








































































































Michael Williams takes issue with the foundationalist reading of On 
Certainty championed by Stroll (and others). In 'Why Wittgenstein Isn't a 
Foundationalist', he identifies four characteristic features of foundational­
ism, and claims that for Wittgenstein what is objectively certain has none of 
them. The features in question are 1) universality: the foundations of knowl­
edge are the same for everyone; 2) specifiability: the line between founda­
tional and non-foundational beliefs can be clearly demarcated; 3) 
independence: the foundational beliefs are epistemically and semantically 
autonomous from the non-foundational beliefs they support; and finally, 4) 
rational adequacy: there is a tight logical connection between foundational 
and non-foundational beliefs which can provide resolution for clashes among 
non-foundational beliefs. 

I think that Williams is on solid ground here, particularly with respect to 
3). Perhaps Stroll can accommodate these points by insisting that Wittgen­
stein's brand of foundationalism is uery non-standard. But I, for one, begin 
to wonder what is to be gained by persisting with the label. There is, to be 
sure, plenty of foundational language in On Certainty. But there is also plenty 
of coherentist language, which Stroll does not consider (cf. Schulte's essay). 
More importantly, still, it is unclear whether the points Wittgenstein wishes 
to make with regard to those propositions and judgements that stand fast for 
us in fact require the use of foundational language. Certainly, if as Stroll 
claims, 'Wittgenstein's main thesis [is] that what stands fast is not subject 
to justification, proof, the adducing of evidence or doubt and is neither true 
nor false' (34), then it is plausible to trunk that Wittgenstein could in principle 
have dispensed with both foundational and coherentist language. 

Was Wittgenstein a realist? As Mounce characterises it in 'Wittgenstein 
and Classical Realism', the realist/anti-realist dispute centres on whether 
the world imposes order on the mind (realists), or whether instead the mind 
imposes order on the world (anti-realists). It is widely held that Wittgenstein 
did not so much attempt to solve the dispute as to dissolve it, finding it ripe 
with philosophical confusion. Mounce disagrees with this orthodoxy, and 
attempts to show that Wittgenstein's work, including On Certainty, bears 
significant connections with classical realism. Wittgenstein commentators 
often reduce the realist/anti-realist dispute to the following dilemma: either 
we can transcend language and ground it in the world or our language is 
wholly autonomous. Mounce rejects the dilemma as spurious, finding a third 
possibility: 'that language develops through our interrelations with an inde­
pendent world' (106). It is this latter possibility that he takes Wittgenstein 
to embrace and to make him a classical realist of sorts. 

Undoubtedly, Wittgenstein would not have denied the existence of an 
independent world, but that, I take it, is not enough to make him a realist in 
the intended sense. For Mounce, I think, what warrants the applicability of 
the label is the particular nature Wittgenstein ascribed to the 'interrelations' 
grounding the sense of our language. Those interrelations typically involve 
activities, ones that are not primarily linguistic. But even in this sense, I 
wonder whether the comparison with classical realism is really apposite. For 
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it seems to me to pay insufficient respect to the centrality of the notion of the 
autonomy of grammar in Wittgenstein's later thinking- a notion that is, in 
any event, wholly anathema to the sort of classical realism one might 
attribute to Plato and Aristotle. In his contribution, 'Wittgenstein's ''Kantian 
solution"', Brenner takes issue with Mounce's interpretation, developing 
instead a Kantian reading of Wittgenstein's mature work. Brenner does not 
disagree with Mounce on the grounding role of human activity, but tries to 
show that the grounding in question cannot be understood on the model of a 
truth-making relation of correspondence, and rightly emphasizes precisely 
the sense in which for Wittgenstein our concepts cannot be justified by 
reference to an independent reality. 

Overall, this collection of essays is excellent, and Moyal-Sharrock and 
Brenner ought to be commended for their work in putting it together, as well 
as for writing a very helpful introduction (they also contribute an article 
each). 

Javier Kalhat 
University of Reading 

Adriaan Theodoor P eperzak 
Philosophy Between Faith and Theology: 
Addresses to Catholic Intellectuals. 
Notre Dame, IN: University of Notre Dame 
Press 2005. 
Pp. xiv + 216. 
US$46.00 (cloth: ISBN 0-268-03886-4); 
US$22.00 (paper: ISBN 0-268-03887-2). 

Philosophy will never be the same. At least, that's how Adriaan Theodoor 
Peperzak would have it. He invites philosophers, theologians, indeed all of 
academia to a renewal of philosophy by recalling what it was all about in the 
first place: a reflective, even contemplative, understanding of what interests 
us most: life. The philosopher lives before he philosophizes, and he philoso­
phizes about life. Consequently, philosophy can never be the activity or 
product of an autonomous and universal reason as proposed by philosophers 
of the modern era. 

Every philosopher's life with its concrete culture, intellectual tradition, 
and goals conditions his questions, hypotheses, and methods for seeking 
answers. But every philosopher also has a faith, by which Peperzak means 
'a basic orientation and conviction' regarding the overall meaning of his or 
her life (36). Christians, Buddhists, atheists, agnostics, Hegelian philoso-
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phers, all as such have a 'faith'. As a conviction, this faith involves trust , a 
self-giving or submission to some authority. (Again, reason is not autono­
mous.) As an orientation, faith implies a person's movement in accord with 
his belief (i.e., a 'spirituality'), which also takes concrete form in his life (as 
a 'religion'). Peperzak's book aims to illustrate this 'inseparability between 
experience, faith, spirituality, philosophy, and theology' (205). He also offers 
examples of how a philosophy conscious of its faith might still strive for the 
ideal of universally valid truth on such topics as freedom and ontotheology, 
thereby simultaneously maintaining and refreshing the philosophical tradi­
tion. 

Peperzak holds that the key for this renewal in the Western tradition is 
development of our appreciation for the significance of person hood. Given the 
radical importance of our faith for our lives, philosophy would be enriched by 
a more conscious cooperation with faith even as philosophy's illusory auton­
omy were humbled by faith's trust in an Other. This trust establishes the 
philosopher in a dialogue with the Other, the fruit of which is shared with 
still others via the dialogue of speech and writing. The experienced intersub­
jectivity of the philosopher's faith and his philosophizing, his being addressed 
and his addressing within a tradition and a community, should set philoso­
phy free from the impossible dream of autonomy, making it again relevant 
to life as it is lived, i.e., in relation to other people and to the ultimate desire 
that draws us beyond the disappointments of all lesser desiderata. 

By Peperzak's provocative integration, philosophers are called to respon­
sible acknowledgement of both unconsciously held biases and dearly held 
beliefs. His aim is not that they do away with them all - an impossible task 
and even the opposite of what he seeks - but that philosophy be reinvigor­
ated through reacquaintance with life as its inspiration and the realm of its 
significance. Peperzak challenges the idea of philosophy as a faithless activ­
ity ofreason, arguing this image itself expresses a partkular faith (in reason's 
autonomy), which, as such, need not be held by others. He also examines the 
difference between philosophy as a religion and philosophy of religion; the 
common ground philosophy and faith share in wonder; the philosophy of 
salvation; and the different implications for theology if reason is seen as 
autonomous or as dialogical. Peperzak closes with the intentionally provoca­
tive invitation to renew philosophy by resituating it in a dialogue with faith, 
as necessary to respect philosophy not only as a speaking about, but also a 
speaking to. 

Although Peperzak addresses his book to Catholic intellectuals, a far­
wider audience can appreciate it. Philosophers who consciously profess any 
faith will be encouraged to overcome any dualism in their thinking, while 
those who claim their most basic life convictions are irrelevant (or almost so) 
to their philosophy will be tickled or irritated into reexamining their claim. 

Taken with Peperzak's thesis, however, his subtitle suggests that there is 
something particularly Catholic about his approach or that ms conclusions 
represent the sort of integration of philosophy and faith (Catholic, in this 
case) he advocates. I am still considering what it might be. For example, does 
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his suggestion that all 'faiths' converge on the same truth and the same 
salvation (81, 128) do justice to his own faith's profession of Jesus Christ as 
the unique savior? I am also not sure that the 'relativity' Peperzak advocates 
(e.g., 81) always escapes being the relativism rejected by Catholicism. Again, 
by raising faith to the generic level, does Peperzak overlook faith's differing 
significance in different religions (and 'religions') to the point of equivocation? 

Peperzak wants to avoid any 'dogmatic exclusivism' (19; see also 84), 
which is consistent with his preference for affective responses (e.g., 63), his 
cautions about doctrinal (i.e., propositional or theoretical) expressions of 
faith, and his assertion that philosophy cannot prove the truth of Christian­
ity, or vice versa (51; see also 192-3). But these positions raise questions for 
his own methodology and conclusions: How can a person philosophize con­
scious of his faith, unless he is both conscious of the dogmas of his faith and 
holds them to be true, thereby excluding others? How can a philosophy -
particularly a phenomenology - reflect upon the universal characteristics 
of God's speaking in different religions without a judgement that it is true 
God is speaking in these cases (182, 192-3)? The validity of inductive judge­
ment depends upon the accurate grouping of the examples considered. 

Finally, does describing philosophy as {ides quaerens intellectum (84, inter 
al.) leave a place for theology? And does describing theology as the philosophy 
of a theistic faith (74, 84) do it justice? Wouldn't all the philosophy of theists 
who are conscious of their faith be exactly such a philosophy without yet 
necessarily being theology? Do both descriptions then merely transpose the 
question of the relationship between philosophy and theology, without touch­
ing it in substance? 

