



























































































































































that lexical concepts are partial definitions, which state necessary (but not
sufficient) conditions for application. Theory-theories suppose that, like
theoretical terms in science, the nature of a concept is determined by its place
within a larger mental theory. This sort of view is represented, in the volume,
by Susan Carey’s seminal work. Conceptual Atomism, a view closely associ-
ated with Jerry Fodor and other information-theoretic semanticists, holds
that lexical concepts are primitive, and have no structure: neither defini-
tional, prototypical, or what-have-you. According to the Atomist, the entry
for BIRD, for example, says that BIRD applies to birds. Period. Finally, Dual
Theories are those which combine features of more than one approach,
possibly by contrasting a conceptual core from an associated periphery of
ancillary information. (E.g., one might suppose that a concept’s core is best
captured by a Neo-Classical theory, while its periphery contains, a la proto-
type theory, information about stereotypical cases.)

As TI've said, the central theme of the text is: which of these is the best
theory of concepts, within the cognitive science perspective? Space does not
permit presentation here of the very many arguments back and forth,
between the six aforementioned camps. However, to give some flavour of
the debates, let me follow the authors and list three concerns about
Prototype Theory. (I don’t mean to pick on Prototype Theory, particularly.
It simply provides quite clear example objections, which can be stated in
relatively few words.) First, that agents are disposed to respond differen-
tially to stereotypical features of, say, birds does not per se support the
conclusion that BIRD has prototype structure — because, as Armstrong,
Gleitman and Gleitman discovered experimentally, even well-defined con-
cepts like EVEN NUMBER exhibit ‘typicality effects.’ It turns out that, to
pick a simple example, 8 is a ‘more typical’ even number than 46 is. But
surely this doesn’t suggest that EVEN NUMBER is merely a cluster of
stereotypical features of its satisfiers. Second, as Jerry Fodor has urged,
many concepts lack prototypes. Thus NON-CAT is a perfectly fine concept,
but there is no prototypical non-cat. So not all concepts can be prototypes.
Third, as Fodor and Lepore have noted, the prototypes of complex concepts
are not compositionally determined by the prototypes of their constituents.
To cite their now famous example, the prototypical pet fish is probably
something like a goldfish, whereas the prototypical pet is a cat/dog, and
the prototypical fish would be a trout or some such. Since concepts must
compose, and prototypes don’t compose, concepts can't be prototypes. Of
course these critiques of the prototype theory don’t come close to ending
the debate. Again, I introduce them merely to give a sense of the sorts of
considerations, experimental and otherwise, which are brought to bear on
the question of which theory of concepts is best.

I should also clarify that, though this ‘What’s the best theory? question is
the central theme of the book, it isn’t the only one. Other themes which
emerge include: historical issues; philosophical scepticism about concepts;
concepts as abilities (and Peacocke’s related idea of defining concepts in
terms of ‘possession conditions’); conceptual change; the metasemantics of
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concepts (i.e., how concepts come to have whatever content they do); and, the
nature of children’s concepts.

Having described what the book is about, and its basic structure, let me
turn at last to evaluation. In a word, this is a terrific volume. The Introduc-
tion, about 75 pages long, is exceedingly clear and insightful. Pedagogically
speaking, it is without doubt the best thing I have read on concepts. It is very
student-friendly, usefully summarizing each of the competing theories in a
box. (It also summarizes all major criticisms of each theory in the same way.
A very wise idea.) With respect to the selection of papers, this too is very well
done. On the whole, the papers presuppose relatively little background. And
yet they manage to illustrate how a whole exciting array of disparate
philosophical and empirical work bears on the nature of concepts. Indeed,
what the volume manages to highlight very nicely is the growing overlap
between philosophy and empirical work in cognitive science, with influences
running in both directions. The coverage, given the emphasis of the volume,
is excellent: as Steven Pinker says in a blurb on the back, it ‘has all the great
papers on concepts.” Undoubtedly any given instructor will want to add one
or two of their favourites, if not included here. But, granting the general
cognitive science perspective, these really are, as the title suggests, the ‘core
readings’ on concepts.

Robert J. Stainton
Carleton University

Joseph Margolis

What, After All, Is a Work of Art?
University Park: Pennsylvania State
University Press 1999. Pp. xi + 143.
US$35.00 (cloth: 1SBN 0-271-01865-8);
US$16.95 (paper: ISBN 0-271-01866-6).

This book is the outcome of a series of lectures on art-related topics that
Margolis gave in various places, including Finland, Russia, Japan and the
USA, from 1995 through 1997. These lectures vividly distill views which
Margolis has developed more fully elsewhere. As his readers know, Margolis
has an unusually all-encompassing and closely integrated series of views on
almost all of the main issues concerning both art and philosophy generally.
Thus the task of a reviewer of this book is that of finding something succinct
to say on the full sweep of Margolis’s philosophy as encapsulated by these
lectures.
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First, a brief summary of the topics covered by the lectures. In the
Prologue, ‘Beneath and Beyond the Modernism/Postmodernism Debate’,
Margolis argues that the debate confronts us with a bogus choice, which
should be avoided using the path laid out by his own general views. Chapter
1, “The History of Art After the End of Art’, discusses the views of Clement
Greenberg and Arthur Danto on the topic. Margolis finds the positions of both
writers to be undermined by the invalidity of their views about the nature of
art. Chapter 2, ‘Relativism and Cultural Relativity’, defends Margolis’s own
characteristic, constructivist brand of relativism against opposing non-rela-
tivist positions.

Chapter 3 is the title lecture, ‘What, After All, Is a Work of Art?’, in which
Margolis explains and defends his own definition of art, according to which
artworks are physically embodied and culturally emergent entities. A pivotal
issue is his view that the intentional attributes of artworks are not determi-
nate prior to interpretation, but instead that they are determinable through,
or as a result of, interpretation. This enables Margolis to allow (with the aid
of his rejection of a bivalent logic) for the possibility of incongruent interpre-
tations of what is numerically one and the same artwork, and hence to reject
views such as those of Beardsley and Hirsch, who deny such a possibility.

Chapter 4, ‘Mechanical Reproduction and Cinematic Humanism’, is the
most specific and thought-provoking lecture in the book. Margolis offers
various perceptive criticisms and alternate offerings on prominent views on
cinematic art, including those of Walter Benjamin, Panofsky, and Krackauer.
And the book closes with an Epilogue in which the author gathers up some
main threads in his views.

My comments on Margolis’s views will focus on two critical issues arising
from the book which arguably are serious areas of vulnerability, or at least
are in need of much further discussion.

First, Margolis is purporting to tell us what a work of art is, or to provide
a definition of art. Admittedly he is not attempting to provide an essentialist
definition that is immune to historical revision, but any kind of definition
should at least tell us both what works of art have in common with other
similar things, and how they differ from other such things. (Both the genus
and differentia of art should be provided.) Yet Margolis, while very richly
illustrating how art is closely related to other human and intentional activi-
ties, has almost nothing to say about how artworks as a class differ from other
classes of entities. To be sure, Margolis can be very perceptive in, for example,
distinguishing the medium of film from other art media, as demonstrated in
Chapter 4. But he tells us nothing at all about ways in which artworks in
general might differ from the objects of other human, intentional activities
(such as science textbooks). Absent such an account, the definitional part of
his project must be judged as at best significantly incomplete, for Margolis
says nothing about what is specifically artistic about artworks.

My second major concern about Margolis’s overall project is as follows. In
many of his writings, including this book, he makes much use of the idea that
various pervasive aspects of intentional or cultural concerns (including art)
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require a many-valued rather than a bivalent logic (chapters 2 and 3 are most
relevant to this issue). I do not deny that this may be true, but Margolis’s
descriptions of his supposed multi-valent logic are so vague and program-
matic that he gives us virtually nothing to go on in appraising his suggestion.
Moreover, his motivation for introducing this specific line of solution to
problems in criticism is very unclear. Certainly, everyone can agree that
there is an initial theoretical problem, in that (for example) there do seem to
be equally good but apparently contradictory interpretations of some art-
works. Nevertheless, several other ways of handling such problems come
readily to mind, and do not require Margolis’s extravagant hypothesis of a
non-standard logical structure for artworks,

For example, a meta-level, consistent analysis could be given, as follows:
it is true that interpretation A can be given to artwork X, and it is true that
interpretation B can be given to the same artwork. But that statement is
consistent whether or not interpretations A and B are contradictory with
each other. Hence the apparent problem dissolves. Another approach,
strangely neglected by Margolis, would use the distinction between aptness
and truth (the neglect is strange because Margolis himself uses the distine-
tion to suggest ‘apt’ as one of the additional values for his supposed logic [50]).
If aptness and truth are indeed distinct concepts, then there is nothing to
prevent two interpretations of an artwork being equally apt, even if those
same interpretations are also contradictory. Hence again, the supposed
problem is unproblematic after all, and no non-standard logical structure is
needed.

