

































































































































































his health, his mental/spiritual state, the strain of teaching and other real
or apparent troubles. Still, he does not always come off badly. One sees why
friends would speak not only of his honesty and seriousness but also of his
loyalty and decency, and why, for all his faults, he was supported to the hilt
by the powers-that-be at Cambridge. (The mathematician J. E. Littlewood’s
appraisal of him for the Council of Trinity College in 1930 especially caught
my eye.) McGuinness warns against treating WIC as ‘a first introduction to
Wittgenstein and his circle’ (2), but it is not a bad one either. Read in con-
junction with the accompanying notes, the letters provide a more rounded
portrait of the man than most biographical works.

Pressed to criticise the collection, I would only say that I missed the fac-
similes of Wittgenstein’s handwriting in LRKM (these were omitted in CL)
and more information on the sources of the items would have been welcome.
No doubt, another hundred letters would not have gone amiss; a Selected
Letters including correspondence with Wittgenstein’s non-Cambridge Eng-
lish acquaintances and his Viennese friends surely cannot be far off. But for
the time being WIC will do very nicely. Books as readable, useful and illumi-
nating are, to put it mildly, thin on the ground.

Andrew Lugg
Montreal

Michael Morris

An Introduction to the Philosophy of Language.
New York: Cambridge University Press 2007.
Pp. 330.

US$79.99 (cloth ISBN-13: 978-0-521-84215-0);
US$29.99 (paper ISBN-13: 978-0-521-60311-9).

This is a knowledgeable and very useful addition to contemporary introduc-
tions to the philosophy of language, somewhere in difficulty between Lycan’s
(2008) and Taylor’s (1998) worthy texts. It is the right size for a 15-week
semester course, at one chapter a week (students like to use what they buy).
Starting with Locke’s view of language, the book is structured, in part, as a
series of responses to it, and responses to those responses: 2. Frege on sense
and reference, 3. Russell’s theory of descriptions, 4. Kripke on proper names,
5. natural kind terms, 6. Quine on modality, 7. reference and propositional
attitudes, 8. semantics of propositional attitudes, 9. Davidson on truth and
meaning, 10. translation and interpretation, 11. indeterminacy of transla-
tion, 12. Austin on speech acts, 13. Grice on meaning, 14. Kripke on rule
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following, and finally, 15. Wittgenstein on the Augustinian picture. There is
not space to comment on all these chapters, so I will comment briefly on a
select few, first a pair from the ‘semantic’ end of the subject, then a pair from
the ‘pragmatic’ end.

Chapter 2 introduces Frege’s doctrines of sense, reference, coloring, con-
cepts vs objects, assertion vs. presupposition, some logic and a hint of the
three realms (mental, physical and abstract). As with Locke, basic Fregean
doctrines are set out and argued for (and against). This exposition is general-
ly sound, and concentrates on the utility of, and problems with, the notion of
sense, explicating it in terms of conditions on reference. The author is need-
lessly bothered by two aspects of Frege’s theory: the tension between the
context principle and compositionality, and the sense of referenceless terms.
The context principle plays a role in Frege’s thinking during his single-factor
period (roughly 1879-1890), but disappears once the sense-reference distinc-
tion is made and over which compositionality reigns. And although Frege
introduced the technical notion of sense by associating it with reference, that
was only an illustration, not in any way definitional or criterial. Once we get
the idea of sense as a condition on reference, that ladder can be kicked away
in the face of empty terms. There is no discussion of Frege’s notion of (illocu-
tionary) force and its role in the analysis of sentences, and hardly anything
on coloring, except the suggestion that it has to do only with poetry. But
Frege gives a number of examples that are more like Gricean implicatures
than poetry. Chapter 3 introduces Russell’s influential theory of (definite)
descriptions, including attendant notions of propositional functions, scope
and logically proper names, again by clearly setting out central theses and
discussing them. The three basic puzzles of informativeness, opacity and
empty names, as well as two more, are subjected to the theory, and Russell’s
solution (not using the notion of sense) is compared with Frege’s. Strawson’s
criticism that Russell conflated linguistic types with their token or uses is
discussed, as is Donnellan’s contention that neither Strawson nor Russell
distinguished attributive from referential uses of descriptions. Finally, a Rus-
sellian rejoinder to these challenges is tried out, mostly in terms of taking the
sting out of the intuitive conversational oddness of the existence and unique-
ness clauses in Russell’s theory.

Chapter 12 takes up speech act theory mostly from an Austinian perspec-
tive. We are introduced to the performative-constative distinction, its down-
fall, and the final assimilation of constatives into performatives, and then
into the general theory: locutionary, illocutionary and perlocutionary acts.
Two topics are taken up further. The first is the issue of the truth value of
performatives. Austin intuited that performatives are not true or false, but
some sentences systematically have both performative and non-peformative
uses — do the meanings of the words change? One solution is to give up
Austin’s intuition (which was all he had) and make performatives be both
sayings (or constatings) and doings; in uttering ‘I promise I will be there’ one
is both (directly) constating that one will be there and (indirectly) promising
that one will be there. This gives ‘promise’ the same role in performative
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sentences as in non-performatives. For some reason this idea is cast as ‘self-
verifying’, and criticism of it in that regard is mounted. But that is all a red
herring. There is nothing more ‘self-verifying’ about promising by constating
than there is requesting by asking ‘could you pass the salt?’. The second issue
developed is the relation between illocutionary acts and linguistic meaning,
and Alston’s idea of analyzing word meaning in terms of contributions to
sentence meaning and sentence meaning in terms of illocutionary act poten-
tial are briefly discussed. One could question the inclusion of this in such a
short chapter, especially to exclusion of topics such as indirect speech acts
and metaphor.

Chapter 13 develops Grice’s analysis of meaning the way Grice did: first
by giving an analysis of speaker meaning in non-semantic terms, then by
analyzing expression meaning partly in terms of speaker meaning. Most of
the elaboration of Grice’s basic ideas is by means of considering sympathetic
(Strawson and Schiffer) and unsympathetic (Platts) objections to the speaker
meaning project, and to the expression meaning project (Searle). The exposi-
tion helpfully avoids the details of the mind-bending counterexamples the lit-
erature developed by concentrating on the principles behind those examples.
I think that it is a disappointment, however, that the chapter does not take up
that aspect of speaker meaning that goes under the label of ‘(conversational)
implicature’, which is one of the few examples of philosophical work on lan-
guage that has been hugely influential in language study outside philosophy
(the other being Searle’s theory of speech acts, which is also ignored).

Of course everyone who is too lazy to write a text has a wish-list, and I
have mine. In place of the last chapter, for instance, I wish that more re-
cent topics had more than passing mention, e.g., the Kaplan-Perry attempt
to combine Frege and Russell, or the current debate on ‘unarticulated con-
stituents’ and ‘impliciture’. I also wish that current linguistic theory had
been better integrated into the discussion of the structure of sentences and
semantics, and as a corollary, that Chomsky’s provocative theses regarding
‘I(nternal)-language’ vs ‘E(xternal)-language’ had been introduced when ap-
propriate (e.g., p. 260 on Davidson on language). All that said, paired with
some original readings, this book will give any motivated student a good sur-
vey of the subject.

Robert Harnish
University of Arizona
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Robert Nola and Howard Sankey
Theories of Scientific Method:

An Introduction.

Montreal and Kingston: McGill-Queen’s
University Press 2007.

Pp. 381.

Cdn$/US$90.00

(cloth ISBN-13: 978-0-7735-3344-8);
Cdn$29.95/US$27.95

(paper ISBN-13: 978-0-7735-3345-5).

What is so special about science? What about it, and the way it works, ac-
counts for its especially reliable and useful results? One popular answer is
that scientists employ a special method — the scientific method. Unfortu-
nately, there is no agreement among scientists or philosophers of science
about what method (if any) explains the success of science and why it does so.
Indeed, some recent historians and sociologists of science have denied that
there is any distinctively scientific method.

Nola and Sankey’s (N&S) recent book is a review of different theories of
scientific method coupled with a general defense of method. Part 1 provides a
framework for evaluation. N&S begin, in Chapter 1, by setting out a number
of different things that ‘methodology’ might mean, only to reject them. In
Chapter 2 they consider and endorse the view that methodology is the aims
(33-5), values (35-7), and virtues (37-45) that good theories should exemplify.
Methodology is thus explicitly normative. Next, in Chapter 3, they consider
and endorse the view that theories of scientific method are to be understood
as sets of principles to which theories ought to conform, and they argue that
these encompass the idea of methodology as a set of values (59-62). Given
such sets of principles and values, questions naturally arise: What justifica-
tion do they have? Which set is to be preferred? Consideration of these ques-
tions is the province of ‘metamethodology’ (MM), or the effort to determine
what method is best and why. It may look as if this will depend on one’s view
of the aims and values of science, but N&S argue that MM can offer ways
for adjudicating between different theories of method by giving reasons for
adopting or rejecting them (83-103, esp. 91-8). I return to this point shortly.

