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Thought-provoking essays on movies from Metropolis to The Matrix. The science fiction genre,

through films such as Blade Runner, Invasion of the Body Snatchers, and The Terminator, not

only entertains us but makes us think—about the implications of new technologies, the

parameters and possibilities of space and time, and, in the age of artificial intelligence and

robotics, the meaning of humanity itself. The Philosophy of Science Fiction Film explores the

storylines, conflicts, and themes of fifteen science fiction film classics. Editor Steven

M. Sanders and a group of outstanding scholars in philosophy, film studies, and other fields

raise science fiction film criticism to a new level by penetrating the surfaces of the films to

expose the underlying philosophical arguments, ethical perspectives, and metaphysical views.
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ACKNOWLEDGMENTSThe essays in this volume explore some of the ideas and possibilities

that science fiction films take as their starting points. Since the essays are philosophical, they

aim to increase readers’ understanding and appreciation by identifying the philosophical

implications and assumptions of The Day the Earth Stood Still, Invasion of the Body Snatchers,

The Terminator, and a dozen other science fiction film classics. The questions these films raise

are addressed by philosophers, film theorists, and other scholars who take a variety of

approaches and perspectives. No single method or school of thought predominates. Of course,

there is a consensus among the contributors that intelligent and well-informed discussion of

films can lead to greater appreciation and understanding of them. And each contributor would

no doubt agree that it is desirable for readers to have a firsthand acquaintance with the film he

or she has chosen to write about.Aside from being asked to confine their choices to a “short

list,” described in the introductory essay, contributors were free to treat science fiction films in

any way that struck them as illuminating. Some contributors deployed a group of philosophical

ideas around their choice of film. Others first selected a philosophical problem or theme, such

as time travel, personal identity, or artificial intelligence, and then found a film that was

particularly effective at dramatizing and developing the problem or theme in question. Although

the essays implicate many areas of philosophy, including ethics, metaphysics, theory of

knowledge, political philosophy, and aesthetics, readers who have had no previous exposure to

philosophy will almost always be able to pick up the gist of the discussion, if not the finer points

of detail. In addition, the introductory essay is designed to clarify the basic line of argument and

point of view in each essay. All of the essays involve interpretive “readings” of the films, which

means that they invite disagreement and reflection on the basis of that disagreement.I am

fortunate to have worked with colleagues who write about science fiction film so well. I thank

them for their patience, hard work, and willingness to share their expertise. I am grateful to

Mark T. Conard for developing the series that brings philosophy into such harmonious

relationships with popular culture, to Eric Bronson and Michael L. Stephans for their helpful

comments during the submission process, and to Christeen Clemens for our discussions of the

book from its inception. Finally, I want to thank my editing supervisor, David L. Cobb, and my

copyeditor, Anna Laura Bennett, for their valuable suggestions and meticulous correction of the

manuscript.AN INTRODUCTION TO THE PHILOSOPHYOF SCIENCE FICTION FILMSteven

M. SandersOver the last decade there has been a significant shift in the attitudes of

philosophers as they have become increasingly receptive to the opportunity to apply methods

of philosophical inquiry to film, television, and other areas of popular culture. In fact, receptive

is far too mild a word to describe the enthusiasm with which many philosophers now embrace

popular culture. The authors of the essays included in this volume have genuine affection for

science fiction feature films and the expertise to describe, explain, analyze, and evaluate the

story lines, conflicts, and philosophically salient themes in them. Their contributions are

designed to promote an understanding of the very considerable extent to which philosophy and

science fiction are thematically interdependent insofar as science fiction provides materials for

philosophical thinking about the logical possibility and paradoxes of time travel, the concept of

personal identity and what it means to be human, the nature of consciousness and artificial

intelligence, the moral implications of encounters with extraterrestrials, and the transformations

of the future that will be brought about by science and technology. Of course, many science

fiction films emphasize gadgets and special effects to the neglect of conceptual complexity, but

the films discussed here engage viewers on the plane of ideas and provide occasions for

historical, political, literary, and cultural commentary as well as philosophical analysis.This

volume includes a dozen philosophically accessible essays on some of the best science fiction



films from seven decades. The essays discuss science fiction film classics, and they are

classics precisely because they were alive to their own times and are alive to ours as well. In

this sense, Metropolis (Fritz Lang, 1927), Frankenstein (James Whale, 1931), The Day the

Earth Stood Still (Robert Wise, 1951), and Invasion of the Body Snatchers (Don Siegel, 1956)

are acknowledged classics of the genre. The landmark film 2001: A Space Odyssey (Stanley

Kubrick, 1968) continues to influence contemporary filmmakers and awe or baffle viewers forty

years after its release. The 1970s, dubbed the decade of “easy riders, raging bulls” by the

journalist Peter Biskind in his book of that title, was also the era of the blockbuster science

fiction franchise movies Star Wars (George Lucas, 1977) and Star Trek—The Motion Picture

(Robert Wise, 1979). In the 1980s, Blade Runner (Ridley Scott, 1982) and The Terminator

(James Cameron, 1984), science fiction action films with philosophical thrust to spare, were

released, and the 1990s had Total Recall (Paul Verhoeven, 1990), Dark City (Alex Proyas,

1998), and The Matrix (Andy Wachowski and Larry Wachowski, 1999), films that remain vital

and vibrant.These films differ significantly in budget, dramatic scope, and imaginative sweep.

Most of them were on the editor's short list from which contributors were asked to select a film

for discussion. Two criteria guided the choice of films for inclusion on the list. First, the films

had to be classics in the sense explained above, and second, they had to be amenable to

philosophical examination. Obviously, a case can be made for many films that could not be

accommodated within the confines of a single volume, so numerous worthwhile candidates

had to be excluded. Naturally, opinions vary on which films should be regarded as science

fiction classics, but less so than one might think. On the basis of either box office receipts or

critical reception, the place of most of the films discussed in this volume in the science fiction

film pantheon seems secure. Their suitability for philosophical interrogation is ably

demonstrated by the philosophers, film theorists, and other scholars whose essays constitute

case studies in philosophical thinking about popular culture.Three Types of Philosophical

ThinkingThe contributors to The Philosophy of Science Fiction Film have chosen to address

such topics as space, time, causality, consciousness, identity, agency, and other categories of

experience. Their essays exhibit three types of philosophical thinking about science fiction

films. First, there are essays that develop the historical and intellectual context in which the

films were conceived, produced, and received—the latter sometimes by less than

comprehending audiences. The cultural understanding and historical erudition that go into

