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Christina Rawls, Diana Neiva, Steven S. 
Gouveia (eds)
Routledge
2019, 400pp
£96.00 (hb) £29 (ebook)

Philosophy and Film
�ƑĿēĳĿŠĳ�'ĿǄĿēĚƙ

Britt Harrison

Autonomous and occasionally antagonistic methodological traditions are 
constitutive of the history and contemporary practice of those working 
îƥ�ƥĺĚ�ĿŠƥĚƑƙĚČƥĿūŠ�ūĲ�ƎĺĿŕūƙūƎĺǋ�îŠē�ǶŕŞɍ�TŠ�'îǄĿē��ūƑēǅĚŕŕ�îŠē�sūĦŕ�
Carroll’s 1996 collected volume, ¡ūƙƥɠ¹ĺĚūƑǋɇ�¤ĚČūŠƙƥƑƭČƥĿŠĳ�GĿŕŞ�¬ƥƭē-
ĿĚƙɈ the editors simultaneously championed the burgeoning philosophi-
Čîŕ�ǶĚŕē�ūĲ�ČūĳŠĿƥĿǄĚ�ǶŕŞ�ƥĺĚūƑǋ�ǅĺĿŕƙƥ�ĚŠŏūĿŠĿŠĳ�ƥĺĚ�ŞūƑĚ�ČūŠƥĿŠĚŠƥîŕŕǋ�
ūƑĿĚŠƥîƥĚē�ǶŕŞ�ɪ¹ĺĚūƑĿƙƥƙɫ�ƥū�î�ƙĺūǅēūǅŠɒ�îŕŕ�ĿŠ�ƥĺĚ�ŠîŞĚ�ūĲ�ƎƑūĳƑĚƙƙɍ�
Carroll proposed what he called ‘methodologically robust pluralism’ 
ɚȂȊȊȇɈ�ȇȄɛɇ�î�ƙĺîƑĚē�ĚŠƥĚƑƎƑĿƙĚ�ĿŠ�ǅĺĿČĺ�ƥĺĚūƑĿĚƙ�îċūƭƥ�ǶŕŞ�ǅūƭŕē�ċĚ�
compared, evaluated, where possible consolidated, and where neces-
sary eliminated. In motivating this engagement, Carroll criticised Theo-
rists whose work owed much to the substance and preoccupations of 
Louis Althusser, Jacques Lacan, Roland Barthes, Michel Foucault, Gilles 
Deleuze, and others, dismissing their prose stylings as ‘arcane peregri-
nations’, condemning their suspicions of science as ‘feckless’, and eval-
ƭîƥĿŠĳ�ƥĺĚĿƑ�ĿŠƥĚƑƎƑĚƥîƥĿūŠƙ�ūĲ�ǶŕŞƙ�îƙ�ƥĺĚ�ƎƑūēƭČƥƙ�ūĲ�î�ɪƙƥîŠēîƑēɠĿƙƙƭĚ�
sausage machine churning out readings that look and smell the same’ 
(Bordwell & Carroll 1996, 37, 43, 59). Unsurprisingly, the theoretical 
battle was unjoined. 
