

































































































































































Andrew Mason

Levelling the Playing Field:

The Idea of Equal Opportunity and Its Place
in Egalitarian Thought.

New York: Oxford University Press 2006.

Pp. 256.

US$45.00 (cloth ISBN-13: 978-0-19-926441-4).

Mason’s book is a careful and nuanced attempt to articulate and demarcate a
moderate, practicable version of equality of opportunity. Equality of opportu-
nity has of course long been considered to be central to an adequate concep-
tion of distributive justice, and attempts to flesh out its scope and range have
been an ongoing concern of liberal theorists. Some conception of equality of
opportunity seems requisite if a society of unequal social positions is to be
considered justifiable, but exactly what conception that may be varies. A ‘lev-
elling the playing field’ conception of equality of opportunity requires that
privileged social positions are subject to open competition, and that there
is fair access to obtaining the qualifications for such positions. In general,
levelling the playing field conceptions of equal opportunity aim to neutral-
ize or eliminate unchosen inequalities from consideration in distributions,
while leaving intact inequalities which arise from the choices of individuals.

In other words, a levelling the playing field conception of justice requires
rendering everyone’s opportunities equal in an appropriate sense, and then
letting individual choices dictate distribution outcomes.

Mason’s account may be considered to be moderate in the sense that he
argues that levelling the playing field may best be conceived as an attempt to
mitigate, rather than to neutralize, unchosen inequalities, where, as he puts
it, ‘mitigating would mean preventing them from having an undue impact on
their access to advantage.’ It is the task of this book to flesh out the meaning
and implications of this moderate approach to levelling the playing field.

This is achieved, at least in part, by a critique of the more radical neu-
tralization approach. Here, Mason argues that the attempt to neutralize the
effects of differences in people’s circumstances runs counter to some basic
moral intuitions. For instance, Mason argues, it would seem to require that
we refrain from such actions that advantage our children relative to others,
which would include such basic activities as the spending of quality time
with them. Such a result is of course highly counterintuitive, and suggests
that the neutralization approach must be on the wrong track if this is what
it entails. Mason seems on strong footing here, and his successful argument
against the neutralization approach to levelling the playing field raises the
bar on the expectation that the mitigation approach will be a more fruitful
alternative.

In the later chapters, as Mason begins to cash out what principles he feels
the mitigation approach might consist in, the book takes a hands-on and
quite refreshing turn toward concrete social policies. Here, Mason suggests
that a mitigation approach might contain a ‘basic skills principle’, wherein
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each child is entitled to receive an education that enables him to acquire a
set of skills which will give her an adequate range of options later in life,
and an educational access principle designed to rule out the possibility that
differences in social circumstances might entitle some to better educational
opportunities than others in lesser circumstances. So far, this seems obvi-
ously on board with what a meritocratic approach to levelling the playing
field requires, insofar as it is targeted towards levelling the playing field with
respect to access and towards balancing opportunities which result from un-
chosen differences in people’s circumstances, and not targeted toward level-
ling the differences between people based on their own choices.

An adequate meritocratic approach, however, needs to address when one’s
choices are really one’s own. Mason’s answer to this question is perhaps the
most interesting and controversial aspect of the book. Here, Mason holds
that traditional answers are inadequate because they do not recognize the
full range of reasons we might have for not requiring a person to bear the
full costs of her behavior for some choices. Mason defines ‘choices’ broadly,
to include any outcome over which an agent exerted some interest. By ‘costs’
he means the consequences of a person’s actions that are a burden to them-
selves or to others in terms of access to advantage.

The puzzle that arises, of course, is that different conceptions of the good
life, which ought in a liberal egalitarian society to be pursued, have differ-
ent costs. It seems at once unjust to others to expect them to bear these
costs and also unjust to require the agent to do so. So the question for any
adequate conception of justice is: how ought those costs to be apportioned?
Mason’s response to this perennial problem of egalitarianism is perhaps the
greatest advance of this book, in that it uses the levelling the playing field
approach to fruitfully address a larger, and indeed fundamental, problem in
egalitarianism.

He uses as a test case the situation of mothers who decide to give up their
careers in order to take care of their children, even though they are not,
strictly speaking, forced to do so. In such cases, according to Mason, these
women make these choices against the backdrop of a widely held social norm
that dictates that they should look after their children personally, and thus
fairness requires that they should not be required to bear the full burden of
such a choice.

Mason should be commended both for taking on such a difficult scenario,
and for addressing its complexities honestly. The obvious question, once we
level the playing field to include the choices of stay-at-home mothers, is what
other groups and choices deserve such accommodation? Mason treats this
issue with integrity, and illuminatingly discusses the distinctions between
ways of life that are merely choices based on ‘expensive tastes’ and those
which are the products of limiting and broadly-based social constraints — in
the case of career sacrificing mothers, the choice is made against the social
background of the norm that mothers should take care of their children per-
sonally. Mason's approach offers a significant advantage over other attempts
to deal with this problem, in that it offers a principled way to distinguish
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between cases of legitimate social constraint and those which could merely
be categorized as ‘expensive tastes’, for which the agent should reasonably be
expected to bear the burden. It is in this regard that this book makes its most
original contribution to the egalitarian literature on equality.

Abigail Levin
Niagara University

Tim Maudlin

The Metaphysics Within Physics.

Toronto and New York: Oxford University
Press 2007.

Pp. 197.

Cdn$66.00/US$49.95

(cloth ISBN-13: 978-0-19-921821-9).

This is a collection of six papers on a range of metaphysical topics, including
causation, counterfactuals, laws of nature, and the passage of time. Though
the chapters can be read independently, the book is best read as a sustained
attack on the popular ‘Humean’ metaphysics championed most prominently
by David Lewis. Maudlin repeatedly argues that despite any ambitions Hu-
means might have to be defenders of a metaphysics particularly well-suited
to physics, closer analysis shows that contemporary physics is distinctly ‘un-
Humean’. This is a rich book with many provocative discussions and I would
recommend it to anyone interested in the metaphysics of physics (obviously),
and in scientifically informed accounts of laws, causation, and counterfactu-
als more generally.

The cornerstones of Humeanism are the principles of separability and
what Maudlin calls physical statism. Separability is the claim that the total
physical state of the world is determined by the intrinsic properties of point-
sized entities, together with their spatio-temporal relations, while physical
statism is the claim that the physical state of the world determines all of the
facts about the world, including modal and nomological facts. Together, these
two principles entail that the fundamental facts about the world are intrin-
sic, non-modal, and non-nomic facts about point-sized things. The project for
the Humean is to defend this claim by providing an analysis of all other facts
in terms of this Humean basis. Maudlin’s anti-Humean project is to show
how separability and physical statism are ill-suited to the world described by
contemporary physics.

Chapter 1 begins the attack on Humeanism with an extended defense of
primitivism about laws of nature: rather than trying to analyze nomic facts
in terms of non-nomic facts, as Humeans do, we should treat lawfulness as a

54



primitive notion in our ontology. Laws are simply ‘the patterns that nature
respects’ (15), with no further analysis needed. The chief benefit of this pro-
posal is the analysis of possibility and counterfactuals it allows. For example,
to answer questions about counterfactuals, we find a suitable set of boundary
conditions and examine how the universe would have evolved, given the laws
of nature, if those conditions had been perturbed in various ways.

It is in Chapters 2, 3 and 4 that the book really earns its title. Chapter 2
reviews various difficulties in reconciling the principle of separability with
quantum physics, in which non-separable states are abundant. This conflict
has already been widely discussed, and here Maudlin is mostly interested in
uncovering the roots of the commitment to separability. Chapter 3 presents
a difficulty of a different sort for reconciling properties from fundamental
physics with standard accounts of properties in terms of universals, tropes,
or ‘natural’ classes. For instance, properties such as quark color cannot be
understood as independent intrinsic features that two entities might simply
share or not share; instead, facts about the sameness of quark color are de-
pendent on the path used to draw the comparison between two entities. And
in Chapter 4, Maudlin turns to the problem of time and argues against the
view that realism about a four-dimensional ‘block’ universe precludes real-
ism about the passage of time. He argues against the widely held claim that
the supposed ‘time reversal invariance’ of physical processes shows that the
passage of time has no physical significance. His own proposal for temporal
passage mirrors his earlier account of laws: the direction and passage of time
is to be adopted as a primitive notion, instead of being analyzed in terms of
non-temporal notions.