Jerold J. Abrams's essay on Metropolis, for example, provide a guide to the constellation of

ideas found in the work of the filmmaker Fritz Lang and the philosophers Theodor Adorno and

Max Horkheimer. Jennifer L. McMahon develops the literary background and existential themes

of Frankenstein. And R. Barton Palmer, writing about 1984, gives us the historical, literary, and

philosophical web of thinking that went into both the 1956 and 1984 versions of the

film.Second, there are essays that provide focused analyses of particular films. These essays

make explicit the themes, settings, and structure of a specific film and draw out its

philosophical implications and assumptions. Aeon J. Skoble's essay on The Day the Earth

Stood Still, the essay on Blade Runner and Dark City by Deborah Knight and George

McKnight, Mark T. Conard's examination of The Matrix, and my own essay on Invasion of the

Body Snatchers are examples of this type of philosophical thinking about science fiction

film.The third type of philosophical thinking about science fiction film is found in theme-driven

essays that use one or more films to motivate philosophical discussion of a particular topic or

problem. William J. Devlin's essay uses The Terminator and 12 Monkeys to elucidate two

conceptions of time travel. Shai Biderman's essay on Total Recall explores alternative

conceptions of personal identity. Alan Woolfolk explains disenchantment and rebellion in his



essay on Alphaville, and Jason Holt discusses how it is possible to be moved to feel genuine

emotions about things we know do not exist, the so-called paradox of fiction, in connection with

The Terminator.These distinctions among the types of philosophizing provide a framework for

understanding the various things the contributors to this volume are doing. While it is useful to

distinguish them for theoretical purposes, readers will discover that the three types of

philosophical thinking overlap in the work of most of the contributors and are found in each of

the essays. Ultimately, the contributors to this volume expose science fiction films to reflection

and analysis in order to deepen our understanding of them as well as to introduce readers to

the problems, methods, and arguments of philosophy.In the next section of this introduction, I

identify a number of philosophical problems and themes found in the essays and pose critical

questions that readers may wish to ask about them. Some readers may find it beneficial to

read these comments before reading the individual essays, but others may wish to read the

essays first to form their own opinions and then come back to this portion of the introduction to

think about my comments. Since I discuss matters that first-time viewers may wish to discover

for themselves, let me issue a “spoiler” alert to those who proceed to the next section.Problems

and ThemesThe philosophers who write about science fiction films in this volume describe

what happens in these films and identify and analyze what is implied. They explain the

philosophical arguments, ethical perspectives, and metaphysical ideas that lie behind the

images we see on the screen.Many of the best science fiction films are thought to be allegories

and have been interpreted symbolically. For example, The Day the Earth Stood Still is called a

“slightly veiled story of the life of Christ” by James O'Neill, who parenthetically adds, “I know it's

a stretch but it's there if you look for it.”1 In The Rough Guide to Sci-Fi Movies, John Scalzi

writes, “In the movie aliens send an emissary, named Klaatu, to make contact with us

earthlings, and we respond by grievously wounding Klaatu at seemingly every convenient

moment. This all points to a blatant Klaatu/Christ analogy, which, incidentally, went right over

the head of director Robert Wise, who has professed surprise that people read religious

subtexts into the film. And yet the Christ-like qualities are richly in evidence—including Klaatu's

idea to go by the name ‘Carpenter’ while wandering among the humans.”2 Similarly, Kim

Newman writes, “Considering screenwriter Edmund H. North's insistent Christ references, we

can perhaps assume that the Gorts represent an infallible, divine solution to the nuclear

stalemate.”3 However, it is controversial whether, or in what sense, such films treat social,

political, or religious issues symbolically. For example, Aeon J. Skoble repudiates the religious

interpretation of The Day the Earth Stood Still. He argues that there are significant differences

between Klaatu and Christ and that, although he does not reject an allegorical interpretation of

the film, he rejects this one.The symbolic character of science fiction films is explained, and in

some instances challenged, by other contributors as well. In her essay on Frankenstein,

Jennifer L. McMahon maintains that it is a primary function of Frankenstein's monster to

personify death, with all the ramifications this has for our efforts to prolong life. I point out in my

essay on Invasion of the Body Snatchers that numerous commentators have claimed that the

film is a Cold War allegory of the pervasive red scare of the 1950s.In part 1, “Enigmas of

Identity and Agency,” five contributors discuss philosophical questions about the nature of

personal identity, moral agency, and what it means to be human. According to Andrew Spicer,

in Blade Runner, “a hybrid ‘future noir’ that depicted a nightmare Los Angeles of 2019 as an

entropic dystopia characterized by debris, decay, and abandonment,” we have a full-blown

depiction of the dark and depraved universe of noir science fiction.4 In “What Is It to Be

Human? Blade Runner and Dark City,” Deborah Knight and George McKnight use both films to

discuss the role of memory and the emotions as an answer to the question that provides the



title to their essay. One of the most influential and controversial science fiction films of the last

two and a half decades, Blade Runner has been widely imitated and discussed. A chief source

of its controversy concerns the fact that the director, Ridley Scott, pulled the theatrical release

from the shelves once the film went to video and released an authorized director's cut. It has

always been a vexing question whether the blade runner, Rick Deckard (Harrison Ford), is

himself a replicant. Knight and McKnight strongly suggest that he is. One of the most

convincing pieces of evidence for them is that Deckard appears to have memories implanted in

him by the sinister Tyrell Corporation, for which he works. But this would be compelling only if

we knew that no humans have implanted memories, and it is not clear that we know this. In

view of Blade Runner's film noir lineage, it would not be unreasonable to suspect that, as in

some classic noir films that feature a protagonist suffering from amnesia, Deckard has had

memories implanted in him that he recalls in dreams.5Scott Bukatman, the author of a best-

selling study of Blade Runner, also weighs in on the question of whether Deckard is human or

replicant. Citing Do Androids Dream of Electric Sheep?, the novel by Philip K. Dick on which

the film Blade Runner is based, Bukatman writes, “Deckard confidently locates the difference

between humans and their imitators: ‘An android doesn't care what happens to another

android.’ To which someone logically replies, ‘Then you must be an android.’”6 But is this a

logical reply? Not if by logical one means following the rules of sound reasoning. The facts that

