




































































































































































with the younger generation which fought in the war and came of age in the
turmoil of the Weimar Republic. Cassirer’s system relied on a ‘historiciza-
tion’ of Kant’s transcendental subject, and it therefore ‘possesses no domain
of a priori forms to call its own’ (50), lacking the authority that both the new
forms of positivism and existential philosophy claimed for themselves.

A whole chapter is devoted to the confrontation between Cassirer and the
new logic of Russell and Frege. While both the new logicists and the heirs to
the Marburg school opposed positivism and empiricism, as Russell’s program
unfolded it moved closer to empiricism than to the Neo-Kantian project. Cas-
sirer’s response to the challenge was, according to Skidelsky, characteristic of
many of his later interventions: ‘a characteristic refusal to take sides in the
debate between a narrow, scientistic rationalism and a virulent irrationalism.
By recasting the new logic as a transcendental logic, Cassirer was able to reg-
ister both its achievements and limitation . . . [H]e wished neither to extend
[scientific rationality’s] . . . dominion over all areas of life nor to cast it off in
the name of some primordial Existentz (56).

With the publication of The Philosophy of Symbolic Forms (1923-1929)
Cassirer came into his own. Symbolism refers to a ‘natural potency inherent
in consciousness as such’ (101), which precedes the development of the arti-
ficial signs that consciousness creates in language, myth and science. Culture
is no longer reduced to reason, but expands to encompass all dimensions of
human existence, and each one is now recognized and assigned its own ‘sym-
bolic form’. Skidelsky deals only briefly with the architecture of The Philoso-
phy of Symbolic Forms, but he mentions Cassirer’s ‘reconstructive approach’
(which he characterized earlier as ‘inductive’), and Cassirer’s belief in the
‘liberating power’ of symbols. Using symbols, man is able to organize his
most deeply rooted instincts, his hopes and fears. But symbols tend to reify
and obscure their human source, and thereby cause the bondage of nature to
be replaced by the bondage of custom. It was the achievement of monotheis-
tic religion and of natural science to extinguish the vestiges of myth’s expres-
sive power. The conflicts between different aspects of culture can be absorbed
and refined by religion and art (109) and arbitrated by philosophy (122) but
not totally mended. Skidelsky is skeptical that what he calls ‘Goethe’s famil-
iar irony’ could serve as an antidote to cultural fragmentation, and agrees
reluctantly with Cassirer’s contemporaries’ judgment of his philosophy as a
‘benign irrelevance’. This harsh judgment seems contradicted by the central
stage given in the book to Cassirer’s showdown with Heidegger in 1929, and
also by the fact, pinpointed by Skidelsky himself, that Heidegger reviewed
Cassirer’s work, something he did not do often.

What should we learn from Davos? Skidelsky’s reconstruction ends on a
pessimistic note: ‘it was the illiberal philosophy of Heidegger that won the day
at Davos and went on to leave the deeper stamp in twentieth-century culture
... [Clontemporary liberals are faced . . . with the unpromising task of erect-
ing a philosophy of radical hope on a foundation of cultural despair’ (222).

Michael Maidan
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How to situate Georges Bataille, that excremental philosopher of unproduc-
tive expenditure and the festive wastage of energy, in relation to the energy
crisis currently facing the contemporary industrialized world? Will the fore-
seeable and imminent drying up of the planet’s fossil fuel resources not prove
that Bataille had been naive to the finitude of our energy resources? Under
the present circumstances, should his philosophy not at best be remembered
as a sort of ironic utopian/dystopian caricature of the most unrealistic pre-
sumptions upon which our society of mass consumption was founded?

In his brave attempt to save Bataille from the doomsayers, Stoekl begins
to resolve this problem by interpreting the excess unproductive energy, which
so fascinated Bataille, in the context of ideally interchangeable mechanical
and thermal effects. While Carnot’s principle presumed that the mechanical
engine should be able to produce as much work energy as the heat engine
converted thermal energy, Clausius observed that such an ideal equivalence
could not be proven to be possible, and that in reality, a difference of in-
tensity between thermal and mechanical forms of energy was a necessary
consequence to the performance of any work. This could bring us some way
towards understanding Bataille’s linking of unproductive expenditure with
the sacred in a more affirmative sense. The impossibility of a total trans-
formation from potential energy into work, or the recognition of an energy
which humanity cannot put to any productive use, is the recognition of a God
who is not the slave of the human — herein lies the essence of the sacrificial
act, as Stoekl sees it, and the relation between energy and religion which his
book develops (xvii). What the festival affirms are not simply the excessive
passions of the human, but more so the limitations of the human with respect
to nature, over which humanity ultimately stands as a false master. Yet how
to reconcile this implication with Bataille’s apparent belief, inspired by his
nuclear physicist friend Georges Ambrosino, that the splitting of the atom
would unleash a limitless energy supply, presumably without any dire eco-
logical consequences? Of what use is conceiving a sacred unproductive excess
when a), the finitude of the immediate source of this excess, when conceived
on the scale of the universe, is not acknowledged, and b), the ecological tox-
icity of certain forms of this excess is not acknowledged? The festival may
affirm the limitations of the human, but what about the limitations of the
natural resources which make the festival possible in the first place?