Chapter 5 extends the argument about laws from Chapter 1 to give an ac-
count of causation and counterfactuals. Maudlin first tries to undermine the
connection between causation and counterfactuals by describing situations
where we clearly have knowledge of causation without having knowledge of
the relevant counterfactuals, and situations where we have knowledge of the
relevant counterfactuals but lack knowledge of causation. He then argues
that laws of nature, in particular those that fit what he calls the ‘quasi-New-
tonian’ form consisting of laws describing inertial states and laws describing
deviations from those inertial states, are particularly well-suited to our un-
derstanding of both counterfactuals and causation. Finally, Chapter 6 tries to
unite the preceding chapters by emphasizing the common threads running
through each: primitivism about laws, the association between laws and tem-
poral evolution, and primitivism about the direction and passage of time.

A prominent principle guiding this work is that metaphysics must learn
its lessons from physics, and thus that ‘the proper object of most metaphysics
is the careful analysis of our best scientific theories’ (104). Given this com-
mitment to the close study of science, this book is admirable in being techni-
cally informed without being overly technical in presentation. However, the
significance of ‘our best scientific theories’ for Maudlin’s argument is some-
times unclear. For example, in defending his primitivism about laws, Maudlin
makes much of his rejection of the traditional understanding of laws as a
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species of universal generalization, noting that while physical laws such as
Schridinger’s equation can be ‘tortured’ into the form of a universal general-
ization, ‘it is hard to see what the purpose of the exercise would be’ (11). But
Maudlin’s own account of laws as ‘fundamental laws of temporal evolution’
draws little from any special features of contemporary physics, and could just
as easily be presented within the framework of classical physics. Maudlin
does mention considerations of symmetry and conservation principles as im-
portant features of contemporary physics, but only to dismiss them as of sec-
ondary importance next to laws. Here Maudlin risks facing exactly the sort of
difficulty that plagues Lewis’ Humeanism: superficially, the conflict between
classically inspired metaphysics and contemporary physics might seem sur-
mountable (thus Lewis’ optimism that quantum physics might someday be
replaced by a theory compatible with Humeanism), and only detailed analy-
sis reveals how deep those conflicts can run.

Another recurring theme is an unwillingness to be bound to any precon-
ceived commitment to simplicity. Maudlin treats the metaphysical reduc-
tionist as something of a fetishist, over-obsessed with simplicity and desert
landscapes, when the theory and practice of physics calls for a more abun-
dant, non-reductive ontology. At least in the case of laws, though, it seems
quite reasonable to ask for an explanation of lawfulness regardless of one’s
tastes in simplicity. That's what makes reductive accounts of lawhood so at-
tractive: they promise to explain the difference between logically indistin-
guishable facts — true universal generalizations — that play quite different
roles in our explanatory practices. Ultimately those reductive projects may
fail, but their motivation is deeper than a longing for simplicity. That said,
Maudlin’s arguments are important and should be of interest to reduction-
ists and non-reductionists alike.

Patrick McGivern
University of Alberta

Stephen Mulhall

Wittgenstein’s Private Language:

Grammar, Nonsense, and Imagination in Philo-
sophical Investigations, §§243-315.

New York: Oxford University Press 2007.

Pp. 148.

US$35.00 (cloth ISBN-13: 978-0-19-920854-8).

In this book Mulhall picks up where he left off in his earlier Inheritance and

Originality. As he states in the book’s introduction: ‘That initial reading be-
gan with the opening of the Investigations, and continued unbroken to §242,
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where — instead of following the text’s shift from rule-following to the idea
of private language — I shifted instead to the much later discussion of see-
ing-aspects . . . (13-14). Returning now to the private language argument,
Mulhall sets out to demonstrate that the guiding themes of his previous work
(namely the internal relation between form and content in Wittgenstein’s
writing, the literary dimensions of his language, and the nature of Wittgen-
stein’s ‘therapeutic’ relation to his readers) have a central importance to the
private language argument as well.

It would be impossible to cover all of the diverse subjects touched upon
in Mulhall’s latest work here; however, he does select one axis in particular
which continually serves to orient the text: the ‘resolute’ vs. ‘substantial’ un-
derstanding of nonsense. The resolute reading (indebted largely to Conant,
Diamond, and the ‘New Wittgensteineans’) takes its bearing from Wittgen-
stein’s remark in the introduction to the Tractatus, ‘in order to be able to
draw a limit to thought, we should have to find both sides of that limit think-
able (i.e. we should have to be able to think what cannot be thought). It will
therefore only be in language that the limit can be drawn, and what lies on
the other side of that limit will simply be nonsense.” With no way to identify
the logically significant parts, according to the resolute reading, nonsense
can only ever be gibberish. On the other hand, the substantial reading would
have it that some nonsensical propositions, those exemplified in Wittgen-
stein’s writing for example, may be distinct from mere gibberish by directing
our attention to otherwise ineffable metaphysical truths.

Mulhall favours the former (but gives both sides a fair and thorough expo-
sition), and thus maintains a certain resolute continuity between the Tracta-
tus and the private language argument of the Investigations. As he writes, ‘In
the light cast by resolute readings, one might characterise this fundamental
point as that of identifying and aiming to overcome our attraction to the
idea that there is something we cannot do in philosophy’ (8). The point, for
Mulhall, is that the attraction we find in such grammatical gibberish results
from a psvchological tendency, rather than a deep metaphysical insight into
the truly ineffable. This is a novel insight into the debate, and one which then
allows Mulhall to formulate the extremely important question missed by ma-
jority of commentators: even if the substantial position is deeply flawed, how
does one disabuse the ‘substantialist’ (in this case, the private linguist) of this
tendency? I leave it up to Mulhall’s readers to decide for themselves whether
he has performed adequately here, but I will say that those sympathetic to
Cavell’s rather idiosyncratic use of ‘acknowledgement’ will be pleased. In any
case, what it may mean to ‘disabuse’ someone here is certain to engender a
lively, and undoubtedly polarising, debate.

Any disagreements one might have with Mulhall’s reading aside — and
there are many points upon which one might fruitfully take issue with him
— there is only one real problem with the book: it is bound to be misunder-
stood by many of its readers. There are perhaps several reasons for this, but
chief among them is the book’s all too clever self-consciousness, which tends
to obscure the point. Consider the title, for example, Witigenstein’s Private
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Language. The majority of readers who pick up this book will expect it to be
about the private language argument, typically considered to consist of some
position on the possibility or impossibility of a language which can, in prin-
ciple, be understood only by the person speaking it. This question is in fact
given minimal attention. Instead, the book takes this language’s impossibil-
ity as a given and continues to investigate how it is that Wittgenstein uses his
language in the relevant passages to subtly disabuse his readers of their psy-
chological tendency towards such grammatical illusions. And the language
Wittgenstein uses here is, quite literally, Wittgenstein’s private language
(read: gibberish). It is as if Mulhall has laid a trap for those philosophers al-
ready bewitched enough to think that nonsense is something one could argue
for or against; a point gratuitously easy to miss upon an initial reading.

This, and other such remarks — about being unable directly to assert the
inevitably self-destructive character of direct philosophical assertions (20), or
how Wittgenstein ‘acts out’ (‘traffics in’, some might say) the very nonsense
that is to be overcome (57) in order to subtly ‘invite his reader to acknowl-
edge’ their tendency towards nonsense (which some might call ‘leading his
readers on’) (66), not to mention his passing remarks on the-hand-is-faster-
than-the-eye magician (of PI §308) who directs our attention away from the
first, really efficacious move of the conjuring trick (127) — all these suggest
pretty decisively that Mulhall has attempted to affect (or entrap?) his readers
with a similar subtlety.

Naturally, this all works into the book’s decidedly self-reflective aim, and
if Mulhall has purposefully misled his readers, it is only meant to be in the
service of a greater goal. Fans of the ‘show, don't tell’ school of writing will
appreciate it. Unfortunately, if Mulhall turns out to lack Wittgenstein’s abil-
ity to compel his readers to return to his texts time and again, then one can
expect that many of Mulhall’s readers will simply walk away with an errone-
ous understanding of the book after an initial reading.

