








































































































work appears at the next stage with their causal interpretation of the DAG's 
generated by their algorithms: an arrow in a causal DAG is to be interpreted 
as representing direct causal influence in the obvious direction. The algo­
rithm most discussed is SGS's PC algorithm. A crucial theorem is that, 
modulo certain assumptions discussed below: 

(Tl ) The true causal DAG lies within the class represented by the PC 
output pattern. 

SGS do not propose an analysis of causation: they adopt an axiomatic 
approach in which the axioms speak of causation. Glymour draws an analogy 
(201) to the state of probability theory: Kolmogoroffs axioms speak of 
probability and provide the theory even in the absence of consensus on a 
substantive definition of probability. However, SGS do have a control notion 
of cause in mind: they are interested in the problem of how to predict the 
effects of interventions. Of course, this is a goal of much social science. SGS's 
approach is unique in the relative ease with which their software generates 
the putative candidates for the true causal DAG, and the relative lack of 
domain specific information required in order to do this. (I do not use 
'information' in its factive sense: one of the advantages of SGS's methods 
appears to be that their results are less likely to be tainted by false back­
grow1d information. Presumably, however, background information may be 
helpful in the selection of one causal DAG from an output pattern.) 

Given sample data and optional background knowledge, the PC algorithm 
first makes judgments about population condit ional independences. These 
judgments require distributional assumptions - a first point of contention. 
If, however, the PC algorithm has accessed the true independences then (Tl) 
holds provided that: the data are generated by some causal DAG; the Causal 
Markov and Faithfulness conditions are satisfied; and every common cause 
of a pair of measured variables is itself measured. <Dropping this last 
assumption does not render SGS's machinery entirely impotent, but it does, 
of course, reduce its inferential power.) 

The Causal Markov assumption is that a variable X is independent of 
every other variable (except X's effects) conditional on all of its direct causes. 
Thus the arrangement of the arrows in a causal DAG will, under the Causal 
Markov assumption, typically entail various independences. To assume 
Faithfulness is to assume that no part of the independence structure true of 
the population arises 'accidentally': all independences result from the struc­
ture of the true causal DAG (under the Causal Markov assumption) and can 
be recovered from the output pattern. 

These assumptions entail the common cause principle: ifp(XIY)>p(X) then 
either X causes Y, or Y causes X, or there is a common cause of X and Y; and 
ifZ is a common cause ofX and Y, then p(X/YZ)=p(X/ZJ (Z screens ofIX from 
Y). 

Scheines (198) sums up the SGS program thus: 

Contrary to what some take to be our purpose, we do not intend to 
magically pull causal rabbits out of a statistical hat. Our theory of 
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causal inference investigates what can and cannot be learned about 
causal structure from a set of assumptions that seem to be made 
commonly in scientific practice. It is thus a theory about the inferential 
effect of a variety of assumptions far more than it is an endorsement 
of particular assumptions. 

Perhaps, then, the following (which I glean from the essays by Cartwright, 
Freedman, Humphreys, and Woodward) poses a challenge to scientific prac­
tice more generally. Not all acyclic causal circumstances can be captured in 
causal DAGs. Nested causal relations are common, and cannot be repre­
sented in DAGs. Consider a violation of the common cause p1;nciple in which, 
say, p(+Y+X)>p(+Z) because +Y is present and +X causes [+Y to cause +ZJ, 
whereas -X causes [ + Y to cause -Z] (X has no causal effect on Y). Since + Y is 
present, we might say that +X 'causes' +Z in whatever sense of 'cause' one 
wants to impute to causal DAGs, and draw an arrow from X to z. But this 
misses a crucial part of the causal structure. Suppose +X causes [-Y to cause 
-ZJ and -X causes (-Y to cause +Zl. Then our causal DAG will yield false 
predictions if cases of -Y are selected. And it might fail to predict the effect 
of intervening to a lter the value of X: perhaps s uch intervention would 
disrupt the link between +X and +Z by altering the value ofY. 

Or consider t he following nested case: I seem to recall findings to the effect 
that the causal relation between parenting style and offspring outcome varies 
in accord with societal mores - a parenting style successful in the 1950s 
failed in the 1960s . This raises the issue of whether background conditions 
a re to count as causes of the causal relations they 'facilitate'. If so, then causal 
DAGs hardly ever (never?) fully represent the causal situation. (This might, 
however, be of li ttle practical import if the background remains stable.) 

A concern specific to SGS is the extent to which they can, as they claim, 
do with less domain specific knowledge than their competitors. Woodward, 
for example, notes that not all variables Z that screen off X from Y are 
common causes in the usual sense; and domain specific knowledge might well 
be required to disti nguish common causes from mere screens. 

The SGS software is, however, surely a useful addition to the social 
scientist's arsenal. At the least, when a more conventionally produced causal 
model is proposed, it should be compared with the relevant SGS output. This 
might well lead to mutual confirmation of putative causal connections; and 
if not, such comparison will point up areas of dispute where further data 
collection and analysis are required. 

Piers Rawling 
University of Missouri-St. Louis 
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Martin Montminy 
Les fondements empiriques de la signification. 
Montreal: Bellarmin. Pp. 237. 
n.p. ISBN 2-89007-825-6. 

On peut comprendre de deux manieres le titre de !'excellent ouvrage de 
Martin Montminy. (1) Il existe des fondements empiriques et non em piri­
ques a la signification et l'ouvrage portera exclusivement sur ces fonde­
ments qw sont de nature empirique. (2) Les fondements de la signification 
sont exclusivement de nature empirique et l'ouvrage traitera des fonde­
ments de la signification. II faut entendrn ' empirique ' ici comme on le fait 
traditionnellement en ph_ilosophie - rien n'est dans l'esprit qui ne fut dans 
Jes sens, principe rappele par Montminy a la premiere page de son premier 
chapitre (17) - et non comme on le fait parfois dans le discours populaire 
comme signifiant ' scientifique ' ou ' nature l '. Car si tout philosophe 
contemporain admet que Jes fondements de la signification sont naturels, 
Montminy, suivant en cela Qwne, opte pour la position plus radicale : Jes 
fondements de la signification sont exclusivement de nature empirique. 
Rien n'est dans le verbe qui ne fut dans Jes sens. C'est un des fameux 
pri ncipes de l'empirisme purge de ses dogmes non empiriques : ' I ... I a ll 
inculcation of meanings of words must rest ultimately on sensory evidence. 
' (Quine 1969, Epistemology Naturalized, 75). Tel est le principe seman­
t ique de l'empirisme sans dogmes au ca.ur de la semantique quinienne et 
de l'reuvre de Montminy : en situation d'accession au sens, l'i nterprete ne 
peut compter en derniere ana lyse que sur Jes evidences sensorielles ; les 
fondements de la signification sont exclusivement de nature empirique. De 
ce principe decoulent les theses fameuses de la semantique quinienne, 
theses presentees, evaluees et, le cas echeant, corrigees avec brio par 
Montminy: l'impossibilite d'etablir une distinction stricle entre les enonces 
analytiques et synthetiques, le statut privilegie de la s ituation de traduc­
tion radicale, )'indetermination de la traduction et le role fondamental du 
principe de charite. 

II convient cependant de souligner le statut epistemologique du principe. 
11 ne s'agit pas pour Quine ou Montminy d'une affirmation a priori mais 
d'une donnee scientifique confirmee : 'La science nous dit que notre seule 
source d'information sm· le monde exterieur passe par !'impact de rayons 
lumineux et de molecules sur nos surfaces sensorielles ' (Quine 1975, The 
Nature of Natural Knowledge, cite pa r Montminy, 109). C'est ce statut a 
posteriori qui enchasse la theorie empiriste de la signification de Quine au 
sein de son naturalisme et qui permet a Montminy d'affirmer (97 ) qu'il 
defend Jui aussi une conception natura liste de la signification. A cet egard, 
Montminy montre parfaitement comment !'ensemble de la semantique 
quinienne decoule de son naturalisme. Le naturalisme est la these voulant 
qu'il n'existe pas de savoi r premier, dont la philosophie serait porteuse et 
le philosophe l'investigateur privilegie: pas de savoir anterieur au savoir 
scientifique lui servant de fondement. Le pnilosophe qui, comme Quine ou 
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Montminy, opte pour le naturalisme doit severement contraindre son dis­
coUI·s philosophique car il sait qu'aucun principe philosophique n'est a l'abri 
d'une refutation empirique. Le naturalisme est un lourd fardeau car il 
signjfje qu'un systeme philosophique ayant reussi avec honneur et distinc­
tion les epreuves internes a la discipline peut etre balaye du revers de la 
main par une decouverte scientifique inopportune. 

