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during psychedelic therapy generate the best therapeutic outcomes, which effectively blurred the boundaries

between science and religion. Giffort explains how today's researchers still pay attention to drug‐induced mystical

experiences, but they align these experiences with objective science by using rating scales and neuroimaging

studies. For example, researchers have developed an “Ego Dissolution Inventory” and a “Mystical Experience

Questionnaire” to translate mystical experience into the numerical language of science.

Giffort examines the challenge that the criminalization of psychedelic drugs poses in Chapter 4. To study psy-

chedelic drugs, contemporary researchers rely on approval from the Food and Drug Administration and the Drug

Enforcement Administration. They, therefore, present themselves as sober, responsible, and cooperative scientists to

indicate to these institutions that they are trustworthy. Yet as Giffort points out, by working to mainstream illegal drugs,

researchers “engage in conventional behaviors as they pursue contentious goals” (p. 105).

The final chapter focuses on the countercultural associations that linger in the background of psychedelic science.

Ever since Leary encouraged young people to take LSD and “drop out” of mainstream culture, psychedelic drugs have

been strongly associated with countercultural sentiments. Giffort shows how today's researchers police each other's

behaviors to attenuate countercultural ties and bring psychedelic drugs into harmony with mainstream science and

culture. Clothing, for example, provides an opportunity to appear “neutral, bland, and boring” (p. 149). Psychedelic

researchers carefully wear suits and ties to present themselves as legitimate scientists. Some psychedelic science

conferences even have dress codes that prohibit tie‐dye.

Perhaps most importantly, Giffort voices problems about inclusivity and diversity in psychedelic science that

result from these attempts to make psychedelic drugs legitimate. As clinical psychologist Jae Sevelius notes, by

working to fit psychedelic therapy into mainstream science and culture, researchers replicate “existing power

structures” (p. 152). Indeed, psychedelic science is still dominated by white males. Many therefore worry that the

sober, bland, and cooperative expertise that researchers aim to cultivate will ultimately “hinder the transformative

potential of psychedelic therapies” (p. 152).

Acid Revival is an engaging and accessible read for anyone interested in scientific expertise or psychedelic science

and its history. Giffort's timely focus on psychedelic expertise provides a useful framework that science studies scholars

can build on. Historians can look at the specifics of how psychedelic expertise manifested in differing contexts, beyond

North America or Western psychiatry. Philosophers can consider how psychedelic expertise ought to be constructed

and enacted. More broadly, Acid Revival raises challenging questions about the value of constraint and boundaries in

science. If professionalization in science leads to the reproduction of existing inequalities, then scholars and scientists

should work to legitimate new forms of expertise that do not privilege a particular group.

Reviewed by Andrew Jones

Institute for the History and Philosophy of Science and Technology

University of Toronto
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The evolution of knowledge: Rethinking science for the Anthropocene

Jürgen Renn

Princeton University Press, 2020. 584 pp. $35.00 (cloth). ISBN 9780691171982; 9780691218595 (paper); 9780691185675

(ebook).
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Jürgen Renn argues in The Evolution of Knowledge that humanity has invented a new kind of evolution: “Epistemic

evolution” (pp. 31–33, 323–354).1 This is different from our usual ways of thinking about biological and cultural

evolution because the consequences of our ways of knowing have permeated the entirety of the biosphere, and

have reshaped it according to our conceptions of how things ought to be (or their accidental consequences).

Renn thus describes epistemic evolution as the prime mover of the Anthropocene: the engine powering the

global age of humanity. But what kind of evolutionary theory is it? It is not a recapitulation in new guise of

the modern synthesis: Darwinian selection pressures are discussed, but Mendelian particulate units of inheritance

aren't (except in dismissal of population genetics). Yet the argument is not Lamarckian either. The sources are much

more recent, and also sometimes muddled together. For example: Richard Dawkins gets a brief mention alongside

Luca Cavalli‐Sforza, Robert Boyd, and Peter Richerson, as does niche construction, before their collective synthesis

in an appeal to feedback loops (p. 18).