These questions merely suggest the challenge of the topic, the originality 
of Peperzak's proposals, and some of its potentiality for furthering discussion. 
A more immediate and profound apprehension of Peperzak's ideas might 
have been served by a greater integration of his key themes, which are often 
introduced as if for the first time in successive essays, and each time with 
different nuances, but Peperzak's provocation is worth the patience. 

Alyssa H. Pitstick 
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Robert B. Pippin 
The Persistence of Subjectiuity: 
On the Kantian Aftermath. 
New York: Cambridge University Press 2005. 
Pp. viii+ 369. 
US$75.00 (cloth: ISBN 0-521-84858-X); 
US$28.99 (paper: ISBN 0-521-61304-3). 

Robert Pippin's latest book is a collection of fourteen essays, much like his 
Idealism as Modernism: Hegelian Variations (1997). The new book continues 
the project developed in that earlier co11ection and other of his works, notably 
Modernism as a Philosophical Problem: On the Dissatisfactions of European 
High Culture (1991, 1999). Pippin advocates a Hegelian conception of the 
modern condition as one in which socially situated, reflective, self-determin­
ing subjects can flourish. This position is for the most part articulated in The 
Persistence of Subjectiuity by means of a critique of various anti-modernist 
philosophers. A direct defence of the Hegelian stance Pippin adopts is only 
adumbrated here; we are directed (often) to both earlier and forthcoming 
works for the fuller story. The sense that what Pippin provides is but part of 
a larger project is best conveyed by the suggestion (more modestly expressed 
by him) that the book can be seen as a set of contributions towards 'an 
extended Phenomenology of Spirit' (23). 

Nearly everything in the book has been or is due to be published else­
where, so some items will already be familiar to readers. But various chapters 
have only appeared in rather out-of-the-way places or in other languages, 
and many have been revised. The only entirely new piece (other than the 
helpful 'Introduction') is the fifteen-page 'Postscript' to the chapter on 
McDowell. (One omission from the details given in 'Acknowledgments' [ vii­
viii]: a version of the chapter on Heidegger is due to appear in a forthcoming 
collection edited by Crowell and Malpas, Heidegger and Transcendental 
Philosophy. ) 

The essays are presented in four parts. Part 1, 'Setting', has just one 
chapter, 'The Kantian Aftermath'. This describes how Hegel's historical 
phenomenology continues and improves upon Kant's transcendental critique 
in its attention to 'the normative dimension of thought and action' (53). 
Pippin also makes some interesting comments on other contemporary com­
mentators, notably Frederick Beiser. Part 2, 'Theorists', is the most s ubstan­
tial, amounting to half the book, and of most general interest. It contains 
seven chapters, the first five of which address philosophical critics of the 
'bourgeois', modernist position Pippin defends: Heidegger, Gadamer, Adorno, 
Strauss and Arendt. The final two chapters engage with two contemporary 
philosophers with whom Pippin has nuanced differences: Frank and McDow­
ell. 

In the essay on Heidegger, Pippin argues that the 'analytic of Dasein' 
should not be interpreted as a transcendental enterprise. First, there is 
nothing like a 'transcendental deduction' in Being and Time. Second, Heideg-
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ger is just as much concerned with the ways conditions of intelligibility fail 
(in contrast to the Kantian tradition) as with the ways they succeed. As a 
result, Heidegger is placed closer to Hegel, as both focus attention on 
breakdowns of experience-enabling conditions. With Hegel, though, these 
breakdowns are themselves interpretable and reintegratable. 

The Auseinandersetzung between Heideggerian hermeneutics and 
Hegelian idealism is continued in the following chapter, in which Pippin 
examines Gadamer's oscillation between 'invocation of and separation from' 
Hegel (91). Gadamer's objection to Hegelian 'subjectivism' is said to be based 
on a traditional, metaphysical view of Hegel which disregards the emphasis 
on normative autonomy of interest to Pippin. Not only can Hegel shrug off 
Gadamer's objections, he can in tum illuminate what is unsatisfactory in the 
latter's version of hermeneutics. 

In the next chapter, Pippin shows that Adorno, like Gadamer, is in the 
grip of a 'distorted (if conventional) picture' of the German idealist tradition 
(101), though in this instance it is Kant who is central. Pippin demonstrates 
how getting Kant right enables us to scale-down and frame more accurately 
Adorno's diagnoses and thereby see how the problems involved can be 
resolved with Hegel's help. This is a particularly effective discussion, not 
otherwise available in English. 

The pieces on Leo Strauss and Hannah Arendt are less successful, perhaps 
because they drift away from the focus on subjectivity and idealism, and 
maybe also because the thinkers involved are less substantial. Strauss is 
taken to task for his anti-modern conception of natural right, Arendt for her 
anti-bourgeois account of the origins of totalitarian evil. 

Pippin then considers Manfred Frank's recent defence of subjectivity 
against structuralist and 'neostructuralist' critiques. Pippin largely concurs 
with Frank, but feels that Frank inclines too much to a 'romantic' conception 
of that which he is defending, when it is the idealist tradition that provides 
the best resources. A similar tack is taken in the chapter on John McDowell. 
Pippin finds much to agree with, but is unhappy for various reasons with 
McDowell's naturalism (however 'relaxed' this is meant to be). This piece will 
already be familiar to those interested in the debates around Mind and 
World, but here it is combined with a new 'Postscript' in which Pippin 
responds to McDowell's reply to it. Pippin's further efforts to get clear about 
his subtle disagreement with McDowell leads him into the centre of the 
idealist revolution - Kant's 'transcendental deduction' and account of auton­
omy and their reworking by Hegel. These dense pages will be of interest both 
to those concerned with McDowell and to those wanting to get more of the 
nitty-gritty of Pippin's own position. 

Part 3, 'Mores', comprises two chapters, whose contents are well-conveyed 
by their respective titles, 'The Ethical Status of Civility' and 'Medical Practice 
and Social Authority in Modernity'. 

In the fourth and final part, 'Expression', Pippin turns to art and litera­
ture. The first of the three chapters takes issue with the exaggerated claims 
for the ethical value of the aesthetic made by Martha Nussbaum and Elaine 
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Scary. The next chapter considers how artistic modernism, in particular 
abstract expressionism, makes sense from the Hegelian perspective, taking 
in along the way the contrasting views of Dan to, Greenberg, Fried and Clark. 
This is a quite excellent account of Hegel's 'end of art' thesis. Pippin ends the 
book with a fascinating, if not altogether convincing, discussion of Proust and 
the idea of'becoming who you are'. 

Meade McCloughan 
University College London 

Paul Ricoeur 
The Course of Recognition. 
Trans. David Pellauer. Cambridge, MA: 
Harvard University Press 2005. 
Pp. xi+ 297. 
US$29.95. ISBN 0-674-01925-3. 

In this work, his last book published before his death in 2005, Paul Ricoeur 
opens a problematic concerning the conceptual status of'recognition' and its 
meaning for philosophical discourse. Noting that 'recognition' is often de­
ployed by philosophers yet rarely itself made explicit, Ricoeur proposes a 
hermeneutics of the term to uncover the core of its meaning. It slowly becomes 
apparent, however, that this core may not lie in recognition itself. Although 
three aspects ofrecognition will come to the fore in his analysis, Ricoeur also 
hopes 'to compose at a higher degree of complexity a chain of conceptual 
meanings that will take into account the gaps between those meanings 
governed by heterogeneous ways of stating the problem' (18). In short, 
Ricoeur aims for a theory of recognition, rationally reconstructed from the 
plurivocality of its philosophical uses. To this end, a heuristic is developed 
based 'on the reversal in the use of the verb to recognize from the active to 
the passive voice' (23). The three chapters of the book a re organized around 
the explication of each of these voices. 

The first chapter develops the theme of recognition as identification. Kant 
is the major figure here, as Ricoeur explores how the Kantian synthesis of 
the imagination produces recognition of objects through representation. 
Ricoeur's reading of Kant is exemplary, as is his introduction to that discus­
sion through a reading of Descartes, although the force of this is blunted by 
the translator's use of the standard English translation of the Meditations. 
instead of rendering the French translation employed by Ricoeur and its 
more prominent use of'recognition'. This is the most concise of the chapters, 
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and Ricoeur effectively argues his thesis that recognition for Kant - 'recog­
nition in concept' - assumes epistemological mastery over all of its repre­
sentations (46). Ricoeur's convincing challenge to this model is made from 
the perspective of Husserl's later phenomenology, which is read as under­
mining representation's primacy through the ruination of 'the idea of a 
relation between subject and object such that that object would be at every 
instant exactly what the subject is currently thinking' (60). Ricoeur has long 
been one of the finest interpreters of Husserl's texts, and this section is no 
exception. The problem then raised for the Kantian concept of recognition is 
the phenomenon ofunrecognizability, which implies to Ricoeur that recogni­
tion is not conceptual mastery but rather a kind of relation to objects with 
their own 'variety of modes of being' (62). To demonstrate this, Ricoeur shifts 
the discussion to self-recognition, long a problem for both Kantian and 
phenomenological viewpoints. 

