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BOOK REVIEWS

Clare Carlisle: On Habit. London: Routledge, 2014, pp. 150. $24.95 (pb).
ISBN 9780415619141.

Clare Carlisle’s On Habit is a rich and stimulating book on a topic that,
despite having long been a key feature of western thinking, has drifted
from the forefront of philosophical debate. This text serves as a timely
reminder of the remarkably broad range of philosophical issues that reflec-
tion on habit covers. She shows not only that philosophy has an important
role in our understanding of habit, but also that reflection on habit should
shed much light on our understanding of knowledge acquisition, the
nature of nature, and aid us in our individual quests to live the good life.
On Habit is part of Routledge’s ‘Thinking in Action’ series, which

attempts to ‘take philosophy to its public’. ‘Habit’ is an excellent topic for
this series; since, as Carlisle explains, it is ubiquitous, but this very ubiquity,
its familiarity, its everyday nature means that even though our character is
defined by the habits we have acquired, habit itself is, for the most part,
hidden from view. The task of the philosopher is to make the role of habit
explicit, that is, to make this very familiar aspect of our ordinary lives
‘become visible, meaningful, and [a] cause for wonder’ (2). Carlisle does
an impressive job of presenting a wide range of broad philosophical
issues, including very difficult epistemological and ontological problems,
in a way that will be stimulating for both specialists and non-specialists alike.
The book is divided into four main chapters: (1) ‘The Concept of Habit’; (2)

‘Habit and Knowledge’; (3) ‘Habit and the Good Life’; and, (4) ‘Habit, Faith,
and Grace’. Although it covers such a broad range of philosophical topics,
there are at least three key themes that run through the whole book. Perhaps
the most important is the aim to provide an interpretation of habit that accounts
for its ‘dual nature’. Habit has at once been understood as a ‘curse’ that dulls our
senses and turns us into passive and unthinking beings, and as a ‘blessing’
responsible for allowing our freedom and creativity. The truth, Carlisle
argues, is that habit is both, and the most interesting philosophy of habit has
come from those thinkers who have recognized this. This leads to a discussion
of what has become known as the ‘double law’ of habit, which, Carlisle convin-
cingly shows, is a very productive philosophical insight. This law tells us that
habit by repetition blunts the sensations we passively receive, but aids and facili-
tates the movements that we actively practice. It simultaneously blinds us to
certain aspects of our experience, while making us more sensitive to others.
Understanding how to best balance the effects of the double law is essential
for living the good life and even for the sophisticated practice of philosophy
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itself. During this discussion Carlisle not only contributes to habit’s philosophi-
cal history, but also reintroduces a number of crucial but forgotten figures from
philosophy’s history, such as Maine de Biran and Félix Ravaisson, and shows
that their developments of this theory alone prove that this neglect is unjustified.
Furthermore, if Carlisle’s account is to be believed, in addition to productively
developing this theory of the double law, Ravaisson even uses reflection on
habit to overcome some of the most difficult issues in Kantian ethics. I am scep-
tical that he actually intended his work to do this, as Carlisle claims, but her
interesting attempts to apply Ravaisson’s theory to these problems show that
his work is exciting and valuable. I have no doubt that her applications of
Ravaisson’s philosophy will convince many that it is worthy of further study.
A second key aim is to show that philosophy has a particularly interesting

role with regard to understanding habit since, first, philosophical reflection
on dispositions, tendencies, and habits necessarily suggests an anti-
mechanistic picture of human mental life that anticipates the contemporary
neuroscientific conception of ‘plasticity’. And, second, such reflection
allows us to reflect on plasticity’s ‘ontological, epistemological, ethical
and political implications’ (22). Carlisle provides a more convincing
defence of the second part of this argument than the first. She dedicates
whole chapters to philosophical discourse on plasticity’s various impli-
cations, but, with regard to the first part, she simply claims that it would
be ‘silly’ to attempt a mechanistic account of habit. The problem is further
exacerbated when she discusses one of the book’s key concepts – the
pathway – and illustrates it using an example from Malebranche. The
pathway is, as Carlisle suggests, a powerful metaphor for thinking about
habit. A pathway inclines us to follow a certain route, treading through it
reinforces it, it can be altered by frequent diversions from the previously
formed route, and if neglected altogether, it will gradually disappear. Fur-
thermore, it highlights the all-important balance between nature and cultiva-
tion that habit itself signals within the human being. The quotes borrowed
from Malebranche are fascinating and illuminate a very interesting part of
philosophical history. Nonetheless, they are troublesome for the anti-
mechanistic argument Carlisle is trying to make, since Malebranche was
actively trying to provide a mechanistic account of habit; one which could
explain habit formation and activity according to strict causal law-like regu-
larities. Animal spirits are, for Malebranche, simply very fine particles of
matter and there is nothing anti-mechanistic about his account of neurophy-
siological pathway formation and its allowance of animal spirits to follow
the path of least resistance from sense organs to the brain.
The book’s third aim is to clarify the relationship and distinction between