What this amounts to, it seems to me, is akin to Conrad Waddington's cybernetic update of James Mark

Baldwin's arguments about “organic” and then “functional” selection that powered what came to be called “the

Baldwin effect” (detailed in Burman, 2019). Except that the range of what is being shielded and selected‐for extends

out past the atmosphere even into low‐earth orbit, all of which is now encompassed within humanity's “exploitive

system” (see the update of Waddington's illustration in Burman, 2013, p. 369). This, however, is not the direct basis

for the evolutionary argument that Renn presents.

Renn appeals instead to his collaborations with Manfred Laubichler (a proponent of extended “evo‐devo” who

knows Waddington well), as well as to network theorists: Derek de Solla Price, Mark Granovetter, Albert‐László

Barabási, Duncan Watts, and others (pp. 302–305). The result of the combination is to argue that our world has

effectively become smaller, during our evolutionary history as a species, when scaled relative to the perceptions

and abilities of those with the furthest social, semiotic, and semantic reach—including the regulative control and

governance of each (pp. 305–307). And from there, we also find method: historical examinations of the underlying

networks can “serve to combine the precision of micro‐history grounded in 'thick' descriptions of historical contexts

with the sweeping generalizations of global history by validating such generalizations through rich historical data,

their interpretations, and the mathematical analysis of their relations” (p. 319).

An alternative title for the book might therefore have been The Evolving Networks of our Understanding. Because

this is how Renn accounts for humanity's accommodations in response to bio‐cultural selection pressures. But he

does not simply exchange social construction for networks. Nor does he argue for the elision of nature and nurture

in the way that Actor‐Network Theorists often seem to: the line that Francis Galton drew between them has not

just been papered over. Instead, Renn replaces it.

The disease‐riddled and polluting Anthropocene is a product of human knowledge‐generating activities, all the

way down, which we can understand better by reference to these tools that allow for the representation of

nonlinear looping effects across levels and through dimensions. The result is then a broader reconceptualization

of Ian Hacking's well‐known research program, regarding the making‐up of people, such that the entirety of

knowledge and its embodiments becomes a moving target: Renn aims to provide the means to describe kinds of

things, and kinds of thoughts, not just kinds of people.

Indeed, he argues, this is always what historians of knowledge have been aiming to pin down, describe,

and contextualize. Renn thus presents his approach as an alternative to Thomas Kuhn's:

There is no general scheme according to which a scientific transformation takes place, for

example, according to the sequence of normal science, crisis, and paradigm shift…. Still, Kuhn's

scheme may serve as a useful foil for identifying the features of an evolutionary account of the

history of knowledge by contrasting them with what has meanwhile become a widely

popularized—and misleading—idea of the radical breaks associated with scientific transfor-

mations (p. 20).
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However, his foil is clearly Early Kuhn; not Late Kuhn. Renn recognizes this, too, while focusing on a consistent

aspect of what we all know about Kuhn's early arguments in Structure:

Kuhn's views on science changed over the course of his career. He later turned away from a

conception of paradigm shifts in terms of gestalt psychology and became interested in the philo-

sophy of language as a means to express his ideas on science. In this context, he even abandoned the

use of the concept of paradigm, replacing it with “lexicon.” But he continued to stress the character

of science as a communal enterprise (p. 119).

Because Kuhn also appealed to social network analysis as part of that abandonment in his postscript to

Structure, including two footnoted references to de Solla Price, Renn could therefore perhaps be described as

neo‐Kuhnian in an interesting way:

a new paradigm is… not to be understood as the product of a sudden and unstructured gestalt switch

attributable to a single ingenious scientist, as Kuhn initially believed, but of a protracted

reorganization of knowledge that is usually a community effort. With the help of network analysis,

we can trace both the epistemic and the social dimensions of such reorganization processes in

greater detail (p. 314).

There is no discussion of Late Kuhn's compatible evolutionary interests, or of his still‐unpublished final book on

related themes (see Marcum, 2015). But recognizing this also seems consistent with the spirit of this review: Renn

takes the reader to interesting places and does so in unexpected ways. Especially noteworthy, I think, is that he

began his reconceptualization of the evolution of knowledge in the same place as did Kuhn: with Piaget, whose

“reflected abstractions” need only to be made more social to become useful for historians and historical episte-

mologists (see Burman, 2020).

