


















































































































































ing and legislating value while also believing that value does not exist? As a
solution to this ‘interpretive puzzle’ Hussain suggests that ‘Nietzsche’s free
spirits are engaged in a fictionalist simulacrum of valuing’ (158).

Though they do not focus on free spirits, other essays in this volume are
capable of inspiring readers to develop alternative treatments of Hussain’s
puzzle. For instance, as Hussain admits, there is no puzzle — or at least there
is much less of one — if Nietzsche is not a value nihilist; and the proposi-
tion that he is not is supported by Maudemarie Clark and David Dudrick in
‘Nietzsche and Moral Objectivity: The Development of Nietzsche's Metaeth-
ics’. They argue that Nietzsche’s thinking on the status of value underwent
significant change during his career. In his so-called middle period he was an
error theorist, holding that all moral judgments are false, which is a cogni-
tivist position because it allows that moral judgments can be either true or
false. But he eventually moves on to a version of non-cognitivism that allows
humans at least to value by bestowing value in some way that is not merely
a simulacrum of valuing, but is constitutive of the only kind of reality there
is for value. Peter Poellner’s ‘Affect, Value and Objectivity’ suggests that
Nietzsche granted value only a phenomenal, not a metaphysical objectivity.
This view, like Clark and Dudrick’s, also avoids value nihilism.

The book ends with two essays on epistemological themes. Sinhababu’s
‘Vengeful Thinking and Moral Epistemology’ is followed by Simon Black-
burn’s ‘Perspectives, Fictions, Errors, Play’, which is surely the most widely
provocative essay in the volume, and by far the most fun. Blackburn delivers
a thoughtful and rather stinging rebuttal of a very trendy reading of Ni-
etzsche’s perspectivism, namely, the postmodern reading in which little or no
distinction is made between perspective, fiction, error and play.

Bryan Finken
University of Colorado at Denver

J. J. MacIntosh, ed.

Boyvle on Atheism.

Toronto: University of Toronto Press 2005.
Pp. 550.

Cdn$/US$95.00

(cloth ISBN-13: 978-0-8020-9018-8).

Frightened by the ferocity of a thunderstorm one summer night and thinking

the Day of Judgment at hand, the young Robert Boyle resolved to spend the
remainder of his days more religiously employed. Scrupulously, he repeated
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the vow in the morning, under a serene and cloudless sky, so that he ‘might
not owe his more deliberate consecration . . . of himselfe to Piety, to any less
noble Motive then that of it’s owne Excellence’ (23). In his subsequent career
— which saw such important and influential work as The Sceptical Chymist
(1661), The Origins of Forms and Qualities according to the Corpuscular Phi-
losophy (1666), and The Christian Virtuoso (1690) — he was concerned not
only to champion the corpuscular philosophy and the experimental method,
but also to promulgate Christianity. Yet he never completed a projected trea-
tise on atheism, although he worked on it throughout his career. In Bovie on
Atheism, MacIntosh provides a meticulous reconstruction of Boyle's treatise,
relying on the notes to be found in the manuseript remains, and the result is
impressive. Bovle on Atheism will be of great interest to anyone interested in
the thought of Robert Boyle or seventeenth-century philosophy in general.

MacIntosh comments, ‘Boyle was in general more than willing to allow
others to usurp his editorial duties’ (xvii), and his own industrious editorial
work here would doubtless have endeared him to Boyle. He opens with a
fifty-page biographical sketch, focusing both on the first third of Boyle's life
and the aspects that help to illuminate his theological views; it is no criti-
cism to add that since there is no detailed biography of Boyle, the reader is
left hungry for more. MacIntosh also provides a chart with datings of the
manuscript fragments he used, information about people mentioned by Boyle
(though the controversial faith-healer Valentine Greatrakes, mentioned on
page 204, is absent), a list of notes about the manuscripts, and a bibliography
running twenty pages. More importantly, he offers detailed introductions to
three of the chapters to set the context for Boyle’s discussion; these, like his
biographical sketch, are admirably thorough and clear, providing useful in-
formation about the views of Boyle's predecessors and contemporaries, and
occasionally imbued with a droll humor, as when he mentions that Boyle ‘felt
it necessary to remind his readers which species they were continuing when
they indulged in acts of procreation’ (319).

Boyle’s outline for his treatise was simple enough, comprising three sec-
tions, and Maclntosh’s reconstruction follows it closely. In the first section,
Boyle seeks to explain why it is difficult to demonstrate the existence of God,
where demonstration is to be understood in a rigorous sense, exemplified by
the proofs of mathematics. The difficulty is owing both to God’s metaphysi-
cal primacy and uniqueness and to the obduracy and depravity of atheists.
But Boyle argued that what he called moral demonstrations are sufficient to
establish the existence of God; MacIntosh quotes (78) a passage that, typical
of British natural theology, offers a judicial analogy (‘though the Testimony
of a Single Witness shall not suffice to prove the accus’d party guilty of Mur-
der; yet the Testimony of fwo Witnesses . . . shall ordinarily suffice . . .”). In
the second section, Boyle calls a variety of witnesses. Some are on the stand
in a perfunctory way and only for a short while, such as arguments from the
innate idea of God and from the general consent of humanity. Some testify at
length, such as arguments from the incorporeality of the soul and arguments
from design, one of which anticipates Paley with its example of ‘an Indian
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or Chinois’ finding ‘a Watch cast on shore in some Trunk or Casket of some
shipwrackt European vessel’ (239).

Particularly interesting in the second section is Boyle’s discussion of mir-
acles, which MacIntosh describes as ‘both subtler and more persuasive than
Locke’s better known ones’ (200). Although Boyle regarded the world as a
corporeal system, it is a system within which supernatural intervention is
common. For example, God is responsible for connecting mind and body; the
view verges on occasionalism, although Boyle’s position is not wholly deter-
minate. Miracles (including divine prophecies, Boyle reasoned, for only God
could have accurate and reliable knowledge of the future) are a subset of these
interventions. Not atypically for his time, Boyle generally regarded miracles
not as providing evidence for the existence of God but rather as providing evi-
dence for Christianity in particular. (The exception is what MacIntosh calls
‘Boyle’s Modal Argument’, wherein Boyle argues from the indemonstrability
of God’s non-existence to the possibility of God’s existence to the possibility
of miracles; given credible testimony to the actuality of miracles, it is possible
to infer God’s existence.) Also noteworthy is Boyle’s distinction between ‘pre-
ternatural’ (or ‘supernatural’) and ‘contranatural’ miracles, illustrated with
reference to biblical examples. It will be disappointing henceforth to find a
discussion of miracles in early modern philosophy that fails to engage with
these pages of Bovle on Atheism.

In the third section, Boyle turns to consider why the moral demonstra-
tions of God’s existence are not universally persuasive. More interesting than
his animadversions on the moral and intellectual shortcomings of the atheist
is his attack on classical Epicurean atomism, which he takes to be the chief
representative of contemporary atheism. In 1956 Richard Westfall influen-
tially described Boyle as accepting atomism in his early ‘Of the Atomicall Phi-
losophy’, but MacIntosh resists, arguing that Boyle, though a corpuscularian,
‘was himself careful not to characterize himself as an atomist, and there is
no particular reason to believe that he thought of himself as one’ (318). The
atomism that Boyle is attacking here, at any rate, is committed to explaining
the universe in terms of eternal, independent, incorruptible, indestructible
atoms, the attributes each of which ‘flows immediately from its own nature,
without the intervention of any cause or Agent’ (339), all of which leaves no
room for God. Boyle’s characterization of his opponents is uncharitable, as-
suming, for example, that the atomist is committed to the Epicurean thesis
that atoms move at the same rate, but his discussion is interesting not least
for the way he presents contemporary problems of natural philosophy.

Glenn Branch
National Center for Science Education (United States)

361



S. J. McGrath

The Early Heidegger & Medieval Philosophy:
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America Press 2006.
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US$69.95 (cloth ISBN-13: 978-0-8132-1471-9).

Over the last fifteen years or so, inquiry into Heidegger has been greatly en-
riched by studies of Heidegger’s early development, such as Theodore Kisiel’s
The Genesis of Heidegger’s ‘Being and Time’ (Berkeley: University of Califor-
nia Press, 1993) and John van Buren's The Young Heidegger (Bloomington:
Indiana University Press, 1994). McGrath’s study provides a useful addition
to this body of scholarship, extending our understanding of Heidegger's rela-
tion to medieval theology, while offering a novel critical perspective on the
course of this relation.

McGrath argues that Heidegger’s eventual rejection of medieval scholastic
theology was connected to his abandonment of Catholicism. He demonstrates
that, in the years leading up to the publication of Being and Time in 1927,
Heidegger’s thought was increasingly shaped by a sympathy for Protestant
theology, and specifically for Luther. This led, according to McGrath, to a
rejection of philosophical theology altogether, as a discipline in which revela-
tion and reason work together (59). Heidegger’s affinity with Luther results
in a ‘Godforsaken’ view of the world, in which human existence is felt to be
characterized most fundamentally by lack and guilt. McGrath connects this
view, which he sees as informing the analysis of Dasein, or human existence,
in Being and Time, with a specifically Lutheran anthropology of fallenness,
where both the world and human beings are in a state of radical corruption.
He claims, furthermore, that this Lutheran worldview entails a conception
of theology as radically distinct from philosophy. Because reason is corrupt
and untrustworthy, God can be approached only through revelation and faith
(159-73).