To conclude, my overall view of this very stimulating book is not that
Margolis is wrong about art, but instead that he simply has not yet articu-
lated a complete philosophy of art (in spite of his voluminous writings), nor
offered sufficiently thorough arguments against the virtues of more economi-
cal hypotheses about art and intentionality.

John Dilworth
Western Michigan University
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Mathieu Marion

Wittgenstein, Finitism, and the
Foundations of Mathematics.

Don Mills, ON and New York: Oxford
University Press 1998. Pp. xx + 260.
Cdn$100.00: US$65.00. 1SBN 0-19-823516-X.

This is an important book in the ongoing reevaluation of Wittgenstein's
philosophy of mathematics, which should be read by Wittgenstein scholars
and philosophers of mathematics alike. It is well known that Wittgenstein's
ideas on mathematics were initially received quite negatively. Marion re-
minds us of the harsh reviews the Remarks on the Foundations of Mathemat-
ics received on its initial publication. Even sympathetic critics like Michael
Dummett accused Wittgenstein of failure to understand technical issues in
higher mathematics and logic, particularly regarding Gadel’s theorems. The
initial response by Wittgenstein scholars was simply to ignore Wittgenstein's
philosophy of mathematics and focus on his ideas about mind and language.
The strange editing of Wittgenstein’s remarks on mathematics and the long
period of time when access to his unpublished work was limited did not help
the situation. Over the past couple decades, however, scholars have begun to
take Wittgenstein’s philosophy of mathematics more seriously. Stuart
Shanker, for instance, in Wittgenstein and the Turning-Point in the Philoso-
phy of Mathematies, has argued that Wittgenstein's remarks on Gadel need
to be understood in the context of his critique of the foundationalist enter-
prise in mathematics in general. Marion’s book contributes to this movement
by showing how Wittgenstein’s ideas carefully responded to the foundational
issues of his day. In his pursuit of this project, Marion does not shy away
from ascribing specific theses to Wittgenstein, despite Wittgenstein’s much
quoted remark that philosophy should advance no theses. As a result, he is
able to portray Wittgenstein as a rigorous thinker philosophers of mathemat-
ics should pay attention to.

Marion focuses on the early and middle Wittgenstein, although three
chapters at the end touch on aspects of the later Wittgenstein. One of
Marion’s broad goals for his treatment of Wittgenstein's early and middle
philosophy of mathematics is to place it in the context of a larger tradition
he labels intensionalism or the algorithmic viewpoint. Intensionalism has its
roots in the reaction to the expansion of the notion of a function in the 19th
century. Mathematicians such as Dirichlet had begun to call anything a
function if it returned a unique value for every object in its domain. This lead
to people thinking of a function as being at heart a set of ordered pairs.
Kronecker, among others, opposed this movement, claiming that a legitimate
function must contain a rule for transforming its input into its output. Marion
thinks of the belief that functions are essentially ordered pairs as emphasiz-
ing the extension of a function, while the rule-based view emphasizes its
intension. The intensionalist view persists in the 20th century in the form of
Church’s @-calculus. Marion argues that when Wittgenstein makes claims
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like ‘In mathematics everything is algorithm and nothing is meaning’ he is
expressing his allegiance to this movement. He also draws some fascinating
parallels between Wittgenstein’s ideas on the relationship between a proof
and the prose that surrounds it and similar ideas in Kronecker.

Marion’s specific treatment of the early Wittgenstein builds on the inter-
pretation of the Tractatus given by Pasquale Frascolla in his Wittgenstein’s
Philosophy of Mathematics. Marion points out ways in which, on this inter-
pretation, the Tractatus treatment of operations prefigures the @-calculus.
He also described the intensionalist twist the Tractatus puts on Russell’s
treatment of quantifiers and the roots of Wittgenstein’s eriticisms of the
Principia Mathematica in the ideas of Poincaré.

Marion offers two chapters specifically on the middle Wittgenstein. The
first, more interesting chapter focuses on the role of Wittgenstein’s ideas on
quantification and inductive proof in his rejection of the system of the
Tractatus around the time of his return to Cambridge in 1929. The Tractatus
treated quantifiers as strings of conjunctions or disjunctions. After 1929,
Wittgenstein came to believe that quantified sentences are not proper judg-
ments at all but rules for generating judgments. Marion traces this move to
Wittgenstein’s conversations with Frank Ramsey, as well as Weyl’s paper
‘Uber die neue Grundlagenkriese der Mathematik’. Wittgenstein similarly
came to view inductive proofs as prooflike templates for generating proper
proofs. Here Marion draws the connection to the primitive recursive arith-
metic developed by Skolem and argues, pace Shanker, that Wittgenstein was
very much in agreement with Skolem’s finitism. The second chapter on the
middle Wittgenstein gives an overview of the changes in Wittgenstein’s
whole philosophy from 1929 through the writing of the Blue and Brown
Books. His account is not earth shaking. He discusses the color exclusion
problem and the growing awareness of the multiplicity of logical forms. To a
large degree, he follows the account given by Jaakko and Merrill Hintikka.

The final three chapters, which talk about both the middle and late
Wittgensteins, focus on Wittgenstein’s relationship to finitism and intuition-
ism. Wittgenstein has been described as a friend of both, and Marion’s task
is to sort out the ways that this is and isn't true. Marion argues that
Wittgenstein came to many of the same conclusions as the intuitionists,
including the belief that the meaning of a mathematical statement is deter-
mined by its proof and that the law of the excluded middle has only limited
applicability. Wittgenstein’s motivations for these views, however, were very
different than the motivations of Brouwer and others. For instance, Brouwer
thought that there was something special about infinite domains that ruled
out the use of the law of the excluded middle. For Wittgenstein, the problem
came from the nature of mathematical proof itself. The law of the excluded
middle cannot apply where there is no effective decision procedure. Marion
also argues that Wittgenstein was a finitist, but not a strict finitist. Roughly,
a finitist denies the legitimacy of any mathematical statements that require
an actual infinity. Wittgenstein’s agreement with the intuitionists qualifies
him as a finitist. Moreover, Wittgenstein's concern for the continuum make
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no sense unless you assume he is a finitist. On the other hand, a strict finitist
extends worries about infinite sets to very large finite numbers like 67257,
to take Bernays’ example. Such numbers are simply too huge to ever be
physically instantiated, calculated as Arabic numerals, or grasped mentally.
Dummett has claimed that Wittgenstein’s remarks about surveyability indi-
cate a sympathy to strict finitism. Marion argues that this interpretation is
not consistent with the correct understanding of Wittgenstein's view of rules,
and that the passages Dummett quotes really only support ordinary finitism.

Wittgenstein was, throughout his life, a romantic writer. To my mind,
romantic writers are always best served by rationalist commentators, and
rationalist writers by romantic commentators. A commentator on Wittgen-
stein needs to impose order, to help the reader see the patterns in the remarks
that keep circling back, approaching the same ideas from a different angle.
Marion serves Wittgenstein well by attributing theses to him, and by showing
how these theses relate to positions held by thinkers of a more rationalist
bent. There are flaws to this book, however. It lacks a unifying thesis or
theme. Marion says that he is simply trying to make connections between
Wittgenstein and other philosophers of mathematics, but the connections are
scattered and disorganized. Also, Marion takes almost no philosophical
stances in his own voice and almost never challenges the arguments he gives
in Wittgenstein’s voice. This is a problem because many of Wittgenstein’s
claims, such as the idea that the meaning of a mathematical statement lies
in its proof, are open to obvious objections. A better book on Wittgenstein
would avoid mirroring his wide-ranging, seemingly unfocussed writing style,
and be willing to argue with him. The task of understanding Wittgenstein’'s
philosophy of mathematics has just begun.