(1) an android doesn't care what happens to another android and that (2) Deckard doesn't care

what happens to androids do not allow us to conclude that (3) Deckard is, or must be, an

android. The error consists in thinking that a feature that applies to androids (they don't care

what happens to other androids) and also applies to Deckard (he doesn't care what happens to

androids) entails that Deckard is himself an android. Consider the analogous reasoning: (1) All

cats are animals and (2) my dog, Spot, is an animal. (3) Therefore, Spot is a cat. Furthermore,

premise (2) of the original argument is false because Deckard does indeed care about

Rachael, who he knows is an android. This means that even if Deckard is an android, premise

(1) is false: some androids do care about what happens to another android. Thus the argument

is logically invalid, its premises are false, and its conclusion is false.Knight and McKnight say

much in defense of the claim that it is the emotions and desires that prompt action, and it is

this, independently of any memories that may have been implanted in Deckard, that explains

his change of heart about Rachael, with whom he finds himself falling in love. But is the

assumption that we can neatly separate emotions and desires from memories true? Is it even

coherent? As Knight and McKnight themselves observe, if one could not remember one's aims,

commitments, and values from one moment to the next, action would be all but impossible and

relationships could not be sustained.In connection with Dark City, it might be assumed that one

can easily identify the body of the protagonist, Murdoch, even if his memories have been

tampered with, added to, or stolen. But how does one establish that new memories have been

programmed into Murdoch's body without being able to independently identify that body as

Murdoch's? This problem of “other bodies” is less widely discussed by philosophers than the

traditional problem of “other minds,” but it is just as thought provoking and, arguably, just as

relevant to the solution (or dissolution) of that venerable metaphysical problem.7Alternative

views of personal identity are discussed by Shai Biderman in “Recalling the Self: Personal

Identity in Total Recall.” Biderman begins by distinguishing between two questions

philosophers raise when they discuss the problem of personal identity. The first is the problem

of what constitutes a person at all, that is, an entity of the type person as opposed to

nonperson (like a stone or flower). The second question concerns what makes a person the

same person over time. In connection with this question, Biderman considers a number of



answers in terms of proposed criteria of identity. What makes a person the same person over

time, he argues, may be sameness of body, sameness of brain, sameness of memory, or

psychological connectedness. Finding difficulties with each of these answers, Biderman turns

to the view, prominent among postmodernist philosophers such as Jacques Derrida (though it

can be traced to the eighteenth-century philosopher David Hume's notorious “bundle” theory of

the self), that the self is fictitious. On this view, the self is not an enduring, substantial entity at

all but something socially constructed and therefore capable of being de constructed. In

Biderman's words, “Selfhood may simply be a linguistic construction, a narrative that is not

defined independently by the individual, but is best explained by the storyteller.” In the end,

however, Biderman rejects this account of personal identity in favor of an existential account,

according to which we define who we are by choosing to take action and thus define our

identity. “In this sense,” Biderman writes, the protagonist, Douglas Quaid, “overcomes his past

identity and the idea that the self is a linguistic construction by leading the authentic life.”A

problem that arises in connection with this existential account is that it seems as if there must

be something that is doing the choosing, something that provides a locus for personal

responsibility, much vaunted by existentialists. Unless there is some way to make sense of this,

we are left with the bare conception of choices without a chooser, a notion that is difficult, if not

impossible, to understand.In “Picturing Paranoia: Interpreting Invasion of the Body Snatchers,” I

criticize political and feminist interpretations of this 1956 science fiction classic and offer a

novel reinterpretation that brings out the film's concern with the philosophical significance of

paranoia. I argue that Invasion is best understood as a film noir and that its political meanings,

about which critics disagree, are not central to understanding the film or appreciating its

philosophical importance. In a departure from what might be called the standard interpretation,

I reinterpret features of the film that commentators usually treat as defects attributable to the

studio's insistence that the story be put in a framework that gives it a happy ending. My essay

attempts to convince readers that what the film seems to be about is not what it is about at all

but rather reflects the filmmakers’ irony. I suggest that on my interpretation, Invasion of the

Body Snatchers is less predictable and more interesting and therefore a better film than it is

according to the standard interpretation.In “The Existential Frankenstein,” Jennifer L. McMahon

states that according to the existentialist philosopher Martin Heidegger and the psychological

theorist Ernest Becker, those who fear death tend to deal with their anxiety through obsession

or denial. In McMahon's words, “Frankenstein illustrates the anxiety that individuals have about

death … and their desire to conquer it.” In an effort to avoid the “mad scientist” clichés that

cluster around the film, McMahon develops an existential picture of Victor Frankenstein, the

scientist who uses technology to create and sustain life, thereby “cheating” death. McMahon

finds a loss of humanity in Frankenstein's diminished capacity for considering consequences,

which itself derives from his obsession to “defeat death.”The concept of humanity is

multistranded, and it is open to doubt whether Victor Frankenstein's obsession in and of itself

causes or constitutes a loss of humanity. One might cite infants, who have not yet developed

the capacity for considering consequences, and victims of Alzheimer's disease, who have lost

that capacity, as counterexamples to the thesis that such a capacity is a necessary condition of

an entity's humanity. Moreover, technologically advanced robots presumably have the capacity

in question, yet they do not strike us as being human simply by virtue of possessing it, so it is

not clear that the capacity for considering consequences is a sufficient condition for humanity

either.Most of us are neither obsessed with death in the manner of Victor Frankenstein nor

locked in a state of extreme denial but fall somewhere on the continuum between these

extremes. The tenacity with which most of us cling to life and go about the business of living



our lives rather than dwelling on death, even as we mourn the loss of loved ones, may reflect

our belief that the continuation of conscious experience is a positive good, something to be

hoped for even when some of our experiences are painful. It seems to be rational to believe

that the irreversible and permanent cessation of experience is something a rational person

would seek to avoid, in the absence of extraordinary circumstances. Seen in this light, there is

nothing irrational or unhealthy about the wish to postpone death.Part 2 explores extraterrestrial

visitation, time travel, and artificial intelligence. In “Technology and Ethics in The Day the Earth

Stood Still,” Aeon J. Skoble uses the influential 1950s film to discuss the various roles of

science and technology and their ethical implications. Commenting on the film's early

sequence in which a soldier fires at Klaatu, the extraterrestrial, injuring him in the process,

