




































































































of reasons to be skeptical about modality, and some fairly comprehensive 
discussion of some pertinent semantic and metaphysical questions. 

Chapter 1, 'Introduction to Modality', motivates interest in modal ques­
tions and lays out some basic terminology and issues. Possible worlds are the 
last topic to be introduced; in keeping with the last few decades ofliterature 
on the topic, Melia's book is largely focused on the solutions afforded by, and 
the new problems attendant upon, the use of possible worlds in philosophiz­
ing about modality. 

Chapter 2, 'Modal Language and Modal Logic', compares and contrasts a 
quantified modal logic that does not quantify over possibilia and a model­
theoretic possible-worlds semantics that does. Melia argues that the latter 
clearly outperforms, in terms of expressive and computational powers. How­
ever, quantification over possibiJia brings with it some serious explanatory 
burdens. 

Chapter 3, 'Quinean Skepticism', rehearses some central arguments 
against the intelligibility or coherence of the systematic study of modality. 
Melia runs through extensionality, opacity, essential ism, and quantifying in. 
He argues that the skeptics have not sufficiently supported any good reasons 
to refrain from modal inquiry. So, the explanatory burdens left off at the end 
of Chapter 2 must be taken up, and the main focus of the remainder of the 
book is on arguments for and against various options for handling them. 

Chapter 4, 'Modalism', argues against the view that tries to take necessity 
and possibility seriously while treating these concepts as unanalyzed primi­
tives. (Prior is the most important recent advocate of such a view. J Modalists 
are committed to refraining from quantifying over possibilia or making 
reference to possible worlds. Melia argues that modalists have insurmount­
able trouble interpreting even fairly tame modal claims, along the lines of 
'There could have been more things than there actually are', or 'There are 
exactly three ways in which this system could evolve'. 

Chapter 5, 'Extreme Realism', examines Lewis' unorthodox view that all 
possibilities exist. Melia holds that the considerable explanatory yield netted 
by this bold move is outweighed by 'its massive ontological burden' and 'the 
terrible damage it does to our tenets of common sense' ( 121J. 

Chapter 6, 'Quiet Modal Realism', considers some more orthodox views 
according to which possible worlds are some sort of abstract entit.y (different 
versions of which have been defended by Plantinga, Stalnaker, and Arm­
strong, among others). The qualification 'quiet' signals Melia's contention 
that, unlike Lewis' extreme realism or the linguistic approach to be surveyed 
in Chapter 7, these varieties of realism about worlds remain silent on the 
question of what it is for a proposition to be true at a world. Melia alleges 
that they thereby contain an illicit unanalyzed primitive. 

Finally, Chapter 7, 'Possible Worlds as Sets of Sentences', defends what 
Melia calls the 'linguistic approach'. Although Melia clearly holds that taking 
possible worlds to be sets of sentences has more to be said for it. and less to 
be said against it that the a lternatives, his avowal is qualified: since some 
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serious central questions still remain open, at present this approach to the 
metaphysics of modality is just a 'promising research program' (172). 

One flaw in the book's central argument is that two crucial contentions 
are not sufficiently developed - specifically, the contentions that a serious 
problem with the varieties of quiet modal realism is that they must take 
'tnith at' as an unanalyzed primitive, and that a key point in favor of the 
linguistic approach is that it is able to define the 'truth at' relation (cf., e.g., 
pp. 123-6, 155-7,passim ). As each of the contenders catalogued in Chapter 6 
(e.g., Plantinga, Stalnaker, Armstrong) clearly offers a recipe for determining 
the truth-value of any proposition at any world, it is not clear exactly what 
the quiet modal realisms are alleged to lack. 

It is not contentious that there are questions in the neighborhood to which 
Lewis does, but the quiet modal realists do not, explicitly provide answers. 
Crucially, though, Melia puts the linguistic approach on Lewis' side of this 
divide, with respect to this central 'truth at' question, and this categorization 
plays a key role in his argument that the linguistic approach is the most 
promising research program. However, this categorization is not sufficiently 
explained or supported, and so this central argument is likely to seem 
capricious to the book's target audience. 

Another criticism is that it is not clear that the intelligibility or worth of 
possible-worlds semantics depends on comprehensive theoretical answers to 
some of the metaphysical questions with which Melia engages. The questions 
seemed urgent in the 1970s, and Lewis' work h as certainly kept them 
relevant to a wide range of debates. However, see pp.15-20 of Kripke's 
'Preface' to Naming and Necessity (Harvard University Press 1980) for 
reasons to think that some of these metaphysical wonies are misguided and 
inconsequential. Melia's book would be improved by considering Kripke's 
considerations. 

In any case, given the centrality of modality to much of both traditional 
and contemporary philosophy, and the paucity of good accessible introduc­
tions to the subject, there is definitely a niche to be filled here. Divers' Possible 
Worlds (Routledge 2002) is another recent contender, but it is significantly 
more thorough and advanced. This book would be very helpful reading for 
senior undergraduate and beginning graduate students. I have a lready had 
opportunity to recommend it to students, and I will do so again. 

Arthur Sullivan 
Memorial University of Newfoundland 
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Nikolay Milkov 
A Hundred Years of English Philosophy. 
New York: Springer 2003. 
Pp. ix+ 302. 
US$138.00. ISBN 1-4020-1432-5. 

Niko lay Milkov's A Hundred Years of English Philosophy devotes a chapter 
each to Moore, Russell, Wittgenstein, Ryle, Austin, Strawson and Dummett. 
It is a very peculiar book. The peculiarity lies in Milkov's approach to his 
subject matter: ·This book is a historical investigation of the leading ph ilo­
sophical movement in England in the twentieth century ... The book does not 
aim, however, at delivering a story. This means, above all, that generaliza­
tions and conclusions are reduced to a minimum - an approach adopted in 
an endeavour to avert the danger of subjectivism that interpreting the 
philosophers under scrutiny would impose ... My first objective is to cover as 
many themes and problems discussed by these seven authors as possible. In 
this way I strive to follow the main tenet of analytic philosophy: 11awless 
analysis' (ix). 

It is difficult to review such a work. Because Milkov does not attempt to 
'deliver a story' -a non-attempt at which he succeeds-one cannot describe 
its thesis or sketch its argument. There is none to describe; none to sketch. 
In each chapter one gets a small dose of biographical information along with 
capsule summaries of many of the author's works. This is not to say that 
Mi lkov - despite his cryptic worries about the 'subjectivism' inherent in 
in terpretation - refrains from interpretive judgments. For example, he 
chastises Moore's later interpreters for taking him to be a philosopher of 
language rather than a metaphysician (19); states that Wittgenstein's sole 
concern in the Tractatus is with language (84); draws a parallel between Ryle 
and Dummet, noting that both are concerned with the 'creative mind' 
(1481171) and concurs with the judgment that Strawson's Individual,; is 
simply an elaboration of the view defended in 'On Referring' (194n34). I've 
selected these examples more or less at random. Their quality is uneven -
the remark about the Tractatus is clearly wrong; the claims about Moore and 
Strawson quite r ight, and the interpretation of Ryle and Dummett intriguing 
- but they are representative of the work as a whole. 

Naturally a work such as this one raises a host offundamental questions. 
Is it a distortion to treat English phi losophy in isolation from philosophical 
developments in the United States? Is there any justification for giving Ryle, 
Austin, Strawson and Dummett equal bi lli ng with Moore, Russell and 
Wittgenstein? Are there some figures CDummettJ whom ightjust as well have 
been left out, and others (Grice! who ought to have been included? To answer 
any of these questions Milkov would have had to 'tell a story' and defend an 
'interpretation'. Because they are absent, this work is ultimately unsatisfy­
ing. 

Though unsatisfying, A Hundred Years of English Philosophy is not 
without value. Milkov is extremely generous with quotations from the writ-
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ers he discusses. No one with an interest in the history of analytic philosophy 
will fail to have her thoughts stimulated by at, least some of them. While I 
have my reservations about placing Ryle and Strawson on a par with Moore, 
Russell and Wittgenstein, I also believe that the relative neglect into which 
their work has fallen is unfortunate. IfMilkov's book stimulates interest in 
their work, it will have performed a valuable service. Lastly, as I have 
indicated, Milkov does et times have interesting things to say about the 
figures under discussion. Unfortunately, his approach to the subject matter 
prevents him from developing and contextualizing them. Thus, they are at 
best suggestive. 

Max Rosenkrantz 
California State University, Long Beach 

Bryan G. Norton 
Searching for Sustainability: 
Interdisciplina,y Essays in the Philosophy 
of Conservation Biology. 
New York: Cambridge University Press 2003. 
Pp. viii + 554. 
US$121.95 (cloth: ISBN 0-521-80990-8); 
US$42.95 (paper: ISBN 0-521-00778-X). 

In this colledion of twenty-seven of his articles, Bryan Norton views the 
concept of sustainability through a number of disciplinary perspectives 
including philosophical pragmatism, policy science, economics, ecology, and 
environmental evaluation. Norton advances what he calls a practical phi­
losophy, a problem-oriented approach that struggles with real environmental 
issues facing communities (8, 49-50). He distinguishes this from applied 
philosophy that develops general philosophical principles independent of 
local context and policy processes and then applies them to design and 
evaluate policies (49-50). Norton places his wor k in the adaptive manage­
ment tradition of C.S. Holling and Carl Walters, which, in turn, traces its 
intellectual roots to John Dewey and pragmatism (306). 

