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jugement comme condition de l'effectivité d'une rq)résent:{ahop. Certes‘, 1 emplllil
du «wenn» («lorsquen) peut faire pencher pour cette ‘1\.nterp,retatmn lzqnd.I:on.Zi_or—
Seulement, deux évidences, 'une interne av t.e)gte méme, 'autre rel twgi ur11: or
mule brentanienne  laquelle renvoie ici imphcnte’x?en“f I:Iusscrl, contrfe sent ¢ e
interprétation. La premiére est 'usage du signe d’égalité :?r}tre «effec;:f),) et «Y:ala;
si Husser] désignait vraiment, dans ce passage, une cogd{uonncﬂe:i )t au;il dgnn
employé ce signe. Aussi, le «wermny est-il ':llcompren’dre ici a? sens te «nga e dar
werm» («si et seulement si»). Le second élément 4 Yappui d une én ;rpr tation o0
termes d’équivalence est & chercher dans Ies- cours d'e logique e: rent ne ,d zsa
Husser] connaissait bien : le passage de la vérité d"un jugement a1 effectivi c: =
représentation sujet o'y est pas présenté conume causal. Pou_: Brentano & 1p§on
Husser] «A est vrai» et «la représentation sujejc de A fest effetctlve» sont en ret:% on
d’équivalence. De surcroft, mis & part un détz:ul tem}mologlque, _Bolz:;.lnc{ f:r:L Zr(:ﬁc
également cette équivalence. Contrairement a ce qu affitme 'Lavngnc, o yﬂﬁé e
pas ici d’abandon de la théorie brentanie_:nne par Husserl qui se trouve justifié p
le passage cité de la lettre 4 Marty de juillet 1901

GUILLAUME FRECHETTE Université de Hambourg

Descartes’s Method of Doubt
JANET BROUGHTON ‘
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2002, xv + 217 pp., $16.95 paper

In Descartes’s Method of Doubt Janet Broughton ux'ldertakes a close study gf tlimw
Descartes uses doubt in the first three Meditations orv‘:ler‘ to set the foun ba}ﬁonz
for subsequent knowledge claims. This is 2 masterfgl, 1‘ns1ghtfu1., _a.nd a}-‘LJ:n]i1 i 011;-
treatment of the topic. Broughton is careful and precise in _}Jz?r yvptmg, philosop j
ical argumentation, and attention to texts. The care in deta.:l is Jf)med by a;: e]?gal,lgd
ing treatment of broader implications, both for Descartes’s ph.t%osqp'hy itse ?w
for its relation to ancient and contemporary concerns. The book_ isdivided xfnto- 0
patts, the first of which deals with the development of doubt in the A edztaz]::,otn‘s,
and the second of which deals with the way Descartes uses the method of dou ﬂ:in
that work. The first part addresses such issues as %h-e nature czf the doubt;::r (n’a 13
meditator), the relation of Descartes’s form of scepticism to ancient f_ornlllsi,,s ¢ :hoc-l
tegié pature of his method of doubt, Descartes’s motivations for Rosmg e me ¢
of doubt, and the relation of this scepticism to COMPION-SENSe beliefs. In the secox; !
part, Broughton proposes an original way of understa.nmng the way Descartels 'zs
Tis method of doubt to achieve his goal of uncovering found'ea,uopal kx;ow edge,
knowledge which includes one’s existence and cert’am self-attributions ( zlr exax:l:
ple, “I am doubting™), the existence of God as one’s creatot, a._nd the:'cau;i1 pn;nh
ple that nothing comes from nothing. This book is not fo'r beginners in p o;op Y,
but it is essential—and pleasurable—reading for the serious Descartes .scho ar.
The First and Second Meditations present the reader with the.: f9110w1ng curious
fact that demands explanation: within the cla_ss of clear and dlSUZElCt perciptzzx:i
there are those that axe unassailable, surviving all of Descartes ,s”four Ta .
grounds for doubt—Ilunacy, dreaming, God, and “fate or chance (p: §3)—(}and
there are those that are unable to withstand the supposition of the deceiving God.
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“Among those favored ideas are ‘L exist’. . . I seem to see  light,’. . . But mathe-
matical ideas are not among the favored few [ideas that are indubitably true],
despite their clarity and distinctness” (p. 181). Tn order to explain how Descartes is
able to divide the class of clear and distinct ideas in this way, Broughton argues that
we miust reconsider the way he uses his method of doubt in the early Meditations.
According to an extremely common interpretation of that method, we start from
the belief that “we ought to pursue knowledge in our Inquiries; knowledge requjres
certainty; and certainty requires ruling cut radical skeptical doubts™ {p. 8). Accord-
ingly, what is prior is Descartes’s conception of knowledge as that which is wholly
certain. His method of doubt, on this interpretation, is consequently invoked as a
tool to help us arrive at such knowledge. The belief that Descartes “hasa prior com-
mitment to a very demanding conception of knowledge” (p. 17) gets the order of
Descartes’s method wrong, says Broughton. Rather, “[miightn’t Descartes’s use of
the method of doubt be what explains the very demanding account of knowledge

that he articulates?” (p. 10}. But, if radical scepticism is prior to and gives rise to