habit and practice, and to emphasize the importance of practice in the devel-
opment of moral and intellectual virtues. At the end of the final chapter,
Carlisle provides an interesting discussion of how religious practices encou-
rage the development of habits that facilitate ‘receptivity to the good’ and
resistance to negative influence: ‘to resist the path of least resistance’
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(137). What is crucial about this is that they attempt to deal with habit’s
double nature by strengthening its positive side – creating spiritual pathways
– while weakening its negative one. However, such practice is not just rel-
evant for religious thought but also has a general applicability to ethical
and philosophical practices. A pertinent example of this relationship that
she could have used – one at the very core of modern philosophy – is Des-
cartes’s Meditations. His ‘meditations’ partially follow the method of the
spiritual exercises he engaged with while attending Jesuit College. These
spiritual exercises are used in his work to guide the reader away from the
old ‘bad’ habits that she has acquired merely from being inhabited in a par-
ticular social environment, that is, they encourage resisting the path of least
resistance. Concurrently, the discipline of these exercises encourages recep-
tivity to a superior intellectual exercise that, with sufficient practice, will
create ‘spiritual pathways’ enabling the practitioner to process long chains
of reasoning in a single ‘intuition’ and consequently to be fully receptive
and attentive to the good. Carlisle argues that this relationship between prac-
tice and habit shows, contrary to William James, who suggests our plasticity
is a stage overcome in our thirties, that we are always receptive to the devel-
opment of better intellectual habits, capacities, ideas, and virtues.
Carlisle has brought together a remarkable number of sources from habit’s

philosophical history and illustrated how it has anticipated issues at the
centre of scientific discourse. However, she claims not to have aimed to
write a history of habit but rather to ‘order the ideas of other thinkers in a
way that sets out the dialectic which unfolds from the reflection on habit
itself’ (6). One of the major virtues of this approach is that she has been
able to situate some thinkers not traditionally thought of as philosophers
very effectively within this dialogue. Her discussions of Proust, for
example, are philosophically rich and compelling. Nonetheless, as a method-
ology, this approach is not entirely clear and there are some notable omis-
sions. For example, a discussion of the pragmatists, and particularly
Peirce’s understanding of beliefs as habits, would have helped to bring the
‘Habit and Knowledge’ chapter into contact with contemporary debates in
epistemology. The most contemporary philosopher discussed in depth is
Gilles Deleuze; however, the discussions of Deleuze’s thought tend to be
too jargon-heavy for the intended audience. Although Carlisle certainly suc-
ceeds in showing that Deleuze has interesting things to say about habit, more
could have been done to clarify difficult concepts such as ‘the virtual’.
These relatively minor quibbles aside, what Carlisle does succeed in doing

is to show quite clearly how much can be gained from meditating on the
concept of habit through a dialectical engagement with many of the great
minds in philosophy’s history. The consequence of this is that it should con-
vince many general readers of the practical significance of some of philoso-
phy’s most abstract ontological concerns, and of philosophy’s importance
more broadly. Moreover, it should show many specialists how many areas
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of philosophy reflection on habit relates to and informs, and just how impor-
tant it is that we pursue it.

Jeremy William Dunham
University of Sheffield

© 2014, Jeremy William Dunham
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09608788.2014.970512

Sébastien Charles and Plínio J. Smith (eds.): Scepticism in the Eighteenth
Century: Enlightenment, Lumiéres, Aufklärung. Dordrecht: Springer,
2013, pp. xxvii + 381. £90 (hb). ISBN 9789400748095.

