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Doubt Truth to Be a Liar GRAHAM PRIEST Oxford, Clarendon Press, 2006 xii + 226 pp., ISBN 9780199263288, £40.00 (hardback) Dialetheism is the view that some contradictions (dialetheias) are true. In this book, Graham Priest continues his defence of dialetheism, building mainly on his book, In Contradiction (Priest 2006), which he calls ‘a companion’ to the present volume. In this book, he discusses the relationship between dialetheism and the philosophical notions that provide the headings for the four parts of the book: truth, negation, rationality, and logic. The three chapters of part 1 are ‘Aristotle on the Law of Non-Contradiction’, ‘Theories of Truth’, and ‘Trivialism’. In the first, Priest presents Aristotle’s (alleged) view of the law of non-contradiction (LNC). Not citing Aristotle directly, but relying on some of his main translators (although he explicitly says that he is not concerned with exegetical questions, cf. 7), he focuses on Aristotle’s defence of LNC in Metaphysics, book Γ, and on his criticism of those who defended philosophical positions that seem to be in conflict with LNC, as some pre-Socratic philosophers, like Heraclitus, apparently did. The aim is to show that Aristotle’s defence of LNC does not undermine dialetheism (42). Generally speaking, as Priest emphasizes, Aristotle’s defence of LNC centres on the idea that those who reject LNC believe in the truth of all contradictions, while dialetheism asserts that some, but not all, contradictions are true. By the way, this is the core of Priest’s criticism of trivialism, the view that everything is true and, in particular, that all contradictions are true. By contradiction, we mean the conjunction of a sentence and its negation, that is, something like α ∧ ¬ α. Thus, to deny LNC would be to accept ¬ (α ∧ ¬ α). But since Priest does not make clear what form of LNC he is questioning, we also do not know which form of negation of this law he accepts. Incidentally, he formulates LNC as ! ¬ (α ∧ ¬ α) or ¬ ◊(α ∧ ¬ α) (78), but we should remark that this equivalence presupposes acknowledgment of standard rules of sentential connectives and modal operators, something that perhaps we cannot ascribe to Aristotle himself (these expressions should be considered as formulas of some modal system that has not been made explicit, and we do not know if it fits Aristotle’s modal system). Quoting Aristotle (perhaps it would be better to say, quoting Kirwan’s Aristotle—one of the translators he follows), Priest says that ‘the principle, as stated [in the quotation given], says that it is not possible that there is an ISSN 0269–8595 (print)/ISSN 1469–9281 (online) DOI: 10.1080/02698590701589619
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object, a, and property, F, such that Fa ∧ ¬ Fa’ (8). But this formula is not equivalent (in the standard systems) to either of the two above, since they are more general (the principles are formulated for formulas in general, and not only for unary predicates). So we are not presented once and for all with a clear statement of the version of LNC that the author has in mind. Anyway, Priest’s argument seems illustrative, once we accept the standard meaning of the logical connectives and the role played by paraconsistent logics in dealing with contradictions, as he assumes (more on this below). Furthermore, if we leave exegetical questions aside, his historical remarks on, and references to, LNC and related themes are quite good and useful not only for the defenders of dialetheism, but for anyone interested in such matters, like paraconsistent logicians and philosophers. In chapter 2, Priest considers some of the main theories of truth. His aim is to show that these theories do not provide a reason to reject dialetheism but, to the contrary, in a certain sense support it. His strategy is to show how each of the chosen theories (deflationist, semantic, teleological, pragmatist, coherence, and correspondence) leads to contradictions (but not to trivialism), so not dismissing dialetheism. Since all the theories considered can be developed adequately within a framework supported by some paraconsistent logic, for instance in some paraconsistent set theory, provided we make the necessary qualifications he mentions, his arguments seem to me successful. Furthermore, the chapter presents a nice review of the theories mentioned, involving interesting remarks and ideas. In chapter 3, Priest’s criticism of trivialism is well conducted. Despite this, there are a few remarks to be made