Norton's practical approach, reflected in his emphasis on adaptive man­
agement throughout the work, demonstrates a deep concern for effective 
protection of species and ecosystems while simultaneously increasing our 
limited knowledge of them (111). The three adaptive management principles 
he identifies (the need to be experimental, temporally and spatially multi­
scalar. and place-sensitive; 520-1) each shape his approach to understanding 
sustainability and sustainable development (famously, if not problemati-
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cally, defined in Our Common Future as 'development. that meets the needs 
of the present without compromising the ability offuture generations to meet 
their own needs' (WCED, Our Common Future [Oxford: Oxford University 
Press 1987], 42). Norton convincingly argues for strong sustainability, the 
need to provide a structured bequest package of natural capital (including 
the resilience of ecological systems) to future generations (406, 428). This is 
contrasted with weall sustainability that views all forms of capital, including 
natural capital, as substitutable, thereby allowing an unstructured bequest 
to the future with the potential for greatly diminished stocks of natural 
capital if offset by human-made capital. 

Norton's work is essential reading for those willing to engage the issues 
raised by advocates of strong sustainability, taking seriously the potential 
constraints and opportunities for human activity if we are to sustain our 
ecological systems for future generations. In this light, Norton's focus on the 
philosophy of conservation biology is not only for specialists in this field, but 
is central for those making an academic study of sustainability in general. 
Conservation biology as both a descriptive and evaluative science (akin to 
medicine) is also a valuable approach to sustainability given its potential for 
developing descriptive/evaluative terms (such as 'ecological health') needed 
for articulating long-term sustainability goals (Ch. 9 ). 

Searching for Sustainability creatively addresses a number of important 
philosophical topics related to sustainability. Norton's treatment. of how to 
value biological resources draws upon the works ofHenry David Thoreau and 
Aldo Leopold to affirm a non-consumptive value of nature that enables a 
transformation in our own self-understanding as a species (33). In so doing, 
Norton bypasses what he sees as a false dilemma between those who value 
natural resources only in terms of future human consumption and those who 
see nature as having intrins ic value, value for its own sake, apart from 
human beings. Norton is not dismissive of the possibility that species and 
ecosystems have intrinsic value, but sees arguments based on a concern for 
future generations of human beings providing an equally powerful commit­
ment t,o preserve biological resources for the future. According to Norton,' ... 
a policy of saving as many species as possible is the logical implication of 
either a non-human-centered value system or a human-centered value sys­
tem which recognizes the full range of human values' (475). This anthropo­
centric focus is, by Norton's own admission, also intentionally strategic in 
having greater effectiveness at influencing decision makers to protect bio­
logical resources (469-70). Norton then provides a convincing philosophical 
justification for why we should be concerned with intergenerational equity 
over lengthy time horizons, a concern at the heart of sustainability <Ch. 22). 

Many readers will be satisfied by Norton's ability t,o integrate various 
ethical approaches to environmental valuation. Norton rejects moral mo­
nism, 'the view that a single principle suffices to support a uniquely correct 
moral judgement in every situation' (47 ). For Norton, moral monism is an 
approach shared by both deep ecologists committed to inherent. value in 
nature and economists committed to a utilitarian, preferential calculus. 
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Norton instead advocates a pluralistic approach that sees the potential for 
multiple kinds or measures of environmental values. Norton's pluralistic 
response to moral monism relies, in part, on his introduction of hierarchy 
theory, a method of modelling ecological systems, that assumes they 'exhibit 
nestedness, with smaller subsystems changing more rapidly than do the 
larger systems which form thei r environment' (405). These larger systems 
provide the opportunities and constraints for individuals within the nested 
subsystems. Different ways of evaluating are appropriate at different scales 
within these systems. Human economic activity focused on very short time 
horizons fails to take into account the larger, slower moving ecological 
systems in which they are embedded. For Norton, our decision-making 
requires, in Aldo Leopold's words, 'thinking like a mountain', taking into 
account these multiple geographical and ecological scales, both temporally 
and spatially /44). The ultimate challenge of ecological management, he 
argues, is then to preserve the self-organizing capacity of these larger 
systems, whether biological, climatological, or atmospheric, since the auton­
omy of these systems ensures the ongoing diversity and complexity of 
biological resources needed to provide future generations with a broad range 
of opportunities (176-8). 

Part of Norton's response to moral monism throughout the work is to shift 
to valuing the processes that sustain individuals, populations, and species, 
as opposed to narrowly focusing on elements of these systems (302). This 
avoids needing to ascribe ontological status to ecological processes in order 
to see them as having moral value (58). Norton observes this focus on 
elements rather than processes at work in environmental management 
approaches that treat biological resources atomistically rather than focusing 
on the relationships between species and systems of species and the dynamic 
ecosystem processes that sustain them. Having shifted to a focus that 
includes the centrality of ecological processes, Norton is then able to defend 
ecosystem integrity and ecosystem health as key policy goals (Ch. 17) that can 
expand and help operationalize our understanding of the bequest of natural 
capital (beyond a narrow inventory of species and populations). 

In addition to the valuable philosophical contributions in this work, 
Norton's collection of essays is timely given recent roll-backs in environ­
mental protection policies in Canada and the United States in favour of 
economic development, particularly in wilderness areas. Norton addresses 
key economic assumptions head-on that frequently lie unstated yet assumed 
in policy debates. These include the idea of consumer sovereignty, 'the 
assumption that tastes and preferences are givens and that the economic 
problem consists of optimally satisfying those preferences' (251), and the 
Principle of Infinite lnter.<;ubstitutability assumed by economists advocating 
weak sustainability (170). 

Norton argues that ultimately the choice of what kind oflegacy a commu­
nity leaves future generations is a political problem 'to be determined in 
political arenas' /511). He sees a need to develop 'community processes by 
which democratically governed communities can, through the voices of their 
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members, explore their common values and differences and choose which 
places and key val ues will be saved, achieving as much consensus as possible, 
and continuing debates about. differences' (511J. Norton describes this as a 
'difficult and complex' task (511) but his work does not provide much guid­
ance in how this could be achieved. This is especially a concern where 
democratic spaces within communities are non-existent or in decline, espe­
cially with declining powers and resources of democratic states under eco­
nomic globalization. A worthwhile addition would be an exploration of how 
the goals of sustainability might be ach ieved within the context of market 
institutions and activities outside the scope of democratic accountabil ity, 
perhaps examin ing more closely the concept of sustainable liuelihoock A 
promising route could a lso explore how the ideas of adaptive management 
and hierarchy theory, so central to Norton's work, might be fruitfu lly applied 
in understanding our own political and economic institutions in ways that 
strategically advance sustainabili ty. 

Norton's writing style is analytical, clear, and easy to understand. Some 
repetition of ideas is understandable given that the work is a collection of 
essays, yet the recurrence of themes in a variety of contexts a llows the reader 
to see the multi-dimensional importance of key concepts. Searching for 
Sustainability is easily read as a whole, due to these recurring themes, 
introductory sections, and the addi tion of ample cross references. Norton's 
commitment to a practical ph ilosophy perhaps contributes to his refreshing 
use of a variety of real li fe examples throughout the work. He is also 
sym pathetic in his treatment of other authors while remaining passionate 
about the goals of sustainabili ty. 

Norton has extensively explored those areas of philosophy, economics 
(including ecological economics), and biology (among others) needed to con­
vincingly address s ustainability issues in an academic selting. He provides 
interesting avenues for future research. His work is also highly accessible for 
those seeking a crash course in the philosophical issues of sustainability 
(perhaps appropriate given the start of the United Nation's Decade of 
Education for Sustainable Development, 2005-2014) as well as those seeking 
to apply the concept of sustainability in policy and other practical contexts. 

Roger Petry 
Luther College 
University of Regina 
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C.G. Prado, ed. 
A House Divided: Comparing Analytic 
and Continental Philosophy. 
Amherst. NY: Humanity Books 2003. 
Pp. 329. 
US$35.00. ISBN 1-59102-105-7. 

According to the book's editor, C.G. Prado. the aim of this collection is to 
explore the differences and similarities among philosophers in the analytic 
and continental traditions (9>. Following the hypothesis that generalities 
about. each tradition is a less useful guide for understanding the contempo­
rary cleft between these two camps, each of the eleven essays looks closely 
at seminal thinkers from each of the t.wo traditions. Drawing from philoso­
phers as wide ranging as, e.g., Heidegger, Russell, Foucault, Quine, and 
Gadamer, some of the essays even attempt to problematize the very division 
that characterizes 'Continental' and 'analytic' philosophy as incommensura­
ble. For instance, in his essay 'Heidegger and Quine on the (lr)rclevance of 
Logic for Philosophy' ( 155-84), Richard Matthews argues that although 
Heidegger and Quine differ with regard to their account of the precise role 
and aim of philosophy, they do share certain similarities with respect to the 
status of logic and poetry within philosophical thinking (180-1). Meanwhile 
in Prado's own contribution 'Correspondence, Construction, and Realism' 
c 185-212), he attempts to demonstrate that Foucault's view of truth is in fact 
much closer to thinkers like Davidson and Putnam than John Searle is to 
either of these two 'analytic' philosophers (207J; moreover, Prado even goes 
so far as to suggest that 'if realism is understood as Putnam understands it 
rather than as Searle presents it, and if truth stops being accurate portrayal, 
the most fundamental grounds of the traditional analytic/Continental dis­
tinction evaporate' (208). 

Of course not all of the essays assembled in A House Divided point toward 
a smooth convergence between these two modes of philosophical thinking. 
Edward Witherspoon's 'Much Ado About Nothing' (291-322) considers the 
structural obstacles that Carnap's interpretation of Heidegger faces given 
his a priori prejudice of 'logical' explanations over 'phenomenological ac­
counts· of an experience that is basic to human existing (318), while Babette 
Babich, in 'On the Analytic-Continental Divide in Philosophy' (63-104), 
suggests that the 'analytic' tendency to follow and accept the lead of the 
natural sciences prohibits it, in advance, from ever properly undertaking an 
effective 'analysis' of the precise nature of scientific inquiry (66). 