J. Robert Loftis
Texas Technical University
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Christopher Morris, ed.

The Social Contract Theorists.
Lanham, MD: Rowman and Littlefield
Publishers, Inc. 1999. Pp. xiv + 244.
US$57.95 (cloth: 1SBN 0-8476-8906-9);
US$16.95 (paper: ISBN 0-8476-8907-7).

This is a collection of twelve previously published modern essays on Hobbes,
Locke and Rousseau by well-known commentators on social contract theory.
The editor says that his aim is to help students reading these texts for the
first time, but it is unlikely these sophisticated essays will help many
first-time readers. The collection, however, will certainly be useful to ad-
vanced students, both undergraduate and graduate, engaged in sustained
study of Hobbes, Locke or Rousseau. It will be useful to scholars and teachers,
who will appreciate having all these pieces under one cover.

Three of the essays on Hobbes challenge essential elements of his theory.
Gregory Kavka argues that Hobbes failed to show that the state of nature
must be a state of war. This is because defensive coalitions in the state of
nature are more rational than anticipatory violence. Jean Hampton claims
that Hobbesean people could not erect an unlimited sovereign. Such sover-
eignty requires the surrender to the sovereign of one’s ‘private’ right to
interpret the law of nature, but in keeping the right to disobey the sovereign
when one’s self-preservation is endangered, private judgment is retained in
a way fatal to Hobbes’s project. M.M. Goldsmith holds that Hobbes fails to
show there must be one single, undivided sovereign — although there must
be a final decider for any social issue, it doesn’t have to be the same person
or group in every case.

These essays go to the heart of Hobbes’s views — his reasons for thinking
that the state is necessary, and that there needs to be an unlimited and single
sovereign. The critics, however, retain their admiration for Hobbes. He asked
the right questions, he saw the divergence between individual and collective
rationality, he realized how the state was a solution to the problem of conflict.
While they reject Hobbes’s solution, Kavka and Hampton remain convinced
that a Hobbesean theory of the state is the most promising.

Comparing Hobbes and Locke on God, David Gauthier argues that Locke’s
political theory is dependent on religious premises while Hobbes’s is not, and
they consequently represent the difference between religious and secular
ethics. Their theoretical differences about God lead to differences, he argues,
on the substance of morality: many ‘plain duties’ Locke puts forward cannot
be defended on Hobbes’s scheme. Many philosophers want Locke’s substan-
tive morality on Hobbesean secular premises but he is skeptical that such a
‘middle way’ can be found.

Two essays by A. John Simmons raise issues about the role of consent in
Locke. Simmons believes that Locke’s state of nature has been misunder-
stood as a state without effective government. Rather, a person is in a state
of nature with respect to others when she hasn’t voluntarily agreed to join
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into political community with them. Thus children and insane people remain
in a state of nature with regard to the state they live in. Given this moral
understanding of the state of nature, it can exist under different social
circumstances and thus, according to Simmons, Locke is not inconsistent
when at times he makes the state of nature peaceful, at other times violent.
In another essay, Simmons argues for taking seriously the Lockean idea that
people have political obligations only when they have actually consented to
government. He argues that modern hypothetical consent theories are only
superficially consent theories and ultimately rest justification not on consent
but on whether governments are ‘sufficiently just, good, useful or responsive’
(134). A third essay on Locke, by Joshua Cohen, considers whether free and
equal people in the state of nature could consent to a state in which the
franchise and eligibility for office is restricted to property owners. Locke
seemed to hold this and Cohen argues that it could be in the interest of the
propertyless to agree to a class state. He doubts, however, that this is so in
a modern capitalist society with large-scale industry and so concludes that a
Lockean theory is more compatible, in modern conditions, with a democratic
state that grants the right of political participation to all.

Interestingly, the essays on Locke are not as critical as those on Hobbes.
They tend to defend Locke against misinterpretations, trying to show that
his theory does not founder in fairly obvious ways. Not so for Rousseau. The
essays raise fundamental issues. Patrick Riley argues that Rousseau at-
tempts to fuse two incompatible outlooks. The modern voluntarist view
involves self-interested people agreeing on a state for self-protection. The
ancient perfectionist view involves ‘a common good’ state in which individual
well-being is found in community. The General Will is supposed to unite
these — a common good state based on individual will or consent. But
self-interested individuals cannot agree on the common good state. That
agreement requires a change in their nature which presupposes the existence
of a state. And once a common good state in which individual fulfillment
comes through community exists, individual consent is unnecessary. The
General Will is a hopeless attempt to achieve incompatible aims.

Two other essays embrace Riley’s dilemma. John Charvet agrees with
Riley that the contractarian perspective assumes self-interested people out
to promote their ends. But people need to be able to decide whether the
constitutional sovereign actually expresses the General Will. If their moti-
vation is self-interest, they will continue to obey because of the dangers of
disobedience. If they are moved to rebel it can only be on moral grounds, but
that requires a perspective different from the self-interested one they
brought to the contract. So the ability to rebel depends on psychological
premises which undercuts the fundamental contractual situation. Arthur
Ripstein believes that the contract must be dispensed with. A society for
Rousseau is fundamentally a group of people who are committed to a certain
common life and have achieved a consensus on fundamental values and
procedures for making decisions. Ripstein uses this to suggest interesting
interpretations of what Rousseau has in mind by the claim that people are
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forced to be free when compelled to obey the law and how people who lose a
majority vote can be said to be mistaken. But none of this, Ripstein says, has
much to do with individuals making a social contract.

There is no overriding theme unifying these essays, but they raise funda-
mental issues in the understanding of the social contract theorists and will
repay serious reflection.

Bruce M. Landesman
University of Utah

G. Felicitas Munzel

Kant’s Conception of Moral Character:

The ‘Critical’ Link of Morality, Anthropology,
and Reflective Judgment.

Chicago: University of Chicago Press 1999.
Pp. xxii + 377.

US$53.00 (cloth: 1SBN 0-226-55133-4);
US$26.00 (paper: 1SBN 0-226-55134-2).

This is an excellent work which approaches Kant’s thought from an impor-
tant new perspective that can no longer be ignored. Munzel synthesizes all
the current work in this area, demonstrates its vital significance for a proper
understanding of Kant’s Critical Philosophy, and seeks to stimulate addi-
tional similar investigations. Her basic intention is to demonstrate the
synthetic unity of Kant’s work by displaying the essential links between the
epistemological and moral aspects of the Critical Philosophy on the one hand
and the anthropological framework which they presuppose and ultimately
require for their concrete fulfillment. Other writers have recently recognized
that the anthropological dimension of Kant’s thought is an essential compo-
nent of his Critical scheme (3, 37). Kant himself acknowledged this relation-
ship at times, but those writers who prefer to exaggerate the abstract purity
of the transcendental perspective have long resisted any acknowledgment of
content that would breathe life into the system.

The entry point chosen for this display is the accepted central role of
morality in Kant's work. Because it is the acknowledged purpose for which
he undertook his Critical enterprise, the essential elements which both
support and fulfill the moral dimension of his thought provide a sure guide
to an understanding of how it is to be interpreted. In this interpretation, the
concept of a ‘counterimage’ provides an important link between the empirical
world of nature and the intelligible world of morality. It permits Kant to
emphasize both that it must be our intention to bring about the actual states
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of affairs first grasped as the moral design of reason, and that we must do
this consistently if we are to achieve moral character.

In order to give concrete expression to moral design, i.e., to create its
counterimage in the world of physical nature, we must coordinate the
motivational aspects of our mental world with the physical environment
within which we exist. In simplistic terms, this might be said to be Kant's
way of dealing with the mind-body problem. But, of course, Kant would
merely smile at our perversity in creating a problem by applying a label which
in fact begs the question. What Munzel makes clear is that we must recognize
the importance of the necessary synthetic unity of causality as the mental
and physical aspects of its implementation are not just coordinated but in
fact merged into a single realization or fulfillment in the effect (93). Kant is
emphasizing the creative role of reason in producing a synthesis of intellec-
tual and physical elements, the unity of which fulfills the highest potential
of the human being. Just as in Plato’s analogy of the divided line, the Good
once recognized not only permits us to see more clearly the significance of
our antecedently acquired ‘knowledge’ of reality, it actually transforms that
reality into a totally new dimension which reveals the ultimate unity (the
consistency and coherence) of the physical, moral and aesthetic components
of human experience.