about his examples of true contradictions. I did not find in the book a precise characterization of what a true contradiction would be. The first example is the ‘Liar Sentence’, which says of itself that it is false. Making the due qualifications, perhaps this is the only one of Priest’s examples that I might accept as representing a contradiction, but I cannot see in what sense it is a real one, for it refers to sentences, which I regard as kinds of abstract objects (and not as token marks on paper). Folklore says that the Liar Sentence is both true and false (not true). But we should consider that this conclusion depends on several assumptions, such as a certain concept of truth and the ‘Chrysippean’ principle, according to which a proposition is always either true or false. Even so, if we take Priest’s preferred view of truth—the correspondence theory—I cannot see in what sense it could be a real contradiction. Other examples given by Priest involve visual perception. Thus he takes ‘Penrose’s figure’, which is similar to Escher’s ‘Ascending and Descending’ staircase. According to Priest, ‘This is the case where we can see a contradictory situation’ (59, his emphasis). I am not a specialist in these matters, but I have read something about them, and my readings incline me to think that it would be difficult to assent to Priest’s conclusions. Without trying to criticize Priest by fixing my own credos, I agree with Erwin Schrödinger that the reality on which we experiment is a mental construct of ours (BenMenahem 1992; Malin 2001, ch. 9). To quote a recent analysis, we find E. Brian Davies explaining to us that ‘These illusions are possible because our visual system has to make guesses based on incomplete information. It is a fact that if an object exists then a
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drawing of it will follow the laws of perspective. However, our visual system follows an incorrect rule: that if drawing follows the laws of perspective then a corresponding object exists, or could exist’ (Davis 2003, 10). Thus, Escher’s figure would not represent anything real, for there could not be a real staircase that goes up and goes down, leading to the same point. The perception that we have is of a contradictory object, but, if these remarks are right, it would be only a mental construct of ours. A further example concerns motion. As Priest says, ‘If the visual field is conditioned by viewing continuous motion of a certain kind, say a rotating spiral, when the viewer then looks at a stationary scene, it appears to be moving in the opposite direction. But a point at the top of visual field, say, does not appear to change place’ (60). As Davies (2003, 7) explains, however, using another example, this is just a property of our peripheral vision. Thus, I cannot see a real contradiction here either. The next case concerning the colours red and green. Our author explains: if a field is presented to someone, half of which is red and half of which is green, with the two halves separated by a black line, and the line is then removed, some people report that the vacated space is filled by the brain with something that is red and green. I confess I cannot experience this myself, despite repeated attempts. Anyway, I think that these reports cannot entail that a contradiction exists in something being red and not red: it is, again, a problem of a particular mental construction. Here is Davies again: ‘Objects are not red, green, or blue in themselves: our impressions are created by neural processing of the very limited information provided by our retinas’ (Davies 2003, 5). Up to now, I have been able to accept contradictions only within certain formal logical systems, for instance in the trivial ones. Priest’s examples involving illusions do not convince me (and he reveals that contradictions in the empirical world are all illusions, 124). So where are these true contradictions to be found? Are they only within formal systems? This is still not clear to me, and perhaps I have not understood Priest’s ideas in full. Part II is about negation. Its importance is due to the fact that one needs to consider this topic in order to give an account of LNC. This part has three chapters: ‘Contradiction’ (chapter 4), ‘Boolean Negation’ (chapter 5), and ‘Denial and Rejection’ (chapter 6). I will not provide an analysis of the content of this part here, for reasons of space, but I would like to say that Priest’s analysis is relevant for anyone interested in philosophy of logic. In brief, he discuss, among other things, what