‘I shall begin with the simple Idea of Space. 1 have shewed above, ¢.4. that
we get the Idea of Space, both by our Sight, and Touch,” and omits ‘which,
I think, is so evident, that it would be as needless, to go to prove, that Men
perceive, by their sight, a distance between Bodies of different Colours, or
between parts of the same Body; as that they see Colors themselves: Nor is
it less obvious, that they can do so in the Dark by Feeling and Touch.” Unfor-
tunately, IL.iv does not provide any empirical derivation of the simple idea of
space. Locke probably had I1.iv.3 in mind, but there the idea of space derives
from a thought-experiment concerning the possibility of motion. This is an
important point because Berkeley made so much out of the lack of a percep-
tion of space. In the omitted material Locke clearly asserted that we do per-
ceive space, which readers of Phemister’s edition might not realize. But such
significant omissions are rare, and overall Phemister is to be commended for
her careful and judicious editing.

Benjamin Hill
The University of Western Ontario

David Reisman

Sartre’s Phenomenology.

New York: Continuum 2007.

Pp. 150.

US$144.00 (cloth ISBN-13: 978-08264-8725-4).

Reisman offers a clear and detailed exposition of key elements of Sartre’s
philosophy as it is found in The Transcendence of the Ego and Being and
Nothingness. Specifically, these elements include personhood, pre-reflective
consciousness, perception, reflection, the psyche, the Look, and bad faith.
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Somewhat surprisingly, and before contextualizing the problems and scope of
the entire text, Reisman opens directly with a chapter on ‘Sartre and Straw-
son’ and begins by addressing the question, “What is a person?’ This question
may be taken as central to Reisman’s study.

The reason for approaching Sartre via Strawson is that Strawson’s Indi-
viduals ‘is particularly apt for comparison with Sartre’s phenomenological
work because the concepts he [Strawson] intends to analyze are so very basic
that he feels that he “must abandon his only sure guide”, namely, the ac-
tual use of words’ (2). In other words, ‘hoth philosophers are concerned with
the most basic components of what might be called our scheme of meaning,
namely, persons and things’ (3). Reisman observes that he does ‘not want to
overemphasize the similarity between their views, or their ultimate concerns’
(4), and it becomes clear that the aspect of Sartre’s phenomenology that most
concerns Reisman is a description of ‘what is involved in apprehending, expe-
riencing, or perceiving something as a person’ (15-16). An account of this, Re-
isman suggests, goes beyond ‘the scope of Strawson’s investigation’ (19), ‘so
we can think of Sartre’s work as beginning where Strawson leaves off” (20).

A Sartrean inquiry into personhood leads to a consideration of pre-reflec-
tive consciousness, which is the topic of Chapter 2. Along the way, Reisman
shows how Sartre’s analysis at this level has points in common with both the
ego-subject (or Cartesian) view, which attributes ‘mental and physical states
... to different subjects’ (6) and the no-subject view, which holds such attri-
butes to be ownerless (25), but it is clear enough that ‘the most basic level of
self-constitution’ is ‘consciousness’ constitution of itself as a relation to an
object of consciousness, and its apprehension of itself as such’ (26). What does
this mean? Does it mean that there is a core self — or ‘person’ or ‘subject’
— that is found at the level of pre-reflective consciousness? Reisman explains
Sartre’s criticism of Husserl on the nature of consciousness and the principle
of intentionality, which shows that ‘consciousness has no “subjective stuff”
inside it’ (29), so that any attempt to found a ‘pure subjectivity’ is misguided.
As is well-known, the central thesis of Sartre’s The Transcendence of the Ego
is that the ego or the ‘T’ is a transcendent object for consciousness, and the
pre-reflective field is ‘impersonal or pre-personal’. Given this, it makes sense
to think that we are forever at a distance from ourselves. Nevertheless, Reis-
man ‘is interested in Sartre’s account of the relation between this minimal
apprehension of oneself and the world to an apprehension of a world in which
one is a person among other persons and physical objects’ (40). Reisman un-
derstands how ‘troubled’ this relationship is and that, quoting Sartre, ‘the
world’s belonging to the person is never posited on the level of the pre-reflec-
tive cogito’ (43). Thus, the constitution of the person will have to be found
on the plane of reflection, which is a central theme of Chapter 3, ‘Impure
Reflection and the Constitution of the Psyche’.

At the beginning of Chapter 3 Reisman observes that ‘on Sartre’s view
consciousness constitutes itself in levels’, with ‘the end-product’ being ‘a
physical object who is a subject of experience’ (45). In this and the follow-
ing chapter, ‘The Look and the Constitution of Persons’, Reisman provides
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a careful exposition of these levels. He explains that for Sartre the ego is a
psychic object ‘constituted and apprehended in the act of reflection’ and that
it is ultimately a self-contradictory blend of activity and passivity (55). Given
that the ego never appears at the unreflected level, and that at this same
level the ‘I-concept is “destined to remain empty”’(57), one may well wonder
how we can understand the end-product that is ‘a subject of experience’ (i.e.,
a self) given that the most basic foundation of this end-product is completely
inaccessible. But, as Reisman will explain in Chapter 4, ‘while pre-reflective
self-consciousness and reflection cannot provide the intuition of oneself as an
independently existing consciousness, the Look can’ (75).