Part 2 begins the review of theories. Chapters 5 and 6 describe various
principles of inductive method and the problems of justifying them. Chapter
7 does the same with so-called hypothetico-deductive (H-D) method. Part 3 is
an introduction to probabilistic modes of reasoning, especially Bayesianism
in its different guises. Part 4 then considers a number of philosophers, such
as Popper and Lakatos in Chapter 10, and Kuhn and Feyerabend in Chapter
11, who have proposed distinctive theories of method. Part 5 extends the sur-
vey to philosophers, such as Quine, Laudan, and Rescher, who have proposed
‘naturalized’ theories of method. The book ends with an account of the role
that principles of method have in arguing for scientific realism as opposed to
various forms of non-realism.
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What account of method is to be preferred? N&S think it useful to ad-
dress that issue in a Lakatosian manner, in terms of the progressiveness of
research programs in the methodology of science (352). In the same way that
a progressive scientific research program gathers the support of scientists
by making headway with its problem agenda, so, too, in the methodology
of science, a progressive research program will gather the support of meth-
odologists, which may in time lead to a convergence of opinion. Although
N&S do not explicitly endorse any particular theory of method, they do think
that the Bayesian program has made impressive progress in resolving vari-
ous problems of method. As such, it is very promising as a unifying frame-
work for the methodology of science. N&S cite the following virtues: 1) The
Bayesian theory of method is based on a central idea that is both simple and
coherent: a uniform procedure for rationally updating beliefs. 2) It draws a
large variety of methodological ideas together in a systematic way. 3) It can
accommodate inductive methodologies (242-5). 4) It deals effectively with
the issue of predictive novelty, and 5) it explains increase in confirmation by
new evidence (231-6). 6) It reveals the strengths and weaknesses of the H-D
model (203-4). 7) It easily accommodates inference to the best explanation
(240-2). 8) It can be used to account for Kuhn’s scientific values (236-40).
9) It resolves the Quine-Duhem problem, i.e., holism with regard to testing
(245-9). 10) It makes important links to theories of statistics that many other
theories of method do not. Bayesianism appears to them to be ‘the most com-
prehensive current theory of method. It’s hard to see what more one could
ask of a theory of method’ (353).

There is much that is appealing about N&S’ book. First is their general
defense of method, of the idea that method is and should be central to doing
good science. They see themselves in the Enlightenment tradition of criti-
cal rationalism. They are not post-modernists who think that all notions of
rationality should be exploded, i.e., shown to be illusory through ‘deconstruc-
tion’, or social constructivists who think that what counts as ‘knowledge’
depends on who is in a position of power and so able to determine what gets
accepted. This is because they are scientific realists: they think that science
aims at truth about the world and that proper method is truth conducive.
Further, they are naturalists in the sense that normative methodology should
be informed by the best current scientific account of human beings and their
place in the world, but without trying to reduce normative questions to
scientific ones in the manner of Quine (317-18). Science is a resource for
answering philosophical questions, not a replacement for philosophy. N&S
provide valuable discussions of Kuhn and Feyerabend, which go some way in
rescuing Kuhn from the charge of relativism (45-9, 285-98) and Feyerabend
from the charge of anarchism (298-309). Despite the common view that both
are debunkers of rational methodology, their considered positions involve so-
phisticated appeals to method. Other virtues of the book include many good
examples of methodology in practice from the history of science and contem-
porary science, and interesting historical interludes involving methodological
differences (Descartes vs. Newton, e.g.). I also liked the attention to Pierre
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Duhem (52-5, 74-9), who often gets ignored except when he is (wrongly)
lumped with Quine, even if they wrongly think him a positivist.

Does the book have other shortcomings? Some. The major one, I think, is
its enthusiasm for Bayesian methodology. N&S concede that something bet-
ter might come along, but right now it’s the most progressive methodologi-
cal game in town. Indeed, they write, ‘Over the past fifty years subjective
Bayesianism has been regarded (by many but not all) as the leading theory of
scientific method’ (186). Really! Before Popper became widely known (Logik
der Forschung, although written in 1934, wasn’t translated until 1959)? And
before Kuhn, Lakatos, and Lauden even came on the scene? My impression
is that Bayesianism has a modest following among formally inclined philoso-
phers of science who write highly technical papers for similarly inclined read-
ers. (For readers of this review who have not dipped into a Bayesian paper:
Beware! Most of the English is likely in the abstract rather than in the paper
itself.) In any case, I am not persuaded that Bayesian methodology now has
all the virtues N&S think it has; but it would require more space than I have
available to explain why. Permit me only to mention a large problem with
the alleged first virtue, that Bayesian method gives a simple procedure for
rationally revising belief. Well, it does — once one has numerical values for
the terms in Bayes’ theorem. One need only turn the computational crank.
But determining these all require subjective probability assessments, and
a standing problem for Bayesian methodology is how to do that in a non-
arbitrary manner. N&S address the problem (204-10, 221-6), but not in a
way that is likely to persuade readers not already committed to making the
Bayesian program work. It didn’t me.

Robert J. Deltete
Seattle University

Christopher Norris

Fiction, Philosophy and Literary Theory:

Will the Real Saul Kripke Please Stand Up?
New York: Continuum 2007.

Pp. 272.

US$120.00 (cloth ISBN-13: 978-0-8264-9755-0);
US$24.95 (paper ISBN-13: 978-0-8264-9756-7).

This book presents itself as an exercise in bridge-building. It tries to bridge
‘analytic’ and ‘continental’ philosophy, claiming that the two camps share
more than we might think. It also seeks to bridge philosophy and literary
theory, and to show that these fields have much to learn from one another.
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Each of the book’s seven chapters can be read as a stand-alone essay. The
first two chapters deal with Derrida, and defend him from criticisms often
made by Anglo-American philosophers. One is that Derrida’s discussions of
undecidability commit him to a paraconsistent logic in which some state-
ments are neither true nor false. According to Norris, Derrida actually insists
on ‘the indispensability of classical (bivalent) logic’ — though he does so ‘as a
means of locating . . . stress points or moments of strictly inescapable aporia’
(16). In this respect Derrida is a much more traditional philosopher than,
say, Quine, who claims that no elements of one’s web of belief — not even the
axioms of logic — are in principle immune from revision. Norris also defends
Derrida’s work on ethics. Derrida sometimes speaks as if ‘authentic ethical
choice’ involves ‘the suspension of all operative rules and guidelines’ (36).
This suggests that he sees ethical choice as groundless, arbitrary, and non-
rational. Norris shows that Derrida’s position is much more subtle, and that
it recognizes that our ability to choose is always situated and constrained.

The next two chapters deal with the relation between science and phi-
losophy. Chapter 3 examines Saussure’s attempt to make linguistics scien-
tific, and asks whether Saussure’s more radical followers have interpreted
him correctly on this point. According to Norris, post-structuralists such as
Foucault wish to generalize Saussure’s claims about language. They think
any field of inquiry, not just language, may be understood as ‘a system of
contrastive features, relationships, and differences “without positive terms™’
(77). Norris sees this as misguided, and argues that Saussure’s approach is
a response to features that are unique to language. Chapter 4 discusses the
often rocky relationship between the sciences and the humanities. Norris is
especially concerned with the tendency of literary theorists to dismiss sci-
ence, and to see it as just another type of writing. He urges them to reject
‘the strong-sociological argument that scientific “truths” are constructed,
rather than discovered’ (115). He also suggests that literary theorists might
fruitfully draw on philosophical discussions of possible worlds. This is an
intriguing suggestion, but precisely how it might be followed remains some-
what unclear. Chapter 5 also deals with possible worlds, and discusses Saul
Kripke’s work on the topic. Norris does a good job of explaining why liter-
ary theorists should care about Kripke, but most philosophers will find this
familiar territory.

