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Paradoxes have always played an important dual role in Philosophy. First, they

entice and intrigue; they are therefore what attract many people to Philosophy in the

first place. Secondly, they may challenge our most central and secure ideas; they have

therefore occasioned some of the most profound and delicate Philosophy there is. A

book which bridges these two roles is a welcome addition to the literature. This is

what Sainsbury's book does.

Five groups of paradoxes which have, one way or another, played significant roles

in the history of philosophy, are explained, and the reader is introduced to some of

the discussions surrounding them. The groups are: Zeno's paradoxes of motion,

Sorites paradoxes, paradoxes of rational action (Newcomb's paradoxes and the

Prisoner's Dilemma), paradoxes of rational belief (confirmation paradoxes and the

Surprise Exam paradox) and—of course—the paradoxes of self-reference. A final

brief chapter comments on a view which threatens some of the other conclusions in

the book: dialetheism. An appendix contains a number of further paradoxes and

conundrums. Each chapter save the last has a bibliography, which can be used as a

guide for further reading.

The task of a book aiming to bridge the gap between the two roles of paradox is

not easy. If it is to be of value to the relative novice it must depart from the superficial

without becoming lost in the intractable labyrinths to which paradox may lead. By

and large, the book achieves this exceptionally well. Explanations are clear and

discussions are well-structured. I particularly like the frequent footnotes which

challenge the reader with questions concerning paradox-variants and objections to

the text.

The least successful chapter is that on the paradoxes of self-reference. This is

probably inevitable since the issues here are the most complex and technical. Indeed,

it would be difficult for anyone to do justice to them whilst avoiding formal logic,

which the book, for good pedagogical reasons, does. However, people unfamiliar

with the issues will not be helped by lines of thought being dropped and taken up

again some pages later, or references to numbered or lettered assertions which

occurred several pages back (p. 132-133, for example, contain several such

references). I prefer the treatment in Sue Haack's Philosophy of logics (1978,

Cambridge), ch. 8.

Sainsbury, laudably, does not attempt to sit on the fence concerning the solutions

to the paradoxes he discusses. Those he advocates are mainly standard (or variants of

standard solutions: for example, Sainsbury's solution to the liar paradox puts epicycle

on epicycle by modifying Burge's proposed solution, itself a modification of Tarski's).

And this is not the place to take them up. However, I would say a word on the

comments in the final chapter on dialetheism, particularly in relation to solutions to

the semantic paradoxes.

According to the chapter, dialetheism is the view that it is possible for a pair of

contradictory statements to be i) true; and ii) rationally believable (together). It would

perhaps have been better to keep these apart, firstly because the normal definition

requires only i), but secondly, and more importantly, because it is quite possible to

accept ii) without accepting i). For example, a number of people have thought that the

Lottery and Preface paradoxes refute ii), but certainly not i).
 These two paradoxes

get a mention in the book, but receive no substantial discussion, which is a pity, since

they would have fitted very happily into the section on the rationality of belief.

The chapter shows that it is not as easy to refute dialetheism as one might imagine.

It finally rejects it, however, on the following grounds. All parties in the dispute ar committed to the intelligibility of some notion of truth or other. The dialetheist is

committed, in addition, to a notion of falsity distinct from that of non-truth. But 'our

semantics, and a proper account of the conditions for rational belief, can be effected

in terms of [the] single property, truth' (pp. 143, 144); hence dialetheism falls to

Ockham's razor.

The argument is a surprising one since in the chapter on the liar paradox

Sainsbury seems to deny his own claim by advocating the existence of truth value

gaps, sentences that are not true, but not false either. He notes this (p. 144), but

suggests that the claim is true enough provided we restrict our attention to

propositions. Whether or not this is so, it would appear to be beside the point. To

solve the liar paradox, Sainsbury is committed to the necessity of just such a

distinction.

But in any case, the appeal to Ockham's razor is an illusion. All parties in the

dispute are committed to the intelligibility not only of a notion of truth, but also of a

notion of negation. Thus, a dialetheist, who defines falsity as truth of negation, is no

worse off than a classical logician who defines falsity as negation of truth.

Conceivably, it might be argued that a dialetheist is still worse off than a classical

logician since they hold that negation of truth is not equivalent to truth of negation,

whilst a classical logician does. Why, exactly, this should be thought of as an

objection is unclear, however. Arguably, it is the classical logician, who is committed

to more than the dialetheist, who is worse off, especially since this more leads them to

epicycling and other methodologically undesirable dodges in attempts to handle the

semantic paradoxes. People who live in Baroque houses should not throw Ockham's

razor.

However, Sainsbury's discussion of dialetheism in no way detracts from the

book's value: indeed, it enhances it, since it opens for the reader another area of the

labyrinth of paradox. I highly recommend the book to anyone who wishes to

negotiate their way from the entrance of the labyrinth to some of its more difficult

parts.
� See G. Priest, In Contradicition (Dordrecht, Nijhoff, 1987), 4, 124.