Or le principe semantique de l'ernpirisme est aujourd'hui remis en 
question par Jes sciences, tant la biologie que la neurologie que la psychologie 
et ai nsi ne cadre plus aussi ' naturellement ' au sein de la science qu'on a 
pu le croire jadis quand Quine a pose les jalons de sa semantique. II n'est 
plus evident que les mots ne contiennent que ce qui fut dans les sens et, 
au mieux, le principe semantique de l'empirisme sans dogmes est une 
prediction sur l'etat futur de la science. Plusieurs psychologues croient en 
effet que !'interpretation n'est pas uniquement contrainte par les donnees 
sensorielles mais aussi pa r un ensemble d'hypotheses innees - dans un 
sens nouveau, voir a ce sujet Rethinking Innateness de Elman (1996). 
Annette Karmiloft~Smi th (1992), dans Beyond Modularity, explique ainsi 
que les enfants viendra ient a !'interpretation armes de contraintes innes : 
que Jes mots prononces par ceux qui les informes denotent des objets entiers, 
que les mots acquis doivent toujours etre appliques aux objets de meme 
categorie taxinomique, que Jes nouveaux mots s'appliquent a des objets ne 
possedant pas deja une etiquette linguistique. D'autres contraintes ont ete 
proposees par d'autres chercheurs mais il ne convient pas d'en faire la revue 
ici. Le point est celui-ci : on peut comprendre ces hypotheses scientifiques, 
qui devront peser dans la balance du phiJosophe qui entend developper une 
conception naturaliste de significat ion , comme suggerant que, a l'origine, 
nous ne viendrions pas a !'interpretation en situation de traduction radicale 
- evidemment, la s ituation de traduction radicale est philosophiquement 
trivia le si elle ne s'applique pas en derniere analyse a la maniere par laquelle 
la significa tion nous est don nee (on ne s'interesse aux fictions philosophiques 
que s i e lles explicitent un aspect de notre realite). Les contraintes innees 
postulees pa r les psychologues peuvent certes s'averer invalides, auquel cas 
l'empirisme quinien peut poursuivre sans alteration son programme seman­
t ique, mais ii s'agit la desormais d'un pari (et personne n'aime fonder sa 
philosophie sur la priere qu'un pari s'averera gagnant !). Je crois cependant 
que le philosophe qui en tend poursuivre aujourd'hui le programme quinien 
peut fa ire mieux qu'un pari et une priere: ii peut montrer que Jes contraintes 
innees n'affectent pas de maniere substantielle la semantique quinienne, 
ou encore ii peut fonnuler une nouvelle semantique naturaliste qui expw·ge 
le na turalisme quinien des ses dogmes empiristes. 

S'il existe desormais des raisons de douter que le programme semantique 
quinien developpe par Montminy puisse etre qualifie de natw·aliste comme 
le souhaitait son fonda teur, et ainsi s'inserer en toute coherence dans le 
cadre d'une philosophie naturaliste, iJ n'y a aucune raison de douter de la 
qualite de l'etude qu'en fait Montminy. II s'agit d'une a:uvre d'une rare clarte 
qui in teressera tout philosophe cherchant a comprendre Ia semantique de 
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ceux pour qui les fondements de la signification sont exclusivement de 
nature empirique. 

Pierre Poirier 
Universite de Californie, Davis 

Christopher W. Morris 
An Essay on the Modern State. 
New York: Cambridge University Press 1998. 
Pp. x + 305. 
US$54.95. ISBN 0-521-49625-X. 

In this book, Morris critically discusses several aspects of the modern state. 
He does not develop an overarching, central argument. Rather, Morris 
defends limited theses responding to sundry questions about the state: how 
does a state differ from other political forms? is a state necessary for social 
order? does a state need to be efficient to be legitimate? how might one try 
to justify the state? is the state in fact a justified political form? does a state 
have sovereignty? what is the relation between nations and states? what 
functions should the state perform? 

Morris correctly points out that most of these questions are not thoroughly 
addressed by contemporary political philosophers. Most theorists take the 
state for granted, focusing on the issues of who should wield the state's power 
to make laws, what laws the state should enforce, and how the state should 
respond to those who break the laws. The critical exploration of relatively 
neglected questions makes Morris' book a welcome addition to the field. 

As one would expect from a member of the Bowling Green crew, Hobbesian 
and Lockean perspectives figure prominently in Morris' book. He principally 
explores prudentialist ('mutual advantage') and natural rights ('consensual­
ist') answers to questions concerning the state's justification. That is, he 
works mostly with those normative theories which place the least demands 
on moral agents. More demandjng normative theories, such as Marxist 
perfectionism or Kantian deontology, get slighted. Those more sympathetic 
to the latter sorts of theories will find themselves routinely disagreeing with 
the answers Morris gives to questions about the state's legitimacy and proper 
functions . However, his focus to some degree suits his subject matter. Morris 
aims to show that many features of states do seem justified and that the state 
should have a limited redistributive function. Since partisans of the least 
demanding normative theories are the ones most likely to disagree, it is 
understandable that Morris concentrates upon them. 
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I found Morris' exploration of alternatives to the state a particularly 
revealing and useful part of the book. Morris points out that the dichotomy 
between 'anarchy' and a state is false or at least misleading. Roughly, a state 
is a centralized , formal organization that is constituted by people who 
specialize in ruling and that claims a monopoly of legitimate force within a 
territory. Political philosophers typically act as though the only alternatives 
to this political form are either market-based dominant protection agencies 
or community-based, informal methods of dispute resolution (viz., those of 
small-scale, tribal societies). Morris informatively instructs us otherwise. For 
example, consider the polis (or the network among poleis ) in ancient Greece; 
it lacked the centralization and transcendence characteristic of modern 
states. In addition, think about feudal society. Here, political rule was based 
upcn social and cultural membership, rather than ten;tory, so that bishops 
and popes of the church often had jurisdiction over the same territory as lords 
and monarchs. Another example, which Morris does not discuss, would be 
the federations of workers councils and citizens collectives that anarcho-syn­
dicalists advocate (and that were operative during the Spanish Civil War). 

These examples drive home the point that contemporary political pluloso­
phy really lacks a sophisticated analysis and defense of the state. The method 
of imagining a 'state of nature' in order to justify a state is quite appropriate; 
to test whether states are desirable, one ought to imagine a world without 
them. However, many different states of nature are possible. Since a variety 
of non-statist worlds are possible, to justify a state thoroughly, one would 
need to consider non-statist worlds with (just to name a few) dominant 
protection agencies, non-territorial feudal governance, and federations of 
communes. Political philosophers have yet to do this. 

Morris does not try to provide a full-blown justification of the state, though 
he does lay some ground. For example, in one chapter, he argues that a state 
is the best provider of social order. He contends that dominant protection 
agencies will tend toward monopolization (viz., will become statelike), that 
community can be a source of social order only at the cost of privacy, and that 
we know feudal modes of governance were ineffective since the modern state 
eclipsed them. 

These claims seem initially plausible, but they are not substantially 
defended in the book. One wonders whether there could be a way of organiz­
ing society so that one both knows one's neighbors well enough to ensure 
social order and has enough privacy. One would like to see substantial 
evidence that feudalism declined because of its inabili ty to provide social 
order ( or some other intolerable defect). And one wants some reason for 
thinking that federations of communes would be less able to provide social 
order than states. 

In general, the cardinal virtue of this book, that it raises so many 
important and overlooked questions, is also its main problem; major topics 
get raised but without particularly thorough defenses of engaging theses. 
However, almost nothing is everything. The book contributes to political 
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philosophy by pointing to new areas for research. It clears away some of the 
brush and lays down a path worth extending. 

Thaddeus Metz 
University of Missouri-St. Louis 

Maurice Natanson 
The Erotic Bird: Phenomenology in Literature. 
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press 
1998. Pp. xvi+ 169. 
US$35.00. ISBN 0-691-01210-9. 

Completed shortly before his death in 1996, Maurice Natanson's The Erotic 
Bird: Phenomenology in Literature artfully weaves phenomenology through 
interpretations of major literary works in an effort to explore, 'the particular 
manner in which phenomenology is "in" literature' (8). One of the most 
unique aspects of Natanson's book, which makes it most accessible to the 
reader, is his use of everyday examples to give a context for phenomenological 
concepts. As Judith Butler reveals in her foreword: 'Natanson's text does not 
presume that the reader has been engaged in the exegesis of phenomenology 
for several decades, but begins with examples, anecdotes, passages, and other 
fragments from the everyday' (ix). This is not to say it is not a serious 
philosophical investigation. Natanson analyses some of Husserl's most un­
wieldy phenomenological concepts, using examples of the everyday to eluci­
date them. The book is useful not only to beginners, but as a way to see how 
these abstract concepts can be brought back into everyday life. 

The first three chapters which outline Natanson's approach to phenome­
nology in literature draw much from Husserl. Chapter one is mainly devoted 
to Natanson's explanation of his own 'existential phenomenology,' by which 
he means 'a way of attending to the "things themselves," as Husserl calls 
them, which emphasizes their emotive coloration and "boundary" character 
(a phenomenological counterpart to what William James calls the "fringes" 
of meaning)' (9). Natanson also uses the work of Alfred Schutz extensively to 
introduce and explain such Husserlian phenomenological concepts as epoche 
and essence in beginning to investigate the 'current of existence' which 
Natanson argues to be 'the phenomenological clue to the essence ofliterature' 
(20). 

In chapter two we are introduced to the concept of fictive reality under­
stood as 'the "irreality'' intended by noetic acts which constitute a purely 
meant modality of being' (22). Natanson quotes Husserl more directly in this 
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chapter, providing an extremely lucid description of Husserl's phenomenol­
ogy, examining notions such as Euidenz, Lebenswelt, intentionality, the 
noetic-noematic correlation and the t ranscendental ego. Natanson explains 
these concepts through everyday experiences, drawing on anecdotes from his 
own life and referring to the work of Camus, Sartre, Dickens, Beckett and 
Schutz, while at the same time distinguishing his own approach from that of 
Husserl. 