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qūƑĚ�ƥĺîŠ�ƥǅĚŠƥǋɠǋĚîƑƙ�ŕîƥĚƑɈ�ČūĳŠĿƥĿǄĚ�ǶŕŞ�ƥĺĚūƑĿƙƥƙ�ČîƑƑǋ�ūŠ�îƎîČĚɈ�
eagerly engaging with analytic philosophers of mind, cognitive scien-
tists and psychologists. Those working in the more continental tradition 
continue their own allegiances to some, though not necessarily all, of 
¹ĺĚūƑǋɫƙ�qîƑǊĿƙƥɈ�ƎƙǋČĺūîŠîŕǋƥĿČɈ�ƙĚŞĿūƥĿČɈ�ĲĚŞĿŠĿƙƥɈ�îŠē�ČƭŕƥƭƑîŕ�ƙƥƭēĿĚƙɫ�
touchstones and tropes. Future historians will, perhaps, recognise the 
ČƑĚîƥĿūŠ�îŠē�ČūŠƙūŕĿēîƥĿūŠ�ūĲ�ƙūɠČîŕŕĚē�ɪǶŕŞɠƎĺĿŕūƙūƎĺǋɫ�îƙ�îŠ�ĚǊĚƑČĿƙĚ�
in re-booting and re-branding the continental/Theoretical tradition in the 
wake of the cognitivist challenge. Now, with Christina Rawls, Diana Nei-
va, and Steve S. Gouveia’s collected volume, we have a fresh attempt to 
bridge the methodological divide. This time the impetus comes from the 
ǶŕŞɠƎĺĿŕūƙūƎĺĿČîŕ�ƙĿēĚ�ūĲ�ƥĺĚ�ČūŠƥĿŠĚŠƥîŕ�ēĿǄĿēĚ�îŠē�Şūƙƥ�ūĲ�ƥĺĚ�ČƭƑƑĚŠƥ�
ŞĚƥĺūēūŕūĳĿČîŕ�ŞūēĚƙ�îƑĚ�ūŠ�ēĿƙƎŕîǋɍ�¹ĺĚ�ŞîƥĚƑĿîŕ�ĚǊƎŕūƑĚē�ǅĿƥĺ�Ŀƙ�Šū�
less diverse, and includes ¹ĺĚ�¬ūƎƑîŠūƙɈ ¬ƭƎĚƑŞîŠɈ 'îǄĿē�OūŕǕŞîŠɫƙ�
'ĿîƑǋɈ 'ĚƥĚŠƥĿūŠɈ TƑƑĚǄĚƑƙĿċŕĚɈ ¤ĚƐƭĿĚŞ�ĲūƑ�î�'ƑĚîŞɈ ¹ĺĚ�¹ĺĿƑē�qîŠɈ�
¹ĺĚ�¹ĺĿŠ�¤Ěē�gĿŠĚɈ�¹ĺĚ�sĚǅ�ØūƑŕēɈ�ÀŠēĚƑ�ƥĺĚ�¬ŒĿŠɈ ȉ�ɀɈ ÀŕǋƙƙĚƙ�HîǕĚɈ 
�ŕîēĚ�¤ƭŠŠĚƑɈ��ŕîēĚ�¤ƭŠŠĚƑ�ȃȁȅȊɈ qĚŞĚŠƥūɈ HĚƥ�~ƭƥɈ��ŕîČŒ�¡îŠƥĺĚƑɈ 
GūƑĳĿǄĚŠĚƙƙɈ�gūČîŕ��ŠĳĚŕɈ ¹ĺĚ�HîŞĚ�ūĲ�¹ĺƑūŠĚƙɈ ¬ūŞĚǅĺĚƑĚ�ĿŠ�¹ĿŞĚɈ�
and more. 

Of all the twenty chapters in Rawls Ěƥ�îŕɈ only Robert Sinnerbrink’s 
‘Film and Ethics’ might reasonably be described as acknowledging, and 
ƙĚĚŒĿŠĳ�ƥū�ċƑĿēĳĚɈ�ƥĺĚ�ŞĚƥĺūēūŕūĳĿČîŕ�ĳîƎ�ċĚƥǅĚĚŠ�ǶŕŞɠƎĺĿŕūƙūƎĺǋ�îŠē�
îŠîŕǋƥĿČ�ƎĺĿŕūƙūƎĺǋ�ūĲ�ǶŕŞɈ�ƎîČĚ�¬ĿŠŠĚƑċƑĿŠŒɫƙ�ūǅŠ�ƥîǊūŠūŞǋ�ūĲ�ČūŠƥĚŞ-
porary approaches. Sinnerbrink’s contribution continues his own ongoing 
methodological trajectory ūƭƥ�ĲƑūŞ�ǶŕŞɠƎĺĿŕūƙūƎĺǋ�ĿŠ�ƙĚîƑČĺ�ūĲ�a more 