At least part of the problem can be traced back to the difference between
considering the festival in the context of contemporary industrialized society,
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and in its original sense in the “primitive” societies based upon gift exchange
and reciprocity, as studied by anthropologists such as Mauss and Durkheim.
The problem, which essentially becomes one of scale, emerges when the quan-
tity and complexity of society exceeds to a point where the immediate ecologi-
cal consequences of unproductive expenditure become impossible to ignore.
Part of the problem, to be sure, can be traced to the abstract and impersonal
nature of our globalized, monetary economy, which abandons the intimacy of
reciprocity while assuming that all expenditure can be made productive. But
how attuned was Bataille really to the irreversibility of accelerated ecological
devastation? Does Bataille’s general economy take it into account, and even
if not, might it be possible to convincingly interpret it as though it did?

Stoekl admits that so long as general economy is posited on the scale of
the universe, there is nothing to distinguish the limits of growth. It must be
equally posited on the scale of the earth’s ecological carrying capacity, or else
expenditure will quickly cancel itself out (47). But would this not be to give
priority back to the restricted form of economy, or at least some notion of
an inescapable general scarcity, along the lines of what economist Nicholas
Georgescu-Roegen develops in relation to the entropic nature of the economic
process? The absence of any attempt to link Bataille up with Georgescu-Roe-
gen and the theory of ecological economics he helped found is actually one of
the most glowing omissions in Stoekl’s undertaking.

The novelty of Stoek!’s book is its attempt to re-interpret Bataille as though
he were a sort of dark precursor to the deep ecology movement, except em-
phasizing the element of sacrifice as that which both links and distinguishes
the animal from the human (177). The first half of the book (in fact more
than half) offers a cohesive and systematic survey of Bataille’s philosophy,
most notably with its exposition of the difficult and esoteric Summa Atheo-
logica trilogy. The second half of the book sets Bataille’s thought into the con-
temporary context of fossil fuel depletion and geologist M. King Hubbert’s
theory of peak oil production, from which the book takes its title. Stoekl often
picks easy targets with whom to engage Bataille’s philosophy in this section,
such as the autonomist ideologues of car culture or literalist fundamentalist
Biblical scholars. As mundane as these engagements may seem at moments
to become, they still succeed in conveying the practical implications of the
sacred conceived as unproductive expenditure in a way which would be easily
accessible to general readers, @ propos consumer ideologies which probably
provide a fair reflection of today’s fashionable opinions.

Stoekl’s attempt to give us an ecologically friendly interpretation of
Bataille’s general economy leads to a sort of generalized athleticism. The
virtue of unproductive expenditure rests not so much in the senseless con-
sumption which blinds us to the reality of ecological devastation, so much
as the back-breaking human labour which reaffirms for us the sacredness of
work. Indeed, Stoekl posits survival as the fundamentally unintentional con-
sequence of expenditure, rather than its intentional purpose (46). Though
what revolutionary potential will the barely surviving heterogeneous worker
of the postsustainable, apocalyptic near future, athletic or not, be left with
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after orgiastically squandering his payday loan? Do we in fact await a bicycle-
powered, slave-driven feudalism and not a solar-powered utopia? If so, then
is Bataille not ultimately like an ironic fortune-teller who has made a disaster
sound like a fortune, to those who had never seen, as he had, disaster first-
hand? And if so, did Stoekl ever part ways with the doomsayers after all?

Gregory Kalyniuk
Trent University
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US$50.00 (paper ISBN-13: 978-0-19-926743-9).