Moving away from Husserl, chapter three is a further precision of exis­
tential phenomenology. Not to be understood as either a type or a school of 
phenomenology, it is simply his self-description of how he lives phenomenol­
ogy. Natanson searches for a middle ground between Husserl's requirement 
of the necessity of generations of phenomenologists' work to build a universal 
formalism and Sartre's destruction of the transcendental ego (42). An in­
depth discussion of the life-world is the focus of the chapter and the final part 
of the chapter introduces a notion characteristic of each fiction and central 
to the work as a whole: strangeness. 

Chapter four is the beginning of the investigation of the three literary 
works. Natanson does not seek here in these chapters to give a definitive 
interpretation of the works hitherto unattained by other methods of inter­
pretation, rather , his analysis aims to 'suggest that the relationship between 
philosophy and literature can be reapproached by way of phenomenology, 
that method here is not a device, but a modality of comprehension' (64). 
Waiting for Godot, Natanson tells us, is an irrealization of time (66); brack­
eted are things which one normally takes for granted as real, true, reliable 
in everyday life - things such as time, movement, sitting down, even death. 
Everything becomes uncanny. 

Mann's The Magic Mountain is described as a 'perpendicular' novel, as 
opposed to Beckett's 'horizontal' fiction. Rather than being an irrealization 
of everyday life, Mann's novel is characterized by Natanson as 'magic real­
ism.' Here we see Husserl's concept of horizon applied to the novel, and again 
the notion of time as uncanny. Natanson reads this as Mann's 'leitmotiv' and 
uses it to capture Husserl's notions of protention and retention in the 
discussion of time-consciousness. Interestingly however, despite his employ­
ment of existential phenomenology in his analysis, Natanson concludes that 
The Magic Mountain itself is neither existential or phenomenological (103). 

In the analysis of Gregor's metamorphosis into an insect in chapter six we 
see perhaps the most striking instance of the theme of the familiar becoming 
strange. While this is a central theme of the work, and Natanson refers to a 
myriad of philosophers and writers, and furthermore one of his implicit 
criticisms of phenomenology is its abstractions ofconcepts from the everyday, 
it is interesting that he does not invoke Heidegger's concept of the uncanny 
as found in Being and Time. In his investigation of The Metamorphosis, 
Natanson points out that what comes into question is the very concept of 
reality. Natanson recognizes Gregor's two most important questions: 'What 
has happened to me?' and 'Will you give a true account of this?', as unanswer­
able transcendental questions, returning again to Husserl's phenomenology 
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at the end of the chapter and in the final chapter which makes explicit what 
has been seen in all three investigations: the importance of metaphor for 
philosophy. 

Erin McCarthy 
University of Ottawa 

Lowell Nissen 
Teleological Language in the Life Sciences. 
Lanham, MD: Rowman and Littlefield 1997. 
Pp. x + 258. 
US$52.50 (cloth: JSBN 0-8476-8693-0); 
US$21.95 (paper: ISBN 0-8476-8694-9). 

Teleological Language in the Life Sciences provides a philosophical narrative 
that is roughly chronological. Nissen begins with behaviouristic accounts of 
teleological language (Ch. 1), following this with detailed discussions of 
negative feedback (Ch. 2) and natural selection (Ch . 3). These failed analyses 
lay the groundwork for Chapters 5 and 6 which are devoted, respectively, to 
the influential work of Larry Wright (1976, Teleological Explanations) and 
to that of Andrew Woodfield (1976, Teleology). Chapter 7 offers an interesting 
but less-than-complete discussion of more recent ideas about teleology. 
Philosophers such as Millikan, Dretske, and Papineau are discussed, though 
not with the thoroughness one finds in earlier chapters. The book finishes up 
with an argument for the irreducibility of intentional concepts in the analysis 
of teleological language (Ch. 8). 

Nissen's approach to teleology rests on the idea that ordinary language -
talk of goal-directed behaviour and functions in everyday life and in science 
- provide the evidence and suggest the appropriate tests for a successful 
theory of teleology. The author practices a rigorous version of the exam­
ple/counterexample style of analytical philosophy, and much of the book is 
devoted to the production of counterexamples for proposed definitions of'goal 
directed' and 'function'. This is an approach that can become tedious - ditto 
for the idea that ordinary language is the arbiter of theory. Fortunately, 
Nissen does a thorough job of identifying the difficulties that any account of 
teleology must address. Such an account must deal with reverse causation. 
(Is it the satisfaction that comes from a meal which causes one to seek it out?) 
It must distinguish among potentially multiple goals and/or functions. (Is the 
function of the heart to pump or to thump?) It must discriminate among 
realized goals and unrealized ones, as well as realizable goals and impossible 
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ones. (What ifmy goal is to build a perpetual motion machine?) Nissen tracks 
these issues down, showing clearly how and where they arise throughout the 
literature on teleology. 

The problems mentioned above -and others are discussed-lead Nissen 
to conclude that one will 'need to include something about representation in 
the analysis' ( 178). He is not the only philosopher to claim this - Nissen 
notes that the idea first appears explicitly in the literatw·e on teleology in 
1979 (33) - nor is his view that intentionality is required for teleological 
ascriptions unique. To cite a well known example: Daniel Dennett's 'inten­
tional stance' (Intentional Stance, 1982) requires it. (It is surprising that 
Dennett's name makes no appearance in the book.) This is not to say that 
Nissen's final position is unremarkable. Most philosophers and scientists 
who take teleological language to be explanatory believe that its seeming 
intentionality can be reduced, to the non-intentional. Not so for Nissen: 'The 
view that seems to meet the many conditions and restrictions of teleological 
language is the one that takes goals as fundamental to all teleological talk, 
links functions to goals by claiming functions to be a product of goal directed 
behaviour, and grounds both functions and goals on intentionality' (227). 
This conclusion is derived, in large part, from the failul'es of reductionism -
failures Nissen charts in his book. It is a lot for philosophers-and scientists 
- to swallow. Since only minded creatures or artifacts have goals or are 
produced to achieve goals, lower organisms and specific organs (e.g., the 
heart) cannot be literally described in teleological terms. This leads Nissen 
to the following pair of alternatives: 'the options seem to be to admit an 
external agent into the world view ... or to exclude the use of teleological 
language from the life sciences ... These choices are widely regarded as so 
extreme and untenable that any alternative is preferred' (228). Since Nissen 
is committed to an intentionalistic analysis it would seem that he accepts 
one, the other, or some combination of these options. Wisely, perhaps, he does 
not tell us which of these unappealing choices he prefers, suggesting only 
that it is time for philosophers to reassess their confidence in reductive 
accounts. 

Teleological Language in the Life Sciences is a good and useful book. Those 
unsympathetic to ordinary language as gold-standard may reject the basic 
approach - or wonder if Nissen's own considered view is itself consistent 
with run-of-the-mill teleo-talk: How does the claim that a heart has no 
function square with ordinary usage? However these issues are settled, this 
book provides a valuable survey of analytical philosophy concerned with 
teleological language. It is a compendium of the problems with numerous 
theories of such language and it offers good accounts of how the problems 
arise. It includes important discussions of the relationship between goal-di­
rected and functional language. It is critical of views such as Wright's that 
have wide support, and defends others such as Woodfield's that have not, 
according to Nissen, received their due. Teleological Language in the Life 
Sciences also presents a substantive positive thesis (no intentionality, no 
teleological explanation) which should help to make this clearly written book 
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a provocative read for the burgeoning corps of analytical philosophers en­
meshed in goals, functions, and evolution. 

Don Dedrick 
University of Guelph 

Michael O'Donovan-Anderson 
Content and Comportment, On Embodiment 
and the Epistemic Availability of the World. 
Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield 1997. 
Pp. x + 167. 
US$53.00 (cloth: ISBN 0-8476-8624-8); 
US$21.95 (paper: ISBN 0-8476-8625-6). 

In Content and Comportment Michael O'Donovan-Anderson sets himself to 
undermine what he calls the fourth dogma of empiricism, viz., 'the assump­
tion that our epistemic access to the world is limited to the deliverances of 
the sense organs' (5). As he goes on to say: 'The fourth dogma, what I wish to 
deny, is what is left of empiricism once we have purged from it Quine's two 
and Davidson's third dogmas. These dogmas relate to the nature of experi­
ence itself: to accept the arguments of Quine and Davidson .. . is to deny that, 
prior to conceptual synthesis, sensation has qualities which can be experi­
enced non-cognitively as such; it is to deny that (again, prior to cognitive 
interpretation) experience has what Rorty calls "raw feels" in terms of which 
we can access or get some phenomenological handle on, ow· sensory experi­
ence' (5). For the empiricist heretics Quine, Davidson and Rorty, 'ow· sensory 
experience of the world is always a lready arranged by and in terms of our 
conceptual structures' (6). O'Donovan-Anderson endorses this erstwhile her­
esy, now orthodoxy, but holds that it does not go far enough, and certainly 
not as far as Davidson supposes: 'The depth of this critique entices Davidson 
to claim that after we deny the third dogma there is nothing left to the 
empiricist position. But it is not so. It is true that the account of the nature 
of sensory experience we are left with would be quite alien to the classical 
empiricist. But the notion remains that such experience as this is our only 
sort of contact with the world with cognitive and epistemic significance. It is 
this I wish to deny' (6). 