Descartes’s conception of knowledge as certainty, what motivates the method of
doubt itself? Acknowledging a mumber of commentators who have offered various

answers to this question (pp. 10-16), she argues that “Descartes’s tse of the method
of doubt enables him to execute a simple and coolly caleulated strategy for estab-
lishing the first principles of philosophy he believes to be true” (p. 17), which will
allow him “a way to achieve sturdy and lasting results in the sciences. . . to discover,
establish, and embrace the fundamental truths that showld replace the basic errors
that took reot in his mind during his early cognitive development” {p. 50). Itis a
strategy that should convince others to believe what he takes to be true,

To substantiate her interpretation, and thereby show how Descartes is able to .
draw a principled and useful distinction within the class of clear and distinct per-
ceptions between the truly indubitable and all the rest, Broughton proposes that
Descartes’s various arguments tatroduced to rescue specific beliefs from radical
doubt are actually “dependence arguments.” What does this mean? Broughton
writes: “What I believe Descartes ajmed to do was to establish the absohute cer-
tainty of some of his beliefs by showing thar their truth is a condizion of his using
the method of doubt” (p. 98). The fact of Descartes’s proceeding with the method
of doubt depends upon certain beliefs being true. These beliefs, consequently, are
ones “that I cannot rationally doubt . . . I would be able to be absolutely certain
about Jthem]” (p. 99). One significant consequence of reading Descartes’s Second
Meditations arguments as dependence arguments is that this would establish both
the truth of and certainty in the beliefs that are the conditions for using doubt.
Broughton resists calling these arguments “transcendental” for reasons she devel-
ops in the final chapter of the book (pp. 186-96). (This is one example of Brough-
ton’s ability to connect the themes of her investigation of Descartes with the
broader history of philoscphy, including contemporary interests, without being
anachronistic. Indeed, while the book is a superb study of Descartes’s epistemol-
ogy, it will also appeal to those with interests in epistemology more generally.)

After giving the details of different kinds of dependence arguments found in the
Second Meditations, and some textual support for them, Broughton proceeds to
show how Descartes’s Second and Third Meditations could be read as employing
these arguments to secure the truth of and our certainty in a number of beliefs
about “inner.conditions” (chap. 7), such as “I exist,” and about “outer conditions”
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(chap. 8), such as “from nothing, nothing comes.” Broughton argues, for example,
that (at least in the Meditations) “I exist” is a beljef that the meditator establishes
as true and bolds with certainty, not by first asserting the utter certainty (and so
truth) of “I think,” and then inferring “¥ exist” from that certainty. In fact, in the
Second Meditation, he establishes his existence a full three paragraphs before
asserting his certainty in the belief that he is thinking (p. 112). Rather, Descartes
employs a dependence argument. “His existence is a necessary condition of his
doubting whether sky, earth, body, or minds exist. ‘T exist’ must be true if Tam to
doubt, and so one thing I cannot rationally doubt, as I doubt everything possible,
is that ‘T exist’ is true” (p. 116).

Not all clear and distinct ideas are necessary conditions of the meditator’s
doubting. For instance, 2 + 3 = 5 is not, and so it does not emerge from the method
of doubt as necessarily true and so impossible to not believe with certainty, And,
indeed, the deceptive God could have made the meditator think this belief to be
true because clear and distinet, even if it were not true. The “favoured” clear and

- distinet perceptions are protected from the deceptive God strategy not by their
clarity and distinctness but by their status (established by the dependence argu-
ments) as necessaxily true beliefs. This, Broughton argues, provides Descartes with

- apowerful tool for avoiding the infamous Cartesian circle (pp. 175-86). Briefly, the
circle results by claiming jointly that certainty in God’s existence requires certainty
in clear and distinct perceptions, and that certainty in clear and distinct percep-
tions requires certainty in God's existence. A sketch of Broughton’s solution is that
some clear and distinet perceptions emerge from dependence arguments and do
not, therefore, depend upon the existence of a benevolent God. These clear and
distinct perceptions are then used to establish God's existence.