Of special interest in this collection is Richard Rorty's essay 'Analytic and 
Conversational Ph ilosophy' (17-32) and Barry Stocker's 'Time, Synthesis, 
and the End or Metaphysics' (259-90) for their respective s uggestions con­
cerning possible manners in which to rethink the common understanding of 
this contemporary philosophical divide. Stocker suggests that instead of the 
misleading and rather unhelpful 'geographic' label of'Continental', we would 
be better off with the more appropriate name 'Philosophy of Critique' (259J; 



he argues that this term better represents the thinkers that fall under the 
common 'conti nental' umbrella, because many of them, if not all, are engaged 
with certain problems stemming from Kant concerning the precise status and 
ground of philosophy, and more generally with the issue of how there can 
even be a thing like philosophy (259-60). Meanwhile Rorty's own essay is of 
interest for his attempt to rename the analytic-Continental divide in terms 
of 'analytic-conversational' philosophy (26). Rorty diagnoses the contempo­
rary division as one that obtains between certain ahistoiical and historical 
commitments (he points out, e.g., that students trained in 'analytic' schools 
are often expected to jump from Kant to Frege, and thus, by skipping the 
Hegel-Nietzsche-Heidegger sequence, often feel quite justified in retaining 
the Kantian notion that there are universal structures of thought and 
rationality [251). Rorty offers the term 'conversational' philosophy in the 
place of 'continental' philosophy because, unlike the prejudices of many 
'analytic' philosophers, thinkers that fol low in Hegel's footsteps (of which he 
includes himself 128]) have a greater tendency to see their own thought as 
part of a wider cultural-literary-aesthetic conversational context (26-9). 
Rorty suggests that these two schools can indeed one day become part of one 
and the same conversation once certain metaphilosophical presuppositions 
are disregarded as being axiomatic, and instead become part of a genuine 
philosophical debate (28-9). 

Now although this collection does attempt to reach a broad range of 
philosophical issues spanning the continental-analytic divide, there does, of 
course, appear to be some rather notable and unfortunate omissions. One 
such omission that may have been fruitful would have been a look at the 
different manners in which thinkers from the two schools approach emanci­
patory movements such as 'feminism', e.g., an examination of the different 
ways in which thinkers like lrigaray and Kristeva analyze the category of 
'woman' could have shed some unique and interesting light in contrast to the 
'analytic' approaches of a philosopher like Alison Jagger. Moreover, another 
area of interest that may have been rewarding would have been an exami­
nation of the phenomenological insights into ethics that Emmanuel Levinas 
offers in the light of the more recent efforts of contemporary analytic phi loso­
phers (e.g., Christine Korsgaard) to also think the precise source of ethical 
normativity. 

Despite these unfortunate omissions however (which are the necessary 
constraints of any collection), A House Divided assembles an impressive 
assortment of insightful and informative essays. For those interested in the 
nature of the analytic-Continental divide, this collection of essays offers 
several evenhanded and measured approaches for thinking, and rethinking, 
this division characteristic of the contemporary philosophical climate. 

Christopher McTavish 
Loyola University Chicago 
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Francis Remedios 
Legitimizing Scientific Knowledge: 
An Introduction to Steve Fuller's Social 
Epistemology. 
Lanham: Lexington Books 2003. 
Pp. xii+ 142. 
US$55.00. lSBN 0-7391-0667-8. 

The underlying theme of Legitimizing Scientific Knowledge: An Introduction 
to Steve Fuller's Social Epistemology is identified already in Fuller's foreword 
when he says that Francis Remedios 'certainly has had more patience in 
dealing with my own and my interlocutors' arguments than I would have had' 
(vii). Remedios touches on this theme in Chapter 1, tracing a key motivation 
behind Fuller's social epistemology back to 'his impatience with traditional 
epistemology' (22). This tradition informs the book, and much of what makes 
it interesti ng is its author's patient attention to his object's impatience. 
Indeed, while Fuller finds Remedios' treatment of his work 'sympathetic' (vii) 
and Remedios describes his own reading of Fuller's works as 'charitable' (7), 
there is an enormous difference in the temperament of these two philoso­
phers. What Remedios calls his 'important criticisms' (1) and 'best reading' 
(7) of Fuller's work, then, must be understood from the point of view of a 
project from which Fuller's social epistemology has grown increasingly es­
tranged. 

Fuller's writing generally starts in medias res (23), with science in its 
social context, because he believes analytic philosophy 'is in slow but terminal 
decline' as a result of a variety of strategies intended to 'conceptually 
immunizle itl from the influences of other disciplines' (vii ), in short, that it 
has decontextualized itself right out of the race. Remedios rightly identifies 
this race as the defence of the cognitive authority of science - the 'legitima­
tion project'. The book is devoted to rehearsing the arguments that situate 
Fuller's political approach between 'the Scylla oH analytic attempts to legiti­
mize science epistemologically] and the Charybdis oflthe postmodern] rejec­
tion of the legitimation project' (103). This, then, is another sense in which 
Fuller must begin 'in the midst of things', and Remedios' task is to report on 
Fuller's attempts to maintain his course in these troubled waters. 

The book consists of a ten-page introduction and six chapters of roughly 
twenty pages each. Chapter 1 has the double purpose of identifying the 
problem of scientific legitimacy and construing Fuller's social epistemology 
as a development within analytic philosophy. Remedios is interested primar­
ily in the response of analytic philosophy to the now rather well-entrenched 
implications of Thomas Kuhn's Structure of Scientific Revolutions. Fuller's 
work can indeed be seen as part of that response, however embarrassing this 
may be for both Fuller and analytic philosophy. But Remedios further 
identifies W. V. 0. Quine as a key figure, noting that social epistemology is 
also an attempt to recover the normative dimension of epistemology in the 
wake of its naturalization and to do this by socializing it. 
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Chapters 2. 3 and 6 are each devoted a version of social epist,cmology: the 
strong programme in the sociology of knowledge <Bloor l; the political version 
in ils sociological <Fuller) and cultural studies <RouseJ variants; and the 
straight analytical or epistemological apprnach to the problem <Goldman!. 
Chapter 4 addresses the normalivity of social epistemology, and Chapter 5 
tackles staple issues such as rationali ty and realism. Chapter 6 also does 
double duty as a conclusion, but this seems ill advised in its abruptness. A 
separate summing up would have been preferable. Nonetheless. by the end 
of it. key positions and issues have been identified and meticulously refer­
enced. As a survey of key trouble spots in the reception of Fuller's project by 
analytic philosophy, the book serves a function. One also gets a sense that 
Remedios envisages his own project as a peace-keeping mission: he seems 
like <but is he really?) a neutral observer who is patrolling a frontier, always 
respectful of the rights of sovereignty on both sides. 

Th is, of course, makes for less than 'engaging' pro8c. Remedios enters into 
debates in order to effect a cessation of hostilities, not.a resolution in anyone's 
favour. Key players serially 'hold', 'aver', ·note'. and 'argue' their claims. 
While these positions are normally accurately reported (if too often quoted), 
there is a sense of exaggerated fairness which sometimes seems Lo grant the 
discussants responses where they really have nothing flll'thcr Lo say. Re­
medios sometimes declares that. the burden of proof has been shifted (often 
by Fuller) without. convincingly showing us how this was accomplished. 
Remedios' reading is also strangely decontcxtualized, suggesting the author­
ial equality of anything that is said in these debates. He at one point <73) 
quotes Gary Hatfield's remarks on the HOPOS listserv along with Fuller's 
response, but without assessing the value of such remarks when compared 
with published, peer-reviewed statements, and telling us ncilher that 
HOPOS denotes the International Society for the History of Philosophy of 
Science nor who Gary Hatfield is (who is never mentioned again l. Another. 
more serious. example involves his citation of an episode in which 'Fuller 
seems to concede I a I point to I Remedios]' where two long passages arc cited 
as 'Remedios 2000c' and 'Fuller 2000e'. Turning to the bibliography, however, 
we discover that these refer lo emails, i.e., private correspondencr between 
Fuller and Remedios. 

The analytic focus I even bias I is of consequence for the way social episte­
mology is situated in 'the postmodern condition'. Remedios does not have a 
very elaborate sense of the gravity of Fuller's problem here, no doubt owing 
to his !or his book's! unfamiliarity with so-called 'continental' approaches to 
the same problems. Thus, the book is concentrated on the trouble ,,ith 
paradif{ms rather than discourses, although Fuller's approach hns much 
greater affinities with Foucau lt:s project than Kuhn's. Foucault docs not 
appear anywhere in the book, nor does Derrida. though these continental 
figures have had a significant influence on Fuller's approach. Indeed. while 
Fuller is said lo ·dcconstruct' Kuhn (4, 112). he also assures his reader that 
Fuller's 'notion of science ... i!-l not dcconstructionist' ( 118J. But Remedios' 
sense nl' this other side of Full er is limited lo remarks like ·Fuller is critical 

/.'l(j 



of postmodernist notions of science, for he argues that the problems sur­
rounding institutionalization and the deconstruction of knowledge and sci­
ence have led to the "postmodern condi tion'" (118), which is less than helpful 
in its circularity. One supposes that Remedios here discovers the limi ts of his 
own interpretive charity. 

Still, the patient reader will be rewarded with a number of points at which 
to enter social epistemology from the field of analytic philosophy. More 
importantly, the book offers exactly as many points at which to exit that field. 
Outside is where the action is. 