The second chapter deals with self-recognition as the middle, reflexive 
voice of to recognize. Although the main interlocutor here is claimed to be 
Bergson, this is mfaleading, as Ricoeur's analysis attempts more than just 
an exegesis of Bergson's conception of our recognition of memory images. The 
discussion ranges widely here, from Greek tragedy to contemporary issues 
regarding the recognition of collective identities. Ricoeur characterizes his 
concerns in this chapter in this way: 'How can we give a continuation to the 
Aristotelian analysis ofaction, within the setting of the reflexive philosophy 
inaugurated by Descartes and Locke, then extended to the practical dimen­
sion by Kant's second Critique and brought by Fichte to its highest transcen­
dental power?' (90-1). Ricoeur's Oneself as Another and Time and Narratiue 
have covered this ground, and the rehearsal of the arguments here often 
strays from the examination of recognition. As we see in the third chapter, 
this is in keeping with Ricoeur's intent. However, for those familiar with 
previous analyses of narrative identity and ipseity, this section offers reveal­
ing connections to Ricoeur's work on history and memory; but to those 
unfamiliar, this chapter is not the ideal ground for entrance into Ricoeur's 
concerns. His concepts are set up at such a breakneck pace that a reader is 
likely to require some independent knowledge of them before coming to the 
text. His argument leads from the agent's self-recognition of responsibility 
and capacities to act to the social capabiljties that allow or hinder these 
capacities. In its reformulation in the social realm, self-recognition becomes 
the 'attestation' of the agent's capacities and 'a demand, a right to require, 
under the rubric of the idea of social justice' (148). 

Because of this demand, Ricoeur's analysis is able to reach the topic of 
mutual recognition. However, it is apparent from the introduction to the 
third chapter that recognition, in all three voices, depends on what Ricoeur 
will characterize as the dialectic between identity and alterity. Although 
there are some fine interpretations given in this chapter, notably to Hobbes's 
and Hegel's differing accounts of the state of nature, if one reads the third 
chapter after the conclusion, this different problematic emerges. 
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Mutual recognition, the keystone of this attempted theory of recognition, 
is dramatically difficult to achieve on Ricoeur's reading - and with good 
reason. The importance of hermeneutics emerges for Ricoeur because of the 
failure of other theories to achieve philosophical totality; but hermeneutics 
does not itself promise totality, only enlarged understanding. Therefore, even 
a theory of recognition will run into a limit that prevents it from gaining 
conceptual mastery. But Ricoeur will not abandon this investigation as a 
mere 'rhapsody of ideas' (24 7). Instead, the 'course' of recognition will reveal 
that recognition is only possible on the basis of alterity and distance. In every 
case of recognition - identification, self-recognition, mutual recognition -
the problem is that 'of comparing incomparables and hence of equalizing 
them' (161). But, as in all of Ricoeur's texts, this dissymmetry between 
'recognized' and 'recognizer' is not grounds for despair but the opportunity to 
revitalize understanding. In Ricoeur's terms, distanciation from the thing is 
not necessarily alienation but is necessary for the production of a creative 
mediation. If philosophers are to develop a more just conception of epistemo­
logical, ethical, or political recognition, Ricoeur ultimately argues that we 
must take into consideration that which threatens all recognition with failure 
as well as makes it possible, 'the alterity of the protagonists in an exchange 
with each other' (262). Recognition mediates between agents but never fully 
closes the gap between them. This subtext makes this book immensely 
challenging but ultimately worthy of study. 

Darin S. McGinnis 
Loyola University Chicago 
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Wesley C. Salmon 
Reality and Rationality. 
Phil Dowe and Merrilee Salmon, eds. 
Toronto and New York: Oxford University 
Press 2005. 
Pp. xi+ 285. 
Cdn$129.50/US$74.00 
(cloth: ISBN 0-19-517784-3); 
Cdn$35.95/US$29.00 
(paper: ISBN 0-19-518195-6). 

This book is the first two parts of a three-part project undertaken by Salmon 
- a project which, sadly, he was unable to finish before his death in 2001. It 
is largely a selection of his papers, published between 1965 and 1994, on the 
topics ofrealism and rationality in science. In addition, it contains introduc­
tions, appendices and two previously unpublished chapters all written by 
Salmon. This collection constitutes a serious challenge to van Fraassen's 
constructive empiricism and offers an intriguing defense of scientific realism. 

The first and shorter part of the book concerns realism. In the first chapter 
Salmon poses what he takes to be the 'key question' concerning realism: does 
inductive reasoning contain 'the resources to enable us to have observational 
evidence for or against statements about unobservable entities and/or prop­
erties' (10). Salmon stresses that a failure to recognize the significance of this 
question 'has had serious philosophical consequences' (10). He accuses a 
number of philosophers of having neglected this question, with Bas van 
Fraassen being the most important figure in Salmon's cross hairs. Salmon 
points out that in The Scientific Image van Fraassen uncritically pits realism 
and empiricism as adversaries. However, realism and empiricism are incom­
patible with one another only if the answer to the key question is negative. 
Salmon disagrees with van Fraassen's view, arguing that observations can 
provide evidence for unobservable entities. Arguments from analogy and 
common cause arguments are identified as two important argument-types 
that provide such evidence. The legitimacy of these arguments, according to 
Salmon, can be evaluated within a Bayesian framework. 

The second part of the book concerns rationality. Salmon is interested in 
giving a characterization of theory choice and theory confirmation that 
maintains the status of science as a rational enterprise. He also wants an 
account that incorporates aspects of Kuhn's historical approach to the phi­
losophy of science. Specifically, he wants to include a role for the subjective 
judgments made by scientists in the process of theory evaluation. Salmon 
argues that the key to reconciling these seemingly divergent interests is a 
Bayesian account of confirmation. Most of Part 2 is an attempt to work out 
the details and challenges facing the Bayesian approach. Chapters 4-6 
contrast the Bayesian approach with the hypothetico-deductive method, and 
highlight the indispensable role of prior plausibility arguments in theory 
evaluation. These plausibility arguments, which cannot be accommodated in 
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the hypothetico-deductive method, play a critical role in the Bayesian ac­
count, since they constitute the prior probabilities. In Chapters 7 and 8, 
Salmon develops his notion of 'dynamic rationality', giving substance to his 
claim that science is rational. The final two chapters compare inductive 
reasoning to deductive reasoning, and articulate the dangers of drawing an 
overly strong analogy between the two. 

The above description may be somewhat misleading; it might appear that 
the book is comfortably organized around the topics of realism and rational­
ity. However the book does not read this way. It reads more like a treatise 
on the usefulness of Bayes' theorem illustrated by its application to an 
assortment of philosophical problems. If taken as a book primarily about 
realism and rationality, it is perhaps unsatisfying in scope and focus. How­
ever, the exploration of these topics is likely not Salmon's primary goal. 

There is a more interesting and unified project lurking behind the selec­
tion and ordering of the chapters. Salmon briefly alludes to it in the preface 
(ix-xi) and in a few endnotes (e.g., 238), but unfortunately does not explicitly 
carry this theme throughout the discussion. Reality and Rationality may be 
viewed as a sustained challenge to van Fraassen's constructive empiricism. 
This challenge comes in two stages. Salmon first attacks the empiricist/real­
ist dichotomy with the identification of the 'key question'. Here Salmon is 
most insightful and convincing. He investigates the development of atomism 
through the twentieth century, identifying a rather convincing instance of 
the argument from common cause in the determination of Avogadro's num­
ber. It is this evidence that finally won over even the most ardent anti­
atomists in the scientific community. Salmon rightly holds this up as a 
compelling example in which there is observational evidence for unobserv­
able objects. If this example and the type of inference involved holds up to 
scrutiny - and Salmon makes a compelling case - then it poses problems 
for constructive empiricism. 

The second stage of the argument is a response to van Fraassen's concern 
that there does not currently exist, nor is there likely ever to exist, a 'putative 
theory or logic' of induction which will ground a robust realism (238). This is 
van Fraassen's main defense against the challenge posed by the first stage 
of the argument. Salmon argues that a Bayesian framework can serve this 
purpose, and he works hard at addressing many of the standard problems 
(e.g. issues concerning prior probabilities) associated with a Bayesian ap­
proach. There is one issue, however, not discussed that leaves a hole in his 
argument. Salmon specifies a formulation of Bayes' theorem which can be 
used to evaluate competing theories. In addition to the competing theories 
there are terms in the formulation that refer to a 'catchall hypothesis' (96). 
The catchall hypothesis says that the competing theories being evaluated are 
all false. The obvious concern, in light of the pessimistic meta-induction 
argument, is that the catchall is almost certainly the correct hypothesis. This 
is precisely the kind of concern van Fraassen raises in Laws and Symmetry 
when attacking abductive reasoning. We may be able to choose the best 
amongst competing theories, but this does not warrant a belief that the best 
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theory is the correct theory. The conect theory is most probably amongst the 
much larger set of possible theories not being considered. Salmon's Bayesian 
approach cannot be used to defend a robust realism without addressing this 
issue. 

Although the second stage of Salmon's challenge, the more ambitious part 
of the project, may not knock down van Fraassen's empiricism, it contributes 
in important ways to the Bayesian approach and to the defense of realism 
more generally. 

Micheal McEwan 
University of Calgary 

Scott Sehon 
Teleological Realism: 
Mind, Agency, and Explanation. 
Cambridge, MA: MIT Press 2005. 
Pp. xii + 245. 
US$36.00. ISBN 0-262-19535-6. 

This monograph is a valuable contribution to current discussions in action 
theory, the metaphysics of mind, and folk psychology, and is recommended 
reading for philosophers and cognitive scientists working in these areas. 
Scott Sehon is among those who present a teleological account of folk 
psychology as a substitute for the causal status quo, and in this thorough and 
careful book he defends, point-by-point, a non-reductionist and realist view 
of folk psychology that he calls common-sense psychology (CSP). 

CSP is, for Sehon, 'an ill-defined mass of propositions including individual 
attributions of mental states to particular agents, explanations of the behav­
ior of individual agents, and generalizations concerning behavior and mental 
states' (8). From the start, he accepts the standard view according to which 
CSP consists of a set of propositions and has the same function as scientific 
theories, namely prediction and explanation. The propositional view of CSP 
(as opposed to the model or practice approach to folk psychology) also sets 
the stage for his defense of CSP as ontologically real, but as logically 
independent from physical science, and thus not reducible or eliminable. To 
defend his position, Sehon argues that there are no bridge laws between CSP 
and physical science. (He also takes Lewisian causal functionalism to be a 
reductionist theory, and while it fails to offer biconditional bridge laws, he 
understands functionalism as reductionist because it is fully within the 
domain of natural science.) Of course these arguments are based on Sehon's 
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starting assumptions, namely that both scientific theory and CSP are sets of 
propositions, a view that has its critics. 

