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Thomas Polger, Natural Minds,  

MIT Press, Cambridge, MA 2004, IX + 294 pp., ISBN 0262162210. 

 
Conventional wisdom in philosophy of mind holds that the identity thesis 

is dead. In Natural Minds, Thomas Polger intends to put the identity thesis 

ñback on the table as a live optionò (p. xxiii).  

In the first two chapters, Polger responds to the main criticisms of the 

identity thesis. Chapter 1 argues that the identity thesis is consistent with 

any version of multiple realizability ñworth havingò Chapter 2 argues that 

the identity thesis can overcome Saul Kripkeôs essentialist challenge, 

ñwithout dismissing Kripkeôs analytic toolsò (p. 40). The largest part of 

Polgerôs book (chapters 3 through 6) is directed towards a third challenge 

to identity theories: even if identity theory can survive multiple 

realizability and essentialist objections, it still might be rejected on the 

grounds that it is weaker than some variety of functionalism. Polger 

distinguishes between over a hundred varieties of functionalism by 

making several carefully formulated distinctions. Only a narrow range of 

these (versions of metaphysical functionalism) are genuine competitors to 

the identity thesis. With metaphysical versions of functionalism 

appropriately isolated, Polger argues that the realization relation is 

probably not able to carry the metaphysical burden that is demanded of it. 

In the chapters on functionalism, Polger does an excellent job of 

explaining what still needs to be done for functionalism to develop into a 

coherent and defensible metaphysical theory of mind and raises serious 

doubts about whether such work can be accomplished. The final chapter 

presents an insightful critique of Daniel Dennettôs position on zombies. 

Contrary to Dennettôs position that zombies are not even a ñuseful fictionò 

(p. 214, quoting Dennett), Polger argues that Dennettôs misgivings emerge 

from a conflation of functions and mechanisms. 

This review will focus on Polgerôs response to the two most direct 

challenges to the identity thesis: multiple realizability and Kripkeôs 

essentialism. Though Polger demonstrates that the identity thesis is more 

plausible than generally recognized, I am not ultimately persuaded by 

Polgerôs response to either multiple realizability or Kripkean essentialism. 
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Multiple realizability (hereafter ñMRò) is the most commonly cited 

reason for rejecting the identity thesis. If mental state types can be realized 

in more than one physical system, mental state types cannot be identical to 

particular physical (brain) states. Polger distinguishes between four forms 

of multiple realizability, each representing a different point on a spectrum 

from weaker to stronger versions. According to a weaker version, ñat least 

some creatures that are not exactly like us in their physical composition 

can be consciousò (p. 6). According to a stronger version, ñsome creatures 

that are significantly different from us in their physical composition can be 

consciousò (ibid.). Polgerôs strategy for defending the identity thesis from 

MR is twofold. 

First, Polgerôs reply to weaker versions of MR is derived from the 

work of Jaegwon Kim and Fred Adams: ñit is quite reasonable to think 

that at least some creatures that are different from usðwith different 

brains, sayðcould nevertheless have states that have the relevant 

properties in common with usò (p. 11). Octopi and human beings certainly 

have different brains and can both experience pain, but the two different 

kinds of brains might realize pain in virtue of shared properties. A single 

type of mental event could thus still be identical to a single type of brain 

state.  

Second, Polgerôs reply to stronger versions of MR hinges on a 

distinction between empathetic and eccentric mental states. Empathetic 

mental states are ones that are exactly like human mental states. Eccentric 

mental states are ñqualitatively different kinds than our ownò (p. 33). 

Though we are justified in attributing pain to octopi, we have no evidence 

that pain-as-experienced-by-octopi is the same as pain-experienced-by-us. 

If octopi-pain is an eccentric mental state, there can still be species-

specific identities between mental state types and brain state types: human 

mental states are type identical to human brain states; octopi mental states 

are type identical to octopi brain states. 

Octopi-pain can be used as the example for both of these replies 

because the identity theorist need not determine whether the Kim-Adams 

or the species-specific reply is more appropriate in any particular case. 

Intuitions which preclude one reply support the other. If you think octopi-

pain is empathetic, the identity theorist can appeal to relevant brain 

similarities. If octopi brains share no relevant properties with human 

brains, the identity theorist can argue that octopi-pain is eccentric. 

Though this approach is ingenious, it also highlights the kind of case 

that poses the greatest threat to the identity-thesis: intuition (as well as 

empirical data) suggests both that two mental states are of the same kind 

and that two brain states are radically different. For instance, patients who 

have had their left cerebral cortex removed (in order to treat extreme 

epileptic conditions) are often able to develop normal speech. On the one 



                                                            Book Reviews                                                       161 

 

hand, the conscious mental states involved (what it is like to speak the 

word óMama,ô for instance) are paradigmatically empathetic: they are 

exactly like human mental states because they are human mental states. 

On the other hand, the brain states involved are paradigmatically not the 

brain states of neurologically intact human beings. Since Paul Broca, we 

have known that ñwe speak with the left hemisphereò and such patients 

have no left hemisphere. While most of the discussion of MR has focused 

on inter-species comparison (and thus Polger rightly focuses his reply on 

such cases), intra-species MR poses the greater threat to the identity thesis. 

Of course, Polgerôs analysis might not be adapted to deal with such 

cases. Paralleling the species-specific reply some have argued that 

language acquisition after a left hemispherectomy is not ñnormalòðthe 

appearance of normalcy hides subtle underlying differences. Though the 

patient is obviously a human being, their speech related mental states are 

not entirely empathetic. This narrows Polgerôs definition of empathetic, 

but does so consistently in the spirit of Polgerôs work. Another response 

would follow the Kim-Adams reply: the right hemisphere supports speech 

development in such cases on the basis of properties shared by the 

resected left hemisphere. 

Nevertheless, such examples of neural plasticity support Terence 

Horganôs picture of a ñneurobiological anarchy [which] underlies well-

behaved psychological kindsò (p. 16, summarizing Horgan). As 

environmental stimuli differentially shape individual brains, the same 

kinds of mental states are realized by different brain states. Polger 

responds to Horgan using the Kim-Adams reply. ñIt is quite likely that 

members of species share properties with one anotherò (p. 17). This appeal 

to shared properties is nothing more than neuroscientific guesswork. 