McGrath is critical of both these aspects of Heidegger’s debt to Luther, viz.
an anthropology of lack and a theology of pure faith. He also wants to point
out, more basically, that Heidegger’s analysis of existence is not theologically
neutral. It is guided, McGrath maintains, by a ‘hidden theological agenda’
(169f.), promoting a certain version of Christianity and a particular analysis
of Dasein (203). The only religious positions it permits, moreover, are ‘ag-
nostic piety’ or ‘revelational positivism’, and these, McGrath suggests, are
dangerous, encouraging ‘theocracy, Biblical fundamentalism, and irrational-
ity’ (223). Aquinas’ position, on the other hand, which asserts an analogia
entis, an analogous relation between the being of creatures and the being of
God, walks a laudable ‘middle way between the extremes of agnosticism and
rationalism’ (223).

In the course of developing these arguments McGrath offers detailed ac-
counts of a number of Heidegger’s early texts. Some of the central themes
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on which he focusses, such as Heidegger’s concern with facticity and lived
experience, have, to be sure, already been carefully examined by Kisiel and
van Buren, who also discuss Heidegger’s relation to, for example, St. Paul,
medieval mysticism, and Luther. MeGrath, however, adds a valuable detailed
analysis of Heidegger’s Habilitationsschrift (88-119), which has not received
much attention to date, and a much more extended account of Heidegger’s
relation to Luther (151-84). He also offers a different perspective, and one
worth engaging with, on the subject of Heidegger’s relation to medieval scho-
lasticism.

Having said that, serious objections can be raised against McGrath's inter-
pretation of Heidegger’s allegedly ‘Godforsaken’ hermeneutics, and against
his view of the proper nature and role of theology. On the first point, it is fair
to complain that the picture of human existence Heidegger presents in Being
and Time, with its emphases on anxiety and lack, and its characterization of
authenticity as resolute being-towards-death, is based on a decidedly partial
‘ontic’ fundament. In other words, the supposedly universal existential struc-
tures that Being and Time seeks to isolate and lay out are actually derived
from a certain kind of being-in-the-world. It is less fair, though, to complain
that these structures belong only to a ‘Godforsaken’ existence, one in which
a relation to God is ruled out. McGrath consistently fails to take seriously
the parameters of the phenomenological method. Phenomenology insists on
remaining with phenomena, after all, understood as what shows itself with-
in experience. The task of phenomenology is to describe the basic charac-
ter — the structure or eidos — of these phenomena, without making use of
positive theories, and without telling a story. Heidegger excludes theological
stories from his account as much as he does biological ones. If his relation to
Christian texts nonetheless remains very powerful, that is not because he
has opted for a positive theology but tried to hide this fact. It is because he
thinks those texts are founded upon, and exhibit, an authentic experience of
being-in-the-world, one which reveals especially clearly the nature of human
existence in its special relationship to time. Thus, Heidegger’s phenomeno-
logical account can be seen as trying to unearth and lay bare the existential
roots of certain experiences that take a particular, historically conditioned
shape within a certain brand of Christian theology.

My second criticism concerns McGrath’s attempt to vindicate scholastic
theology. McGrath not only misunderstands the phenomenological move of
bracketing theological hypotheses, he also does not fully grasp the justifica-
tions for this move. He argues, for instance, that Heidegger does not admit
the possibility of a ‘natural’ religiousness, which obscurely grasps and longs
for an infinite being (167, 247-8). But surely Heidegger would claim that
the terms of this proposal involve a measure of theological interpretation,
and that is exactly the sort of thing phenomenology is supposed to avoid.
Being and Time admits a relation to a fullness of being towards which Da-
sein reaches. It does not, however, suppose that this reaching involves a re-
lation to an infinite divine being. That is a theological explanation, not a
phenomenological description. To make matters worse, while McGrath uses
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the phrase, ‘ontological religiousness’, his descriptions of this religiousness
tend to be couched in a specifically Christian vocabulary and set of concepts
that could hardly be accepted by other theistic faiths, let alone non-theistic
versions of, for instance, Hinduism or Buddhism. In the end, therefore, while
expanding our understanding of Heidegger’s early thought, the substantive
claims in this book are unlikely to convince, or even be meaningful to, anyone
except committed Christians. It is possible that Heidegger distanced himself
from theology precisely because he did not want this to be true of his own
writings.

Sonia Sikka
University of Ottawa

Kieran McGroarty

Plotinus on Eudaimonia:

A Commentary on Ennead 1.4.
Toronto and New York: Oxford
University Press 2006.

Pp. 264.

Cdn$150.00/US$95.00

(cloth ISBN-13: 978-0-19-928712-3).

Completed as a Ph.D. thesis in 1992 but significantly updated for this pub-
lication with Oxford University Press, the book is a welcome addition to the
shorter commentary by Linguiti on what, in the chronological order given by
Porphyry, is the forty-sixth of the fifty-four treatises of Plotinus’ Enneads:
On Eudaimonia. The Greek term eudaimonia is variously translated as ‘true
happiness’ (McKenna) and ‘well-being’ (Armstrong), but McGroarty consis-
tently transliterates it due to the lack of a single English equivalent that does
it justice. As in most recent commentaries to the Enneads, the material is di-
vided into three sections: a general introduction to the treatise; the author’s
translation, here accompanied by the Greek text of Henry and Schwyzer’s
editio minor on facing pages (occasional changes are listed on page xix); the
commentary, constituting the bulk of the work. The book is complemented
by two appendices (respectively on St. Ambrose’s use of this treatise in his
Jacob and the Happy Life, and on Plotinus’ view of suicide), a substantial
bibliography, and indexes of the material.

In what follows I highlight two of the strategies McGroarty employs to
elucidate this portion of Plotinus’ text, and at the end add a cautionary
remark of my own. First, as in virtually all commentaries to the Enneads,
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McGroarty spends considerable effort identifying Plotinus’ interlocutors (in
this case, mostly the Stoics and the Peripatetics, but at times also the Epi-
cureans). The fact that Plotinus is considered more likely to have had one
interlocutor in mind rather than another sheds light on the argument itself,
since his method, as McGroarty points out (67), is dialectical, taking into
account the ohjections of major Greek schools of thought and showing how
the issue under discussion makes better sense if understood within Plotinus’
own metaphysical framework. So, for instance, against Bréhier’s indication,
McGroarty argues that the target of 1.4 [46] 11.7-9 is Aristotle rather than
Epictetus and the Stoics in general (163-4). Plotinus’ reading criticizes Ar-
istotle for holding a dichotomous view of eudaimonia that, as McGroarty
shows, is foreign to the Stoics. Throughout the Nicomachean Ethics, Aristo-
tle claims that (some) external goods are to be sought as part of eudaimonia,
while in Book 10 he appears to equate eudaimonia with contemplation (theo-
ria). Plotinus’ metaphysics allows him to bypass this dichotomy. His central
and repeatedly emphasized contention is that eudaimonia must be found on
the level not of the body-soul composite, but of intellect (nous); therefore, ex-
ternal goods (much like misfortunes, pains, pleasures, and all that concerns
the body-soul combination) are of no consequence to it.

Second, and in direct connection with what 1 just mentioned, eritical
points about Plotinus’ philosophy are brought to light through a close analy-
sis of the text. For example, McGroarty disagrees with Rist on the crucial
issue of the status of the un-descended soul vis-a-vis eudaimonia. Rist seems
to argue that for Plotinus eudaimonia, once reached, cannot be lost, since
there is a part of our soul that does not descend into matter but instead con-
stantly partakes in the life of nous. It follows that ultimately we are happy
(eudaimdon) all the time, and the only difference between the philosopher and
the ordinary person is that the former is aware of it while the latter is not.
For McGroarty this is incorrect. Even leaving aside the question of awareness
(explicitly addressed in 1.4 [46] 9-10), we cannot consider ourselves happy
all the time simply because we all possess a higher soul. On the contrary,
only the person who has managed to integrate the lower level of soul with
the higher, i.e., the virtuous person, is eudaimén (145-7, 171). Therefore, eu-
daimonia is a possibility open to the embodied soul, but not always actually
possessed (86-7).

Here one cannot help noticing McGroarty’s silence about the fact that,
while eudaimonia is understood in terms of fullness of life in nous, the no-
etic plane is not ultimate for Plotinus. In fact, the soul’s erotic ascent does
not stop at this hypostatic level, but presses on toward that which is most
desired, the One beyond nous. It would have been helpful to find a word on
the relation between eudaimonia as the plenitude of noetic life and the soul’s
desire for what lies beyond nous, but perhaps McGrorty’s silence is itself a
suitable comment to Plotinus’ lack of emphasis on this point in the treatise.

Finally, a caveat: one should be aware of what not to look for in McGroar-
ty’s book. Readers less familiar with the Enneads would have probably liked
to find a justification or a thorough critical assessment of some key notions
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of the Plotinian system, in primis of his metaphysics. This, however, is hardly
the point of commentaries like MeGroarty’s, whose main concern is to clarify
Plotinus’ thinking through a detailed analysis of the text and its context. It is
not an investigation into the truth or soundness of Plotinus’ views.

Alberto Bertozzi
Loyola University Chicago

Claire Nouvet, Zrinka Stahuljak, and
Kent Still, eds.

Minima Memoria:

In the Wake of Jean-Francois Lyotard.
Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press 2007.
Pp. 280.

US$55.00 (cloth ISBN-13: 978-0-8047-5111-7);
US$21.95 (paper ISBN-13: 978-0-8047-5112-4),

This volume is the most recent general collection of essays on the work of
Jean-Francois Lyotard. In his introduction, Still suggests that the expression
‘in the wake of” should be understood in the sense of tracing the passage of
something through water, rather than in the sense of the literary genre of the
‘wake’ as memorial (xxiii). The essays collected here, he suggests, should be
understood as retracing Lyotard’s thought in a way which makes us ‘wake-
ful’, and which calls out for further tracings in thought. Nevertheless, there
is also a sense in which this book offers itself in memorium to Lyotard, who
passed away in 1998. A number of the essays here were first presented, by
colleagues and friends, at a colloquium held a little over a year after his death
(xviii). So, in addition to the deep engagements with Lyotard’s texts and
ideas which may be found in these pages, we also find anecdotes, memories,
expressions of affection, and the mourning of his loss. Derrida, for example,
admits that he does not feel up to making an homage to Lyotard’s thought
and oeuvre in the form of a philosophical contribution of his own, fit for one
of the many conferences in which they took part together (10), and instead
ruminates on the enigmatic phrase found in one of Lyotard’s texts: “There
shall be no mourning’.