The result, in sum, is an inspiring survey of the products of Renn's long career as codirector of the Max Planck

Institute for the History of Science. Readers of Kuhn who wish for a bigger, broader, updated view of the evolution

of knowledge will find much here to ponder.

ENDNOTE
1Renn provides a narrative map of the structure of the book in Chapter 2 (pp. 23–33) and also published a précis
in the open‐access journal HoST —Journal of History of Science and Technology. Because these overviews already
exist, and repeating them in less detail would provide no additional value, I have decided to adopt ;a different

approach here: I accept the invitation to the game he has invited us to play and try to play along.

Jeremy Trevelyan Burman

University of Groningen

Email: J.T.Burman@RUG.NL
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Freud and Said: Contrapuntal psychoanalysis as liberation praxis

Robert K. Beshara

Palgrave Macmillan, 2021. 208 pp. $24.99 (eBook). ISBN 978‐3‐030‐56743‐9.

Robert Beshara's main premise in Freud and Said is to establish a theoretical linkage between Sigmund Freud and Edward

Said to “decolonize the former and psychoanalyze the latter” (p. 149). This linkage, according to Beshara, is made

contrapuntally, by positioning Freud and Said's theories (psychoanalysis and orientalism‐postcolonialism) in conversation

with each other. Ultimately, this contrapuntal reading aims to deploy these theories, especially psychoanalysis, as a

liberatory praxis against the interrelated projects of modernity, colonialism, and racial capitalism. To use psychoanalysis, a

product of Eurocentric modernity governed by capitalist and colonial logic, as a liberatory tool, it needs to be decolonized

and converted into “a liberation praxis relevant and applicable for those living in both the Global South and Global North”

(p. 172). This decolonization opens psychoanalytic discourse to its “exteriority,” a term Beshara borrows from Said. Said

himself borrows “exteriority” from Foucault's Archeology of Knowledge. “Exteriority” entails bringing in the colonized, non‐

European other left out of the discourse of psychoanalysis, hence transforming psychoanalysis from a “modern” to a

“transmodern” theory and practice. In Beshara's words, “Transmodernity: the synthesis of the best of modernity and its

alterity” (p. 141). In addition, Beshara emphasizes the mutual relevance of Freud's psychoanalysis to Said's Orientalism,

which, analyzed oppositionally or “contrapuntally,” can be used as a practice of liberation against racialized capitalism,

hegemony, and oppression of marginalized people.

The book's five chapters are organized thematically: Post‐/decolonial psychoanalysis: critical border psychol-

ogy, beginnings, orientalism, Freud and the non‐European, contrapuntal psychoanalysis as liberation praxis. The first

chapter contains an extensive literature review of major scholarly works related to the topic of postcolonialism,

psychoanalysis, and decolonial, postcolonial studies. Besides Freud, Lacan and Said, Beshara critically engages with

major postcolonial theorists like Fanon, Bhabha, Mignolo, Memmi, and Freire among others, to reconstruct “the

context out of which the dialog between psychoanalysis and post‐colonialism germinated” (p. 40).

The second chapter comments on Said's book Beginnings,where, according to Said, a beginning is “the first step in the

intentional production of meaning” (p. 90). The centrality of language in the construction of a meaning (story) relates to

Freud's work in the study of dreams. Putting past/repressed events and desires into words according to a dynamic of

association and dissociation is to create a story, a beginning of a meaning. This process of a “beginning's creation” is

assumed by Beshara to be a new understanding and interpretation of contrapuntal psychoanalysis. In Chapter 3, Beshara

comments on Said's major workOrientalism and the ways in which Said made use of psychoanalytic concepts to explain his

notion of Orientalism, while Said acknowledges his indebtedness to Foucault's notion of knowledge/power/discourse

more than to Freud. Precisely, Orientalism is a mode of representation of the “Other” through discourse. In the same way,
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