Thomas Basb~ll 
!Department of Management. Politics and Philosophy) 
Copenhagen Business School 

Timothy Shanahan 
The Evolution of Darwinism. 
New York: Cambridge University Press 2004. 
Pp. 342. 
US$80.00 (cloth: ISBN 0-521-83413-9; 
US$28.99 (paper: ISBN 0-521-54198-0). 

Ti mo thy Shanahan's The Evolution of Darwinism investigates the develop­
ment of the theory of natural selecLion since Darwin first published The 
Origin of Species. Over the nearly one hundred and fifty years t hat have 
passed since, Darwin's theory of natural selection has undergone a number 
of changes; it has itself evolved. Understanding exactly how Darwinism has 
evolved is the first goal Shanahan sets for himself. But as he notes himself, 
this book is not 'history for history's sake'. Since 'scientific theories are 
themselves historical entities,' they are 'fully comprehensible only when 
understood against this background' (6). Shanahan's second goal then is to 
develop an ·understanding of the sort. of evolution that forms the basis for 
contemporary Darwinism' (7). The inquiry in which he engages is meant to 
clarify and ill uminate what Darwinism is today by analyzing its historical 
and philosophical roots . 

Shanahan focuses on three central issues in Darwinism to accomplish his 
goals: selection, adaptation and progress. For each topic, Shanahan carefully 
studies what Darwin himself has said. Shanahan's well-researched and 
even-handed scholarship reveals that even Darwin was often not always of 
one mind. He traces Darwin's changing opinions through the various editions 
of the Origin to expla in the rationale behind them. He next investigates how 
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contemporary debates a re the product of these very roots. Modern debates 
about the nature and even possibility of evolutionary progress, for example 
between Stephen Jay Gould and Richard Dawkins, have roots in Darwin's 
own musings. True to his aim, Shanahan draws the connections between the 
modern debates and their historical roots. 

Shanahan is not merely interested in traci ng the roots of modern debates 
about evolutionary theory; he wishes to draw some conclusions as well. 
Consider first the issue of units of selection. Darwin himself, Shanahan notes, 
'preferred to construe selection as operating amongst individual organisms' 
(24). Nevertheless, when faced with certain 'special difficulties', Danvin 
allowed the possibility that selection may function at higher levels. One 
special difficulty was that of the sterile castes in certain insect species. How 
could natural selection produce sterile insect castes if it operated solely at 
t he level of the individual organism? Sterile individuals do not reproduce. 
Darwin's solution was to suggest that there may be 'selection for charac­
teristics beneficial to the community, even if they were ofno use (and actually 
detrimental) to the individuals possess ing those characteristics' (25). In 
short, when pressed, Darwin would allow instances of group selection. 
Shanahan believes the appeal to group selection is not necessary. The 
solution to this 'special difficulty' lies in t he notion of kin selection. According 
to kin selection theorists, the goal of reproduction is to increase the repre­
sentation of an individual's genes in the next generation. In such cases, an 
individual may have useless or detrimenta l characteristics that are nonethe­
less favored by selection (that operates only on individuals) if those charac­
teristics increase the chance of survival of a relative with whom the 
individual shares genes. In this way, t raits that benefit the group can evolve 
without the need for group selection. Of cou rse, this type of solution rests 
upon the role of genes in reproduction and selection. In an effort to avoid 
group selection, kin selection invites one to suppose that in fact it is genes 
that are the true units of selection; organisms, to use Dawkin's word, are 
mere temporary 'vehicles' for genes. Critics, such as Gould and Richard 
Lewontin, have argued that genes cannot be the units of selection. Because 
the characteristics produced by a gene are a function not merely of the gene 
itself, but also of the other genes the organism carries, the environment in 
which development takes place, and, to some extent, pure chance, selection 
simply cannot directly operate on genes. When selection acts, it must operate 
on the individuals in a population. Shanahan's final word on this debate is 
not entirely decisive. While gene selectionism offers a 'powerful general 
perspective from which to view (virtually ) all evolutionary change', it does so 
'at the expense of recognizing the complex interrelations among various 
biological entities that characterize every actual selection event.' By contrast, 
while Gould and Lewontin's view 'gains in completeness' by considering those 
very complex interre lations, it loses 'simplicity and usefulness' (89). In the 
end, Shanahan opts for a pluralist approach that attempts to balance the 
general predictive power of gene selection ism against the 'empirical specific­
ity' of Gould and Lewontin's approach. 
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Shanahan's second major topic is adaptation. Does adaptation tend to­
ward producing perfection in individual organisms? In 1837, Darwin believed 
it did: 'my theory makes all organic beings perfectly adapted to all situations, 
where in accordance with certain laws they can live' (100). By 1859, Darwin's 
dews had changed. By then, Darwin had realized that 'the standard of 
superiority is always a local one' (104). That is, selection only makes an 
organ ism as perfect as it need be to compete with other inhabitants of its 
local environment. Darwin has passed from an absolute conception ofpe1fec­
tion to a relative one. Furthermore, Darwin realized, as in the case of vestigial 
organs, that not all traits of an organism need be adaptations to the local 
environment. Since Darwin, evolutionary biologists have debated the 'power' 
of selection to produce adaptations. Adaptationists contend that all, or at 
least most, characteristics of an organism can be given an adaptationist 
explanat,ion - that is, an account can be given of how natural selection could 
produce the characteristic. In short, it claims that all or most characteristics 
are, or were, adaptations. Non-adaptationists contend that some, or even 
many, characteristics may have other causes. Shanahan traces the history 
of this debate in the decades following the publication of the Origin. Despite 
an inilial period of non-adaptationist thinking, evolutionary biologists be­
came more and more adaptationist through the middle of the last century. 
Hoping to end this trend, Gould and Lewontin in 1979 published their now 
famous critique of adaptationism ('The Spandrels of San Marcos and the 
Panglossian Paradigm'). Shanahan reviews their criticisms as well as Daniel 
Dennett's spirited rebuttal <Darwin's Dangerous Idea, 1995). In the end, 
Shanahan argues that Gould and Lewontin's criticisms were beneficial. 'No 
longer can biologists simply assume a priori that all features of organisms 
a re optimal features produced by natural selection.'Nonetheless, adaptation­
ism, understood correctly, is still a 'fruitful methodology' (168). 

The last topic Shanahan addresses is evolutionary progress. Darwin 
himself, reports Shanahan, believed evolution was progressive, but in a very 
precise sense. As time has passed, organisms have displayed 'advancement 
in the organization ofliving things, where the latter is marked by increasing 
specialization of parts and division of labor' (194). This conception that 
evolution is progressive has not been without its critics. Gould famously 
attacked the idea that evolution is directed toward improving species. Gould 
measured progress by the level of complexity of an organism. By this 
standard, Gould effectively makes a case that, as a whole, increased complex­
ity is not due to selection , but to random movement away from a fixed lower 
bound of complexity. In the beginning, life was very simple; as a result, any 
change would tend toward greater complexity, even if that change were 
random. Moreover, as Gould argues, since the vast bulk of the biotic world 
is still bacteria, for the most part life has stayed simple. But Shanahan is not 
convinced. He agrees with Dawkins that complexity is not the proper meas­
ure of evolutionary progress. Rather, the measure of evolutionary progress 
is an organism's adaptive fit to its particular environment. Shanahan under­
stands that measuring adaptive fit is not easy. Moreover, adaptive fit is tuned 
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to a particular environmenl. As the environment changes, ·what was an 
improvement may even become a liabi lity' (236>. I low is Lht1t progress? 
Shanuhan's answer to such problems is a more sophisticated measure of 
progress. Working within the notion that progress 1s measured by long L<•rm 
adaptive fit to the environment, Shanahan asks what about environments 
rema ins constant over the long term? His answer: change. 'Abi li ty to survive 
and reproduce despite changing environmental conditions, therefore, would 
be a biological property the possession of which would always be an ad,·an­
tage' <237 1. Though an interesting suggei;tion. I do not see how this resolves 
the problems facing defenders of evolutionary progress. First, it is highly 
que:-;tionable that there ha:-; been any such progress. Organisms are still 
highly dependent upon their environment. Human intelligence may be 
proposed as an example of such progress. Nonetheless, humans as a species 
would likely not survive well if our environment underwent an.v significant 
change. Second, the fact that Lhe vast majority of species that have inhabited 
the planet have gone extinct suggests that such progress ha:-; not occurred. 
Most species. it turns out, have not been able to remain adaptively fit and 
have been replaced. If one obJects that they have been replaced by other more 
adaptively fit organisms, one should be suspect. The new s pecies may be more 
adaptively fit to the new environment, but would not have been adaptively 
fit to the old. This is change, not progress. 

Shanahan·s book is a well written and researched investigation into som(' 
of the most central issues of evolutionary biology. Its relatively non-technical 
approach to the subject mailer should make it accessible and enjoyable for 
more general audiences than many philosophy of biology texts. 

Rod Watkins 
Okanagan Univers ity College 

Scott Soames 
Philmwphical Analysis 111 the Tu·e11/1eth 
C'1'11lury, Volume 1, T/w Owen of A11alysis. 
Princeton, N,J: Princeton University 
Press 2003. 
Pp. xix+ 411. 
US$50.00 (cloth: !SB:--: 0-691-11573-71; 
US$24.95 !paper: ISB!'I 0-691-12244-X l. 