Though such guesswork is enough to support Polgerôs conclusion that the 

identity thesis might be viable, I would argue that the empirical data on 

neural plasticity leans against the existence of the necessary shared 

properties. 

Kripkeôs essentialist objection is also considered fatal to the identity 

thesis. In Naming and Necessity, Kripke argues that identity statements 

involving natural kind terms are, if true, necessarily true. In order to 

defend the asserted identity, any apparent contingency needs to be 

explained away. According to Kripke, identities such as ówater is H2Oô 

appear contingent because the stuff we call ówaterô could have turned out 

to be something other than H2O. This, however, would not have meant 

water itself turned out to be something other than H2O, but the stuff we 

call ówaterô turned out to be something other than water. In short, ówater is 

H2Oô appears contingent because we identify water by how it appears, not 

by what it is essentially. The problem for the identity thesis is that a 

parallel move cannot be made in relation to mental states. We identify 
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pain by the hurtfulness of the sensation and pain is, essentially, hurtful. 

Unlike ordinary scientific identity statements there is no distinction 

between appearance and reality when it comes to conscious mental states. 

Kripke canôt imagine any other way to explain away apparent 

contingencies; Polger can. 

Polgerôs candidacy model draws on Alan Sidelleôs work on identity 

conditions, ñthe boundary conditions for being a particular thing or kind of 

thingò (p. 45). For instance, before the development of molecular theory 

an identity claim between water and H2O would have seemed eminently 

contingent. Since identity conditions are empirically discovered it is 

possible to be ignorant of them. Polger considers a type-identity statement 

between ñthingamajigsò and ñwidgetsò Since we do not know how to 

individuate widgets or thingamajigs, ñeven if they are identical it might 

seem that they could fail to be, that it could be otherwise. Thus arises the 

appearance of contingencyò (p. 49). Ignorance about identity conditions 

for a natural kind can explain the appearance of contingency for identity 

statements that are, in fact, necessary. 

Polger effectively argues that we do not know the identity conditions 

for brain states. Brain states are ñplace holders for things that we hope 

someday to understand, the soon to be discovered gears of neuro-

mechanicsò (p. 51). Perhaps a brain state is the state of a whole brain (or, 

for that matter, a whole nervous system). Perhaps the appropriate level of 

analysis is a small collection of interconnected neurons. He provides a 

persuasive (if unnecessarily detailed) argument that brain scanners do not 

provide pictures of individual brain states. Polger further contends that we 

donôt know the identity conditions for mental states. Pointing to examples 

of the refinement of mental state experiences in learning to appreciate fine 

wines, Polger points out that ñphenomenology, it should come as no 

surprise, has to be studiedò (p. 57). Thus, psycho-physical identities seem 

contingent to us for the same reason ówater is H2Oô would have seemed 

contingent before the development of molecular theory. Since the 

appearance of contingency has been explained away, psycho-physical 

identities might be necessary and the identity thesis survives Kripkeôs 

attack ñwithout dismissing Kripkeôs analytic toolsò (p. 40). 

Though Polger has successfully argued that we do not currently know 

the identity conditions for either brain states or mental states, his analysis 

nevertheless suggests we do know the means by which to find them Brain 

states will be individuated by physical analysis and mental states will be 

individuated by phenomenological analysis. Whereas Polger intends to 

explain away the apparent contingency of psycho-physical identities, his 

analysis could be used to suggest that mental states and brain states can 

not, in fact, be identical because their identity conditions are incompatible 

(if not yet specified). 
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Polger has not persuaded me that the identity thesis can overcome well 

known objections, but he does succeed in his stated goal of putting the 

identity thesis ñback on the table as a live optionò (p. xxiii). That alone 

makes the book worthy of careful consideration. Polgerôs clear and elegant 

style is more than a small bonus. 

 

       Noel Boyle 

     Grand Valley State University, 

Grand Rapids, MI 

 

 

 

Duncan Pritchard, Epistemic Luck,  

Oxford University Press, Oxford, UK Press 2005, pp. VI + 290, 

ISBN 019928038X. 

 
In Epistemic Luck, Duncan Pritchard examines the widely held belief that 

epistemic luck is antithetical to knowledge. On closer inspection, Pritchard 

argues, there are a number of varieties of epistemic luck, only some of 

which actually manage to undermine claims to knowledge. Moreover, 

explications of those varieties of epistemic luck that are incompatible with 

knowledge have profound implications for our understanding of 

contemporary skeptical puzzles (specifically the Argument from 

Ignorance and the Argument from Underdetermination), the various 

solutions to such puzzles (e.g., infallibilist, contextualist, neo-Moorean, 

and nonclosure based solutions), and the internalism/externalism debate in 

epistemology. Epistemic Luck provides a rich and complex treatment of a 

number of philosophical theses. It doesnôt in any way compromise the 

views under consideration for ease of presentation, nor does it alter 

positions for ease of refutation (an increasingly frequent occurrence in 

contemporary philosophical discourse!). Finally, it is clearly written and 

engaging. Of particular note is his employment of wonderfully 

imaginative and colorful examples. 

The first section of the book looks at various responses to the skeptical 

puzzle. Pritchard analyzes how each position responds to the epistemic 

luck platitudeðthe claim that knowledge excludes luck. He takes issue 

with each of these responses. He ultimately argues that all of the closure-

based responses go wrong because they only focus on one way of 

understanding the concept of epistemic luck.  

In chapter 1, Pritchard lays out the skeptical problem and discusses one 

possible response: infallibilism. He looks at two such responses, one 

presented by Peter Unger and the other by David Lewis. Ungerôs position 

is that knowledge requires certainty. He holds that everyday knowledge 
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ascriptions are just a reflection of a loose usage of the word know. Lewis 

argues for a less demanding version of infallibilism (one that ultimately 

leads to contextualism) that in any context, if one is to have knowledge, 

they must rule out all relevant alternatives. Pritchard argues that there is a 

prima facie reason to adopt infallibilism, but a less demanding principle 

may generate the same skeptical result. The closure principle, which states 

that knowledge is closed under known deductive inference, requires one to 

eliminate only those error possibilities associated with the target 

proposition.  