Minima Memoria may be situated by its appearance ‘in the wake’ of two
relatively recent three-volume archival collections of literature on Lyotard,
both of which have the effect of charting the reception of this French philoso-
pher in the Anglophone academy over the last thirty or so years: Jean-Fran-
¢ois Lyotard, ed. Derek Robbins (London: Sage 2004), and Jean-Francois
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Lyotard: Critical Evaluations in Cultural Theory, ed. Victor E. Taylor and
Gregg Lambert (London: Routledge 2005). These two collections dem-
onstrate how Lyotard’s reception was initially dominated by his (perhaps
unfortunate) association with postmodernism. Given this, these collections
are patchy, including some excellent work, but also much that focuses exces-
sively on The Postmodern Condition and fails to take into account the much
broader scope of his work. In contrast, Minima Memoria is a solid collection
of ‘mature’ Lyotard scholarship, with most of the essays collected here dis-
playing a powerful and subtle grasp of his thought. Arguably, Lyotard’s fame
suffered much the same fate as the popularity of postmodernism itself, and
while some scholars have continued serious study of his work, he has not re-
tained the wide popular appeal of other French thinkers initially associated
with postmodernism, such as Foucault, Derrida, Deleuze, and Baudrillard.
It may perhaps be hoped, then, that a ‘turning’ in Lyotard’s fortunes is sig-
nalled by the summing-up of the ‘postmodern’ reception of his work in the
two three-volume sets, and a pathway to future engagement with this impor-
tant thinker is initiated by the publication of Minima Memoria.

Despite the high standard and variety of the papers collected in Minima
Memoria, however, it would be incorrect to think that this book represents
all of the important recent work on Lyotard. (Considered in this regard, no-
table by their absence are at least the voices of James Williams, important
for his defence of Lyotard’s controversial book Economie libidinale, and the
recent work by Keith Crome on the influence of Greek sophistry on Lyotard’s
thinking.) This is certainly not a criticism of the book as such, but an indi-
cation of its limits for the reader desiring to be ‘brought up to date’ in the
field of Lyotard scholarship. Indeed, Minima Memoria is also quite limited
in its focus on Lyotard’s later works, with particular emphasis on what Ger-
ald Sfez calls ‘a second philosophy of the differend’ (89) which emerged in
writings after the book Le différend (1983). The chapters thus explore, with
some repetition, key ideas and themes in Lyotard’s works of the late eighties
and nineties, including: childhood/infancy as a figure of that which resists
representational thought (Fynsk, Ronell, Bennington); the ‘affect-phrase’,
a supplement to the philosophy of phrases developed in Le différend which
attempts to account for the unconscious (Glowacka, Nouvet); and his bio-
graphical work on André Malraux (Bonnefis, Naas). This emphasis on the
late Lyotard is both a strength and weakness of the collection: a strength,
insofar as this later material remains less explored in the secondary litera-
ture than Lyotard’s work on postmodernism, the differend, and the sublime,
but a weakness insofar as it continues to occlude the value of his fascinating
and largely ignored major works of the seventies, Discours, figure (1971) and
Economie libidinale (1974).

It is perhaps disappointing that of the twelve essays collected here, seven
have been previously published elsewhere (and so may have already been
read by the dedicated Lyotard scholar). More positively, however, two of these
are useful translations from the important French collection Jean-Frangois
Lvotard: L'exercise du différend, ed. Dolorés Lyotard, Jean-Claude Milner,
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and Gérald Sfez (Presses Universitaires de France 2001). In particular, Sfez’s
essay ‘The Writings of the Differend’ makes available in English the voice
of an important contemporary French interpreter (Sfez’s Jean-Frangois
Lyotard: La faculté d’une phrase was published by Galilée in 2000).

While many of the essays stay very close to Lyotard’s own texts, seeking
to elaborate them on their own terms, several authors show the relevance of
his thought to wider issues and debates. Nouvet, for example, shows how (de-
spite Lyotard’s own lack of presumption on this issue) his work on testimony
may be useful to psychoanalysts in their clinical practice, while Glowacka
surveys the impact of Lyotard’s thought on feminist theory, arguing that he
has often been taken up and criticised for his politics of difference, without
due attention being paid to his ethics of judgment. In sum, while Minima
Memoria perhaps does not answer to all the needs in the field of contempo-
rary Lyotard scholarship, it is nevertheless a very high calibre contribution
which succeeds in uncovering the power, sensitivity, and depth of Lyotard’s
thought, and in demonstrating its relevance for contemporary problems. As
such, it succeeds in being the kind of ‘wake’ the editors intended.

Ashley Woodward
University of Tasmania

Erin O’Connell

Heraclitus and Derrida:

Presocratic Deconstruction.

New York: Peter Lang Publishing 2006.

Pp. 186.

US$61.95 (cloth ISBN-13: 978-0-8204-7492-2).

Toward the end of the nineteenth century Friedrich Nietzsche recommended
a return to the Presocratics. Today, it seems that, as an alternative to charac-
terizing it along the lines of logocentrism, the history of Western philosophy
can be framed by the Presocratic Heraclitus on the one hand, and Jacques
Derrida on the other. This, at least, is what O’Connell proposes in her provoc-
ative and well argued book. Some have written that Derrida is like a Parisian
Heidegger, while others have situated him in company with French philoso-
phers M. Foucault, F. Lyotard, G. Deleuze. O’Connell goes further and pro-
poses the Presocratic deconstruction of Heraclitus; for her the appropriate
comparative analysis is between the philosophies of Heraclitus and Derrida.

The book can be divided in two parts: 1) Chapters 1 to 4 involve the decon-
struction of Heraclitus’ thought; 2) Chapters 5 and 6 present the Heraclitean
Derrida, the fulfillment of Heraclitus in Derrida.
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1) O’Connell writes that these two philosophers share a distinctive and
similar view of the relationship between knowledge and language, and both at
the same time reject the premise of logocentrism: ‘Among their most salient
similarities is the fact that each engages in the work of rational philosophy
while simultaneously rejecting the logocentric promise of certain knowledge.
Each author takes up a self-consciously ironic position with respect to his
own content and style, knowing that he cannot completely transcend the
systems of logic that he eritiques, and that he must use language to question
language’ (3).

Recent scholarship has argued that Heraclitus’ ever-living fire must be
not understood as a generic Milesian arché, and that the material monism
of Heraclitus doesn’t refer to any single primary cosmogonic material or
substance. Following the incomparable reading of Heraclitus by C. H. Kahn,
O’Connell contends that ‘Heraclitus’ aim is not to improve the Milesian cos-
mology by altering a particular doctrine but to interpret its total meaning by
a radical shift in perspective’ (6). This means that the root fire is above all a
sort of cosmological principle, a force, a continuous process.

No doubt, the deconstruction of Heraclitus’ thought gives us a eritique of
human reasoning and leads us to discover the very value of logos as an ‘har-
monious tension of strife in flux’ resembling Derrida’s conception of differ-
ent plays. According to both philosophers logos is subjected to a permanent
aporia that results in the continuous uncertainty of human understanding.
Humans do not put together empirical or theoretical information accurately,
even though they have sufficient information, even though they have enough
experience. This is the meaning of the famous Heraclitean fragment (D. 2):
‘Although the logos is common (shared), the many are living as if they have
their own (private) intelligence (thought).’

Given that the logos per se is neither arcane nor esoteric, but experienced
in common, the real problem according to Heraclitus is thinking well and
paying attention to faulty thinking. The relation between the two opposites
means that the full nature of each term is accurately grasped only with ref-
erence to its constant and contingent ‘other’, to its continuous and discrete
value. For instance, the difference between life and death is not only unavoid-
ably obvious; it also provokes profound emotional and philosophical reaction
and is deeply important to human beings. The fullest meaning of one term
cannot be experienced or defined without reference to the other. In this way
Heraclitus deconstructs the incipient logocentric conception of eternal tran-
scendental presence.

2) Looking for a philosophy after philosophy, Derrida, when asked if he
would count himself a philosopher, answered: ‘I have attempted more and
more systematically to find a non-site, or a non-philosophical site, from
which to question philosophy. But the search for a non-philosophical site does
not bespeak an anti-philosophical attitude. My central question is: how can
philosophy as such appear to itself as other than itself, so that it can interro-
gate and reflect upon itself in an original manner?’ (107) Often Derrida allies
himself with Nietzsche and Heidegger when he describes as destruction the
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deconstructionism they expressed in many cases, but he is often also more
cautious and prudent, and admits that deconstruction does not and cannot
destroy structures from the outside. He is aware that we have no language,
no syntax, and no lexicon foreign to our history. To de-construct is to analyze
(from the Greek: analué, unloose, set free). ‘A deconstruction is ananalyti-
cal critique, in which a text, a concept, a word, is undone or taken apart in
order to understand how and of what it is made’ (113). In such a way Derrida
subverts the authority of the classical metaphysical account that posits Being
as Presence. In the afterword to Limited, Inc. he writes that deconstruction
makes destabilization is its principle theme, but it is a destabilization that
is already on the move in the things themselves. Writing and speech, for in-
stance, have a common root; there is no purely phonetic writing, and speech
is just as representative as writing, writing just as effective as speech (if not
more so). If the word ‘logos’ is a verb, ‘The nature of différence as being
somehow always in motion and as producing and organizing relationship is
also well illustrated by Derrida’s own diction. In the context of this reference
to Heraclitus diapherein’, he refers to “the history of being” as an epoch of
the diapherein’ (153). That is the one differing from himself, the one in dif-
ference with itself.