The title of Munzel’s work should lead us to anticipate the direction of
argument here. The consistent and prolonged imposition of moral design
upon a purely neutral physical order is the means by which we work toward
moral character which may simply be called ‘good will’ (23, n. 3). This is the
ultimate goal toward which Kant intends to lead us, and it must not be taken
as an abstract goal for humanity. It is rather the concrete achievement
required of each individual person. This personal dimension permits us to
recognize several essential ingredients which must play a role, either in the
advancement of the particular moral acts which promote character develop-
ment, or in the pedagogical framework through which this development is
stimulated and nurtured.

That morality is the sole factum of pure reason is elucidated by showing
it to be (not a mere fact, but) the activity of reason (87) — indeed, one might
well say the exploit or achievement of reason. This helps us to focus on the
process centered in the individual, struggling to actualize the form of moral-
ity among the non-moral structures of categorially constituted nature. It is
then possible to see Kant’s Critical Philosophy as a project within which the
unity of consciousness and the unity of experience merely provide the rough
framework within which the true vocation of the human being can be
discerned: the unification of moral and aesthetic fulfillment in ‘Character’.
And we are helped to appreciate the hierarchy of maxims (57) which must
govern this process within the individual to ensure that there is never a
conflict of duty.

It was William H. Werkmeister who pointed out (Kant: The Architectonic
and Development of His Philosophy [Open Court 1980], 195) that in his Opus
postumum Kant conceived of the human being as the sole entity in reality
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capable of bringing together the disparate elements of physical nature and
the divine in a unified and harmonious grasp which fulfills the purpose of
creation. Munzel has helped us to see how this insight is to be understood,
and indeed how it is to be realized. This perfection of humanity is not a gift
granted us by nature, but a mere possibility to be achieved through out own
activity (108). The fulfillment of character is the only essential task which
each human being must undertake; and in this single concept (properly
understood) we are able to see how the epistemological, moral and aesthetic
dimensions of the human being can be harmonized in order to achieve that
fulfillment. The reconsideration of Kant’s anthropological commitment per-
mits us to recognize that his concern is not merely to display morality as a
formally possible option, but rather to provide a detailed account of how an
individual may realistically hope to attain the unity and integrity of personal
fulfillment.

There is too much detail in this volume to capture in a simple review
(certainly the pedagogical and political implications have been ignored), but
its general impact should be readily recognized. Perhaps its primary contri-
bution is to demonstrate conclusively that there is an essential unity to
Kant’s thought. The massive scholarly apparatus is therefore justified in the
face of so many traditional complaints that Kant’s work is incoherent, often
contradictory, and burdened by an architectonic which is clumsy and unsuc-
cessful as a unifying scheme. There is genuine pleasure in viewing Kant as
formal and precise, and yet deeply committed to the complete presentation
of his vision of the human moral agent as a concrete entity.

In effect, then, this work shows us how and why the system of Kant —
warts and all — is worth the game. In large measure, Munzel has satisfied
the anticipations of readers stimulated by a broad range of contributions to
Kant scholarship in recent years. Her synthesis of these elements, and her
own unique statement of its implications, are extremely well-planned and
executed. It has been a long time since the seeds of this insight were first
sown, and the harvest is most welcome. This is essential reading for every
serious Kant scholar.

Frederick P. Van De Pitte
University of Alberta
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Julien S. Murphy, ed.

Feminist Interpretations of Jean-Paul Sartre.
University Park: Pennsylvania State 1999.
Pp. ix + 346.

US$60.00 (cloth: 1sBN 0-271-01884-4);
US$19.95 (paper: ISBN 0-271-01885-2).

While many of the essays in this collection recognize a number of passages
in Sartre’s philosophy as misogynist, the authors are nonetheless willing to
extend the Principle of Charity and re-read Sartre in a feminist light. This
task is not a stretch of the imagination. Sartre never directly addressed
issues of feminism; however, he did vehemently commit himself to address-
ing issues of oppression. Sartre was a prolific writer and although there is
no unifying theme which guides this collection, it does an excellent job of
incorporating with feminism, aspects from Sartre’s earlier and later works.

Among the more interesting essays that one finds here: (1) Hazel E.
Barnes’ discussion of the examples that Sartre employs in which women are
present. While acknowledging the aggressive masculinity and sexist lan-
guage in Sartre’s more well known writings, Barnes maintains that it is
unfair to cite these examples and generalize that Sartre’s philosophy is so
predominantly maseculine that it excludes women. Instead, by citing other
examples, taken from a broad spectrum of his writings, Barnes demonstrates
that Sartre’s attitude toward women is one in which he is aware of their
victimization by men. (2) Edward Fullbrook’s and Kate Fullbrook’s well
researched argument presents, among other things, persuasive cross-textual
evidence that shows de Beauvoir to be a direct influence on the concept of
absence in Sartre’s Being and Nothingness. (7) Sarah Lucia Hoagland’s
unique essay explores existential freedom within the context of a feminist
framework. (8) Karen Green argues that one can understand the strengths
and weaknesses of de Beauvoir's The Second Sex much better, if it is read
alongside Sartre’s works from the same period.

The topic of objectification is one of great significance to feminist philoso-
phy. Typically, feminists such as Catharine MacKinnon have cast this topic
in a negative light, explaining it as an oppressive instrument of male
thinkers. (3) Phyllis Sutton Morris advances the topic by acknowledging that
it can be interpreted in a positive light. Morris argues that Sartre is not the
good Cartesian he is commonly made out to be, as he maintains that
consciousness has a direct experiential relation with the body — a conscious
subject is a bodily subject. Morris suggests that feminists have failed to
entertain the possibility that if objectification is an inevitable part of a
bodily-subject’s existence, then there exists the possibility that it may have
a positive form.

Feminist theory prides itself on the attention that it gives to real-life
situations and it should not be a surprise that feminism appeals to aspects
of Sartre’s union of existentialism and Marxism. In the Critique of Dialectical
Reason, Sartre observes that more often than not, social relations are serial.
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Seriality is indicative of individuals being passively united by the practical
field that surrounds them. Members of the series do not have a common
identity; rather, they have an amorphous identity that is characterized by
their individual behavior towards the already-there shared domain of ob-
jects.

(9) Iris Marion Young recognizes that feminist theory encounters a di-
lemma when conceptualizing women as a group. If there is not at least some
minimal notion of gender, then it belittles any attempt to ground feminist
politics. However, any conceptualization of gender is prone to extending
normalizing behavior. ‘Women’ appear caught in a catch-22 that, Young
insightfully argues, Sartre’s conception of seriality can alleviate.

The series ‘women’, according to Young, is a reality constructed histori-
cally by the practical field of enforced heterosexuality. When gender is
recognized as serial it does not fall into the trap of a false essentialism.
Instead, it considers women as a social collective lacking a common identity,
but having a social unity. Such a unity derives from the set of structural
constraints and relations that distinctively shape action and meaning for
each woman of the series. Young’s innovative appropriation recognizes that
while feminism has multiple layers, these layers must always be seen against
the background of the series.

(10) Sonia Kruks demonstrates that Sartre’s Critique provides insights
that address epistemological concerns in feminist politics. While acknow-
ledging the importance of identity politics within feminism, Kruks recognizes
the threat that an ‘epistemology of provenance’ poses — it threatens to leave
feminism without the connective link necessary to form any coalition. Like
Young, Kruks appeals to Sartre’s notion of seriality. However, Kruks stresses
the epistemological features that seriality, along with dialectical reason, can
offer.

Kruks argues that Sartrean dialectical reason entails that knowledge is
situated within the historical world of human praxis. Maintaining that
‘experiences are never as radically distinct as identity politics or postmodern
notions of fracturing would imply’ (239), Kruks maintains that situated
knowledge is communicable because praxis takes place within a social field
where individuals are materially and serially connected. This connection is
reciprocal: when an individual encounters another, she recognizes that the
other is also involved in the practical field. Kruks contends that even though
individuals engage in a diversity of praxes, no matter how diverse these
praxes may be, ‘reciprocity and the possibility of a mutual comprehension of
each other’s actions always remains possible’ (249).