negation is. Priest says, ‘there is no such thing as negation: there are lots of different negations … each is perfectly legitimate’ (76). In other words, there can be several kinds of negations, depending on the system of postulates we ascribe to this notion. Intuitively, we may agree that to deny something is to affirm, or perhaps to believe in, its negation, but to render this claim precise is problematic, as is well known. Thus, if we pay attention to the formal aspects of this concept, we need to distinguish, for instance, between classical negation, intuitionistic negation, and some paraconsistent negations, to mention a few possibilities. These considerations are important for Priest’s whole programme, since the rejection or acceptance of LNC, among other things, requires an analysis of this concept and of related ones. The only remark I shall make concerns the use of formalisms to approach intuitive concepts. I believe that logic and formal techniques
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are important in several fields, but I prefer to avoid seeing this technique as a religion. It obviously has disadvantages too, mainly due to the poor capacity of formal languages to capture informal ideas, intentionality, and general concepts. Anyway, this is, according to me, an important point to be discussed further, and of course Priest is aware of all this. Part III, ‘Rationality’, begins with a chapter on ‘Rational Belief’. Priest explains that the kind of belief to which he is committed centres on the informal belief a person may have in a contradiction, and claims that we are not justified in criticizing him or her for having inconsistent beliefs. Remembering that some pre-Socratic philosophers seem to endorse contradictions (although he recalls that interpreting the texts is a contentious matter), and that such cases have appeared even after Aristotle, he does not understand (as I also do not) why Aristotle’s view on LNC prevailed. Thus, Priest tries to show that there is nothing wrong in believing in contradictions, for ‘the LNC is not at all obvious’ (121). I agree. But up to now, I insist, outside formal systems, I have not seen any contradiction (pace Hegelians). Priest’s argument goes in the direction of showing that the pattern of standard logic induced philosophers to believe that if contradictory propositions are true, then everything is true (this is of course a result of their commitment to some form of the explosion rule). But Priest still recalls us that there have been other interpretations, such as the one according to which the truthfulness of ¬ α simply cancels out α. Thus, as he says, in these cases ‘contradictions do not entail everything: they entail nothing’ (122). The remaining sections of this chapter aim at to show that the alleged ‘rationality’ in believing in consistencies does not work and that there is rationality in believing in inconsistencies. I think he succeeds in making the point, but, as I suggested above, perhaps he and I do not agree on the nature of the inconsistencies to be believed. Chapter 8 deals with ‘Belief Revision’. First, let us say that the AGM account that Priest considers is due to Carlos E. Alchourrón, Peter Gärdenfors, and David Makinson, whom he forgets to mention. Priest revises the AGM postulates and uses them later to offer an interesting consideration of a possible ‘paraconsistent rationality’, which he believes motivates the revision. Chapter 9, ‘Consistency and the Empirical Sciences’, presents interesting and illustrative examples of situations where inconsistencies would appear in science, though in my opinion still restricted to the systems considered. For instance, Bohr’s atomic theory (148), encompassing both ‘classical’ electromagnetic theory and quantization, is (when adequately formalized) inconsistent. Priest mentions the possible use of paraconsistent non-adjunctive logics (his uses jargon introduced, as far as I know, by Richard Routley). Perhaps he could have cited an example of such a use in situations involving complementarity, understood in a certain way. This reviewer and Newton da Costa (Da Costa and Krause 2006) have used paraclassical logic, a kind of non-adjunctive paraconsistent logic, to approach this concept. Thus, although Da Costa’s well-known (at least to paraconsistentists) C-systems are in fact adjunctive (as Priest recalls), they are not Da Costa’s only systems, for he has also developed paraconsistent non-adjunctive logics, such as paraclassical logics and Jaskowski’s logics (Da Costa, Krause, and Bueno 2007).