Concluding her rigorous and fascinating study, O’Connell writes: ‘While
both Heraclitus and Derrida can be said to announce the loss of pure lan-
guage, they also show such an entity has never existed, except by fiat or feint.
Nevertheless . . . both Heraclitus and Derrida keep the dream of a more pure
language very much alive’ (169). This seems to me to be the same dream or
mood of the imaginary Platonic theophiles, the philosopher seeing Beauty
and Good in their purity.

Francesco Tampoia

Alexander R. Pruss

The Principle of Sufficient Reason:

A Reassessment.

New York: Cambridge University Press. 2006.
Pp. 350.

US$80.00 (cloth ISBN-13: 978-0-521-85959-2).

This is a masterly treatment of the Principle of Sufficient Reason (PSR) in a
multitude of its philosophical guises and contexts. Usually, in Leibniz’s hands
for example, PSR refers to the principle that given any fact of the matter,
there has to be a reason why it is so rather than otherwise. Pruss defends a
version of the PSR according to which (necessarily) conéingently true propo-
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sitions always have an explanation. Given the diversity of PSR’s applications
such a work is long overdue, and Pruss, with his polymathic tendencies, was
clearly the right author for the job. In its generality the book manages to
cover virtually all the major areas of philosophy, from metaethics to philoso-
phy of physics: this is a book that all philosophers should seriously consider
reading — or investing in for reference purposes. I can certainly see myself
thumbing through this work many times over the coming years. These well-
earned superlatives out of the way, let’s get to the contents, and then to some
(minor) drawbacks with the book.

There are nineteen chapters and a short concluding chapter squeezed into
a little over three hundred pages. These chapters are distributed over three
parts. Part 1 provides three chapters’ worth of background material. This
includes a general motivation of the PSR and a restriction of the PSR to
contingent truths — Pruss concedes that the PSR is potentially applicable
to necessary truths too, but feels that it must await a deeper understanding
of explanation in mathematics and philosophy. There follow chapters dealing
with historical case studies from Parmenides to Kant (essentially arguing for
and against the PSR) and, related to this discussion, the relation between
the notion of a ‘causal principle’ and the PSR which are argued to stand and
fall together — this is important for Pruss since many of his later arguments
depend on the entailment relation, using causal principles to argue indirectly
for the PSR (so that a commitment to some causal principle implies a com-
mitment to the PSR).

Part 2 provides an overview of various objections to the PSR in seven
chapters. These range from theistic arguments to arguments with a basis
in various aspects of quantum mechanics. The first objection is a modern
descendent of Hume’s objection that there is no contradiction in supposing
a brick to come into existence ex nihilo, without cause or reason. The new
objection is based on cosmological considerations: there are models of general
relativity with an initial singularity. This is not quite the example I would
have chosen, since it is well known in physics that the initial conditions are
not understood in the classical theory (the singularity requires quantum con-
siderations, which are seemingly incompatible with classical general relativ-
ity). He mentions quantum cosmological models — supposedly the genuine
article when it comes to creation ex nihilo (though there is much heated de-
bate over this) — but only in a footnote. This rather mars the discussion.
Theological considerations — more generally: a philosophically unsavory,
causally efficacious necessary being — arise in the next chapter, where the
bullet is bitten by Pruss. Chapters on objections based on modal fatalism (no
contingent propositions) and the absence of free will follow. Then comes a
chapter dealing with quantum indeterminism (conceptually aligned with the
free will objections) and correlations; the discussion was way too loose here,
almost to the point of inaccuracy. Part 2 ends with a discussion of Leibniz’s
use of the PSR (see below).

Part 3 considers various proposals for justifying the PSR in nine chapters.
The discussion here begins with a nicely argued defense of the ‘self-evidence’
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of the PSR. Then comes a series of ‘Thomistic’ arguments based on the idea
that there has to be something that grounds the ‘being’ of objects. Related
‘cause-effect’ considerations follow. PSR is then shown to provide a solid ba-
sis for our everyday dealings (in investigating plane crashes for example) and
our epistemic workings. To finish, Pruss argues that the PSR is entailed by
an ‘attractive’ actualist account of possibility according to which the truth-
makers of alethic modal propositions are concrete entities.

I come now to some weak points of the book. One of the few problems with
the book is the sheer wealth of material that isn’t allowed to mature into as
deep a discussion as one would like (and of which Pruss is clearly capable).
Some of the chapters are just a couple of pages long, which is, stylistically, not
very pretty. However, one can well understand the desire to keep a book that
is clearly written as an extended argument down to a manageable size.

Rather more serious, 1 think, is the somewhat surprising omission of re-
lationship between PSR and symmetry principles in physics, such as Curie’s
principle, symmetry breaking, gauge symmetry and so on. This absence be-
comes very noticeable in the discussion of the Leibniz-Clarke debate. For
example, in discussing Leibniz’s PSR-based attack on Newtonian absolute
space and time Pruss claims that ‘the argument is not likely to be used for
showing space and time to be relative’ but is ‘more likely to act as an attempt
at a reductio ad absurdum of the PSR’ (29). This ignores a massive chunk of
work done by physicists and philosophers, much of it very recent, on the ‘hole
argument’ (of Einstein, and then of Johns Stachel, Norton, and Earman), in
which an analogous argument (involving a causal version of the PSR, one of
Pruss’ causal principles) is used to defend relationalism. Both Tim Maudlin
and Simon Saunders have explicitly related the original Leibnizian argument
to the later Einsteinian argument and, in Saunders’ case, directly to the PSR.
One can find this material elsewhere, it is true, but nonetheless it would be
nice to find a discussion (or at least a note) included in this book, if only for
the sake of completeness,

In fact, the only poor parts, as far as [ can see, are the discussions that
involve physics, where there are some claims that are simply false or at least
highly misleading. These are, however, very minor shortcomings: overall the
book is an excellent achievement, and I can think of no sufficient reason why
it should not grace the shelves of any philosopher.

Dean Rickles
University of Calgary
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Tom Rockmore and Daniel Breazeale, eds.
Rights, Bodies and Recognition:

New Essays on Fichte’s

Foundations of Natural Right. Burlington,

VT: Ashgate 2006.

Pp. 255.

US$99.95 (cloth ISBN-13: 978-0-7546-5502-2).

This interesting collection of essays on Fichte’s Foundations of Natural Right
(FNR) follows from a conference held in 2001 in celebration of a long-overdue
new translation of this text. It contains seventeen essays in all, from both
well-known figures in the study of Fichte and German Idealism and relative
newcomers in the field. It covers a wide range of issues, demonstrating both
the ingenuity and novelty of FNR and of contemporary interpretations of
the same.

FNR was published in 1796 and 1797 during the height of Fichte’s fame.
In it Fichte unfolds a completely new understanding of natural right. As the
Introduction to this collection rightly points out, four features of FNR de-
serve special mention: (1) its sharp separation of questions of morality from
questions of right; (2) the necessity of recognizing the other, not only as a
limit to one’s own freedom, but more fundamentally in order to become even
conscious of one’s self; (3) the necessity to consider an embodied self for the
expression of one’s freedom and for recognition between oneself and the oth-
er to take place; and (4) the fact that the theory of natural rights is, like the
Wissenschaftslehre (WL) itself, a Reellephilosophie. It is a ‘real’ (Reelle). or
material doctrine because of its performativity. Fichte asks us to perform for
ourselves the necessary constitutive acts on which his philosophy rests. He
always asks us to ‘think the I" because then we become aware of the self-pos-
iting nature of consciousness. It is in this sense that he claimed that the WL
is not grounded in some assumed facts of consciousness, but on the necessary
acts of consciousness, These acts are the WL’s material ground. It is with this
turn to the question of actuality that Fichte comes to prioritise the actuality
of right over the mere possibility of moral action (contra Kant). For Fichte
questions of right and freedom do not concern descriptions of states but ac-
tions to be performed.

These four issues: 1) separation of morality and right, 2) alterity, 3) em-
bodied selves, and 4) materialism, are addressed in essays by, respectively, Vi-
oletta Waibel and Yolanda Estes, Jeffrey Kinlaw and Hans Georg von Manz,
Angelica Nuzzo and Giinter Zéller, and Bruce Merrill and Scott Scribner. But
this does not exhaust the variety of the collection. There are interesting pa-
pers on the relation of FNR to other theories of political philosophy, e.g.,
social contract and natural law theories (Wayne Martin, Michael Bauer, Rob-
ert R. Williams); questions of sex and gender (Bibel Frischmann), Fichte’s
methodology (Daniel Breazeale); the relation between Fichte and Schelling
(Michael Vater and Steven Hoeltzel); Fichte, Heidegger and Nazism (Tom
Rockmore); and, lastly, FNR and liberation philosophy (Arnold Farr).
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As it is obviously not possible to discuss all essays here, I have simply sin-
gled out a few for discussion. Breazeale distinguishes between various meth-
ods and strategies in the FNR. Fichte famously demanded of us to ‘think the
I' and to observe ourselves when doing so. Rather than discovering a certain
fact of consciousness (Descartes) we experience our fundamentally active
nature. This Breazeale calls the ‘phenomenological-synthetic’ method, thus
denoting both its performative and its ampliative nature. But there is also a
‘dialectical-synthetic’ method, where contradictions are resolved through a
‘higher level’ principle. Besides these, there is a third ‘method’, the appeal to
facts of experience. This appeal is problematic, not only for the often strange
things Fichte thinks are facts, but especially because Fichte claimed to have
started from necessary and unconditioned first principles. An appeal to facts
that are by nature contingent thus seems out of place. This, Breazeale writes,
indicates a significant difference between the FNR and the WL. With the
WL its foundations find their actuality contained within its performative
nature, since for Fichte consciousness can be nothing but self-positing. In
thus grounding itself consciousness is necessarily actual. Yet it is not pos-
sible to derive the actuality of a community of sensible beings obeying the
theory of natural right from the theory of natural right itself. Fichte needs
to demonstrate this actuality since its mere possibility was deemed insuf-
ficient. As he cannot derive the actuality of such a community directly from
first principles, he is forced to show how the theory of natural right applies
to the experienced world. But this creates the subsequent problem of the
status of this world. If natural right is to be a ‘science’ then it must explicate
the necessary and actual structures of right. If these structures are indeed
necessary then they cannot be straightforwardly refuted by the facts of the
experienced world.