The final two chapters deal with ‘extraordinary language’ (159): language
that draws attention to itself by virtue of its extreme inventiveness. Chap-
ter 6 takes a fresh look at why Wittgenstein did not like Shakespeare. The
standard answer is that Shakespeare’s extraordinary language clashes with
the later Wittgenstein’s quietism. Wittgenstein insists that ‘everything is
perfectly in order with our everyday, communal language games’, and he is
therefore suspicious of writers who lead us astray with their ‘profligate way
with words’ (162). Norris thinks this answer captures only part of the truth.
He suggests that Wittgenstein sees himself in Shakespeare. Just as Shake-
speare’s literary genius lies in his extreme inventiveness, Wittgenstein’s
philosophical genius lies in his skill at articulating puzzles, paradoxes, and
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thought experiments. Norris sees Wittgenstein as a deeply conflicted figure,
one who wants to bring peace to philosophy but who cannot silence his obses-
sive skeptical worries. The book’s seventh chapter, on the topic of free will, is
its least satisfying. It suggests that philosophical discussions of free will could
benefit from a more careful study of language use. Speech offers a ‘test-case’
(227) for our intuitions about freedom. When I speak, I am both creative and
constrained: 1 try to say something new within a structure I do not create.
Speech is neither simply free nor simply determined, but involves a ‘complex
interplay of freedom and necessity’ (249). Norris hopes that this interplay
can illuminate the debate over free will. This is an interesting suggestion, but
it is unclear what follows from it. Perhaps it is less a contribution to the de-
bate than a suggestion about what sorts of considerations are relevant to it.

This is a big book. Each chapter is long, repetitive, and full of digressions.
It tackles large questions — free will is just one example — and draws on a
dizzying range of texts. Norris’ idiosyncratic set of interests is sometimes
fruitful. It leads him to bring together seemingly unrelated fields, such as
literary criticism and possible worlds ontology. But it also seems to skew his
treatment of the larger issues. Norris’ two greatest interests are recent liter-
ary theory and analytic philosophy of language. He portrays them as poles of
an either-or facing intellectual life today: we tend either to be literary theo-
rists who think that there is nothing outside the text and that science is just
another kind of writing, or to embrace an arid and reductive analytic philoso-
phy that refuses to learn from other approaches. Having set up this dichoto-
my, Norris urges us to reject it, to embrace both literary theory and analytic
philosophy. But this dichotomy is false, and Norris is not the first person to
say so. For decades, plenty of philosophers have done serious work on both
sides of the divide. Paul Ricoeur is one example; Ernst Tugendhat is another.
Both raise questions of a ‘continental’, even ‘literary’ bent, but draw heavily
on analytic philosophy of language to answer them. Norris fights against a
parochialism that is not as widespread as he thinks.

None of this means that this book should not be read. Norris has much to
teach us. But his bridge-building might be more successful if it did not exag-
gerate the size of the gap.

Robert Piercey
Campion College, University of Regina
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Fiona Randall and R. S. Downie

The Philosophy of Palliative Care:

Critique and Reconstruction.

New York: Oxford University Press 2006. Pp. 251.
US$57.50 (paper ISBN-13: 978-0-19-856736-3).

Despite the terrific successes of modern medicine, time currently spent in
a hospital can be an alienating experience filled with the excessive technol-
ogy of tubes and monitors and overly busy physicians and nurses who often
haven’t the time for the sorts of personal interactions many patients would
like to have with their health care workers. This can be especially true toward
the end of life when it becomes clear that there is nothing that can be done
to save a patient. All too often, modern medicine has refused to accept that
death is unavoidable and that keeping someone alive does not always serve
the patient’s best interest; nor does it necessarily represent their wishes.
The development of modern palliative care came as a tonic to this excessive
use of medical technology. Rooted historically in medieval religious orders
and hospices which took responsibility for the care of the dying, and based
philosophically in Asklepius, the Greek demigod of healing and medicine, this
tradition ‘stresses healing, but in the context of our mortality’ (7), and looks
upon the patient not as a mere token of some disease type, but as ‘a unique
and important person in the context of our knowledge of our humanity’ (8).

According to Randall and Downie, the palliative care movement has veered
away from the exemplary work of Dame Cicely Saunders and the Hospice
movement that began in the 1960s. In the first two parts of their book, they
describe the ways in which contemporary palliative care, particularly as it is
practiced in the UK., has gone seriously off track. Part 1 explores its frame-
work and the concepts it employs while Part 2 focuses on palliative interven-
tions and assesses their effectiveness and cost. Part 3 presents an alternative
view of palliative care and suggests some changes Randall and Downie think
are necessary if this aspect of health care is to fulfill its original intentions.

Symbolic of the misdirection of current palliative care is the characteriza-
tion of it by the World Health Organization (WHO), which claims that pallia-
tive care can improve quality of life, for both patients and their families, not
only in terms of symptom and pain relief but also in terms of psychosocial
and spiritual needs. Randall and Downie maintain that these promises are
far more than palliative care can deliver. Indeed, even the idea that we can
measure ‘quality of life, or spirituality, as a single scored item is . . . ludi-
crous’ (34). These goals, then, ought to ‘be abandoned as an aim of palliative
care.” Instead, we should focus on ‘the relief of pain and other symptoms; the
improvement of physical function; and the provision to patients of the infor-
mation they seek about their illness in order to enable them to take part in
decisions and lessen emotional distress’ (50).

Contemporary palliative care also suffers from a misguided conception of
patient autonomy. Kant originally conceived of autonomy as the capacity we
have as rational beings to construct universalizable laws, laws under which
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we all could live. Dignity was then conceived in terms of respecting that ca-
pacity. At present, however, autonomy has come simply to mean the right of
a patient to receive (or reject) any treatment they desire, with dignity being
everyone else’s duty to respect those choices, no matter how foolish they turn
out to be. Randall and Downie argue that we must reject this view of dignity,
and recognize that ‘in order to be justifiable, treatments must always carry a
likelihood of conferring net benefit’ (73).

In Chapter 4, Randall and Downie consider, and reject, the WHO’s claim
that the goal of palliative care is ‘the best possible quality of life for the pa-
tient and the family’ (75). Here, the authors present a number of sharp and
incisive arguments that health care workers have a therapeutic relationship
only with the patient and not their relatives: hence, improving the quality of
life of patient’s relatives is not an intrinsic goal of palliative care. In fact, at-
tempting to do this would often lead to irresolvable conflicts between pursuit
of the best interests of the patient and pursuit of the best interests of their
family. With regard to the patient’s family, then, the obligations of palliative
care workers are ‘of a general nature: to provide information (subject to the
constraints of confidentiality), to offer advice on the care of the patient, to
behave sensitively in the face of the inevitable family distress’ (92).

Individual chapters within Part 2 investigate controlling symptoms and
prolonging life (Chapter 5), resuscitation and advance statements (Chapter
6), assessment and treatment of psychosocial and spiritual problems (Chapter
7), and resource allocation (Chapter 8). The arguments presented in these
chapters are nuanced and display an intricate knowledge of the field of end of
life care. My only criticism of this part of the book concerns the discussion of
the relationship between palliative care and active euthanasia. To my mind,
Randall and Downie are much too quick to accept David Roy’s claims that
the legalization of active forms of euthanasia (such as exist in Holland) would
require that palliative care be ‘altered in very significant ways’ (115). Perhaps
this is true, but it is too important to deal with parenthetically. I would suggest
that while it is of course true that an active euthanasia program needs to fund
palliative care properly, it may also be the case that a system of palliative care
cannot be complete without both passive and active forms of euthanasia.

Part 3, comprising only a single chapter, offers a preliminary outline of
a revised version of palliative care which attempts to route it away from its
current path, back to its Asklepian roots. Doing so will require, among other
things, that we accept that palliative care, like all other forms of health care,
has limitations. By recognizing this, it will begin to focus more completely on
those things it can actually accomplish, with the hope that this will produce
a maximal number of ‘good deaths.’

This is an important book that presents a thorough and comprehensive
critique of contemporary palliative care. As such, it deserves to be read wide-
ly and carefully by those working in the field.

Scott Stewart
Cape Breton University
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D. D. Raphael

The Impartial Spectator:

Adam Smith’s Moral Philosophy.

New York: Oxford University Press 2007.
Pp.160.

US$45.00 (cloth ISBN-13: 978-0-19-921333-7);
US$35.00 (paper ISBN-13: 978-0-19-956826-0).

In this book Raphael’s focus is the significant shift in Smith’s moral theory
between the first 1759 edition and sixth 1790 edition of The Theory of Moral
Sentiments. As editor of the Glasgow critical edition of the Moral Sentiments,
Raphael is uniquely positioned to offer this analysis. Unfortunately, his specific
argument is difficult to distill from the perambulations of his discussion. The
gist of it seems to be that in the early edition of the Moral Sentiments Smith
emphasized the role of sympathy in moral judgment, whereas by the later edi-
tion he emphasized the role of imagination in moral judgment. With the new
emphasis on imagination, Smith arrived at a conception of sympathy that was
a departure from David Hume’s, and in turn, this new conception of sympathy
is the key to understanding Smith’s account of the impartial spectator.