O'Donovan-Anderson then is arguing that there is more (and other) to our 
epistemic contact with the world than just sensory experience, however 
conceptually informed, and he argues further, that there must be something 
more if the alternatives of idealism and scepticism are to be avoided. What 
more? 'What I hope to show is that attention paid to the epistemjc importance 

138 



of the active body is well rewarded; dilemmas like the above are compelling 
only when we accept the fourth dogma of empiricism, that we have but one, 
sensual mode of epistemic access to the world. I will argue that the active 
body offers a mode of epistemic access to the world which compliments (sic) 
but is not reducible to the mode of access offered by sensation' (16). 

O'Donovan-Anderson makes out his negative thesis as to the inadequacy 
of fourth dogmatism in overcoming the idealism/scepticism dilemma by way 
of discussions of, among others, Frege, Peirce, James, Locke, McDowell, and 
Evans, as well as the philosophers mentioned above. These discussions are 
by and large interesting, original and insightful, as is much of his positive 
thesis about comportment as epistemic access to - in the main, bodily 
interaction with - the world. And yet, as I must report, in my view it is 
philosophically all for nought. 

What nullifies much of O'Donovan-Anderson's account is his acceptance 
of what I suppose must be the fifth dogma of empiricism but deserves to be 
known as the first. 'I am committed', he declares, 'to the accuracy of the 
analyses of sensual experience given by Quine, Davidson and others, and 
thus I am committed to their account of the status of perceptual knowledge' 
( 102). Such an analysis and account consists of the view that our perceptual 
consciousness of things is constituted by or otherwise involves some sort of 
epistemic dealings with mental entities or stuff and that these dealings are 
required to get us from the mental entities to the things. Thus, as can be seen 
above (and elsewhere in the book, passim), O'Donovan-Anderson, in time­
honoured empiricist fashfon, refers to our perceptual consciousness of things 
as 'sensation', or again as 'the deliverances of our sense-organs'. What our 
sense-organs 'deliver' is not the physical world but the mental world (this on 
the mistaken assumption that sensations - pains and itches - are objects 
of consciousness rather t han a type of consciousness of objects - one's toe, 
for example). This world - the 'mental contents of consciousness', 'repre­
sentations', etc. - must be interpreted and organized so as to get to the 
physical world. So we hear of how, for the sense of touch, 'the impulses it 
sends to be interpreted into conceptually significant content are in the same 
epistemic boat as the deliverances of the other senses' (117-18), of how 'the 
object must be defined in terms of our mental arrangements of sensual 
material' (15), of'the linguistic-conceptual matrix which structures sensation 
so as to allow for the perceptual identification of particulars' (103), and of 
how 'there is no reason to suppose that there are any external limits on our 
possible interpretive arrangements of surface irritations' (66) since 'experi­
ence itself ("surface initations") has no content capable of resisting any 
organizing t heoretical overlay' (79). - 'So the question becomes: in virtue of 
what are we able to make the leap from interpretation of sensory information 
to the recognition of the attributes of objects?' (106). O'Donovao-Anderson's 
answer is the active body. But in fact no such leap occurs or is necessary. 

O'Donovan-Anderson asserts that with 'the now popular understanding 
that experience is always holistic ... the idea of sense-data must be replaced 
with the notion of a temporally instantiated sensory field .. .' (62). This, 
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however , is no replacement of the idea of sense-data but only sense-data 
under another name. The sense-data are retained but with the Quine-David­
son (-Kant) overlay of an equally mythica l conceptual sorting, and all of this 
in turn is retained - indeed 'saved' - by the appeal to bodily comportment 
('In this way our comportmental access to a thing influences the formation 
of the concept(s) whereby perceptual information is interpreted; the shape 
and structure of the physical world limits and directs bodily activity, and 
thereby influences the concepts by which we interpret our percepts' [1171). 
O'Donovan-Anderson speaks of the boundaries, edges, shapes and shadings 
of things not as visible qualities but as 'visual qualities' (115), as elsewhere, 
again in time-honoured empiricist fashion, he speaks of 'sensible qualities' 
(113, 147) and 'sensual properties' (15). These sense-data are then deemed 
insufficient as clues to 'the individuality of objects' (115) - they are not 
enough to let us make the leap to things with the metaphysical significance 
of physical, mind-independent par ticulars: 'but this significance cannot be 
derived from the qualities of the perceptual field considered as such; there is 
nothing intrinsic to the phenomenological quality of the shading around a 
sphere which makes it signify the boundary of that sphere' (115). In other 
words, our sight informs us not of outness. But, of course, it does. To see is 
to see in depth, given which we can a lso see that th ings a re round or rough 
or plump or plush or deep or shallow. It goes without saying that what one 
can see one can touch or get closer to or walk round and in general 'interact 
with bodi ly' in other ways. There is no question of having to make up the 
epistemic deficiencies of what perception a llegedly gives us - 'sensation' or 
'sensory experience' or 'the perceptual field as such' - in order to get to the 
mjnd-independent things. We perceive them. This does not require 'getting 
some phenomenological handle on our sensory experience' or otherwise 
finding it already conceptua lly prepared for our intentional rendezvous with 
'the external world'. 

But for the fifth dogma of empiricism - that our perceptual experience is 
a stuff we a re conscious of and which in turn mediates our consciousness of 
the world - no one would ever suppose our experience figures in our relation 
to the world except as experience precisely of the world. The 'argument from 
illus ion' you say? ... Humbug! Perception and bodily activity are all of a piece 
and all such experience is of the world. Idealism and scepticism are to be 
avoided by avoiding the metaphysical delusion of 'ideas' - the Grunddogma 
of empiricism. Would that it were only a surface irritation in the history of 
modern philosophy. Alas, it runs very deep. 

Philip D wyer 
University of Saskatchewan 
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Robert F. Schopp 
Justification Defenses and Just Convictions. 
New York: Cambridge University Press 1998. 
Pp. x + 212. 
US$54.95. ISBN 0-521-62211-5. 

In this excellent study, Schopp advances a complex, tightly argued set of 
claims demonstrating how philosophical analysis, empirical studies, and 
moral philosophy yield substantive implications for the justification and 
excuses in criminal law. 

The criminal law, Schopp argues, embodies a sign ificant component of 
conventional public morality. As such, it provides prohibitory norms designed 
to maintain a system of cooperative social interaction, but a lso an important 
expressive function. Legal conviction and punishment paradigmatically ex­
press condemnation of requiring: (1) an offense definition that also prescribes 
a punishment; (2) ratification by a jury of the general category proscribed by 
( l ); (3) condemnation by a jury of a particular instance of (1); (4) condemna­
tion of a defendant as someone who violated the criminal law as an account­
able agent; and (5) condemnation of the defendant as morally blameworthy 
for his conduct. 

Frequently, however, cases arise where defendants have either a justifi­
cation or an excuse for what they do. Schopp con tends that justification 
defenses exempt because their actions 'do not violate the fully a r ticulated 
conventional public morality' while excuses, by contrast, 'exculpate those 
who violate the public morality but not in the capacity of accountable agen ts' 
because, typically, they lack either capacities or knowledge (200). To show 
this, Schopp considers a variety of cases involving self-defense, battered 
woman, lesser evil, duress, crimes of conscience, and jury nullification. 

Self-defense, Schopp argues, reflects liberal principles of political mora li ty 
that vest fu ndamental and absolute value in the individual's right to self-de­
termination and recognition of each as a sovereign with equal standing. 
Aggressors impute inequality of standing by w1justifiably violating the 
victim's protected domain. Victims may therefore use any force necessary to 
protect this domain: they are under no obligation, Schopp maintains, to 
observe either rules of proportion or retreat against an aggressor. Even if a 
victim could easily avoid a life-threatening encounter with an aggressor by 
running away, for example, he may kill the aggressor if that will protect his 
sovereignty. They must, however, consider the interests of innocent aggres­
sors (e.g., children shooting guns) or shields and may not vio.late their 
sovereignty. Schopp's argument is partially descriptive, par tly prescriptive, 
fo r the law as it stands does not a lways draw lines where Schopp would have 
t hem. Nor is it obvious that it should. Only by assuming that liberal princi­
ples of conventional political morality draw a sharp distinction between our 
sovereignty and our other interests (where proportionality matters) does 
Schopp's argument go through. Fw-ther, although he acknowledges that one 
migh t, Schopp never challenges conventional mora lity and political philoso-
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phy that the criminal law embodies. In itself. this doesn't undermine 
Schopp's analysis of existing crimina l law in liberal societies, but it does 
suggest that a complete t heory may have to go beyond 'middle level' theoriz­
ing. 

Schopp, who is both professor of law and psychology, expresses deep 
skepticism about the widely accepted Battered Wife Syndrome defense. On 
the basis of previous studies he has done with others, he believes that the 
evidence simply doesn't (yet) support the syndrome. That does not mean, 
however , that battered wives who kill their s leeping husbands must be 
convicted. For the fact that the threat is not immediate does not mean that 
a killing may not be reasonably believed to be the last available time to protect 
one's life, especially if there is evidence that, in fact, a wife will not get 
protection from legal authorities. In that case, a wife will bejusti[ied. If there 
is a pattern of battering and a wife reasonably believes either that it is now 
or never and that the law will not come to her assistance, then a wife deserves 
to be excused for killing. Schopp a rgues convincingly that battered wives 
should not be tagged with 'learned helplessness' or regarded as mentally ill. 
His analysis and recommendation deserves careful consideration, especially 
if his assessment of the empirical evidence proves sound. 