Giinter Zoller and Angelica Nuzzo both discuss various aspects of embodi-
ment. As Nuzzo writes: ‘The body is first and foremost agent (not just the
medium) of human concrete interpersonal activity and freedom. The body
is the material principle of individuality but is also, at the same time, that
which makes visible the intrinsically public and intersubjective dimension of
human individuality’ (71). For Fichte, Kant had only demonstrated the pos-
sibility of moral action (i.e. what is required for it to take place), now Fichte
asked: how do rights apply? It is the body that comes to fill this function in
a twofold way. It is my body that provides efficacy to freedom, and it is the
human body that lets me recognize the other as a member of a community
of rights. Zéller: ‘the Naturrecht is the work in which both the body and the
Other first receive systematic philosophical attention — not only in Fichte
but in philosophy in general’ (91).

What is interesting about this collection is that all articles are truly es-
sayistic. They single out certain issues in the theory of natural right, issues
that open up the text for further research. As such it gives testimony to the
quite wonderful resurgence in Fichte studies. FNR, whose only other (and
not very good) translation dates from 1869, suddenly reappears at the centre
of a whole set of contemporary issues, tying together questions of self-aware-
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ness and community, embodiment and politics. This reappraisal has been on
going for some decades now, slowly reversing a century and a half of misinter-
pretation. Though we have yet to see a comprehensive study on FNR appear
in the English language, this collection will surely serve to inspire someone
to such a work.

M. Kolkman
University of Warwick

George Sher

In Praise of Blame.

Toronto and New York: Oxford University
Press 2006.

Pp. 160.

Cdn3$45.50/US$35.00

(cloth ISBN-13: 978-0-19-518742-7).

In this excellent monograph Sher sets out a defense of the practice of
blaming people for wrongdoing. He argues that there is a need for such a
defense because it has become increasingly common in contemporary so-
ciety to claim that blaming is counterproductive and even neurotic. While
punishment and even retribution continue to receive plenty of philosophical
scrutiny, the attitude of blame itself has remained relatively unexamined in
the literature.

Sher approaches his topic systematically. The argument is divided into six
main chapters. In Chapter 2, Sher argues against the Humean claim that we
blame people for bad actions that derive from their bad character, and the
associated claim that we blame them because those bad actions derived from
their character. Sher’s counterargument considers different cases of people
who act in cruel or hurtful ways and whom our moral intuitions would cause
us to blame, despite the fact that we would not deem them cruel or hurtful
people.

In Chapter 3, Sher examines how the disapproval of a bad action can be
extended to the blame of the agent without appeal to the notion of character.
He points out that an action is the joint product of the desires, beliefs, and
dispositions, and he claims that these items make her who she is. Thus there
is a close connection between the person’s action and her identity, and so it is
conceptually coherent to blame her for her actions. He employs the fact that
actions stem from a large network of desires and beliefs, and this makes his
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claim that they are strongly related to the person’s identity more plausible,
although he says very little about when changes to a person’s beliefs, desires
and dispositions could be said to lead to a change in the person’s identity.

In his fourth chapter Sher, taking the surprising route that it can be rea-
sonable to blame people for aspects of themselves that they cannot change,
argues that it can be morally reasonable to blame people for their character
traits. He agrees that we should not blame people for accidents over which
they had no control, but if their action proceeded from their bad traits, such
as cruelty, then we can blame them. He first shows that claims that people
should not be blamed for what they cannot control have not been well de-
fended. He then proceeds to defend his view positively, by pointing out there
is such a strong connection between a trait and a person’s identity that to
believe a trait is reprehensible comes to the same thing as believing that the
person herself is reprehensible, and thus blaming her for her bad trait.

Sher moves on to the nature of blame. In Chapter 5, he begins by address-
ing some views he believes to be mistaken. First, he shows the flaws in the
utilitarian view that to blame someone is to express disapproval for an action
or character as a way to change the person’s actions or improve her charac-
ter. Here the argument proceeds swiftly, because it is possible to blame people
without communicating one’s blame. So Sher is able to move to the position
that blame is an attitude. But the question is: which attitude? Sher rejects
any identification of blame with a simple belief, whether it be that the person
acted badly, or that the person has stained her character. He next considers
the idea, put forward by Peter Strawson, that blame is fundamentally an af-
fective phenomenon. Sher agrees that emotions are an important common
feature of blame, and need to be accounted for. However, he argues that this
Strawsonian approach cannot adequately account for the blameworthiness of
actions, and cannot adequately distinguish appropriate blame from inappro-
priate blame. Furthermore, he argues that there can be instances of blame
which are not affective at all. It is possible to hold an attitude of blame to
someone while experiencing no emotions of anger or hostility whatsoever.

The positive account of the nature of blame comes in Chapter 6. Sher’s
theory is simple: blame of someone for an action or a character trait starts
from the belief that the action or character trait is bad, and from the cor-
responding desire that the person had not performed the action or did not
have that character trait. In order to make this account plausible, Sher needs
to show how this belief-desire combination can give rise to the emotions and
dispositions that are so closely linked to blame. A central problem for this
account is that since it is impossible to change the past, then when blame
includes a wish that an action had not happened, it means wishing for the
impossible, which seems to make blame irrational or at least futile. In order
to ameliorate this problem, Sher proceeds with a discussion of our reactions
to frustrated desires and their links to future-oriented dispositions. He does
not pretend to be giving a conceptual analysis of blame, so he does not pres-
ent necessary and sufficient conditions for when a person has an attitude
of blame. However, he does hold that a person with standard psychological
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dispositions and the appropriate belief-desire pair will go on to have the char-
acteristic emotional reactions that we associate with blame.

The final chapter takes on the question of blameworthiness. Sher argues
that, in giving an account of what it is to be blameworthy, it is not enough
Jjust to point out that person has acted badly or has a bad character. He claims
that acceptance of a moral principle is conceptually linked to having the de-
sire to blame someone when that person violates the moral principle. Thus,
to explain a person’s blameworthiness we must refer to the moral principle
as well as the relevant bad action or character.

Sher’s writing style is straightforward and methodical, although his argu-
ments might have been clearer if he had stated his theory at the start and
proceeded to justify it, rather than proceeding to his own view through a
process of elimination of other positions. The topic of blame is important and
Sher’s views are interesting and original. While there is still plenty of room
for disagreement with many of his claims, he has made a valuable contribu-
tion to the literature.

Christian Perring
Dowling College

Tara Smith

Ayn Rand'’s Normative Ethics:

The Virtuous Egoist.

New York: Cambridge University Press 2006.
Pp. 309.

US$80.00 (cloth ISBN-13: 978-0-521-86050-5);
US$25.99 (paper ISBN-13: 978-0-521-70546-2).

This is a strongly written addition to the scholarly literature on Ayn Rand’s
philosophy. Its first great virtue is that it connects Rand’s work to recent lit-
erature in ethics. Since the 1990’s there has been a surge of interest among
professional philosophers in virtue ethics, eudaimonism, naturalism, and ob-
jectivity. Rand’s contemporary generation in the 1950°s and 1960’s tended to
skepticism and non-naturalism. Brian Medlin was representative, publishing
in the same year as Rand’s Atlas Shrugged the following: ‘it is now pretty
generally accepted by professional philosophers that ultimate ethical prin-
ciples must be arbitrary’ (‘Ultimate Principles and Ethical Egoism’. Austra-
lasian Journal of Philosophy 35 [1957]: 111-118; 111).
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Our contemporary generation of philosophers has moved decisively away
from that position — here Smith cites the work of Philippa Foot, Julia An-
nas, Berys Gaut, and Peter Railton, and notes the many positive connections
between their and Rand’s work of forty years ago.

Chapters 1 and 2 alone are worth the price of Smith’s book for their clear
and accurate overview of the central theses of Rand’s ethics. Rand is a polar-
izing figure among intellectuals, so this second great virtue of Smith’s book
should not be under-estimated given the sometimes unrecognizable portraits
of Rand’s philosophy circulating in popular and academic publications. As
Smith writes in her conclusion, ‘As long as egoism is portrayed as materialis-
tic, hedonistic, emotion-driven, or predatory, we can readily sympathize with
those looking elsewhere for guidance’ (285). Smith argues convincingly and
refreshingly that Rand’s egoism is none of those.

The central chapters of Smith’s book are structured around the major
virtues in Rand’s system: rationality, productiveness, honesty, integrity, in-
dependence, justice, and pride. Given the centrality of virtue ethics in the
current literature, Smith distinguishes Rand’s action-focused account of
virtue from the character-focused accounts of Rosalind Hursthouse, Alisdair
Maclntrye, Paul Woodruff, and Christina and Fred Sommers. These chap-
ters contain several gems of insight including: Smith’s account of the scope
of integrity and the question of whether, for example, Hitler had integrity
given that he acted consistently in following his destructive policies (185); a
discussion of courage as ‘integrity under fire’ (192); the connection between
productiveness and (non-religious) spiritual values (204); accounts of pro-
ductiveness and greed (217); discussions of the connections and contrasts
between Aristotle’s and Rand’s accounts of pride (223); a fine-grained discus-
sion of generosity and why it is neither a virtue nor a vice (256-65); and an
account of egoistic love and friendship (287).