Overall, Reisman’s relatively short work is primarily expository and
might have included more critical analyses of Sartre’s positions. Most of the
limited critical comments are found in the notes and could have been further
developed. For example, note 5 to Chapter 1 considers a more far-reaching
discussion of whether Sartre was actually addressing the question of person-
hood at certain points (131-2), and note 1 to Chapter 2 considers the notion
of ‘being-in-itself’ and how this should be understood (132-4). Such discus-
sions develop our thinking on Sartre’s phenomenology in more significant
ways than an exposition that is occasionally heavily laden with citations from
Sartre’s texts (see, e.g., the closing pages of Chapters 4 and 5 where over half
of the text is lengthy citations from Sartre) and may make readers wonder
why they shouldn’t just read the original work. Reisman concludes his study
by ‘considering the topic of bad faith . . . because . . . it is best understood af-
ter considering Sartre’s account of self-constitution, but also because [he, i.e.,
Reisman] find[s] uplifting the discussion of pure reflection that inevitably
accompanies it’ (129). Here it would be very interesting to read an elabora-
tion of the way Sartre’s thinking can be uplifting (perhaps involving a de-
tailed discussion of the related notions of freedom and nothingness, which
is surprisingly lacking in this text), but instead the book closes with another
lengthy citation from Being and Nothingness.

Thus, while it is interesting to compare Sartre’s phenomenological on-
tology to Strawson’s descriptive metaphysics, and while this may have the
effect of bringing Sartre’s views to the attention of philosophers specializing
in the analytic tradition, it would be more beneficial to engage the problems
of Sartre’s phenomenology addressed by other contemporary philosophers.
(Regarding personhood, the recent works of Stephen Priest and Dan Zahavi
come to mind.) Lastly, although this may be a lack due to the publisher rather
than the author, a work such as this should have a bibliography. Oddly, ac-
cording to the Continuum website, it has a bibliography and a completely
different table of contents.

Michael Strawser
University of Central Florida
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Richard Rorty and Pascal Engel

What’s the Use of Truth?

Trans. William McCuaig.

New York: Columbia University Press 2007.
Pp. 96.

US$13.95 (cloth ISBN-13: 978-0-231-14014-0).

This short book — the main text is just sixty pages — is an English trans-
lation of a debate between Rorty and Engel at the Sorbonne in November
2002. The debate centered on two central questions regarding truth: ‘What
is truth? and What value should we see in it or attribute to it?’ (x). The de-
bate was between a minimal realist (Engel) and a pragmatist (Rorty). It is
hard to say who won, though they did a good job of delineating their points of
contention. The book consists of main statements from both Engel and Rorty,
several brief responses by them, and an appendix, which contains Rorty’s
previously published review of Engel’s book Truth.

Engel begins his main statement with a sketch of Rorty’s positions on
truth. Among the positions attributed to Rorty by Engel are several that
Rorty objects to. These include: the idea that ‘truth has no explanatory
use and does not . . . designate any profound substantial or metaphysical
property’ (6), the idea that traditional realist notions of truth are devoid of
meaning, and the claim that the debates between realism and antirealism
are hollow. Engel admits that there are several points over which he and
Rorty would likely agree. For example, he agrees with Rorty ‘that the clas-
sical theory of truth as correspondence runs up against considerable prob-
lems and that none of the contemporary conceptions that attempt to revive
it (like those of Australian metaphysicians) is satisfactory’ (11). However,
these areas of agreement with Rorty are few. For Engel, the fundamental
difference in their respective positions centers on the question of whether or
not we can really remove the ‘objectivist implications’ from our conception
of truth.

Regarding his own conception of truth, Engel argues that there are some
important conceptual relations between belief, assertion, and truth. He calls
these relations ‘the belief-assertion-truth triangle’ (13). The relations he has
in mind are as follows: (1) When we make an assertion by means of a state-
ment, we are asserting our belief that the statement is true. (2) Truth is the
norm of assertion. (3) Truth is the norm of belief. Engel also maintains that
truth is more than just a norm of inquiry. Truth also has virtues (veracity,
sincerity, exactness, trust). Engel then suggests that Rorty would likely hold
that there is either only a contingent connection between the conceptual role
that truth plays and the virtues of truth or no connection at all. This leads
Engel to ask, ‘how do we analyze these virtues? Are they, as Rorty seems to
think, purely instrumental (they are useful) and fully exposed to competition
from other virtues such as creativity, interest, and relevance?’ (27). Engel
finishes his main statement with a final question for Rorty: ‘If everyone came
to the conclusion that truth is not an intrinsic value to be sought for its own
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sake and that its value is only instrumental, would truth survive even as a
mere means to other ends?’ (29).