Skoble writes, “It's only justifiable to kill an alien who is attacking you, not one who comes in

friendship bearing a gift, and … if Klaatu had been killed by the soldier, Gort would have killed

all the soldiers, and maybe even destroyed Earth. Thinking about these reasons why the

soldier acted badly in shooting Klaatu thus points us toward more general ethical principles

about the use of force.” In connection with these more general principles, Skoble offers a

prudential reason for not using force (“It's not prudent to attack someone whose retaliation will

be devastating or whose retaliatory capabilities are unknown”). These considerations are

plausible enough, but they seem to imply that preemptive attacks are never justified, and some

readers may doubt this. After all, what transpired that day in Washington DC had no precedent

in human affairs. Imagine: an extraterrestrial lands his spacecraft in the nation's capital,

emerges in full flight regalia accompanied by a menacing-appearing robot, and displays an

instrument that looks like a weapon to a nervous, possibly inexperienced member of the

military who believes, reasonably enough, that it is his duty to protect the public. Given these

extenuating circumstances, it might be true that the soldier showed poor judgment or lack of

self-control, but at the same time there seems to be some justification for what he did.In his

speech at the film's conclusion, Klaatu concedes that the interplanetary confederation he

represents has by no means achieved perfection but only a system that works. By this he

means that “at the first sign of violence,” Gort and the rest of the robot police “act automatically

against the aggressor.” But Klaatu never acknowledges that this system might itself be tied to a

fallible technology that “needs an emergency override protocol,” as Kim Newman points out.8

Moreover, viewers are asked to assume that Gort understands such notions as aggression and

violence, as if their meanings were not context dependent. It would seem that any action Gort

might take would require not only knowledge of the specific situation involved but also

reflection and judgment and thus be far from automatic. The fact that Gort might indeed

destroy Earth shows the need for “Klaatu barada nikto,” the override protocol of which Newman

speaks. But this also shows that Gort and his counterparts have fallible judgment. To take only

the most obvious example, in the 1980s Ronald Reagan endorsed a military buildup, the

Strategic Defense Initiative, and the abolition of nuclear weapons. How would Gort distinguish

between defensive and offensive weaponry without having knowledge of President Reagan's

intentions? And how could he have infallible knowledge of them, as opposed to fallible beliefs

based on probabilities?In “Some Paradoxes of Time Travel in The Terminator and 12 Monkeys,”

William J. Devlin explains some of the paradoxes of time travel, illustrates them with a

discussion of the films referred to in his essay's title, and clarifies the conceptual network that

makes up our idea of time travel. Devlin identifies two types of paradox: The first is an empirical

paradox, which derives from the experiences of the perspective of the time traveler. Here the

interest lies in questions about what may happen to one's sense of self in time travel, the

effects that changes in the past may have upon oneself, and so on. The second type is a



metaphysical paradox, which derives from logical impossibilities that arise from the concept of

time travel. Metaphysical paradoxes of time travel include such issues as the ability to eliminate

one's own past self and the problem of finding an original cause in circular causal chains.

Using The Terminator and 12 Monkeys as test cases, Devlin asks whether the possibilities

these films ask us to consider actually are possibilities, whether what we see on the screen

ever could occur. Thus Devlin's essay raises the nagging questions, Are not the alterations that

we witness onscreen, or are asked to imagine, so radical that, when the time traveler “returns”

to his present, there would be no there there? And if this is what we are being asked to

imagine, is it a logical possibility?In “2001: A Philosophical Odyssey,” Kevin L. Stoehr interprets

2001: A Space Odyssey as a meditation on the nature and value of human existence. After

providing readers with a tour of the film's cinematic landscape in which he makes apt

comparisons with The Searchers (John Ford, 1956), Stoehr points out applications of the

Heideggerian view that “there are no absolute or Archimedean standpoints for beings such as

ourselves.” He also reiterates Heidegger's rebuke to those who worship at the shrine of

technology and supplements it with philosopher Hubert Dreyfus's discussion of “the existential,

psychological, and moral dangers of technology in general.” However, these somewhat one-

sided polemics on the dehumanizing effects of technology might themselves be rebutted by

anyone who has shared in the benefits of air conditioning, e-mail, or an MRI. It is as if these

critics have no feeling for what the philosopher Irving Singer refers to as “the grandeur of

modern technology” or “those who produce and comprehend its arcane but godlike

achievements.”9 It is thus an irony that will not be lost on readers that Kubrick's dramatization

of the existential hazards of an overly technological world is itself made available through the

technologies of film, the VCR, and the DVD.Scenarios in which human beings place

computers, with their artificial intelligence, in control of the fates of human beings can be found

not only in 2001: A Space Odyssey but also in films such as Dr. Strangelove, or: How I Learned

to Stop Worrying and Love the Bomb (Stanley Kubrick, 1963), Colossus: The Forbin Project

(Joseph Sargent, 1970), and The Terminator. Kim Newman writes that in Colossus and The

Terminator, “computer/missile link-ups … lead to disaster because megalomaniac machines

attain a level of self-awareness that encourages them to execute self-aggrandizing schemes of

world conquest.”10 The emphasis in The Day the Earth Stood Still is on the fallibility of human

beings; the later films stress the culpability of the computer. Much of the implausibility of

Colossus: The Forbin Project and 2001: A Space Odyssey derives from the tendency in these

films to equate rationality with computability and computability with the acquisition of factual

knowledge. The assumption seems to be that a computer could surpass human knowledge-

acquisition skills so completely that it could take over the world. Being strictly computational, it

would be perfectly rational, which is to say unemotional (or perhaps nonemotional). Computers

in these films are portrayed as making judgments about what is best, and yet, as we have seen

in connection with The Day the Earth Stood Still, this is problematic. As long as computers are

limited to gathering factual data, the norms and values that are necessary for formulating policy

ends and goals will be missing. The problem is therefore to explain how normative thought,

which is essentially value laden, is possible without the input of premises that are not strictly

factual but evaluative. For questions of policy ends and objectives ultimately turn on what kind

of society we ought to have and what ways of life are the best ways of life. These questions

implicate values in a fundamental way. They are not answerable simply by acquiring more

information.In “Terminator-Fear and the Paradox of Fiction,” Jason Holt uses The Terminator to

consider not only artificial intelligence but also artificial consciousness. He calls attention to

cinematic techniques that give us imaginative entry into what an artificial consciousness might



be like. Holt also uses The Terminator as a case study to explain and solve the so-called

paradox of fiction, which can be succinctly expressed by the question, How is it that people can

feel fear, compassion, admiration, and other emotions for something they know does not exist?