analytic-orientated academic audience, as evidenced in his 2015 mono-
graph  ĿŠĚŞîƥĿČ�/ƥĺĿČƙɍ In ‘Film and Ethics’ here, Sinnerbrink rehearses 
ƙūŞĚ�ūĲ�ĺĿƙ�ĲîŞĿŕĿîƑ�ūċƙĚƑǄîƥĿūŠƙ�îċūƭƥ�ƥĺĚ�ēĿƙĚŠĲƑîŠČĺĿƙĚŞĚŠƥ�ūĲ�ǶŕŞ�
îŠē�ƎĺĿŕūƙūƎĺǋɈ�ƙĚĚĿŠĳ�ĿŠ�î�ƑĚǄĿƥîŕĿƙĚē�ŞūƑîŕ�ĚŠĳîĳĚŞĚŠƥ�ǅĿƥĺ�ǶŕŞ�ƥĺĚ�
opportunity for the desired re-enfranchisement. He also offers a num-
ber of fresh historical and methodological insights, not least the bold 
acknowledgement, perhaps even confession, that, “[f]ilm theory was 
politics pursued by other means” (2019, 188). None of the other authors, 
ĺūǅĚǄĚƑɈ�ƑĚǷĚČƥ�ūŠ�ƥĺĚ�ŠîƥƭƑĚɈ�ĺĿƙƥūƑǋɈ�ūƑ�ǄîŕƭĚƙ�ĿŠǄūŕǄĚē�ĿŠ�ƥĺĚ�ēĿĲĲĚƑĚŠƥ�
approaches, assumptions, and ambitions at work in the various tradi-
tions. The authors simply manifest their own preferred default meth-
odology and no attempt is made to synthesise approaches or debate 
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their relative merits. Uniquely, Malcolm Turvey’s contribution questions 
the value of his own apparent methodological Şūēƭƙ�ūƎĚƑîŠēĿɍ After a 
paradigmatic display of how-to-do contemporary analytic philosophy 
– dissecting the pros and cons of Robert Hopkins’ and Murray Smith’s 
Şƭƥƭîŕŕǋ�ĚǊČŕƭƙĿǄĚ�ƭƙĚƙ�ūĲ�ØūŕŕĺĚĿŞɫƙ�ŠūƥĿūŠ�ūĲ�ƥǅūĲūŕēŠĚƙƙ�ɝ�¹ƭƑǄĚǋ�
ƑĚǷĚČƥƙ�ūŠ�ǅĺîƥ�Ŀƙ�îČƥƭîŕŕǋ�îČĺĿĚǄĚē�ƥĺƑūƭĳĺ�ƥĺĿƙ�ƥĚƙƥĿŠĳɈ�ǅĿŠŠūǅĿŠĳɈ�
and ‘improving’ of seemingly relevant theories. Rather than embrace the 
ŒĿŠē�ūĲ�ƐƭîƙĿɠƙČĿĚŠƥĿǶČ�ƥĺĚūƑĚƥĿČîŕ�ƎƑūČĚƙƙĚƙ�ČĺîŞƎĿūŠĚē�ċǋ�ƥĺĚ�îŠîŕǋƥĿČ�
tradition (and Carroll in 1996), Turvey arrives at an aporetic view of the 
progress achieved in understanding the question: what do we see in a 
ǶŕŞɎ�TŠƙƥĚîē�ūĲ�îƥƥĚŞƎƥĿŠĳ�ƥū�ċƭĿŕē�ċƑĿēĳĚƙ�ċĚƥǅĚĚŠ�ēĿƙƥĿŠČƥ�ŞĚƥĺūēū-
ŕūĳĿČîŕ�ƥƑîēĿƥĿūŠƙɈ�¹ƭƑǄĚǋ�ēĿĳƙ�ĿŠƥū�ƥĺĚ�ċĚēƑūČŒ�ūĲ�ĺĿƙ�ūǅŠɍ�OĿƙ�ĚǊîŞƎŕĚ�
works as an îĳĚŠƥ�ƎƑūǄūČîƥĚƭƑɈ�daring readers to do the same. 