The claim that CSP is not reducible to the physical sciences is further 
defended using Davidsonian arguments regarding the normative natw·e of 
CSP. CSP differs from science in that it isn't open to wholesale revision, given 
that mental kind terms are not natural kind terms. Sehon also raises 
Wittgensteinian concerns to the effect that neither can our qualitative beliefs 
about mental states fix the reference of mental state terms nor can they be 
otherwise identifiable. Since the reasons andjustifications that make up CSP 
are normative, and science is not normative in the same way, Sehon argues 
that there is no plausible relation between science and CSP. They must be 
logically independent. 

Sehon's next task is to establish that the causal theory of action explana­
tion is false. To establish that mental states are epiphenomena!, Sehon 
presents familiar arguments leading to a dilemma between reductionism and 
epiphenomenalism, and accepts the latter. The epiphenomenalist conclusion 
is further defended from attacks within action theory. Sehon argues that 
explanations which may appear to be causal can be restated in teleological 
terms, and that contra the arguments from Mele, Bishop, and Peacocke, such 
teleological explanations cannot be analyzed in terms of, or reduced to, causal 
accounts. 

The second half of the book is dedicated to developing and defending 
Sehon's positive view of teleological action explanation. A teleological expla­
nation is an answer to a 'To what end was the agent's behavior directed?' 
question (136), and must be constrained by rationality considerations. Tele­
ological explanations that refer to the agent's end are not descriptions of 
states of affairs (contra Dancy and Schueler), nor must they always refer to 
desires (contra Davidson). Rather, we explain behavior by finding some end 
that is both 'optimally appropriate' for the action and that is 'the most 
valuable state of affairs' toward which the action could be directed given the 
constraints of rationality and circumstance (155). The view is defended 
against a host of objections from Davidson, Mele, and Fodor, and it is 
distinguished from the relatively closer views of Dancy and Schueler. 

Near the end of the book Sehon attempts to carve out his own position in 
the folk psychological topography by arguing that his teleological realism is 
not consistent with any of the currently existing views. The teleological 
conception of CSP isn't consistent with strong realism because it rejects the 
causal story that is one of the pillars of realism. It isn't instrumentalism 
because CSP allows for both successful predictions and explanations, and an 
instrumentalism that does permit predictions must be built on top of a realist 
account, which we don't have. Sehon is committed to the existence of full 
agents with mental states, and he is concerned that a genuine instrumental­
ism can't allow for such things. Finally, CSP is distinct from eliminativism, 
since eliminativism would destroy the talk of purpose that is central to CSP. 

It is in his defense of CSP against the eliminativist that Sehon begins to 
speak of CSP in ways that go beyond his prior description of it as a set of 
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propositions that we use to predict and explain behavior. Even if the promise 
of neuroscience came to be, we could not lose our talk of mental states, he 
argues, for they have functions other than those of predicting and explaining. 
Sehon writes, 'Much of our reason for caring about CSP categorization is only 
indirectly connected to prediction of a person's motor behavior' (225). What 
we care more about are things such as understanding other people, or morally 
evaluating a person's actions, says Sehon. If these other functions of CSP are 
as valuable as predicting or explaining, then it seems that Sehon's attempts 
to distinguish his view from an instrumentalist reading are undermined. The 
appeal to mental states in discussing other people may have some useful 
heuristic value for predicting behavior (as is widely assumed and not often 
argued for). And future neuroscience or evolutionary theory might offer us 
the explanation Sehon demands from the instrumentalist of why CSP pre­
dictions and explanations work as well as they do. But it seems that his 
fundamental reason for rejecting instrumentalism is that CSP works so well 
when it comes to predicting and explaining behavior. If, with respect to 
prediction, it turns out that CSP isn't any more reliable than other methods, 
such as Laplacean calculations, induction from past behavior, or brain scans, 
it is still instrumentally valuable for those very reasons Sehon cites in 
response to the eliminitivist's challenge; we use CSP to develop the kind of 
understanding of other people that allows us to create the kind of social bonds 
necessary for a functioning society. 

Sehon's critique of the causal theory of action is a meticulous and impor­
tant challenge to conventional wisdom, and it should be seriously considered. 
However, whether the teleological view can take its own unique position 
alongside realism, eliminativism, and instrumentalism remains to be seen. 

Kristin Andrews 
York University 
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Jacques Derrida: Liue Theory. 
New York: Continuum 2005. 
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US$19.95 (paper: ISBN 0-8264-6281-2). 

Introducing Derrida clearly and concisely is no small task, but this book does 
a fine job of negotiating the challenges involved. Clarity is particularly 
difficult when it comes to writing on Derrida, whose texts are notoriously 
abstruse; thus Jamie Smith does a great service for those struggling to find 
a foothold in Derrida's texts, writing with sanity and wit to render many of 
Derrida's more obscure notions understandable. In doing so, however, Smith 
also wants to correct those caricatures that depict DetTida as simply incom­
prehensible, decadent, or even dangerous. In response, he aims to 'demy­
thologize' the mythical 'Derrida-monster' by side-stepping the second-hand 
interpretations and attending to Derrida's texts (3, 8-9). 

Guiding the book is the claim that Derrida's texts, from the earliest to the 
latest, exhibit a governing concern with alterity, or otherness. Deconstruc­
tion has always been an ethical gesture, insofar as it attends to the excluded 
'other'. Yet numerous readers of Derrida suggest that he underwent an 
'ethical turn' in his later writings. Smith challenges this reading by demon­
strating how even Derrida's early work revolves around the theme of other­
ness. Chapter 1 focuses on Derrida's treatment of language, and introduces 
such infamous notions as the 'metaphysics of presence', 'logocentrism', and 
'differance'. According to Derrida, the Western philosophical tradition priori­
tizes speech over writing, since the speaking voice seems to promise 'imme­
diacy and pure self-presence', while writing threatens to introduce 
mediation. Derrida substantiates this claim through close readings of Plato, 
Husserl, Rousseau, and Levi-Strauss. But he goes further than simply 
criticizing phonocentrism and/or logocentrism by demonstrating how this 
quest fo r pw·e immediacy is already compromised from within. Writing does 
not introduce mediation into language; rather, speech itself is already con­
taminated by mediation (43). 

Derrida's assertion that meaning is never fully present, never given 
without remainder, is crucial to understanding his statement that 'there is 
nothing outside of the text' (44). Although Derrida's critics have often taken 
this statement as a denial that language refers to the world, what Derrida 
actually asserts is that our experience is always mediated by a linguistic 
context. This means that the subject is never an autonomous, self-enclosed 
master of language, whose meanings are transparently present to her. 
Instead, meaning is marked by absence. To be sure, meaning is not utterly 
absent or void; but it is 'never simply or fully "present"' (45). Smith proposes 
that this notion of absence is synonymous with transcendence, since it 
denotes that which is exterior to the subject's consciousness (27). And it is 
the exteriority of the linguistic community that grants the subject the 
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capacity for speech and self-consciousness. Subjectivity does not originate in 
isolation and subsequently move into relations with others; instead, it is only 
constituted in relation to others. One might expect that this move entails a 
sort of linguistic determinism, which precludes the possibility of a responsi­
ble subject. But much to the contrary, Derrida argues that this fundamental 
relationality is in fact the opening for ethics. It is the condition of ethical 
responsibility (45). 

This discussion sets the stage for the rest of the book, which continues to 
explore the way otherness 'interrupts' philosophy's ambitions (45). Chapter 
2 explores Derrida's work on literature, particularly regarding the way 
literature acts as one of philosophy's non-philosophical others. As such, 
literature challenges philosophy's attempt to dictate the rules of all dis­
course, thereby providing the occasion for philosophy to examine itself ( 48). 
Smith also considers Derrida's work on the irreducibility of metaphor, as well 
as the ethics of interpretation. The latter discussion is helpful given decon­
struction's reputation as the abolition of all interpretive criteria. Smith 
blames this misperception on Derrida's British and American reception 
(especially during the 1970s and 1980s), in which literature departments and 
radical 'assistant professors' mistook Derrida as a prophet of interpretive 
anarchy (61, 99). Deconstruction is indeed radical, but Smith points to the 
limits of interpretation - viz., reference, context, and community - as 
governing its ethical respect for otherness (64). 

Chapter 3 explores Derrida's more recent work on ethics, politics, and 
religion. Smith discusses Derrida's treatment of justice, forgiveness, cos­
mopolitanism, and hospitality, as well as the influence of Kierkegaard and 
Levinas. Smith has written extensively - and at times quite critically -
about this side of Derrida. Despite t he generally apologetic tone of this book, 
he has serious reservations of his own regarding Derrida. In this context, 
however, Smith brackets his criticisms in favour of ex positing Derrida's texts. 
As a consequence, one will need to look beyond this book for critical analysis 
of Derrida. (Smith's own forthcoming book, The Violence of Finitude: Derrida 
and the Logic of Determination, takes up some of his criticisms). 