Before Smith, Francis Hutcheson as well as Hume had offered empirical,
psychological moral theories that invoked a spectator or observer to explain
how there could be disinterested approval or disapproval of an agent’s actions.
Hutcheson argued that we have a sixth, moral sense that naturally evokes a
feeling of approval in response to the observation of an agent’s action that
is motivated by benevolence, as well as a feeling of disapproval in response
to an agent’s action that is not motivated by benevolence. Hume expanded
Hutcheson’s list of virtues beyond simple benevolence, but more importantly,
explained the capacity for approval and disapproval in terms of sympathy. De-
parting from Hutcheson, Hume claimed that the actions of an agent produce
approval or disapproval in a spectator because the spectator sympathizes with
the person affected by the agent’s action. Of course, the passions of others are
opaque to us, but we can observe the predicament and reactions of others,
and this naturally produces passions within us. For Hume, there is sympathy
when the same circumstances produce the same passions with roughly the
same vivacity in both the person affected and the spectator.

Smith’s first modification of Hume'’s spectator theory was to claim that
the spectator sympathizes with the sentiments that motivated the actions
of the agent, not, as Hume had claimed, with the sentiments of the person
affected by the action. Raphael claims that a consequence of this modifica-
tion was that Smith’s moral spectator has sympathy ‘with motive alone, in-
stead of including also sympathy with intended or probable consequences’
of an agent’s action (25). Raphael is deeply unhappy with this change since
he thinks it emphasizes motives of the agent and does little to consider the
actual effects of the agent on others. Raphael is much happier with Smith’s
second modification to Hume’s theory, which was to give the imagination a
much larger role in moral judgment. Smith departs from Hume by claiming
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that sympathetic passions are produced in spectators entirely by the imagi-
nation of the spectator. Whereas Humean sympathy is a naturally arising
concordance between person affected and the spectator, Smithian sympathy
is the passion that arises from the concordance, not the fact of concordance
itself. This passion is entirely the product of the imagination. Smith further
departs from Hume by claiming that the spectator might be an invention of
imagination rather than an actual person. In the second and sixth editions
of the Moral Sentiments, Smith argues that imagination is the root of con-
science since the operation of conscience involves the invention of a spectator
to our own actions. Smith tells us that, when I reflect on my own conduct, ‘I
divide myself as it were into two persons: and that I, the examiner and judge,
represent a different character from that other I, the person whose conduct
is examined into and judged of* (TMS II1.1.6).

The broad strokes of Raphael’s argument are interesting, and they will be
of interest to Smith scholars. But, on closer inspection, the book has problems
that make its specific arguments difficult to review charitably. I will be illus-
trative rather than exhaustive. First, there is a difficulty with the way Ra-
phael motivates his argument. He tells us that the Moral Sentiments is a clear
book that has often been misinterpreted. He goes on to assert that, ‘on that
account it calls for an interpretation based on knowledge of what Smith wrote
in his youth and in his relative old age’ (1). Why? There would seem to be no
clear connection between a clear book being misinterpreted and a need for a
genetic interpretation of the text. Second and more significantly, there are la-
cunas in important parts of the argument. For example, Raphael admits that
he ‘may be mistaken in identifying Smith’s propriety with right and wrong’
(25). This is true. Smith is not explicit about the meaning of ‘propriety’, and
moreover, neither Bailey’s nor Ash’s eighteenth-century dictionaries define
‘propriety’ as having anything to do with ‘right or wrong’. Nevertheless, a
few pages later Raphael confidently advances the conclusion that Smith re-
tained ‘Hume’s reference to sympathy with the feelings of those affected by
the action, but he brought this into his account of merit and demerit, not into
his account of right and wrong’ (31). Elsewhere, interpretive problems are
dealt with by brute force. Passages in which Smith seems to advance a more
Humean view of sympathy — or, for that matter, any unusual position — Ra-
phael simply declares to be ‘rhetorical lapse,” ‘mistake’ or ‘error’ (18, 20, 90).

Perhaps most problematically, in the last chapter Raphael surprises the
reader with the claim that that he is advancing a philosophical thesis about
Smith’s ‘enduring contribution’, not a thesis in the history of ideas (127).
This comes as something of a surprise since the book reads exactly like an
exegetical piece in the history of ideas. Even more of a surprise is Raphael’s
assertion that Smith’s psychological explanation of moral sentiments is nor-
mative: it is about what ought to be approved. Yet, no explanation is offered
of how or why constructs of the imagination have normative force. Hume’s
tricky is-ought distinction is considered for a whole paragraph before it is
concluded that, ‘If we take the notion of a derivation in a broad sense that is
not confined to deduction, I think it is not true to say that an “ought” cannot
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be derived from an “is” ’ (133). Fair enough. But, on the crucial question of
how such derivations take place, all that is offered is the opaque, question-
begging claim that ‘the grounding is psychological not logical” (134).

Jay Foster
Memorial University
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Evolutionary psychology (EP) is the latest paradigm shift sweeping the field,
and its sales pitch is seductive. The mind must be an adaptation, we are told,
for only natural selection is capable of producing an organ of such complexity.
But if the mind is an adaptation, it must have been fashioned by selection for
solving the sorts of adaptive problems our ancestors faced in the late-Pleis-
tocene African savanna. Thus, we ought to be able to make some headway in
psychology by considering the sorts of psychological traits that would have
been selected for in such an environment. We ought, that is, to be able to dis-
cover how the mind works by considering what it was ‘designed’ to do.

With this book, Richardson joins the growing ranks of EP skeptics. His
strategy is to show that the explanations offered by EP don’t meet the rigor-
ous standards of evolutionary biology. As Richardson repeatedly emphasizes,
evolutionary explanation is a species of historical explanation; its aim is to
account for the origin of a trait. What makes psychology so poorly adapted as
an evolutionary science, in Richardson’s view, is that much of the record of
our own evolution has been lost to history. We are the sole surviving represen-
tatives of the hominid line, and our closest living relatives parted ways with
us millions of years ago. Moreover, the fossil record is of little help because
the structure of the mind is recorded in the soft tissues of the brain, which
don’t fossilize. As a result of this dearth of historical evidence, we can’t be
sure when or where or in what sort of conditions our distinctive psychologi-
cal traits first evolved and therefore can’t be sure of what our psychological
traits are adaptations for, or whether, indeed, they are adaptations at all.

After some initial stage setting, Richardson begins to consider the explan-
atory strategies evolutionary science makes available to EP. In Chapter 2, the
focus is on reverse engineering, the strategy of inferring a trait’s historical
function (and, thus, its evolutionary origin) from its current structure. The
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problem here is that current structure underdetermines historical function.
Consider Archaeopteryx, the famous ‘intermediate form’ between reptiles
and birds. Presumably, Archaeopteryx’s proto-wings were adaptations, but
were they adaptations for increasing the speed with which an earth-bound
Archaeopteryx pursued its quarry, as the so-called ‘cursorial’ hypothesis has
it, or for slowing the rate with which a tree-dwelling Archaeopteryx descended
to the ground, as the ‘arboreal” hypothesis has it? An engineering analysis of
Archaeopteryx’s reversed first toe (or ‘hallux’) seems to clinch the case for ar-
boreality, for this fully opposable digit is ideally suited to grasping branches,
and is present in all modern perching birds from warblers to ravens. But the
hallux couldn’t have evolved for perching. Archaeopteryx inherited its hallux
from its therapod ancestors, and therapods evolved long before the lineage
took to the trees. Only with this additional bit of historical evidence can we
conclude that the hallux, which is useful for grasping prey and for grasping
branches, was an adaptation for the former rather than the latter. The moral
is that in the case of any trait with multiple possible functions — and surely
human psychological traits are as multipurpose as they come — engineering
analyses cannot deliver univocal verdicts without supplementary historical
evidence.

Reverse engineering is an attempt to infer from effects to their causes. In
Chapter 3 Richardson considers the methods of population genetics, whereby
one infers from causes to their effects — ‘from evolutionary challenges to
adaptive responses’ (96). Here, one begins by cataloguing ‘a set of conditions
... sufficient to guarantee that there will be evolution by natural selection’
and proceeds to determine whether these conditions did, in fact, obtain (96).
The second component is what distinguishes population genetics from empty
speculation, and it is, once again, dependent on our knowledge of historical
conditions. If, among our hominid ancestors, there had been selection for
noses capable of supporting spectacles, and nose shape is a heritable trait,
and there were appropriately-shaped noses in the population, and there had
been the right sort of population structure, etc., then noses would be an ad-
aptation for holding up spectacles. Since, however, we know that these condi-
tions did not obtain, we know that this cannot be why noses evolved.