Roughly a third of the remaining papers are analytic in approach, another 
ƥĺĿƑē�îƑĚ�ĚǊîŞƎŕĚƙ�ūĲ�ǶŕŞɠƎĺĿŕūƙūƎĺǋ�ċūƑŠĚ�ūĲ�ƥĺĚ�ŞūƑĚ�¹ĺĚūƑĚƥĿČîŕ�ƥƑî-
dition, and the remainder plough less-easily categorised furrows, draw-
ing on the ideas of Husserl, Montaigne, and Stanley Cavell. The result is 
not so much a display of the îƭƥĺūƑĿîŕ�bridge-building as the opportunity 
for ƑĚîēĚƑƙ�to island-hop amongst the archipelago of mono-focussed 
ŞĚƥĺūēūŕūĳĿĚƙ�ĚŞƎŕūǋĚē�ċǋ�ƥūēîǋɫƙ�ǶŕŞɠƎĺĿŕūƙūƎĺĚƑƙ�îŠē�ƎĺĿŕūƙūƎĺĚƑƙ�
ĿŠɓūĲɓƥĺƑūƭĳĺɓǅĿƥĺ�ǶŕŞɍ��ŕƥĺūƭĳĺ�¹ĺūŞîƙ�/ɍ�ØîƑƥĚŠċĚƑĳɫƙ�ɪ¡ƑĚĲîČĚɫ�
îČŒŠūǅŕĚēĳĚƙ�ƥĺĚƑĚ�ĺîƙ�ċĚĚŠ�ĿŠƙƭĲǶČĿĚŠƥ�ČƑūƙƙɠĲĚƑƥĿŕĿƙîƥĿūŠ�ċĚƥǅĚĚŠ�ƥĺĚ�
broadly conceived analytic and continental traditions, this volume pro-
vides the reader with the opportunity to appreciate why this might be so, 
and why change is unlikely. The differences between the orientations are 
ŕîĿē�ċîƑĚɈ�ĲūƑ�ĚǊîŞƎŕĚɈ�ĿŠ�ƥĺĚ�ƭƙĚ�ɚūƑ�îċƙĚŠČĚɛ�ūĲ�îƑĳƭŞĚŠƥɈ�ČƑĿƥĿČîŕ�ĿŠƥĚƑ-
locutors, and objections; the commitment (or aversion) to system-build-
ing, neologisms, and the strained grammar of Theory-infused prose; and 
ƥĺĚ�ĚǊƥĚŠƥ�ƥū�ǅĺĿČĺ�ƥĺĚ�ƑĚîēĚƑ�Ŀƙ�ƎƑĚƙƭŞĚē�îŕƑĚîēǋ�ƥū�ċĚ�ɚūƑ�ĺĚŕƎĚē�ƥū�
become) îƭ�ĲîĿƥ�ǅĿƥĺ�ƥĺĚ�ƥĚƑŞĿŠūŕūĳǋɈ�ČūŠČĚƎƥƙɈ�îŠē�ǶŕŞƙ�ƭŠēĚƑ�ēĿƙČƭƙ-
sion. 

Whilst the search for common ground on which to build the founda-
tions of any putative bridges is shown to be fraught with incompatible 
priorities, principles, and practices, Mary K. Bloodsworth-Lugo does 
ĚŠČūƭƑîĳĚ�ĺĚƑ�ƑĚîēĚƑƙ�ƥū�ĚŠĳîĳĚ�ǅĿƥĺ�ƥĺĚ�ƑĿČĺ�ƑĚƙūƭƑČĚƙ�ūĲ�ǶŕŞ�ǅƑĿƥ-
ing available online and outside academia, and there is nothing to stop 
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ƎĺĿŕūƙūƎĺĚƑƙ�ūĲ�îŕŕ�ƙƥƑĿƎĚƙ�ČūŠǄĚƑĳĿŠĳ�ūŠ�ƥĺĿƙ�ŠĚƭƥƑîŕ�ƥĚƑƑĿƥūƑǋɍ�¹ĺĚ�ČūɠĚǊ-
istence pluralism that Carroll sought to move beyond shows no sign of 
abating. Instead, we are treated to the irony of Carroll’s contribution (on 
the interdependence of erotetic narration and criterial prefocusing) sitting 
îŞĿēƙƥ�îƑƥĿČŕĚƙ�ƥĺîƥ�ŕîƭēɈ�ĚǊƎŕūĿƥɈ�îŠē�ĚǊƥĚŠē�ƥĺĚ�ǅūƑŒ�ūĲ�'ĚŕĚƭǕĚ�îŠē�
Foucault. The latter includes Steen Ledet Christiansen’s Deleuzian-in-
spired morph-image as a way of appreciating the four forms of post-cin-
ĚŞîɒ�¬ƭƙîŠî�×ĿĚĳîƙɫ�ĚǊƎŕūƑîƥĿūŠ�ūĲ�ƥĺĚ�ČūŠŠĚČƥĿūŠ�ċĚƥǅĚĚŠ�ƥĺĚ�îƑƑūǅ�
of linear time (Chronos) and circular time (Aiôn); Christopher Falzon’s 
ƑĚɠČūŠČĚƎƥĿūŠ�ūĲ�ǅĺîƥ�îŠ�ĚǊƎĚƑĿŞĚŠƥîŕ�ǶŕŞ�ŞĿĳĺƥ�ċĚɒ�îŠē�~îŠî�±ĚƑċîŠ�
argument for the biopolitical potential of art. The take-home message 
could not be clearer: the methodology wars are over, and nobody won. 