Chapter 4 provides a selected survey of Derrida's engagements with major 
figures from the philosophical tradition, such as Plato, Nietzsche, and 
Heidegger. This chapter also briefly examines Derrida's reception by the 
so-called 'Yale school,' Habermas, Gadamer, certain analytic philosophers, 
and recent critics of postmodernism such as Zifek and Badiou. The final 
chapter consists of an 'interview' with Derrida. The interview format is in 
keeping with other volumes in Continuum's 'Live Theory' series, which 
includes interviews with such figures as Chomsky, Baudrillard, and 
Kristeva. In this case, however, Derrida was unable to participate, so Smith 
conducts an imagined interview with Derrida by drawing on previously 
published interviews and texts. The interview could probably pass as actually 
involving Derrida, but it is a little odd to read it knowing Smith has 
assembled it himself. Smith acknowledges the dangers involved with speak­
ing for Derrida in this way, but he tries to turn these circumstances to his 
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advantage by interrogating the very idea of the interview, which is often 
taken as a means of accessing the unmed.iated truth by talking to the 
author-in-himself (104-5). 

I opened by noting the clarity with which Smith writes, since this is a 
significant challenge in writing on Derrida. It is also a challenge to introduce 
Derrida concisely, and Smith manages to survey the vast scope of Derrida's 
corpus in a mere 120 pages. Needless to say, Smith does not cover every text 
or theme in Derrida's work, nor does he treat any particuJar aspect in the 
depth that a specialized study would. Smith candidly admits the limitations 
of such an approach. Nonetheless, for those seeking entry into Derrida's 
thought, this book is a good place to start. 

Brian Gregor 
Boston College 

Alfred I. Tauber 
Patient Autonomy and the Ethics of 
Responsibility. 
Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press 2005. 
Pp. xiv + 328. 
US$62.00 (cloth: ISBN 0-262-20160-7); 
US$25.00 (paper: ISBN 0-262-70112-X). 

At first glance, this is a work about bioethics, and its main theme is succinctly 
captured by Tauber's leading question, 'Where and how does patient auton­
omy fit into the framework of bioethics?' (15). In concert with a growing 
chorus of writers such as Beauchamp, Loewy, Thomasma, and Pellegrino, 
Tauber rejects an autonomy-focussed approach to bioethics and argues that 
it must necessarily fail in the clinical setting because, unlike the hypothetical 
patients who are the subjects of discussion in the mainstream bioethics 
literature, actuaJ patients are not autonomous. Their autonomy, no matter 
how construed - and Tauber dfacusses a variety of possible conceptions -
is severely compromised not only by their illness but also by the power 
imbalance between physicians and patients, by the patients' lack of medical 
knowledge, and by the patients' dependence and isolation in the heavily 
institutionalised modern health care setting. Moreover - argues Tauber -
autonomy cannot account for the clinical responsibility of the physician. That 
is centred in trust. 

According to Tauber, the contemporary focus on autonomy is the result of 
a general social evolution that increasingly construes the ind.ividuaJ person 
in atomistic terms, rather than acknowledging the multiplicity of roles that 
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s/he plays in the social setting. As a result, medicine has veered away from 
its Hippocratic roots as a caring profession and moved in the direction of a 
scientifically grounded business that replaces trust with contract. Neverthe­
less, Tauber argues, modern medicine, even when practised in the economi­
cally dominated context of the Health Maintenance Organization, cannot 
escape its caring roots because, when all is said and done, the relationship 
between physician and patient is fiduciary in nature. This is grounded in the 
very nature of medicine itself. In Tauber's eyes, the physician/patient dyad 
constitutes a 'moral community' that is ineluctably characterized by loyalty, 
solidarity and trust. 

Not surprisingly, Tauber portrays beneficence as being as integral to the 
physician-patient relationship as autonomy itself. While the patient is in­
deed a person - which calls for an acknowledgement of patient autonomy 
- the patient is also a person-in-need; and that calls for beneficence. 
Therefore in Tauber's eyes, there are two fundamental principles that struc­
ture the physician-patient relationship: autonomy and beneficence; and this 
duality sets up a tension that pervades all of medicine. 

Tauber maintains that it is a fundamental failure of contemporary medi­
cal education that it does not equip the budding physician with appropriate 
tools for dealing with this moral duality and the tensions it produces. 
However, even though Tauber comments on the fact that contemporary 
medical education does not include much formal training in ethics, and 
although he does advocate the inclusion of ethics courses in the medical 
curriculum, he believes that the real solution does not lie in more formal 
ethics teaching but in fundamentally restructuring the medical curriculum. 
Among other things, and importantly, it should disabuse physicians of the 
notion that medical facts a re value-neutral and that medical decision-making 
is purely scientific in nature. From the very beginning, physicians should be 
taught that scientific facts are embedded in competing and distinct domains 
of physician- and patient-values, and that an ethically appropriate physician­
patient relationship is not captured simply by adhering to ethical principles 
- not even by adhering to the dyad of autonomy and beneficence. Instead, 
it is a covenant that involves negotiation between the dependent patient and 
the physician-gatekeeper who is motivated by a sense of responsibility. In 
Tauber's mind, trust is the key, and he proposes restructuring of the physi­
cian's role along the lines of an advocacy model that is similar to one already 
familiar from the nursing literature. In his mind, this would allow physicians 
to accept a psycho-social construction of illness that does justice to both the 
scientific and the cultural aspects of illness and health care. 

Therefore this real\y isn't a book about bioethics: it is a book about the 
ethical nature of modern medicine. To be sure, Tauber draws heavily on 
contemporary bioethical theory -and he shows remarkable erudition in this 
regard; and he does cast his arguments in terms of the opposition between 
autonomy and beneficence. However, his real focus is the practice of medicine 
itself: how it was practised in the past, how it is practised at present, and 
how it should ethically be practised. Therefore the question, 'Where and how 
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does patient autonomy fit into the framework of bioethics?' is really mislead­
ing. It should be recast as the question, 'Where and how do patient autonomy 
and physician beneficence fit into the practice of medicine, and what role 
should the notion of physician responsibility play?' 

Is this a good book? That all depends. On the one hand, it states the 
obvious: medicine has become a technologically dominated profession whose 
practitioners are selected on the basis of demonstrated ability to absorb and 
deal with scientific facts, and whose training is essentially confined to a 
scientific - what Tauber calls the 'positivistic' and 'reductionistic' - mind­
set that provides technical expertise but little sensitivity for the ethical 
parameters of actual practice. There is ample literature on this subject, and 
there really was no need for another book. On the other hand, Tauber 
addresses these issues in a thought-provoking way that is framed in the 
context of the social evolution of modern medicine and of the development of 
bioethics. That makes it unusual and worth reading. Tauber also makes 
recommendations for integrating ethics not merely into the medical curricu­
lum but also into everyday practice by incorporating an 'Ethical Concerns' 
section into the standard medical record that accompanies every patient. 
That is even more unusual, because it brings bioethics out of the classroom 
into the clinic. For the reader with an interest in the ethical practice of 
medicine, the book is worthwhile; for the reader interested in pure bioethical 
theory, it is a disappointment. 

Eike-Henner W. Kluge 
University of Victoria 

Michael Theunissen 
Kierkegaard's Concept of Despair. 
Trans. Barbara Harshav and Helmut Tilbruck. 
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University 
Press 2005. 
Pp. xi+ 159. 
US$35.00. ISBN 0-691-09558-2. 

Due to the all too common tendency to read Kierkegaard as little more than 
a religious fanatic, theological polemicist, impassioned (as opposed to 'rea­
soned') existential skeptic and/or anti-philosophical mysologist, it is with 
great relief that philosophers interested in Kierkegaard receive the recent 
translation of Michael Theunissen's Kierkegaard's Concept of Despair. 
Through a careful explicative analysis of Kierkegaard's Sickness Unto Death, 
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Theunissen implicitly demonstrates that Kierkegaard's work is deeply philo­
sophical and surprisingly cogent. 

More specifically, Theunissen aims to elucidate Kierkegaard's theory of 
despair. Rather than focusing on the form of Kierkegaard's presentation or 
being preoccupied with the hidden significance of Kierkegaard's 
pseudonymity (Sickness Unto Death is ostensibly written by Anti-Climacus), 
Theunissen is primarily turned toward the content of the text. Nonetheless, 
this is not a mere textual interpretation that is satisfied with the disclosure 
of the hidden meaning and structure of the text. Instead, Theunissen pro­
vides a properly philosophical study, which considers the 'analysis of despair 
as a piece of philosophy which can be taken out of the whole to a certain 
extent' (viii). Thus, Theunissen is focused more on the issue of despair in an 
increasingly nihilistic world (Kierkegaard's and ours) than on Kierkegaard 
or Sickness Unto Death as such. The latter is the means by which to view the 
former. 

In two focused studies, Theunissen follows two related Jines of critique. 
The first is an immanent critique, an internal critical reconstruction of 
Kierkegaard's theory of despair around a single premise. Here Theunissen 
wants to both present Kierkegaard on his own terms and reconfigure 
Kierkegaard's view as consistently as possible, whether Kierkegaard's osten­
sible presentation is fully consistent or not. As he puts it, 'the reconstruction 
is aimed primarily at exposing Kierkegaard's hidden intentions and facili­
tating a rational debate with his analysis of despair through a cautious 
correction of his conceptualization' (1). Herein lies one of the most noble­
minded elements of the text: Theunissen engages Kierkegaard with sober 
and balanced intellectual charity. In other words, Kierkegaard is treated as 
an authority, but never as a divine authority; his view is taken seriously on 
its own, but only insofar as it stands up to the criteria of truth, internal 
consistency and ontological plausibility. This teaches us that intellectual 
charity does not preclude critical evaluation. On the contrary, a reconstruc­
tion moved by charity demands a serious attempt to render the original fully 
intelligible, correcting whatever outward confusions are present. The second 
strand of critique is transcending, or evaluative. Here Theunissen aspires to 
assess the overall plausibility and value of Kierkegaard's theory of despair 
in order to 'discover to what extent the analysis burdened with all these 
premises does justice to its subject matter' (3). Put differently, the plausibility 
of the basic premise that is uncovered through the prior analytic reconstruc­
tion is scrutinized in this second strand. Whereas an immanent critique sets 
out to extract the overall position to which Kierkegaard is committed given 
the basic premise of his theory, a transcending critique goes further by 
uncovering all the hidden premises of the text and examining them through 
a strict philosophical lens. 