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Part 4 concerns logic. The author defends a parallel between the rise of non-classical logic, on the one hand, and of non-Euclidean geometries and of non-standard (models of) arithmetic on the other. The chapter presents a nice review of the importance of these non-classical systems in order to enlighten the discussion on the rise of non-classical logics, and subsequently Priest focus on the paraconsistent ones. The concluding chapter is about ‘Logical Pluralism’. How can we understand logical pluralism? In chapter 12, Priest presents an interesting account of this subject, yet I do not agree with his general idea. Let me summarize his claims in order to discuss them. Priest draws a distinction between pure logic, that is, logic studied with no regard for applications, and applied logic. Then, he says that, in the applications of logic, there appears the problem of deciding which theory is the right one. His emphasis on this distinction can be understood as necessary to found his dialetheism, for it is in the field of applied logic that paraconsistent logic would be necessary. In other words, Priest accepts pluralism in the field of logic within pure abstract systems, but due to his belief in the truthfulness of some contradictions, a paraconsistent logic would be necessary (and it would be the right logic) in the applied point of view. I think that this is not necessarily so. The pluralism, as I see it (Da Costa, Krause, and Bueno 2006), accepts that a wide field of knowledge can be approached from several distinct points of view, or perspectives, as I prefer to call them, each serving to enlighten the considered field (say in empirical sciences) from one direction (I am, of course, assuming that this can be done). In Priest’s terminology, we may have different (and even contradictory) theories about the field, but he and I diverge since in my opinion all can coexist without dispute. Each perspective enables us to ‘see’ the field according to some characteristics, and all contribute to a better understanding of the whole (and generally fuzzy) field, as the orthographic projection the engineer draws of a certain object presents several ‘perspectives’, each view being incomplete, but all together providing a better way of looking at the object. Thus, there is not necessarily a dispute about which perspective would be the right one. Let me give an example from physics. We can say that the literature contains two main metaphysical views about quantum objects. The first comes from Schrödinger, Max Born, Werner Heisenberg and others like Hermann Weyl, and sees quanta as non-individuals, that is, as entities devoid of individuality. The alternative view sees them as individuals on a par with their classical correspondents, but there is a cost, for we need to restrict the observables and states accessible to them (French and Redhead 1988; French and Krause 2006). The interesting thing is that both views are compatible with the formalism of nonrelativistic quantum mechanics, so that physics itself cannot decide which metaphysical view is preferable. The choice between one or another approach can be made (I think) only on pragmatic criteria, and no queries about which is the better one can be produced from these considerations. That is, the disputes in logic make sense, in my opinion, only in regard to what system should be preferred on some pragmatic criteria, but not about what should be the right system overall. Anyway, this is a point of dispute, and I hope Priest will comment on this topic further in future works.
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Also in this chapter there is a discussion of the paraconsistent nature of Aristotle’s syllogistics. I do not like the approaches, which can be found in the literature, that try to reduce the Aristotelian syllogistic, say, to first-order monadic calculus. I think that we can in fact construct formal systems based in (better, motivated by) Aristotle’s syllogistic and then show that it is not the case that from two contradictory formulas (defined as motivated by the square of oppositions) we can deduce any formula whatever, so that these systems would be paraconsistent. But to call it Aristotelian syllogistic is too strong for me. On this topic, a final remark. Priest declares himself a (logical) monist. This means that he regards a certain logic (namely, paraconsistent logic) as the right one. Furthermore, he suggests that this is the general position of any paraconsistent logician. Let me ‘define’ a paraconsistent logician as someone that works in paraconsistent logic. Thus there are lots of paraconsistent logicians who really do not think that paraconsistent logic is the right one. By the way, there are infinitely many paraconsistent systems: which one is to be believed? Priest seems to have no doubt: his systems. But I prefer a pragmatic attitude. There are several (non-equivalent) paraconsistent systems, actually infinitely many. So, in defending a certain system as the right one, we need to be quite clear about what the system in consideration is. Although he mentions in passing other approaches to paraconsistency, it seems that Priest identifies paraconsistent logic with his own systems (not developed in this book). That is, he defends his systems as the right ones. No objection if we embark on this path. But I think that this is not a good strategy, for we really err in supposing that paraconsistent logics are just Priest’s systems. Notwithstanding the remarks above, which I hope motivate the author to offer a counterargument, I find the book very important and well developed. The ideas presented in the text are fundamental for anyone interested in the philosophy of logic and, perhaps, for all 21st-century philosophy. References Ben-Menahem, Y. 1992. Struggling with realism: Schrödinger’s case. In Erwin Schrödinger: Philosophy and the birth of quantum mechanics, edited by M. Bitbol and O. Darrigol, 25–40. Paris: Frontières. Da Costa, N. C. A., and D. Krause. 