In chapter 2, Pitchard looks at two fallibilist positions: arguments 

against closure and arguments in favor of attributor contextualism. He 

argues that the problem the closure principle presents, which results in 

skepticism, is that it is impossible to be internalistically justified in 

believing the denial of skeptical hypotheses. A way around this problem 

might be to embrace epistemological externalism. On such a view, 

internalist justification is not necessary for knowledge. Such a strategy is 

adopted by Fred Destke, who rejects closure and argues for a sensitivity 

principle. Pritchard thinks that this type of strategy is misguided because it 

uses internalist intutions to motivate an externalist theory. The same sorts 

of problems arise for attributor contextualism. He argues that attributor 

contextualism must be viewed as an externalist theory of knowledge. 

According to Pritchard, the skeptical argument arises because an agent 

cannot be internalistically justified in believing the denial of a skeptical 

hypothesis. If there is no internalist component to attributor contextualism, 

then it is unclear why the heavy context-sensitive machinery is necessary. 

It would be sufficient to simply argue that on externalist grounds, agents 

can have knowledge of everyday propositions.  

In chapter 3, Pritchard looks at neo-Mooreanism, which he takes to be 

a more plausible position than embracing attributor contextualism or 

nonclosure. Of the three positions, it is the only one that is not confused in 

its motivation. It is consistently externalist. Pritchardôs conception of neo-

Mooreanism is that there is a difference between what an agent can know 

and what it is conversationally appropriate to assert. An agent may know 

something but not be able to assert it because the assertion creates the 

conversational implicature that the agent has accessible reasons for the 

belief, though an externalist theory of knowledge need not require these 

accessible reasons. Hence, Pritchardôs version of neo-Mooreanism differs 

from Mooreanism and some other versions of neo-Mooreanism.  

Pritchard discusses the underdetermination principle in chapter 4. This 

principle frames the skeptical problem as a problem which challenges one 

to give internalist kinds of evidence for beliefs. This is a problem for all 

the externalist theories he has discussed up to this point.  
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In chapter 5, the start of the second section, Pritchard begins to look at 

luck in greater detail. After canvassing and ultimately rejecting a number 

of accounts of luck found in the philosophical literature (based on 

concepts such as chance, accident, and control), he argues for the 

plausibility of the following account of luck. The two necessary conditions 

for an event to be lucky capture the modal nature of luck and the 

ñsignificanceò element. 
 

L1:  If an event is lucky, then it is an event that occurs in the actual world 

but which does not occur in a wide class of the nearest possible worlds 

where the relevant initial conditions for that event are the same as in the 

actual world (p. 128). 
 

L2:  If an event is lucky, then it is an event that is significant to the agent 

concerned (or would be significant, were the agent to be availed of the 

relevant facts) (p. 128). 
 

This account of luck plays a role in the discussion of ñproblematicò 

varieties of epistemic luck, addressed in subsequent chapters. The 

remainder of chapter 5 is devoted to elaborating on ñbenignò varieties of 

epistemic luckðthat is, varieties of epistemic luck that do not by 

themselves undermine knowledge. 

Chapter 6 details the two problematic varieties of epistemic luckð

veritic epistemic luck and reflective epistemic luckðand explicates that 

which is necessary to eliminate each. 

Veritic epistemic luck, viz., the sort of luck that undermines knowledge 

in Gettier type cases, occurs when ñit is a matter of luck that the agentôs 

belief is trueò (p. 146). Tying this in with the account of luck provided in 

chapter 5, Pritchard states ñéthis demands that the agentôs belief is true in 

the actual world, but that in a wide class of nearby possible worlds in 

which the relevant initial conditions are the same as in the actual 

worldéthe belief is falseò (p. 146). 

Veritic eptistemic luck can be eliminated, argues Pritchard, by an 

externalist, safety-based, neo-Moorean account of knowledge (utilizing a 

modified version of Sosaôs safety principle). Reflective luck, which occurs 

when ñgiven only what the agent is able to know by reflection alone, it is a 

matter of luck that her belief is trueò (p. 175), cannot be eliminated by an 

externalist principle, such as the externalist version of the safety principle, 

as there exists a disconnect between the relevant set of possible worlds in 

which oneôs belief is safe and the relevant set of possible worlds in which 

one is able to have knowledge via reflection alone. Since reflective 

epistemic luck is not eliminated by externalist accounts of knowledge and, 

yet, poses a problem for certain knowledge claims, Pritchard concludes 

that these facts constitute a prima facie case for epistemological 
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internalism. Specifically, they motivate a cognitive responsibility 

requirement for knowledge.  

In chapter 7, which is a bit of a digression, Pritchard examines virtue-

theoretic accounts of knowledge as applicable to the internalism/externalism 

debate and to the discussion of epistemic luck. The payoffs of the chapter are 

the following claims. (1) Epistemic externalists and epistemic internalists are 

concerned with ruling out different types of luck, and as such, are speaking 

past one another. (2) Externalist virtue-theoretic accounts (e.g., reliabilist 

versions of the theory) are, at least in part, motivated by a desire to eliminate 

veritic luck. (3) Internalist virtue-theoretic accounts (e.g., neo-Aristotelian 

versions of the theory) are, at least in part, motivated by a desire to eliminate 

reflective luck. (4) With respect to the issues under consideration, no 

independent motivation for moving to a virtue-theoretic account exists. 

Pritchard returns to the skeptical problem in chapter 8, which he doesnôt so 

much consider to pose a problem for oneôs possessing knowledge as it poses a 

problem for oneôs being able to take cognitive responsibility for oneôs 

knowledge. To that end, Pritchard argues, the skeptical problem is primarily a 

problem for the internalist attempting to eliminate reflective luckða problem 

that the internalist is not able to eliminate. Externalists are able to avoid the 

skeptical challenge (by offering a more brute sort of knowledge), since 

externalism isnôt committed to a cognitive responsibility requirement. 

Externalist responses to skepticism (such as those canvassed in section I), 

however, are inadequate, in that they arenôt equipped to directly respond to the 

skeptical puzzle, as characterized above. 