Rorty begins his main statement by clarifying the positions attributed to
him by Engel. For example, Rorty suggests that the question to be asked re-
garding the realism-antirealism debates isn’t whether the debaters are using
words that are devoid of meaning, but ‘whether the resolution of that debate
will have an effect on practice, whether it will be useful’ (34). Rorty also
objects to Engel’s suggestion that Rorty would view truth as not designating
a property. Rorty suggests that he would not use such an expression. Rorty
writes, ‘In my view, all descriptive expressions designate properties’ (32). He
goes on to suggest that even expressions like square circle designate proper-
ties. All you need to do to indicate what a term designates is add a -ness (or
its equivalent in other languages) to a term (e.g., square-circleness). He goes
on to claim that it is useless to attempt to determine ‘which adjectives have a
purely expressive function and which designate a property’ (32).

Regarding Engel’s question about whether we can strip truth of its ob-
Jjectivist implications, Rorty writes, ‘If we do things the pragmatist way, we
will no longer think of ourselves as having responsibilities toward nonhuman
entities such as truth or reality’ (40). He suggests that we should stop acting
as if we are looking for truth and instead we should be looking for what is
useful. Rorty responds to Engel’s question regarding the ‘virtues of truth’
by suggesting that ‘it is just as easy to inculcate these virtues by reference
to justification as by insisting on the importance of truth’ (42). His point
seems to be that we can encourage habits like exactness and the like without
appealing to the notion of truth. Rorty also addresses Engel’s concern that
if we redescribe truth, people will stop caring about it. He argues that ques-
tions about the difference between intrinsic and instrumental goods are not
really worth asking. He goes on to say, ‘Intrinsic is a word that pragmatists
find it easy to do without. If one thinks that sincerity and exactness are good
things, I do not see why we should worry about whether they are means to
something else or good in themselves. Which reply one gives will have no
bearing on practice’ (44).

This book’s main weakness is its brevity. Those who want to a deeper un-
derstanding of Engel’s position may do better to read his book Truth. Those
interested in a more complete understanding of Rorty’s theory will probably
find it elsewhere, perhaps in his Objectivity, Relativism, and Truth: Philo-
sophical Papers, Volume 1. That said, this book provides a concise look at
the views of two important philosophers. It is probably best suited for the
serious philosopher. It assumes too much in the way of prior knowledge for
the casual reader. At the same time, however, the serious philosopher might
be disappointed. The book is too short to allow either Rorty or Engel to really
shine. Perhaps it should be looked at as a piece of history, a souvenir from a
lively debate.

Benjamin Gorman
Temple University
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How Children Become Moral Selves:

Building Character and Promoting Citizenship
in Education.

Brighton: Sussex Academic Press 2007.

Pp. 239.

US$45.00 (cloth ISBN-13: 978-1-84519-175-7).

Although divided into two main parts this book is perhaps better viewed as
consisting of three parts: one part moral theory, one part moral psychology,
and one part case study. Each of these components play a role in the study
that was conducted on the nature and extent of the moral awareness of a
group of Irish school children, beginning when they were between seven and
eight years old and ending when they were between twelve and thirteen. The
group’s moral development was gauged by the responses they gave during
‘Thinking Time’ sessions. A Thinking Time session is essentially a form of
class discussion on moral issues facilitated by the teacher. Through these
discussions, Russell draws conclusions about children’s ability to reason from
various moral frameworks (e.g., justice, care, fairness, etc.) as well as whether
their moral development is consistent with many of the leading psychological
theories on children’s moral development, particularly those of Piaget, Kohl-
berg, Gilligan and Vygotsky.

In Chapter 1 Russell lays out her approach, beginning with a description
of the Thinking Time methodology along with the questions and goals of
her study. Her primary purpose is to examine the effectiveness of Thinking
Time discussions as a means of fostering moral development and determin-
ing ‘its [Thinking Time's] effectiveness in enhancing children’s moral think-
ing, enabling them to become more thoughtful, respectful and responsive
to others, and fostering traits of character that are central to democratic
citizenship’ 5).

Chapter 2 examines the current debate that surrounds children’s moral
development. It surveys the literature on Piaget’s two stages of development,
Kohlberg’s highly influential and controversial moral stage theory, and Gilli-
gan'’s care reasoning approach. The views of each are fairly presented along
with critical assessment culled from more recent studies on children’s moral
development.

Chapter 3 discusses the nature of morality and addresses the different
possible approaches to moral education. The chapter’s goal is to draw upon
a number of moral theories as a way of developing an adequate theory of
moral education. Russell examines the pros and cons of four main theories: 1)
Kantian liberalism, 2) virtue ethics, 3) mainstream communitarianism, and
4) ethics of care. She provides a clear and concise, albeit standard examina-
tion of these views. Where her presentation really shines is in its integration
of what are often presented as contrary positions in the literature. Thus, the
moral attributes we want to cultivate in children are not synonymous with a
particular moral theory, but may in fact take a number of elements from each.
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According to Russell, this form of moral education is desperately needed for
a renewal of civil society: ‘Post-modern pressures need to be counteracted by
more autonomy for individual moral selves and more vigorous sharing of col-
lective responsibilities. In short the autonomous citizen needs to be part of a
fully-fledged, self-reflective and self-correcting political community’ (68).

