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ability” measure when, for example, he argues that conduct
disorder should not be applied to children growing up in some
inner-city neighborhoods where gang membership might be
adaptive or that depression should not be diagnosed when it
occurs after a major loss. Bolton also examines and rejects the
concept that mental disorders represent the breakdown of
meaningful connections. With regard to the important issue of
the abuse of psychiatry, as occurred in the former Soviet
Union, he concludes that is more a task for governments and
judicial systems than for psychiatric diagnostic manuals.

Ultimately, Bolton opts for a harm-based approach to de-
fining what should go into our diagnostic manuals. That is the
point of greatest consensus for all stakeholders in the busi-
ness of mental health. He dislikes the term “disorder,” be-
cause in many of these syndromes, mental life remains or-
dered and meaningful.

I suspect most readers, like myself, will find this book a bit
disturbing. We would much prefer a comfortable and neat
and tidy solution to this boundary problem. Given the current
ascendancy of the biological psychiatric paradigm, many of
us want to ground ourselves in our physician identity and see
ourselves as treating “real” biological disorders that can be
cleanly and decisively separated from problems of living and
social deviance. Bolton tries hard to puncture this comfort-
able belief system.

Bolton writes well, with only a modest amount of “philoso-
phy-speak.” My main gripe is the book is not concise. Many of
his well-developed arguments are repeated several times in

different forms. I also think he underestimates the striking
differences across disorders in seeking generic solutions to
definitional questions about mental disorders.

I began this book with only a modest knowledge of the rel-
evant literature and a rather naive sense that with a bit of
“hard thinking,” we could come up with a clear, defensible
definition of mental disorders. Upon completion, I no longer
believed as such and have a much deeper appreciation of the
subtlety and complexity of this definitional question. Did Bol-
ton convince me the problem is intractable? Not quite, but my
naiveté has surely been laid to rest.

Who should read this book? This book will be of most value
to those who, because of their clinical or research work (or be-
cause they are contributing to current revisions of DSM and
ICD manuals), are really interested in the problem of defining
the boundaries of psychiatric illness. While it is not the easiest
of reads, such individuals will be amply rewarded for their ef-
forts. This book might be of interest to a wider group of indi-
viduals, from the fields of both mental health and philosophy,
who want to see a good example of analytic philosophy being
applied with skill and scholarship to a difficult real-world
problem that really matters.
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Corrections

In the article “Double-Blind Comparison of First- and Second-Generation Antipsychotics in Early-Onset
Schizophrenia and Schizoaffective Disorder: Findings From the Treatment of Early-Onset Schizophrenia
Spectrum Disorders (TEOSS) Study,” by Linmarie Sikich, M.D, et al. (published online September 15, 2008;
doi:10.1176/appi.ajp.2008.08050756 and appearing in this issue on pages 1420–1431), there was an error in
Table 2.  The mean body mass index change in the molindone group should be 0.15 kg/m2 not 0.25 kg/m2.
This change has been made in the table for its appearance in the print issue and for its online posting as part
of the November issue, replacing the article posted September 15.

In the October issue in the editorial by Michael B. First, M.D. and Allen Frances, M.D., titled “Issues for DSM-
V: Unintended Consequences of Small Changes: The Case of Paraphilias” (Am J Psychiatry 2008; 165:1240–
1241) the second paragraph of the affiliations section that begins with “Supported by ...” was incorrectly in-
serted as a result of an error in the Journal’s editorial offices. Drs. First and Frances did not receive grant sup-
port for their work on this editorial.


