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believes “‘the lion is tawny’ is sense-equivalent to ‘all lions are necessar-
ily tawny™ (p. xvi), but this is a much stronger claim than Sellars himself
ever commits to. The editors also claim that Sellars’'s famous Ryleans—
protopersons who have not yet become conscious of their own psychol-
ogies—"“perform only linguistic acts, not actions” (p. xx), which is con-
tradicted by Sellars on page 271. Sellars’s theory of perception is called
a “version of direct realism” (p. xxii), but surely it is more accurate to
call it a version of critical realism. The thumbnail of “Philosophy and
the Scientific Image of Man"—Sellars’s best known paper after EPM—
does not distinguish properly between the Original Image and the Mani-
fest Image and claims that Sellars thinks the scientific image falls short
in not being able to “explain social activity,” whereas Sellars really
thinks that the scientific image lacks “the language of community and
individual intentions” (p. 408). The point of the language of intentions is
not to interpret or explain the world, but to change it.

The bottom line is unmistakable, however: Here are central works of
the most profound and fertile American philosopher of the post-war era:
everyone should have these essays.—Willem A. deVries, University of
New Hampshire.

SETIYA, Kieran. Reasons without Rationalism. Princeton: Princeton Uni-
versity Press, 2007. xii + 131 pp. Cloth, $29.95—This is an excellent
book: original, intricately argued, yet admirably compact. It makes im-
portant contributions to both the philosophy of action and ethics.

Early in the book Setiya argues, roughly, that a consideration counts
as a reason for @-ing just in case the disposition to be moved to ¢ by
that consideration is a good disposition of practical thought—that is,
Just in case it is good as a disposition of practical thought. (No claim of
metaphysical or epistemic priority is intended here; this is just a bicon-
ditional.) But dispositions of practical thought are also traits of charac-
ter; they consequently can be evaluated as traits of character. How are
these evaluations related? Setiya's central thesis is that they are one
and the same: being a good disposition of practical thought just is be-
ing a disposition of practical thought that is good as a trait of character.
Setiya calls this the virtue theory of practical reason. Putting his claims
together yields the view that a consideration counts as a reason for -
ing just in case the disposition to be moved to ¢ by that consideration is
a virtue of character.

Setiyva's master argument for the virtue theory of practical reason is
simple and arresting. If being a good disposition of practical thought is
not the same as being a virtuous disposition of practical thought, then
there must be something in the nature of practical thought that explains
why it is subject to its own standards of evaluation. Setiya dubs at-
tempts to derive standards of practical thinking from the nature of prac-
tical thought ethical rationalism, and he spends most of the second half
of his book arguing against all possible versions of the view. He rejects
most versions because they presuppose something he argues against in
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the first half of the book, namely that intentional action always takes
place under “the guise of the good"—that is, that acting for a reason nec-
essarily involves taking one’s reason to provide some degree of justifi-
cation for one’s action. Recognitionalists, who hold that good practical
thought is thought that shows a proper sensitivity to normative or evalu-
ative facts, assume that practical thought is thought concerning what we
have reason to do, or what will promote the human good, or some such.
Constructivists, who attempt to derive standards of practical thought
from a conception of what it is to be a rational agent, assume that ratio-
nal agents are those who seek to justify their actions. But not all ver-
sions of ethical rationalism presuppose the guise of the good thesis. Set-
iya also rejects versions presupposing that practical thought is thought
about how to satisfy one’s final desires (or, somewhat more obscurely,
that it is thought ultimately “triggered” by one’s final desires) or that it
aims at self-knowledge. His discussion of this last view, which is associ-
ated with David Velleman, is especially important because Setiya’s ac-
count of intentional action is quite similar to Velleman's. Setiya argues
that despite the similarities the correct account (his own) is insutficient
to support Velleman's version of rationalism.

In one way or another, most of Setiya's arguments against ethical ra-
tionalism rely upon claims he defends in the first half of the book. There
he advances his account of intentional action, according to which inten-
tionally ¢-ing is a matter of ¢-ing because of a desire-like belief to the
effect that one is ¢-ing at least in part because of that very belief. Cru-
cially, the “because” that figures into the content of this belief is explan-
atory, not justificatory: intentionally ¢-ing involves having a belief
about what is motivating one’s action, not about what justifies it. Since
Setiya thinks the primary argument for the guise of the good thesis is
that it follows from a correct understanding of intentional action, he
takes the truth of his account to undermine that thesis. He also briefly
considers and rejects some other possible rationales for the thesis.

Setiva's overall argument is long and complex; there are numerous
points at which one might try to dig in one’s heels. Many will resist Set-
iva’'s account of intentional action (although his arguments for it should
not be dismissed lightly). But even such readers will find the rest of the
book well worth studying. Is Setiya right that if it is possible to act for a
reason without seeing that reason as providing some justification for
one's action, then it cannot be that practical thought is good as such
only if it yields justified action? Is he right that the virtue theory of prac-
tical reason is the only non-skeptical alternative to ethical rationalism?
Setiya has done us a real service by raising such questions and by giving
us such subtle and powerful arguments to wrestle with.—Matthew
Hanser, University of California, Santa Barbara.

SIM, May. Remastering Morals with Aristotle and Confucius. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2007. xi + 224 pp. Cloth, $85.00—Sim tells