Chapter 5 concludes Part 1 of the book by presenting the techniques that
will be utilized in gauging the test group’s moral development through moral
dialogue with both the teacher and each other. Russell believes that children
can engage in a form of philosophical reasoning — perhaps better termed
meta-philosophical reasoning — whereby the moral conversation can lead
them to other forms of philosophic and abstract reasoning, while also encour-
aging care for others and a sense of justice. Engaging children in philosophical
discussion helps them internalize the sorts of cognitive processes and moral
sentiments that will be necessary to engage in more abstract philosophical
reasoning, such as that found in Piaget and Kohlberg, while at the same time
encouraging social, empathetic, caring relationships.

Also included in Chapter 5 is Russell’s foreshadowing of data to be pre-
sented in Part 2, along with recent research with regard to gender differences
in moral reasoning. Russell claims that the current literature on moral devel-
opment does not support the idea that boys and girls demonstrate significant
differences in their moral dispositions. Both boys and girls tend to gravitate
to same-sex groupings where girls in such groups emphasize protecting per-
sonal relationships, and boys tend to focus on solidarity, rules and hierarchy,
by ten to twelve years of age both develop a capacity for empathy and care
exhibited in altruistic action.

Chapters 6 and 7 comprise the heart of the second part, which mainly
deals with the conversations with the children in the study. In this part Rus-
sell both confirms and contradicts the findings of the moral theorists and
researches discussed in the first half of the book. She notes the development
in moral reasoning, beginning with the first dialogues with the children at
age five. By establishing a community of enquiry where the children felt com-
fortable expressing their views, reflective thinking (inferring, deducing, de-
fining, making distinctions, classifying and generalizing) began to develop as
students, guided by the teacher, interacted with each other. Contra Kohlberg,
Russell notes how children’s reasoning vacillated between pre-conventional
and post-conventional thinking, depending upon the situation. The children
also demonstrated the ability to reflect on their own views and to let go of
fixed positions in light of the arguments of others. What the dialogues in
Chapters 6 and 7 demonstrated was both development of children’s moral
reasoning capacity as well as a confirmation of Vygotsky's theory of social
development.

In Chapter 7, Russell focuses on the ways the children dealt with issues
of justice or fairness, moral obligation and responsibility, truth telling, theft
and friendship, moral judgment, attitudes and values, and gender specific
friendships. In the case of friendship, Russell notes some of the salient differ-
ences between boys and girls concept of friendship and what it entails.
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This book has much to recommend it. Russell’s overview of the various
theories of the moral psychology of children, and her take on competing no-
tions of moral education, do a nice job of encapsulating the debate within
these two areas. While the material in Part 1will prove informative to any-
one interested in this topic, Part 2 is more of a mixed bag. On the one hand,
Russell’s conversations with children are enlightening, in that they indicate
that children are capable of moral reasoning that is far more complex than
most adults have recognized. With the proper encouragement, children can
develop moral reasoning skills much in the same way they develop other
sorts of cognitive ability. On the other hand, since Russell did not utilize a
control group, it is difficult to discern from both her presentation and the
conversations whether this moral development would have occurred even if
the children had not engaged in Thinking Time activities. She notes at one
point that a student who had transferred into the class she was studying
seemed to integrate easily into the group, even though he had not been an
original participant. This point would perhaps be less problematic if Russell
didn’t draw the conclusion at the end of the book that Thinking Time should
be incorporated into Irish education in general.

Russell’s book is an important contribution to the literature on both chil-
dren’s moral development and children’s rights. With regard to the former,
Russell clearly shows that children are far more morally aware, and that
through thoughtful discussion with adults they can actually advance in their
moral reasoning ability. With regard to the latter, if children are capable of
thinking in ways we have normally associated with adults, it may be time
to re-think the age at which we extend certain rights and responsibilities to
children.

Mark C. Vopat
Youngstown State University
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US$75.00 (paper ISBN-13: 978-90-420-2342-0).

The title of this collection is as clear an indicator of thematic intent as you
can find. The book, part of the Studies in Pragmatism and Values (SPV) se-
ries, which is itself part of Rodopi’s Value Inquiry Book Series (VIBS), aims
to explore ‘the intersections between pragmatism, education, and philosophy
with children.” Though the book fails to consistently sustain the theme, sev-
eral selections will likely interest a broad range of interdisciplinary readers.