Perhaps those already familiar with Mulhall’s work will grasp the book’s
more inconspicuous points immediately. However, given the popularity of the
private language argument, even among those who otherwise know little of
Wittgenstein, this book could have given Mulhall a solid platform to expand
his already substantial and deservedly well recognized contribution to Witt-
genstein scholarship. That said, there are plenty of clear, insightful remarks
on the particular nuances of Wittgenstein’s language, and despite the risk
that many of Mulhall’s readers will walk away misunderstanding this book,
they will still have walked away with much. Still, given the book’s funda-
mental insights regarding the psychological foundations of grammatical be-
witchment and the nature of philosophical therapy, it would be a real shame
if Mulhall’s genuinely novel contribution to the meta-philosophical mise en
scéne of the private language debate is missed by any of his readership.

James M. Fielding
University of Paris I, Panthéon-Sorbonne
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Wayne Norman

Negotiating Nationalism:

Nation-building, Federalism, and Secession in
the Multinational State.

New York: Oxford University Press 2006.

Pp. 271.

US$85.00 (cloth ISBN-13: 978-0-19-829335-4).

This book is an admirable and welcome contribution to the burgeoning philo-
sophical literature on nationalism. Its aim is to provide a liberal theory of
federalism for a multinational state, and along the way it also takes up im-
portant questions concerning the legitimacy of nation-building and the con-
ditions under which secession may be justified. Norman’s point of departure
is the recent wave of liberal political theory addressing the normative dimen-
sions of nationalism in general, and minority nationalism in particular, and
his evaluation of rival schemes of institutional design in multinational po-
litical communities both builds upon and pushes forward these increasingly
sophisticated theoretical foundations.

Nationalist politics are most divisive when rival nationalisms compete
within a single political community. Resolving these conflicts through a
‘globalization of secession’ strategy would not only be implausible (the ‘too
many nations not enough states’ problem) but also unacceptable, because
it would require the involuntary transfer of substantial numbers of people.
Norman recommends an alternative ‘negotiation’ of nationalism that aims to
accommodate rival nation-building projects within the democratic structures
of a single (federal) state. Thus, instead of seeking to defuse nationalism’s
divisive capacity by removing its influence from the public realm, he pro-
poses that the key to managing national rivalries consists in identifying fair
institutional solutions to enable a plurality of national cultures to flourish
alongside (through probably not amongst) one another. The credibility of this
proposal rests heavily upon the claim that nationalism finds its political ex-
pression not only in the pursuit of exclusive national self-determination, but
also in more inclusive nation-building projects. If it is true that satisfying this
second strand of the nationalist impulse will largely mollify the exclusionary
potential of the first, then Norman’s federalist accommodation strategy has
a great deal of plausibility.

The claim that nationalism is about more than making the political and
national units congruent is a strong one, since there is clear evidence that
distinctively nationalistic political cultures persist, develop and flourish sub-
sequent to the attainment of self-determination; the discussions of Iceland
and the United States are particularly instructive on this point, as are the
references to Billig’s ‘banal nationalism’ thesis. On Norman’s account, what
marks a political culture out as nationalist are the pervasive appeals to na-
tionalistic sentiment in political discourse and justification, and his analysis
of the ways in which these can potentially marginalise minority-nations is
typically clear and insightful. Norman’s response, a kind of minority-na-

59



tion ‘self-defence’ strategy, has much to be said in its favour, and the insti-
tutional solutions he proposes are well-defended. However, the plausibility
of these proposals is marred by an ambiguity over the justification provided,
which runs together two distinet arguments. On the one hand, sometimes
the thought seems to be that since majority nation-building is inevitable,
federalist political arrangements are required to protect minority distinctive-
ness. On the other hand, Norman also invokes a stronger claim about the
desirability of nation-building for minority nations. If, as I shall suggest, the
inevitability thesis is false, then either Norman’s argument must rest upon
the desirability thesis, or it is only weakly justified. In either case, the fed-
eralist solution is only one alternative amongst others, and may have less
widespread applicability than Norman supposes.

The inevitability thesis holds that political communities are necessarily
nationalistic, and Norman cites two categories of cases in support of this
view. First are those matters in which the state cannot be neutral about na-
tional identity in the way it can be about (for instance) religion. Thus, it
cannot avoid implementing policies that will have a significant impact upon
the linguistic identities of citizens (such as requiring children to learn one
language rather than another). Second is a wider spread of policy domains in
which nation-building practices have been pervasive in modern political com-
munities, and Norman discusses numerous routine state functions and activ-
ities that have identity-shaping results. The inevitability thesis trades on the
fact that both of these categories of justified state activity have unintentional
identity-shaping consequences, but only for the first set are non-neutral con-
sequences a necessary corollary of state action. If this category is a narrow
one (and the ubiquity of linguistic examples in this context suggests that it
may be), then the inevitability thesis is (at best) a weak one. Furthermore,
not all non-neutral consequences are nationalistic. To stick to the language
case, the promotion of overlapping linguistic competences amongst citizens
might be accomplished with little or no effect upon the national identities of
those citizens; here the future development of the European Union might
be a pertinent case study. Accordingly, a political culture characterised by a
commitment to justificatory neutrality, one in which appeals to nationalis-
tic sentiment in political discourse were not widespread, might avoid much
of the marginalising nation-building that Norman treats as inevitable, and
may offer greater fairness for minority nations than Norman’s own federalist
alternative, especially if these national communities are not geographically
concentrated.

Nevertheless, for national minorities struggling against an exclusion-
ary backdrop of persistent appeals to majority national identity, Norman’s
diagnosis may seem especially apposite. Indeed, his federalist alternative
seemingly offers much for helping resolve ‘soft’ multinationalism, enabling
neighbouring national communities to come to terms with one another by
encouraging nation-building as a fair and satisfactory alternative to national
self-determination. Constitutional (rather than policy) measures to discour-
age minority resentment serve not only both the majority’s interest in sta-
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bility and the minority’s interest in self-preservation, but also the ends of
justice. In cases of ‘hard’ multinationalism, however, where bitter and fester-
ing divisions amongst majority and minority nations have eliminated any
serious prospect of peaceful co-existence, the need for a theory of secession is
evident, and this is a challenge that Norman meets in the closing parts of his
book. Focussing on arguments in favour of incorporating a secession clause at
the constitutional level (rather than leaving the matter to international law),
Norman notes that a key advantage of a rigorous clause — one making politi-
cal divorce difficult but not impossible — is that it could simultaneously ap-
pease belligerent minority nations and discourage their representatives from
‘playing the secession card’. Here, again, the concern with stability comes to
the fore, and the tendency of this worry to displace other normative issues,
especially in a work framed at a high level of generality, is something of a
shortcoming. Despite this, Norman makes significant progress in setting out
the key ingredients for a moral theory of multinational constitutionalism.

Andrew Shorten
University of Limerick

Andrew Norris, ed.

The Claim to Community: Essays on

Stanley Cavell and Political Philosophy.
Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press 2006.
Pp. 400.

US$65.00 (cloth ISBN-13: 978-0-8047-5129-2);
US$24.95 (paper ISBN-13: 978-0-8047-5132-2).

This new book edited by Norris brings together a collection of papers ex-
amining the relationship between Stanley Cavell and political philosophy. It
is comprised of twelve essays by various authors with backgrounds in phi-
losophy, political science, anthropology and social science. Ten of the essays
have never before been published, while the two essays by Norris are slightly
altered versions of previously published papers. It also concludes with a chap-
ter by Cavell who skillfully combines many insightful remarks regarding po-
litical philosophy with a personalized response to each of the authors. For
those interested in the work of Cavell, this is a valuable asset. For those
whose interest is in political theory, it offers a perspective and approach that
is both innovative and intelligent. One does not need to be a Cavell expert
to appreciate this book, for the bulk of the essays are straightforward, writ-
ten with a degree of clarity and sobriety that is often identified with Cavell
himself.
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As Norris points out in his introduction, Cavell is not one typically identi-
fied with political theory, likely because he rarely directly engages in ques-
tions concerning the state, power or citizenship. As such, there is a dearth
of material examining Cavell’s potential contribution to political thought.
Norris’ edition not only attempts to make up for this lack, but also hopes to
open up new avenues for both political philosophers and Cavellians alike.
The organization of the text loosely reflects this dual interest, moving from
essays that attempt to clarify why Cavell ought to be considered as a political
thinker, to papers that compare his work with other philosophers, and finally
to pieces that elucidate Cavell’s unique contribution to political philosophy.
Readers should note that almost all of the essays focus on questions of po-
litical theory, and rarely confront specific questions of social policy or gover-
nance. However, some papers do suggest intriguing ways in which Cavell’s
original approach to philosophy could help orient and illuminate prominent
American debates such as those involving questions of human rights or the
war in Iraq.