Scepticism in the Eighteenth Century consists of twenty-two articles pre-
ceded by a preface and an ‘Introduction’ by Sébastien Charles that
amounts to a twenty-third article. The papers, including the ‘Introduction’
(xi), were either presented at or grew out of two conferences on ‘Scepticism
and the Enlightenment’, one held at São Paulo in 2009, the other at Montreal
in 2010 (xix). Of the twenty-three articles, all but five are in English; the rest
are in French. Several of the papers, both English and French, are trans-
lations, some done well (e.g. Massimiliano Biscuso’s ‘Hegel on Scepticism
and Irony’), others done badly (e.g. Luc Peterschmitt’s ‘The “Wise Pyrrhon-
ism” of the Académie Royale Des Sciences of Paris’).
As its subtitle suggests, the collection is an international affair. This is true

of both the geography of its subject-matter and the composition of its contri-
butors. Stylistic infelicities are not wholly unexpected, then. Yet a distracting
number of grammatical and typographical errors appear even in papers that
have not been translated and whose authors are writing in their native
languages (e.g. Peter Kail’s ‘Shaftesbury, Hutcheson and Moral Scepti-
cisms’). This gives the collection an air of shoddiness that mars what is in
fact a fine set of papers that represent important contributions to the ever-
growing literature on scepticism’s role in guiding and shaping modern
philosophy.
The collection proposes to fill what the editors initially characterize as a

century-shaped hole in this literature, which, they suggest, tends to leap
from Bayle (1647–1706) to the post-Kantian scepticisms of Schulze
(1761–1833), Jacobi (1743–1819), and others, with a pit stop only for
Hume. We are told that ‘the conjunction of scepticism and Enlightenment
in the title of this volume might well seem surprising as much as it conflicts
with the image of the eighteenth century we continue to hold’, an image
according to which there is a ‘contradiction’ between scepticism and ‘[t]he
Age of Enlightenment’, where the latter is understood as ‘a dogmatic
period’ during which scepticism could be ‘no more than an epiphenomenon’
(v). It is suggested that we continue to hold this view at least in part because

BOOK REVIEWS 383

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 o

f 
Sh

ef
fi

el
d]