Theunissen's first study is prima1ily concerned with a two-dimensional 
(both constructive and destructive) reconstruction ofKierkegaard's theory of 
despair. The premise upon which Sickness Unto Death is constructed is the 
existential-dialectical principle that 'we do not will to be directly what we 
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are' (5). This either means that in despair I will to be other than I presently 
am because I am dissatisfied with what I am or that in despair I will to be 
my true self but only insofar as I do not actually and presently manifest my 
true self. In either case, Theunissen shows that despair is premised on what 
we might refer to as an essentially ambiguous account of the self. In other 
words, the self is such that it can at once be itself and not be itself because 
it can will to be other than it truly is. Insofar as the self is capable of 
despairingly willing to be other than itself, what is disclosed is the essential­
ity of will as an/the underlying element of selfhood. In short, the self is not a 
res cogitans - it is, in some sense nothing (no-res). Moreover, though despair 
is treated by Kierkegaard as a disease to be healed (through faith), Theunis­
sen's analysis also shows that despair in Kierkegaard's sense (and against 
Kierkegaard's outward condemnation of despafr) is a sign of the height of 
human intentionality and active spiritual selfhood. 

However, despair is ostensibly a sort of suffering, which presumes to be 
passive: I undergo despair. As such, the premise upon which Kierkegaard's 
theory of despair depends is compromised. If I passively undergo despair, 
how can despair be grounded on an assumption of willing selfhood? In this 
light, the second study assesses the overall consistency of the text. In effect, 
Theunissen seeks to discover what if any basic assumptions need to be added 
in order for Kierkegaard's account of despair to be fully illuminating. What 
he tries to show is that the ostensibly passive weakness of suffering that is 
common to despair is a lways also an active defiance. Thus, Kierkegaard's 
division of different levels of despair, both conscious and unconscious, both 
ostensibly active and passive, are only intelligible as originally active. Tn 
other words, all despair is rooted in action: 'any despair is an act' (61). 

Michael Theunissen has produced a complex and learned book. However, 
because Kierkegaard was a lways preoccupied with the form of his writing 
and the significance of his pseudonyms, and because content is necessarily 
modified and affected by its form of presentation, Theunissen's decision to 
avoid a formal analysis is unfortunate. Let's not forget, as he reminds us in 
The Point of View of My Work as an Author, Kierkegaard's writing is always 
deliberately ironic, deceiving us into the truth by saying what it does not say. 
As such, a careful attention to the mode of presentation is needed in order to 
locate the irony, and thus the truth into which we are supposed to be deceived. 
Nonetheless, the self-imposed limits of any text may be lamented but must 
be respected. Thus, within its limits, Kierkegaard's Concept of Despair is 
highly successful and will certainly help to illumine Sickness Unto Death for 
both students and scholars. 

Edvard Lorkovic 
Grant MacEwan College 
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Iain D. Thomson 
Heidegger on Ontotheology: 
Technology and the Politics of Education. 
New York: Cambridge University Press 2005. 
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US$70.00 (cloth: ISBN 0-521-85115-7); 
US$29.99 (paper: ISBN 0-521-61659-X); 
US$20.00 (e-book). 

This book is a substantial achievement, exhibiting both scholarly erudition 
and philosophical sensitivity at virtually every turn. Thomson's subject is the 
so-called 'later Heidegger,' i.e., the Heidegger represented by works com­
posed (roughly) after 1930 (1). Put briefly, his thesis is that underlying and 
unifying Heidegger's work on technology, education, and much else besides, 
is a view that might be called 'ontological historicism,' i.e., the claim that 
macro-level cultural and historical phenomena can best be made sense ofin 
the light of changing historical 'constellations of intelligibility.' 

In Chapter 1, Thomson presents this unifying framework with precision. 
He clarifies the pivotal role played by the concept of'ontotheology' in Heideg­
ger's later work. Perhaps most interestingly, he offers a rational reconstruc­
tion and defense of Heidegger's famous 'history of being', which has often 
come in for harsh criticism from historians of philosophy. 

In Chapter 2, Thomson argues for the thesis that 'Heidegger's critique of 
our contemporary age of "enframing" follows directly from his particular 
understanding of metaphysics as ontotheology' (44). In other words, the 
views articulated in Chapter 1 comp1;se the framework within which Heideg­
ger's famous criticisms of technological modernity become intelligible. Thom­
son goes on to argue that both misleading caricatures and more thoughtful 
critiques of Heidegger's views of technology stem from a failure to take 
seriously these deep philosophical motivations. In particular, by way of an 
engagement with the work of the Marcusean philosopher of technology 
Andrew Feenberg, Thomson is able to demystify both what Heidegger means 
by the 'essence of technology' and his revolutionary vision of a non-nihilistic, 
post-technological future. 

In Chapter 3, Thomson applies the same framework to the arduous task 
of confronting Heidegger's actions during the Third Reich. His position, in 
brief, is that Heidegger's later claims, that his actions in 1933-4 as the first 
Nazi rector of Freiburg University stemmed from his concerns about the 
university, actually contain an important grain of truth, however much 
Heidegger's broader exculpatory efforts have been discredited (84). Thomson 
shows how, beginning as early as 1911 (while he was still a student), 
Heidegger attempted to articulate a revolutionary view of the role of the 
university in the broader culture. He offers a vivid and compelling portrait 
of the explosive Zeitgeist of Germany in the 1920s and Heidegger's place 
within it. He argues that Section 3 of Being and Time, in which Heidegger 
outlines his view of the relation between philosophy and the sciences, 
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provides the philosophical underpinning for Heidegger's actions as rector in 
1933-4 (106-9). He also argues that Heidegger's authoritarianism as rector 
derives from his conviction that a 'single common foundation', a 'fundamental 
ontology', underlies the common ontological assumptions ofall the particular 
sciences (115-16). He then describes how, by the mid-1930s, Heidegger had 
abandoned this view, maintaining instead that there is no 'fundamental 
ontology beneath Western history' that would provide some justification for 
Heidegger's earlier 'apparent readiness immediately to legislate new aca­
demic disciplines from on high' (116, 118). 

Finally, in Chapter 4, Thomson undertakes a positive articulation and 
development of Heidegger's 'deconstruction [Destruktion]' of Western ideas 
about education. He argues that, for Heidegger, the locus classicus for these 
ideas is Plato's famous 'allegory of the cave'. Thomson shows how Heidegger 
offers a profound and prescient diagnosis of what many regard as today's 
crisis of higher education, and that he sketches out an alternative that lies 
buried in Plato's ancient insights. 

Among the many achievements of this book, three are particularly worthy 
of note. First, like other recent scholars, Thomson successfully 'demystifies' 
Heidegger's idiosyncratic views and obscure language, without rendering 
Heidegger unrecognizable as Heidegger, i.e., as the controversial, revolution­
ary, and maddeningly vague thinker that he was. Second, Thomson reveals 
Heidegger as a deeply systematic thinker, one who patiently and deliberately 
develops a stable framework from which to give a unified account of contem­
porary culture, of education, of history, and of much else besides. Finally, 
Thomson presents genuinely new, or at least largely undiscussed, ideas 
about Heidegger's work. For example, Thomson challenges the truism that 
Heidegger was 'silent' about the Holocaust, the terrible fruit of the regime 
he had so actively supported (83). Another example is the claim that Heideg­
ger maintains an 'ontological realism', that is, that he views human beings 
as fundamentally receptive or passive towards what Thomson calls 'constel­
lations of intelligibility', a view which might surprise some who read Heideg­
ger as being a kind of idealist (63). 

As with any work of such boldness on such a vast topic, there are things 
that Thomson leaves out of his account, as well as things that are eminently 
disputable. Among the former is a missed opportunity to finally dispel 
another myth about Heidegger, the myth that there is a radical caesura 
between his work before about 1930 and his later writings. Perhaps a more 
glaring lacuna is the absence of any discussion of the significant role that 
Holderlin (and other poets and artists) played in Heidegger's attempts to 
criticize, and sketch an alternative to, the dominant cultural paradigms of 
late modernity. Thomson discusses the importance of the pre-Socratic Greeks 
in Heidegger's thought, but he fails to note how, by Heidegger's own admis­
sion, it was Holderlin's visionary poetry that first intimated this possibility 
to him. Finally, one might dispute Thomson's claim that Heidegger's political 
activities are best explained by his view that a single, trans-historical 
'ontotheology' underlies all the sciences and all of Western history. Thom-
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son's account belies Heidegger's relentless critique, beginning as early as 
1914, of the philosophical tendency to abstract away from the 'anxious worry' 
of life in order to achieve a timeless 'logic' of 'categories', or his equally 
sustained assault on the attempts to derive some kind of trans-historical 
conceptual scheme for the interpretation of culture. If, as Thomson may 
suggest, Heidegger suddenly changed his views regarding 'fundamental 
ontology' between 1927 and 1933, we are owed an explanation of this radical 
about-face. 

All of this notwithstanding, Thomson has created a lively and engrossing 
portrait of Heidegger's thought, setting a high standard by which future 
studies of Heidegger will have to be judged. 