Chapter 9 offers a pragmatic response to the skeptical challenge based on 

Wittgensteinôs notion of hinge propositions.  

Pritchardôs treatment of the varieties of epistemic luck as they pertain to 

skepticism, internalism, and externalism is beyond reproach. But one might 

take issue with two aspects of his response to skepticism. First, while 

canvassing the various solutions to skepticism his rejection of non-closure is 

somewhat hasty. He first raises a problem for Dretskeôs version of non-

closureða version that differs greatly from other arguments for non-closure 

in the literatureðand then rejects non-closure more generally by asserting that 

if one of the competing responses to skepticism can do so without denying 

closure, it should be afforded serious consideration. Second, Pritchardôs neo-

Moorean based response to skepticism relies heavily on the safety principle. 

Questions about the plausibility of a safety-based account of knowledge are 

now ubiquitous in the epistemic literature. 

 

      Richard Greene 

Weber State University, Ogden, UT 

Rachel Robison 

University of Massachusetts, Amherst, MA 
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Wğadysğaw Str·Ũewski, Istnienie i sens [Existence and Sense],  

Wydawnictwo Znak, Krak·w 2005, 512 pp., ISBN 83-240-0583-8.  
 

The title of this bookðñExistence and Senseòðpoints to the authorôs 

main endeavor, which is to mark the limits of the questions concerning the 

sense of existence. In other words, this philosophical work is a pursuit of 

the ultimate sense of Being. Moreover, Str·Ũewskiôs investigations are 

thoroughly immersed in the history of philosophy, the author looks at 

Parmenides, Heraclitus, St. Thomas Aquinas, Kant, Hegel, Husserl, 

Heidegger and Ingarden. This is a dialogue with tradition that aims at a 

deep and careful understanding of the various historical proposals 

regarding the sense of Being, rather than a philosophical polemic or a list 

of conclusive arguments. Although the book is a collection of articles that 

have been published, in different journals and over several years, during 

Professor Str·Ũewskiôs career at the Jagiellonian University, one can 

discern in the book a well-ordered whole. The texts are composed in the 

manner of a logical discourse. We start with the questions concerning 

arch®, pass through the meta-theoretical problems of metaphysics, 

phenomenology and dialectics, and finally arrive at the question of the 

ultimate reality that can manifest itself only through symbols. 

The book is divided into three parts. In the first section, entitled 

ñAttempts at Interpretationò, Str·Ũewski begins from ñThe Question of 

Arch®ò. This text points out the epistemological and ontological 

suppositions that have to be accepted if one wants to investigate the 

problem of arch® as an ultimate and immanent principle of physis. 

Str·Ũewski shows that a consistent quest for arch® leads beyond empirical 

reality. The phenomenological insight into the essence of arch® reveals 

that the ultimate principle cannot be understood as an element of reality 

and has to transcend physis. These considerations are acknowledged by 

the historical development of philosophy that begins with the examination 

of physis, and later focuses on the metaphysical question of Being.  

The question of Being is analyzed in ñThree conceptions of Existenceò. 

Str·Ũewski assumes that we have an intuition of existence that should be 

theorized and he provides the conditions that should be fulfilled by a 

satisfying theory of existence. The main conditions are as follows: the 

theory should focus on existence as such, avoiding the ñnaturalistic 

fallacyò (we cannot reduce existence to something else), existence should 

be conceived as a dynamic power, and the theory should retain an ultimate 

opposition between Being and Nothing. The author examines three 

different approaches to existence. The first, proposed by Parmenides, 

conceives existence as being ever identical with itself. According to the 

second concept, which is ascribed to Heraclitus, Hegel and Heidegger, 

existence is becoming. And becoming is a dialectic and dynamic unity of 
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Being and Nothing. Both conceptions, the former and the latter, fail to 

fulfill the stated conditions. Besides that Str·Ũewski shows that according 

to both these conceptions the main question of metaphysics: ñWhy is there 

something rather than nothing?ò loses its significance, because everything 

that exists obviously has its sufficient reason either in Being and Nothing, 

or in its identity with itself. Only St. Thomas Aquinasôs theory can 

satisfyingly fulfill the conditions. Thomasôs characterisation of esse 

corresponds with our intuition of existence and, moreover, only in the 

framework of Thomasôs theory does it make sense to ask the question 

concerning the sufficient reason for the existence of the world, because 

this reason is hidden and the world is given as contingent.  

The second section of the book, ñMetaphysics and Dialecticsò, is 

devoted to meta-philosophical problems. According to Str·Ũewski, if 

philosophy is a science in pursuit of the most profound and fundamental 

principles of reality, it has to unify the postulates both of phenomenology 

and dialectics (ñPhenomenology and Dialecticsò). Dialectics conforms to 

the phenomenological demand for a philosophy without assumptions, but 

does not reject the pursuit of absolute certitude. Dialectic phenomenology 

is the endeavor to exceed, in repeated investigations, the results of every 

particular insight into the eidetic essence. This dialectic transgression 

implies the negation of a former insight, but a negation that saves and 

integrates the results of the first investigation as a moment of later 

investigations. The dialectic form of cognition has its objective 

counterpart in the dialectic character of reality in becoming. 

ñOntology, Metaphysics and Dialecticsò tackles the controversy 

between Husserl and Ingarden about the existence of the real world. 

Str·Ũewski shows that Ingardenôs Controversy over the Existence of the 

World does not provide us with the philosophical instruments to resolve 

this problem. However, Ingardenôs phenomenological ontology contains 

an analysis of the concept of existence, existence ï according to 

Str·Ũewski ï cannot be an ñobjectò of ontology. There is no idea of 

existence, because existence is something which makes certain ideas 

become real things, thus existence could only be an ñobjectò of 

metaphysical experience. Str·Ũewski convincingly shows that the 

moments of being distinguished by Ingarden (existential autonomy or 

heteronomy, existential originality or derivation, etc.) are not results of 

insight into the content of the idea of existence, but rather are categories 

that Ingarden gained by analysis of the ideas of the absolute and of 

contingency. For Str·Ũewski only dialectics can be a bridge between 

ontology and metaphysics. Therefore he comes back to the already 

mentioned idea. If ontology begins from a given fact, and then through 

epoch® focuses on its eidetic content, then dialectics enables us to consider 

the results of this eidetic insight as a ñprismò, through which we can look 
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at the facticity that was our point of departure. Phenomenological 

dialectics is the constant return to the results of earlier investigations that 

aims to deepen and widen our knowledge. 