Three nits are worth picking in Smith’s generally excellent work. One
involves the transition she makes (23-4) from Rand’s meta-ethics to her ego-
ism. Greater stress here on the individuality of human life would make the
argument stronger. One can accept the naturalness, objectivity, and condi-
tionality of values — and Smith argues those well — without grasping their
individuality. Egoism especially brings with it claims about individual re-
sponsibility for producing and justice in consuming. In performing their core
life activities, humans are not collective beings like bees or ants; human life
is individual in both production and consumption. This is especially impor-
tant in response to those philosophers who do not accept this, who argue a
thorough collectivity or who accept individuality with respect to production
but urge collectivity with respect to distribution and consumption. Smith is
aware of this — she cites in her footnotes philosophers who resist this very
step — but at this juncture she moves quickly.

A second issue arises in Smith’s overall strong discussion of justice. She
nicely articulates Rand’s defense of justice against egalitarianism (156),
justice’s relationships to forgiveness and mercy (164), and the connection
between justice and individual rights (170). The issue here involves the scope
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of Rand’s conception of justice. Smith consistently defines it as ‘the applica-
tion of rationality to the evaluation and treatment of other individuals’ (135).
The issue is: Why only others? Rand does not restrict the scope of justice to
the treatment of others but defines it more broadly to be self-inclusive and
even fundamentally self-oriented. In her major theoretical essay on ethics,
‘The Objectivist Ethics’, Rand states that ‘one must never seek or grant the
unearned and undeserved, neither in matter nor in spirit (which is the virtue
of Justice)’ (The Virtue of Selfishness, 28). This characteristic statement is
inclusive of self. (Leonard Peikoff’s definition of justice, which Smith quotes
[136], is also inclusive.) A parallel case is honesty: According to Rand, hon-
esty is not faking reality, neither to oneself nor to others — not only to oth-
ers. To return to justice: examples of injustice to oneself include those who
undercut their own self-esteem, accept un-earned guilt, delusionally inflate
their self-worth, or cultivate humility. If justice involves only the evaluation
and treatment of others, such cases would have no justice component.

A third issue also involves scope-of-application questions. How does the
virtue of honesty apply to dealing with the deceitful? What is the nature
of responsibility when one is constrained by threats of force from others?
How do moral principles apply in cases of life-or-death emergencies? Here
the question in the Objectivist literature is whether Rand intended the scope
of moral principles to be universal (with special application to such non-stan-
dard cases), or limited to the standard cases (implying that one steps outside
the realm of morality when dealing with liars, thugs, or emergency situa-
tions). The former interpretation can rely on Rand’s statement in ‘The Eth-
ics of Emergencies’ that one must differentiate rules of conduct in normal
and emergency situations but also that ‘[t]his does not mean a double stan-
dard of morality’ (The Virtue of Selfishness, 54). The latter interpretation
can rely on Atlas Shrugged’s statement that ‘Force and mind are opposites;
morality ends where a gun begins’ (1023). Smith’s discussion is informed and
careful in defense of the latter, ‘Morality is inapplicable,” position (97); but
it is not decisive due to the relatively brief space she devotes to this complex
set of issues.

Smith’s book belongs in every college and university library, and on the
shelves of philosophers interested in Rand’s views and current trends in the
ethics literature.

Stephen R.C. Hicks
Rockford College
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The Hateful and the Obscene:

Studies in the Limits of Free Expression.
Toronto: University of Toronto Press 2004.
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It takes considerable skill to take the familiar and render it truly captivating
and insightful. This is only one — and perhaps not the least — of Sumner’s
many admirable accomplishments in The Hateful and the Obscene. Sumner
constructs John Stuart Mill’s comparatively familiar ideas about liberalism,
utilitarianism, and freedom of expression into a theoretical framework for
evaluating contemporary Canadian (the main jurisdictional focus of the book)
hate and obscenity law. In the course of this discussion, a legal history of the
development of obscenity law is given, beginning with the 1868 Hicklin case
in England up to the 1992 Builer decision. Further sections go on to complete
a remarkably clear and detailed account of most, if not all, of the significant
legal cases on freedom of expression in the last several decades. Anyone in-
terested in the constitutional history of Canadian criminal law on hate and
obscenity will find the book worth reading just for this aspect alone.

Sumner grounds his main argument on Mill's claim that coercive inter-
ference with any kind of expression is justified only if the expression causes
harm to others and the interference results in more benefits over costs. The
idea here is that, since liberty is a benefit, any restraint imposed on it must
be viewed as a cost. This now imposes a considerable justificatory burden on
the state to provide compelling evidence of a causal link between a particular
form of expression and its alleged harm. Sumner also maintains, following
Mill, that harm — indeed, moral value in general — must be understood in
welfarist terms. And this, Sumner explains, ‘means, roughly. that whether
something is good or bad for a person depends ultimately on that person’s
desires, preferences, aims, tastes, or values’ (41).

What gets factored as a harm into Mill’s framework is not always straight-
forward. Sumner articulates a fairly lengthy argument in defense of the
claim that neither moral corruption nor moral distress work with the harm
principle. The former fails because the ‘victims’ of moral corruption (pornog-
raphy/hate consumers) tend to be willing participants in their own ‘harm’.
But this notion of harm is inconsistent with Mill's welfarist account of value.
Moral distress, on the other hand, clearly satisfies welfarist considerations
and hence is a relevant harm. However, Sumner argues, factoring this kind
of harm into the balancing act between the right to free expression and the
right not be harmed by its exercise would ultimately be self-defeating (47).
Too many people are too easily distressed. So if distress were considered,
we would lose the sphere of personal liberty Mill’s framework is designed to
protect. This argument becomes important for Sumner’s discussion of the
potential harms of defamation and degradation that many feminist scholars
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have raised. Defamation is, Sumner contends, properly seen as a child of the
moral distress argument, and hence is the inheritor of all the failings of its
parent. An analogous fate is assigned for the degradation argument: it fails
largely because it is just another appearance of the moral corruption argu-
ment.

In spite of Sumner’s argument, the idea that moral corruption and dis-
tress are harms sufficient to restrict pornographic expression has had much
more legal currency in Canada than any harm-based account which excludes
them. The most current manifestation of this is apparent in the 1992 But-
ler decision where the Supreme Court decided that community standards of
tolerance should be the measure of whether pornography causes harm in the
form of the degradation or dehumanizing treatment of women. But, Sumner
argues, community standards are notoriously difficult to index. This leaves
courts with little or no evidence of such standards and a considerable tempta-
tion to recast their own opinions as the standards themselves. More signifi-
cantly. even if the standards were easily discoverable, the criminalization of
any conduct primarily because a majority is intolerant of it is inconsistent
with Mill’s harm principle. Nevertheless, Butler held that any such criminal-
ization must be purely harm-based. Sumner concludes that the community
standards test represents a fundamental ‘contradiction at the heart of Cana-
dian obscenity adjudication’ (125).

Perhaps the central question of the book is whether pornography and hate
speech cause relevant harm. Apart from two exceptions — child pornography
and hate group recruitment — Sumner’s answer is that neither pornography
nor hate cause sufficient harm to override the presumption that we should
favor free expression. In the case of pornography, various social studies lead
Sumner to conclude that there is no clear evidence of harm. Pornography
also does not contribute to women’s inequality, he claims, because it does
not exploit women any more than many other unrestricted aspects of popu-
lar culture (147). Moreover, women have greater equality in liberal societies
where pornography is widely available, and they have more equality now
than they did previously when obscenity laws were more restrictive (145),

Sumner’s argument that hate speech is similarly unconnected to signifi-
cant harm is surprisingly brief (about 5 pages). This brevity is puzzling in
a way because Sumner has noticeably changed his mind about this matter
(e.g., 200n86). He accounts for this brevity in the following ways. The alleged
harm of hate propaganda does not require —where pornography does — an
inquiry into whether it harms participants in its production. Furthermore,
since ‘moral distress stemming from pornography cannot qualify as harm for
the purposes of the Harm Principle, then neither can liberal distress occa-
sioned by hate propaganda’ (158). Evidently the same goes for all of the coun-
ter-arguments provided against similar concerns in pornography, e.g., that
it degrades, defames, subordinates, or silences. These arguments are appar-
ently transferable with equal force to hate propaganda. And finally, whereas
there are many studies of harm and pornography, very little investigation has
been given to this question for hate.
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Sumner’s arguments are offered in support of a fairly robust anti-censor-
ship policy recommendation. Not only are content-based prohibitions on any
pornographic and hateful expressions unjustified, so too are existing mea-
sures of prior restraint, e.g., border seizures, censorship boards, etc. Again,
there are two notable exceptions to these recommendations: child pornogra-
phy and the use of hate expression to recruit members into hate groups. In
child pornography, there is little doubt that participant harm is caused. There
also are no serious evidential problems: the film/picture itself becomes direct
evidence of the harm. In the case of hate, Sumner notices that hate literature
is often used as a recruitment device for hate groups to incite the violent prac-
tice of their beliefs (162). If so, we have a significant causal harm connection.
Sumner suggests, however, that this possibility is better handled by deleting
section 319(2) (on the willful promotion of hatred) of the Criminal Code and
then reworking section 319(1) (on the public incitement of hatred).

Section 319(2), however, may still be better suited to deal with hate group
recruitment. The recruitment activities of hate groups seems to be one thing,
their eriminal output another. Hateful speech designed for recruitment pur-
poses will focus primarily on the exercise of freedom of association, otherwise
it will obviously run afoul of incitement restrictions. But, of course, society
has a clear, harm-based interest in seeing these groups remain as small and
as criminally ineffective as possible. And this interest seems best realized by
restricting the promotion of hatred per se, than with a law that only restricts
speech which directly incites criminal acts. Furthermore, the distinction be-
tween the promotion of hatred and an incitement which leads to criminal
action is quite unclear with respect to group recruitment. Some hateful ex-
pression may well be very successful at promoting hatred (i.e., recruiting
members) but remain ambiguous with respect to the incitement of crimes.