Benjamin D. Crowe 
University of Utah 

Gianni Vattimo 
Dialogue with Nietzsche. 
Trans. William McCuaig. New York: Columbia 
University Press 2006. 
Pp. xviii+ 247. 
US$29.50. ISBN 0-231-13240-9. 

This translation of Gianni Vattimo's Dialogo con Nietzsche. Saggi 1961-2000 
will likely be of interest to two (by no means mutually exclusive) groups of 
people: Nietzsche scholars, and those interested in Vattimo's own thought. 
Vattimo, Professor of Theoretical Philosophy at the University of Turin, is a 
renowned Italian philosopher and publjc intellectual. He has never achieved 
a reception in the English-speakjng world reflective of his status in Europe, 
but there has been enough interest in his work to have produced a steady 
stream of translations, of which Dialogue with Nietzsche is the latest. Col­
lecting essays written over a span of nearly four decades, this book charts 
the development of Vattimo's thiokjng about Nietzsche, who - along with 
Heidegger - is a principal influence on his own philosophy of'weak thought' 
(il penserio debole). 

For those interested in Vattimo's thought and its development, the essays 
of most value here are the earlier- and in general, more rigorously scholarly 
- essays (Chapters 1- 4, 6, and 7). Vattimo's more recent writings are often 
summary in nature, and can appear sketchy in their argument unless related 
back to the more careful scholarly work on which they build. Of particular 
note here is the extended treatment of the problem of historicism in 
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Nietzsche's thought, a problem to which Vattimo attempts various responses 
in his later writings. Some of the essays also allow the Anglophone reader an 
insight into the principal arguments of Vattimo's major work on Nietzsche 
which remains untranslated, Il soggetto e la maschera. Nietzsche e il 
problema della liberazione (The Subject and the Mask: Nietzsche and the 
Problem of Liberation). In this book, published in 197 4, Vattimo appropriates 
Nietzsche's thought for a dialectical, revolutionary Marxism, a stance which 
he later abandons. Most ofVattimo's works that have thus far appeared in 
English translation have dated from the late seventies onwards, and these 
insights into his earHer thought deepen our perspective on his development 
as a thinker. 

It is undoubtedly difficult for the English-speaking reader, approaching 
Dialogue with Nietzsche in 2006, to gauge the level of originality and impact 
that Vattimo's work on Nietzsche might have had in Italy in the 1960s and 
70s. From a contemporary perspective, the Nietzsche which emerges from 
Vattimo's work is a recognisably 'postmodern' Nietzsche, with certain key 
themes now quite familiar. The postmodern character ofVattimo's Nietzsche 
is distinguished by two emphases in the interpretation of his thought: the 
critique of truth, and the critique of the subject. Vattimo, rejecting any 
'naturalistic' interpretation of Nietzsche which attempts to ground his phi­
losophy in truths concerning our instinctual drives, insists on the importance 
of Nietzsche's dictum that there are no facts, only interpretations, and 
emphasises that this too is only an interpretation. Likewise, he rejects any 
interpretation of the Ubermensch as a wilful, unified subject, emphasising a 
radical break with any prior conception of the subject, and even suggesting 
that the concept of the Ubermensch has no positive meaning beyond the 
dissolution of bourgeois-Christian subjectivity (160). 

These themes are of course familiar to Anglophone scholars due to the 
considerable influence of the 'French' Nietzsche. However - and this will be 
perhaps one of the most interesting points of the book for Nietzsche scholars 
- Vattimo takes pains to distinguish the 'Italian' Nietzsche from the 'French' 
Nietzsche. Indeed, while acknowledging the importance of their contribu­
tions, Vattimo is frequently critical of two of the exemplars of French 
Nietzscheanism, Gilles Deleuze and Jacques Derrida. His major criticism of 
Deleuze is that he espouses a 'vitalist' metaphysics, in which life, the will to 
power, and the eternal return are taken to be true descriptions of the world 
as a process of energetic becoming (75-6; 137). For Vattimo, this amounts to 
a failure to understand Nietzsche at the deepest level (24), where any 
metaphysics must be understood as nothing more than an interpretation 
made from a particular perspective. However, Vattimo's major criticisms are 
mounted against Derrida and his 'disciples', such as Bernard Pautrat, Jean­
Michel Rey, Sarah Koffman, and Alexander Nehamas, who have produced 
interpretations of Nietzsche inspired by deconstruction. For Vattimo, the 
primary trait of the Derridean line of interpretation is that it aestheticises 
Nietzsche's thought in a way which simultaneously depoliticises it. In Vat­
timo's assessment, the Derridean strand of French Nietzscheanism, through 
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its focus on Nietzsche's style of writing as a response to the problems of 
metaphysics, has resulted in a general depoliticisation of Nietzsche in con­
temporary scholarship. 

It is on this very issue of the political that Vattimo suggests the Italian 
Nietzsche may be most clearly distinguished from his French counterpart. 
Whjle some French interpreters have paid attention to the political, Vattimo 
asserts that in Italy the political importance of Nietzsche has always been 
foregrounded. This political dimension of Nietzsche has not been sought in 
his own questionable views on politics, but rather in his critique of bourgeois 
culture, his reflections on science and technology, and hls attempts to 
formulate a post-metaphysical form of thought. Vattimo reports that Italian 
interpretations of Nietzsche (the most significant, aside from hls own, being 
that of Massimo Cacciari) developed in the 1970s in close contact with 
movements of the extreme Left and political events of the times. Moreover, 
Vattimo points to the political significance of the Italian interpretation of 
Nietzsche as given by the attempt to go beyond the critical value of 
Nietzsche's work (where, he believes, the French often remain), to think 
Nietzsche's positive import for our current cultural situation. Indeed, Vat­
timo applies the lessons he learns from Nietzsche's critical engagements with 
philology and the problem ofhlstoricism to hls own reading of Nietzsche, and 
always seeks to understand the relevance of Nietzsche's thought for contem­
porary, living problems in philosophy and culture. Such an approach makes 
the Italian Nietzsche a rich subject of interest, a subject which has generally 
been neglected in the Anglophone world. Dialogue with Nietzsche certainly 
brings the Italian Nietzsche into a sharper focus; perhaps it will also help to 
heighten his profile. 

Ashley Woodward 
Deakin University 
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Arne Johan Vetlesen 
Evil and Human Agency: 
Understanding Collective Evildoing. 
New York: Cambridge University Press 2005. 
Pp. xii+ 313. 
US$80.00 (cloth: ISBN 0-521-85694-9); 
US$34.99 (paper: ISBN 0-521-67357-7); 
US$28.00 (e-book). 

This timely study of collective evildoing takes as its paradigms of evil the 
Holocaust and the 'ethnic cleansing' in the former Yugoslavia, with special 
attention in the second case to genocidal rape. The approach is secular, the 
focus on perpetrators, and evils are understood as intentional inllictions of 
suffering against the victim's will and causing serious foreseeable harm (2). 
By 'collective evils' Vetlesen means evils perpetrated by one group against 
another. His basic question appears to be: How do ordinary people come to 
be capable of participating in the collective evils of genocidal atrocity? His 
very sensible answer is that there is no one unified explanation that will 
illuminate all the behavior of all perpetrators, but that multi-faceted expla­
nations that include psychological, situational, and structural factors are 
worth pursuing. 

The first three chapters examine three thinkers who attempt to answer 
the above basic question with a comprehensive single explanation. Vetlesen 
seeks to draw out what is valuable in each approach and to expose its 
limitations. He describes his overall result as a 'synthesis between function­
alist and intentionalist approaches to collective evil' (3). 

The first thinker he takes up is Zygmunt Bauman, whose sociological 
approach to the Holocaust finds its mass killings to be facilitated by distanc­
ing between perpetrator and victim made possible by modern technologies. 
The second is Hannah Arendt, whose philosophical approach defines radical 
evil as dehumanizing (perpetrators as well as victims) and who finds the 
worst evils perpetrated not by sadists but by banal functionaries like Eich­
mann, who exhibit the deep failure of an inability to think. For Bauman and 
Arendt, collective evildoing seems a function more of situations in which 
people find themselves than of their inner motivations and character. Third 
is the American philosopher C. Alfred Alford, who counters with an approach 
that centers the perpetrator's motivations and character. According to Alford, 
evil results from attempting to transport to others our unchosen human 
vulnerabilities and dependencies when these things become intolerable, so 
we can feel that we have some control over them. 

Two driving forces behind this book appear to be a nagging dissatisfaction 
with the legacy of Stanley Milgram (Obedience to Authority: An Experimental 
View [New York: Harper & Row 1974]), whose studies present evil as 'an -
often unintended-byproduct of obedience to authority' (5, Vetlesen's empha­
sis), and the strong belief that the failure exhibited by mass murderers such 
as Eichmann is not basically intellectual but one of feeling, a failure of 
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empathy (on whjch Vetlesen has a lso written). An opposite extreme to 
Bauman and Arendt is Daniel Goldhagen's account of the Holocaust as a 
product of German eliminationist anti-Semitism (Hitler's Willing Execution­
ers: Ordinary Germans and the Holocaust, New York: Vintage 1997). But 
Vetlesen does not defend Goldhagen. Rather, he seeks an intermedfate view 
that acknowledges a role in a significant range of the behaviors of collective 
evildoing for intentional causing of major suffering as an end in itself, not 
simply to please or pacify others. 

To make his case, Vetlesen invites us to consider the up close and personal 
rapes and low-tech killings in the 1990s by former neighbors in the former 
Yugoslavia (the subject of Chapter 4), the machete slayings by former 
neighbors in Rwanda, and survivors' accounts of gratuitous tortures and 
humiliations inflicted, often face to face, in the Nazi camps. Bauman's 
distancing and modern technology do not illuminate these deeds. Nor does 
Arendt's idea that evil dehumanizes always capture what happens here. It 
is important, if the infliction of suffering is to be an end in itself, that victims 
retain their humanity and that perpetrators be able to appreciate (or think 
they appreciate) the sufferings that their victims experience. 