 a
t 0

8:
39

 1
0 

O
ct

ob
er

 2
01

5 


	&/title;&p;Clare Carlisle&apos;s On Habit is a rich and stimulating book on a topic that, despite having long been a key feature of western thinking, has drifted from the forefront of philosophical debate. This text serves as a timely reminder of the remarkably broad range of philosophical issues that reflection on habit covers. She shows not only that philosophy has an important role in our understanding of habit, but also that reflection on habit should shed much light on our understanding of knowledge acquisition, the nature of nature, and aid us in our individual quests to live the good life.&/p;&p;On Habit is part of Routledge&apos;s &lsquo;Thinking in Action&rsquo; series, which attempts to &lsquo;take philosophy to its public&rsquo;. &lsquo;Habit&rsquo; is an excellent topic for this series; since, as Carlisle explains, it is ubiquitous, but this very ubiquity, its familiarity, its everyday nature means that even though our character is defined by the habits we have acquired, habit itself is, for the most part, hidden from view. The task of the philosopher is to make the role of habit explicit, that is, to make this very familiar aspect of our ordinary lives &lsquo;become visible, meaningful, and [a] cause for wonder&rsquo; (2). Carlisle does an impressive job of presenting a wide range of broad philosophical issues, including very difficult epistemological and ontological problems, in a way that will be stimulating for both specialists and non-specialists alike.&/p;&p;The book is divided into four main chapters: (1) &lsquo;The Concept of Habit&rsquo;; (2) &lsquo;Habit and Knowledge&rsquo;; (3) &lsquo;Habit and the Good Life&rsquo;; and, (4) &lsquo;Habit, Faith, and Grace&rsquo;. Although it covers such a broad range of philosophical topics, there are at least three key themes that run through the whole book. Perhaps the most important is the aim to provide an interpretation of habit that accounts for its &lsquo;dual nature&rsquo;. Habit has at once been understood as a &lsquo;curse&rsquo; that dulls our senses and turns us into passive and unthinking beings, and as a &lsquo;blessing&rsquo; responsible for allowing our freedom and creativity. The truth, Carlisle argues, is that habit is both, and the most interesting philosophy of habit has come from those thinkers who have recognized this. This leads to a discussion of what has become known as the &lsquo;double law&rsquo; of habit, which, Carlisle convincingly shows, is a very productive philosophical insight. This law tells us that habit by repetition blunts the sensations we passively receive, but aids and facilitates the movements that we actively practice. It simultaneously blinds us to certain aspects of our experience, while making us more sensitive to others. Understanding how to best balance the effects of the double law is essential for living the good life and even for the sophisticated practice of philosophy itself. During this discussion Carlisle not only contributes to habit&apos;s philosophical history, but also reintroduces a number of crucial but forgotten figures from philosophy&apos;s history, such as Maine de Biran and F&eacute;lix Ravaisson, and shows that their developments of this theory alone prove that this neglect is unjustified. Furthermore, if Carlisle&apos;s account is to be believed, in addition to productively developing this theory of the double law, Ravaisson even uses reflection on habit to overcome some of the most difficult issues in Kantian ethics. I am sceptical that he actually intended his work to do this, as Carlisle claims, but her interesting attempts to apply Ravaisson&apos;s theory to these problems show that his work is exciting and valuable. I have no doubt that her applications of Ravaisson&apos;s philosophy will convince many that it is worthy of further study.&/p;&p;A second key aim is to show that philosophy has a particularly interesting role with regard to understanding habit since, first, philosophical reflection on dispositions, tendencies, and habits necessarily suggests an anti-mechanistic picture of human mental life that anticipates the contemporary neuroscientific conception of &lsquo;plasticity&rsquo;. And, second, such reflection allows us to reflect on plasticity&apos;s &lsquo;ontological, epistemological, ethical and political implications&rsquo; (22). Carlisle provides a more convincing defence of the second part of this argument than the first. She dedicates whole chapters to philosophical discourse on plasticity&apos;s various implications, but, with regard to the first part, she simply claims that it would be &lsquo;silly&rsquo; to attempt a mechanistic account of habit. The problem is further exacerbated when she discusses one of the book&apos;s key concepts &ndash; the pathway &ndash; and illustrates it using an example from Malebranche. The pathway is, as Carlisle suggests, a powerful metaphor for thinking about habit. A pathway inclines us to follow a certain route, treading through it reinforces it, it can be altered by frequent diversions from the previously formed route, and if neglected altogether, it will gradually disappear. Furthermore, it highlights the all-important balance between nature and cultivation that habit itself signals within the human being. The quotes borrowed from Malebranche are fascinating and illuminate a very interesting part of philosophical history. Nonetheless, they are troublesome for the anti-mechanistic argument Carlisle is trying to make, since Malebranche was actively trying to provide a mechanistic account of habit; one which could explain habit formation and activity according to strict causal law-like regularities. Animal spirits are, for Malebranche, simply very fine particles of matter and there is nothing anti-mechanistic about his account of neurophysiological pathway formation and its allowance of animal spirits to follow the path of least resistance from sense organs to the brain.