When we reflect on our emotional responses to characters in films, there is clearly something

odd going on, as can be seen from the following three propositions: (1) Audiences often

experience emotions (fear, pity, desire) toward things they know are not real (for example,

characters in a film). (2) We can experience such emotions only if we believe that the objects of

the emotions (that is, the characters) exist. (3) Audiences who know that such objects are

fictional do not believe that they exist. The paradox arises because while each of these

propositions seems plausible and likely to be true, they jointly imply an inconsistent set: they

cannot all be true together. So Holt's question is, How is it that we feel emotions toward things

that we know do not exist, when such feelings seem to depend on believing that they do exist?

How can we fear the Terminator or Frankenstein's monster or the creature in Alien when we

know that such things are not real? Unless this paradox can be solved, it would appear that our

emotional responses to fiction (including science fiction and horror films) are irrational.In part 3,

“Brave Newer World: Science Fiction Futurism,” four essays explore the various ways science

fiction film has conceived of the future and our place in it, starting with “The Dialectic of

Enlightenment in Metropolis” by Jerold J. Abrams, who discusses this dystopian vision of

modernity gone awry. Metropolis is a precursor of Alphaville, Blade Runner, and Dark City—an

influence on them and, viewed in retrospect, a constant reminder of them as well. Abrams

provides a detailed and highly allusive account of this masterwork, often called the first feature-

length science fiction film. One of the most impressive aspects of the film, as Abrams points

out, is that it anticipates by almost two decades the critique of Enlightenment modernity

articulated by Adorno and Horkheimer in Dialectic of Enlightenment (1944). For Adorno and

Horkheimer, the totalitarianism, estrangement from nature, and retreat from reason that are

characteristic of modernity can be traced to the Enlightenment's self-critical attack on reason

itself. For the Enlightenment's conception of reason did not end with “reason's technical

overcoming of nature and mythology,” in Abrams's words. Instead, Enlightenment reason bit its

own tail and ushered in the epistemological skepticism and nihilism that typify modernity and

find expression in fascism.As a diagnosis of the ails to which modernity is subject, however, it

might be argued that the ominous strains in the Enlightenment conception of reason can be

attributed to the uses to which technical mastery and scientific control can be put. Adorno and

Horkheimer's critique conveys an attitude toward the aims, strengths, and achievements of

science and technology that is strikingly similar to that in Heidegger's critique of instrumental

rationality and technology. These critiques might more appropriately be directed toward the

aims, limitations, and betrayals of those who control these wonderful mechanisms of reason

and understanding.Another theme discussed by Adorno and Horkheimer in their Dialectic of

Enlightenment has important implications for popular culture. It is their view that our experience

of mass media, and film particularly, is mostly passive and that this is a bad thing. Against this

view, one can argue, as Richard A. Gilmore does in his discussion of the Adorno-Horkheimer

critique, that this passivity may be one of the benefits of watching movies. “In going to the

movies,” he writes, “I both lose the sense of impinging reality and feel completely satisfied with

the (frankly, rather minimal) activity in which I am engaged.”11 One can also deny the initial

assumption that our experience of films is passive. Contrary to Adorno and Horkheimer's

position, looking at a film, as distinct from simply gazing at the screen, is active. Normally when

one watches a science fiction film, one takes notice of its style and themes. One makes

connections, formulates hypotheses, seeks meanings, and asks oneself questions about what



will happen next. Far from being passive, watching a film typically involves attentiveness.When

Fredric Warburg, the British publisher of George Orwell's novel 1984, read the manuscript, he

reported to his colleagues, “1984 … might well be described as a horror novel, and would

make a horror film which … might secure all countries threatened by communism for 1,000

years to come.”12 1984 has appeared as a feature film twice, in 1956 and 1984. R. Barton

Palmer focuses on the two film versions of the novel as a way of illustrating science fiction's

futurism as a response to its historical context. A key insight in his “Imagining the Future,

Contemplating the Past: The Screen Versions of 1984” is that “imagined worlds hold an

immense usefulness for a symptomatic analysis of the present.” By providing a basis for

recognizing what, at present, we both desire and fear, dystopian film and fiction offer “a

startling alterity” and an impetus to further reflection.Whereas the 1956 film conforms to the

interpretation of Orwell's novel as a dystopian fantasy, the 1984 version, according to Palmer,

seeks to debunk that interpretation, reflecting both the director Michael Radford's dubious

ideas about Orwell's intentions and his sense that the novel's political themes were no longer

relevant. Palmer connects the earlier version of 1984 to science fiction and film noir, where the

dark underside of quotidian life suggests the truth of the observation of the poet Delmore

Schwartz that even paranoids have real enemies. In Winston Smith's world, everyone is out to

get him, and no one comes to his rescue. At the end of both the novel and the 1956 version of

the film, Winston is conquered by the Party and betrays Julia. The last line of the novel is “He

loved Big Brother.” This devastating critique is diluted in the 1984 version of the film, which

simply shows Winston looking after Julia and saying, “I love you.” As Palmer points out, the

latter screen version conforms to the heritage film, in which style predominates over

content.The link between science fiction and the noir private detective is forged in Alphaville

and to similar effect in Blade Runner. Alphaville's director, Jean-Luc Godard, makes no attempt

to conceal the low-tech special effects and awkward (and quite possibly improvised) dialogue.

Indeed, that is part of the point of this deeply self-reflexive film: to call attention to the medium

itself and to let us in on some of its artifices and limitations. Alan Woolfolk's “Disenchantment

and Rebellion in Alphaville” clarifies the existential predicament and spiritual agenda of the

film, illuminating the conflict between modernity and modernism. Woolfolk invokes the

sociologist Max Weber's notion that “the process of the intellectualization and rationalization of

the world, of which ‘scientific progress is … the most important fraction,’ … does not lead to ‘an

increased and general knowledge of the conditions under which one lives.’ Rather, it eliminates

meaning from collective and individual life, leaving only the instrumental priorities of the

present moment.” Similar criticisms of science and technology can be found in connection with

Heidegger's existentialist and Derrida's deconstructionist critiques. Against them it might be

observed that what matters most is how science and technology are used. Obviously, the uses

to which technology are put can be a boon or a bane to humankind. What is more, often

benefits and costs are incommensurable: The personal computer and the cell phone have

conferred undeniable benefits on their users by making for greater efficiency in everything from

banking to purchasing postage stamps to filling prescriptions. But it is not obvious how to

balance these benefits against the potential for invasion of privacy that centralized computer

data make possible. But the problem Weber raises goes beyond these issues, for it gives rise

to the challenge of living in a meaningless universe.Rounding out part 3, Mark T. Conard

discusses problems of epistemology and metaphysics and the use of Plato and Descartes in

“The Matrix, the Cave, and the Cogito.” Conard argues that The Matrix should not be construed

as a contemporary analogue of Plato's allegory of the cave. Despite some superficial

similarities, the two register significantly dissimilar epistemological and metaphysical views.