The final two essays of this collection address Sartre’s last interviews. (12)
Guillermine de Lacoste maintains that Sartre’s final interviews with Lévy
and de Beauvoir, respectively published as Hope Now and Adieux, are
reflective of Sartre’s move from a masculine economy towards the beginnings
of a feminine economy. (13) Stuart Z. Charmé maintains that Sartre’s
controversial interviews with Lévy signify a link with some of the central
figures of feminist theology.

141



This collection is novel in the sense that although there are literally
thousands of articles and works on Sartre, very few have successfully tried
to engage him with feminism. Although Sartre may be currently out of
philosophical fashion, the most enlightening essays in this collection are
those that attempt to connect Sartre and feminism within the polemic of
‘postmodernism’. There is no doubt that some of Sartre’s writings are misogy-
nist. However, as this collection demonstrates, one commits the fallacy of a
hasty generalization if one reduces Sartre’s philosophy to being so gender
biased that it cannot contribute anything to feminism.

Mark Raymond Brown
University of Ottawa
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The Problematics of Moral and Legal Theory (‘PMLT’) has two main aims.
The first is negative: to criticize academic moral theorizing, or ‘academic
moralism’ (5), as practiced both by moral philosophers and by those legal
scholars attempting to give moral advice to judges. The second aim of PMLT
is positive: to defend (or at least assert) a model of judging that Posner terms
‘pragmatism’ (227). The book is valuable: Whether academic moralism is
pointless, and judges should be pragmatists, are matters that (at least on a
certain view of academic and judicial motivation) themselves bear academic
debate, and PMLT will certainly invigorate that debate. But the particular
arguments advanced by Posner are inconclusive and, more damagingly, may
be internally inconsistent.

‘Academic moralism’ is ‘applied ethics as formulated by present-day
university professors such as Elizabeth Anderson, Ronald Dworkin, John
Finnis, Alan Gewirth [and others] ... . Some defend a complete moral system,
such as utilitarianism or the ethics of Kant, and others specific applications
of moral theory, for example to the moral and legal debates over abortion,
euthanasia, and surrogate motherhood’ (5). In short, it is substantive moral
theory as opposed to, say, metaethics or descriptive jurisprudence. PMLT
also draws a distinction between academic moralism and ‘moral en-
trepreneurship’, which latter activity Posner does not mean to criticize:
‘Moral entrepreneurs [such as Jesus, Bentham, or Hitler] ... [use] emotional
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appeals that bypass our rational calculating faculty and stir inarticulable
feelings of oneness with or separateness from the people ... that are to
constitute, or be ejected from, the community that the moral entrepreneur is
trying to create’ (42).

PMLT’s case against academic moralism appears to consist of three main
claims: (I) moral relativism (‘1 believe that the criteria for pronouncing a
moral claim valid are given by the culture in which the claim is advanced
rather than by some transcultural (“universal”) source of moral values’ [8]);
(II) non-convergence, i.e., the failure of academic moral philosophers to agree
upon universal moral truths (‘Every move in normative moral argument can
be checked by a countermove’ [53]); and (III) inertness, i.e., the failure of a
given academic moral theory to motivate action by persons who do not
already share a pretheoretical commitment to the purported truths of the
theory (‘The ambition of the academic moralist is to change people’s moral
beliefs to the end of changing their behavior [but this] ambition is unrealistic’
[38]).

Posner’s central argument for moral relativism is the historical and
cultural contingency of moral beliefs: different societies have held radically
different views about matters that academic moralists take to be covered by
universal moral laws, such as slavery, abortion, infanticide, and human
sacrifice. But PMLT fails to do the metaethical work needed to show that the
diversity of moral belief implies relativism; if, for example, universal moral
laws are those propositions that all persons under sufficiently idealized
conditions would assent to, the fact of actual disagreement (given that actual
human deliberation is non-ideal) is consistent with moral universalism.
Posner is somewhat more persuasive in arguing for nonconvergence; he
identifies continuing disagreements among moral philosophers and shows
how some famous philosophical scholarship (such as Judith Thomson’s
article on abortion) is vulnerable to counterarguments. But the argument is
hardly conclusive: first, there could be some matters (not themselves matters
of general consensus within our society) on which academic moral philoso-
phers do agree, and Posner’s survey of the scholarly terrain is not sufficiently
comprehensive or impartial to persuade otherwise; second, academic moral-
ists might not have reached agreement about particular moral assertions,
but still have attained some consensus about the viability (internal consis-
tency) of various moral theories; third, academic moralism is still arguably
a very young field, given the relative novelty of crucial tools like quantifica-
tional logic. Posner is right that ‘twenty-five hundred years is a long time to
be standing at the starting gate’ (83) — that we should not expect eventual
convergence given 2500 years of nonconvergence — but if the appropriate
time period is, say, 100 years, the hope of some eventual convergence seems
less starry-eyed.

PMLT’s argument for inertness concedes that a person can be motivated
to take ‘altruistic’ actions (31), actions adverse to her self-interest. It also
concedes, apparently, that a person can be motivated to take an action which
is both inconsistent with her self-interest, and supported by an idiosyncratic
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moral view (rather than by the consensus moral views of the society in which
the person lives). The existence and motivational force of idiosyneratic moral
views is what Posner terms ‘pluralism’ (28). Why, then, insist that academic
moralism lacks motivational force? Part of the argument seems to rest on a
collectivist and nonrational view about moral motivation, namely that altru-
istic actions (even idiosyncratic ones) are supported by the norms of some
group to which the actor belongs. Part of the argument is empirical: Posner
points to a few studies of the factors that motivate rescuers, such as the
German and Polish rescuers of the Jews from the Holocaust. But PMLT
concedes that ‘[s]ystematic evidence concerning the edifying effects of moral
philosophy is hard to come by’ (69), and if so it is hard to see why Posner
should be so confident about inertness. Both the underlying motivational
theory, and the specific claim, would not yet seem to meet Posner’s own
standards for factual (paradigmatically, scientific) truth.

Even leaving this point, there is some question whether Posner’s case
against academic moralism is self-defeating. If academic moral claims lack
motivational force, then how can Posner’s (moral?) critique of academic
moralism motivate academic philosophers to cease their theorizing? Posner
might have a good answer to this objection — he might be able to say that
the critique is not a moral critique, or that it is but properly appeals to a
culturally relative and consensually accepted moral truth, e.g., the immoral-
ity of wasted effort — but the issue merits fuller treatment.

Turning from moral philosophy to the work of judges, PMLT grants the
Dworkinian/Razian point that the activity of judges is not wholly constrained
by promulgated legal texts. Some ‘hard cases,” unresolved by statutes and
other legal rules will arise; the judicial task includes both ‘applying rules and
making rules’ (98). How should judges make rules? Pragmatism is Posner’s
answer. ‘Pragmatist judges always try to do the best they can do for the
present and future, unchecked by any felt duty to secure consistency in
principle with what other officials have done in the past’ (241). What, in
particular, are the criteria by which judges should evaluate the goodness and
badness of the consequences of their decisions? Posner’s answer (like Oliver
Wendell Holmes’) is apparently this: {wlhile the political processis ordinarily
the right way to go, every once in a while an issue on which public opinion is
divided so excites the judge’s moral emotions that he simply cannot stomach
the political resolution that has been challenged on constitutional grounds’
(142). In short, pragmatism is a consequentialist and (within consequential-
ism) a democratic account of adjudicative rule-making.

Note that pragmatism does not follow from Posner’s case against academic
moralism. These non-pragmatic views of how judges should ‘make rules’ are
equally consistent with the claimed absence of universal moral laws, the
claimed nonconvergence of academic moral discourse, and its claimed moti-
vational inertness: (1) free-form judging (the judge should make whatever
rules he thinks are morally correct, including nonconsequentially justified
rules if he is a nonconsequentialist); and (2) nondemocratic consequentialism
(the judge should make whatever rules he thinks are consequentially justi-
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fied in light of the moral goals he accepts, without reference to the goals that
the democratic process has adopted or would adopt). PMLT does not attempt
to make a substantial argument for pragmatism as against free-form judging
or nondemocratic consequentialism, nor is it clear how Posner could do so
consistent with his own views about academic moralism.