&/p;&p;The book&apos;s third aim is to clarify the relationship and distinction between habit and practice, and to emphasize the importance of practice in the development of moral and intellectual virtues. At the end of the final chapter, Carlisle provides an interesting discussion of how religious practices encourage the development of habits that facilitate &lsquo;receptivity to the good&rsquo; and resistance to negative influence: &lsquo;to resist the path of least resistance&rsquo; (137). What is crucial about this is that they attempt to deal with habit&apos;s double nature by strengthening its positive side &ndash; creating spiritual pathways &ndash; while weakening its negative one. However, such practice is not just relevant for religious thought but also has a general applicability to ethical and philosophical practices. A pertinent example of this relationship that she could have used &ndash; one at the very core of modern philosophy &ndash; is Descartes&apos;s Meditations. His &lsquo;meditations&rsquo; partially follow the method of the spiritual exercises he engaged with while attending Jesuit College. These spiritual exercises are used in his work to guide the reader away from the old &lsquo;bad&rsquo; habits that she has acquired merely from being inhabited in a particular social environment, that is, they encourage resisting the path of least resistance. Concurrently, the discipline of these exercises encourages receptivity to a superior intellectual exercise that, with sufficient practice, will create &lsquo;spiritual pathways&rsquo; enabling the practitioner to process long chains of reasoning in a single &lsquo;intuition&rsquo; and consequently to be fully receptive and attentive to the good. Carlisle argues that this relationship between practice and habit shows, contrary to William James, who suggests our plasticity is a stage overcome in our thirties, that we are always receptive to the development of better intellectual habits, capacities, ideas, and virtues.&/p;&p;Carlisle has brought together a remarkable number of sources from habit&apos;s philosophical history and illustrated how it has anticipated issues at the centre of scientific discourse. However, she claims not to have aimed to write a history of habit but rather to &lsquo;order the ideas of other thinkers in a way that sets out the dialectic which unfolds from the reflection on habit itself&rsquo; (6). One of the major virtues of this approach is that she has been able to situate some thinkers not traditionally thought of as philosophers very effectively within this dialogue. Her discussions of Proust, for example, are philosophically rich and compelling. Nonetheless, as a methodology, this approach is not entirely clear and there are some notable omissions. For example, a discussion of the pragmatists, and particularly Peirce&apos;s understanding of beliefs as habits, would have helped to bring the &lsquo;Habit and Knowledge&rsquo; chapter into contact with contemporary debates in epistemology. The most contemporary philosopher discussed in depth is Gilles Deleuze; however, the discussions of Deleuze&apos;s thought tend to be too jargon-heavy for the intended audience. Although Carlisle certainly succeeds in showing that Deleuze has interesting things to say about habit, more could have been done to clarify difficult concepts such as &lsquo;the virtual&rsquo;.&/p;&p;These relatively minor quibbles aside, what Carlisle does succeed in doing is to show quite clearly how much can be gained from meditating on the concept of habit through a dialectical engagement with many of the great minds in philosophy&apos;s history. The consequence of this is that it should convince many general readers of the practical significance of some of philosophy&apos;s most abstract ontological concerns, and of philosophy&apos;s importance more broadly. Moreover, it should show many specialists how many areas of philosophy reflection on habit relates to and informs, and just how important it is that we pursue it.&/p;&/sec;&/body;&!-- &/article; --;&/sub-article;&!-- &AuthorQueries;No Queries&/AuthorQueries; --;&!-- &?xml version=