A text entitled ñMetaphysics as a Scientia Divinaò shows that the main 

European metaphysical projects postulate a Divine science, which 

becomes their regulative idea and main purpose. This purpose cannot be 

achieved, but it stimulates human cognitive endeavors. The idea of 

scientia divina could imply a distinction between two kinds of cognition: 

quoad nos and quoad se. The former is human cognition; the latter is an 

ultimate and complete insight into the things in themselves. This 

distinction is present both in the Scholastics and in Kantôs philosophy. 

Moreover, Str·Ũewski interprets Platoôs attempt to see the world through 

Ideas according to this idea of a Divine science. The author states that we 

can consider the philosophies of Heraclitus, Spinoza and Hegel as 

philosophies which identify genuine thinking with the deciphering of the 

hidden principles of Being. Thus if there is no difference between thinking 

and Being, speculative thinking becomes scientia divina ï Godôs thinking 

as such. On the other hand some modes of human cognition lead to 

ultimate truth. Str·Ũewski shows that Husserlôs constitution of sense and 

Bergsonôs intuition can be understood in this way.  

Finally, the idea of Divine science appears as the unity of contradictory 

requirements: it should be general and particular at the same time, 

transcendent and objective but immanent and given without any mediating 

structures, rational and irrational, etc. Therefore metaphysics as such has 

to be a project that exceeds the empirically given reality, but this does not 

mean that we cannot define the main task of metaphysics as providing a 

key to the data given in experience.  

The last section, ñAttempts at Elucidationò, examines some particular 

problems in philosophy. ñThe Fundamental Question of Metaphysicsò 

reveals necessary assumptions that have to be accepted, if one wants to 

justifiably ask why there is something rather than nothing. Str·Ũewski 

comes back to the question of existence and he shows that the issue of 

sufficient reason appears only if existence is experienced as contingent, 

and only if the fact of existence is not self-explanatory. Moreover, to ask 

this question we have to know what it means to exist, and to not exist, we 

have to accept ontological pluralism: contingent and necessary beings, and 

finally we have to know the actually existing reality.  

Later on Str·Ũewski investigates an issue rudimentary for metaphysics, 

that of negation (ñThe Problem of Negationò). He notices that one uses 

negation to assert that something does not exist, and this negative-fact of 

non-existing is fundamental to negation. Moreover, all other functions of 

negation, like e.g. separation, have their roots in this primary negative-

assertion. Therefore the problems of negation are connected with the issue 
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of Nothing, and both negation and Nothing are crucial for metaphysics. 

Without these borderline concepts one cannot explain such phenomena as 

becoming and artistic creation, nor can one ask about the sufficient reason 

for the existence of reality.  

Further Str·Ũewski, shows that some elements of the idea of 

rationalism such as criticism, the love of clarity and distinctness, and trust 

in the power of reason can become the germ of its corruption 

(ñRationalism and Metarationalismò). Rationalism can become skepticism 

or cut us off from reality and enclose us in purely abstract structures. 

Metarationalism is a proposal that joins the main postulates of rationalism 

with a consciousness of the fact that the sense of Being is wider than the 

ratio. The author explains this statement in a subsequent essay.  

Str·Ũewski says that ñto have a senseò means more than to have a 

meaning. He states that semantic meaning is only the first level of sense 

(ñLevels of Senseò). The author lists phenomenological, ontological, ontic, 

axiological, and metaphysical levels of sense. All these levels are 

characterized by moments of order, reason and necessity. The highest 

level of sense ï the metaphysical levelðis also the limit of sense. 

According to Str·Ũewski we cannot ask about the sense of existence, 

because the existence is a necessary condition of sense. Existence is a 

mystery. Philosophy and art can approach this mystery, but the mystery of 

being cannot be fully enclosed in any structures, whether in art or in the 

rational concepts of philosophy. Sense is wider than the ratio. 

Nevertheless, the mystery can manifest itself through a symbol. ñThe 

Symbol and Realityò is an attempt to investigate semiotics and the 

ontology of the symbol. Str·Ũewski says that we find the complete 

realization of the idea of a symbol in religious symbols. The religious 

symbol uses the function of symbolizing as such to manifest mystery and 

to participate in mystery. Str·Ũewski gives an example of such a symbolð

Andrei Rublevôs Icon of the Trinity. 

Str·Ũewskiôs book shows that the human being is animal metaphysicus 

and that we never lose the desire to pursue the ultimate truth. But we have 

to face the question concerning the very possibility of metaphysics after 

Kant and transcendental phenomenology? Str·Ũewski endeavors to answer 

this question. It seems that a metaphysician who has learned Kantôs lesson 

approaches reality, but cannot touch it. He cannot restore existence after 

Husserlôs transcendental reduction. Therefore he has to repeat his 

investigation; he has to dialectically enrich his cognition with the hope 

that he can reach the line between ontology and metaphysics, the line 

between the possible and the actual. It would seem that Str·Ũewskiôs 

approach is similar to hermeneutics, and that understanding could become 

the main category of philosophy. Our understanding can be deepened and 
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widened but we never achieve the final end ï the complete understanding 

of Being.  

But this hermeneutic category never explicitly appears in the text. 

Moreover, Str·Ũewski focuses on typically metaphysical issues like the 

esse, becoming and negation. He admits that the esse of the world strikes 

us and that we have a certain intuition of being. This means that the 

fundamental human situation is not changed. The philosophical point of 

departure and the destination are always the same. The Kantian and 

Husserlian critiques have not discarded metaphysics but only showed that, 

hitherto, attempts at grasping the whole sense of being have failed. These 

attempts failed because sense is wider than ratio. 

        

 Jan Piasecki 

Jagiellonian University, Krak·w 

 

 

 

Nancy Sherman, Stoic Warriors: The Ancient Philosophy Behind 

the Military Mind,  

Oxford University Press, Oxford 2005, IX + 242 pp., ISBN 

0195152166. 