The conflict, here, is with nonconvergence and inertness rather than
relativism. Posner could say — and indeed does say — that pragmatism is
true for us, rather than being universally true. ‘I would not like to leave the
impression that I think pragmatic adjudication is the right way for all courts
to go; to think it is would be to fall into the fallacy of jurisprudential
universalizing’ (264). But no actual consensus in favor of pragmatism exists;
at best it is true ‘for Americans’ in the sense that it follows from other
culturally-relative moral laws and values that are consensually accepted. In
short, Posner’s argument for pragmatism — if he is presenting one — would
have to be that pragmatism rather than free-form judging or nondemocratic
consequentialism is the best interpretation of American political culture. But
why think that the community of academic (legal) scholars will converge on
that claim; or that academic scholarship on the issue (convergent or not) will
motivate nonpragmatist judges?

Perhaps the answer is that PMLT (in its positive portion, its defense of
pragmatism) is not a work of academic scholarship. Rather, it is an attempt
at moral entrepreneurship on Posner’s part — an attempt to motivate his
fellow judges to become pragmatists, not through rational argument but
through stirring and emotionally appealing rhetoric (as in the rhetorically
powerful statement, against nondemocratic views of adjudication, that ‘so-
phisticates aren’t always right, and judges in a democratic society must
accord considerable respect to the deeply held beliefs and preferences of the
democratic majority when making new law’ [251]). Posner could deflect
objections about the incompetence of scholars as moral entrepreneurs by
pointing to his special prestige as a prominent judge and public intellectual.
It is far from clear that Posner would actually accept this characterization of
PMLT — at one point he seemingly urges judges to ignore moral entrepre-
neurs (141) — but it is the only characterization that saves the case for
pragmatism from internal inconsistency. Which leaves a final question:
Taken as an attempt at moral entrepreneurship, is PMLT successful? We'll
have to wait and see, since the book was only just published; perhaps hitherto
nonpragmatist judges will be moved by Posner’s prose to become more
consequentialist and democratic in their judging. For myself, however, I was
left quite cold.

Matthew D. Adler

(School of Law)
University of Pennsylvania
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Continental and analytic philosophies have for such a long time existed like
spiteful siblings that every attempt to build bridges between the two tradi-
tions must be more than welcome. Hence Paul Redding’s book on the logic of
affect that draws on the tradition of German idealism is a valuable enterprise
that can only be applauded for its fairness and open-mindedness. Essentially,
Redding undertakes it to square that branch of philosophy of mind and
cognition that regards itself as rooted in a Darwinian evolutionism with the
subjective and objective idealist tradition of Kant, Fichte, Schelling and
Hegel. While this might not look like an easy marriage (and one that in this
version can only be had at the cost of eliminating some central features of the
latter philosophy), the essay still manages to invite both analytic and conti-
nental thinkers to cross the bridge and take a look around inside the other
camp.

Although Redding’s study is one not so much on affect but more generally
on the idealists as precursors of the philosophy of mind, he nevertheless
emphasizes the subjective side of mental life manifested in affective states.
In his account of twentieth-century analytic philosophy of affect, he comes
down on the side of the thinkers who advocate a revision of the purely
rationalist account of affect in favor of a renewed inclusion of somatic
moments. For this purpose, Redding returns to the original proponent of a
somatic theory of affect, namely William James, in order to demonstrate that
his approach is by no means anti-rationalist and that James indeed acknow-
ledges the fact that affects are always shot through with beliefs and desires.
While this is a forcefully and convincingly argued chapter that presents
James’ anti-representational stance as a version of anti-Cartesianism and
thus as anti-dualism, unfortunately not all chapters reach this level of
cogency. The one on Kant for example mainly falls short because Redding
engages less with Kant's texts directly, but offers a fifth order criticism
instead (Redding on Henry Allison on Patricia Kitcher on Peter Strawson on
Immanuel Kant). This chain of revisitations is simply too long to produce an
enterprising conclusion. Still, Redding’s argument to consider Kant’s theory
of an unconscious substratum of sensation as the basis for Freud’s notion of
the primary process brings out parallels between the two quite well, although
it neglects to consider that Freud’s unconscious comes into existence through
repression whereas Kant’s is an organic constant.

More problematic is Redding’s explication of Fichte and Schelling that
seems to suffer from an insistence to cleanse the idealists of their ‘unwanted
metaphysical postulation[s]’ (72). This, however, strikes one as a futile and
maybe even unwelcome rereading that furthermore indicates an unfortunate
unfamiliarity with recent continental scholarship on the intricate issues of
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self-consciousness in German idealism. It is telling that Redding does not
refer once to the important writings of Dieter Henrich and the Heidelberger
Schule as well as those of Manfred Frank and others that argue convincingly
that self-consciousness cannot be conceived without the recourse to a self that
precedes empirical self-awareness. Self-consciousness as an essentially re-
flective process can never result from the identification of the subject-self and
the object-self without presuming an already existing instance which judges
the two to be identical.

Possibly it is Redding’s unwillingness to engage in this discussion that
leads to some misrepresentations in the thought of Fichte and Schelling.
Thus, no distinction is made between Fichte’s absolute and empirical I (96);
the absolute I is then construed as the telos of strife (97), whereas for Fichte
all striving presupposes an absolute 1. Self-consciousness is exactly the
problem of the relation of absolute and empirical I, not so much that of the
relation of empirical I and non-I (101). Likewise, Schelling is not suggesting
at all the triumph of the naturalistic world view when he states that nature
has an inherent tendency toward intelligence, as Redding suggests (109), but
Schelling rather argues that nature is a form of mind. Both in presupposi-
tions and consequences, such idealism seems more opposed than akin to
Redding’s version of naturalism. That for Schelling ‘intellectual intuition can
never be satisfied’ (120) is wrong; Schelling clearly states in the last part of
the System of Transcendental Idealism that art grants ‘infinite satisfaction:’
thus the intellectual intuition finds its fulfillment in aesthetic intuition.

Strangely curtailed is the discussion of feeling in Hegel. Although Redding
quotes Hegel’s dismissal of feeling as the ground for an aesthetic judgement,
he does not engage with the dialectic aspect of affect as elaborated in the
Encyclopedia of Philosophical Sciences. There, Hegel argues against feeling
as devoid of truth as well as for it as a necessary compliment of reason and
thus indispensable for totality (§ 471).

That Redding’s account of the idealist and post-idealist tradition ends with
Hegel is to be regretted: much material that could have supported his argu-
ment of a somatic grounding of feeling might have been found for example in
Schopenhauer and Nietzsche. (In the 20th century, a rich continental tradi-
tion on the affective moment of human existence exists as well, e.g. in the
phenomenology of Husserl and his students, Heidegger’s analysis of mood in
Being and Time, Helmut Plessner’s philosophical anthropology and so on.)
Despite these shortcomings, Redding still succeeds in placing the idealist
tradition in a context in which exciting and fresh aspects of these thinkers
appear. For those coming out of the continental schools, the text is a well
argued invitation to discover the relevance of this tradition anew, this time
from a challenging and very contemporary perspective. Yet the commentary
on German idealism that the continentalists themselves have produced must
not be neglected if distortions in the final picture shall be avoided.

Kai Hammermeister
Ohio State University
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The scholarly heart of this book is an argument regarding the Symposium.
Yet Louis Ruprecht comes to Plato with contemporary questions in mind —
the social and educational significance of multiculturalism, in particular —
and he will engage a broad audience with his intriguingly updated Platonism.
It is based on two (partly historical and partly meta-ethical) claims. First,
Ruprecht blurs the sharp line drawn by Nietzsche to divide Greek philosophy
and drama. The ‘notion of what “ethics” entails’ for Socrates and Plato, he
argues, is deeply indebted to the tragedians who preceded them because ‘the
singular insight’ of the middle dialogues is that the discipline of ethics ‘has
everything to do with tragedy, with facing up to failure, and with erotic
passion’ (16). Second, the study of ‘ethics’ in contemporary universities, he
believes, is too narrowly circumscribed by a Nietzschean skepticism about
the possibility of grounding moral values. It is ‘obsessed’ with either the
complexity of hard cases (such as abortion, euthanasia, the death penalty)
or the calamities of Auschwitz and the Killing Fields (8-9).