Those expecting this book to be a t-enous contribution to the research 
literature on the early history of analytic philosophy will be disappointed. It 
is, instead, an undergraduate textbook. ofa rather schematic k ind with topics 
arranged in chronological order. The first ofSoames· two volumes deals with 
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a bundle or topics arising between Moore's Principia Ethica (1903) and 
Quine's 'Two Dogmas of Empiricism' ( 1951); the second covers roughly the 
period 1950-75. This disproportion is the first clue that Soames' heart is not 
really in the history. 

If one theme runs through the book it is the increasing sophistication of 
the analytic philosophers' understanding of a bundle of related (and often 
conflated) concepts, including analyticity, necessity, apriority, logical truth, 
and their contrasts, which Soames rightly characterizes as one of the great 
success stories of analytic philosophy (xi). This naturally gives the book a 
somewhat Whiggish tone: earlier philosophers were either heading in the 
right direction or missed the boat. The book, however, ranges beyond this 
favoured topic, including in Part I, for example, Moore's 'proof' of the external 
world and his defence of common sense, as well as his arguments for the 
indefinability of 'good', which enable Soames to open up the issue of analy­
ticity. Curiously, though, Soames ignores Moore's later efforts (subsequently 
developed by Casimir Lewy) to come to grips with the notions of necessity 
and entai lment. In a similar way in Part II, these topics have to be excavated 
from Russell since he offers little by way of explicit discussion. In the 
Tractatus (Part III), however, they become central, mainly because the early 
Wittgenstein so resolutely ignored all the relevant distinctions. The theme 
then dominates the remaining two parts of the book on the positivists and 
Quine (except for two further chapters on ethics, dealing with emotivism and 
W.D. Ross). The results are somewhat odd: e.g., one would never guess from 
Soames' account how important science was for the positivists. Moreover, 
although it isn't an issue here, one wonders how Soames will be able to 
continue his account or the success story when he intends to avoid discussing 
the technical developments in forma l logic and semantics which made it 
possible. AJtogether, The Dawn of Analysis is a rather mixed bag- not least 
because only the first two of the book's five parts deal with the actual dawn 
of analysis: by the 1920s the sun was well and truly up. 

It is as a textbook that The Dawn of Analysis holds up best. The exposition 
is unfailing clear, arguments are set out carefully with numbered premisses 
and conclusions, hidden assumptions are spelled out in explicit detail, expla­
nations are often repeated in different ways, and the frequent summaries 
are concise and helpful. Sometimes Soames' exposition goes beyond what one 
would expect in an undergraduate text. For example, he develops logicism to 
the point where it can be shown, not merely how Peano's primitives can be 
defined in logical terms, but how the Peano postulates can be derived from 
logical principles. The system in which this is done, innocent of type theory 
(which is added afterwards) and employing '=' and 't' as primitives, is not 
Russell's, but the exercise is nonetheless useful. In a similar way, Soames 
pursues the intricacies of Wittgenstein's N-operator, though here the results 
seem distinctly less useful. Does an undergraduate really need to understand 
the N-operator with a ll its flaws? I doubt it, though it should be pointed out 
that Soames sides with Geach (Analysis, 1981, 1982) against Fogelin 
(Wittgenstein, 1976) in being willing to augment Wittgenstein's own account 
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in order to increase the expressive capacity of the operator. CH is unfortunate 
that Soames' account of the crucial case of multiply general quantification is 
mar-red by typos: read 'y' for the first 'x' in the last formula in lhc right-hand 
column on p. 222 and delete all the tildes on line 7 of p. 223.J 

As history, however, the book fails rather badly. Like too many philoso­
phers, Soames attempts a rational reconstruction t,hat does scant justice to 
the arguments which actually dominated the debate and often inOuenced the 
outcome in ways that the reconstruction fails lo capture. Positions get 
simplified, often to the point, of t ravesty, and the subtlety and ingenuity of 
the philosophers involved, who were often fighting on several fronts at once, 
is lost. It doesn't help that Soames ignores virtually all the secondary 
literature on the philosophers he discusses. His acknowledgement of the 
dispute over the N-operator is a rare exception. Even his recommendations 
for further reading are remarkably parsimonious: Baldwin's important work 
on Moore is not mentioned, nor Hylton's on Russell, and Fogelin's is the only 
book cited on Wittgenstein. Indeed, even with primary sources, Soames sticks 
to a few well-known texts, ignoring much that would offer a more nuanced 
view. The rational reconstruction approach does not handle nuance well. 

Unsurprisingly, Russell is especially ill-served by this approach, for the 
last thirty years have not only seen a great deal of new material on Russell 
but a mass of new material by him. Of the latter, Soames mentions only 'The 
Regressive Method of Discovering the Premises of Mathematics', written in 
1907 and first published in ERsays in Anal_vRis ( 1974 ). Beyond that the texts 
he treats - 'On Denoting', 'Knowledge by Acquaintance and Knowledge by 
Description', Our Knowledge of the External World, 'The Philosophy of 
Logical Atomism', and A11 Introduction to Mathenwt,cal Philosophy - arc 
all part of what can be called 'the narrow canon' - non-technical. mainly 
popular works written between 1905 and 1918. As a result, Soames' account 
of Russell is of the sort that used to pass muster in the 1960s. but which is 
largely untenable now. The only exception to this is the point taken from the 
'Regressive Method' paper about justifying axioms by means of the theorems 
they can be used to prove Cl36n, 160) - and even that is bracketed as an 
unnecessary nuance on its Ii rst appearance and described C without evidence l 
as a late change of position on its second. 

Soames' account of Russell begins with the theory of descriptions, which 
he presents as intended primarily to control a pronigatc ontology. This view, 
standard through the 1960s, is quite mistaken - partly because Russell 
already had ways to control a proOigate ontology and partly becausc his main 
concern was to obviate the need for items like Frcgean senses. General 
awareness of this second point had to wait until the publication of his 
Collected Papen; (vol. 4, 1994), but clear evidence of the first has been 
available since 1905, but in a work /'The Existential Import of Propositions', 
in Mindi excluded from the narrow canon. Al some stage, one hopes. the news 
of this will filter through to Princeton. Even the narrow canon, however, 
should have saved Soames from ascribing to Russell the view that disguised 
descriptions, like 'Santa Claus', may have a meaning even when they lack a 
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denotation (113). For Russell, it was the key achievement of his theory that 
it had no need of meanings. As usual with those of Russell's views which have 
subsequently found favour, Soames attributes it to Wittgenstein (217). 

From descriptions Soames moves to logicism, thus reversing the historical 
order. He presents logicism somewhat as if it had been suggested by the 
theory of descriptions, though he avoids saying so in as many words. Russell 
did hope that the theory of descriptions would advance the course oflogicism, 
in particular by helping eliminate the set-theoretic paradoxes through the 
substitutional theory of classes and relations. Although some of Russell's 
writings on the substitutional theory have been in print since 1974 (Essays 
in Analysis) and there is a substantial secondary literature, all the substitu­
tional material is well outside the narrow canon and is ignored here. Of 
course, one does not expect a detailed account of the substitutional theory in 
a book of this kind, any more than one expects (or gets) a detailed account of 
the theory of types, but one wishes that Soames would more often alert the 
reader to the unexamined complexities of the actual historical record. 

Soames' most egregious error occurs in his treatment of Russell 's episte­
mology. He identifies Russell ian sense-data with sense impressions ( 112) and 
then goes on Lo dismiss Russell's construction of material objects on the 
grounds that it either requires counterfactuals (the sense-data one would 
have had if ... ) for which Russell's logic could supply no adequate account or 
else forces Russell to construct the entire material world out of the sense 
impressions of a single observer. There are, indeed, many problems with 
Russell 's construction of material objects (as Russell himself came to recog­
nize) and lack of counterfactuals is even one of them, but Soames' objection 
is based on a complete misinterpretation . Russell's construction is out of 
sensibilia, sense-data are just those sensibilia which happen to be sensed, 
and sensibilia are physical, but non-material, constituents of the world. A 
careful reading of The Problems of Philosophy or Our Knowledge of the 
External World, to cite only work in the narrow canon, would have made this 
clear. 

It is a pity to have to complain about Soarnes' book in this way, for there 
is no doubting the hard work and clear thinking that he has put in to his 
expositions, but the ideas expounded are too frequently not those of the 
people to whom they are attributed, and, more unfortw1ately still, this fact 
is all too rarely pointed out to the reader. 

Nicholas Griffin 
McMaster University 
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Gerald Vision presents his version of J. L. Austin's well-known account of 
truth, accompanied by critical discussion of rival views and extensive re­
sponses to common objections to correspondence theories. Vision's account, 
in a s ummary formulation , reads thus (244): 

A statement r is true if and only if there is a sentence S, tied descriptively 
to a type state of affairs (henceforth SOAJ such that 
(1) r is made with S. 
(2) There is a concrete SOA tokening that type to which S is descriptively 

tied. 
(3) The token in {2) is relevant in the context. 

The primary bearers of truth on this view are token utterances of sentences. 
To take an example, an utterance of'the cat is on the mat' is true iffthere is 
a state of affairs 'descriptively tied' to the sentence-type, this type of state of 
affairs is tokened, and furthe rmore this token is the one being talked about 
in the utterance. Vision accepts that this last matter is settled in an open­
ended, contextual way (228ffJ; the idea is that 'the cat is on the mat' is 
typically used to express a salient cat's being on a salient mat and is uttered 
truly on a given occasion if and only if there is on that occasion one and only 
one salient cat on one and only one salient mat. 