Duress has always proved problematic in law and mora li ty. Should it be 
regarded as a justification or an excuse? Schopp argues that it is neither. He 
contends that duress represents the kind of case that should be subject to 
mitigation resulting in purely vindicating convictions. That is, the defendant 
should be convicted, but not pw1ished: 'They do not deserve punishment in 
a retributive system that punishes in proportion to blameworthiness ... 
because they are not blameworthy by the standards of conventional morality, 
which does not require heroic discipline and fortitude' (144). Schopp prefers 
vindicating convictions to suspended sentences, because the former takes the 
sting out of the expressive nature of punishment, yet might satisfy those 
harmed by coerced defendants because a conviction results. 

Appeals to necessity (or lesser evil) a llow 'exculpation through appeal to 
justificatory principles contained in the conventional morality embodied in 
the law' (170). Were a defendant to set fire to a stranger's house to attract 
attention so that a seriously injured child could be saved, he ought not be 
convicted, though he is fully responsible and knows what he is doing. Putative 
crimes are not crimes. (The defendant, however, may well be liable in tort. ) 
However , Schopp is sharply critical of jury nulJjfication . Although juries, in 
fact, will not be punished if they refuse to apply facts to the law, it is 
impermissible for them to do so. Schopp considers arguments pro and con, 
concluding that while the necessity defense can be part of law, jury nullifi­
cation is necessarily outside the law. This does not entail, however, that juries 
should never nullify, only that where it is justified it will be because other 
moral reasons de1ived from their p1ivate comprehensive doctrines, not con­
ventional public morality. But why suppose that this could be the only source 
of other moral reasons? Why might one not appeal to critical public morality? 
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Throughout Schopp too easily accepts Rawls' distinction into public and 
private. 

One doesn't need familiarity with jurisprudence generally to find Schopp's 
analysis and recommendations clear , accessible, important, and controver­
sial. Highly recommended for anyone interested in moral philosophy or 
philosophy of law. 

Hans Oberdiek 
Swarthmore College 

Steven Shapin 
La revolution scientifi,que. 
Traduit de l'anglas par Claire Larsonneur. 
Paris: Flammarion, Nouvelle Bibbotheque 
Scientifique 1998. Pp. 260. 
135 FF. ISBN 2-08-211234-9. 

'La Revolution scientifique n'a jamais existe et pourtant ce bvre lui est 
consacre. II ya quelque temps , quand le monde universitaire presentait plus 
de certitudes et de confort, certains historiens affirmerent qu'un evenement 
coherent et cataclysmique, une sorte de point culminant, s'etait reellement 
produit et qu'il avait, de plus, profondement et irrevocablement modifie a la 
fois la connaissance du monde nature! et Jes methodes utilisees pour acquerir 
un tel savoir . Ce fut le moment inaugural de la modemite, ce fut un Bien et 
cela eut lieu entre la fin du XVIe siecle et le debut du XVIIIe siecle' (11). Cette 
affi rmation resume bien la these principale du livre de Shapin: !'utilisation 
du terme «Revolution scientifique» par l'historiographie classique n'est pas 
theoriquement inoocente, elle implique une forme d'essentialisme qu'il im­
porte de mettre en lumiere. Selon !'auteur, cet emploi a conduit a occulter 
une realite foisonnante et heterogene qu'a revele les travaux recents des 
historiens et sociologues des sciences sur cette periode. C'est cette revolution 
dans la fa~on de concevoir la revolution qu'il veut rendre accessible au plus 
large a uditoire possible. Shapin, on le sait, est un des principaux porte-parole 
de ce courant que l'on nomme le 'programme fort' en philosophie des sciences 
courant qui met !'accent sur les facteurs «externes» (principalement sociolo­
giques et culturels) dans le processus menant a !'acceptation des croyances 
scientifiques. Si on est loin maintenant des debats houleux entre Jes inter­
nalistes et Jes externalistes, ii reste de cet episode un souci pour la science 
en action, pour la fabrication et la consolidation de la connaissance et pour 
son role qui nous eloigne de l'histoire desincarnee des idees a laquelle on nous 
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avait habitues. Cette preoccupation est particulierement visible clans )'organ­
isation du livre qui s'articule autour de trois questions: 'Que connaissait-on?', 
'Comment le savoir etait-il acquis?' et •A quoi le savoir etait-i l destine?'. 

Le premier chapitre presente le triomphe de la connaissance mecaniste 
sur l'aristotelisme et sur le naturalisme de la Renaissance. La fonction de la 
machine dans le processus de «desenchantement du monde» (l'expression est 
de Max Weber) yest expliquee succinctement et clairement. L'auteur decrit 
entre autres comment l'idee de considerer la nature comme une machine va 
a l'encontre de la distinction fondamentale de la philosophie a ristotelicienne 
entre le nature! et l'artificiel et comment la description micromecanjque de 
la realite en est venue a prendre le pas sur la realite du sens commun 
s'opposant du meme coup a la theorie des «formes substantielles». Cette 
breche ouverte entre l'image manifeste du monde et !'image scientifique, 
cette depersonnalisation de l'objet de connaissance qui n'alla plus que s'ac­
centuer , est une partie importante de l'heri tage culture] de cette epoque. 
Shapin termine le chapitre en montrant que Jes philosophes etaient divises 
quant aux consequences sur le style de la pratique scientifique de l'idee d'une 
structure mathematique sous-jacente a la reali te, qui est pourtant a la racine 
de la conception de l'objectivite. 

Le second chapit re porte sur la mecarusation des methodes d'acquisition 
de la connaissance et sur les divergences entre les philosophes modernes au 
sujet du ruveau de genera lite de l'explication mecaniste ainsi que sur la 
necessite des experiences artificielles. C'est que !'acceptation commune du 
mecanfame par Jes scientifiques de l'epoque masque des ru vergences profon­
des dans leur fa~on d'en interpreter Jes exigences. Par exemple, vestige 
souvent neglige de l'aristotelisme, Galilee, Pascal, Descartes et Hobbes 
quoique acceptant le role de !'experience dans la constitution de la connais­
sance, interpretent !'«experience» comme «ce qui a rrive clans la nature» et 
non comme ce qui est produit par des instruments dans des conditions 
experimentales. Cette attitude s'oppose a celle des savants anglais quj , non 
seulement reconnurent la valeur des donnees provenant de !'experimenta­
tion artificielle, mais en firent la promotion. Une partie du second chapitre 
est devalue a l'explication du role de la pompe a air de Boyle clans la 
publicisation de la methode experimentale par la Royal Society of London 
ainsi qu'au debat autoUJ· de son uti lite. Ceux qui, comme Boyle, acceptaient 
que !es resultats de ]'experimentation a rtificielle etaient des eta ts de faits de 
la nature, devaient cependant en expliquer la cause. Or comment justifier le 
passage des connaissances factuelles aux connaissances theoriques? Si Boyle 
semble avoir voulu se cantonner a la descript ion des eta ts de fa its et attribuer 
au savoir theorique un statut probabiliste (du a la sous-determination des 
theories par Jes faits), d'autres comme Newton, plus audacieux, n'auront pas 
toujours cette reserve et voudront parler de «veritables causes» en leur 
attribuant le statut de certitude. Shapin explique comment cette difference 
tient au poids different accorde par !es scientifiques aux mathematiques et 
a l'experience respectivement. 
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Dans le dernier chapitre, Shapin cherche a comprendre la raison de cette 
reforme de la connaissance, de la rupture qui s'opera avec le caractere 
procedurier de la connaissance universitaire de l'epoque. Selon lui, l'explica­
tion ne se trouve pas dans !'invocation d'une motivation vague comme un 
«desi r de connaissance» ou «une quete de la verite». II faut plutot se tourner 
vers l'etat desordonne du savoir provenant du Moyen Age et au risque qu'il 
faisait courir aux institutions. Contrairement aux idees re~ues, la nouvelle 
connaissance entretient des rapports etroits avec l'Etat et la Religion. Tout 
d'abord. out.re leurs benefices militaires et pratiques, Jes nouvelles 
procedures de production du savoir agissent comme un remede au scepti­
cisme qui risque d'apparaitre en reponse a ]'erosion des systemes institution­
nels de controle du savoir qui survient au debut du :xvue siecle. Cette periode 
voit egalement. une modification de l'origine sociale des savants : la science 
est desormais le fait de gentilshommes (souvent rattaches a des cours 
princieres) et non plus d'universitaires . Le style meme de la discussion 
scientifique s'en trouve modifie: plus de querelles sans fin sur la theologie et 
la metaphysique, on doit eviter autant que possible les sujets polemiques. II 
ne faut pourtant pas croire que les preoccupations religieuses se trouverent 
exclues d'office de la science. Certains mecanistes, en lisant le Livre de la 
Nature, croyaient. preter un support independant a l'autre livre auquel, 
croyait-on, Dieu etait la source: les Sai ntes Ecritures. 'Plus nous en savons 
sur le monde-machioe', pensaient-ils, 'plus nous sommes persuades non 
seulement de !'existence d'un Dieu createur, mais encore de sa sagesse 
creatrice, car il n'est pas concevable qu'une telle machine ait ete produite par 
la rencontre fortui te de corpuscules.' (174) 

Le li vre se termine par une etude bibliographique des principaux themes 
de l'historiographie contemporaine sur l'epoque de la Revolution scientifique. 
Malheureusement, mais on ne peut en t,eni r rigueur a !'auteur, une grande 
partie du corpus presente est en langue anglaise, ce qui decouragera sure­
ment certains lecteurs. En depit de ce probleme mineur, 'La Revolution 
scientifique' constitue une excellente introduction a cette periode de gra nds 
bouleversements ideologiques et devrait figurer , pom· cette raison, au pro­
gramme de tout cours d'histoire des idees ou d'int roduction a la philosophie 
des sciences. 