Ruprecht’s point is that by swinging between a fascination with the
impossibility of truth in ethics and the self-evidency of ethical truths, ‘the rich
moral complexity of human social life’ is left unexamined (11). Moreover, if
the latter is primarily concerned with the permutations of ‘desire’ then it can
be understood under the broad rubric of ‘the erotic’. Plato, therefore, is
well-positioned to provide us with ethical advice. For Plato’s middle-period
dialogues are more accurately described as those of his ‘erotic period,” with
‘moral failure’ rather than ‘moral certainty’ his primary concern. This might
seem at odds with the ‘moral perfectionism’ associated with Socrates (134).
That perfectionism, however, is a response to the difficulty of understanding
why someone would do something one knows to be wrong. And, according to
Ruprecht, Platonic eros embodies a more sophisticated psychological re-
sponse to this epistemological puzzle. The central image of a vulnerable,
wounded and ‘divided soul’ in the Symposium (and the Phaedrus), for
instance, provokes a profoundly revealing analysis of just how a person can
fail or succeed in ‘true love’ — ‘the one thing which has as large a claim as
any to being an unchanging constant in human affairs’ (124).

Both the descriptive and normative focus of his argument makes Ruprecht
a natural ally of Martha Nussbaum. At one point, he says that the title of her
book, Love’s Knowledge, is ‘singularly appropriate and instructive for my
argument.’ His explanation of the explicit and symbolic meaning of metaxu
or state of ‘radical in-between-ness’ in chapter two, is a model of lucid and
insightful scholarship, and it complements Nussbaum’s hugely influential
thesis regarding eros in The Fragility of Goodness. Yet Ruprecht criticizes
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her conclusion that in the Symposium, a ‘weird’ and ‘frigid’ Socrates distorts
the meaning of eros: ‘he is in love with Love, but never lets himself love
another person’ (58). After arguing that Socrates has a better understanding
of love than Alcibiades, he elaborates (in chapter three) on how Socrates
embodies the ‘one crucial Platonic craft, erotic loving,’ with ‘this one crucially
Platonic image: the Two becoming Three, rather than being reduced to One’
(78). Although this sounds a little new agey, Ruprecht makes good use of
specific experiences (such as pregnancy and immersion in dialogue) and
artworks (No Exit and Romeo and Juliet, for example) to press a very
plausible case.

The moral of Symposia’s story is that ‘human eroticism ... emerges from
the hybrid synthesis of “nature” and “culture™; hence a compelling analysis
of eros can help us come to grips with contemporary questions of ‘gender, race
and sexual identity’ (112) because all three are permutations of that synthe-
sis. How helpful is this? Symposia began by admiring Nietzsche’s ‘diagnosis’
of our cultural predicament but disagreeing with his ‘cure’ (15). Still, Ru-
precht’s ‘true love’ is too vague to have a curative effect. For instance, it is
easy to agree with the idea that multiculturalism cannot be reduced to moral
relativism, and that advocates have not explained with sufficient clarity that
multiculturalism does not ‘preach the tolerance of the intolerable’ (124).
Ruprecht, however, does not address the deep meta-ethical puzzle that has
been embedded in the latter idea since Voltaire spoke out so enthusiastically
against what he called the ‘fanatical enthusiasm’ of religion. Ruprecht’s
first-person ruminations about working in a highly diverse department of
religious studies are certainly relevant, but evades the hard question. How
can intractable religious debates regarding homosexuality, for example, be
resolved without substantive changes in specific dogma? Nevertheless, if
Symposia does not resolve any of the complex issues it raises, its cautious
scholarly conclusion sums up why a diverse cross-section of philosophers will
find this book well worth reading: ‘Plato’s erotic vision seems to me to provide
us with a better sense of the full complexity of matters that are complex’ (124).

Roderick Nicholls
University College of Cape Breton
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Reading Plato is a short text that presents one alternative approach to
interpreting Plato. In twenty-seven chapters, each ranging from 3-6 pages in
length, Szlezak elaborates the view that Plato’s dialogues are ‘fragments of
Plato’s philosophy’ in two related ways (118).

Separately considered, the dialogues are fragments in the sense that their
correct interpretation sometimes demands appeal to passages found in other
dialogues, which, in turn, serve to ‘support’ the logoi of the former (69, 72,
75). Characteristic of the activity of genuine philosophy, this process of
supporting the content of one dialogue with that of another mirrors the
written dialogue between Socrates and his interlocutors, where Socrates calls
for and supports speech with speech in an effort to arrive at fundamental
principles.

Taken collectively, the dialogues constitute a fragment in that they also
call for supporting logoi that can only reside beyond the written text (55).
This supporting logoi is the fundamental, ‘oral’ philosophy of Plato, the
understanding of ‘more valuable things’ (51, 89, 109) which is the genuine,
attainable end of all philosophical inquiry (49, 69, 90, 107).

According to Szlezak, the view that Plato’s genuine philosophy is oral
philosophy deductively follows from applying Plato’s ‘critique of writing” in
the Phaedrus to the Platonic corpus (103). In the Phaedrus, Plato asserts that
written logos is only ‘an image of the spoken one’ (Phaedrus, 275¢6) and that
while it is directed towards the goal of oral logos, namely ‘clarity and
certainty (or stability)’ of knowledge, it cannot, unlike oral logos, attain that
goal (35, 107).

There is a further motivation for thinking that the genuine philosophy of
Plato is oral. Philosophy, for Plato, is esoteric (86). Philosophy must only be
disclosed to suitable interlocutors, just as Socrates tailors his speeches and
lines of discourse to the states of the souls of specific interlocutors. But
written texts, which always contain the same words and which are available
to everyone, cannot vary their contents to address specific readers; they
cannot select suitable interlocutors and match them with suitable dialogues
(43, 83, 109).

Rather than presenting a philosophy, the dialogues actually provide
readers with mere paths into Plato’s oral philosophy (116); they serve to turn
the soul of the reader towards philosophy (118). Consider that the dialogues
occur between persons with unequal skill (106), that some need to be led and
some do not (105), and thus that some, e.g. Socrates, have nothing philosophi-
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cal to gain from the discussion (107). Philosophy proper, that is, does not
occur in the dialogues.

Thus, contrary to modern interpretations, Szlezak believes the dialogues
are not ‘self-sufficient forms of writing’ containing ‘logoi with double mean-
ings’ and intentional ambiguities to be resolved by appeal to structure or
drama (66). Indeed, Szlezak believes such a view is manifestly ‘unPlatonic’
(109), and issues from ‘modern’ preconceptions, such as the ‘modern’ anti-
esoteric view that everyone should have equal access to the truth (12, 17, 53).

Reading Plato has some troubling features. (1) To argue that Plato had a
doctrine, be it oral or otherwise, Szlezak lifts the ‘critique of writing’ out of
the Phaedrus and applies it to the dialogues. This move is legitimate on the
assumption that, drama and structure aside, the critique represents Plato’s
definitive view of writing. This assumption, in turn, presupposes that Plato
had a ‘doctrine’. So, it appears that Szlezak’s argument begs the question. (2)
Paradoxically, if Szlezak is right and the dialogues do not contain Plato’s
genuine doctrine, then what Socrates says about writing may not be what
Plato thought, but merely a logos suitable to the soul of Phaedrus; if Szlezak’s
reading is correct, perhaps Szlezak’s reading of the Phaedrus is incorrect. (3)
Szlezak’s reading implies that the spoken word, unlike the written, can get
to truth. However, recall that the referent of the dialogues is an ‘oral’
dialogue, and the ‘oral’ dialogue is often represented as inadequate, as when
Socrates fears cutting ‘a graceless figure’ of the Good (506e-7a). Furthermore,
consider the ‘continuous’ plot in Plato, the difference between appearance
and reality, between a likeness and the thing of which it is the likeness. The
written word is an ‘image’ of the oral, but the ‘spoken’ word is also an image,
a symbol of something other than itself and which it cannot capture any more
than the written word can capture the spoken.

Still, there is a sense that the dialogues of Plato demand completion by
something beyond the texts themselves. The philosophy of Plato is not ‘in’
the texts per se, but ‘in’ the minds of readers who read the texts and who,
being prompted by the symbols on the page, come to reflect on issues of
philosophical importance.

Kurt Torell
Lewis-Clark State College
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Mark C. Taylor

About Religion:

Economies of Faith in Virtual Culture.
Chicago: University of Chicago Press 1999,
Pp. 292.

US$45.00 (cloth: 1SBN 0-226-79161-0);
US$19.00 (paper: ISBN 0-226-79162-9).