Though there seems to be a fair amount of overlap and repetition between
the essays, as a whole this collection provides a rich and fecund perspective
on Cavell’s work, successfully demonstrating the tremendous resources he
provides to political theory. The repetition seems to be a consequence of the
perceived need to justify the existence of such a text, one that speaks of Cavell
in the same breath as political philosophy. Thus, a number of essays intro-
duce their topic by demonstrating the inherent political bent of Cavell’s in-
novative approach to ordinary language philosophy: that to speak to another
human being is to make a claim upon that person, or, in the words of Andrew
Norris, ‘the claim of reason that is Cavell’s central theme and the title of his
magnum opus is itself a claim to community’ (2). This fundamental point
of Cavell’s philosophy is sufficiently made by Norris in his compelling and
thoughtful introductory essay, so it is a wonder why it is so often repeated
throughout the rest of the book. At the same time, it must be admitted that
this underlying theme is also enriched and enhanced by the following essays,
bringing it into contact with other key Cavellian ideas such as ‘acknowledge-
ment’ and ‘skepticism’.

The second essay by Sandra Laugier expands upon Norris’ introduction
through an examination of Wittgenstein’s similar understanding of the po-
litical undertones of ordinary language philosophy. Through Cavell’s reading
of Wittgenstein, Laugier argues that while rules are essential to agreement,
there is no final rule that can govern the application of rules. The rules
that organize and make possible agreement are themselves informed by our
shared practices — our forms of life. Thus, our forms of life ought not be tak-
en as the solution to the problem of agreement (as though the meaning of our
agreement can always be interpreted against some context or background,
which is assumed to be given), because these forms of life are precisely what
demand examination. Laugier thus sets the tone for all of the essays to come,
that Cavell’s concern with politics is a concern with the ordinary, the near
and the familiar.
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Piergiorgio Donatelli compares Cavell’s treatment of Wittgenstein with
the work of John Stuart Mill in order to clarify a central problem of ‘moral
perfectionism’. This is the problem of ‘bringing truth home’. It is not enough
that an idea simply make sense, but that it be made real and that it speak to
our experience of the world. What we then find true must in a sense already
belong to us. Through moral perfectionism the search for truth is to be seen,
in the words of Cavell, as a process of becoming remarried to our world. Jo-
seph Lima and Tracy Strong’s essay, ‘Telling the Dancer from the Dance’,
returns us to Cavell’s ordinary language philosophy and his contribution to
the work of J. L. Austin and Wittgenstein. They examine the political im-
plications of the ‘ordinary’ in ordinary language philosophy by looking at
Cavell’s inheritance of this school in relation to the bastardized form found
in positivism.

This is followed by Norris’ second contribution to this volume, an essay
that works to reconfigure politics by expanding Cavell’s notion of revision to
social practices. It also offers some heady insights into the relation between
self-transformation and the transformation of the state in ancient philoso-
phy. as well as Cavell’s own take on social contract theory. Richard Flathman
Jjuxtaposes the work of Cavell with that of Michel de Montaigne with hopes of
enriching his conception of moral perfectionism. Continuing with the theme
of moral perfectionism, David Owen places Cavell alongside Michel Foucault.
Again, the focus is primarily on their respective ethics, though Owen does
draw out some of the political implications of perfectionism near the end of
his piece.

Ted Cohen offers a short and pithy paper that extends Cavell’s notion of
acknowledgement to his work on aesthetics. This provides him with a frame-
work that is extended from aesthetic disagreement to moral disagreement
with the hope of establishing a way in which people can acknowledge dis-
agreement and yet live together beyond a separated existence of mere toler-
ance. The question of abortion is briefly treated in this way. Espen Hammer
treats Cavell’s work on political philosophy as a form of political romanti-
cism. In so doing, he analyzes its strengths and weaknesses in relation to the
critique of romanticism offered by Hegel and Carl Schmitt, one that claims
there is an element of arbitrariness to the romantic conception of freedom. It
is a criticism, Hammer argues, that Cavell survives, though the ambiguous
state of his politics leaves him vulnerable to further attack.

Hans Sluga, in a wonderfully engaging essay, examines the place of poli-
tics in Cavell’s work on the comedy of remarriage. Sluga argues that by ex-
amining the dramatic structure of these films we are better situated to ‘get
away from reflecting on political principles and to attend, instead, to the po-
litical aspects of everyday practice’ (186). Sluga also relates Cavell’s work
on the comic with his work on the tragic to further enrich his precarious
sense of the political. This treatment of tragedy through Lear is continued in
Thomas Dumm'’s contribution, ‘Cordelia’s Caleulus’. Dumm examines what
he calls the ‘dissolution of sovereignty’ (213) that has arisen with the death
of God and abandonment of an absolute authority in terms of Cavell’s essay
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‘The Avoidance of Love’. Through Cavell’s reading of Cordelia and the treat-
ment of love and loneliness in King Lear, Dumm sees a way of ‘rethinking
who we are and how we may be present’ (235). The final commentator is
Robert Gooding-Williams, who offers a discussion of Kant’s concept of re-
ceptivity, and the way it is inherited and transformed by both Nietzsche and
Cavell. These two figures show that Kant had repressed race and gender in
his treatment of receptivity. The essay concludes with a critique of Cavell’s
conception of the origin of American philosophy, one that is said to find its
roots in Emerson. For Gooding-Williams, this is also a form of repression, one
that represses ‘other African American thinkers (who) have had a hand in
Emerson’s destiny’ (262).

Finally, the collection concludes with Cavell’s response to the previous
essays. This chapter is what makes this book a real gem. Rarely do we get to
hear Cavell speak so lucidly on such a diverse area of philosophy and political
theory. As one would expect, his comments are introspective, generous and
profound. Though it is comprised as an individual response to each essay,
Cavell has somehow been able to produce a work that can be read entirely on
its own terms. It marks a fitting conclusion to the book, turning as it does to
an exciting new page in Cavellian studies.

Alain Beauclair
University of Oregon

Dorothea Olkowski and Gail Weiss, eds.
Feminist Interpretations of

Maurice Merleau-Ponty.

University Park: Pennsylvania State University
Press 2006.

Pp. 290.

US$85.00 (cloth ISBN-13: 978-0-271-02917-7);
US$35.00 (paper ISBN-13: 978-0-271-02918-4).

This is another volume in Penn State’s ‘Re-Reading the Canon’ series, the
aim of which is to contribute to the progressive transformation of the West-
ern philosophical canon by critically re-examining its representatives from
feminist perspectives. While the series has addressed many standard canoni-
cal figures, along with figures of the feminist ‘canon’ such as Wollstonecraft
and Beauvoir, the largest number of volumes have dealt with continental
figures whose work, while not necessarily ‘canonical’ in either sense, have
played a notable, if contested, role in the recent development of feminist phi-
losophy.
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Such is how Merleau-Ponty fits in. On the one hand, his phenomenol-
ogy prioritized the embodied nature of consciousness and the intercorporeal
nature of social relations. Despite his own lack of (explicit) concern for femi-
nist issues, this emphasis on pre-cognitive and pre-personal anonymity has
resonated forcefully with many theorists, beginning with Beauvoir herself,
for whom sexual difference can be traced back to some fundamental level of
undifferentiated sameness.

On the other hand, there are powerful doubts concerning the appropriate-
ness of this approach for feminist concerns. These stem in large part, although
not exclusively, from the critique of Merleau-Ponty’s ontology of ‘flesh’ devel-
oped by Luce Irigaray beginning with her I’Ethique de la différence sexuelle.
The general idea behind this scepticism is that models of corporeal anonym-
ity are ineluctably fraught with (hetero)sexist assumptions that occlude the
particularities of sexual difference, thereby reinforcing the very patterns of
domination that motivate feminist critique in the first place.

Recent feminist debates concerning Merleau-Ponty’s work have thus basi-
cally centred on the question as to whether some form of pre-personal sub-
Jectivity can be posited prior to gender, or else whether such could only be a
deleterious masculinist illusion. Given the high potential value of Merleau-
Ponty’s work to feminist concerns, one of the general aims of the series — to
examine ‘whether a philosopher’s socially inherited prejudices concerning
woman'’s nature and role are independent of her or his larger philosophical
framework’ (ix) — is especially salient in this volume.