Luc Faucher 
Rutgers University 
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George Sher 
Approximate Justice: 
Studies in Non-Ideal Theory. 
Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield 1997. 
Pp. xiii + 185. 
US$58.00 (cloth: ISBN 0-8476-8753-8); 
US$22.95 (paper: ISBN 0-8476-8754-6). 

What does justice require when existing social arrangements fall short of the 
ideal? This is the question addressed in this collection, which brings together 
twelve papers published by Sher over twenty-odd years . Two have been 
re-written for this volume, while one is new. The majority discuss the right 
response to injustices experienced by groups such as ethnic minorities and 
women, particularly the justification of reverse discrimination policies. Oth­
ers tackle related issues of equal opportunity, and the rationality of moral 
compromise over abortion, while the new essay defends Sher's retributivist 
account of punishment against its critics. Throughout, the style is one of 
rigorous analysis and argument, in areas where the waters are frequently 
extremely muddy. 

Sher defends a limited form of reverse discrimination, as compensation 
for the present effects of past injustices. Such compensation is not unfair to 
those adversely affected by preferentia l policies, since they stood to gain from 
injustice. It is limited in two respects. First, those who have suffered from 
injustice only very roughly correspond to those groups normally picked out 
to benefit from preferent ial treatment: not every black person, or every 
woman, has s uffered in a relevant way (say, in their abili ty to compete 
effectively for jobs) as a result of discrimination. And, Sher argues, it makes 
no sense to say in response that the injustice was done to groups as such, 
rather than individuals, since groups are not entities to which considerations 
of justice can apply, and anyway there is no non-arbitrary reason to pick out 
just these groups rather than the many others to which deprived individuals 
a lso belong. 

The second limitation a rises from the degree of preferential t reatment 
which Sher's account justifies. We can justly treat preferentially those who 
stand to suffer from past injustices over those who would otherwise gain, to 
the extent required to rectify the injustice. But this raises metaphysical and 
epistemic problems of how we know who these people are, and how much 
each stands to gain or lose. Our inability to answer these questions with any 
great precision means that affirmative action policies are in practice nearly 
always unfair, to an uncertain extent. The implication is that we must judge 
whether the unfairness such policies create is greater than that which would 
otherwise go unrectified in their absence. We are thus fo rced to make 
trade-ofls between competing claims to j ustice. 

These restrictions on affirmative action policies a rise because Sher con­
ceives them as being addressed to providing compensatory justice. But must 
we think that rectification of past wrongs is the right aim to pursue? On this 
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fundamental point Sher's arguments seem less compelling. Some proponents 
of affirmative action advance a consequentialist justification. The aim, for 
them, is to bring about a desired situation where social roles and attitudes 
are less rigidly stereotyped. Sher attempts to show that at bottom this 
account must still depend upon a backward-looking notion of past injustice 
in order to determine who should benefit from preferential treatment, and 
that therefore compensatory justice remains the fundamental notion. But 
this last step is unargued, a gap Sher acknowledges in a footnote (on page 
95) but does not bridge. Yet the inference seems far from obvious. Past 
injustice may figure in a consequentialist theory as part of the explanation 
of why current social practices a re not what we would desire, and thus direct 
our attention to what should change. But it need not matter whether the 
individuals benefited under affirmative action are precisely those who would 
have done less well without it, if the aim is to have an aggregate effect. 

What underpins Sher's insistence that deviations from ideal justice raise 
questions of compensation is the centrality he gives to the notion of personal 
desert. He has already given us a book on this topic (Desert, Princeton 
University Press 1987). Now he devotes one chapter to a critique of John 
Rawls' non-desert based theory of justice. If justice is a question of people 
getting what they deserve, then the question naturally arises of compensat­
ing them when the actions ofothers prevent them receiving their just deserts. 
But Rawls argued that the justice of any distribution of benefits is never a 
matter of people getting what we deserve, since we don't deserve whatever 
natural capacities we happen to have, and thus cannot deserve any advan­
tages we derive from them either. Sher criticises this argument on the 
grounds that if desert depends upon our deserving the conditions for produc­
ing benefits, then lack of desert follows just as well from our not deserving 
to live in a life-sustaining environment, which is also necessary to the 
production of those benefits. Sher therefore thinks that what Rawls must be 
understood as saying is that we specifically do not deserve any capacities we 
have which give us an advantage over others, such as being able to try harder. 
This means Rawls accepting that we do deserve capacities which we have 
equally with others; moreover, Sher goes on to claim that while people make 
different efforts, that does not mean they have unequal capacities for effort, 
nor that desert only arises when we succeed more than others. The case 
against desert thus collapses. But this is a curious argument. It was surely 
Rawls' point that our natural capacities were no more earned than the chance 
of our birth or the benefits of our environment. In assimilating the two sorts 
of cases he is suggesting that we have no reason to pick out our capacities as 
somehow an exception to the natural order of contingency. He need not 
maintain the implausible thesis, with which Sher saddles him, that to 
deserve anything we must deserve everything which makes it possible. He 
was rather denying that there was an anomalous kind of condition for the 
results of our actions which made those results something we deserve. 

In his introduction, Sher proclaims his commitment to a pluralistic ap­
proach. Those who are less convinced than Sher of the una voidability of the 
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concepts of personal desert and compensatory justice will find this commit­
ment somewhat hollow. Nevertheless, these essays provide a stimulating 
exploration of one line of enquiry, and a fine exemplar for applied philosophy 
from any perspective. 

Ian Chowcat 
Open University, UK 

George Sher 
Beyond Neutrality: Perfectionism and Politics. 
New York: Cambridge University Press 1997. 
Pp. 251. 
US$54.95 (cloth: ISBN 0-521-57068-9); 
US$18.95 (paper: rSBN 0-521-57824-8). 

Michael J. White 
Partisan or Neutral? 
The Futility of Public Political Theory. 
Lanham, MD: Rowman and Littlefield 1997. 
Pp. 193. 
US$52.50 (cloth: ISBN 0-8476-8453-9); 
US$21.95 (paper: ISBN 0-8476-8454-7). 

The ideal of the neutral state is a long-established and long-contested feature 
of liberal political philosophy. According to this ideal, the state should deal 
with the plurality of citizens' understandings of the good by refusing to take 
sides: it should legislate based on reasons that are or ought to be compelling 
to every citizen, whatever their religious or moral commitments. This ideal 
is tied to a pluralistic conception of legitimacy, whereby basic political 
institutions are legitimate only if justifiable to the diversity of reasonable 
citizens. 

George Sher and Michael J. White both seek to challenge the liberal ideal 
of neutrality, and to deny connections between neutrality and legitimacy. 
Sher criticizes various defenses of state neutrality, arguing for a perfectionist 
a]ternative that he suggests is rationally warranted (and thereby legitimate 
in pluralist terms). White advances a critique not only of liberal neutrality, 
but of political theories that thin down their claims in pursuit of pluralist 
legitimacy; he instead proposes that we treat politics as a partisan contest of 
normative views. 

Notwithstanding the wealth of recent philosophical discussions ofliberal 
neutrality, Sher's book offers a useful contribution to debate, perspicuously 
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laying out various defenses of the ideal and considering these with analytical 
rigor. His proposal is that 'by combining some state efforts on behalf of the 
good with some liberal strictures against state excess, we may hope to 
increase significantly the likelihood that many citizens will Live genuinely 
good lives' (3). 

Sher denies himself one easy riposte to neutralism - that state actions 
inevitably favor some groups over others - noting that plausible liberal 
approaches treat neutrality as a property not of outcomes but of action­
guiding justifications for laws, policies, or actions. He takes up a series of 
defenses of neutralism, beginning with those based on autonomy: we each 
must formulate, execute, and monitor our own life plans, and state perfec­
tionism preempts this autonomous choice. A first version of this defense 
appeals to the value of living autonomously, but Sher counters that a ll 
political arrangements non-rationally shape preferences, and so a govern­
ment doesn't further diminish autonomy by shaping preferences in light of 
a particular conception of the good. A second version of the defense appeals 
to the imperative of respect for autonomy as a constraint on the pm·suit of 
value; under this rubric, Sher shows problems with Rawls' neutralist veil 
of ignorance and Dworkin's defense of neutralism as a way to avoid 
double-counting preferences. Sher next takes up pragmatic defenses of 
neutrality: he concedes dangers posed by the perfectionist state, but points 
out that safeguards warranted by a 'libera lism of fear' such as Shklar's -
the separation of powers, an independent judiciary, and legally entrenched 
rights, for example - a re not premised on neutrality. Finally, Sher takes 
up epistemological arguments fo r state neutrality, which suggest that the 
state should not try to promote the good because we can't reliably know 
what it is. He points out that general and moral skepticism cannot ground 
neutralism, itself a normative view; yet a skepticism that applies to the 
good and not the right finds little plausible ground for this epistemological 
distinction. 