Chapter 5, on responses to collective evil, picks up on an unresolved 
problem in Arendt's account: how to make sense of holding individuals 
accountable for their roles in collective evildoing. If evil dehumanizes even 
perpetrators, what becomes of responsibility? What sense does it make to 
punish dehumanized perpetrators? At her most extreme, Arendt maintained 
of Eichmann that he had no way of knowing that what he did was wrong. Yet 
she concluded unequivocally that it was just to hang him. If Alford is right 
that there is an individual motivational component to the behavior of par­
ticipants, which, Vetlesen argues, can be mobilized in collective evildoing, 
and if individuals have choices about how to deal with their unchosen 
vulnerabilities and dependencies so that their attempt to control these things 
by laying them onto others is not inevitable, then Arendt's conclusion regard­
ing Eichmann can make sense. It makes still more sense ifVetlesen is right 
that Eichmann's failure was more one of empathy than of thinking. Eich­
mann, then, however banal, was not dehumanized - inhumane, but unfor­
tunately all-too-human. Vetlesen's position is that for purposes of law 
individuals should be held accountable, but that for purposes of under­
standing, collective evildoing should be understood as not simply reducible 
to an aggregate of individual deeds. 

The sixth, and last, chapter is a brief recapitulation and a plea for 
alertness and early response to collective evildoing globally. 

Examples discussed in this book are a few well-chosen large-scale atroci­
ties. How might that focus affect the plausibility of the theories considered? 
Would those theories also illuminate such smaller-scale collective evildoing 
as the violence of the Ku Klux Klan, organized crime, or inner city gangs 
(whose victims are also groups)? How about corporations that knowingly 
market unsafe products or inadequately tested drugs, or market poisonously 
addictive ones (such as tobacco) to teenagers, or hospitals that cover for 
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unscrupulous doctors, or churches that relocate unscrupulous clergy? Or, are 
these not instances of 'collective evildoing', on the ground that the victims 
are not groups? (But aren't they?) 

This book is an excellent and brave contribution to a complex topic -
balanced, well-argued, informative. I recommend it to all philosophers, 
sociologists, and psychologists who have research interests in understanding 
large-scale atrocities. 

Claudia Card 
University of Wisconsin, Madison 

Kenneth R. Westphal 
Kant's Transcendental Proof of Realism. 
New York: Cambridge University Press 2005. 
Pp. x + 299. 
US$80.00. ISBN 0-521-83373-6. 

Westphal argues that Kant's transcendental idealism is destroyed by Kant's 
own transcendental proofs. Kant, according to Westphal , is an unqualified 
realist (a realist 'sans phrase,' as he expresses it), and his system contains a 
wholly effective response to global perceptual scepticism. This is a tough, 
scholarly work, impressively broad in scope, and lacking nothing in minute 
analysis of the full range of Kant's texts. It contains much that will be of 
interest to the specialist, and little or nothing for the generalist. 

The most original and useful material is presented in the first half of the 
book. There is an illuminating discussion of Kant's method, stressing the 
importance of transcendental (narrow) and epistemic (broader) reflection for 
grounding Kant's philosophical proofs in the first Critique. An analysis of 
four thought-experiments shows that epistemic reflection is not simply an 
act of introspection by which we take stock of the contents of consciousness, 
but a process in which we reflect on our cognitive abilities in light of various 
counterfactual states of affairs, crystallized in examples from Kant - which 
is not to say the categories are entirely devoid of content when the conditions 
of application to the sensory manifold are omitted. Here we get a coherent 
account of noumenal causality that does not involve a 'double affection' theory 
of the relationship between things-in-themselves, the transcendental self, or 
appearances and the empirical self. Westphal (strangely) combines an ideal­
istic reading with a 'dual aspect' interpretation of the relationship between 
phenomena and noumena. 
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Bold claims are made for Kant's argument concerning the transcendental 
affinity of the sensory manifold. Westphal's discussion of transcendental 
affinity does bring the relation between transcendental arguments and 
transcendental idealism into sharp focus, but, contrary to Kant's express 
view, transcendental arguments are not, according to Westphal , only possible 
on the basis of transcendental. The analysis of the conditions for conscious 
experience stemming from the affinity of sensory input implies that tran­
scendental reflection is not methodologically linked to transcendental ideal­
ism, since we have here at least one substantive (non-trivial) argument that 
does not draw support from idealistic premises. This suggests that Kant's 
method of proof may be of interest to realists: The disjunction - either the 
laws of nature are derived from experience, or nature is derived from the 
laws of the possibility of experience - which serves as the major premise in 
Kant's argument for idealism, neglects a third alternative, viz., we are 
cognitively sensitive only to objects having certain kinds of properties, even 
though the objects have those properties whether or not we cognize them. 
This is a realistic alternative that Kant overlooks, and which is entailed by 
his analysis of affinity. Specifically, while intellectual synthesis may recon­
struct the transcendental affinity of the manifold, the affinity is a relational 
property given in sensation, not constructed by the subject. The objects 
themselves must exhibit a certain amount of regularity if we are to have 
experience of them. 

In addition to these novel reflections, Westphal argues persuasively that 
the three Analogies of Experience form an integrated set, and that Kant's 
answer to Hume requires support from arguments first provided in the 
Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Science. Westphal's examination of the 
latter work exposes circular reasoning in Kant's case against corpuscularism, 
and shows that Kant's proof of the law of inertia is flawed. This has negative 
implications for his efforts to transcendentally justify even commonsense 
causal judgements. 

Westphal's painstaking analysis culminates in the claim that Kant's 
transcendental idealism should be rejected, not only because the arguments 
supporting it are defective, but also - and more importantly - because 
Kant's transcendental proof of the affinity of the sensory manifold yields 
genuinely realist conclusions from the resources of transcendental reflection. 
So Kant's method appears to be more philosophically fruitful than his 
metaphysical stance. (Further non-idealistic implications regarding rational 
agency and everyday judgements about physical objects and events in the 
world around us are squeezed from the clever expose of Kant's mistakes.) 
Westphal's recommendation is this: Jettison transcendental idealism. Kant 
should let it go, since his own principles can't justify it, and we should do the 
same, making use of Kant's method of transcendental proof in the service of 
unqualified realism. 

The scholarly armature Westphal raises in support of his conclusions is 
imposing. There is no general objection to be made on that score. My worry 
is with the position itself. That Kant is an idealist, and means to be, 'deep 
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down', seems undeniable. But, as Descartes warns in the Rules for the 
Direction of the Mind, 'in the common philosophy there is nothing to be found 
whose certitude is so apparent as to be beyond controversy' (Rule Ill). Kant 
wants to be an idealist, according to Westphal, but comes out a realist in spite 
of himself - not an empirical realist (the sort of parasitic realism made 
possible by an underlying idealistic framework), but a realist without quali­
fication. But what sort of a position is this? What view, exactly, is Westphal 
attributing to Kant? 

The initial impression Westphal gives is that of the honest scholar trying 
to master the system of an historical figure. In the end, this figure is 
transformed (twisted and turned, perhaps) into a champion of the metaphys­
ics he combated. The very opposite of what the philosopher wanted to 
represent is credited to him as his real or best position. So is Westphal trying 
to do history of philosophy here or just wishful thinking? We may not want 
Kant to be an idealist. Butifhe says that he is, why not believe him?Westphal 
'proves' that Kant didn't understand himself. If Kant is such a confused 
thinker, then perhaps we should look elsewhere for strong arguments in 
support of realism. Surely t here are better arguments for realism than 
transcendental reflection on the affinity of the sensory manifold. Westphal 
fails to convince that it matters whether or not Kant's system can be made 
compatible with hard realism. 

Scott Stapleford 
University of the Witwatersrand 

310 


	Front Matter
	Table of Contents
	The Conspiracy of Art: Manifestos, Interviews, Essays
	Pragmatism, Critique, Judgment: Essays for Richard Bernstein
	Reclaiming the Enlightenment: Toward a Politics of Radical Engagement
	The Political Philosophy of Cosmopolitanism
	Adapting Minds: Evolutionary Psychology and the Persistent Quest for Human Nature
	An Essay on Philosophical Method
	The Ethics of St. Thomas Aquinas: Happiness, Natural Law, and the Virtues
	Modality and Tense: Philosophical Papers
	Arguments about Arguments: Systematic, Critical and Historical Essays in Logical Theory
	Mind and Supermind
	Mainstream and Formal Epistemology
	Morals and Politics
	On the Human Condition
	Essential History: Jacques Derrida and the Development of Deconstruction
	Sexual Ethics: The Meaning and Foundations of Sexual Morality
	Sight and Sensibility: Evaluating Pictures
	Ethics Done Right: Practical Reasoning as a Foundation of Moral Theory
	The Long Arc of Justice: Lesbian and Gay Marriage, Equality, and Rights
	Readings of Wittgenstein's On Certainty
	Philosophy Between Faith and Theology: Addresses to Catholic Intellectuals
	The Persistence of Subjectivity: On the Kantian Aftermath
	The Course of Recognition
	Reality and Rationality
	Teleological Realism: Mind, Agency, and Explanation
	Jacques Derrida: Live Theory
	Patient Autonomy and the Ethics of Responsibility
	Kierkegaard's Concept of Despair
	Heidegger on Ontotheology: Technology and the Politics of Education
	Dialogue with Nietzsche
	Evil and Human Agency: Understanding Collective Evildoing
	Kant's Transcendental Proof of Realism