Co-editors Olkowski and Weiss have gathered twelve essays (three of
which were published previously), including one each of their own. Overall,
the collection makes an important contribution, and this is by no means lim-
ited to feminist philosophy, narrowly construed. For what is fundamentally in
question is the possibility of establishing a genuinely inclusive intersubjectiv-
ity. Beyond its immediate significance, then, this work is of direct relevance
to on-going efforts to rethink the viability of phenomenology — Merleau-
Pontian and otherwise — in general.

The specific essays cannot be considered in detail here. Beyond the com-
mon issue of relating sexual difference (and the ethics thereof) to corpore-
ality and intercorporeality, however, there are some general approaches in
terms of which the contributions may be roughly situated. Several essays aim
to deepen existing interpretations of Merleau-Ponty’s work, in order to show
that it does indeed offer useful resources for feminism. Sonia Kruks explores
the complex dialecticity of Merleau-Ponty’s account of intercorporeality, in
particular its dimensions of affectivity, to challenge the idea that the pre-per-
sonal level of existence is neutral, without claiming that solidarity has any
ontological guarantee. Arguing against ‘foundationalist’ interpretations of
Merleau-Ponty’s account of corporeality, Johanna Oksala emphasizes the in-
tersubjective and historical constitution of body-subjects, in the ambiguity of
which she grounds the possibility of the freedom implied by the idea of wom-
en’s emancipation. Jorella Andrews aims to rehabilitate Merleau-Ponty’s
embodied account of visual perception as indeterminate and non-objectiv-
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izing, with the implication that it provides an attractive model for thinking
about the ethics of difference and alterity. In her evocative discussion of ‘the
intercorporeal dynamics of violation and resistance’, Laura Doyle suggests
that Merleau-Pontian phenomenology can support a critical account of the
bodily logic of oppression and domination, and of resistance as well.

Other essays take up Irigaray’s critique of Merleau-Ponty in various ways.
On the one hand, Beata Stawarska’s contribution ‘rejoins’ and ‘completes’
this critique by arguing that beyond sexual difference, the entire social di-
mension of existence is lost in Merleau-Ponty’s ontology, which as it stands
reflects a subjective intracorporeality. On a related note, Olkowski argues
that Merleau-Ponty’s transitivist understanding of infancy makes the prob-
lem of psychological differentiation insoluble on his terms, and suggests that
an Irigarayan take on the affective intersubjectivity of the maternal bond
might be able to redress this.

Conversely, Judith Butler takes issue with Irigaray’s critique, maintaining
that it is ultimately complicit with its object, that Merleau-Ponty’s account
of flesh can be taken as providing the ‘intertwining’ with alterity that Irig-
aray’s position seeks to uphold. Vicki Kirby offers an even stronger defence
of Merleau-Ponty against Irigaray, emphasizing the ethical ‘reversibility’ of
the flesh in terms of its instability and indeterminacy. Ann Murphy’s paper
takes up the main issues in the debate between Irigaray and Merleau-Ponty,
but also brings Levinas into the fray, a move that lends support to a quali-
fied defence of Merleau-Ponty’s work in ways that also lessen the force of the
Irigarayan critique.

The remaining contributions aim to extend aspects of Merleau-Ponty’s
thought into new areas. David Brubaker offers a defence of Carol Gilligan’s
‘ethics of care’ on the basis of a Merleau-Pontian notion of ‘care for the flesh’.
In her contribution on ‘urban flesh’, Weiss brings Merleau-Ponty’s ideas to
bear upon the multifaceted political issues, including violence, that arise in
the context of contemporary urban dwelling. Helen Fielding pushes Mer-
leau-Ponty’s account of perception to a higher critical level by addressing the
question of the sedimented structures underlying racist and sexist phenom-
enality, and linking their transformation to ‘lived corporeal creativity’.

General approaches aside, there are many significant thematic overlaps
across these essays, e.g., ‘ambiguity’, theoretical indeterminacy, as well as
important points of debate, especially concerning subjectivity and ethics re-
thought in the light of sexual difference. Exhibiting well the scope and di-
versity of feminist readings of Merleau-Ponty, the volume is an important
contribution that will be of interest to theorists in many fields, while at the
same time encouraging further specialized work in the area — something
that may well benefit feminist philosophy, but will certainly enrich Merleau-
Ponty studies.

Bryan Smyth
Mount Allison University
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Some words of warning: the title is multiply misleading. If, like me, you take
‘distributed cognition’ to refer to the multiple ways in which information is
represented and manipulated using resources external to individual agents
(from artifacts to social structures), then you may be disappointed by this
book. In that sense of the term, distributed cognition is largely absent from
it. Instead, as used here, the ‘distributed’ of distributed cognition refers to in-
tra-agential, not extra-agential distribution. Most of the authors represented
here share the view that agents lack a single central control system; that
instead cognition is distributed across different, mostly subpersonal, mecha-
nisms within the brain (and perhaps beyond) of people. The challenge these
papers seek to address is this: given that cognition is distributed, can we pre-
serve the idea of biological individuals as selves, exerting their will through
exercises of agency? However, given that that is the question, and that dis-
tributed cognition is clearly no threat to agency, it is not even cognition that
is really in question in this book. In fact, the challenge the authors actually
address concerns the bearing of distributed agency on the will, where the
‘will” is understood as reflecting the choices and values of apparently unified
persons.

These quibbles aside, this is a strong collection of papers. It gathers to-
gether work by most of the major figures working on distributed agency, in-
cluding such well-known thinkers as Daniel Dennett, Andy Clark, George
Ainslie and Daniel Wegner. Most of the contributors promote the view that
distributed agency is genuine agency; it represents no particular obstacle to
naturalizing the will. There are, however, exceptions. Prominent among them
is Daniel Wegner, well-known to philosophers of agency for his 2002 book The
Illusion of Conscious Will. Here, together with Betsy Sparrow, he builds on
his previous claims that the experience of acting is illusory; that what he
calls the phenomenal will is dissociated from action causation. Unfortunately
(and oddly), his claims go uncontested here. It has been shown repeatedly
that though Wegner’s experimental results are valuable, his interpretation of
them is off-base. At best, he has shown only that the sense of conscious will
is far from an infallible guide to mental causation, and that claim is no threat
to the naturalization of the will.

The next chapter, by Paul Sheldon Davies, criticizes Wegner’s claims in
his 2002 book. Essentially, Davies criticizes Wegner on internal inconsistency
grounds: given that he has shown that conscious will is an illusion, Davies
claims, Wegner is not entitled to claim that the experience of will is a good
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guide to our responsibility. This may be true, as far as it goes, but Davies
takes himself to doing more than simply pointing out an internal inconsisten-
cy; he also takes himself to be establishing truth claims, specifically the claim
that we ought to give up the notion of responsibility. Given, however, that his
case rests on the belief that Wegner has established that conscious will is an
illusion, Davies has done no such thing. His criticisms of Wegner all depend
upon the claim that we are only entitled to take the feeling of conscious will
as a guide to our role in action if that feeling is infallible; clearly, however, no
such hyperbolic standard is required.

Most of the remaining chapters are devoted either to working out the de-
tails of how distributed agency might be implemented, or to considering its
suitability for a naturalistic successor to the notion of volition. Many of the
authors aim to explain how distributed mechanisms might bring about actual
unity of agency, at least temporarily and in some contexts. George Ainslie
explains the unification of the self as a result of intrapersonal bargaining
between sub-agential components. So far as I can tell, however, his solution
can only be a partial one: it requires the existence of the agent whose emer-
gence it is trying to explain. It is integral to his theory that the sub-agents
are temporary: they go out of existence. Hence they cannot be rewarded for
cooperation or punished for defection. Such rewards and punishments re-
quire the existing of persisting sub-agents, with persisting interests. That
said, Ainslie’s suggestion might be a powerful, if partial, explanation of why
discount curves tend to flatten.