2006. Complementarity and paraconsistency. In Logic, epistemology, and the unity of science, edited by S. Rahman, J. Symons, D. M. Gabbay and J.-P. Van Bendegem, 557–568. Berlin: Springer-Verlag. Da Costa, N. C. A., D. Krause and O. Bueno. 2006. Paraconsistent logics and paraconsistency. In Handbook of the philosophy of science. Vol. 5 (of 16 vols.), edited by D. Jacquette, D. M. Gabbay, P. Thagard and J. Woods, 655–781. Amsterdam: Elsevier. Da Costa, N. C. A., D. Krause and O. Bueno. 2007. Perspectivism in the philosophy of science. In History and philosophy of science and technology, edited by C. Galles and P. Lorenzano. Oxford: EOLSS Publishers (in press). Davies, E. B. 2003. Science in the looking glass: What do scientists really know? Oxford: Oxford University Press. French, S., and D. Krause. 2006. Identity in physics: A historical, philosophical, and formal analysis. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
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French, S., and M. Redhead. 1988. Quantum physics and the identity of indiscernibles. British Journal for the Philosophy of Science 39: 233–246. Malin, S. 2001. Nature loves to hide: Quantum physics and the nature of reality, a Western perspective. New York: Oxford University Press. Priest, G. 2006. In contradiction. 2nd ed. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
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The Natural Origins of Economics MARGARET SCHABAS Chicago, Ill., University of Chicago Press, 2005 xi + 231 pp., ISBN 9780226735696, US$40.00 (hardback), ISBN 9780226735702, US$22.00 (paperback) Margaret Schabas is a philosopher of economics who has pioneered a historical perspective for the field with a highly regarded book on W. S. Jevons (one of the founders of the ‘Marginalist revolution’ in economics) and influential papers on David Hume and J. S. Mill. Moreover, she is the author of programmatic statements that advocate the integration of the history of economics ‘with scholarship in the history of the natural sciences’ (19; see also Schabas 1992; cf. Schliesser 2007). This elegantly and clearly written volume is her most ambitious study to date. This concise book does presuppose a lot of specialist background knowledge of the history of economics and science on the part of the reader. After two introductory chapters, Schabas takes the reader through the period 1750– 1850, known as ‘classical economics’ (10–11). After a brief survey of French Enlightenment thought in chapter 3 (including the Physiocrats, Rousseau, and Montesquieu), she focuses primarily on British thinkers. She takes the reader from Hume (chapter 4), Adam Smith (chapter 5), Malthus and Ricardo (chapter 6), to Mill (chapter 7). Schabas’s main thesis is that from the middle of the eighteenth century to the middle of the nineteenth century there is a ‘denaturalization’ in theorizing about ‘the economic order’. According to Schabas, theorists from ancient Greece to Hume and Smith ‘saw the world as a single unified whole’, while more contemporary economists study an economic ‘world that is essentially detached from the processes of physical nature’ (12; cf. the treatment of Thales in Aristotle’s Politics, Book I at 1259b in Schliesser, Forthcoming). For Schabas, Mill’s thought constitutes ‘a profound departure from the way in which economic phenomena were previously conceived and was of central importance in laying the conceptual foundations for the ascendant neoclassical theory’ (19). The successors to Mill—the ‘neoclassical’ economists—‘brought about a significant rupture with the past’ (21). Confusingly, elsewhere in the book she also claims that ‘more than any other work either in its day, or, arguably, in the history
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of the discipline, Ricardo’s Principles set the substantive and methodological parameters of the discipline that we know today as economics’ (102). Given that Ricardo wrote before Mill, it is hard to see how Mill’s thought can provide such a rupture if Ricardo continues to set the substantive parameters of the discipline and both Say and Ricardo are also said to have ‘a full-blown concept of an economy’ (55) before Mill. The discerning reader will note in this heavy emphasis on ‘rupture’ the influence of Foucault. As Schabas notes, her ‘central claim—that the concept of an economy is effectively a post-Enlightenment one—may be found in Michel Foucault’s The Order of Things’ (17). Leaving aside the differences between Foucault and Schabas, the quote illustrates that Schabas’s study is a kind of history of ideas that focuses on the development of a concept within a larger culture of science. This is why Schabas shows almost no interest in the methodology, metaphysics, or epistemology of the philosophers she discusses. (The weakest part of the book is her treatment of Adam Smith’s philosophy of science in his important essay, ‘The History of Astronomy’, which she claims has an ‘instrumentalist’ position, 85–88. This view has been decisively rejected in scholarship by Montes 2004; see also Schliesser 2005a and Berry 2006a.) Moreover, her analysis self-consciously (80) ignores any methodological or evidential arguments for (or epistemic merits of) the theories she describes. More surprising, perhaps, is