 
We might recognize ourselves beneath the surface of Stoic Warriors: The 

Ancient Philosophy Behind the Military Mind, Nancy Sherman tells us 

periodically throughout the book, suggesting that attentiveness to Stoic 

themes in contemporary military culture might give us insight into 

ourselves as well. The suggestion is profound and haunts Shermanôs text: 

In what ways are we ourselves called to attention in her project, beyond 

the explicit weaving of Stoic doctrines with military life? 

Before turning to the explicit aims of the book and returning ultimately 

to the provocation above, a review of this book would be remiss if it did 

not speak of the care with which Sherman presents her multifaceted claims 

and of the lucidity of it as a whole. Unlike that of many books that are 

philosophical by nature, Shermanôs audience is vast and threefold: 

scholars in Greek and Roman philosophy will find this book satisfying 

because of its diligent attention to Stoic thought, as well as to Plato and 

Aristotle; military personnel will find it a thoughtful articulation of 

attitudes that are at work in the military and will gain insight from 

considering underlying Stoic themes of resilience and empowerment; a 

general audience will find an illuminating commentary not only on Stoics 

and the military but also on contemporary society. Maneuvering handily 

through anecdotes, examples, ñsea stories,ò literature, and poetry, 
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Sherman aptly lays out Stoic claims regarding decorum in military service, 

anger and its (mis)management, what it means to gain control in 

circumstances beyond oneôs control, and ultimately how it is that we 

canðand shouldðgrieve for the loss of soldiersô lives. In addition, 

Sherman speculates about the kinds of practical steps that should be in 

place regarding the morality of warfare to allow for a moderate Stoic 

approach in the military. 

The first sentence of the book captures her entire project: ñThis book is 

about ósucking it up,ôò both in relation to a truly Stoic posture toward the 

world and to prevailing military attitudes (p. ix). Noting that ñsucking it 

up,ò or as she also calls it ñaustere self-control and disciplineò (p. ix), 

often lies at the heart of military life and its demands, Sherman aims to 

complicate what it means to be a Stoic in response to situations that are 

out of our control. Her interest, thus, is primarily twofold: to call upon 

Stoic doctrines insofar as they underlie military culture and to 

problematize Stoic doctrines themselves, insofar as they maintain tensions 

that resist simplification. In other words, while Sherman advocates reading 

military concerns in light of the Stoics, the Stoics in turn deserve revisiting 

because of the fruitfulness of their thought, especially concerning what it 

might really mean to ñsuck it upò and when. 

Shermanôs authority on this matter is experiential and earned. Hired by 

the Naval Academy in the 1990s to teach something like an introduction to 

ethics course, Sherman notes that Epictetus resonated most strongly with 

her students, particularly in Epictetusôs relation to the Stoic concern of 

what is and is not up to us and how it is that we might confront situations 

that are largelyðif not whollyðoutside our control. What her students 

liked, she explains, was Epictetusôs response to these situations; for he 

says that ñ[t]he circumstances may be beyond our control, but ultimately 

what affects us for good or ill are only our own judgments about themò (p. 

3). Now, what falls under our ñown judgmentsò include for the Stoics 

things like emotions (which are cognitive judgments that affect how we 

see the world instead of things that just strike and debilitate us) and 

opinions (which are usually falsely understood to correlate to the world). 

Sherman saysðand we can appreciate the lure of Stoic thinking for 

military personnel, especially those who are taken as prisoners of war 

(hereafter ñPOWò)ðthat ñ[w]e go seriously wrong when we think that 

emotions just happen to us and that the attachments and losses they 

represent are beyond our controlò (p. 9). The reason for our going 

ñseriously wrongò about emotions in the Stoic account is that we fail to 

recognize our determinate agency and its ensuing mastery in all situations, 

from the most extremely positive to the most negative and threatening. 

It is no wonder that this approach to life meshes well with military 

personnel who often find themselves in (to put it mildly) inopportune 
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situations in which they often bear witness to the worst that humanity has 

to offer. In a particularly striking example of both the strength and 

helpfulness of Stoic thought even for oneôs very survival, Sherman 

recounts an interview with James Stockdale, a Navy pilot who spent 

several years as a POW in Vietnam enduring what one can only imagine 

in nightmares. Having received a copy of Epictetusôs book from a 

Philosophy professor upon his graduation from college, he recalled 

Epictetusôs sayings throughout his torture, reciting them verbatim and 

revising them into his own words: ñWe here under the gun are the experts, 

we are the masters of our fateò (p. 5). Stockdale acknowledges that 

Epictetusôs refrains and sayings helped keep him alive precisely because 

of his emphasis on self-mastery and endurance. As Sherman says of 

Stockdaleôs experience, ñ[I]t was his Epictetan Stoicism that enabled him 

to regain his dignity, if and when he broke in tortureò (p. 6). We might 

note how literally this was the case for him. 

We might acknowledge that empowerment in enslavement must be 

reassuring for those who suffer extreme cases of torture (without 

necessarily having committed Epictetus to memory, as Stockdale did), but 

Sherman notes the wariness with which we should want to embrace a strict 

or orthodox Stoicism in thinking about the military and in our own lives. 

While it may be true that ñit is better to design a life in which we are 

empowered rather than helplessò (p. 34), as Sherman notes, and while it is 

the case that we might all be able to use more resilience in our lives, to 

what extent should we or the military embrace Stoic doctrines? Shermanôs 

response in the end is that we should abide by a moderate Stoicism 

because an orthodox one results in an unacceptable iciness, especially 

regarding situations that demand a visceral response like anger or grief. 

Stoics argue that a community of rational minds and austere self-

managers, when combined with the ability to let all external goodsð

including oneôs family, friends, and comradesðgo in light of a cultivated 

indifference toward the world, actually empowers human beings to their 

true potential, which is a recognition of our heightened rationality. An 

investment in any kind of external ñgoodò means that ñwe fail to 

appreciate what is of true value in our lives: our reason, in its perfected 

form as wisdom or virtue, shared with others (and God)ò (p. 67). 