Lengbeyer presents an account of how human beings deploy cognitive re-
sources somewhat similar to, but even more radical than, Ainslie’s. Rather
than seeing human beings as composed of sometimes competing sub-agents,
he sees changes in situations as triggering different sets of representations.
As he shows, this view neatly explains the ways in which we all too com-
monly depart from ideal standards of rationality. However it may be that his
view fractures agency too much, leaving it unable to account for the ways in
which we do, after all, approximate to rational agents in most circumstances.
Consider Lengbeyer’s claim that his theory accounts for why agents are sus-
ceptible to framing effects: presenting options in terms of losses triggers a
different set of resources from those triggered by presenting them in terms of
forgone gains. But as Lengbeyer recognizes, these ways of seeing the options
remain compelling even when they are presented simultaneously and the
fact that the options are equivalent is pointed out. Surely we cannot switch
between sub-agents so swiftly. Langbeyer also leaves creative thinking, in
which agents deploy cognitive resources from many perspectives simultane-
ously, somewhat mysterious.

Tamler Sommers argues that the belief that we have free will is based upon
the phenomenology of agency, and that we have this phenomenology because
it is adaptive. Sommers follows Robert Frank in arguing that we are suscep-
tible to certain emotions because experiencing them disposes us to perform
actions, the actual performance of which is often not in our interests. Since
having the relevant dispositions — for instance to rage — is our best guaran-
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tee of cooperation, we are better off with them, even though actually acting
on them is risky. But whereas simpler creatures can be motivated to act on
these dispositions simply by their emotions, reflective animals like humans
need an additional push to overcome a reluctance arising from their ability to
calculate their interests. A belief in desert provides that extra push.

Dennett, too, tells an evolutionary story, according to which a unified self
evolved to allow for effective communication: we need a central representa-
tion of our goals if we are to be able to communicate them to others, and es-
pecially if we are to mislead and thereby manipulate others. This unified self
need not correspond to anything biologically real; indeed, it is an implication
of Dennett’s account that the attitudes we attribute to ourselves will be only
partially accurate. A more positive construal of the narrative self is suggested
by Clark’s chapter. He points out that attributing a self to ourselves is likely
to be something of a self-fulfilling prophecy: once we are in the business, es-
pecially, of self-prediction, we shall impose a unity of action upon ourselves.

There are two dissenting voices in this collection: Mariam Thalos and
Wayne Christensen. Thalos argues that something more robust than tem-
porary coalitions of sub-agential components is needed to explain control.
Her claim seems to rest on the thought that an executive is needed to pre-
vent conflict between components; if actions are simply the product of the
forces acting on the body, and these forces are conflicting, we won’t see suc-
cessful goal-directed behavior. The point that action had better (often) be
all-or-nothing is well-taken, but there is no need to postulate an executive
to undertake this function: a simple ‘or’ gate seems sufficient. Even if an
executive is needed, we can follow Ainslie and Clark in seeing the emergence
of this control centre as a precarious developmental achievement; the result
of melding together coalitions of sub-agential mechanisms.

Christensen joins Thalos in arguing that distributed models underesti-
mate the role played by central control systems. His argument is evolution-
ary: distributed systems, he suggest, are too slow and too imprecise to be able
to compete with centralized systems. He also adduces neurobiological evi-
dence that the brain contains hierarchically organized control systems. But
Christensen’s evidence is not incompatible with any claim made by advocates
of distributed agency. Christensen says that such advocates are committed to
thinking that there is no significant hierarchical organization in the brain.
But as Dennett says in the quote that Christensen himself supplies, the claim
is only that there is no single summit to any hierarchies.

What emerges from this collection is the sense that the distributed agency
view is a powerful one, which promises to provide the naturalistic under-
pinnings to vindicate something like the folk psychological view of volition.
It is also clear that great opportunities for cross-disciplinary discussion and
collaboration exist: researchers from psychology, economics, philosophy and
elsewhere in the cognitive sciences are converging on a common view. This
view remains somewhat schematic, and it is far from clear that the different
accounts of distributed agency are compatible. Nevertheless, this book is a
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valuable look at one of the most exciting and potentially fruitful research
programs currently underway.

Neil Levy
University of Melbourne; Oxford University
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It is difficult, no doubt, to review a book whose author died only some months
ago. Above all, the risk is that one will lapse into rhetorical gesture, i.e., sim-
ple praise and celebration of the author’s output. To avoid this temptation
I shall straightaway address the contents of this book, the fourth volume of
Rorty’s Philosophical Papers. Composed of thirteen papers, it is divided into
three parts: ‘Religion and Morality from a Pragmatist Point of View’, ‘Philos-
ophy’s Place in Culture’, and ‘Current Issues within Analytic Philosophy’.
In the opening paper, ‘Cultural Politics and the Question of the Exis-
tence of God’, Rorty writes that the doctrine of the ontological priority of
the social that ‘quasi-fundamentally’ concerns him is also attributable to the
‘quasi-pragmatist’ philosophical efforts of Heidegger: “The priority in ques-
tion consists in the fact that “all matters of social authority or privilege, in
particular epistemic authority, are matters of social practice, and not objec-
tive matters of fact” ’ (7). From an epistemological and social perspective this
claim can be an invitation to adopt a sound pragmatism in order to negotiate
the two controversial domains of language and mind. Related to the polari-
ties of language/reality and subject/object is the issue of God’s existence, on
which Rorty notes: ‘In recent centuries, instead of asking whether God ex-
ists, people have started asking whether it is a good idea for us to continue
talking about Him, and which human purposes might be served by doing so
— asking, in short, what use the concept of God might be to human beings’
(16). Nevertheless this is not to deny the concept of God; rather, it is to put it
within the purview of cultural politics. Following J. S. Mill, Rorty concludes
that religion is our own business, and ‘society tries to leave as much free
space as possible for individuals to develop their own sense of who they are
and what their lives are for, asking only that they obey Mill’s precept and
extend to others the tolerance they themselves enjoy’ (25). In the subsequent
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paper, ‘Pragmatism as Romantic Polytheism’, in defence of Dewey’s toler-
ance for religious beliefs he maintains his position against those who think
that pragmatism and religion do not mix.

In “Justice as a Larger Loyalty’ Rorty discusses justice from a cosmopoli-
tan point of view and, always attentive to the more intractable issues of social
justice, he puts the taxing question: Is justice to keep free societies going for
a third of mankind, at the expense of the remaining two-thirds? At this point
we are brought to consider Kantian ethics. We see that the extreme positions
on universal principles are, on the one hand, the innatist line of Kant, Haber-
mas and Chomsky, and on the other hand the Wittgenstein-Davidsonian em-
piristic line. In the middle is Rawls’ position, who accomplishes a sort of
‘mediation’, re-affirming the universality of human rights: the right to life, to
liberty, and personal property, supported by the notion of rational. But, one
way or another, according to Rorty, ‘Moral dilemmas are not . . . the result of
a conflict between reason and sentiment but between alternative selves, al-
ternative-self-descriptions, alternative ways of giving a meaning to one’s life’
(45). Rorty is not a transcendental or quasi-transcendental philosopher.

Part 2, *Philosophy’s Place in Culture’, contains ‘Grandeur, Profundity,
and Finitude’, in which Rorty criticizes ‘the universalistic grandeur’ of sci-
entists and some philesophers. He appeals to Habermasian ‘communicative
reason’, grounded on a set of social practices ‘found, in some measure, wher-
ever people are willing to hear the other side, to talk things over, to argue
until areas of agreement are found, and to abide by the resulting agreement.
To think of reason as subject-centred is to believe that human beings possess
a faculty that enables them to circumvent conversation, to side-step opin-
ion, and head straight for knowledge. To replace subject-centred reason with
communicative rationality is to see truth as what is likely to emerge from
free and imaginative conversation’ (77). This criticism is clearly directed
against Descartes and the so-called ‘Cartesian anxiety’, the view that without
a grounding outside of any particular human perspective we are left adrift in
a morass of relativism and nihilism. Rorty, who often worked as an historian,
adds that Hegel almost succeeded in correcting the Cartesian line, but failed
to take the last crucial step. ‘John Dewey, the greatest of the Left Hegelians,
heeded this warning. Dewey had no use either for theodicy or for the absolute
knowledge. He was interested only in helping people solve problems, and had
no wish for either grandeur or profundity . . . . One reason that Dewey is my
philosophical hero is that I think it would be a good idea for philosophers to
bourgeoisify themselves, to stop trying to rise to the spiritual level at which
Plato and Nietzsche confront each other’ (79).