This is a clever attempt to exoperate Descartes of the charge of circularity, and it
is one example of a string of astute moves in this book. Determining whether it
works will depend upon a careful examination of the dependence arguments,
including an examination of their foundations and justification. This is one of many
lines of investigation that Broughton's terse and rich book opens up. The book itself,
and the debate it should spur, will advance Descartes scholarship significantly.

KAREN DETLEFSEN  Uhiversity of Pennsylvania

Tales of the Mighty Dead: Historical Essays in the Metaphysics
of Intentionality

ROBERT B. BRANDOM

Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2002, x + 430 pp.

Matching its title, Tales of the Mighty Dead: Historical Essays in the Metaphysics
of Intentionality, Robert Brandom’s book has an unusual, even strange, construc-
tion. It is composed of two parts, the first entitled “Talking with 2 Tradition,” the
second, coming in at twice the length of the first, entitled “Historical Essays.” The
historical essays of the second part—Brandom calls these “the substantive essays”
(p. 33)—were, however, historically first, having been written over a period of
twenty-five years. But it would be wrong to read Part 1 as merely a long hind-
sighted introduction to Professor Brandom’s first volume of collected papers. That
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is not the nature or construction of the book and will not be; to do justi

the pecuha.lr and fascinating way in which, in these Tiles, the nil?e wags Jthljsetldcjgt °

J:}:Ee subtn'le. Historical Essays in the Metaphysics of Intentionality signals tv\;o
p.lotlmcs running throngh the entire book and which, as narrative moments, give
risetoa 1Ehird plotline found only in and dominating Part 1,

There is then, as one plotline, the history—Brandom’s exposition of the views
of a se.lect group of six eminent figures in the history of philosophy, viz., Spinoza,
chbp.tz, Hegel, Frege, Heidegger, and Sellars. The second narrative moment 01:
Plotlu_le, by‘contrast with the first, is the ahistorical, putatively “right story” about
n_ltentmnahyzy (an und fiir sich). It is, of eourse, Brandom’s story, some large por-
tions of which are retailed in his magnum opus, Making It Explicit (Cambridge,
Mﬁ:“ Ha;_.—vard University Press, 1994). This in turn gives rise (some might say by
a dsalect}c of defensiveness) to a third narrative moment or plothine devoted to
ela.bora.Ung a complex story of the relation between the historical essays and the
ahistorical thesis about intentionality.

The core of the second narrative moment or ahistorical plotline (the right
accountb of intentionality by Brandom’s lights} is the affirmation of an internal
connection between rationality and jntentionality. More specifically, rationality is
here concewefi on an “inferential model” (“On this view, to be rational is to play
the game of giving and asking for reasons. . . . Conceptual contents [of utterances
and n‘lental.sta.tes] are functional inferential roles” [p. 6]), and mtentionality is
concen_red “in a sense broad enough to include both what it is to have a thought
that Fhmgs are thus and so, and what it is to be thinking of or about things in a
certal.n way” (pp. 16-17). Brandom’s central historical claim (narrative moment
one) is that his central ahistorical claim (narrative moment two—the “right”
account of t?:le nlnetaphysics of intentionality) may be found in or extracted from
each of the six historical igures, They each, one way or another and by degrees of
more or less %nchoativity, have the right stuff. The question raised by the historical
claim, and yielding the third narrative moment, is: By what right? By what right
does B_ra.n@om find his preferred view of intentionality in each of the six? More to
the point, indeed more pointedly, might he not be “projecting™?

Thxs 1s a question to which Brandom is very (perhaps overly) sensitive. The sin
of 'havmg pulled “a Strawson” (i.e., extracting one’s own view from that of another
phllosophe}' [Kant]), is one that many of us only wish we had the genius to commit
(e%ven were it justly imputed to Strawson). In different ways and, it may be said, in
different senses, Brandom repudiates the charge. That is, his responses to ;hc
charg? range from denying that he has committed any such sin to denying that
there is any such sin to commit. Of four distinguishable responses to the charge,
jcwo stra_Jghtforwardly aim to undermine the justice of the charge, and two, more
Interestingly, aim to nndermine the very sense of the charge. ’

) Brandom, at first flatly, or almost so, denies the charge of having foisted a set of
views on the historical figures: “The essays were written over a peried of twenty-
five years. ... They were certainly not written in an attempt to fill in some anteced-
ent picture that I had of a tradition to which they belong. On the contrary that pic-
ture (and the tradition it retrospectively constitutes) was the camulative product of
dc.taﬂed mw.resti‘gations of the sort epitomized here” (pp. 133-34). Earlier he had
said th:%t his h.tsto;ical figures generally offer functionalist, mferentialist, holist
normative, and social pragmatist explanations of intentionality and that his “clain;