The editors’ ‘bridging divides’ ambition does, however, aim at a second 
ƥîƑĳĚƥɇ�ƥĺĚ�ƎūƙƙĿċĿŕĿƥǋ�ƥĺîƥ�ǶŕŞ�ŞĿĳĺƥ�ċĚɈ�ūƑ�ċĚ�îċŕĚ�ƥū�ēūɈ�ƎĺĿŕūƙūƎĺǋɍ�
The second part of the volume, ‘The Film as Philosophy Debate’, of-
fers articles directly addressing this subject by Paisley Livingston, Tom 
McClelland, Diana Neiva, and David Davies. Whilst there are direct, and 
ĿŠēĿƑĚČƥɈ�ČūŠƥƑĿċƭƥĿūŠƙ�ƥū�ƥĺĿƙ�ēĚċîƥĚ�ƙČîƥƥĚƑĚē�ƥĺƑūƭĳĺūƭƥ�ƥĺĚ�ǶǄĚ�ūƥĺĚƑ�
parts of the book – ‘The Nature of Film’, ‘The Philosophical Value of Film’, 
ɪ ĿŠĚŞîƥĿČ�/ǊƎĚƑĿĚŠČĚɫɈ�ɪTŠƥĚƑƎƑĚƥĿŠĳ� ĿŠĚŞîƥĿČ�ØūƑŒƙɫɈ�îŠē�ɪGƭƑƥĺĚƑ�
Debates’ – it is the quantity and quality of articles on this topic that is the 
ǄūŕƭŞĚɫƙ�ƙƥƑĚŠĳƥĺɍ�¹ĺĚ�ǶŕŞɠîƙɠƎĺĿŕūƙūƎĺǋ�ƙĚČƥĿūŠ�ūƎĚŠƙ�ǅĿƥĺ�gĿǄĿŠĳ-
ƙƥūŠɫƙ�ƑĚɠĚǊîŞĿŠîƥĿūŠ�ūĲ�ƥĺĚ�ƎūƙƙĿċĿŕĿƥǋ�ūĲ�ƥĺĚ�ƙūɠČîŕŕĚē�ɪċūŕē�ƥĺĚƙĿƙɫ�ƥĺîƥ�
ǶŕŞ�ūƑ�ČĿŠĚŞî�Ŀƙ�ƎĺĿŕūƙūƎĺǋɍ�¬ƥĿŕŕ�ƭŠČūŠǄĿŠČĚē�ƥĺîƥ�ǶŕŞƙ�ČîŠ�ƎĺĿŕūƙū-
phize in ways that deliver results of ĺĿĳĺ�epistemic value through ĺĿĳĺ�or 
‘strong’ cinematic means, Livingston challenges Rafe McGregor’s (2014) 
and Andrew Kania’s (2009) claims to the contrary using qĚŞĚŠƥūɍ He 
ǶŠĿƙĺĚƙ�ǅĿƥĺ�î�ƥîŠƥîŕĿǕĿŠĳ�ĳĚƙƥƭƑĚ�ƥūǅîƑēƙ�ƥĺĚ�ĿŞƎūƑƥîŠČĚ�ūĲ�ĿŞƎŕĿČîƥƭƑĚ�
as a possible solution to the debate’s key dilemma: either you lecture the 
audience (directly or through a ƎūƑƥĚ�ƎîƑūŕĚ�character) in which case, 
ǅĺĚƑĚ�Ŀƙ�ƥĺĚ�ČĿŠĚŞîƥĿČ�ƙƎĚČĿǶČĿƥǋɎɒ�ūƑ�ƥĺĚ�ǄĚƑǋ�ƎƑĚƙĚŠČĚ�ūĲ�ƎĺĿŕūƙūƎĺĿČîŕ�
content becomes suspect. Echoing the metaphilosophical leanings of 
¹ƭƑǄĚǋɈ�gĿǄĿŠĳƙƥūŠ�ƎƑūƎūƙĚƙ�ƥĺîƥ�ɨČîƑĚĲƭŕ�îƥƥĚŠƥĿūŠ�ƥū�ƙƎĚČĿǶČ�ČîƙĚƙ�Ŀƙ�
more likely to be illuminating than theoretical polemics” (2019, 89).