According to Taylor, this book is about religion which is ‘about a certain
about,” what is slipping away, what remains obscure, never quite there (1).
With this deflective opened, T. explores the meaning and presence of religion
in contemporary culture using a breath-taking trans-disciplinary approach
that ranges from poetry to evolutionary bioclogy and cognitive science.

This is a book with something for everyone, but it will certainly not please
everyone. As Taylor admits (4) the questions of faith and God, even when
cast into nontraditional terms, makes students of religion uneasy but Taylor
does make good on his promise to develop a nonreductivist account of
religious behavior. However, his arguments are not cast into the linear forms
of scientific rationality. This book that explores religious behavior in an
information age is itself a hypertext that defies linear logic in favor of
multiple links and connections that spin out and turn in on themselves.

The book begins with a charming essay (‘Discrediting God’) on trust and
confidence drawn on the account of Herman Melville's Confidence Man.
Reflections on the meaning of signs and roles carefully slices away layers of
taken-for-granted meaning to explore the notion that faith is a confidence
game whose stakes are fiduciary (7). When signs become ambiguous, so does
trust in all meaning, including transcendent meaning (18). But then, in the
second essay, he reverses his field to ‘denegate God’ as one who is a calling
that approaches from beyond without ever arriving. In this essay T. explores
the notion that God who is nothing has not finished with him (29). But how
can ‘no-thing’ continue to make a meaningful claim on anyone? This is, T.
argues, the call of the sacred that is heard in erring, a holy place created by
the desertion of the sacred (45) that occurs when the sacred ‘let’s go’. In this
reversed field, the question is not ‘who is God? but what is my response to
the call that never arrives, that is nonetheless a ‘rend(er)ing that open me
infinitely response-able.” The next seven essays are written between these
poles of ‘discrediting and delegating’ God. Through them, Taylor argues that,
in the West, religion is most often not about God but our own meanings and
values informing ways of life. In spite of this, T. affirms, there are religious
vestiges that show that faith is inevitable even in contemporary culture. The
concluding essay, ‘Indifference,” is a philosophical reflection and personal
mediation about loss and meaning that places the first two essays into T.'s
lived experience of struggling to know if loss can be embraced in a manner
that leads to creative engagement rather than the melancholy of loss. In true
hypertext fashion, the work as a whole makes more sense if the last chapter
is read first rather than in linear fashion last.
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T.’s text is not an easy read. He demands a great deal from his reader but
it is worth the effort to come to terms with the often overlooked, sometimes
surprising ways God is embedded in culture. However, the reader looking for
a standard discursive approach will be disappointed, because T. is elliptical,
playful, indirect, and at times, elusive as his style mirrors his view that
‘religion is at its most interesting where it is least obvious.’ T.’s control of his
sources is superb and the path he lays out over uncharted terrain is sure
footed.

James B. Sauer
St. Mary’s University
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Keith Yandell's book is one in a series from Routledge’s contemporary
introductions to philosophy. As explained by the series editor, these books
are written for students who have already completed an introductory course
in philosophy. Each book is intended to guide the reader from a beginning
level to a higher-level of comprehension of the subject matter.

Yandell’s discussion of the philosophy of religion deviates from typical
texts that focus only on the Western, Christian tradition. His scope is more
ambitious. It includes Judaism, Christianity, Islam, Hinduism, Buddhism,
and Jainism. The Preface clearly sets the tone carried throughout the text
— ‘to describe the basic perspectives concerning ultimate reality and our
relations to it as seen by several of the major religious traditions, and to ask
what, if anything, there is by way of reason or evidence to think any of the
claims that define these perspectives are true, or are false’ (xvii). Including
the introductory chapter, Yandell's book is comprised of five parts, with a
total of fifteen chapters. No concluding chapter is included.

Part I, entitled ‘Philosophy and Religion’, is comprised of five chapters.
Yandell begins by covering some introductory considerations over the nature
of philosophy, religion, the philosophy of religion, and the role objectivity
plays within these disciplines. Chapter 3 quickly describes the religions
considered in later chapters: Christianity, Advaita Vendanta (one of three
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main schools of Vedantic Hinduism), Jainism, and Theravada Buddhism.
Citing passages from their respective religious texts, Yandell draws the
reader’s attention to another main consideration running throughout this
study; namely, that the above religions are very different sorts of religion. As
Yandell sees it, each of these religions has specific theological beliefs that
diagnose our religious condition. He calls these accounts our sicknesses and
the cure. Each religion addresses the sickness and cure according to its own
account of the truth about what our nature is (32). Given the claims of each
religion the truth question cannot be avoided. That is, if one is true, the others
are not (34). Subsequent chapters compare and contrast these religions’ truth
claims.

Chapter 4 describes the sense of religious experience within these relig-
ions, with Chapter 5 setting forth the importance of their respective doctrine
and apparent distinctiveness. Yandell, in Chapter 6, responds to the belief
that various spiritual diagnoses and cures are, in the end, quite compatible.
He will have none of this, arguing that if such a view of religious pluralism
is held, it logically should speak about religious myth, not doctrine. Moreover,
use of the word ‘true’ should be avoided by people holding to this view of
plurality. Yandell concludes that religious pluralism totters on the border of
being plainly false (77).

Part 1I is entitled ‘Religious Conceptions of Ultimate Reality’. The two
chapters making up this section cover understandings of ultimate reality
that are monotheistic and nonmonotheistic. Part III and Part IV consist of
chapters that examine in close detail arguments for and against monotheism
and nonmonotheism.

Chapter 9, the first chapter in Part III, is concerned with the problem of
evil and the various theodicies offered by various monotheistic traditions.
Although this chapter does not develop historical background to the problem
of evil, itis a high pointin Yandell’s study. He readily admits that the problem
of evil is the ‘most influential consideration against the existence of God’
(124-5). But he believes, as well, that the ‘existence of evil is evidence against
the existence of God only if there is some sound and valid argument in which
There is evil is an essential premise (one without which the argument is
invalid) and God does not exist is the conclusion’ (125). In the rest of this
chapter Yandell goes on to examine in close detail variants of the problem of
evil debate; for example, the claim There is evil is incompatible with the claim
God exists. A more sophisticated argument covered is the ‘unimaginably
pointful’ argument:

1 There are unimaginably pointful evils.

2 If there are unimaginably pointful evils than there are actually
pointless evils.

3 There are actually pointless evils. (from 1, 2)
4 If there are actually pointless evils, then God does not exist.

5 God does not exist (from 3, 4). (136)
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Yandell works through each argument with logical precision, maintaining
that all fail to demonstrate that the existence of evil is incompatible with the
existence of God. An interesting addition to this chapter is a discussion of
animal suffering, as well as a discussion of evil and ecology.

Topics in chapters 10 and 11 cover arguments for theism: conceptual
proofs (including the Ontological Argument), empirical proofs, arguments by
Aquinas, and religious experience as evidence for the existence of God.
Chapters 12 and 13, in Part IV, deal with arguments from a nonmonotheistic
perspective. Jainist and Buddhist views of persons and personal identity are
discussed. Appeals to enlightenment experience analogous to Advaita, Jain-
type and Buddhist-type appeals to experience are, as well, included.

Part V covers the relationship between religion and morality, and faith
and reason. Chapter 14 examines the difference between religious values and
moral values, the compatibility between divine foreknowledge and human
freedom, as well as determinism. Chapter 15 discusses standard issues in
the philosophy of religion: faith, knowledge, scientism, and robust founda-
tionalism.

Yandell includes a glossary, a list of ‘Selected great figures, extended
bibliography, and fairly detailed endnotes. ‘Questions for Reflection’ and a
list of recommended readings follow each chapter.

As a book entitled ‘a contemporary introduction,’ it is not clear how it is
particularly contemporary or an introduction to the subject. As for its style,
Yandell is continually formalizing, sometimes quite exhaustively, every
subject covered (the book is, after all, dedicated to Alvin Plantinga). As for
its tone, Yandell's point is seemingly to show that arguments against Chris-
tian belief do not, in the end, hold, and that other various religious positions
are logically misguided. This is unfortunate, because where Yandell is
descriptive his study is most informative.

There is no doubt that Yandell’s investigation is a significant contribution
to the philosophy of religion. But the level of analysis makes this study more
suitable as a series of articles in a journal rather than an introductory text
in the philosophy of religion.

G.E. Dann
University of Waterloo
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