The book is comprised of a brief preface, thirteen new essays, one inter-
view, and a helpfully detailed index. The contributors’ areas of expertise
range from philosophy to psychology, to education, and several contributors
claim expertise in pedagogy related specifically to children. The title’s refer-
ence to the international scope of the book is certainly not in jest: authors are
from Australia, Brazil, Germany, Switzerland, Japan, Turkey, and the United
States. The contributions are divided into four sections: 1) Lessons from Clas-
sical Pragmatists (three essays), 2) Learning from John Dewey (four essays),
3) Philosophy for Children (three essays), and 4) Recent Pragmatist Theories
(three essays and one interview).

The first two sections provide welcome insights. In Section 1, Phyllis
Chiasson’s ‘Pierce’s Design for Thinking: A Philosophical Gift for Children’
offers one of the clearest discussions of Pierce I have encountered in some
time. Though I would have been hard pressed to agree before reading her
essay, I am now convinced that ‘Pierce’s philosophy . . . [is] simple and prac-
tical enough to be used at the pre-reading level’ (26). In Section 2, Gordon
Mitchell’s ‘The Sacred in the Everyday: John Dewey on Religion in Public
Education’ provides a compelling argument for reexamining a neglected el-
ement of the Deweyian corpus. He celebrates and interrogates the notion
that ‘one of the principles of dialogue between peoples of different religions
and world-views is the recognition of the “incompleteness” of each. Openness
to discovery is therefore central to such dialogue’ (120). Rather than play-
ing skeptic, Mitchell charts the complicated path by which ‘religious ways of
knowing’ might be integrated into the process of education.

The third section is the most cohesive. With the inclusion of several ad-
ditional essays — including, perhaps, slightly revised versions of Mitchell’s
essay as well as Helmut Schreier and Kerstin Michalik’s ‘In Pursuit of Intel-
lectual Honesty’ (from Section 2) — it could have been an entire book of the
same title. The focus of this section is clear from the start. Matt Lipman’s es-
say, ‘Philosophy for Children’s Debt to Dewey’, charts out the clear parallels
between his and Dewey’s approach to teaching. Lipman, professor emeritus
and founder of The Institute for the Advancement of Philosophy for Children
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(IAPC) at Montclair State University, guides and informs the essays that fol-
low. While it is clear that Rosalind Ekman Ladd’s ‘Dewey and Lipman’ is
meant as an encomium to both, it would have been helpful if she had more
carefully pointed to some of the primary sources at her disposal. In referenc-
ing Lipman’s essay in the volume and relying substantially on The Collected
Works of John Dewey, Ladd obscures the fact that one of Dewey’s first de-
tailed discussions of ‘indeterminist or problematic’ situations (154) occurred
in How We Think (1910). Philip Cam’s ‘Dewey, Lipman, and the Tradition
of Reflective Education’ corrects this oversight. In addition, Cam opens up
points of connection between Lipman and Mitchell by noting the role of dia-
logue in a Deweyian approach to education.

Section 4 is a bit of a puzzle. One author struggles to hold to the book’s
stated premise. Michael A. Peters’ ‘Acts of Education: Rorty, Derrida, and
the Ends of Literature’ discusses little specific to children. Indeed the stated
foci are the university and democracy, with democracy being given the more
substantial and postmodern treatment. When Peters ends by arguing ‘that
Derrida helps us to rethink politics in an age of globalization’ (202), read-
ers might well applaud the value of the inquiry but question its relation-
ship to the theme of the book. Another contribution suggests more than it
provides. Paulo Ghiraldelli’s ‘Richard Rorty and Philosophy of Education:
Questions and Responses’ offers up an interview with the late philosopher.
But one must struggle to find many clear connections to the subject of chil-
dren. What’s more, the reader comes away with a better understanding of
what Ghiraldelli finds interesting, given that the questions are often far lon-
ger than the answers. Another author’s contribution inadvertently points to
the work needing to be done to remedy the breaches between international
and interdisciplinary conceptions of rhetoric. Tarso Mazzotti’s ‘The Rhetoric
Turn’, while also light on anything germane to children, offers up an inter-
esting discussion of rhetoric. Mazzotti touches on a host of figures — Gor-
gias, Aristotle, Marx, and Hegel among others — whose work has influenced
the study of rhetoric. What is missing, though, is any sense of the work that
has been conducted for decades in departments of Speech Communication/
Communication Studies. His claim, then, that ‘it remains to recognize that
the arts and knowledge of argumentative and rhetorical procedures needs
to be taught so that students can have the minimal instruments necessary
for the sort of dialogue and debate that avoids altercation’ (222) is a point
well taken. So well taken that a host of scholars interested in both rhetoric
and philosophy (not to mention pragmatism) — Robert Scott in ‘On Viewing
Rhetoric as Epistemic’ (1967) and Lloyd Bitzer in ‘The Rhetorical Situation’
(1968) to name but two classic works — have been carrying out this work on
campuses across the United States.