that she rarely discusses changes in the economic circumstances or material conditions that may have given rise to conflicting economic theories or changes in the culture of science. At bottom she is more interested in tracing the ‘lineage’ (110) of thinkers than their contexts. For Schabas the importance of the invention of ‘the economy’ as a distinct, denaturalized concept lies in that it makes available an entity that ‘could be planned, if not controlled’ (150). A concept ‘of the economy that is severed from nature … lends itself to human control … The laissez-faire stance of the Enlightenment has given way to one of engineering [of the economy]’ (158, emphasis in the original). So for Schabas the post-Keynesian world of economic intervention and ‘manipulations’ aimed at ‘stabilization-policy’ (158) is made possible by or, at least, reflects this conceptual shift. The shift is part of a whole series of interconnected conceptual shifts that Schabas discerns between the classical and neoclassical worldview: ‘Classical economists took the economy to be a natural entity and saw homo economicus as a creature of animal passions and instincts … Mill and the early neoclassicists, took man out of nature’ (150). According to Schabas, Hume and Smith ‘use historical analysis’ and have a developmental view of human nature and society. By contrast, according to neoclassical thinkers, humans have ‘always been rational utility maximizers, and, hence, they have never evolved. The essential phenomena of an economy have been present in every known civilization … Institutions are merely the sum of rules, and the rules themselves tend to reflect a timeless rationality’ (150). The book gets its overarching narrative structure by linking the ‘gradual denaturalization of the economic order’ to the ‘ongoing secularization of science’ (20). A related shift is the gradual one ‘toward the role of human institutions as the point of origin for economic phenomena’ (21). Schabas claims that for Hume and Smith groups and not individuals are the main unit of analysis. ‘So deeply entrenched is our commitment to
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individuals as the unit of analysis in economics’, writes Schabas, ‘that it is hard to accept that such a commitment played a much lesser role in the early modern period’ (14–15; see also 152). Nevertheless, Schabas overlooks evidence suggesting that individuals and institutional design are also at the core of Hume’s and Smith’s visions. Because of space limitations, I shall largely focus on Hume’s views (for more on Smith, see Rosenberg 1960 and Schliesser 2005b). Hume offers a ‘general rule’: ‘What depends upon a few persons is, in a great measure, to be ascribed to chance, or secret and unknown causes: What arises from a great number may often be accounted for by determinate and known cases’ (Hume 1985, 112). As he says in the Treatise (Hume 2000, 2.3.1.10): ‘There is a general course of nature in human actions’. It follows from this rule that Hume’s political economy is largely limited to the ‘domestic and the gradual revolution of a state’ and not to a state’s foreign affairs, which are often produced by ‘single persons’ under the influence of ‘whim, folly, or caprice’. Domestic affairs, however, are determined by the ‘general passions and interests’ of many. These general passions and interests are ‘always of a grosser and more stubborn nature’, and they are likely to govern ‘the multitude’ in all their actions (Hume 1985, 112). Nevertheless, Hume does not endorse ‘methodological holism’ (153, 140–141). Rather, according to Hume, ‘a nation is nothing but a collection of individuals’ (Hume 1985, 185; Berry 2006b). Not unlike the contemporary public choice theorist (e.g., Levy 2002), Hume would be quite willing to accept Schabas’s supposedly contrasting claim about the late-Victorian economists: ‘the economy was depicted in terms of social institutions, man-made through and through’ (153; see also 125–126). Schabas’s interest in the culture of science informs her keen eye in spotting metaphors that jump between the different sciences. For example, her treatment of Hume’s account of money is contextualized through, for instance, discussion of the ‘electric fluid’ analogy that permeates Hume’s monetary writings (70ff). By calling attention to the geological and evolutionary writings of James Hutton and Buffon, Schabas makes a lovely point about the importance of Hume’s willingness to compare and contrast ‘economies by the century’. Hume’s explanations in political economy have enormous ‘temporal sweep’ (77). The same is indeed true of Adam Smith (93). An interesting feature of Schabas’s argument is that she effectively contrasts Carl Linneaus’s eighteenth-century Enlightenment views with Charles Darwin’s nineteenth-century Victorian views on the relationship between nature and economy. This is where her interest in the culture of science pays off most dividends. For Linnaeus (who encouraged the establishment of the world’s first chairs of economics at Swedish universities) the ‘economy of nature’ incorporates natural and moral elements (30– 31). Darwin, by contrast, is portrayed as helping emancipate ‘the human economy from long-standing physical constraints in nature’ (35), although little evidence for this assertion is provided and Schabas’s treatment of Darwin and Darwinism is more nuanced later in the book (142–150). However, Schabas glides over some of the limitations of her argument. While Linneaus is a contemporary of Hume and Smith, she notes that his ‘conceptual apparatus’ is ‘preclassical’ (34). The policies he advocates (autarky, protectionism, etc.)