The claim that no content-based restrictions should be placed on hate ma-
terials is also a bit surprising given Sumner’s own admission that we lack em-
pirical studies demonstrating a causal connection. The only conclusion to be
drawn from this should be that we have no reason to be any more confident
that there is no causal relation than to believe that there is one. Given the
very serious harms that are at stake, it would seem that having some legal
recourse is a better option — in terms entirely consistent with Mill’s frame-
work — than a more permissive approach. This might further be supported
by the possible deterrent effect — something Sumner does not consider at
any length — that such a law might have.

There is a final point worth some attention. The entire argument of the
book seems to possess a certain insular quality. Once one accepts the basic
framework with all of its limitations and qualifications (especially its conse-
quentialist and welfarist axioms) then we seem inexorably drawn to Sum-
ner’s conclusions. Many standard arguments for restrictive laws that do not
share the framework assumptions become simply inadmissible. On the other
hand, this feature of the book may be more of an asset than a liability. To
Sumner’s credit these external arguments are never simply ignored and their
inadmissibility is thoroughly explained and defended. We may also dispute
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his findings of fact, but it cannot be said that the significant facts are merely
ignored. Sumner’s efforts on Mill’s behalf were never expressly intended to
provide a complete defense against rival approaches. His main purpose is
limited to demonstrating the philosophical relevance and usefulness of Mill’s
ideas to Canadian obscenity and hate laws. In this respect, The Hateful and
the Obscene is extensively and brilliantly successful.

David Elliott
University of Regina
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The central question of this book is, ‘How does thought . . . get footing?’
(2) That is: in virtue of what is what one thinks answerable to how things
are? In answering this, through a reading of Wittgenstein’s Investigations,
Travis discusses an impressive variety of issues — proper names, privacy,
perception, logic, nonsense — and the views of Austin, Dummett, McDowell,
Russell and Strawson. Threaded throughout are beautiful (and compelling)
examples concerning, among other things, pigs in parlours and the etiquette
of fire-doors. Travis’ writing is often very difficult but, given the subtlety of
the points being made, not gratuitously so.

Wittgenstein’s principal target, Travis says, is a Fregean idea according to
which thoughts are ‘beholden . . . to the way things are’ just if they are ‘about
an object and a concept in the right structured way.” Such a view is endemic in
contemporary philosophy. Truth-conditional semantics, following Davidson,
is committed to each sentence, as such, possessing a certain truth-evaluable
content in virtue of the referents of its constituent parts. Likewise, repre-
sentationalists in philosophy of mind, such as Fodor, hold that thoughts are
sentences (or sentence-like entities) that, qua representations, bear truth-con-
ditions. Opposing this is Wittgenstein’s view: ‘What words name (by way of
concepts and objects), and the structured way they do that, does not determine,
uniquely, when they would be true’ (2-3). Consider, for example, the sentence,
‘The car is blue’. That this names a car and applies the concept blueness to it
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does not yet determine whether one would count it as expressing a thought
whose truth requires or precludes its having black leather upholstery, or the
engine’s being blue, or red paint covering blue fibreglass, and so on (30).

For Travis’ Wittgenstein, what determines which thought is expressed are
the ‘consequences of thinking, or saying, something’, what one might reason-
ably expect in ‘the particular circumstances’. Suppose, for example, that I
am choosing which car to buy. The colour of its bodywork would reasonably
be expected to matter, the colour of its carburettor not. In turn, this means
that what thought is expressed ‘is fixed, in part, at least, by our parochial
sense for things’ (3-4). That is, the specific truth-evaluable content expressed
on this occasion is partly determined by what we (humans) idiosyncratically
take, as a matter of fact, to be of import.

In Chapter 2 Travis proceeds to consider, in the light of Wittgenstein’s
remarks on family-resemblance, the application of these views to singular
thought, an especially important case since it there that thought has its
feet most firmly in the world. Then in Chapter 3 he suggests that, for Witt-
genstein, the idea that what determines what is required for the truth of a
thought is our parochial judgment extends equally to thoughts concerning
thought, truth, and the like. Here a threat of idealism emerges. Our judg-
ments as to what reasonably to expect are equally determinative of the con-
tents of thoughts about whether a stance is answerable. That is, ‘a particular
parochial sensibility’ provides ‘the measure’ of whether an attitude or utter-
ance — concerning, say, the size of a table or how nice kumquats taste — is
truth-apt (146). We now seem to lack ‘assurance that our would-be answer-
able stances are really that’ (158). Travis’ response, based on a novel reading
of Wittgenstein’s private language argument, is that someone pressing this
issue is really failing to say anything at all, since (very roughly) there are no
consequences that one might reasonably expect her words to have.

There are two ways in which one might think of the role that parochial
judgments play in individuating thought. First, what a representation names
delimits a range of possible thoughts it might express, and what is reasonably
expected settles which of those thoughts is actually expressed. Second, what
a representation names provisionally delimits a range of possible thoughts
it might express, and what is reasonably expected might determine that a
thought is expressed lying outside that range. Travis suggests the second
when he writes: ‘for any condition, C, on being some given thing to speak
of ... we are prepared to recognize, and can conceive of, circumstances in
which C would not hold of that thing there is to speak of” (60; cf. 106-7).

Adapting an example from Putnam which Travis endorses, consider the
sentence ‘There is a vixen’. One might take the established usage of ‘vixen’
to determine that what it expresses is true if and only if there is a female fox.
This, perhaps, leaves it open whether it expresses a thought that would be
true of flattened road-kill or a stuffed, mounted hunting-trophy. But Travis
also appears to hold that, should a creature turn out not to be a female fox
(but, perhaps, a robot), it might be reasonable nonetheless to take the thought
expressed to be true, that is, as lying outside the range laid down in advance.
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It is hard to make sense of this picture. If a word is applied on two occa-
sions on the basis of entirely distinct set of features, why say that the same
concept is expressed on those occasions? Indeed, since the conditions of ap-
plication are wholly different, one’s expectations on both occasions should be
wholly different. Hence, by Travis’ own lights, there seems no reason to hold
that on each occasion the same concept is named.

Another concern is that, for Travis’ Wittgenstein, thought is indetermi-
nate. Since it is conceivable for there to be two competing judgments as to
what expectations are reasonable regarding a given utterance, it appears pos-
sible for there to be no fact of the matter as to which of two thoughts a person
expresses. Travis seems to acknowledge this, stating that ‘there is no longer
any supposition of a unigue right answer to the question in which way’ a
person ‘meant her words’ (128).

It is unclear that one can continue viewing thought as real if it is indeter-
minate whether any given person has a certain thought. More specifically,
indeterminacy appears hard to reconcile with thought’s playing a role in ex-
plaining behavior, or with the (Wittgensteinian) idea that thinkers are au-
thoritative as to what they think.

These qualms aside, Travis’ rich and subtle book is a stimulating inves-
tigation of what it takes for thought to be answerable to reality. He makes a
very strong case for the idea that the truth of a thought is bound up with the
consequences of thinking it, that those consequences are fixed by our judg-
ments regarding what is reasonable, and that there is no external standpoint
from which to assess those judgments. These are all recognizably Wittgen-
steinian themes, but Travis makes them independently attractive and elo-
quently demonstrates their ongoing importance.

Daniel Whiting
University of Southampton
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In this important discussion Turner examines the fit between liberal theory
and Aboriginal rights. The fit may be possible, but recent attempts by liberal
politicians (Trudeau, Chrétien) and scholars (Alan Cairns, Will Kymlicka)
have failed as peace pipes.

According to Turner, to be a peace pipe a proposal must accommodate
Aboriginal peoples’ own understandings of their rights (hereafter, ‘indig-
enous rights’). Turner claims (7) that accommodation requires that a pro-
posal 1) address the legacy of colonialism, 2) respect the sui generis nature
of indigenous rights, 3) question unilateral non-Aboriginal sovereignty over
Aboriginal lands and peoples, and 4) recognize that a meaningful theory of
Aboriginal rights presupposes Aboriginal participation.

Turner’s criteria for assessing liberalism’s proposals provide an invalu-
able litmus test for non-indigenous political philosophers interested in ascer-
taining liberalism’s compatibility with indigenous axiology. Each criterion is
meaningful within liberal axiology. However, liberalism’s epistemology may
be inconsistent with the fourth criterion. Liberal theory requires Aborigi-
nal participation in Canadian society. However, its epistemology might not
accept that for non-Aboriginals to understand Aboriginal rights they must
have Aboriginal assistance. Eurocentric epistemology assumes an ohjective,
universal knower which does not fit easily with the suggestion that knowl-
edge of moral, specifically Aboriginal rights, requires special ways of knowing
not possessed by non-indigenous philosophers. Although I accept Turner’s
fourth criterion, others will likely contest it.

Turner, a member of Temagami First Nation, explains why each criterion
matters from an Aboriginal perspective. From a non-Aboriginal perspective,
arguably the third criterion is the major obstacle to liberalism’s successfully
accommodating indigenous rights. Turner demonstrates that liberalism’s
proposals assume underlying non-Aboriginal sovereignty, thereby violating
this criterion. He does not claim that the third criterion presupposes satisfac-
tion of the fourth, though this does seem to be the case. Liberalism informed
only by a Euro-centric perspective — that is, without Aboriginal participa-
tion — is unlikely to produce any account of rights and sovereignty consis-
tent with the third criterion.