	&/title;&p;In this thoroughly researched volume, Simon D. Podmore&del;,&/del; reiterates Kierkegaard&apos;s claim in Concluding Unscientific Postscript &lsquo;[N]owadays one almost never hears spiritual trial mentioned or, if it is mentioned at all, hears it summarily limped together with temptations, indeed, even with adversities&rsquo; (eds. Hong and Hong, 458). Podmore explores the concept of spiritual trial and struggle, an area of Kierkegaard&apos;s oeuvre which has never been explored in such detail. Beginning with Jacob&apos;s struggle in Genesis 32, Podmore goes on to trace the theme of spiritual trial through the works of Tauler, Luther, Arendt and Boehme, before giving an insightful and detailed study of spiritual trial through Kierkegaard&apos;s works (both pseudonymous and not) which will be of interest to any serious Kierkegaard scholar, philosopher of religion or theologian. In this review, I will give a brief summary of Podmore&apos;s account of spiritual trial and then offer some comments of my own.&/p;&p;Podmore begins by exploring Jacob&apos;s struggle and the themes which it evokes, describing the story as an example of an existential struggle with identify, &lsquo;the other&rsquo; and God. For Podmore, the story of Jacob&apos;s wrestle with God presents us with the notions of Anfechtung (struggle) and Gelassenheit (release), themes which are traced through the history of theology and eventually through Kierkegaard&apos;s own works.&/p;&p;Podmore begins in Chapter 1 with a discussion of the difficulties in translating &lsquo;Anf&aelig;gtelse&rsquo;, the Danish cognate of Anfechtung. Although, as Podmore notes, there are difficulties in giving a concise definition of &lsquo;Anf&aelig;gtelse&rsquo;, this is indicative of the many dimensions that the concept takes in Kierkegaard&apos;s works. In Chapters 2, 3, and 4, Podmore turns to discuss the evolution of Anfechtung in the history of theology, constructing a rich backdrop with which to explore Kierkegaard&apos;s discussion of Anf&aelig;gtelse. Podmore begins with Luther&apos;s contribution to the discussion which focuses on the affliction (or Anfechtung) of sin and the peace (or Gelassenheit) which occurs through surrender to God. The focus is then shifted from the Lutheran emphasis on justification by faith to Johann Arndt&apos;s emphasis on sanctification and authenticity, something which, according to Podmore, heavily influenced Kierkegaard&apos;s own work.&/p;&p;Although providing a helpful introduction to the history of Anfechtung and its influence on Kierkegaard, it is in the second half that Podmore&apos;s book truly excels; moving effortlessly between Kierkegaard&apos;s extensive works, Podmore constructs a theology of spiritual trial which not only is rooted in Kierkegaard&apos;s oeuvre but also contributes to the contemporary discussion of faith and spirituality. Podmore follows Kierkegaard&apos;s discussion of spiritual trial from his early journal entries, in which he shows an appreciation for the role of spiritual trial in Christianity, through to the more developed discussions of Anf&aelig;gtelse in Johannes de Silentio&apos;s account of Abraham and Isaac in Fear and Trembling (1843) and Constantin Constantius&rsquo; reflections on Job in Repetition (1843). Podmore uses these texts to distinguish spiritual trial from temptation; whereas temptation lies in the realm of the ethical, spiritual trial, Podmore contends, is higher as it belongs within the religious sphere. For Abraham and Job, their struggles belong to the higher sphere and are an ordeal reserved for very few. Nevertheless, for Kierkegaard, the ordeals of Abraham and Job are able to speak into situations of personal human suffering by giving us a model of faith in which, although extreme, demonstrates trust and hope in the face of unspeakable spiritual trial.&/p;&p;In his discussion of the &lsquo;Johannes Climacus&rsquo; pseudonym, Podmore speaks of spiritual trial as the expression of the boundary between the human self and God, to which our response must be a kind of nothingness in our attempt to relate to God as the Absolute. This recognition that we are capable of nothing before God&del;,&/del; is described as a kind of &lsquo;kenotic humility&rsquo; (182) which plays a crucial role in Podmore&apos;s account of spiritual trial in Chapter 8. Podmore goes on to discuss Anf&aelig;gtelse in The Sickness Unto Death (1849) and the journal entries surrounding this period. This discussion connects Anf&aelig;gtelse to Kierkegaard&apos;s notion of despair as well as to an experience of God&apos;s love. Podmore&apos;s exegesis finishes with a discussion of the restlessness of faith, with a particular emphasis on Kierkegaard&apos;s later journals as well as For Self-examination (1851); this later period culminating in reflections focused on God&apos;s absence and the forsakenness of Christ.&/p;&p;Podmore&apos;s exploration of spiritual trial places Kierkegaard&apos;s account of Anf&aelig;gtelse both in a detailed historical context and then, eventually, firmly in contemporary theology and philosophy. Podmore describes the aim of his project to &lsquo;(re)-construct a Kierkegaardian theology of spiritual trial&rsquo; (243)&del;&apos;&/del;, drawing Kierkegaardian themes from Bonhoeffer, Heidegger&del;,&/del; and to &lsquo;resist the temptation to resolve all desolation into consolation&rsquo; (265). Podmore&apos;s admission that a systematic understanding of spiritual trial only reveals one&apos;s lack of knowledge of the subject is a stark challenge to finish on. Whilst the last half&ins;-&/ins;century has given rise to a detailed, rigorous and analytic approach to the philosophy of religion, thanks to the excellent works of Alvin