In Chapter 4, Richardson considers the comparative method, which is es-
sentially the application of Mill’s methods to correlations between traits and
environments. One begins by constructing a phylogeny for a lineage, reveal-
ing the ancestral relations among a group of closely related species. With a
phylogeny in hand, adaptations can be found by identifying traits that are
more-or-less perfectly correlated with specific environmental variables. If,
for example, we find that all and only language using hominids were subject
to environmental variable X, we can be reasonably confident that language
use is an adaptive response to X. Application of the comparative method thus
requires that we have excellent evidence concerning the distribution of traits
within a lineage as well as the characteristic environments of different spe-
cies. When applied to the extinct members of the hominid line, the compara-
tive method requires, once again, having evidence of historical conditions.
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As T've said, all of this is rather compelling. Since all of the strategies
available to EP for explaining the origin of human psychological traits re-
quire detailed knowledge of human evolutionary history, and since we do not
possess this knowledge, and likely never will, Richardson’s conclusion seems
unavoidable: ‘psychology is poorly adapted as an evolutionary science’ (148).
This, however, is not to say that Richardson’s project is entirely successful,
for EP is probably not best understood as an evolutionary science, at least
not in the sense that Richardson intends.

Evolutionary psychologists are likely to object to Richardson’s interpreta-
tion of the EP research program: ‘the central programmatic goal of evolu-
tionary psychology . . . is to provide evolutionary explanations of our natural
psychological capacities in terms of natural selection’ (19). Richardson thus
takes EP to be a branch of evolutionary biology — the branch that deals with
specifically psychological traits — but its practitioners take EP to be a branch
of psychology, as evidenced by their sales pitch. This matters because evolu-
tionary biology is, and psychology is not, a historical science. In evolutionary
biology one begins with a trait and attempts to explain its historical genesis,
but this can’t be what EP is up to because the point of EP is to discover what
our psychological traits are. Evolutionary ‘just so’ stories thus function as
heuristics of discovery, ladders to be thrown away after they’ve been ascend-
ed. Ultimately, the proof of EP is in the psychological pudding, and evolution-
ary psychologists believe that they have independent empirical evidence for
their psychological hypotheses. If Richardson’s critique is intended to cast
doubt on these hypotheses, it commits the genetic fallacy. If it’s intended to
cast doubt on the reliability of the heuristic that generates them, it’s success-
ful, though slightly less ambitious than he makes it out to be.

Matthew Rellihan
Seattle University
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Clarence Irving Lewis (1883-1964) was a leading American philosopher,

whose works significantly contributed to consolidate and expand the tradi-
tion of American pragmatism. Sandra B. Rosenthal’s book is a comprehen-
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sive attempt to explore Lewis’ pragmatic vision and its continuity with the
works of Charles S. Peirce, William James, John Dewey and George Herbert
Mead. Rosenthal examines the lines of inquiry at the core of Lewis’ pragmat-
ic empiricism and places Lewis’ epistemology at the basis of his metaphysics,
his theory of valuation and his pragmatic reconstruction of rules, directives
and imperatives.

The book comprises six chapters. In Chapter 1, Rosenthal presents an
overview of Lewis’ life and work and investigates the reasons of his neglect
in contemporary philosophy: ‘Lewis was a “philosopher’s philosopher”, an
academic specialist who thrived on technical problems presented in profes-
sional journals or graduate lectures and whose primary interest was in ad-
dressing other philosophers’ (7). The technicality of his works was a major
obstacle to the spreading of his views, along with what Rosenthal defines as
‘Lewis’ pragmatic appropriation of Kant’ (8). Yet, she points out that Lewis’
inclination towards Kantian themes proved to be one of the strengths of his
pragmatic vision, which nowadays opens novel paths for a dialogue between
pragmatism and analytical philosophy.

Chapter 2 draws on Rosenthal’s established philosophical interest in the
relations between pragmatism and pluralism, which emerged in her previ-
ous works such as Charles Peirce’s Pragmatic Pluralism (SUNY Press 1994).
Rosenthal discusses Lewis’ groundbreaking work in logic, which originated
from his objections to the concept of material implication and its development
in the extensional logic of Russell and Whitehead’s Principia Mathematica.
Lewis saw material implication as problematic because it deviates from or-
dinary inferences: Russell and Whitehead conceived it as the principle by
which a false proposition implies any proposition, while a true proposition is
implied by any proposition. In contrast to this, he developed an intensional
logic hinging on the concept of strict implication, which reflects his claim
that inference depends on meaning and intension rather than formal truth-
values. It was the quest for an alternative to material implication that led
Lewis to explore the possibility of alternative logics and develop a genuinely
pluralistic approach, in which the choice of a certain logical system is guided
by pragmatic criteria. Rosenthal relates Lewis” pluralistic view of logic and
his pragmatic understanding of the origin of logical truths to his broader
epistemological concerns about the nature and function of a priori knowl-
edge. His doctrine of the pragmatic a priori resulted from his intensional
view of meaning and its pragmatic determination, and it offers an important
alternative to W. V. O. Quine’s attack against the analytic-synthetie distinc-
tion.

In Chapter 3, Rosenthal explores Lewis’ pragmatic empiricism and as-
sesses his formulation of ‘the given’ as the sensory basis of experience. Lew-
is’ pragmatic empiricism accounts for the richness of what is immediately
presented to the senses, and it hinges on the assumption that sense data
are imbued with interpretations. More importantly, Rosenthal places Lewis’
conception of the sensory given at the basis of the pragmatic workability
of certain conceptual schemes, as well as the truth of empirical predictions:
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‘There must be some “hard” element in our experience that is independent
of our purposes and that cannot be altered by our thinking about it; rather,
the workability of our purposes and concepts depends upon their conformity
to it’ (70). Rosenthal articulates Lewis’ concept of the sensory given as an
effort to resolve the ambiguity between its inherent mind-dependence and
its being constitutive of an independently existing reality. This characteriza-
tion has the important function of stressing the relevance of Lewis’ notion
of ‘the given’ in the process of verification of empirical knowledge and of
showing that such a process rests upon criteria of workability in pragmatic
contexts. Lewis’ focus on pragmatic certitude eliminates the ontological dif-
ference between ‘the given’ (the way things ‘really are’) and the given as
‘taken’ (appearances). Rosenthal stresses that for Lewis the difference is in
fact epistemic, as it involves the absolutely given and the given as ‘taken’ in
terms of their functions with respect to practical purposes.

In Chapter 4, Rosenthal characterizes Lewis’ metaphysics as a ‘system-
atic epistemology’ (98) entailing a concept of reality as ‘reality in the mak-
ing’ (97). According to Lewis’ conceptual pragmatism, knowledge arises after
the application of categories to an independently given element. Categories
are thus principles of interpretation that condition the sensory given: reality
results from an ongoing and fallible process of restructuring what is given
for the purposes of interpretation. Rosenthal relates this aspect of Lewis’
metaphysics to his theory of meaning as disposition, showing that this is also
the basis of his ‘process realism’ (102), in which real modes of action govern
what occurs.

In Chapters 5 and 6, Rosenthal discusses Lewis’ theory of value and his
pragmatic ethics. Lewis argued for the cognitive nature of valuations, and he
defined value judgments as a type of empirical knowledge. He distinguished
the empirical character of goods, values and purposes from the normative
function of rules, obligations and imperatives, and argued that, despite their
importance in the understanding and application of imperatives, value judg-
ments alone cannot determine what is right or what ought to be. In the fi-
nal chapter, Rosenthal explores Lewis’ pragmatic ethics and shows that its
ultimate justification lay in his articulation of the pragmatic a priori. Lewis
defined human behaviour as rule-guided problem solving in which rules are
imperatives directing action. The ultimate justification of imperatives is
pragmatic and is consistent with Lewis’ justification of the laws of logic: ‘just
as the a priori arises from past experience but is legislative for future experi-
ence, so the rules of rightness arise from the interactions of past experience
and prescribe ways of acting in the future’ (150-51).

This book is a remarkable scholarly effort to explore Lewis’ original prag-
matic vision. Rosenthal addresses a specialised audience. This might be a
significant drawback, considering that her research aims to elicit a fresh
philosophical interest in Lewis’ often neglected ideas. The book is perhaps
better approached by the non-specialised reader as a complement to Lewis’
own writings. Despite this, Rosenthal’s articulation of Lewis’ pragmatism
will provide scholars and philosophy students with a resourceful guide to
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explore the most subtle implications of Lewis’ thought and to appreciate its
wide-ranging effects in contemporary philosophy.