In ‘Philosophy as a Transitional Genre’ Rorty maintains that intellectuals
of the West have progressed through three stages since the Renaissance: ‘they
have hoped for redemption first from God, then from philosophy, and now
from literature’ (91). The transition from a philosophical to a literary culture
began shortly after Kant. During romanticism (according to ‘Pragmatism
and Romanticism’) intellectuals gave priority to the imagination over reason
and consequently to literature. In his Defence of Poetry P. B. Shelley wrote,
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‘poetry is at once the centre and the circumference of knowledge’, and after
him Nietzsche, who saw Parmenides and Plato as all-too-strong poets, asked
us to treat ‘the true world’ as a fable, a myth concocted by Parmenides and
Plato. Today it is necessary to enlarge the sphere of literature and poetry, to
recover the value of literature by underlining that imagination is the source
of freedom, the source of language.

In reference to the familiar quarrel between analytic and continental phi-
losophy, Rorty states his view: ‘I prefer conversational to analytic philosophy,
so defined, because I prefer philosophers who are sufficiently historicist as to
think themselves as taking part in a conversation rather than as practicing a
quasi-scientific discipline’ (126).

Finally, in Part 3, Rorty presents his pragmatist view: ‘We shall be freed
both from the subject-object problematic that has dominated philosophy
since Descartes and from the appearance-reality problematic that has been
with us since the Greeks. We shall no longer be tempted to practice either
epistemology or ontology’ (133). Referring to A. Fine, T. Nagel, J. Searle, M.
Dummett, D. Davidson and R. Brandom, he rejects the Natural Ontological
Attitude (NOA) as such, as he opposes the division of culture into hard and
soft areas.

Toward the end of the paper titled ‘Wittgenstein and the Linguistic Turn’,
Rorty comments positively on the Philosophical Investigations. He disagrees
with the Wittgensteinian quietists or therapists or metaphysicians, claiming
that in Wittgenstein’s later work no attempt is made to address what Popper
called ‘the demarcation problem — tracing the border between good science
and bad metaphysics.” He explains: ‘Admirers of Dewey like myself think
that the point of reading philosophy books is not self-transforming but rather
cultural change. It is not to find a way of altering one’s inner state, but rather
to find better ways of helping us overcome the past in order to create a better
human future’ (169). The last paper of this volume, ‘Kant vs. Dewey: The
Current Situation of Moral Philosophy’, partly revisits the moral problem-
atic. Kant taught us the autonomy of the moral, but ‘Dewey thought that it
was a very bad idea to think that moral imperatives have a different source
than prudential advice. He viewed Kant as a figure whose view of human
beings could never be reconciled with Darwin’s naturalistic account of our
origin . . .. All inquiry — in ethics as well as physies, in politics as well as logic
— is a matter of reweaving our webs of beliefs and desires in such a way to
give ourselves more happiness and richer and freer lives. All our judgements
are experimental and fallible. Unconditionality and absolutes are not things
we should strive for’ (188).

Like his hero, John Dewey, Rorty sought to displace philosophy from the
heavens and bring it down to earth, to make philosophy more germane to the
problems of the world. Rather than ask how our political institutions, scien-
tific methods and ethical notions might be philosophically justified, he asked
what philosophy might do for politics, science and ethics. As John Caputo put
it in his eulogy, he was an American genius: ‘He belonged to a tradition of
philosophers who made a living out of criticizing philosophy — he once said
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philosophy is a discipline in search of a subject matter — which always means
philosophy as it had been practiced up to now. The result was to forge a new
philosophical view that emerged from a kind of philosophy-against-philoso-
phy, an anti-philosophical philosophy.” It was also, I would add, a new philoso-
phy that accepts the priority of democracy (cf. Philosophical Papers [Vol. 1]).
The debate on the Rortian corpus is still open, unsettled and controversial,
and this important volume of his Philosophical Papers is to be recommended
as a resource on familiar and unfamilar topics in the Rortian philosophy.

Francesco Tampoia
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Many epistemologists and philosophers of science these days think that epis-
temic justification has the following hierarchical structure. First, we take
as the starting point of our investigation some set of empirical observations
comprising evidence. Second, by means of inferences we form reliable beliefs
based on this set. Third, we apply various empirical and logical methods to
justify our most reliable beliefs. Fourth, if a reliable belief passes the test
of justification, we accept it as knowledge. One crucial assumption of this
hierarchical structure is that justification, whatever it is, should be sharply
distinguished from knowledge. The distinction is significant, since there are
many justified beliefs that do not constitute knowledge. In Gettier cases, for
example, our beliefs are justified only because some kind of luck is involved in
the process of justification. The presence of epistemic luck, however, seems to
be incompatible with knowledge. This makes clear that there is a difference
between the instances of justified belief and the instances of knowledge.

In this book Sutton attempts to show that the ground of this traditional
distinction is highly questionable. The root of the problem lies in the fact
(according to Sutton) that we cannot believe justifiedly that something is the
case without knowing at the same time that it is the case. In every situation
justification constitutes knowledge. On Sutton’s view, the alleged counterex-
amples to this epistemic principle are merely apparent. The reason for this
is that in considering the consequences of Gettier cases epistemologists and
philosophers of science tend to use the notion of ‘justified belief” very loosely.
‘Justified belief that p’ is commonly used in the sense of ‘justified belief that
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probably p’. Clearly, from the latter notion it doesn’t follow necessarily that
the believer knows that p. Perhaps she knows that probably p. But probabi-
listic knowledge incorporates subjective components. One believer may know
justifiedly that probably p, another may know that probably not-p. This case
is impossible for categorial belief. If one knows justifiedly on the basis of her
categorial belief that p, no one can know the opposite. So the moral is that
epistemologists and philosophers of science ‘should take care to speak strictly
about belief” (65).

Even more care is needed in defining the concept of justification. Accord-
ing to Sutton’s diagnosis there are at least five different concepts of justi-
fication in the contemporary literature. It can be proved that four of these
five concepts of justification — evaluative and deontological justification,
blameless belief, and warrant — are coextensive with the concept of knowl-
edge. The fifth concept of justification, which is called ‘reasonableness’, has a
somewhat different extension, but it can be defined ultimately as a property
of justified belief, that is, as knowledge.

With this conceptual background in place, Sutton starts to develop a
rather unorthodox view which he calls ‘knowledge-centered epistemology’.
Contrary to mainstream epistemology, this view doesn’t try to explain the
concept of knowledge in more fundamental epistemic terms. Actually, there
is a strong tendency among epistemologists to define knowledge as a men-
tal state or a type of cognitive information. For Sutton, the inadequacy of
reductive explanations is reflected by the fact that all such attempts rely
implicitly on the explanatory power of the concept of knowledge. Thus, in-
stead of following the reductionist trend, knowledge-centered epistemology
conceives the concept of knowledge as the most fundamental epistemic con-
cept. It doesn’t follow from this anti-reductionist approach, however, that
one cannot make intelligible statements about issues within knowledge, but
only that what can be said ‘will itself ineliminably employ the concept of
knowledge, and not in a merely preparatory fashion prior to a definition or
elimination of knowledge’ (73).

In elaborating the details of his view, Sutton concentrates on three impor-
tant epistemological topics. First is the reliability of testimony. Sutton argues
here, with considerable force, that ‘a belief derived from testimony is justified
if and only if it constitutes knowledge’ (85). He claims, in particular, that we
are justified in acquiring a belief that p on the basis of what a speaker says,
if two conditions are fulfilled: we know that the testifier is a reliable source,
and we know that the testifier knows that p.

The second topicis the definition of ‘good’ inference. For Sutton, inferences
are real psychological phenomena rather than abstract logical structures.
From a psychological point of view, then, Sutton defines a good inference as
a constructive process in which the inferrer proceeds from a set of justified
beliefs and comes to a new justified belief. This is a deliberately simple defini-
tion of good inference, but it is in accordance with the fundamental tenet of
knowledge-centered epistemology, since, in this sense, good inferences yield
knowledge when applied to premises which are known.
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The third and final main topic concerns the problem of evidence. Sutton
draws attention to the fact that ‘both epistemologists and epistemologically
oriented philosophers of science use the term “evidence” extensively, although
their usage is perplexingly dissonant’ (128). In spite of this dissonance, both
parties agree that justification and knowledge should be explicated in terms
of evidence. Sutton reverses the order of explanation and takes the priority
of justification and knowledge as its starting point. On his knowledge-based
account, something counts as evidence for a given hypothesis if and only if
it justifies belief in that hypothesis. This is so, argues Sutton, because the
relation between evidence and hypothesis is best conceived as an inferential
relation. Good inferences transmit knowledge from their premises to their
conclusions. If an inferrer comes to know an hypothesis 4 by inference from
evidence e, then e must play the role of the known premise in that inference.
This seems to be a good reason to identify evidence with knowledge.