Conard argues that the epistemology and metaphysics of The Matrix are empiricist; those of

Plato's allegory of the cave are rationalist or even idealist. Conard's main point, expressed in

my own terms, is to ask what the grounds are for believing that Neo's “reality” is not in fact a

“meta-Matrix”—that is, just another construction or dream world manufactured by yet another

level of agents. One finds this possibility even in Descartes, for on Descartes’ own

assumptions, it is possible that Descartes does not exist. What Descartes establishes, at least

to his own satisfaction, is that a thinking being exists. But the “I” who is doing the thinking might

not be Descartes. That it is Descartes, and not some other being, who is doing the thinking is

just a contingent fact.Conard does not go so far as to actually endorse Platonic and Cartesian

metaphysics and epistemology but only to argue that without them, The Matrix lacks sufficient

grounding to make its own case. He believes that something on this order is required if we are

to avoid the endless repetition or duplication of the skepticism and solipsism that Plato and

Descartes tried to avoid. From Conard's perspective it seems clear that skeptical questions will

inevitably arise in connection with an outlook that fails to find anchoring in the a priori. Whether

this assertion is itself defensible is a question much debated among philosophers.Science

Fiction Film CriticismThe science fiction film has a remarkable hold on the filmgoing public.

From its origins in the late 1920s with Metropolis to present-day blockbusters like The Matrix, it

has kept filmmakers and their audiences in thrall. This is not to say that everyone has

succumbed to its charms. This is nowhere better illustrated than in the reaction to Star Wars,

whose partisans think it gave much-needed impetus and a new lease on life to the genre, while

its detractors describe it as, in the words of the filmmaker Paul Schrader, “the film that ate the

heart and the soul of Hollywood” with its “big-budget comic book mentality.”13 Writing in his

column of film criticism for the New Republic, Stanley Kauffmann says, “To enjoy Blade

Runner, you need only disregard, as far as possible, the actors and dialogue.”14 The film and

theater critic John Simon, always a good source of acid and amusing commentary,

writes,These filmmakers—whether they be Kubrick with 2001, George Lucas with Star Wars,

or Spielberg [with Close Encounters of the Third Kind]—seem afraid, perhaps even incapable,

of genuine feelings. Kubrick may pretend that his point is precisely the affectlessness of the

space age—but, why, then, are his other films, about the past and present, similarly affectless?

Lucas may evade the issue by telling a children's adventure story in which sexuality and love

do not belong by definition. Spielberg elides the whole thing with a few moist glances and one

perfunctory clinch…. [B]efore we know it, all zap and zowie breaks loose again. Anything to

avoid addressing oneself to the relations of grown men and women.15And to add frosting to

the critical cake, consider the film writer David Thomson on Solaris (Andrei Tarkovsky, 1972):

“The ‘enemy’ on Solaris is the way the planet can generate the people that its inhabitants are

thinking about. I do not mean to be snide when I say that an episode of Star Trek explored this

theme with more wit and ingenuity, less sentimentality, and at a third of the length.”16Whether

or not one finds these observations convincing, there is much to be learned from film critics

and commentators, even those who express strong views like those I have quoted.

Unfortunately, good science fiction film criticism remains in perilously short supply. Some bad

science fiction film criticism is simply attributable to sheer incompetence, and some is due to

the pervasive influence of various disfiguring intellectual tendencies in academic circles that

are estranged from what were once the humanizing methods of the humanities. This should

concern everyone who cares about science fiction film because good criticism of it—by which I

mean criticism that is clear, consistent, carefully researched, cogently argued, and unclouded

by dogma—is essential to the integrity of the genre. Virtually all bad writing about science

fiction film reflects poor thinking about it, not only cheapening science fiction film criticism but



also trivializing science fiction film itself.17Since most science fiction films have compelling

story lines and vivid imagery, it is easy to write about them with enthusiasm. But this does not

mean that it is always done well. Here is C. J. Henderson, the author of The Encyclopedia of

Science Fiction Movies, on Invasion of the Body Snatchers: “Dr. Miles Bennell ([Kevin]

McCarthy) has been on a short vacation. He comes home to Santa Mira, California, rested and

relaxed and ready to tackle his patients’ problems anew.”18 Unfortunately, this gets things

wrong from the start, for Bennell has been summoned home from a medical convention at the

urging of his nurse, who tells the slightly irked physician that his office is filled with patients who

insist that they must see him. The tendency to get it wrong continues to show itself as

Henderson writes, “Bennell keeps assuring people that everything is okay. After all, he can't be

bothered with all of this—he has a date with Becky. But the date gets put on hold when the

couple's friends, the Bellichecs [sic] … discover a body in their home…. Only a bit of

investigation is needed to find another body that looks like Mrs. Bellichec. The bodies are

destroyed, and the four sit down to discuss what they have seen.”19 None of these things,

except the discovery of a body in the Belicecs’ home, occurs in the film. Bennell and his friends

do not discover another body that looks like Mrs. Belicec, though they do discover seed pods in

Miles's greenhouse that are disgorging embryo-type entities that bear a striking resemblance

to Miles and Becky and to which Miles takes a pitchfork. But by the time the four become dimly

aware of what is happening in Santa Mira, they don't have time to sit down and talk things over

because they are too busy running for their lives. These errors would be reason enough to give

this entry in Henderson's book a wide berth, but what makes it worse is the author's attitude

that “I've developed an ego sufficiently large enough to allow me to present my opinions as fact

and expect them to be taken at face value.”20 Henderson's presumption that his opinions

should be taken at face value is inimical to the role that critical judgment should play in the

evaluation of the views of all sides, including the critic's own.Even works that make important

contributions to our understanding of science fiction film can veer off in dubious directions. Kim

Newman's readable but determinedly partisan Apocalypse Movies: End of the World Cinema,

which I cited earlier, is a case in point. Newman observes that Terminator 2: Judgment Day