Vision's aim is to proffer a 'correspondence-as-congruity' theory rather 
than a 'correspondence-as-correlation' theory; that is, the view makes no use 
of the idea that true sentences are somehow isomorphic to something 1223). 
As Vision notes, some might maintain that this disqualifies the view for 
receiving the appellation 'correspondence' theory at all 1224 J. Vision is 
unconcerned by this, since prospects for correlational theories rightly look 
dim to him and absent a compelling reason to tie the term 'correspondence· 
to such views he is disinclined to accept such terminological legislation. 

Vis ion recognizes that the role of states of affairs in the account may be a 
source of objections and devotes many pages to the topic. The basic theme is 
that a lthough there might be legitimate worries about lhe individuation of 
such entities, they aren't so pressing as to prevent appeal to them in a good 
correspondence theory of truth. Many of Vision's remarks on the topic are 
very weak and I would argue that precisely the problems Vision dismisses in 
fact make the conception of a s tate of affairs explanat,orily useless, but I wi II 
leave this aside here. 

The basic purpose of states of affairs in Vision's account is to provide 
something to quantify over si nce it's essential to the account as slated that 
sentences are 'descriptively correlated' with something. 'Ways things might 
be' docs as well as 'state of affairs' and the like for this, so one might restate 
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the view thus: a sentence is true iff it states things to be some way, and they 
are t hat way. Add a little substitutional quantification, and this comes to the 
claim that a sentence is true iff for some pit says that p and p. Since there 
are traditional objections to such quantification, one might prefer to get the 
job done with objectual quantification, and a desire to proceed in this way 
will result in more or less Vision's view, since one will need some objects for 
the o~jectually construed sentential variables to range over. 

One should be struck by the similarity of Vision's view to views commonly 
touted as in one way or another 'deflationary', 'minimalist', 'modest' or 
·austere'. To take the last two examples, the views presented at book length 
by Wolfgang KUnne and Christopher Hill in recent years use quantification 
to free deflationary theories of truth from list-like specifications of truth-con­
ditions but still explain truth in terms of expressing or being the proposition 
that p when p. Like these other theories of the broadly 'x says that p and p' 
variety, Vision's appeals to a semantic notion, in his case 'being descriptively 
correlated with a type of state of affairs' in order to define truth. The result 
is t hat truth is not the fundamental semantic notion; rather 'descriptive 
correlation' is. This might be an advantage or a disadvantage depending on 
one's perspective, but note that it isn't a feature shared, for instance, by an 
orthodox 'correspondence-as-correlation' theory, the goal of which presum­
ably is to explain truth in terms of non-semantically characterized isomor­
phisms and from there to explain other semantic notions in terms of truth. 

Thus Vision's accoun t isn't as different from views called 'deflationary' as 
he might like - indeed, avowed deflationists might take comfort in the fact 
that Vision doesn't really escape from their view, despite his insistence that 
he does. I think part of t he explanation for Vision's odd position here is that 
his view really is quite different from what he talies deflationism to be. 
Roughly, Vision understands a deflationist to be someone who defines truth 
by the instances of a schema such as 'the proposition that pis true if and only 
if p' and reads this schema in such a way that 'worldly' truth-conditions have 
nothing to do with it, so that truth-conditions are somehow entirely 'internal ' 
to language and deflationism ends up looking like some wildly implausible 
sort of idealism - see here remarks throughout the book but in particular 
the whole of the deeply confused Section 6.5. Deflationists, however, do only 
the first. This, I think, is the source of Vision's otherwise bizarre claims that 
a defl ationist can't account for the fact ('Variability') that if the world were 
diflerent in certain ways, the distribution of truth-values over propositions 
or sentences would be different, too (167) or that deflationists can't account 
for the fact that snow's being white determines that 'snow is white' is true 
and not the other way around (l 16ffl. Deflationists have no problem with 
either, as Horwich argues at great length. In a longer presentation I'd argue 
that no deflationist has ever unders tood her position in the way that Vision 
understands it. 

Douglas Patterson 
Kansas State Unive rsity 
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Michael White argues for the rather startling claim that most modern 
political philosophy carries expectations that si mply cannot be fulfilled. 
Modem political philosophers, he writes, believe that they can give 'a rich 
account of the proper role of political organization ... without any rich 
conception of human nature, function, or purpose' (2). White's main purpose 
throughout the book is to show that 'this belief is illusory' (5). This 'rich 
conception' is what White regularly refers to as a 'normative anthropology', 
and it involves 'the idea that the philosophical consideration of political 
concepts naturally presupposes normative ideas connected with some notion 
of an objective human good, end, purpose, or function (e,-gon)' (5). White does 
fairly well in pressing the historical and philosophical arguments for this 
claim, but. t.he claim appears to have limits that arc not s ufficiently explored. 

Rawls is an interesting case to consider in this connection. Rawls' princi­
ples of justice do not appear to be grounded on any interesting normative 
anthropology, but rather on the particular interests and conceptions of the 
good life individual citizens happen lO have, coupled with an instrumental 
account of rationality. But White nevertheless insists that 'Rawls' liberalism 
cannot avoid presupposing ... a normative anthropology' (213 ). This is be­
cause even Rawls' liberalism involves the idea that, from the point of view of 
the state, an essential feature of the human good is that each citizen must 
be allowed to develop his or her own conception of the good. This is a generic 
normative anthropology, White admits, but no less a normative anthropology 
than any other. 

Now, however, the concept of a normative anthropology is looking rather 
vague. If the concept is consistent with both (a) some fairly universal, 
objective account of the human good or function, and (bJ the more generic 
idea that the human good is whatever human individuals idiosyncratically 
determine it to be, it becomes fairly easy, perhaps even trivial, to claim that 
all political philosophies require such a concept. Since politics at least 
minimally involves the study of humans in social settings and (power) 
relationships, we must at least be working with some idea or assumption of 
what humans care about, how this will affect their interaction, and how they 
can govern or be governed, elc. - even if that idea is merely that humans 
share no particular conception of the good or runction. This latter idea, 
however, can be termed 'normative' only with great qualification - if il 
should be called normative at a ll. 

The main thesis that White brings to his historical introduction to political 
philosophy is one that, I believe, most readers will find bot.h interesting and 
controversial. White, however, does not intend the book to be only a polemical 
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work in political philosophy. It is also intended to be an introduction to the 
subject. In different ways, White both succeeds and fails in realizing this goal. 

Political Philosophy is an introduction in that it describes a widely 
accepted set of historical themes and philosophers of the discipline. White 
equally attempts to engage his readers in the activity of political philosophy 
ilself - something which. I believe many would agree, should be a feature 
of any good inlroduction to philosophy. White's particular claim about the 
fundamental nature and methodology of political philosophy (noted above) 
slructures each step of his historical narrative and is clearly designed to 
engage readers in a reflective consideration of his narrative, and thus to 
involve them in the very practice of philosophy itself (see 4-5). 

White's historical discussion begins with the Classical Greek sophists -
,vith particular focus on Protagoras, along with a careful examination of the 
political ideas of Plato and Aristotle. Christianity and political philosophy 
are discussed in connection ,vith New Testament teachings, and the ideas of 
Augustine and Aquinas. The modern era is examined through the contrac­
tarianism of Hobbes, Locke, Rcusseau, and Rawls (with Marx considered as 
a reaction to the various liberalisms associated with these thinkers). While 
there could be some argument about whether or not others should have been 
considered (e.g., non-contractarian forms ofliberalism), it seems fair to say 
that White's list is fairly representative of most introductions to the s ubject. 

There are some ways, however, in which Political Philosophy is not a 
standard introduction. The fact that White has a fai rly specific thesis that 
he wants to defend obviously limits the range of his discussion. He rarely 
strays from any historical or thematic study that does not relate directly to 
his central thesis. Of course, if White's main a rgument is correct, this might 
be exactly how we should expect to find the main features of any political 
philosophy. But it is st.ill worth noting that some argument could be made 
that a proper introduction should not be so apparently partisan. Rather, it 
should present those ideas in political philosophy that have simply been 
widely accepted as important, even if these ideas or arguments disagree with, 
or have no bearing on, White's main thesis. 

Another concern in this regard is that Vlhite's discussion is carried on at 
a fairly advanced level. White, for example, consistently prefers to use 
original Greek or Latin words or phrases over their standardly t ranslated 
English ones. For instance, 'ecclesia' is used instead of 'church', 'nomos' 
instead of 'law', 'arelai' instead of 'virtues', 'physis' instead of 'nature,' etc. 
There is, of course, some scholarly virtue to this practice: English terms may 
have associated meaning or connotation that the terms in the original 
languages may not have. This preference for scholarly accuracy, however, 
does not make reading this book particularly easy for someone beginning the 
study of political philosophy. Also, the general level of prose itself does not 
make this book an easy read for beginners of any sort. Particularly noticeable 
is \Vhite's examination of Rawlsian liberalism. There, White's seems to 
assume, rather than provide, a considerable understanding of many ofRawls' 
main concepts and arguments. All of this means, of course, that Political 
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Philosophy, while indeed an introduction to the subject, is nevertheless a 
fairly advanced introduction. Hence, as far as pedagogical considerations go, 
it should find its best place in upper undergraduate <or even graduate) 
political theory or philosophy courses. 

Another point worth mentioning, which connects with both the introduc­
tory aspect of the book and its central thesis, is the notable absence of some 
import.ant philosophers whose works seem both necessary to an introduction 
to the subject and clearly support White's main thesis. I am thinking 
particularly of Nicolo Machiavelli's The Prince and J.S. Mill's On Liberty and 
Considerations on Representative Government. Both of these philosophers 
have been influential enough lo deserve consideration for this reason alone. 
But, interestingly, they would have added much to White's main argument. 
Machiavelli's account seems to make significant assumptions and claims 
about human beings in political contexts that tie to the good that should be 
pursued by political authority. And Mill 's notion of individuality, and the role 
he thinks that the state should assume in furthering it, seems equally 
relevant and import.ant. 

