Bechler’s reply

Professor William R. Shea

Department of Philosophy

McGill University

855 Sherbrooke St.

Montreal, Quebec H3A 2T7

CANADA
June 19, 1994

Dear Professor Shea,


I read your review of my Newton’s Physics and wish to thank you for your compliments. I was glad to see that you found it “lively, versatile and controversial”, “useful and provocative”. But I was also puzzled at your complete neglect to even mention the book’s thesis, or to even hint at its scope. You never hint that it starts with a re-interpretation of Aristotle, goes through Copernicus, Galileo, Descartes and finishes with Berkeley and Leibniz. This dual neglect of thesis and scope amounts to nothing less than a distorted picture of the book, especially when what you did see fit to narrate at some length is a minor point in my critique of Cohen. Pleas do not see this letter as a “protest”. I am simply very puzzled at your motivation – why is it that you chose to deal at length with a minor fringe point and neglect the whole thesis and the complex argumentation of the work? Moreover, I am sure that you read the whole book (in spite of its difficulty), but what your review reflects is that you read just the first two pages (from which you quote without bothering to point out that this is a quotation, thus again distorting its intent) and several pages in the critique of Cohen. And this puzzled me even more – why should anyone choose to give out such a strange impression? And one final puzzle – why do you think that I “assume too readily that [my] questions are novel and [my] answers are daring”?  Where did this come from??


I do hope you will find it useful and convenient to reply since of all the reviews that were published to date, this is the first that was written by a fully competent reviewer, and I am just dying to know why that went wrong.

Most cordially,

Professor Zev Bechler

My address until July 2 1994:

562 Arballo Drive, San Francisco

CA 94132