(James Cameron, 1991) “is more in love with technology than the original, for after all this is a

film made possible by enormous research expenditure and the resources of major

corporations.”21 But this observation should raise one's suspicions, since the resources of

major corporations also make possible films with messages about the risks and dangers of

technology. Why would Newman single out Terminator 2 unless he had an ax to grind? The

answer is not far to seek. Compulsively dismissive of Ronald Reagan, Newman observes that

“it has been argued” by critics of Reagan's Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) that the orbital

antinuclear defense program was modeled on one of Reagan's own movies, implying that

Reagan lived in a fantasy world, whereas “SDI boosters like science fiction writers Larry Niven

and Jerry Pournelle now like to claim” that the program had a legitimate foreign policy objective

and was designed to bankrupt the Soviet Union.22 Granted that neither contention comes from

a neutral source, there is still a double standard: why is the latter treated with skepticism (“now

like to claim”) while the former is presented as objective fact finding and setting the record

straight?These two cases illustrate a few of the pitfalls that readers may encounter as they

make their way through the large body of exposition, commentary, and criticism of science

fiction film. My hope is that the essays in The Philosophy of Science Fiction Film will provide

not only insight and argument but also tools for readers to use as they reexamine their own

assumptions and raise further questions.NotesI am grateful to Christeen Clemens, Paul

Goulart, and Aeon Skoble for their contributions to my understanding of the issues with which
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1ENIGMAS OF IDENTITY AND AGENCYWHAT IS IT TO BE HUMAN?Blade Runner and Dark

CityDeborah Knight and George McKnightBlade Runner (Ridley Scott, 1982) and Dark City

(Alex Proyas, 1998) take place in dystopic cities set in the future of what appears to be our

world.1 Both literally and metaphorically, these are dark cities. Blade Runner is set in Los

Angeles in 2019. The city is a gloomy, rainy, commercially driven, multiethnic megalopolis

composed of street-level stall vendors, abandoned downtown buildings, and huge modernist

and Mayanesque complexes housing the most powerful members of society. Our protagonist,

Rick Deckard (Harrison Ford), a former member of a special police squad, is coerced into

taking on one more job, to kill four humanlike androids, known as replicants, who have

escaped from their off-world colony and returned to Los Angeles literally to meet their maker,

the inventor Tyrell (Joe Turkel). The Tyrell Corporation, which seems to control much of what

goes on in the city, is engaged in the genetic engineering of replicants to work as slaves in the

off-world colonies as well as in the manufacture of other artificial creatures. From Tyrell's

apartment high above the city, the light from the sun is barely visible, while at street level, the

sun's rays do not penetrate. Los Angeles appears to have suffered some terrific calamity that

has destroyed much of the environment. Nature seems no longer to exist. There are no trees,

flowers, or living animals in the city. The only animals we see in Blade Runner are

sophisticated replications, for example Tyrell's owl. In the city, huge electronic advertisements

promoting various corporate products illuminate the sky, while the congestion of the city is

represented by traffic both on the ground and in the air. The off-world colonies are promoted as

new lands of opportunity and adventure, suggesting that those who can afford to leave Los

Angeles either have done so or are doing so.Dark City confronts us with a sprawling metropolis

perpetually trapped in the gloom of night, a nearly paranoid protagonist whose memory

appears to have been erased, and an alarming, misanthropic group of extraterrestrials, known



as the Strangers, who exert a mysterious control over the city and its inhabitants. It is a film

that, like Blade Runner, combines science fiction with film noir but adds the innocent-on-the-

run thriller to the mix. We follow our protagonist, John Murdoch (Rufus Sewell), as he tries to

remember who he is and discover whether he is what the police suspect him of being, a

vicious serial killer of prostitutes. It quickly becomes apparent that not only the police are

interested in Murdoch. The extraterrestrials, as well as a dubious psychoanalyst, Dr. Schreber

(Kiefer Sutherland), are interested in him as well, although their purposes are far from clear.

There are several decidedly odd features of the city. One is that nightly it undergoes radical

transformations: buildings spring up here and disappear there, something the city's inhabitants

are unaware of because at midnight they fall into a virtually comatose sleep, while in the

meantime their identities and memories might be transformed. Another is that nearly everyone

John Murdoch asks about his hometown just outside the city, the seaside community called

Shell Beach, claims to remember the place but has no recollection of how to get there. This

leads Murdoch to realize that there doesn't seem to be any way to get out of the city, and

surely it is a very odd city indeed, one with a highly developed transportation system, including

a subway system suggestive of New York City's, that has no outside.2 Murdoch also discovers

odd things about himself; for instance, when time stops at midnight and the other inhabitants

fall asleep, he remains awake and can observe the transformations that take place.Blade

Runner and Dark City are examples of a subgenre of science fiction known as cyberpunk.3

Cyberpunk is associated with a dark vision of the near future on Earth, where humans are

under the influence of electronic, informational, genetic, and other technologies, making it

virtually impossible to distinguish between the real and the artificially replicated. This

uncertainty applies to a variety of cases, from whether particular creatures are real—in Blade

Runner, the question arises initially, for instance, with respect to Tyrell's owl as well as his

assistant, Rachael (Sean Young)—to whether an individual's memories are veridical or

implanted, as we see in connection with Blade Runner’s replicants as well as with John

Murdoch and others in Dark City. In this essay, we will explore key science fiction themes and

conventions as well as major philosophical issues that Blade Runner and Dark City raise,

which revolve around the central question, What is it to be human?4Science Fiction Meets Film

NoirBoth films employ thematic conventions closely associated with film noir, for instance, a

dystopic city, a mystery, a detective figure, a variety of characters with sinister motives, the

uncertainty of romantic love, and a bleak, indeed fatalistic, tone. From the very beginning of

Dark City and emerging partway through Blade Runner, uncertainty is a central thematic

element. John Murdoch has reason to doubt himself and his memory from the moment he

awakens at the beginning of the film in a hotel bathtub with a lightbulb swinging from the ceiling

above him. Also in the hotel room are a bizarre medical instrument and the body of a dead

woman. In the pockets of his overcoat are newspaper clippings detailing the serial killings of a

number of prostitutes. Putting everything together, Murdoch imagines he must be the murderer.