McClelland’s paper proposes a ‘best tool principle’ according to which 
Ŀƥ�Ŀƙ�ƙūŞĚƥĿŞĚƙ�ƥĺĚ�ČîƙĚ�ƥĺîƥ�î�ǶŕŞĿČ�ƑîƥĺĚƑ�ƥĺîŠ�î�ƎƑūƙĚɠċîƙĚē�ƥĺūƭĳĺƥ�
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ĚǊƎĚƑĿŞĚŠƥ�ɚ¹/ɛ�Ŀƙ�ƥĺĚ�ċĚƥƥĚƑ�ƥūūŕ�ĲūƑ�ƥĺĚ�ŏūċɍ�/ǊîŞƎŕĚƙ�ǅūƭŕē�ċĚ�ĿŕŕƭŞĿ-
nating here. For McClelland, a TE, in either media, earns its philosophical 
ƙƥƑĿƎĚƙ�ĿĲ�Ŀƥ�ĺĚŕƎƙ�ƭƙ�ɨǶŠē�ūƭƑ�ǅîǋ�îƑūƭŠē�î�ƎĺĿŕūƙūƎĺĿČîŕ�ĿƙƙƭĚɩ�ūƑ�ƎƑū-
vides insights into “our own patterns of thought.” (2019, 112) For many 
this is too low a bar to count as having genuine philosophical value. 
Indeed, for Nieva, the importance of resolving the ‘what is philosophy?’ 
question is ƥĺĚ�crucial step in this debate. She helpfully comes down 
off the fence with her own normative answers arguing that Bruce Rus-
sell and Murray Smith’s rejection of, or at least resistance to, the idea 
ūĲ�ǶŕŞ�îƙ�philosophy, turns on conceptions of philosophy that are “too 
revisionist” and “too narrow” whilst Stephen Mulhall’s is “too inclusive” 
(2019, 127, 130). Davies helpfully re-presents his reading of the key 
issues before marrying resources on affect, from cognitivist Amy Coplan, 
with Merleau-Pontian ideas on embodied agency in support of a Sinner-
brink-friendly notion of cinematic thinking. Also of substantial interest 
is Jônadas Techio’s rescue-reading of Cavellian skepticism, seeing it as 
a Wittgensteinian device from which to see the world viewed in, and 
ūŠɈ�ǶŕŞɒ�Šūƥ�îƙ�ƙūŞĚƥĺĿŠĳ�îƎîƑƥ�ĲƑūŞ�ƭƙɈ�ċƭƥ�îƙ�ĺĚŕƎĿŠĳ�ƥū�ƑĚƥƭƑŠ�ƭƙ�ƥū�
the ordinary. And whilst Emersonian perfectionism is not mentioned, its 
presence hovers over Roberto Mordacci’s fascinating look at Fellini’s ȉ�ɀ�
in illuminating parallel with Montaigne’s /ƙƙîĿƙɍ 

'ĚƙƎĿƥĚ�ƥĺĚĿƑ�ēĿƙƥĿŠČƥ�îŠēɈ�îƥ�ƥĿŞĚƙɈ�ƥĚŠƙĿūŠɠĳĚŠĚƑîƥĿŠĳ�ŏƭƙƥĿǶČîƥĿūŠƙɈ�îŕŕ�
ƥĺĚ�ČūŠƥƑĿċƭƥūƑƙ�ǅĺū�ĿŠǄĚƙƥĿĳîƥĚ�ǶŕŞɠîƙɠƎĺĿŕūƙūƎĺǋ�îƑĚ�ƭŠîŠĿŞūƭƙɇ�ǶŕŞƙ�
can and do philosophise, and in non-trivial ways. That said, a number of 
ƎĚƑĚŠŠĿîŕ�ĿƙƙƭĚƙ�ƑĚŞîĿŠ�ƭŠîŠƙǅĚƑĚē�ūƑɈ�îƥ�ŕĚîƙƥɈ�ĿŠ�ŠĚĚē�ūĲ�ĲƭƑƥĺĚƑ�ČŕîƑĿǶ-
cation: (i) can Plato’s worries that art corrupts, epistemically and morally, 
actually be addressed, rather than simply side-stepped? (ii) when are 
ČŕîĿŞƙ�ƥĺîƥ�ǶŕŞƙ�ƎĺĿŕūƙūƎĺĿǕĚɈ�ūƑ�ƥĺĿŠŒɈ�ĚŕŕĿƎƥĿČîŕ�ĲūƑ�ƥĺĚ�ČŕîĿŞ�ƥĺîƥ�ǶŕŞ-
ŞîŒĚƑƙ�ƎĺĿŕūƙūƎĺĿǕĚ�ūƑ�ƥĺĿŠŒɈ�îŠē�ǅĺĚŠ�ŠūƥɎ�îŠē�ɚĿĿĿɛ�ǅĺîƥ�ǶŕŞƙ�ŞĿĳĺƥ�
ūƑ�ƙĺūƭŕē�ǅĚ�ǅîƥČĺ�ĿĲ�ǅĚ�îƑĚ�ƥū�ċĚŠĚǶƥ�ĲƑūŞ�ƥĺĚ�ƙƭƎƎūƙĚē�ƙƭċƙƥîŠƥĿǄĚ�
ƑĚƙƭŕƥƙ�ūĲ�ČĿŠĚŞîƥĿČ�ƎĺĿŕūƙūƎĺĿƙĿŠĳɈ�îŠē�ǅĺǋɈ�ĚǊîČƥŕǋɎ�Tƙ�ƥĺĚƑĚ�î�ČîŠūŠ�
to be had? Finally, there is a noticeable absence of copy-editing, and a 
disappointingly brief editors’ introduction. It would have been intriguing 
ƥū�ƙĚĚ�ƥĺĚ�ĚēĿƥūƑƙ�ƑĚǷĚČƥ�ūŠ�ƥĺĚ�ǄĚƑǋ�ĿēĚî�ūĲ�ƥĺĚ�ǄĿîċĿŕĿƥǋ�îŠē�ǄîŕƭĚ�ūĲ�
ƥĺĚĿƑ�ċƑĿēĳĚɠċƭĿŕēĿŠĳ�îŞċĿƥĿūŠƙɍ�¹ū�ǅĺîƥ�ĚǊƥĚŠƥ�ēū�ƥĺĚ�ƙĿŕūƙ�ūĲ�îČîēĚŞĿČ�
ƙƎĚČĿîŕĿƙîƥĿūŠ�ĚŠƥîĿŕ�ƥĺĚ�ŞūŠūɠŞĚƥĺūēūŕūĳĿČîŕ�ŕĿŞĿƥîƥĿūŠƙ�ĚǊĺĿċĿƥĚē�ĺĚƑĚɎ�
Perhaps this question will only be answered when today’s readership 
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ċĚČūŞĚƙ�ƥūŞūƑƑūǅɫƙ�îƭƥĺūƑƙɈ�îŠē�ƥūēîǋɫƙ�ƑĚîēĚƑƙĺĿƎ�ĺîƙ�ĺîē�ƥĺĚ�ċĚŠĚǶƥ�
ūĲ�ŏƭƙƥ�ƙƭČĺ�î�ċƑūîēĚƑ�ēĿĚƥ�ūĲ�ƎĺĿŕūƙūƎĺĿČîŕɈ�îŠē�ǶŕŞɠƎĺĿŕūƙūƎĺĿČîŕ�ūƑĿ-
entations. Until then, this is a provocative and diverse collection that has 
ƙūŞĚƥĺĿŠĳ�ĲūƑ�ĚǄĚƑǋūŠĚɈ�ƑîƥĺĚƑ�ŕĿŒĚ�ƥĺĚ�ƑîŠĳĚ�ūĲ�ǶŕŞƙ�Ŀƥƙ�îƭƥĺūƑƙ�ĚǊƎŕūƑĚɍ�
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