Obeying this guiding principle does not mean that one need not care 

about others; rather, one ought to combine ñsucking it upò with ñfaking 

it,ò another necessary component to a Stoic doctrine according to 

Sherman. How one appears to the world reinforces the degree to which 

one can demonstrate oneôs reason and virtue. Regarding the military, this 

obedience often takes the shape of aesthetic decorum and the importance 

of manners in military service. Instead of a side note to military duty, how 

an officer presents herself to the world is part of a Stoic demand to insist 
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on inner change. The hope is that through preparing oneself on the 

outsideðregardless of the mental or inner worries of a soldierðshe will 

be more likely to affect inner change and empower herself. Furthermore, 

attention to decorum and appearance is necessary (though, as Sherman 

goes to great lengths to say, not in a body-building kind of way) for 

others: ñIt matters to those who share in the ritual and to those who depend 

on those signs for instruction and confidence. And it may be important for 

oneself, as a way of coaxing inner changeò (p. 63). When considered 

explicitly regarding the military, Sherman says, ñMilitary life is not only 

about the vertical line of command and the buttoned-up decorum that can 

characterize the roles of superior and subordinate. It is also about 

horizontal bonds of camaraderie, affection, and love, and the boundless 

gratitude for buddies who put their own lives on the line, shattering limbs 

and nerves, in order to save others.ò She adds, ñ[b]eing able to express this 

gratitude is part of that bondò (p. 63). 

Because of her insistence throughout the book on being able to express 

gratitude within the military and because she notes, contrary to Stoic 

doctrine, that anger is sometimes warranted and necessitated in certain 

situations, Shermanôs emphasis on a moderate Stoicism is appropriate. For 

example, whereas Seneca praises a story from Herodotus in which a father 

is forced by a king to eat his own children in return for unwanted advice 

given to that king but is graciously ñspared the leftoversò by responding to 

the king that dinner with him is always delicious, Sherman notes that this 

sort of ñfaking itò is unreasonable, no matter what we are ñsparedò (p. 86). 

Sometimes ñevil [is] simply too greatò (p. 95), and anger is not only 

justified but is the appropriate moral response to a given situation. 

An orthodox Stoicism, as represented by Senecaôs comments cited 

above, maintains that some losses are indeed tragic, but ñin such 

circumstances, control and ófaking itô are still possible and prudentò (p. 

103). By failing to understand how ñself-sufficient our goodness is,ò we 

ñfail to understand how much is up to usò (p. 103). However, 

understanding this point does not undo moral outrage or indignation that 

ñshould be part of a wise response to atrocityò (p. 108), which partakes of 

a moderate Stoicism embraced by Sherman. Furthermore, when a soldier, 

for example, fears both killing another human being or himself being 

killed, the reality of this feeling should be acknowledged, not pushed to 

the side as an orthodox Stoic would encourage. It is ñtoo much to ask of 

the moral learnerò (p. 114). 

At this point we may return to how it is that we might see ourselves 

beneath the surface of Shermanôs work, and, in so doing, examine what it 

is that we see. Certainly, military life distinguishes itself from civilian life 

in many obvious ways, but what saves Stoicismðand is worth returning 

to, according to Shermanðis a ñpositive Stoic point that well-being 
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depends upon a sense of control and agency, a sense that even in the most 

constrained circumstances we are not entirely powerlessò (p. 126). This is 

not only true for those who suffer as prisoners of war, soldiers, or military 

personnel, but also for us civilians who often lack the ability to ñsuck it 

upò or endure slight misfortunes. To this end, Shermanôs work most 

certainly addresses the whole of our society in which endurance and self-

control often seem fleeting at best. 

Given the scope and aims of the book, my lingering question is one 

that perhaps already has an answer: Why invoke the Stoics and not, for 

example, Aristotle in thinking through Shermanôs questions, especially 

considering her resolute calling for a moderate Stoicism, which looks 

uncannily like many things that Aristotle says? It seems to me that when 

she discusses Aristotle, particularly in passages from the Nicomachean 

Ethics, her insights are tremendous and worth exploring, especially 

regarding her claims about what it means to act as an agent in the world, 

how it is that we might consider a robust sense of self-sufficiency that 

explodes an autonomous self, the role of friendship in our lives, and 

courage. But that, I suppose, would require another book, and letôs face it: 

Aristotle is not as memorizable and repeatable as Epictetus in times of 

crisis. 

 

Melissa M. Shew 

University of Oregon, Eugene, OR 

 

 

 

Paweğ Kawalec, Przyczyna i wyjaŜnianie [Cause and Explanation] 

(in Polish), Wydawnictwo KUL, Lublin 2006, 448 pp., ISBN: 83-

7363-362-6. 

 
The book is an extensive monograph covering (on 447 pages) the methods 

of causal discovery (especially non-experimental techniques) and 

addressing the issue of explanation on the basis of the appreciation of 

causal dependences. 

At the beginning of his book Kawalec considers a ñcriterialò notion of 

causal dependence. Its proponents seek the criteria of causal dependence, 

leaving the task of formulating the general definition of causation to 

philosophers. Kawalec does not limit himself to an extensive (Chapters 2, 

3 and 4) and thorough exposition of research in this regard. He considers 

what is known as the criterial approach not to be fully satisfactory and 

offers a fresh view on the issue of causality, which he refers to as 

procedural. This term was coined by Huw Price, but here it has a narrower 

meaning. 
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The considerations focusing on the analysis of methods of causal 

discovery interweave in Cause and Explanation with considerations 

seeking to show that the notion of a law of nature, considered to be 

playing a key role in the theory of explanation, should be replaced with a 

more general notion of projectible generalisation. Kawalec suggests that 

this is a way of circumscribing a non-resolved and perhaps non-resolvable 

issue of how to distinguish laws from ñaccidentalò regularities and this 

solution is supposed to make it possible to elaborate a new stand on the 

theory of explanation essentially different from the common view. The 

approach to the theory of explanation advanced by Kawalec is referred to 

as projectible subsumption. 