Sutton argues throughout this book for the need of a new departure in the
contemporary theory of knowledge. Should his arguments prove sound, we
will be forced to accept that we ‘cannot have a serviceable notion of justifica-
tion that is distinet from knowledge’, and that we ‘do not need one — we can
get by better in epistemology without one’ (3).

Zoltan Vecsey
Research Group for Theoretical Linguistics
Hungarian Academy of Sciences
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Young’s book is a highly persuasive presentation of Nietzsche as a religious
communitarian. As such it takes issue with the common portrayal of Ni-
etzsche as an irreligious, indeed atheistic, individualist. The book is therefore
somewhat misleadingly titled, and in two respects. First of all, the focus is
entirely on Nietzsche’s constructive philosophy of religion, and not the more
familiar negative aspects, in particular the critique of Christianity. Second,
Young engages as much with Nietzsche’s social and political thinking as with
his philosophy of religion. Indeed, we often get much more of the former than
the latter. This may in part be because the claim that Nietzsche is not the
anti-social individualist of legend is more likely to provoke skepticism than
the claim that he advocated a non-Christian religiosity. But questions remain
about quite how the communitarianism and the religiosity are supposed to
combine. Another topic which gets treated, if more tangentially, is art, the
subject of Young’s Nietzsche’s Philosophy of Art (1992). Readers of that book
will want to consider Young’s latest thoughts on the matter. (The new book
has a very good index.)

As in his 1992 book, Young starts by giving us a brief account of Schopen-
hauer’s thinking on the topic, then goes through Nietzsche’s texts in chrono-
logical order, extracting and discussing relevant passages. The result is a book
which is strong on the continuity of Nietzsche’s thinking, but does not ignore
the shifts and changes, in particular in relation to the mid-period ‘positivist’
works. It also seeks to locate Nietzsche within a wider tradition of German
communitarian anti-modernism, one with roots in Herder and the romantics
and represented in his own time by Richard Wagner. The book closes with a
judicious consideration of the relation of Nietzsche’s thought to Nazism.

According to Young, Nietzsche follows Schopenhauer in seeing religion as
having two main functions. First, religion provides ways of dealing with the
realities of suffering and mortality. Second, religion is required in order to
bind a community together. This understanding of religion provides the basis
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for Nietzsche’s account of ancient Greek art in The Birth of Tragedy and his
hopes for Wagner’s Bayreuth project. The idea that ‘that religion is essential
to life’ (34) is maintained in the Untimely Meditations, this time with greater
emphasis placed on the absence of meaning and community in contemporary
societies. Young finds these themes reworked in the mid-period works, from
Human, All-too-Human to The Gay Science (first four books only), though
obscured to a degree by the critique of Christianity inaugurated in them. In
these works, Nietzsche backtracks from the Dionysianism he espoused ear-
lier; for Young, this goes hand-in-hand with a ‘shallow and inadequate’ treat-
ment of the problem of death (84, 102). With Thus Spoke Zarathustra, the
Dionysian pantheism returns, and returns for good, though this time without
the metaphysical Schopenhauerian carapace of the Birth and initially with-
out mention of the god himself. Dionysus is explicitly invoked in important
sections of Beyond Good and Evil, Book 5 of The Gay Science, The Geneal-
ogy of Morality, Ecce Homo and Twilight of the Idols. What Young refers to
as Nietzsche’s ‘compassionate conservatism’ (163, 205) is further developed
in these works. Young’s commentary remains brisk, deft and entertaining
throughout, and does not fail to deal with passages which might be thought
to pose difficulties for his interpretation.

Young’s case is on the whole very convincing, but a slight reservation re-
mains. Given the recalcitrance of the modern world to his communitarian
hopes, might not Nietzsche have been inclined to slip into faute de mieux
individualism? (Young seems to hint at this at times, e.g. 79, 143.) If this
were so, there might be some truth in the standard view of Nietzsche as
an anti-social elitist, a truth, moreover, which would be compatible with the
account Young provides. This would then enable us to make better sense of
Nietzsche’s regular disdain for the ‘herd’ than Young manages (95, 127).

More generally, what are we to make of Nietzsche’s religious communi-
tarianism? There are two problems with it. First, it makes Nietzsche just less
interesting — we come to see him as just another German anti-modernist. No
doubt there is this in him, but his philosophical interest surely rests on other
aspects of his thought, in particular his critique of morality. Secondly, his reli-
gious communitarianism seems highly questionable. Young tells us that what
Nietzsche wants is the rebirth of the medieval Christian church but with
‘Greek’ gods replacing the trinity and the saints (214), but completely fails to
comment on how radically implausible this is — in so many ways! — as a rec-
ommendation for a solution to the ills of modernity. A relevant contrast here
is with Heidegger, the subject of three previous books by Young (and a recur-
rent presence in this one). Both Nietzsche and Heidegger were attracted to
grandiose plans for political-cultural-mythological revival, as both elicited by
and projected onto the projects of Wagner and Hitler respectively. Both phi-
losophers quickly became disillusioned, but in Nietzsche’s case only with the
representative of the ideal, not the ideal itself. Heidegger, on the other hand,
changed tack more radically, Wherever else this took him, it could be argued
that it enabled a more nuanced and plausible response to the perceived ma-
laise of modernity.
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And so from Nietzsche’s ‘philosophy of religion’ to a new translation of
the work he referred to (admittedly to his publisher) as ‘a fifth gospel’. Not-
withstanding its author’s great claims for it, Zarathustra has always been his
least popular work with philosophers. It now appears again in English as the
tenth in Cambridge’s set of Nietzsche translations, bringing, one imagines,
this series to a close. This translation by Adrian Del Caro is crisp and clear;
it respects Nietzsche’s very short paragraphs (as for example Kaufmann did
not) and the result is both more authentic and more readable. It is an attrac-
tive volume and one many will want to have on their shelves alongside the
other Cambridge Nietzsche translations.

The editors have provided a scanty twenty-seven footnotes to Nietzsche’s
text, mainly dealing with issues of translation (sometimes merely pointing
out mistakes in Kaufmann’s 1953 version). Their practice is in striking con-
trast with that of Zarathustra’s other recent translator, Graham Parkes, who
in his 2005 Oxford edition provides thirty-four pages of explanatory end-
notes. The Cambridge approach is conveyed in the note advising the reader
who wants the references to Nietzsche’s many allusions to the Bible to con-
sult volume fourteen of the German Kritische Studienausgabe, a suggestion
which doesn’t seem particularly helpful for a reader of an English transla-
tion, even one with access to a good library. (Parkes gives references for these
allusions, and also the many allusions to Emerson, Hélderlin, and others.)

The respective utility of these translations can also be assessed in rela-
tion to a criticism Young makes of the older translations. The penultimate
chapter of Zarathustra is, he says, called ‘The Somnambulist [Nachtwandler|
Song’, but Kaufmann and Hollingdale render Nachtwandler (literally: night-
wanderer) as ‘drunken’ and ‘intoxicated’ respectively. These are, Young says,
‘radical departures’ from the original (116). So what do the new translations
do? Del Caro for Cambridge gives us ‘The Sleepwalker Song’, and Parkes for
Oxford, ‘The Drunken Song’. But only Parkes clarifies the issue, telling us in
an endnote that the Kritische Studienausgabe text (used by Del Caro) relies
on a later version of the manuseript, whereas the earlier version of the manu-
script (used as the basis for the first printed editions, including the 1894 one
Parkes uses) has ‘Das trunkene [drunken] Lied. (See Kritische Studienaus-
gabe, vol. 14, 343.) Young is therefore wrong in supposing Kaufmann and
Hollingdale to be simply inaccurate. On this and similar issues the Oxford
edition is demonstrably superior to the Cambridge one.

Further differences can be seen in relation to the issue of religion. Pip-
pin, in his introduction to the Cambridge edition, says that Zarathustra ‘has
nothing to do with a “replacement” religion’ (ix), whereas Parkes by contrast
sees it as advocating ‘a new kind of religion’. Readers of Young will be in-
clined to side here with Parkes. The Cambridge Zarathustra is in its own way
very fine, but I imagine that the Oxford version will be more useful to many
English readers. Ideally, of course, one will have both!

Meade McCloughan
University College London
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