There are also a couple of errors which suggest some editorial slack. The
table of contents incorrectly lists Mazzotti’s essay as ‘The Rhetorical Turn’.
This mistake is corrected on the Rodopi website, but it brings to light an-
other: where is John R. Shook’s editorial foreword? This omission relates to
a more general suggestion. The book’s tripartite thematic focus might have
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been made clearer by reference to a longer and more detailed preface from
the book’s editors. Given these issues, this book is moderately successful in
sustaining an international approach to a ‘variety of investigations’ (ix). Like
children, readers are likely to pick and choose those resources that strike
their fancy. The parts, in the case of this book, are often more compelling
than the packaged whole.

Mark Porrovecchio
Oregon State University

Jim Vernon

Hegel’s Philosophy of Language.

New York: Continuum 2007.

Pp. 161.

US$132.00 (cloth ISBN-13: 978-0-8264-9438-2).

Vernon seeks to articulate a schematic theory of language that is specifically
Hegelian — that is, a philosophy of language that is consistent with a wide
range of Hegel’s texts, and remains true to his overall philosophical project.
I have little reason to question its success as such. However, frankly, I am in
a comparatively poor position to judge: I work on contemporary philosophy
of language, not history of philosophy; worse, my training therein was pret-
ty narrowly Anglo-American. Thus the works Vernon focuses on — Hegel's
Logie, Philosophy of Mind, and Phenomenology of Spirit — are by no means
central to my canon. My emphasis will thus lie elsewhere. For, in addition to
straightforward exegesis, this book sets itself the task of uncovering a dis-
tinctively Hegelian contribution to philosophical theorizing about language.
My question will be: Is such a contribution genuinely on offer?

Some background. With the very notable exception of the rich body of
work on the Mediaeval period, the history of philosophy of language has been
sorely neglected. I find this a pity. First, the topic is valuable per se — no less
so than the history of ethics, or the history of epistemology. Second, even if he
or she does not address our questions (e.g., whether complex demonstratives
are quantifier phrases, whether ‘know’ contains a hidden indexical), almost
any major historical figure stands to enrich and invigorate contemporary
philosophy of language by (re)introducing debates. To anticipate, Vernon’s
Hegel is no exception.

Vernon highlights a great number of issues about language that preoc-
cupied Hegel. For the sake of brevity, however, I will focus on those which
pertain to the Hegelian quest for objectivity. First, explains Vernon, language
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undergirds individual objectivity. Hegel’s account of perception and mental
content introduces the threat of subjective idealism. Vernon writes: ‘Objec-
tive content is not really given to us from the outside, for without the atten-
tive activity of mind there would be no determinate experience at all’ (48).
In particular, continues the story, agents actively deploy the formal ‘I’ — in
order, for instance, to abstract particular objects from a continuous ‘field’
(50). The worry, of course, is that a given individual’s forms of experience
may not be valid and universal. This is where language comes in: the agent
can externalize her internal forms, placing them in space and time for others
to consider; she can, that is, synthesize something with the necessary dual as-
pect of ‘internal’ image/idea and ‘external’ intuited object. (An aside: though
Vernon does not say so, given this solution, Hegel’s concern cannot have been
anything approaching Pyrrhonian skepticism.)

These externalized (proto-)linguistic signs provide the initial bulwark
against subjective idealism. As Vernon sums it up: ‘Language arises as an
inter-subjective medium employed to demonstrate the objectivity of our (de-
termining forms of) experience’ (3). To my mind, this is already a very sub-
stantial contribution to philosophy of language: Hegel raises here, in a very
novel way, the question of why we humans speak. And, if Vernon’s reading is
correct, he offers a bracingly novel answer: one speaks for broadly epistemic
reasons.

But now, how can our seeker of objectivity trust that her words mean the
same? This conundrum, familiar at least since Locke, ‘reintroduces the prob-
lem of subjective idealism at the linguistic level’ (13). The Hegelian response
is elusive, especially to a non-specialist such as myself. But the main thrust
is this. As a beginning, one encounters something ‘out there’ as meaningful.
This recognition of genuine signs succeeds because we humans can ‘express
interiority corporally’ (e.g., by babbling and giggling) and because, qua activ-
ity, all speech arises from the spontaneous mind. So, already the seeker of
objectivity can establish some connection between found ‘outer sounds’ and
‘inner ideas’. It is the next steps in Vernon'’s ‘just so’ story that are the most
intriguing. He draws on Hegel’s lectures on classical studies, dated Septem-
ber 1809, interpreting them as urging that comparative study, especially of
classical tongues, provides the necessary evidence that grammar does not
vary (cf. 41ff.). Because human grammar is universal, the individual can
take yet another step towards intersubjectivity. Finally, unlike emphemeral
sounds, writing (in a suitably broad sense) allows for stable, ‘accent-less’,
lasting signs, governed by official standardization — ‘particular to none,
graspable by all’ (72).

Hegel’s circuitous route leads him, in the end, to a position that is striking-
ly contemporary: a cognitive/communitarian view, such that each individual
internalizes a shared language. It is this which affords the public, communal
safeguard of objectivity at the level of ordinary, individual experience.