Given that he cannot remember anything, most particularly how he came to be in the hotel

room in the first place, uncertainty characterizes Murdoch's thoughts and experiences from the

first moments of the film. By contrast, Deckard initially appears to be a completely self-reliant

figure, something of an outsider even though he is again working for the police to resolve

problems threatening the Tyrell Corporation, and believes he is able to take care of himself

while hunting down the escaped replicants. Thus, at the outset, it seems that Deckard does not

suffer any sort of uncertainty about himself, his abilities, or the nature of his job. Nevertheless,

toward the end of Blade Runner, Deckard has as much reason to doubt himself and his

memory as does John Murdoch.Early in Dark City and late in Blade Runner, our protagonists



wind up on the run. John Murdoch is an innocent on the run, since he has been framed for the

various murders he is suspected of having committed.5 Innocents on the run typically become

caught up in a set of circumstances they do not understand. They are not guilty of the crimes

they are accused of but find themselves pursued by both the police and those who are in fact

guilty of the crimes in question. Thus it is legitimate for John Murdoch to run since he cannot

be sure that he is not the serial killer the police believe him to be, and moreover he needs to

run in order to prove his innocence. Late in Blade Runner, Deckard and Rachael are also on

the run, due in large measure to Deckard's change of heart about Rachael's moral status as a

replicant and his own suspicion that perhaps he is a replicant as well. They are escaping an

unjust regime whose notion of what counts as a genuine crime—for instance, that a replicant

might wish to live as a human on Earth—is put into question by the film. In attempting to

escape, both Deckard and Murdoch must guard themselves against capture while also trying

to uncover the solution to the mysteries they have found themselves at the center of. What is

striking about these two films as examples of noir-influenced science fiction drawing on the

innocent-on-the-run thriller is that in both, the mystery in question is not primarily focused on

discovering the truth behind a particular event or on answering the questions of who did what

when, where, and why. Rather, for both Deckard and Murdoch, the mystery they are at the

center of turns out to be a mystery concerning identity—namely, their own identities.
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Lynette McClenaghan, “Thought-provoking. Unlike many other popular culture and philosophy

books this does not depend too heavily on linking the subject matter with famous philosophers,

so while there is some focus on this, most of the chapters are more accessible than other

similar types of books. Most of the chapters are worth reading. I particularly liked the re-

examinations of Metropolis and Invasion of the Body Snatchers. As usual, the articles vary in

quality - the discussion of 1984 made heavy going of its disappointing thesis, and the piece on

the Matrix was surprisingly lightweight. Also missing for the most part was discussion of film-

technique, so that the collection overall becomes rather theme heavy. There is a need for

discussion of the philosophy of film-making that goes beyond the auteur-centric.However,

despite the limitations, this is an excellent book for those interested in film, philosophy or

science fiction.”

mike, “Philosophy of Science Fiction. Don't let the title scare you off. It's well written and and

easy to read. If you are a film student, like me, or a science fiction fan, you won't be

disappointed. If you have not seen the films mentioned in the book i suggest you do so before

reading it to put things into context.”

Ebook Tops Reader, “good reading material. I read this book in college for a class. I found it

very interesting to read. It may be science fiction today, but tomorrow it may be science fact.”

J. J. Bergalli, “Five Stars. very interesting aproach to Science fiction films.”

Richard Gross, “Useful as a teaching tool. Book was fairly priced and as described. I will use it

as an aid for a course I teach in the relationship between science and film.Incidentally,

Amazon, it is profoundly stupid to require a certain number of words in a purchase review. If

you want me to review my purchases, don't tell me how to do it. Otherwise, I won't.”

Armchair Interviews, “Adding new life to the subject. The editor of this book, Steven M.

Sanders, is Prof. Emeritus of Philosophy at Bridgewater State College, Mass.This book

breathes new life into some old doctrines. It is part of a series on the Philosophy of Popular

Culture which takes a deeper look at some of the things we watch and enjoy.Science fiction

has always intrigued audiences, whether it predicts a titillating future or a dark one, and here

the editor has collected essays from 13 other noted scholars, who look into popular films like

"Blade Runner" and "Dark City," You'll recognize science fiction films new and old in here:

"Total Recall, Metropolis," "Invasion of the Body Snatchers" and "The Terminator"--to name a

few.The discussions range from searching the films with questions about what it means to be

human, and what is the self and how do we identify ourselves as individuals?- to technology

and ethics, and even paradoxes of time travel, in such films as "The Terminator" and "12



Monkeys." These classic questions of ancient philosophy are wood for the fires of the new

philosophies like existentialism and nihilism--which find science fiction film a great source for

speculation.That this book exists at all is a joy to me, who has heard the science fiction genre

dismissed as irrelevant and not applicable to modern life--even when it was most of modern life

which the genre predicted! I know a few critics who could stand to read it immediately.I can

recommend this book to philosophy students and their teachers, along with the rest of us who

are still searching to answers to the mystery of humanity and its place in the cosmos.Armchair

Interviews agrees.”

bluejazz, “The Philosophy of the Improbable: An Exhilarating Journey. When I began reading

this book, I must admit that I was a bit hesitant about my own ability to be able to understand

and appreciate its many nuances. And frankly, I was also a little suspicious of its intent, given

the plethora of "Philosophy of ...[you name it]" books that have been appearing on the

philosophy and popular culture shelves of bookstores everywhere in the last few

years.However, I plunged ahead. What I found was a tremendously varied and insightful

volume that turned out to be both stimulating and enjoyable. Best of all, one does not have to

be a philosopher or a hard-core science-fiction film buff to find Steven M. Sanders' volume so

fulfilling.Also, what sets this volume apart from other philosophy and popular culture texts I've

perused is its immense readability. Editor/author Sanders has compiled a roster of contributors

that present new and stimulating ideas about the relationship of philosophy and the science

fiction film, in the most enlivening and comprehensible ways. The writing here is clear and

insightful. Sanders' own introduction, as well as his essay on interpreting the concept of

paranoia in the 1956 film, "Invasion of the Body Snatchers," is both illuminating and

memorable.Each essay takes a different science fiction film and holds it under a philosophical

looking glass. After reading this book, I rented some of the films being discussed, and sure

enough, I was afforded some new ways of looking at each film, even those I've seen many

times over the years.The University of Kentucky Press has given us a sure-fire winner of a

book, and I recommend it without hesitation.”

Ebook Topso, “Very good introduction. A very informing introduction to sci-fi films and their

philosophical aspects. Made popular for non-philosophers to understand it. Very good job.”

The book has a rating of  5 out of 4.2. 18 people have provided feedback.
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