Plantinga, Richard Swinburne and William Alston (to name but a few), we would do well to heed Kierkegaard&apos;s call to remember the struggle of spiritual trial and the &lsquo;infinite qualitative abyss&rsquo; (Concluding Unscientific Postscript, 459) that exists between the self and God, which lies at the heart of the Christian faith. Echoing Johannes Climacus&rsquo; hostility towards objective enquiry in religion, Podmore&apos;s account of spiritual trial is a reminder that, at times, systematic theology or philosophy can only go so far. Podmore concludes by noting that &lsquo;a theology of spiritual trial can only be written in reali&del;s&/del;&ins;z&/ins;ation that it is itself always being written by the spiritual trial of theology&rsquo; (260), a poignant reminder of Anti-Climacus&rsquo; challenge that &lsquo;Christianly understood, truth is obviously not to know the truth but to be the truth&rsquo; (Practice in Christianity, eds. Hong and Hong, 205).&/p;&p;Struggling with God is systematic in its dealing with difficult and under discussed concepts in theology and philosophy of religion, presenting a coherent Kierkegaardian account of spiritual trial. Podmore switches between detailed historical analysis and contemporary theology with ease, and, particularly in its closing chapters, Struggling with God introduces an account of spiritual trial which has great potential to be applied to contemporary issues in the philosophy of religion and theology.&/p;&/sec;&/body;&!-- &/article; --;&/sub-article;&!-- &AuthorQueries;No Queries&/AuthorQueries; --;&!-- &?xml version=
	&p;This volume contains eleven articles dedicated to Gilles Deleuze&apos;s work on the history of philosophy. It constitutes a valuable contribution to field of study that has been occupied largely by Deleuzians rather than by historians of philosophy. Since Michael Hardt&apos;s 1993 book Gilles Deleuze. An Apprenticeship in Philosophy, there has been an emphasis on what Bergson, Nietzsche and Spinoza contributed to the formulation of Deleuze&apos;s own philosophical position. This volume, in contrast, asks what Deleuze can contribute to the study of the various philosophers he wrote about. There has long been an urgent need for exactly such a volume.&/p;&p;Deleuze&apos;s work on figures in the history of philosophy includes books on Hume (1953), Nietzsche (1963), Kant (1963), Bergson (1966), Spinoza (1969; 1970, 2nd ed. 1981), Foucault (1986) and Leibniz (1988). The volume as a whole addresses all of these texts, and two of the thinkers &ndash; Kant and Nietzsche &ndash; are treated twice. The volume also includes an article on a philosopher about whom Deleuze never wrote a monograph, but who loomed large in his work as a philosophical opponent: Hegel. The volume is, then, comprehensive, but room could have been made for a treatment of Deleuze&apos;s particular take on structuralism in &lsquo;A quoi reconna&icirc;t-on le structuralisme?,&rsquo; originally published as a long article in volume 8 of Fran&ccedil;ois Ch&acirc;telet&apos;s Histoire de la philosophie (Hachette 1972, 299&ndash;335).&/p;&p;The majority of Deleuze&apos;s philosophical monographs are early works, except for Foucault and Le Pli. Leibniz et le baroque, both published during a period where most of Deleuze&apos;s own work turned around aesthetics (Francis Bacon from 1981; Cin&eacute;ma I-II from 1983&ndash;1985). This poses some questions about the status of these two later monographs. My own impression is that the book on Foucault &ndash; apart from the fact that it concerns the work of a friend and contemporary &ndash; in many ways obeys the same principles of interpretation and commentary as the previous monographs on other philosophers. Le Pli, however, fits uneasily into the category of &lsquo;philosophical monographs&rsquo;. With its central chapter III entitled &lsquo;Qu&apos;est-ce que le baroque?&rsquo;, it in many ways reads as a book mainly about the baroque and only secondarily as a philosophical monograph, and it is in some respects a book about Leibniz in the same way as Cin&eacute;ma I-II is a book about Charles Sanders Peirce or about Bergson, that is to say, secondarily. As for the remaining monographs, they fall squarely into the category of traditional philosophical monographs and are dedicated to a classic set of &lsquo;great philosophers&rsquo;. This aspect of Deleuze&apos;s early books is, according to many of the contributions contained in the volume, counterbalanced by the fact that the &lsquo;mental portraits&rsquo; he draws of the philosophers are in reality &lsquo;autoportraits&rsquo; (18), even &lsquo;falsifications&rsquo; and &lsquo;fictionalisations&rsquo; (26). The Bergson of Le Bergsonisme, for example, is &lsquo;the Bergson of Deleuze&rsquo; and, with &lsquo;maximal modification&rsquo; of the original, expresses &lsquo;the deleuzianism of Bergson&rsquo; and not as such what Bergson&apos;s philosophy is (23&ndash;26). Such deliberate deformation is in most cases considered laudable, as an expression of the originality and inventiveness of Deleuze&apos;s readings. Indeed, often it seems as if the value of Deleuze&apos;s interpretations of other philosophers is considered to be in direct proportion to their outlandishness.