This is a marvelous collection of controversial, challenging and sometimes
infuriating essays. The book is a weighty tome: small print and over 450
pages, sporting a beautiful cover illustration by Rembrandt. The essays cover
materialism, panpsychism, intentionality, self, narrativity, free will, deter-
minism and responsibility. Two essays on Hume conclude the volume. The
papers were written over twenty years between 1987 and 2008. The most
well known papers in the volume are ‘The Impossibility of Ultimate Moral
Responsibility’, ‘Real Materialism’ and the second essay ‘Realistic Monism:
Why Physicalism Entails Panpsychism’. Strawson argues for ‘real material-
ism’, taking a strong stand against the idea of the physical that excludes the
experiential. The only fact we know with certainty is that experience exists,
so if we are to be physicalists no acceptable concept of the physical could pos-
sibly exclude the experiential. And, as a physicalist, Strawson abhors dual-
ism. He argues:

[0] That there is experience is a known certain fact

therefore:

[1] If matter is conceived as intrinsically-non-experiential (M), and if the
existence of such M, puts the possibility of experience (E) in doubt, then
naturalists should find M objectionable, not E.

[2] If M exists then E’s possibility is in doubt.

Therefore

[3] Naturalists should reject intrinsically-non-experiential matter

and they should embrace:

288



[4] Intrinsically experiential matter, (and possibly panpsychism: that ev-
ery concrete thing has experiential properties!)

Strawson’s materialism is puzzling. Enlisting A. S. Eddington, he denies
that we know much about the exact intrinsic nature of the physical, arguing
that this ignorance ought to make us wary of arguments for property-dual-
ism. The physical as we encounter it, both in experience and in science, re-
mains elusive. The late David Lewis is therefore admonished for holding that
friends of qualia are the physicalist’s main enemy. The property-dualist must
know much about the nature of the physical so that he can confidently claim
that the experiential is nonreducible, or at least, incomprehensibly physical
(as Nagel once claimed.) But given our state of ignorance about the intrinsic
nature of the physical there is nothing, over and above intuition, that indi-
cates that the physical is not experiential.

Strawson rails against the possibility of emergence, arguing that we cannot
draw an analogy between the alleged emergence of experience from the non-
experiential and the emergence of, say, liquidity from non-liquid atoms. He
claims that ‘what we do, when we give a satisfactory account of how liquidity
emerges from non-liquidity, is show that there aren’t really any new proper-
ties involved at all’ (69). Liquidity has dissolved here, replaced with some set
of properties that make it true that non-liquid atoms together constitute a
liquid. Liquidity is nothing distinct from properties of the atoms structured
appropriately. Appearances to the contrary, liquidity and non-liquidity are
not fundamentally different in kind, thus there is a sense in which what we
get is already found in the atoms themselves! As Strawson notes, we don’t
wish to say that an atom is liquid, so the commonality between liquidity and
non-liquidity is some further (chemical) property that accounts for liquidity
when the non-liquid individual atoms are brought together. Liquidity may
have dissolved into chemistry but it hasn’t thereby gone away.

If so, then why not use this model for the experiential too? Experience
is not different in kind from physical properties or atoms, in complex ar-
rangements, but individual atoms don’t have experience. The model is para-
digmatic for explanatory success and, for Strawson, for ontological frugality
too, since experience would be nothing ‘new’ or distinct from some physical
system. A physicalist would certainly desire to treat experience in such a
way! This model of the origin of experience would, however, reject [2] which
Strawson requires to conclude that there are intrinsic experiential properties
of matter. So why doesn’t Strawson take this path? He claims we don’t have
any idea of what would do the job in the case of the experiential (61), for it
‘boggles the mind’ and we ‘need an analogy on a wholly different scale if we
are to get any imaginative grip on the supposed move from the non-experien-
tial to the experiential’ (63). Really? What exactly is the puzzle, if it isn’t one
of the tired old puzzles inherited from the debate Strawson scorns: inverted
spectra, zombies, bat experiences, etc.? Strawson shares [2] in common with
‘qualia freaks’ and ‘zombieists’, not to mention Descartes, and it is this very
non-realistic, non-physicalist thesis that he requires to defend his view.
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One suspects that Strawson has succumbed to a seventeenth-century doc-
trine about generation: that effects must be contained in their causes. Re-
garding brute emergence he writes ‘emergence cannot be brute. One problem
is that brute emergence is by definition a miracle every time it occurs . . . for
it is true by hypothesis that in brute emergence there is absolutely nothing
about X, the merged-from, in virtue of which Y, the emerger, emerges from
it’ (65). But this is an odd comment: brute emergence is as miraculous as the
fundamental laws between the fundamental physical properties or forces. If
fundamental physical laws between irreducible physical properties count as
miracles then ‘miracles’ abound, and the brute emergence of experience is
in company with the fundamental laws and properties. Fine company, really,
and exactly what a dualist such as Chalmers could applaud. Worse, we may
remind ourselves that dualist arguments allegedly suffer from our ignorance
of the nature of the physical. We might wonder, therefore, how Strawson can
argue (as a dualist would) for [2] and for the disanalogy between the emer-
gence of liquidity and the emergence of experience. Panpsychists and dualists
both believe in ‘preexistence’ (drawing upon another seventeenth-century
idea). Both deny the possibility that nonexperiential matter could generate
experience, hence they conclude that the experiential is a basic ‘preexisting’
property. The panpsychist adds ‘and is physical’. They differ on numbers and
location. The panpsychist places the experiential in the heart of the physical,
claiming there’s nothing else, just this one kind of thing. The dualist lets ex-
perience wander free from the physical, recognizing an ontological distinct-
ness between them. But both agree that non-experiential matter could never
bring about experience. I don’t see how Strawson can have his cake and eat it
too. As a really serious materialist, I would reject [2], while happily embrac-
ing [1] and the certainty of experience, [0]. Our ignorance of the nature of
the physical should prevent dualists and eliminativists from holding [2], but
it should also prevent Strawson from doing so as well.