In short, learning and reflecting upon language play an important role,
at the level of the individual, in the Hegelian project of securing objectiv-
ity. But there is more. Philosophers such as Hamann, Maimon and Herder
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launched an important and underappreciated critique of Kant. These ‘Meta-
critics’ insisted, pace The Critique of Pure Reason, that philosophy cannot be
undertaken a priori, in ‘pure thought’. Instead, thought is only determinate
within a particular language. And, they continued, the contingency and his-
torical specificity of human languages threatens philosophy’s objectivity and
universal necessity.

Patently, this is a problem for Hegel as well. However, whereas Kant seems
to have sidestepped it, Vernon finds in Hegel’s texts some insightful replies.
As noted above, Vernon’s Hegel maintains that only lexical content varies.
Grammar is universal. Already, then, Hegel can give a partial response to
the metacritical worry: language is not nearly as contingent as Hamann et
al. make out. But Hegel goes further, urging that even this lexical source of
variation can be tamed. On the one hand, grammar has a powerful impact
upon the lexicon: words are by their very nature ordained to combine by
means of formal rules. As a result, there is a ‘[d]ialectical relation between
linguistic form and content, grammar and lexicon’ (16) which importantly
reduces the variability of word meaning. Finally, in yet another move away
from linguistic contingency, Hegel proposes that philosophy abstract from
connections between ordinary language words, formulating atomistic ‘names
as such’. Through these, it can develop something more universal.

My question was whether Vernon’s Hegel makes a novel contribution to
philosophical theorizing about language. It should be clear by now that my
answer is an emphatic ‘yes’. Contemporary philosophy of language stands to
be tremendously enriched both by Hegel’s concerns, and by his manner of
addressing them. We owe a substantial debt to Vernon for bringing these to
our attention.

Robert J. Stainton
The University of Western Ontario

Gudrun von Tevenar, ed.

Nietzsche and Ethics.

New York: Peter Lang 2007.

Pp. 318.

US$77.95 (paper ISBN-13: 978-3-03911-045-2).

This is a collection of essays on Nietzsche as a moral philosopher, edited from
papers first given at the conference on this topic by the Friedrich Nietzsche
Society in 2004. It covers a number of core areas of interest in Nietzsche's
thought which have in recent times attracted attention either as specific
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strengths, or as especially controversial aspects (and potential weaknesses)
of the great iconoclast’s distinctive contribution to moral philosophy.

Among Nietzsche’s strengths are his critique of human agency, selfhood
and the related notions of will (free, unfree or otherwise) and will to power.
These are discussed by Ken Gemes in ‘Nietzsche on the Will to Truth, the Sci-
entific Spirit, Free Will, and Genuine Selfhood’, a close reading of Nietzsche's
Genealogy of Morality; and by Henry Staten in ‘Toward a Will to Power So-
ciology’, an attempt to dethrone Brian Leiter’s influential interpretation
of how Nietzsche would have us understand human agency and the mind-
body relationship in action. The other aspect of Nietzsche’s ethical thinking
singled out as positive is his questioning of the origin of values and of the
nature of value creation and re-valuation. I include here Herman Siemens’
‘The First Transvaluation of all Values: Nietzsche's Agon with Socrates in
The Birth of Tragedy’, as well as contributions that address the question of
Nietzsche’s moral philosophy as a whole and search for its governing prin-
ciple or idea, such as Robert Guay’'s ‘How to be an Immoralist’, or Edward
Harcourt's ‘Nietzsche and Eudaemonism’.

The controversial topics or potential weaknesses of Nietzsche’s ethics are
said to be his critique of egalitarianism, analyzed and criticized in turn by
James Wilson in his ‘Nietzsche and Equality’; and Nietzsche’s devaluation
of pity and compassion, addressed (largely in defence of Nietzsche’s position)
in two essays, first by Rebecca Bamford in ‘The Virtue of Shame: Defend-
ing Nietzsche’s Critique of Mitleid’, and second by editor von Tevenar, in
‘Nietzsche’s Objections to Pity and Compassion’. All the above are overtly
argumentative pieces and in the collection they are complemented by three
contextualizing, historicizing essays: Robin Small’s ‘Nietzsche’s Evolution-
ary Ethics’ on the influence of nineteenth-century evolutionary theorizing
on Nietzsche’s ethical thought and especially on his notion of the will to pow-
er; Carol Diethe’s ‘Nietzschean Sexual Ethics’, which discusses Nietzsche's
views on sexuality, the war between the sexes and female sexuality, and their
reception in various circles at the fin de siécle; and finally, Thomas Brobjer’s
essay on ‘The Development of Nietzsche’s Ethical Thinking’, which describes
this development in terms of the dynamics of Nietzsche’s continual ‘overcom-
ing’ of moral theories based on principles such as duty or utility, principles
that Nietzsche himself seems to have believed in at crucial points in his life
and writing.