Chiara Ambrosio
University College London
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Stavrakakis has done some of the best writing there is on the relation be-
tween the real and the symbolic in Lacanian theory, especially in his earlier
Lacan and the Political (Routledge, 1999). On his reading, the real and the
symbolic are not the rigorously distinct regions they are often set out to be,
but are explicitly co-present and intermingled in such late-Lacanian notions
as signifiance, jouis-sens and lalangue, all of which are terms for when sig-
nifiers do not function primarily to convey meanings, but become things of
enjoyment, charged with a libidinal kick. For political theory, Stavrakakis
argues that these can be crucial ideas.

Lacanian theory has long been used among some political thinkers to
support a basically constructivist position on identity, upholding that any
identity, insofar as it is a thing supported by a use of signifiers, is therefore
shot through with instability and inconsistency. There is no social, political,
or even personal identity that is a hard essence; and this, allegedly, is what
makes us so anxious about identity, constantly haunted by its blurring away
into something other, and by its ever possible collapse. One might conclude
from this that if we could but understand and appreciate the fluid nature of
identities, perhaps social and political overreactions to their ambiguity and
dissolution (such as racism, intolerance, homophobia, etc.) would lessen. In
fact, this suspicion gave rise to an entire political and ethical project.

Stavrakakis’ view is that such a project has run into a dead end from
which a ‘left Lacanian’ political theory offers an escape, by working on some-
thing other than language and cognition. Thus, he claims that ‘it is not an
epistemic deficit which is the problem; it is rather an affective deficit’ (282).
In other words, attempts to change our knowledge and beliefs about identity,
attempts to heighten our political and ethical consciousness, run aground on
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what a Lacanian, paraphrasing Freud, might call the rock of the real, which
is what really needs to be targeted by political thought. The main point of
Stavrakakis’ book, then, is to show that this real needs to be addressed, and
to show how a relation to it can be shaken up, thereby buttressing a project
for ‘radical democracy’.

The first part of the book contains solid presentations and criticisms of
other thinkers who have used Lacanian theory in political philosophy in dif-
ferent ways: Cornelius Castoriadis, Ernesto Laclau, Slavoj Zizek, and Alain
Badiou. Stavrakakis’ criticism of each is distinct. He finds that Castoriadis
errs by conceiving of alienation as a not irreducible part of social life (58ff.).
Laclau, despite his attempts to address them, basically neglects the factors of
the real and jouissance in his analyses of political identities and movements,
while Zizek overemphasizes them, turning his theory into one that is too
‘positive’ (in the sense that ‘Lacanian negativity is ultimately disavowed’ by
it [18]). Then, in a brief treatment, Stavrakakis eventually finds Badiou to be
less guilty of Zizek’s error, and to be rather close to his own position for de-
veloping a theory of a political ‘act’ that is ‘more faithful’ to a ‘(non-Hegelian)
negativity/positivity dialectics’ (158).

After this first, critical, part of his book, Stavrakakis gets into his own ac-
count of what a proper left Lacanian perspective offers. It remains committed
to the notion that identities are constructed, yet it does not commit the error
of discursive reductionism. At the same time, his view tries to give lack and
negativity a central place. A left Lacanian perspective is going to pay atten-
tion, for example, to the persistence of the ‘negative’ (death, castration, loss)
in human life, and will address our inability and unwillingness to live with
and acknowledge it.

The project Stavrakakis proposes involves some type of ‘traversing’ of our
political fantasies, such as our unconscious enjoyment of authority and our
tendency to act as if the lack that is constitutive of human life is overcome. In
Lacanian psychoanalytic practice, the traversing of a fantasy is a period dur-
ing the cure characterized by a dis-identification, when a re-articulation of
the core not just of one’s self-identity, but of one’s basic mode of enjoyment,
one’s basic orientation to satisfaction and libidinal connections, is occurring.
On a political level, Stavrakakis hopes that such a traversal would come out
this way: ‘What is at stake is to find a way to relate ethically to antagonism
and jouissance, as opposed to the unethical, unproductive and even danger-
ous standpoint of eliminating or mythologizing them: to sublimate instead
of repressing, to inject passion into the radicalization of democracy and the
reinvigoration of political discourse’ (226). The trouble with sublimation,
though, is always the margin lost by it: the fact that it is a replacement, a
substitute satisfaction, which, as such, will generate the illusion of a lost
plenitude, and will thus generate dissatisfaction with satisfaction itself. This
is what worried Freud about politics and community life in general, and led
him to speak of civilization and its inevitable discontents. It also worried
Lacan. Advocating for sublimation is therefore risky, but consistent with a
Freudian perspective, since there is little choice but to sublimate.
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The left Freudians, with whom Stavrakakis engages only a little, saw
things differently. Finding the Freudian perspective far too pessimistic about
human beings and social life, they opted for a different picture of humanity:
in a non-alienated society, we would be different creatures, and would not
suffer from community. Enjoyment itself would even be better. Stavrakakis,
rightly so, does not buy this. He thinks alienation and lack are inevitable
parts of human life, and wants us to be able somehow to affirm or at least live
with them. It remains difficult to see how translating this perspective into
the political sphere can be pelitically satisfying. However, the alternatives,
consisting of denials of lack or a naively utopian politics, are certainly worse.

Ed Pluth
California State University, Chico
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One of the major contributions to the philosophy of language in the twen-
tieth century was John Searle’s book Speech Acts (1969). Searle clearly su-
perseded Austin’s earlier work and introduced a framework that defined the
field, including its appropriation in linguistics. Later Searle shifted his area
of research to the philosophy of mind, and one might ask oneself what the
relation between the two fields is, in Searle’s view, and why the move to
Intentionality (1983) was no break with issues raised in Speech Acts and Ex-
pression and Meaning (1979). The present collection of papers provides some
insights into the development and connectedness of Searle’s work, bringing
together eleven original essays concerned both with the relation of mind to
meaning (Part 1) and with the relation of meaning to force (Part 2), a topic
within speech act theory.

Prior to the two parts, Searle himself sets out (in about 35 pages) his cur-
rent view on the philosophy of language. He unifies his work on language
and mind in a perspective which sees ‘language as a natural extension of
non-linguistic biological capacities’ (15), and which accords primacy to the
mental/intentional over the linguistic. The subject-predicate structure we
find in sentences is already ‘built into the very logical structures of biologi-
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cal intentionality’ (35). The intentional and the theory about ‘directions of
fit’ between the mind and the world — beliefs as having the direction ‘mind
fitting the world’, desires making the world fitting to the mind — ground
the corresponding classification of some illocutionary forces (like assertions
and orders); other illocutionary forces (like declaratives such as ‘I herewith
baptize this ship . . .") arise only within a community governed by social in-
stitutions (like baptizing arrangements). As language is ‘essentially social’
(17), a social ontology of norms and commitments (e.g., in making speech
acts of some type) supplements the theory of mind. Institutional reality (from
money to government) ‘is essentially linguistic’ (40). The ‘first primary func-
tion’ (28) of language is, according to Searle, communication (i.e., not mental
representation). Searle restates his thesis that the pragmatic rules are not
components of individual languages but are universal. What language pro-
vides beyond intentionality are ‘indefinitely manipulatable structures with
semantic content’ (24). A speaker expresses her beliefs, imposing some condi-
tions of satisfaction on expressions, and conventions ensue as this regularly
succeeds. Nevertheless ‘speaker intentionality must be logically prior’ (32).

The papers in the first part take on Searle’s work in the philosophy of
mind. Francois Recanati and Kent Bach each aim at Searle’s well known
analysis of perception, which claims that part of the content of a perception
is a self-reflexive claim that the object perceived is (partially) causally re-
sponsible for the perceptual state. Recanati levels the criticism of misplaced
information at Searle, arguing that this self-reflexive claim is not part of the
(narrow) propositional content of the perception, as Searle claims, but part
of the content provided by the mode of the state (i.e., being a perception). In
a way this is ironic, since in Speech Acts Searle accused ordinary language
philosophy of confusing conditions of semantic content with conditions of
illocutionary mode. Placing the reflexive content in the structure of the act
fits better with ascribing perceptions to newborns and animals, which both
lack concepts of causality. Bach also addresses the mode/content distinction,
arguing that Searle’s causal self-reflexive condition in the (narrow) content
does not account for reference to particular objects. Bach opts for consider-
ing the mode as carrying a token-reflexive condition of satisfaction to the
confronted situation.

A much more radical criticism by Christopher Gauker denies the primacy
of the intentional. He contends that natural language ‘is the medium of con-
ceptual thought’ (125). Speech acts are not defined in terms of intentions,
but in terms of the conventions of appraisal that constitute them. In the end
this theory is not as radical as it sounds, since Gauker admits that much of
our mental life does not consist in conceptual thought in his sense. Strangely
enough, conceptual thought consists in ‘imagining conversations’, but ‘is not
to be identified with verbal imagery’ (141).