The Trudeau/Chrétien White Paper fails each of Turner’s conditions. Root-
ed in liberalism’s commitment to human rights and equality, it represents a
government’s hopes for a just society. So, in the name of liberal justice, the
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‘special rights’ of Canada’s Aboriginal peoples will disappear. If no one has
Aboriginal rights or treaty rights, all Canadians are equal. On this account,
Turner explains, Aboriginal peoples do not see justice or equality, because for
White Paper liberalism there are only individual rights; Canada is one non-
Aboriginal nation, with no Aboriginal perspective. Thus, the White Paper is ‘.
.. a paradigm example of colonialism under the guise of renewing the politi-
cal relationship on more just liberal foundations’ (94). The offer is not even
intended as a peace pipe.

Turner’s examination of the White Paper reveals obstacles to finding a fit
between liberalism and indigenous rights. His discussion of Alan Cairns’ citi-
zens plus proposal exposes how liberalism’s proposals have been fundamen-
tally inconsistent with Indigenous rights. Like other liberal theorists, Cairns
assumes the legitimacy of Canada’s underlving sovereignty, and he does not
acknowledge the need to justify this presupposition. Indigenous rights chal-
lenge the legitimacy of non-Aboriginal sovereignty. Hence, non-Aboriginal
sovereignty cannot be assumed in defining them.

Acknowledging that Will Kymlicka, like Cairns, is well intentioned in his
minority-rights-based account of Aboriginal rights, Turner demonstrates
that it, too, fails the peace pipe test. Assuming ‘the incorporation’ of Aborigi-
nal peoples and regarding Aboriginal peoples as minorities (albeit, special
minorities), Kymlicka repeats Cairn’s mistake: it presumes the underlying
sovereignty of the federal government. Moreover, since Kymlicka ignores the
sui generis nature of Aboriginal rights, he does not see why indigenous rights
cannot be minority right.

Turner does not include the recommendations of the 1997 report of the
Royal Commission on Aboriginal Peoples (RCAP) among liberalism’s ac-
counts of Aboriginal rights. Nevertheless, he provides a detailed assessment
of it. RCAP’s room for Aboriginal participation ensures it is more praise-
worthy than the three peace pipes. However, it too fails to satisfy the third
criterion. Assuming underlying non-Aboriginal sovereignty, it constrains
Aboriginal sovereignty in ways inconsistent with indigenous rights. Thus,
although it explains the principles upon which a just relationship between
Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal peoples can be established, ultimately it is
another inadequate liberal proposal.

In the book’s last two chapters Turner explains the responsibility of in-
digenous scholars (word warriors). He somewhat agrees with Kymlicka’'s
recommendation that Aboriginal people justify their rights in ways which
non-Aboriginal judges and politicians can recognize and understand. He re-
jects Kymlicka’s view that indigenous rights must be shown to be an essen-
tial component of liberalism, since this presumes liberalism and Aboriginal
understandings of Aboriginal rights are mutually consistent. Still, a dialogue
with non-Aboriginal keepers of liberalism must be engaged. Indigenous word
warriors, not indigenous philosophers, are called upon to engage in this dia-
logue.

The distinction between indigenous word warriors and indigenous philos-
ophers is important. From a non-Aboriginal perspective Turner is an indig-
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enous philosopher, from an Aboriginal perspective he is not. As he explains,
indigenous philosophers are indigenous people recognized in their commu-
nities as sources of indigenous ways of knowing and possessing indigenous
knowledge. Turner maintains indigenous philosophy is *. . . the source of our
future well-being as indigenous peoples’ (113), so the voices of indigenous
philosophers must be heard. Word warriors, indigenous scholars who un-
derstand indigenous and non-indigenous ways of understanding the world,
are to be spokespersons for indigenous philosophers. They must engage ‘the
dominant culture’ in order to ensure, among other things, that Aboriginal
understandings shape the normative language of Aboriginal politics. And
they explain to indigenous philosophers the meaning and content of Aborigi-
nal rights, sovereignty, and nationhood in non-indigenous legal and political
discourse. Word warriors can bridge the two philosophies because of their 1)
strong connections to their communities 2) education in Western European
philosophy (9).

What role do non-indigenous philosophers have in the democratic dia-
logue which Turner hopes will transform liberalism’s account of Aboriginal
rights? Turner claims word warriors cannot do their job alone. ‘There are
many non-indigenous intellectuals who can help indigenous peoples make
their arguments count’ (120). This is an invitation for non-indigenous phi-
losophers possessing a sense of justice and informed by Turner’s arguments
to work with indigenous word warriors to reconfigure liberalism so that it
offers a peace pipe to Canada’s Aboriginal peoples.

Sandra Tomsons
The University of Winnipeg
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This book is a collection of twelve essays on various aspects of George Berke-
ley’s thought. In his own day Berkeley (1685-1753), an Anglican Bishop of
the poor diocese of Cloyne, Ireland, was considered a very committed and
practical man. For his part he always considered himself a pioneer, called to
think and do new things. He was the author of a new theory of vision, of the
celebrated ‘new principle’ of immaterialism, of a ‘new argument’ to prove
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the existence of God, of a bold criticism of the infinitesimal calculus, of new
proposals to improve the Irish economy, and of a novel panacea — tar-water
— able to cure every disease in his diocese (where there were no doctors).
Berkeley was an active Christian who fostered the peaceful cohabitation of
Anglicans and Catholics; he was one of the most progressive landowners in
Southern Ireland, a zealous bishop always resident in his diocese and con-
cerned for his parishioners’ well-being both physical and spiritual. He also
planned the foundation of St. Paul's College, in the Bermudas, for the reli-
gious and philosophical education of the natives. From a philosophical point
of view, Berkeley was an atypical immaterialist empiricist, well versed in the
sciences, to which he made important contributions, as well as an amateur
of the mechanical arts, spending many hours in the foundries to learn metal-
lurgical techniques.

In his introduction, Winkler explores the different facets of Berkeley's
philosophy and personality, and sketches the contents of the essays compris-
ing this volume. The first essay, by David Berman, is devoted to Berkeley's
biography and career. Berman'’s thesis is that Berkeley was not a transparent
person, as A. A. Luce held; on the contrary, Berman accepts W. Butler Yeats’
interpretation, according to which Berkeley is considered a deft dissembler,
willing to hide a kind of messianic and visionary ‘super-religion’. In the sec-
ond essay, Michael Avers deals with the traditional question: ‘Was Berke-
ley an empiricist or a rationalist?’ In other words: which were Berkeley’s
Cartesian debts? Were the differences more or less numerous and important
than the similarities? These questions do not seem very useful, because the
labels of ‘empiricism’ and ‘rationalism’ in the modern age ought not to be
used as rigid means to classify philosophers, which is obviously a desperate
enterprise. In fact, the same question might be asked about every modern
philosopher. Ayers’ answer is quite obvious, too: Berkeley’s immaterialism
is an original synthesis of an empiricism finally freed from its materialistic
ties (which would be highly problematic from an historical point of view), the
naturalistic epistemology of common sense, and religion.

In the third paper, Robert McKim analyses the main contents of Berke-
ley’s notebooks, known as the Philosophical Commentaries, with special con-
cern about the emergence of the esse est percipi principle. Next, Margaret
Atherton gives a scholarly exposition of Berkeley’s new theory of vision. She
compares the Essay towards a New Theory of Vision (1709) with the Theory
of Vision Vindicated and Explained (1733), and then focuses on the theory’s
reception. Atherton maintains that the alleged success of Berkeley’s theory
was effectively limited to the thesis that distance perception is learned, while
the language model was largely neglected.

The fifth chapter, hy Winkler himself, consists of a wide analysis of Ber-
keley’s doctrine of signs, assumed as a general model of explanation in the
whole of Berkeley’s works. The sixth essay, by Anthony Grayling, offers a
reconstruction of Berkeley’s argument for immaterialism; the seventh, by
Phillip Cummins, deals with Berkeley’s conception of minds and agency. At
the beginning of this chapter, we read the explicit statement — quite com-
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mon, though unexpressed, among the analytical philosophers — that ‘Ber-
keley’s present day reputation for philosophical acumen’ (190) is founded on
his three early published works: the Essay, A Treatise concerning the Prin-
ciples of Human Knowledge (1710) and Three Dialogues between Hylas and
Philonous (1713). Fortunately, the last five essays of this volume are written
from a different point of view.

Lisa Downing provides a very interesting survey of Berkeley’s natural
philosophy and philosophy of science, from De motu (1721) to Siris (1744).
Downing’s thesis is that Berkeley never maintained a kind of idealistic cor-
puscularianism: he was equally opposed to a realistic conception of corpus-
cularianism and of dynamics. That is to say, neither corpuscles nor forces
should be considered real, causal explanations of natural phenomena. Berke-
ley instead inclined towards an instrumentalist interpretation of Newtonian
dynamics.

In his essay ‘Berkeley’s Philosophy of Mathematics’, Douglas Jesseph high-
lights the importance and originality of The Analyst (1734) in the eighteenth-
century history of mathematics. Stephen Darwall, in ‘Berkeley’s Moral and
Political Philosophy’, stresses that the ethical motivation was ‘the main drift
and design of [Berkeley’s] labours’ (311). In Berkeley’s ‘anti-Nietzschean
account of materialism and unbelief’ (312), Berkeley constantly warns his
readers of the practical disadvantages consequent upon the spread of free-
thinking; whereas respect for morality results in general prosperity. In the
eleventh essay, Patrick Kelly deals with Berkeley’s economic writings, claim-
ing that in the ‘galaxy of Irish clerical economists’ (339) Berkeley stands as a
leading figure. We are reminded that in The Querist (1735-37) money, too, is
considered as a sort of sign. In this volume’s last paper, ‘Berkeley on Religion’,
Stephen Clark addresses Berkeley’s philosophy of religion, stated mainly in
Alciphron (1732), but constantly present in all his works. Finally, at the end
of this volume, after an appendix titled ‘Berkeley’s Verses on America’, there
are three useful tools to assist the reader: a bibliography, an index of the pas-
sages discussed or cited, and an index of names and subjects.

Silvia Parigi
University of Cassino
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