With these treatments of a rguments from autonomy, prudence, and 
skepticism, Sher persuasively de-couples legitimacy from neutrality, leaving 
it open for the state to legislate on the basis of some substantive conception 
of human flourishing. The second task Sher sets himself in Beyond Neutrality 
is specifying a defensible perfectionism - defensible not only to adherents 
of some particular mora l doctrine, but to any reasonable person. 

Sher's perfectionism centers upon human capacities that are inherently 
good because, when s uccessfully exercised, they further "certain very ab­
stract goals that (virt ua lly) all humans unavoidably seek' ( 11). Fundamental 
capacities include understanding the world, acting rationally, forming close 
relationships, decency, and good taste. Each fundamental capacity connects 
to near-universal and near-inescapable goals: taste and decency, for example, 
allow receptivity to aesthetic, moral, and cognitive reasons. Sher's theory is 
pluralistic, since its elements admit of multiple specifications and orderings, 
but is also meant to be objective and sufficiently determinate to guide 
political practice. 
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Sher can't, however, have it both ways: his perfectionism can't tenably 
claim both objective defensibility and sufficient determinacy to do political 
work. The very abstract level at which capacities and goals are described 
allows appropriation from a diversity of moral perspectives: a Kantian will 
not deny that acting rationally is important to attaining fundamental life 
goals, nor will a utilitarian, nor will a Catholic natural lawyer . Yet the very 
abstraction that allows Sher's perfectionism to fit with a d iversity of moral 
perspectives makes it inert: only when interpreted in terms of a thicker 
conception of the good can it guide political decisions on such things as public 
assistance, educational policy, or regulation of the entertainment industry 
(246). Any perfectionism that seeks pluralist legitimacy is caught on the 
horns of a dilemma: either it attains legitimacy at the cost of ability to guide 
practice, or is action-guiding but thereby illegitimate in pluralist terms. 

Sher may be right that perfectionism is no more impositional than state 
neutrality: each allows citizen identities to be formed, and choices to be 
rewarded, so as to favo r some life courses over others. But questions about 
power seem warranted in both cases: whose values are favored by a par ticular 
political dispensation? Whose protests count? What ways of life are being 
cuJtivated out of existence? And in the case of a deliberately imposed perfec­
tionism, in whose eyes is this vision of perfection warranted or unwarranted? 

One of Sher's defenses of perfectionism is that today's imposition can 
become tomorrow's choice: insofar as pe1fectionism changes ways of life, it 
also can lead agents to prefer its conception of the good. Once the state's 
conception of t he good comes to be favored by citizens, the perfectionist state 
lives up to the norm of pluralist legitimacy. Indeed, Sher could bite the bullet 
of cultural specificity and claim that while a suitably value-laden version of 
his perfectionism would not persuade human beings as such, it is already 
persuasive to citizens of contemporary liberal democratic states. Sher, in 
other words, might seek to avoid the horns of the dilemma sketched above 
by filling out his perfectionism to reflect an existing overlapping consensus. 
This route to pluralist legitimacy is well-worn by 'political liberals' like Rawls 
and Larmore, who seek to develop an action-guiding conception of justice by 
teasing out the shared public understandings underlying already-legitimate 
liberal intuitions and practices. 

Michael White targets precisely this strategy of justification. He concedes 
that many liberal policies and principles are accepted from diverse moral and 
religious perspectives, but denies that this overlapping acceptance evidences 
shared public values: liberal practice is best understood as a set of unsystem­
atic and piecemeal compromises, accepted by different groups for different, 
prudential reasons. White's central criticism of political liberalism is that it 
claims to spell out principles underlying liberal practices, but 'typically, the 
"theoretical infrastructure" proves to be more controversial than the collec­
tion of doctrines or practices comprehended in the compromise that the 
theory is supposed to secure and stabilize' (9 ). 

This critical point is cogent and important, but could in fact be made quite 
briefly; instead, White reiterates it through chapters of quirky prose, exces-
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sively lengthy quotations, and hasty characterizations t hen rejections of 
complex philosophical positions. (White, for example, assimilates Habermas' 
theory to Larmore's, and takes a quick refutation of the latter to dispense 
with both; one has to question the seriousness of a project that rejects 
Habermas' whole approach to normative justification without reference to a 
single Habermasian argument or text. ) White makes interesting points about 
certain liberals, but the overall impression is less of a concerted book-length 
argument than a demonstration of the breadth of White's historical , political, 
and philosophical preoccupations. 

Notwithstanding these weaknesses, the constructive argument offered 
toward the end of Partisan or Neutral in fact offers an instructive counter­
point to Sher. Where Sher seeks a rationally warranted perfectionfam, White 
sets aside the very ideal of pluralist legitimacy. Political hberalism is not 
publicly justifiable in the way it hopes, but this just puts it 'on all fours' with 
any other partisan doctrine: political justification is an inherently sectarian 
affair. <In the last chapter of the book, White articulates the Catholic 
'paleo-natural law theory' he himself favors.) 

The political liberal project of legitimating determinate, action-guiding 
principles may fail in the way White suggests, but liberalism generally is 
motivated by the recognition that struggles over values can go well or badly. 
White is happy to see modern politics as 'civil war carried out by other means': 

According to my relatively benign interpretation, this is simply a 
matter of the normal nitty-gritty business of democratic politics as 
compromise and acquiescence, the piecemeal, contingent, and revoca­
ble formation of alliance, agreements, and modi vivendi, and the 
fo rging of consensus when we can. (164-5) 

It's important to note, though, that these 'other means' can range from 
respectful debate to bitter partisanship to the legal suppression of minority 
religious or cultura l practices. Measures across t his range may be accepted, 
in particular cases, on prudentia l grounds - especially when civil war by 
war-like means looms as the a lternative. But reducing legitimacy to this sort 
of realpolitik - where 'the only public justification for much of the political 
process and its output is its political workability' (165) - too hastily dis­
misses the democratic aspiration at t he hear t of a plw·alist standard of 
legitimacy. Political philosophers do well to reflect on better and worse ways 
that partisan perspectives may contend. What sorts of institutions tame 
partisanship and conduce to the discovery of common or convergent goals? 
What norms of discourse and justification allow successful intercultural 
dialogues? What citizen virtues and capacities a llow pluralism to take on its 
least bellicose forms? What dangers lm·k in public struggles over state 
enforcement of values, and what sorts of safeguards can temper these 
dangers? 

These questions take us back to familiar liberal norms, if not of neutrality 
then of due process, fairness, and impartiality. The questions a lso highlight 
the fact that while liberal norms may not amount to an action-guiding 
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structure of principles acceptable to the range of groups and doctrines, these 
norms are more than mere compromjses from disjoint perspectives. Liberal­
ism as ideology and practice gradually changes the character of djverse 
groups and perspectives. We need to be aware of the impositions and 
injustices entailed by this liberal cultural project, but also of its positive 
elements. The common institutions, principles, terms, and dispositions of 
liberal public life are hybriruzed and interpreted from plural perspectives. 
but the resulting melange allows citizens to imagine and enact common goods 
amidst the rough and tumble of politics: this is not an advantage to be lightly 
set aside. 

David Kahane 
University of Alberta 
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New York: Cambridge University Press 1998. 
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Liberty before Liberalism is a revised version of Quentin Skinner's Inaugural 
Lecture as Regius Professor of Modern History in the University of Cam­
bridge. Shlnner's expanded lecture describes the rise and fall in England of 
what he calls 'neo-roman' conceptions of civil liberty and the state. Skinner 
reviews the English reception of neo-roman doctrine (Part IJ, clarifies the 
sources of the 'liberal' theories that replaced neo-roman ideas (Part II), and 
shows (Part III) how the history of philosophy can break the spell of uncon­
sidered scholarly consensus. Philosophers too often find themselves unknow­
ingly enchanted by values embedded in their present way of life. Skinner 
believes that 'rtlhe history of philosophy, and perhaps especially of moral , 
social and political philosophy, is there to prevent us becoming too readily 
bewitched' (116). 

Skmner's distinction between 'neo-roman' and 'liberal' or 'negative' liberty 
will not be familiar to most prulosophers. Many will remember Isaiah Berlin's 
famous distinction between 'negative' and 'positive' liberty, first made over 
forty years ago in Berlin 's own inaugura l lecture as Chichele Professor of 
Social and Political Theory at Oxford . Berlin's 'negative' liberty meant much 
the same as Skinner's does : not being 'prevented by other persons from doing 
what I want' (113-14). But Berlin's defini tion (and rejection ) of 'positive 
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liberty' as 'self-mastery' was much more opaque. In the guise of a pw·ely 
neutral phi losophical analysis of the concept of liberty Berlin unreflectively 
repeated the seventeenth- and eighteenth-century monarchist brief against 
older (Roman) conceptions of liberty as citizenship and equality under law. 
Berlin and many of his colleagues were, in varying degrees, 'bewitched' by 
liberal Anglo-American academic orthodoxy (116). Skinner provides the 
history to cast off this enchantment. 