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are also far removed from those defended by Hume and Smith. She does not appear worried at all that apparently within the Enlightenment state direction of economic activity is a live conceptual possibility. That she makes her case too easy can be seen by her dismissive attitude (4) toward James Steuart, a very attentive reader of Hume, and Smith’s rival in attempting to work out Hume’s programme (Skinner 1990; Brewer 1997). Steuart took Hume’s analysis of institutional design to heart to promote policies that would allow the ‘statesman’ to ‘adapt the different operations of [political economy] to the spirit, manners, habits, and customs of the people; and afterwards to model these circumstances so, as to be able to introduce a set of new and more useful institutions’ (Steuart 1966 [1767], preface). Little wonder that Keynes was an admirer of Steuart! That is to say, there is no need for a denaturalized concept of ‘the economy’ in order for it to be the object of control and manipulation. Indeed, the radical nature of Hume’s and Smith’s advocacy of (largely) free internal and external trade can be understood only in the context of other theorists’ willingness to advise princes and politicians to interfere in the economy. While Schabas insists that political economy ‘did not form a domain in its own right until the mid-1750s’ (11), in book 4 of the Wealth of Nations, Adam Smith constructs a historical survey of the previous century’s arguments that support mercantilist practices, in particular, regulation of trade and the granting of foreign and domestic monopolies. Schabas may well be correct, but she never addresses the (potentially self-serving) evidence provided by Smith. More important, Smith concludes his survey with the observation that ‘Consumption is the sole end and purpose of all production; and the interest of the producer ought to be attended to, only so far it may be necessary for promoting that of the consumer. The maxim is perfectly self-evident, that it would be absurd to prove it. But in the mercantile system, the interest of the consumer is constantly sacrificed to that of the producer.’ Yet, according to Schabas it is only with ‘neoclassical economics’ that ‘production takes second place to consumption’ (152). Schabas has written an important book that is full of insights and fascinating observations on the culture of science in the period studied. She establishes conclusively her main thesis that the concept of the economy is denaturalized in the classical period. This is no small achievement. Nevertheless, I am not persuaded that much follows from this about the aims and understandings of the economists she has studied.
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Thomas Kuhn’s Revolution: An Historical Philosophy of Science JAMES A. MARCUM London, Continuum, 2005 x + 182 pp., ISBN 9780826485915, £65.00 (hardback) The aim of this book is to provide a reconstruction of the development of Kuhn’s historical philosophy of science, mapping the unfolding of his ideas from his 1951 Lowell Lectures to his work in the 1990s on historical philosophy of science and on incommensurability. One of the purposes is to add to the discussion of Kuhn’s contribution to the historiographic revolution in the mid-20th century, arguing that Kuhn was a major contributor who influenced not only how history and philosophy of science are done today, but also the very understanding of science itself. The book is chronologically structured, and is divided into three parts. Part 1, ‘The Path to Structure’, starts with the chapter, ‘Who Is Thomas Kuhn?’, which covers Kuhn’s whole life from his early education to his death in 1996. Next, the chapter, ‘How Does Kuhn Arrive at Structure?’, describes Kuhn’s unpublished Lowell Lectures of 1951, his monograph on the Copernican revolution of 1957, and three papers of the mid- and late 1950s and early 1960s in which he developed his understanding of normal science.
