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gests, the similarity between target and source may be created by the very metaphor
rather than being pre-ex istent (Black, 1962: 37), so that one may wonder whether
there is any schema-induced 'rule' applicable at all. But admittedly this is a problem
for Lakoff and Tumer's formulation as much as it is for Rudzka-Ostyn's.
The strong foeus on a common theme, reinforced by the collaboration and

cross-references of the contributing authors, ensures that By Word of Mouth consti-
tutes a collection that is more than the sum of its parts. On the one hand, the papers
provide more insight into the metaphorical structures undedying expressions of LA,
thereby furthering our understanding of human communication; on the other hand,
they are of interest for the extensions and, sometimes critica1, discussions of the
structural metaphors studied by cognitivist linguistics in the tradition of Lakoff and
Johnson.
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Taking up the question of traditionaI philosophy of how we gain scientific knowl-
edge, the theme of the book under review is scepticism. It challenges the daim of the
most influentiaI mainstream programme into the research and analysis of the human
mind, cognitive science, to solve the epistomologicaI problems of ancient philosophy
by means of einpiricaI methodology, and it discusses current topics and problems of
the cognitive paradigm.
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Kertész has chosen the Socratic manner of díalogue to do so. The protagonists or
mther the antagonists of his book are Achilles and the tortoi se (both weil known fig-
ures from philosophy, since Zenon already used them as symbols for a paradoxon),
who debate for five days (the chapters of the book coíncide with thistime-span). The
tortoi se takes the viewpoint of traditional philosophy and science of knowledge and
challenges aH of Achilles' argumentation in favour of cognitivism.
On the first day of their debate, the complex and difficult relationship among the

levels of reality, of object science, and of metascience and theories abaut these lev-
eIs is taken as a starting point. Traditional philosophy of science has always cIaimed
a superior position as a separate discipline to function as some kind of meta-theoret-
ical supervisor over the single science of science.
The cIaim of cognitive science to answer the traditional questions of philosophy

by means of the empirical methods developed in the cognitive paradigm, leads to the
replacing of the normative and apriori metascience of traditional philosophy by the
aposteriori cognitive science of science. This, however, leads uItimately to the fol-
lowing paradox: cognitive science can replace traditional metascience if and only if
the latter cannot be replaced by the former. The next dialogues in the book all cen-
ter on the problem of how to handie this paradox.
The arguments of the second day lead to the concept of a modular theory of sci-

ence. Taking cognitive linguistics as an example for heuristics which is seen as a
strategy to solve specific problems, the main assumptions (representations, rules,
and principles) and controversies (modularity versus holism) of this scientific disci-
pline are discussed. The modular theory of science is introduced as an approach
allowing, in principle, for the integration of cognitive science and the philosophy of
SCIence.
The third day considers the problem of scientific realism, examining the question

of what it means to attribute psychological reality to theoretical constructs. After a
discussion of the issues concerning menta! representations, materialism and func-
tionalisrn, constructivity and vagueness of theoretical tenns, the position of semanti-
cally underdetermined realism is proposed. This takes into account the underdeter -
mination of both empirical evidence and scientific terms.
on the fourth day Achilles and the tortoise discuss social and conceptual aspects

of cognitivism and metascientific theory, including an account of the social con-
struction of scientific facts. This argumentation illustrates the role of a sociology of
knowledge and lays open the general underpinning of cognitive research.
On the fifth clay a solution to the paradoxon of the cognitive science of science is

presented as a programme of reflexive-heuristic naturalism which is considered to be
a set of rules, supplemented by a metatheoretical framework buiIt on cognitive sci-
ence itself.
Summing up the main results of the whole argumentation, it is conduded that we

should not reject or replace traditional philosophy of science and its ultimate scepti-
cism too readily . The assumptions and methods of the cognitive approach are faced
with alI the pitfalls that the philosophy of science has been confronting. In a situa-
tion where metascientific reflexi on tums out to be a necessary and inevitable part of
cognitive science, both sciences tum out to be. equally relevant for future research
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and both have to change. Since scepticism is not incompatible with the cognitive
programme, the philosophy of science has to be regarded as a 'helping hand' rather
than as an antagonistic force in metascientific research.
What is shown in this book is the significance of metascientific reflexion for the

further development of cognitivism. Given the immense number of cognitive models
and theories and their diversity, it is understandable that the áuthor calIs for a unify-
ing approach. But he himself also clearly sees that there is a huge gap between the
single cognitive scientist doing empirical research within aspecific theoretical
framework and the philosophicaIly oriented scholar who ponders epistemological
problems.
Although the book is written in a witty and humorous, sometimes very funny and

self-Íronic style, it is not easy to read. The dense and often highly abstract argumen-
tation needs carefui reading and presupposes a lot of philosophicai background
knowledge. Also, the excessive use of so many abreviations Iike HRI (Heuristik der
reflexiven InteraJ..'1ionalitiit/heuristicof reflexive interaction) and MTWE (modulare
Theorie der wissenschaftlichen Erkenntnis/modular theory of philosophy of science)
throughout the whole text disturbs an easy flow of reading.
Nevertheless. this thorough analysis of methodological and metascientific issues

in the fieId of cognitive science makes one sharpIy aware of the limitations and
(im)possibilities of scientific research.
Somewhere in the middie of the dialogue (p. 88) the tortoise assumes that lin-

guists do not read epistemological books dealing with metascientific aspects. Let' s
hope that the tortoise is wrong ..

Monika Fludernik, Towards a 'natural narratology'. London and NewYork: Rout-
ledge, 1996. xvi + 454 pp.

Reviewed by Ruth Ronen, Department of Poetics and Comparative Literature, Tel
Aviv University, Ramat Aviv, Tel Aviv 69978, Israel.

Monika Fludernik' s book constitutes a substantial stage in current thinking about
narratology in interdisciplinary tenns: she proposes a narratology whose basic tenets
are derived from cognitive psychology and from the pragmatic study of discourse.
Although the study of narrative from the point of view of cognitive psychology is
not new, FIudernik offers a way of extending the boundaries of narratology through
the cognitive perspective.
The conceptual melange Fludernik proposes should help the theorist overcome

one of the main shortcomings of traditional narratology: its adherence to simple real-
ist narratives. The study of narrative is now no longer confined to a limited class of
narratives, and it can hand le alI types and traditions of narrative writing and teUing.
Indeed most of the book's chapters provide, among other things, a historicai
overview of narrative types, from oral modes of storytelling, through written pre-
realist and realist modes, to modernist and postmodemist types of narrative. Yet, alI