The reading of Kawalecôs book is inspiring. The book covers an 

extensive literature, contains well written literature surveys and precise 

and deep methodological and philosophical analyses. Nonetheless, the 

basic question the reader has to face is whether Kawalecôs conviction 

about the originality of his approach is justified. I suspect that a conclusive 

answer to this question is not possible. Not because I find some key parts 

of his conception not articulated clearly enough, but mostly because the 

evaluation of Kawalecôs projectible methodology could not be merely 

based on the analysis of its theoretical aspects alone ï it would have to be 

tested in practice. 

My own standpoint on the issue raised above is sceptical. I articulate 

some reasons below. This also reflects a difference in our philosophical 

standpoints. Now I proceed to some more detailed comments. 

 

1. 

  
I begin with the notion of cause and its role in the structure of scientific 

knowledge. The key notion for Kawalecôs book is causality. The author (p. 

20) claims that since Hume, philosophy has come a full circle and the once 

neglected notion has gained anew its due place in science. I have a 

different view on the matter, or at least I would not accept a prima facie 

reading of Kawalecôs claim. 

The primary aim of science is the construction of theories, which is the 

most comprehensive and the most accurate way (not necessarily ï as 

needs to be emphasized ï ñtrueò in every detail ï whatever the latter term 

means) to describe the mechanisms of some phenomena. It is only when 

we want to exploit for a certain purpose the knowledge of such a 

mechanism that we need to face the question ñWhat causes (caused or 

could cause) what?ò. In other words, we start to inquire about the ñcausesò 

of certain states of affairs. The notion of cause ï as emphasized by many 

authors, amply cited by Kawalec who propounds this approach (see, e.g., 

p. 19) ï is therefore ñmanipulableò in character. 
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When formulating scientific theories we are by no means required to 

(and perhaps we should not) employ the notion of cause. General 

statements, which the theories comprise, have the form of an implication 

ñif A(x), then B(x)ò and at most in a loose style they could be taken to 

have the form of a causal implication ñA(x) causes B(x)ò. Questions like 

ñWhat causes what?ò are naturally asked in two sorts of cases. Firstly, 

when lacking well-grounded theoretical knowledge we aim at developing 

such knowledge, and secondly, when taking this kind of knowledge for 

granted, we plan to intervene on the course of events. 

 

2. 
 

Kawalecôs conception of methodology is based on two fundamental 

presuppositions. One of them is the notion of research interaction, the 

other ï derivated from the first ï the procedural criterion of causality. 

Kawalec identifies the notion of research interaction as a primitive, and 

thus non-definable. The reader could, however, expect that the notion be 

characterised by means of suitably selected postulates and examples, 

which would make it more comprehensible. Kawalec explanations do not 

seem satisfactory to me. 

On pp. 63-4, interaction is characterised as a way of gathering 

empirical data about phenomena which are then subsumed under causal 

analyses which are not reducible to statistical analyses in terms of a 

predetermined set of variables and their relationships. This way of 

gathering data takes into account anything that could decide whether a 

causal dependence holds or not. This property of interaction is referred to 

by Kawalec as ñdomain-orientedò. It is accompanied by a tendency to 

gather data that may turn out to be necessary to avoid accepting spurious 

causal relations (i.e. statistical correlations which fail to manifest a causal 

relation) as real. Those properties of interaction Kawalec denotes as 

ñtheoretical importò and ñcausal invarianceò. 

Kawalec expands these cursory notes in the subsequent sections of 

Chapter 2 and occasionally elsewhere in the book. Let me make a general 

remark at this point. I do not think that anyone seriously seeking to 

establish a cause of the relevant phenomenon would not by the same token 

be seeking to take into account everything that could turn out to determine 

whether the causal relation holds or not. But the realisation of this search 

will always encounter the principal difficulty, namely that the number of 

variables that cannot be a priori excluded as irrelevant is practically 

speaking limitless. The researcher will thus always have to make a choice 

and usually he does so on the basis of his own experience, knowledge and 

intuition. And that is why no method of causal discovery warrants 

irrefutable conclusions. 



178                                            Book Reviews 

 

3. 
 

The conception of procedural methodology is confronted with two 

philosophical standpoints, which Kawalec refers to as ñnaµveò realism and 

ñnaµveò empiricism. 

Naµve realism is defined by Kawalec (following B. van Fraassen) as the 

view that scientific laws contain a true (and adequate with regard to the 

actual state of affairs) description of both observable and nonobservable 

states of affairs. Naµve empiricism is the view that truth value can only be 

assigned to observable statements. Statements concerning non-observable 

states of affairs could constitute useful elements of scientific knowledge 

and as such could be accepted, but must not be assigned truth value. 

The contrast between ñnaµve realismò and ñnaµve empiricismò (the 

depreciating adjective ñnaµveò clearly indicates that Kawalec does not 

embrace any of these two standpoints) presupposes the highly dubious 

assumption of there being a sufficiently well-determined criterion for 

distinguishing between observable and nonobservable states of affairs. 

Even Kawalec himself doubts its existence. The difficulties related to the 

distinction between observable and nonobservable states of affairs are not 

the only obstacles Kawalec needs to face when heading between ï to use 

his own expression ï the Scylla of realism and the Charybdis of 

empiricism. He must find a way to cope with the problems arising from 

the classical conception of truth. Is the discussion of the problems that 

could not be avoided when setting out his own standpoint in the debate 

between ñnaµveò realists and ñnaµveò empiricists in any principled way 

justified by the subject matter of the book? I doubt it. Moreover, in my 

opinion the work would gain in terms of clarity had the author focused on 

the methodological issues and limited himself to invoking philosophical 

commentaries only when necessary. 

In conclusion, I shortly express my own view on the problems and 

proposals contained in Kawalecôs book. I defend (and this is the climax of 

my debate with Kawalec) the following belief: statements expressing 

causal relationships are firmly justified (which does not entail their being 

true) if and only if they are based on a firmly justified (which does not 

entail its being true) theory. In other words, statements expressing causal 

relationships are firmly justified when they are based on a firmly justified 

understanding of the relevant causal mechanism. Moreover, a notion of 

causal relationship which is not grounded in a theory describing the 

underlying causal process can never be firmly established. 

       

Ryszard W·jcicki 

Polish Academy of Sciences, Warszawa 

 