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Part 2, ‘Structure and Its Bumpy Path’, first gives a detailed exposition of the main ideas of Structure and then reports the reactions to Structure as they were reflected in published reviews, unpublished correspondence from various scholars, and the 1965 London colloquium, published in the now classic collection, Criticism and the Growth of Knowledge. Next, it is described how Kuhn addressed the problems associated with Structure’s notion of paradigms in his 1967 Swarthmore lecture, where he introduced the notion of ‘professional matrix’, and in his writings of the late 1960s and the 1970s where the disciplinary matrix was introduced and the notions of community and exemplar were analyzed. Part 3, ‘The Path Following Structure’, starts with a chapter that covers Kuhn’s historical studies, his historiographic studies, and his metahistorical studies on scientific development, theory choice and the developments of the incommensurability thesis. The last chapter describes how Kuhn’s ideas have been discussed not only in history and philosophy of science, but also in the natural sciences, in sociology, economics, political science and science policy, psychology, science education, religion, and among fine art historians. The book closes with a short epilogue that discusses Kuhn’s impact on history and philosophy of science. The exposition of Kuhn’s work consists in detailed summaries that will undoubtedly be popular with many students. One of the main strengths of the book are these detailed and accurate summaries, while the systematic treatment of, for example, the various lines of criticism plays a more humble role. Thus, the criticism of Structure by Kuhn’s contemporaries is treated primarily through a summary of five of the seven papers of the 1965 colloquium published in Criticism and the Growth of Knowledge and a summary of the discussion of Kuhn’s contribution to the 1969 symposium on the structure of scientific theories published by Suppe in The Structure of Scientific Theories in 1977. Likewise, Kuhn’s legacy to history and philosophy of science is treated by a summary of the papers in Horwich’s ‘Kuhnfest’ volume, World Changes: Thomas Kuhn and the Nature of Science, of 1993. Another strength of the book is that Marcum draws on the rich sources at the MIT archive, where he has found very interesting material on several issues. For example, Marcum provides a very short reconstruction of Kuhn’s unfinished manuscript based on his 1989 National Science Foundation grant proposal found in the archive, together with two of Kuhn’s published papers in which he explicitly referred to the projected book. This section might have been strengthened by drawing also on further relevant material from the archive, such as the lecture notes for the course that Kuhn taught at MIT during the spring of 1991, in which he gave an informal preview of the developing book manuscript. Nevertheless, Marcum has opened an interesting line of inquiry. At the same time, Marcum does not always make full use of the potential of the rich archival sources. For example, the correspondence that Marcum has found in the archive seems promising for describing Kuhn’s personality and details of the historical development of his work. Marcum refers to correspondence between Kuhn and Lakatos on the 1965 London colloquium that underwent some dramatic changes by which Kuhn was so ‘shocked’ that he wrote to Lakatos that he was ‘upset’ and ‘offended’ by his behaviour (19). By the same token, Marcum refers to correspondence
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following a symposium on Structure in 1974 where Kuhn also expressed his dismay in such strong terms as ‘nightmare’ and ‘anti-intellectualism’ (21–22). But Marcum does not attempt to unravel the details of such stories or to investigate if such strong emotional outbursts were typical of Kuhn’s correspondence and, if so, how his colleagues reacted to this. Likewise, Marcum reports that, after the publication of Structure, Kuhn received hundreds of letters, but treats this correspondence in less than a page and a half, giving a short summary of three letters addressing parapsychology, economics and theoretical physics (83), without discussing whether these letters and Kuhn’s replies are representative or revealing why exactly these three letters were selected. Marcum is undoubtedly correct that the person of Kuhn himself, i.e. his personality, his pedagogical style, his institutional and social commitments, and the intellectual and social context in which he practised his trade, is at the heart of the answers to a reconstruction of the development of Kuhn’s historical philosophy of science (viii). Marcum has also shown that there is rich material available at the MIT archive to address many of these issues. As Marcum states, this book is an introduction to the development of Kuhn’s historical philosophy of science. As such, it provides useful summaries of much of Kuhn’s work, published and unpublished, and it opens several interesting topics on the person Kuhn that I hope will be pursued further with the rich material available. HANNE ANDERSEN Steno Department for Studies of Science and Science Education University of Aarhus © 2007, Hanne Andersen
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