By 'neo-roman' liberty Skinner means republican liberty, as recently well 
described in Philip Pettit's book on Republicanism (Oxford 1997) (xi). Skin­
ner's lecture provides the best existing account of the early English history 
and development of republican moral and political ideas. Skinner himself 
avoids the term 'republic' because most British readers now associate repub­
lics with the absence of kings (22-31167). In fact, republican doctrine usually 
does preclude monarchy, and other forms of domination (55), but the word's 
central meaning requires only that government should serve the common 
good or ·res publica' of all those subject to its rule. By calling this 'neo-roman' 
Skinner reminds his readers how much republican conceptions ofliberty owe 
to republican Rome, and to the reading of Latin classics by English scholars 
and statesmen. 

'Neo-roman' liberty signifies citizenship in a free society (23), which is to 
say an 'empire of laws and not of men' (75). Republicans believe that 
governments must always act for the common good (62), so that no one ever 
becomes subject to any other person's unfettered pri vate will (71 ). Secur ing 
such government requires popular sovereignty (27), representation (not 
direct democracy) (32), a bicameral legislature (34), and checks and balances 
in the constitution (35), to guarantee just laws to every citizen alike (45). Not 
all self-styled republicans would endorse all these requirements of neo-ro­
man liberty (33), but Skinner clarifies their shared understanding that 
liberty entails eq ual citizenship, in a free state (10, 23-4). Anyone without 
such citizenship will be dependent on the will of others, and therefore a slave 
(36, 46). 

To call this 'liberty before liberalism' is somewhat misleading, since most 
authors usually viewed as early 'liberals' actually shared the neo-roman 
conception of what liberty should be. Skinner gives John Locke as an example 
(55nl77), but one might add nearly a ll of Locke's Whig successors and 
contemporaries. Significant changes in the word's meaning began with 
Thomas Hobbes, who hoped to justify an absolute sovereign as the only 
legitimate source of law and justice (4). Various royalists took up Hobbes' 
doctrine during the English civil war, asserting that law ends, where liberty 
begins (and vice versa) (4-5). If so, then alJ states are equa lly despotic, 
including 'republics', because all states must impose laws on their citizens. 
Robert Filmer, Benjamin Constant, Isaiah Berlin and many others have 
embraced this contention, first developed to support Charles I in his fight 
against Parliament (60). 

Skinner is the most interesting, reflective and productive historian writ­
ing in English today, and philosophers are fortunate to have the fruits of his 
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insights in thjs short, clear introduction to the neo-roman world we have lost. 
Skinner sees the duty of historians, not in moral ism, enthusiasm or indjgna­
tion, but rather in giving readers information with which to question and 
'ruminate' about their own current values and beliefs (118). This techruque 
opens up the past as a repository oflost ideas (112). Neo-roman liberty is one 
such valuable and long-forgotten treasure. Skinner cuts through the bram­
bles and enchantment of our bljnding liberal consensus to reveal t he hidden 
castle of an earlier pattern of thought. Now philosophers must decide 
whether they want to enter, and embrace what he has found there. 

M.N.S. Sellers 
(School of Law) 
Uruversity of Baltimore 
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Appeal to Expert Opinion: 
Arguments from Authority. 
University Park, PA: The Pennsylvania State 
University Press 1997. Pp. xiv+ 281. 
US$50.00 (cloth: ISBN 0-271-01694-9); 
US$18.95 (paper: ISBN 0-271-01695-7). 

The initial premise of this book is that appealing to the authority of expert 
opinion is inherently paradoxical: if the speaker is knowledgeable enough to 
be able to assess the epistemic value of the opinion ofan 'authority', then she 
is in effect an authority herself and doesn't need the backing of the authori ty 
cited; on the other hand, if she is not an expert herself, then she seems not 
to be in a position adequately to assess the 'expert's' epistemic authority at 
all. Consequently, and probably also because of an allegiance to epistemic 
internalism - the view that for a belief to be adequately justified for a person 
all the justifying reasons must be internally available to her, appealing to 
authority has usually been treated as a fallacy in logic textbooks. But many 
authors have s hown that the status of appeals to authority in informal logic 
texts is at odds with its perfectly acceptable and indeed unavoidable status 
in science and everyday life. The idea that each of us is an epistemically 
independent 'pure inquirer' with unlimited time and epistemic resources has 
been widely acknowledged to be a myth. In this light, the logical strength of 
an appeal to authority becomes a question of the reliability of the 'authorita­
tive' source, and consequently appeals to authority find a central place in 
reliability theories of knowledge, in which the reliability of the source of a 
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belief replaces internally available justification as t he third condition of 
knowledge. 

Walton's analysis of appeal to authority is fundamentally different. He 
does not see a pronouncement of an 'authority' as a datum merely to be either 
accepted or rejected by an audience in a take-it-or-leave-it manner on the 
basis of the source's independently established reliability; instead he sees 
the appeal to authority as a dynamic, dialogue-based interaction first be­
tween an ·expert' and a layperson (in an 'expert consultation dialogue') and 
subsequently between two laypeople (in a 'persuasion dialogue'). The moti­
vating problem of the book is solved by the development of critical questions 
a layperson can ask an 'expert' to assess her credibility. The purpose of these 
questions is to determine whether the 'expert' really does have access to a 
recognized but not universally available body of knowledge (e.g., by asking 
for professional credentials), whether she is a n accurate conduit of that 
knowledge to the layperson (e.g., by determining whether she is generally 
trustworthy and unbiased), a nd whether t he knowledge to which she has 
access is relevant to the layperson's interests. Thus they allow the layperson 
cri tically to assess the 'expert' without delving into the reasoning internal to 
the exper t's knowledge-domain. 

In a persuasion dialogue, whether a person appealing to authority com­
mits a fallacy depends on whether the critical questions are answered 
satisfactorily. Only after such cri tical questioning has occurred can it be 
determined whether the fallacy of appeal to authority has been committed. 
Appealing to authority is not intrinsically fallacious. However, the fa ilure to 
answer critical questions satisfactorily results in the kind of blind reliance 
on authority which is characteristic of the fallacy of appeal to authority. 

Walton does not include in the critical questioning required for a legiti­
mate a ppeal to authority a questioning of the epistemic legitimacy of the 
domain of 'knowledge' to which the 'expert' claims access : 'The problem I 
confron t in this book is not whether scientific r esearch is open to challenge 
.. .' (19). But if t his domain constitutes a so-called pseudo-science, s uch as 
astrology, psychic predictions about the future, voodoo, demonology, etc., 
(which, if suitably institutionalized, theoretically could pass all six critical 
questions with flying colors), then being an expert in that domain would not 
ground an appeal to a uthori ty. Walton seems to take it as relatively unprob­
lematic which belief-domains are bodies ofknowledge and which are not: they 
seem to be just those which have become institutionalized in Western 
societies. 

Perhaps Walton does not think the institutionalized belief-domains them­
selves need justification. Possibly he does not trunk Evil Demons need to be 
combated with a Cartesian foundationalism, believing that widespread ac­
ceptance in a given society is s ufficient epistemic justification. But if so, there 
are some un fortunate gaps in his treatment of epistemic authorities: he 
focuses almost exclusively on the testimony of scientific experts in courts of 
law, omitting, for instance, critical treatment of the moral and religious 
'authorities' to which many people frequently turn for practical guidance in 
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their lives. The discussion of appeal to scientific expert opinion is so clear 
and convincing that it leaves the reader eager for a more complete treatment 
of appeal to authority generally. 

Another difficulty is that Walton assumes an unproblematic distinction 
between institutional and cognitive authority, between power and knowl­
edge. This is especially sw·prising since postmodernists have taught us to 
question the relation between institutionalized power and epistemic norms. 
Walton gives promise early in his book of engaging with postmodernism. Yet 
he does not consider the possibility that how we identify domains of genuine 
knowledge and what we count as good reasons, i.e., our epistemic norms, 
might have been the result as much of power struggles between interests and 
institutions as the objective application of absolute norms. 

Robert H. Kimball 
University of Louisville 

156 


	Front Matter
	Table of Contents
	Seeing Through Self-Deception
	Interpreting the Personal: Expression and the Formation of Feelings
	Mindscapes: Philosophy, Science, and the Mind
	Dialectic and Gospel in the Development of Hegel's Thinking
	God, Reason and Theistic Proofs
	In Pursuit of Privacy: Law, Ethics, and the Rise of Technology
	Negotiations
	Brainchildren: Essays on Designing Minds
	La diuersite des esprits: une approche de la conscience
	Philosophie de la biologie
	Philosophical Essays
	The Tel Quel Reader
	Utilitarianism as a Public Philosophy
	Is Science Multicultural?
	Better Living: In Pursuit of Happiness from Plato to Prozac
	Justice and Equity
	Papers in Philosophical Logic
	Postmodern Fables
	Idealism and Objectivity: UnderstandingFichte's Jena Project
	The Significance of Beauty: Kant on Feeling and the System of the Mind
	Autonomy, Authority and Moral Responsibility
	Causality in Crisis? Statistical Methods and the Search for Causal Knowledge in the Social Sciences
	Les fondements empiriques de la signification
	An Essay on the Modern State
	The Erotic Bird: Phenomenology in Literature
	Teleological Language in the Life Sciences
	Content and Comportment, On Embodiment and the Epistemic Availability of the World
	Justification Defenses and Just Convictions
	La révolution scientifique
	Approximate Justice: Studies in Non-Ideal Theory
	Beyond Neutrality: Perfectionism and Politics
	Partisan or Neutral? The Futility of Public Political Theory
	Liberty before Liberalism
	Appeal to Expert Opinion: Arguments from Authority