Political Philosophy is a challenging book, in the best sense. White's 
central thesis, while controversial, is nevertheless important., consistently 
argued - both historically and philosophically, and presented in a thor­
oughly engaging manner. 

David Elliott 
University of Regina 

Shaun P. Young, ed. 
Political Liberalism: Variations on a Theme. 
Albany: State University of New York 
Press 2004. 
Pp. xviii + 183. 
US$40.00. ISBN 0-7914-6175-0. 

One of the main topics of debate in political philosophy over the last twenty 
years has been whether it is possible or desirable to construct. a purely 
political form of liberalism - one that retains at, least some of the central 
liberal views about justice in social institutions without endorsing liberal 
views (or non-liberal views) about broader religious, metaphysical, or episte­
mological quest,ions. Although discussion has focused on the lat.er work of 
John Rawls, theories of this kind were independently developed at about the 
same time by Bruce Ackerman, Charles Larmore, and Judith Shklar. The 

148 



purpose of the present volume is to present the various conceptions of 
poli tical liberalism that exist today. The collection includes essays by George 
Klosko and Dona ld Moon as well as Rawls, Ackerman, Larmore and Shklar 
(but not Thomas Nagel), an introductory essay by editor Shaun Young, and 
a brief but perceptive historical foreword by Rainer Forst. Law and politics 
are represented (Ackerman, KJosko, Moon, Shklar) along with philosophy 
<Larmore, Rawls). The collection includes no contributions from those who 
reject the very idea of a theory of justice being political rather than meta­
physical , sticking to its a im of presenting t he range of different political 
liberalisms. 

In his introduction, Young brings out some of the main dimensions of 
variation along which we can distinguish these rival models: 

1. Is the theory of political liberalism simply reasonable for us to accept 
(Rawls), or is it the morally correct response to the problem of 
reasonable moral pluralism (Larmore)? 

2. Is political liberalism still a utopian project aiming at a robust form 
of social equa li ty (Ackerman), or is it a less ambitious project focused 
on avoiding the worst kinds of assault on basic human dignity 
(Shklar)? 

3. Should we develop a politica l conception of justice through procedures 
of construction that abstract from the details of existing belief, em­
ploying only very general notions of freedom, equality, personhood, 
and cooperation implicit in democratic institutions and a broadly 
shared democratic culture (Rawls), or should we look for points of 
convergence between existing comprehensive moral docti;nes, based 
on the empirical study of what people today actually believe (Klosko)? 

4. Must political liberalism involve a conception of reasonableness 
(Rawls and Larmore 'yes', Shklar 'no'), and if so what exactly is the 
epistemic and moral content of this notion? 

Given these differences, Young is right to argue that communitarian and 
perfectionist liberal critics cannot claim to have dispensed with political 
liberalism simply on the basis of having criticized Rawls (14-16). 

What unites these different versions of political liberalism, and so pro­
vides the core concept that Young's volume seeks to delineate, is the aim to 
elaborate a doctrine about t he design of social institutions that is normative 
but so far as possible independent of controversial metaphysical, religious or 
epistemological views. What emerges from reading these essays together, 
however, is that there are a number of quite different reasons that one might 
think a conception of justice ought to be freestanding, in this way. 

Political liberalism is a response to a problem of stability, Young says (2). 
However , there a re diffe rent degrees of stability and different reasons for 
pursuing it. One reason for caring about stabili ty, when elaborating a theory 
of justice, is simply to avoid the futility of struggling to put in place a social 
order that couldn't last, even under propitious circumstances. For Rawls, 
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however, stability always meant stability 'for the right reasons' <Political 
Liberalism, xiii, 392). One reason for valuing stabi lity-for-the-right-reasons 
is simply that it is more stable-stable with respect to changes in the balance 
of power. Another reason for valuing stability-for-the-right-reasons, how­
ever, is that, when publicly recognized, it makes possible community under 
conditions of pluralism. In a society wilh purely strategic adherence to a 
political conception of justice, supporters of each comprehensive doctrine 
would know that were supporters of one of the other doctrines to gain secure 
dominance, they would impose their own comprehensive vision. This knowl­
edge would undermine citizens' sense of being engaged in a common project; 
any uncertainty about the balance of power would lead them to adopt an 
attitude of standoffish watchfulness. In contrast, common recognition that 
our commitment to the political conception of justice is not dependent of the 
balance of power would provide the basis for mutual trust and respect despite 
deep ongoing disagreement about other issues. 

Arguably, then, Rawls' many references in the 1985 a rticle Young reprints 
to the need to find a 'shared basis of political agreement' (27, 30,311 are still 
animated by his earlier aspiration to civic friendship <A Theory of Justice, 6). 
This ideal of political community amid moral diversity is quite different than 
Klosko's desire to avoid damaging 'social peace and stability' <136J. or 
Shklar's desire to avoid habitual cruelty and arbitrary force on the part of 
political regimes ( 157). Admittedly, Rawls' frequent mention of practicability 
and workability can sound much less elevated than talk of fraternity and 
f1;endship. In any case, the fact that there are these different reasons for 
politically bracketing matters of deep disagreement raises the question of 
just how thick is the overarching concept, of which Rawls et al are said to offer 
different conceptions. Rather than thinking of Larmore and Kloska as offer­
ing different theories of the same thing, for example, we shou ld perhaps think 
of them simply as employing similar intellectual strategies to different ends. 

Closely related to the question of the point of bracketing disagreement is 
the question of the range of disagreements bracketed. If one took literally 
Young's statement t,hat a political conception of justice 'restdcts its regula­
tory scope to uncontroversial matters' (3), 'matters upon which all citizens 
can agree' (4), the resulting conception wouldn't contain much al all. Such 
literalness would be unfair; what Young has in mind is not the self-refuting 
view that, controversy as such is to be avoided, but that certain hinds of 
disagreement should be avoided, in designing social institutions. As Young 
puts it, a political conception of justice must not engage 'those comprehensive 
moral. religious, and philosophical questions for which there can never be a 
universally acceptable answer' (3). But which questions are these, exactly, 
and why must we bracket Conly) these questions'? None of the leading 
proponents of political liberalism has oflered a fully salisfactory answer, yet 
the issue is crucial, as Larmore's essay makes clear. State neutrality between 
concrete descriptions of the good life expresses Kantian or Millian ideals of 
autonomy and individuality, and so is not a form of political liberalism, 
Larmore argues, whereas neutrality between ultimate ideals expresses the 
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norms of rational dialogue and equal respect for persons (59). The question 
is what makes neutrality based on respect for persons appropriately political 
and neutrality based on autonomy/individuality illegitimately comprehen­
sive. Young's collection perspicuously frames such questions, posing chal­
lenges to critics and defenders of political liberalism alike. 

Andrew Lister 
<Department of Political Studie.c;) 
Queen's University 

Slavoj Zizek 
The Puppet and the Dwarf-
The Perverse Core of Christianity. 
Cambridge, MA: MIT Press 2003. 
Pp. ii+ 188. 
US$16.95. ISBN 0-262-74025-7. 

While Slavoj Zizek's The Puppet and the Dwarf: The Perverse Core of Chris­
tianity proposes a radical form of Christianity in answer to the cynicism 
dominant in today's postmodern culture, its real importance is philosophical 
rather than theological: the novelty ofZizek's most recent book lies in its use 
of theological metaphors to explain his theory of a revolutionary modernity. 
Indeed, the main fault ofZizek's otherwise brilliant text is its pretence to add 
significantly to the history of theology. 

Before pmsuing how The Puppet and Dwarf contributes to Zizek's mod­
ernist revival, it's important to indicate - as Zizek does in the chapter 
entitled 'The Thrilling Romance of Orthodoxy' - how the religious vision he 
proposes differs from what we understand for the most part by Christianity. 
'Perversion', within the Lacanian psychoanalytic context embraced by Zizek, 
refers to those practices (particularly sexual ones) that pretend to be trans­
gressive and transforming acts but actually just reinforce the social rules 
they apparently break. Traditional Christianity for Zizek proposes an appar­
ent crisis for human beings, a situation in which we seem in danger of 
universal damnation. However, actually there is no contingency in history 
as a whole, since Jesus' sacrifice has 'redeemed' it . The Christian idea of the 
Fall, understood against such a view of history, is the most cynical possible 
play with the human being's illusion of self-determination. In such versions 
of Christianity, as Zizek puts it, 'God first threw humanity into Sin in order 
to create the opportunity for saving it through Christ's sacrifice' (53). 
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Against this orthodox interpretation of history, Zizek argues in Chapters 
3 through 5 of The Puppet and the Dwarf, that, in its 'core', the Fall is 
non-perverse: rather than positing a puppel-master God toying with human­
ity. Zitek proposes that the Fall starts the dialectic revealing God's non-ex­
istence. The end here is not a perverse game played within the field of divine 
omniscience but rather a genuine revolution. Adam's si n for Zizek actually 
hides the truth revealed on the cross when ,Jesus in his agony calls out that 
God has 'abandoned' him. It. is precisely the failure off in this case Jesus' own J 
belief that becomes exemplary, to the extent that, for Zitek, ·the true imitatio 
Christi, is to participate in Christ's doubt and disbelief' ( 102). The death of 
'God the Father' liberates us from perversion. 

Now, for a ll the apparent radicality of this proposal for an atheistic 
Christianity, il is hardly new. One could come up with any number of 
·existentialist' versions of the Christian story that come out equivalently 
opposed to the superstition or fantasy of divine omn iscience, of a place from 
which history or reality is totalized. The interest in '.lizek's account comes 
from the way that it proposes an answer lo the ideological paralysis of our 
age. 