The papers in Part 2 focus mainly on speech act theory, especially on the
relation between force and meaning. Somewhat mediating between Parts 1
and 2, Mitchell Green asks how speech acts express psychological states. One
expresses a psychological state using some linguistic device by taking respon-
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sibility according to the constitutive rules/commitments of language (e.g.,
reporting a conviction one is prepared to meet challenges as to one’s honesty
and takes on the responsibility of providing reasons for that conviction). This
understanding of expressing thought, i.e., an understanding not in psycho-
logical but in normative terms, is close to Searle’s own perspective.

Other papers in Part 2 take up the discussion about content and mode
in the form of the inner linguistic distinction between content/meaning and
force. Editor Tsohatzidis attacks the content invariance thesis, which states
that the (propositional) content stays the same when we switch from one il-
locutionary force to another. Searle claims this to be the case, inter alia, with
respect to assertions and yes-no questions. Tsohatzidis shows that this will
not work. The content of a yes-no question remains the same whether we
use a sentence or its negation (e.g., ‘Is Peter drunk?’/Is Peter not drunk?’),
which, of course, does not hold for assertions. Tsohatzidis proposes that yes-
no questions have no propositional content at all, but are ‘higher order illocu-
tionary acts’ the content of which are ‘sets of possible first-order illocutionary
acts’ (265), i.e., sets of possible answers. He also shows that Searle’s claim
that questions are reducible to directives (i.e., ordering a statement by the
addressee) is inconsistent with the content invariance thesis, as the content
of a directive concerns an act by the addressee (like speaking about Peter)
and not the (supposed) content of the question (like Peter’s drunkenness).
Kepa Korta and John Perry take up the idea of reflexive truth/satisfaction
conditions. Perry himself has developed a theory of reflexive truth conditions
of utterances. Relating this theory to the more traditional speech act frame-
work, they see referential content (in Perry’s theory) corresponding to the
locutionary act (in speech act theory), and reflexive content to force.

With Searle’s essay this anthology provides an update of his view of the
relation between the philosophy of language and the philosophy of mind. Not
all essays discuss Searle’s work in detail: some rather explain their own al-
ternatives views. There is also no reply by Searle to those essays challenging
his position. Some of the essays, nonetheless, put forth state-of-the-art criti-
cism of Searle’s position and develop refinements within speech act theory.
Everyone interested in speech act theory — especially the relation between
force and content — will benefit from reading this book.

Manuel Bremer
Universitat Diisseldorf
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This book is born out of a dissertation supervised by Claudia Baracchi, whose
praise for the project is recorded on the back cover. In it, Weinman argues that
a failure to consider accounts of pleasure in Aristotle’s physical works (esp.
Physics, Metaphysics and De Anima) leads to an impoverished understanding
of pleasure and its role in Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics (NE). The central
purpose of the book is ‘to provide an account of the role of pleasure and desire
in Aristotle’s account of the human, but not merely human, good’ (1)

Following the introduction, the book is divided into two parts. Part 1 fo-
cuses on the idea of pleasure in the physical works. Weinman argues that
Aristotle espouses the ‘unity of desire and pleasure’ within a natural and
cosmological context (27). On this view, all pleasures are unified ‘insofar as
they are the expression of the fundamental nature of all things that are phu-
sei’ (70); all desires and pleasures are ‘united in their cosmological charac-
ter’ (34). Weinman insists that Aristotle’s account of desire and striving for
what is best (complete, even divine) ‘never for a moment exceeds or denies
[a human’s] fundamental existence as a desiring, sensing, and self-sustain-
ing being’ (33). Spelled out, that character is of an inferior yearning for its
superior. The order and good of the cosmos is causally responsible for the
possibility of human goodness — it is a precondition of human good — on
this account.

In Part 2 Weinman works through what he identifies as ‘impasses’ facing
current interpretations of NE, by drawing on the ‘lessons’ learned from the
accounts of pleasure in the physical works. He argues that reason and desire
are ‘partners and true friends’ insofar as they direct our ethical actions and
development (85). This fits with the more controversial claim that ‘the ob-
jects of desire are the objects of thought . . . to be an object of thought just is
to be an object of desire, and vice versa’ (54). It also fits with Aristotle’s insis-
tence in NE VI 2 that choice is deliberative desire or desiderative thought.

Considering the ergon argument of NE I 7, Weinman builds on the in-
terpretive thesis that the human good — the being-at-work related to one’s
natural ergon — is an expression (‘one flowering among many’ [100]) of the
cosmological good. Thus, he argues, the human good is the human, but not
merely human, good.

In the final chapters, Weinman argues that pleasure is the good: ‘that
being a good human being precisely is experiencing pleasure proper to the
human being as such,” and that this is only seen fully in the account of the
contemplative life (111). Not any pleasures count: only those proper to hu-
mans are identified with the human good. If Weinman’s interpretation of the
physical works is adopted, these are the pleasures proper to us by nature, and
the alignment of the proper pleasures and the human good is cosmologically
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underwritten: it is in our nature to experience pleasure when completing our
ergon.

Weinman consistently returns to the idea of a ‘cosmologically-underwrit-
ten good for all living things, both as individuals and as part of an ordered
whole (kosmos)’ (34). This good is ‘the universal good of the whole of nature
— if one is even prepared to allow that such an over-arching good exists’
(63). Weinman puts aside the ‘if’ and argues that Aristotle conceives of the
human good as a ‘natural, and thus cosmological, good’ (136). Given this em-
phasis, it is unfortunate we aren’t told more about Aristotle’s conception(s)
of nature(s) in relation to the cosmos.

It is also unfortunate that we don’t find a fuller engagement with the
arguments in NE I 6 to make clear how we are to understand the idea that,
for Aristotle, ‘human good . . . is subordinate to, and only identifiable in light
of, the good of the cosmos’ (67), in contrast to the Platonic account which
attributes all goodness to a single Idea which, to use Weinman’s language,
certainly underwrites the good of all that is in nature.

Weinman employs a number of non-traditional translations in this book.
For examples, hexeis is rendered ‘so-holdings’ and energeia is rendered ‘be-
ing-at-work’. This succeeds in reminding us of the limitations of traditional
translations. It also yields some cumbersome results. Entelechia, for instance,
is rendered ‘ceaseless-setting-to-work’ (36), ‘at-work-staying-complete’ (39)
and ‘never ceasing setting-to-work’ (39). The movement, say, of acorn to oak
is described as the informing of material that is the ‘never-ceasing being-at-
work (the being-at-work-staying-itself)’ (11). Here we might fare better with
the Greek.

Weinman presents his arguments with a refreshing efficiency and his in-
terpretations of passages from both the physical works and the NE are worth
considering, even if they are not always entirely compelling. That the book
is not over-burdened with references to others’ interpretations is a strength
even with the result that some of the arguments put forward lack the detail
needed to put Weinman’s interpretive theses to the test fully. For one exam-
ple, Weinman’s interpretation of the notoriously difficult passages on akrasia
is, in its general approach, not new to the literature, yet we can only guess
how Weinman’s work would help us address challenges raised by competing
interpretations of these same passages. More to the point, it isn’t clear that
Weinman relies on the lessons learned in the first half of the project to re-
solve the puzzle of akrasia in NE VII 3 though his interpretation is certainly
consistent with those lessons.

The real value of this project comes from the move towards reading the
NE in the context of the wider Aristotelian corpus. We should count our-
selves lucky if Weinman’s book leads to more work in this direction.

Byron Stoyles
Trent University
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One of the features of Plato’s Socratic dialogues that lend them such a high
degree of verisimilitude is the vivid way that fifth-century intellectual cur-
rents enliven the disputes that Socrates is made to pursue with his interlocu-
tors, a variety of Sophists, politicians, professionals, and ordinary citizens.
Sophistic attacks on nomos and hence, on justice, are evidenced both within
and (if we are to take seriously the evidence of Antiphon’s On Truth or Aris-
tophanes’ Clouds) outside the Platonic corpus. One man, however, roamed
the streets of Athens in search of Sophistic theses to hunt down and destroy.
Socrates’ mission? To defend justice and to defeat her enemies, one Sophist
at a time. Socrates was armed and dangerous: he came prepared to use what-
ever means were at his disposal to oppose the enemies of justice. The most
powerful weapons he used came from the arsenal of the enemy: Socrates
most effectively combats Sophists and Sophistic theses in their own terms.