&/p;&p;This gives rise to the only serious objection that I have to a volume that otherwise is a commendable introduction to Deleuze&apos;s work in the history of philosophy. Even though Deleuze himself was eager to distance himself from historians, and to depict his readings as highly unorthodox, there is something counterproductive about insisting so strongly on the deformist aspects of his interpretations. For, when depicted in this way, Deleuze&apos;s work is very unlikely to attract the interest of other historians of philosophy. The latter may be led to dismiss offhand Deleuze&apos;s work as irrelevant to their own enterprise, since they are interested in knowing what, say, Le Bergsonisme can contribute to Bergson scholarship. This is unfortunate, since Deleuze&apos;s work in the history of philosophy is in reality much less exotic than what both Deleuze and his commentators would have us believe. Indeed, what Mario Caimi, a Kant scholar, says about Deleuze&apos;s reading of Kant is true about all his readings of other philosophers: &lsquo;The precision with which Deleuze explains some of the concepts of transcendental philosophy is admirable. There is something inimitable about it, a certain talent for saying the most difficult things with just the right words&rsquo; (85). One need not subscribe to Deleuze&apos;s overall conception of the role and value of the history of philosophy to learn from his readings of particular philosophers, and Deleuze always has a particular &lsquo;take&rsquo; on the philosopher he reads, but in this respect he does not really differ from any other historiographer of philosophy.&/p;&p;So why insist on the alleged heterodoxy of Deleuze&apos;s work, rather than pointing to its usefulness for historians of philosophy of all creeds? In several contributions, Deleuze&apos;s work is repeatedly depicted in opposition to some unspecified &lsquo;traditional&rsquo; or &lsquo;classical&rsquo; historian of philosophy who simply &lsquo;says once again what the philosopher said&rsquo;, whereas Deleuze of course &lsquo;creates concepts&rsquo; while his readings &lsquo;bear the maximum modification proper to a double&rsquo; (19, 28, 33, 36). So we have pedestrian historians of philosophy engaged in pointless repetition opposed to the inventive Deleuzian reader engaged in inventing new concepts in conversation with the great philosophers. Deleuze has himself done much to create this opposition, by speaking, for example, in Qu&apos;est-ce que la philosophie? of the &lsquo;creation of concepts&rsquo; in opposition to those who &lsquo;content themselves with cleaning up and scraping bones, like the critique or the historian of our epoch&rsquo; (80&ndash;81). But this reviled figure of the &lsquo;traditional historian of philosophy&rsquo; is a straw man. Clearly, Nietzche&apos;s depiction of the &lsquo;antiquarian historian&rsquo; in the 2nd Untimely Meditation provides the model here. But the historians that Nietzsche spoke about were nineteenth-century German archival researchers, not twenty-first-century historiographers of philosophy. And it just seems uncharitable to repeat Nietzsche&apos;s criticisms today as if nothing had happened on the methodological front over the last 200 hundred years among historians of philosophy, as if they were somehow still engaged in the same &lsquo;blind collecting and restless raking together of everything that ever existed&rsquo; denounced by Nietzsche. Nobody is, of course, and depicting contemporary historians of philosophy &ndash; of whatever creed &ndash; as such mindless traditionalists is really quite reductive. The invocation of such academic ghosts helps to cultivate an image of Deleuze&apos;s &lsquo;mental portraits&rsquo; of great philosophers as laying an almost exclusive claim to interpretive philosophical innovation. But the fact is that today, half a century after most of them were written, they are far from being the only candidates for such a title, and there is, in the end, nothing particularly avant-garde or wildly unorthodox about them. They are just very good readings alongside other very good readings that should be allowed to inform each other.&/p;&p;The contributions in the volume were originally presented at a French-Argentinian Conference at the National Library in Buenos Aires in October 2010. This explains the absence of contributions by philosophers from the German-speaking and the English-speaking world. It would be interesting, in particular, to determine what a Deleuzian perspective could contribute to analytic history of philosophy. When Axel Cherniavsky asks about Delezue&apos;s work: &lsquo;Is this really history? Or is it a strategy of appropriation?&rsquo; (13), he asks a question central to debates among analytic historians of philosophy for the last three decades (see, for example, the contributions to G.A.J. Rogers and T. Sorell&apos;s 2005 Analytic Philosophy and History of Philosophy). Deleuze&apos;s approach has surely something to contribute to these debates. Despite these minor shortcomings, the volume provides a thorough and sober examination of Deleuze&apos;s contributions to the study of the history of philosophy.&/p;&/sec;&/body;&back;&/back;&!-- &/article; --;&/sub-article;&!-- &AuthorQueries;&aq id=
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