Zitek's version of the 'Fall ' story can stand in for a whole series of 
narratives in The Puppet and the Dwarf about modern ity, its dangers and its 
remaining potential - the movement from Kant to I lcgel in Chapter 3, the 
Pauline 'realization' of the Jewish Law in Chapter 4, the progression from 
Judaism to Christianity in Chapter 5, etc., etc. For Zitck, the point about the 
Fall is neither the 'perverse' one that makes our guilt at Adam's sin a mere 
interlude before a pre-determined redemption, nor the atheistic simple 
opposite in which the myth of the Fall is merely one more mistake in the long 
series produced by superstitious belief. For Zizek, the Fall is the necessary 
'!irst blow' of a modem revolution that can only fully occur in two blows. 
Zizek's Jesus - whose insight is the 'non-existence' of the Father unable to 
save him on the cross-teaches that, actually, the very idea of a divine reality 
against which we sin is an illusion reproduced in the gesture by which we 
first free ourselves from it. In other words, the 'ficlionality of the Other' 
sustaining fantasy can only first appear as the fantasy of the Fall - the 
fantasy that we arc essentially the 'sinners', those who have no place in God's 
ordered universe. For Zizek, Jesus does not come to 'redeem us· from Adam's 
Fall but only t.o help us 'shift our subjective position·, our perspective, so that 
we cou ld see 'that it[redemptionJ is already there' in the Fall (86-7 J. He comes 
only to teach us that- rather than forming a totality from which we sinner:; 
are excluded - the universe itself is incomplete, lacking a pos1l1on from 
which it could appear as totnlity. 

If we today have someth ing to learn from the Christian myth - so Zizck 
- it is that our real task (moral and political) lies in the imitatio Christi 
re-accomplishing the second blow of modernity. the 'perspective shitr that 
makes our modem guilt evaporate. Despite the fact that, at some level, we 
a rc aware today that 'the Other is a fict ion', the development of the modern 
world nonetheless magnifies the 'puppet master' effect by reL"erwig it. We 
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hold onto the fixity ofreality all the more today in our postmodernism, though 
il is now a different kind of reality - homogeneous and differential rather 
than hierarcha l. And is not this formation of a 'modern fantasy' the ultimate 
cause of cynicism, our own version of 'original sin' - suggesting as it does 
that even t he modern eruption of freedom in our lives leads only to a worse 
debt.., a deeper self-enslavemen t? Against this, Zizek's theological parable in 
The Puppet and the Dwarf would return us to the possibility of liberation 
implicit (bu t perverted) in the t ruth of the Fall: we can hope to overturn the 
social world that limi ts our freedom and (at least imperfectly) re-make the 
world and ourselves in the image of that revolutionary act. For Zizek, what 
is needed is action, commitment, revolution - the furthest things, certainly, 
from cynical postmodern disengagement. Although Zizek's vision itself is 
radically opposed to Habermas' - and although Zizek's view of historicity 
also problematizes it in basic ways -The Puppet and Dwarf in part renews 
the call to complete the 'unfinished project' of modernity that Habermas 
popularized a generation ago. As a renewal of s uch a call, it is certainly a 
valuable book. 

Thomas Brockelman 
Le Moyne College 

Jack Zupko 
John Buridan: Portrait of a 
Fourteenth-Century Arts Master. 
Notre Dame, IN: University of Notre Dame 
Press 2003. 
Pp. xx+ 446. 
US$70.00 (cloth: ISBN 0-268-03255-6); 
US$40.00 (paper: ISBN 0-268-03256-4). 

This work is subtitled 'Portrait of a Fourteenth-Century Arts Master', and 
that is indeed what it is, which is in itself an interesting enough topic for a 
book, but since t his particular fomteenth-century arts master happens to be 
one of the world's g reat philosophers, the book certainly has an added 
interest, at least for philosophers. Let me say at once that it is a n excellent 
book, and will, I hope, do a great deal to make BUTidan's philosophical vie ws 
more accessible to philosophers who are not mediaeval specialists. 

Zupko's Buridan 'was a teacher' and, Zupko suggests, this means that 'he 
understood his own work as a philosopher primarily in terms of his role as a 
magister artium, a n a rts master' (3). This leads Zupko to suggest further t hat 
for Buridan logic is 'a way of doing phi losophy ... a something that has 
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meani ng only when it is learned and applied in practice' 035). Zupko makes 
out a persuasive case for this reading ofBuridan, though, for those of us who 
came initially to Buridan's writings out of admiration for his skill as a 
logician, there remains the tendency to regard him straightforwardly as a 
great logician, whether or not his logical results are applied in other areas of 
philosophy. In particular, Buridan's work on the paradoxes of self-reference, 
which the mediaevals called insolubilia, and which Buridan referred to as 
the so-called i nsolubilia (vocata i nsolubilia), a re su rely stand a lone examples 
of philosophical work as fascinating as it is detailed and rigorous. 

However, as Zupko makes clear, Buridan's interests involved many areas 
other than logic, and this volume is the first work that deals with all of 
Buridan's wide-ranging in terests. Thus in addi t ion to Part One ('Method'), 
which deals with aspects of Buridan's logical concerns, we have Part Two 
('Practice') that deals with methodology in metaphysics, with bodies and 
souls, natural philosophy, and virtue and freedom. In a short closing chapter 
Zupko looks briefly at Buridan's subsequent infl uence. 

A short review cannot hope to deal with every topic in a work that is so 
wide ranging, and I shall briefly notice only three areas. 

Burida n first comes into our historical sight as Rector of t he University of 
Paris in 1327/8, about the time when Ockham stopped wor king on (or at least 
leaving us written works in) logic. Both were self-consciously setting aside the 
via antiqua and following the via moderna; both were nominalists; both were 
extremely competent ph ilosophers, especially in the a reas of philosophy of 
language and in logic. Both might be considered empiricists. What then were 
Buridan's views on Ockham? And in what sense was Buridan an empiricist? 

Zupko's answer to the fi rst question is succinct: 'we know Buridan was 
acquainted with Ockham's Summa logicae from early in his career at Paris, 
so his decision not to follow the Venerable Inceptor's methods must have been 
deliberate, or at least as deliberate as his decision to use Peter of Spain's 
Summulae Logicales as the basis for his own Summulae. But whatever the 
reason, Buridan never mentions Ockham by name nor ever acknowledges his 
views as such, so it is impossible to know what he thought ofOckham's logic' 
(15). 

On the second issue, t hatofBuridan's empiricism, Zupko offers a qualified 
defence of Moody's currently unfashionable general claim that the fourteenth 
century produced a philosophical climate in which 'empiricism was the 
prevailing philosophical position' (Zupko 204, quoting Moody). Reminding us 
that it is as anachronistic to see the fourteenth century through early modern 
eyes as it is through twenty-first century eyes, Zupko remarks that 'if we 
understand empiricism in terms of a cluster of broadly epistemic doctrines 
concerned with the methodology of knowing, and emphasizing in particular 
(1) lhe evidentness of sensory appearances and judgements ... as the primary 
criterion for their veridicality, <2) the reliability of a posteriori modes of 
reasoning, such as induction ... and (3) the utility of naturalistic models of 
explanation ... then much of what fourteenth-century philosophers did can 
count as empiricist, especially in contrast to the thirteenth century' <204 l. 
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The correct account of the human soul was a difficulty for all thinkers of 
the time (and. I understand, can still give rise, sometimes in different terms, 
to debate today), but it was perhaps especially awkward for thinkers who, 
like Buridan, had a 'naturalistic outlook' (106). One natural way to read 
Buridan is that, like Ockham, he followed reason as far as it would take him 
and when reasoning ran head on into truths which were to be accepted on 
faith (as happened to Ockham with respect to future contingents), he simply 
noted the impasse, and moved on. This is particularly true with regard to the 
human soul. Is it an immaterial form? Buridan's answer (179) is that the 
immateriality of the soul is on a par with the mystery of the Trinity or the 
Incarnation. God might miraculously explain the matter to us, but we cannot 
hope to have it demonstrated 'from principles having evidentness (leaving 
faith aside)'. Is the human soul a single thing, with precisely one soul for each 
human which is both animating and intellective? Or is it a different kind of 
thing, with (the possibility that Aristotle notoriously left unclear) one 'giver 
of forms' for all humans, as Ibn Sina and lbn Rushd suggested? 

Zupko offers an ameliorating reading of Buridan. Bw·idan is not 'giving 
up the game because he believes that his subject matter is beyond rational 
comprehension.' Rather he 'is only making a negative claim about the failure 
of empirical knowledge in a certain field ofenquiry' (180-1). WeshouJd, Zupko 
suggests, substitute' "outside the common course of nature" for each occur­
rence of"supernatural ," and "not empirically evident" for "miraculous",' and 
this will give us 'a reading ... that better reflects Buridan's thinking' (181). 
Well, maybe. But another reading is clearly possible. However, one does not 
need to be convinced on each and every point to find Zupko's work an excellent 
and informative addition to our knowledge ofBuridan. 

The main portion of the text occupies 271 pages. The notes, substantial, 
informative, and interesting, occupy a further 128 pages, almost ha lf the 
length of the text itself. They are alas collected after the main text, rather 
than at the foot of the page, thus making them difficult to read in context, 
unnecessarily so, surely, when typesetting is wholly computerized. This is 
surely the fault of the publisher, not Zupko, but it would be much better to 
have the notes more easily available in such a work. 

J .J. MacIntosh 
University of Calgary 
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