With this appealing insight into the origin of the language that Socrates
employs in the well-known paradoxes, Weiss offers an original interpretation
of their purpose, and arrives at conclusions that challenge what might be
thought of as a growing orthodoxy. Focusing especially on the purportedly
Socratic denial of akrasia and its variants in the dialogues, Weiss attempts
to show that what have now come to be theses or even tenets attributed to
Socrates, eudaimonism (the view that an agent primarily or even exclusive-
ly pursues her own well being) and its attendant psychological egoism (the
view that an agent acts in her own self-interest), are not in fact endorsed by
Socrates or even recognized by Socrates as legitimate ways of characterizing
rational behavior.

Weiss’ book begins in the world of philology, tracing the formulations that
supposedly underwrite Socratic egoism to their Sophistic counterparts: since,
e.g., Thrasymachus argues that no one is willingly just (Republic 1), Socrates
will argue that no one is willingly unjust, i.e., that all wrongdoing is involun-
tary. Therefore, Socrates does not actually endorse what Weiss calls ‘a host of
odd ideas’ associated with the denial of akrasia, i.e., ethical or psychological
egoism. On the contrary, ‘Socrates presumes no inability of the part of people
to act against their own judgment of where their interests lie.’ Nevertheless,
according to Weiss, Socrates does have a distinctive ‘moral position’. He holds
that out of desire and fear people fail to do what is best for themselves and
deliberately commit injustice, thereby voluntarily bringing upon themselves
a condition of ill being or wretchedness (22).

Here as everywhere the devil is in the details, so Weiss goes on to analyze
key passages in the Socratic dialogues that are often taken to demonstrate
the Socratic denial of akrasia (Protagoras 358¢6-d4: ch.2), the Socratic claim

76



that no one commits injustice willingly (Gorgias 509: ch. 3), the Socratic
claim that the good man is an intentional wrongdoer (Hippias Minor 372:
ch. 3), the Socratic claim that no one wants bad things (Meno 78-79: ch.4),
the ‘Socratic’ objection that no desires are independent of the good (Republic
IV: ch. 5), and the claim that just punishment is fine or noble in Laws 9 (ch.
6). In this space, we can do no more than give the essential grounds of Weiss’
alternative reading, beginning with the Protagoras.

Weiss stakes out her ground by disclosing the character defects of Socrates’
interlocutor, emphasizing his calculating, self-protective precautions in the
face of the Athenian democracy, in other words, the extent to which fear
governs his self-presentation. The heart of the exchange involves Socrates’
securing the agreement that ‘for the many’ there is no substantive difference
between pleasure and the good; correct calculation of pleasure and pain will
secure well being. Weiss insists that the hedonism Socrates postulates merely
targets the values of the many; his reduction of good and bad to quantities of
pleasure and pain effectively does away with the possibility of akrasia; yet,
in reality, Socrates is acutely aware of how often people choose pleasure over
the good.

In a similar vein, Weiss shows that Polus’ intoxication with power has
blinded him not only to the ills associated with injustice, but even to the ob-
vious revulsion that acts like murder, theft, and genocide ought to occasion.
Socrates uses outright ambiguity to guide Polus into a verbal agreement, and
80, to a defeat that will be necessary, for the law of force and power is the only
authority that Polus, under Gorgias’ tutelage, now recognizes.

Another example of Weiss’ investigation into Socrates’ eristic via philol-
ogy may be found in Chapter 4, where her subject is the paradox as it is
articulated in the Meno, that no one desires bad things. Again Weiss shows
how Socrates’ approach to his target is ad hominem: Meno is a young man,
fascinated by the world of wealth and ambition that are associated with aris-
tocracy. His considered definition of virtue, expensive taste and the power to
gratify it, is little more than a reflection of greed and aspiration, dressed up as
elite refinement. Socrates advances against Meno by insinuating justice and
moderation into the conversation, virtues that naturally work against these
acquisitive tendencies. He aims to destroy Meno’s pretensions by reducing all
agents to the status of everyman: everyone wants good things — here we are
all on level ground. At this point Socrates introduces the distinction, easily
overlooked in translation, between kinds of objects: fine and good (kala and
agatha); bad and unrefined (kaka and aischra), and he manages to substitute
Meno’s vocabulary of refinement with his own vocabulary of harm and ben-
efit. Again, Socrates distinguishes between wanting (boulesthai) and desiring
(epithumein), verbs which refer, respectively, to objects of rational choice, or
questions of value, and objects of appetitive wish, or impulsive desire, ir-
respective of other considerations. Hence, Socrates forces Meno to concede
no one wants, ultimately, to fare poorly or to be in a state of misery. Never-
theless, Socrates still allows plenty of scope for people to desire all kinds of
things, and in this sense, recognizes the extent to which untamed desires and
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unchecked resolve lead those who lack moderation and justice into profound
but voluntary unhappiness.

Weiss’ subtle reading of Republic IV, which denies the ‘standard view’ that
Glaucon’s objection to the good independent desires pursued by epithumia
and thumos, represents the views of an earlier Socratic position that Plato
now wishes to refute, is actually endorsed by a number of newer interpreta-
tions. For example, Lorenz writes, ‘the idea of these three kinds of motive (ap-
petitive, spirited and wisdom) already appears to be in Plato’s Apology’ (The
Brute Within, 18). According to Weiss, at any rate, Socrates has all along rec-
ognized and even lamented that most desires proliferate at the cost of overall
well being, of justice, and of rational choice. Weiss’ point is that for Socrates,
people invite this evaluation by virtue of how they act on desires that pro-
liferate owing to a variety of causes. Although they are free to choose the
good, most people lack courage, temperance, justice, and ultimately wisdom,
without which their aréte is rendered ineffectual. Socrates, far from being an
intellectualist, one who thinks that knowledge alone determines virtue, sees
a place for resisting those fears and desires; moreover, far from being a eu-
daimonist, Socrates regrettably witnesses most people choosing precisely to
pursue desires that will never lead to any degree of secure well being; finally,
far from being an egoist, Socrates thinks that, very often, people will have oc-
casion to go against their own self interests, to choose what is right over what
is advantageous, and in so doing, will be decidedly better off.

Weiss’ Socrates, to my mind, is distinctively less anachronistic than other
modern versions of Socrates and even the majority view of Socrates, which
can be summarized as follows: Socrates was a theorist who discovered one
fundamental fact about the structure of human motivation, namely, all hu-
man beings seek their own happiness, whether or not they are aware of it.
For Socrates, according to this thesis, it is impossible for an agent to be moti-
vated to do anything other than what is in the agent’s interest.

Can it really be that Socrates is to be credited with the discovery of egois-
tic eudaimonism, the idea that I seek my own good before all else? Rather, for
Weiss, this doctrine is part of the Sophistic world that the Socratic dialogues
portray. Weiss is right to insist that it is the Sophists, not Socrates, who offer
doctrinal pictures of human nature: Socrates uses their theses against them
without thereby committing himself to any psychological theories, other than
those entailed by common sense.

Sara Ahbel-Rappe
University of Michigan

78



	Front Matter
	Table of Contents
	Crossing Horizons: World, Self, and Language in Indian and Western Thought
	Heidegger's Being and Time: A Reader's Guide
	Heidegger's Being and Time: An Introduction
	The Problem of Punishment
	The Cultural Contradictions of Democracy: Political Thought Since September 11
	Logic in Reality
	Nietzsche's Philosophical Context: An Intellectual Biography
	Morality and Political Violence
	Anatomy of the Passions
	Pessimism: Philosophy, Ethic, Spirit
	The Philosophy of Qi: The Records of Great Doubts
	The Domestication of Derrida: Rorty, Pragmatism and Deconstruction
	The Grammar of Criminal Law Vol. 1: Foundations
	The Structured Self in Hellenistic and Roman Thought
	Self-Expression
	Interpreting Spinoza: Critical Essays
	Kant's Aesthetic Epistemology: Form and World
	Kant on Beauty and Biology: An Interpretation of the Critique of Judgment
	Pascal's Wager: Pragmatic Arguments and Belief in God
	God After Metaphysics: A Theological Aesthetic
	Rethinking Informed Consent in Bioethics
	Plato on the Rhetoric of Philosophers and Sophists
	Wittgenstein in Cambridge: Letters and Documents 1911-1951
	An Introduction to the Philosophy of Language
	Theories of Scientific Method: An Introduction
	Fiction, Philosophy and Literary Theory: Will the Real Saul Kripke Please Stand Up?
	The Philosophy of Palliative Care: Critique and Reconstruction
	The Impartial Spectator: Adam Smith's Moral Philosophy
	Evolutionary Psychology as Maladapted Psychology
	C.I. Lewis in Focus: The Pulse of Pragmatism
	The Lacanian Left: Psychoanalysis, Theory, Politics
	John Searle's Philosophy of Language: Force, Meaning and Mind
	Aristotle, Ethics and Pleasure
	The Socratic Paradox and its Enemies