As I cannot hope to give all the essays the critical attention they deserve,
I will here focus primarily on those that I find most insightful or provoking
or both, and run the risk of seeming to unjustly overlook the rest (especially
those by Gemes and Siemens). Henry Staten’s ‘Toward a Will to Power Soci-
ology’ is the centrepiece of the collection. How do we think about the role of
consciousness in action, and what can Nietzsche contribute to this debate?
Staten suggests a picture of human agency that remains firmly anchored in
naturalism, and yet ascribes to consciousness a causal power that it cannot
possess in Leiter’s reading of it as an epiphenomenon of bodily processes.
Consciousness in Staten’s conception is not the property of an individual
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but of a culture. Its causal power is tied to actions that members of that
culture habitually learn to master and practice. It inheres in the equally ha-
bitual, neither strictly conscious nor unconscious ‘thoughts’ and ‘pictures of
the consequences of actions’ (151) that accompany these practices as if they
were another muscular reflex. Using that picture Staten then tries to tackle
a possible objection to it: how is something new created in action, especially if
this something is not just a new kind of object but a whole shift in a cultural
practice? Where lies the power that can effect such a shift and what gives it
direction? Is it ‘in’ the individual (even if it is not in his or her consciousness
but in the bodily drives, in their will to power endowed with a special kind
of intentionality — Staten reads Nietzsche alongside Richardson, as a Ro-
mantic ultimately unable to give up on genius and teleology); or somewhere
else? But where? Staten tries to convince us that this power is a combination
of nothing other than the quantum of energy supplied by the human being
in action and the potential inherent in the form of a cultural practice that is
being actualized through action. Will to power in this reading is primarily a
social, not a biological phenomenon.

Next it is Robert Guay’s ‘How to be an Immoralist’ that deserves a special
mention. Guay argues it is a mistake to see Nietzsche as attempting to secure
certain ethical commitments (even if these might be radically different from
various traditional moralities) by referring them to their ultimate ground
(even if this ground should newly be a type of body, e.g., Leiter’s collection
of physiological-psychological type-facts, rather than God or the good etc.).
Guay reads Nietzsche's critique of morality as targeting precisely the idea
that a particular way of life (or particular actions) may be legitimized by ref-
erence to ‘some kind of special, unconditional authority’ (58) which, as the
value of values, would be set above all supposedly non-ethical aspects of life
and practical concerns. It is part of the immoralist’s way of examining one’s
practice that one becomes aware that ‘we have concerns that transcend good-
ness of character, adherence to principle, or general welfare’ (73). According
to Guay, what ultimately matters most to Nietzsche is something like this:
‘The point of Nietzsche’s substantive ethics is not to explain how to be good,
but to explain something more basic: how to be engaged’ (72).

Finally, I want to mention two essays that deal with the supposed liabili-
ties of Nietzsche’s ethics, i.e., with his attacks both on egalitarianism and on
the value of pity and compassion. I do not find Wilson’s Kantian defence of
egalitarianism against Nietzsche convincing. This is at least partly because
of Wilson’s misreading of what Nietzsche means by affirmation, and hence of
the difference between slave and master moralities (231); and partly because
of a certain lack of tangibility in the notion of dignity that Wilson proposes as
the grounding for the equal value of all human beings (232-3, note 23). And
yet I do think he raises important questions, less about Nietzsche’s elitism
than about the prevalence of egalitarianism in contemporary ethical thought
and in our instinctive response to many ethical dilemmas (if not, contra Wil-
son, to all).
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Von Tevenar addresses with perspicuity the other liability of the ethical
Nietzsche, namely his low estimate of pity and compassion. She is able to
show convincingly that Nietzsche does distinguish, under the label of Mitle-
id, between pity and compassion as two qualitatively different responses to
suffering. She further discusses the reasons Nietzsche might have for deni-
grating pity, and for fearing and devaluing compassion. Her approach is com-
plemented by Bamford’s somewhat roundabout discussion of the possibility
that Nietzsche’s denigration of pity has to do with his insight into the power
dynamic between the sufferer and the passerby arrested by the spectacle of
suffering: i.e., that the supposedly passive sufferer’s appeal to pity is really
an active attempt to deprive the spectator of his activity and to turn him into
a passive sufferer.

Von Tevenar’s book is a somewhat looser collection; it is more diverse
and divergent as a whole — and often less tightly argued and less well writ-
ten within individual contributions — than its main competitor in the field,
Leiter’s and Sinhababu’s Nietzsche and Morality (Clarendon Press, Oxford
2007). It does have, nevertheless, a lot to say about Nietzsche, and it even
has one distinct advantage over its rival: it seems to have better avoided the
respective dangers of treating Nietzsche’s writing first and foremost as an in-
tellectual puzzle, and of dealing with Nietzsche as ‘one of the most insightful
and creative figures in the history of moral theory’ (Leiter and Sinhababu)
rather than as an insightful and creative human being or even just a man,
writing for other men and women.

Alena Dvorakova
University College Dublin
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