Strawson’s work on free will and responsibility is well known and he is
to be credited for forcefully reviving an old-idea; that moral responsibility
requires some form of self-causation. Genuine self-causation is impossible
hence ultimate responsibility is impossible. Unlike those who worry about
the lack of alternate possibilities in a determined system, Strawson notes
that it is the actual sequence of events that presents a problem for moral re-
sponsibility. To be responsible for one’s actions requires ultimate responsibil-
ity for one’s mental states that cause that action. To be responsible for one’s
mental states requires that one have been in some former state that brought
this about, for which one must have been responsible. The regress cannot be
sustained; we are all shaped in childhood by environment and development
over which we have no control. Thus, we cannot be held ultimately respon-
sible for our actions.

But what is ‘ultimate responsibility’ (UR)? Strawson thinks one is ulti-
mately responsible if it makes sense that one goes to either heaven or hell for
what one has done. But I don’t find this claim that helpful. The idea blurs
issues we ought to keep separate. It is one thing to buy into retributive justice
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such that it makes sense to think that people deserve punishment, but it is
another to think that the kind of punishment possible could involve eternal
torture. If the latter idea is part of what UR involves then its nonexistence
comes as no surprise to many, and Strawson’s particular argument isn’t nec-
essary. Moral reasons already rule out an account of responsibility that al-
lows for torture as a just response. But if the idea is simply to note that many
people hold onto retributivist justice, then bringing in heaven and hell simply
confuses unreasonable punishment with retributivism. But does it matter?
Strawson’s complaint presupposes the idea that to be responsible for some
action, one must be responsible for its cause (i.e. oneself), which leads to a
regress impossible to satisfy. This moral claim is plausible, thus Strawson’s
argument that responsibility is impossible does reveal a puzzling premise of
intuitive morality and deserves serious discussion.

Strawson has a few ‘cheeky’ things to say about the state of current phi-
losophy. He remarks that debates over the reducibility of mind were done
better in the seventeenth century than today. He notes the puzzling state of
current publishing: ‘the process of learned-journal peer-review, [is] a process
that probably works reasonably well in knocking out papers below a certain
level of basic competence, but seems otherwise close to random’ (11). This
comment might make the reader nervous since Strawson candidly admits
that of six submissions to Mind, none were accepted. But readers will find
Strawson’s papers well-worth reading and refuting.

Brian Jonathan Garrett
McMaster University
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This collection stands out from what has come to resemble a cottage in-
dustry of volumes on global democracy and cosmopolitanism. Tan and
Whalen-Bridge’s collection has the distinction of exploring whether Dew-
eyan democracy, or the account of democracy inspired by Dewey’s writings
and embraced by contemporary Deweyans, can be disseminated globally and
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across diverse cultures. According to the collection’s editors, the eleven es-
says share a single approach: ‘By examining the implications for conceiving
of democracy as culture, rather than as something that precedes or follows
from cultural formations, the essays in this volume consider Dewey’s adum-
brations of democracy as one face of globalization’ (1). Since the volume is
dedicated to the late Richard Rorty, it is unsurprising that the relevance of
Rorty’s neopragmatism to Dewey’s pragmatism also emerges in several of
the essays.

In the first section of the volume, titled ‘Universalizing Democracy Prag-
matically’, two pieces lay out the groundwork for how Deweyan pragmatists
might evaluate the claim that Western democracy offers a set of universal
moral norms and is therefore incompatible with culturalism, or the position
that all cultures contain unique and incompatible moral norms. Larry Hick-
man’s essay provides a multi-pronged explanation of the ‘genesis of norms’
from a pragmatist perspective: (i) through conventions, (ii) through testing,
(iii) through agreement or consent, and (iv) through ‘research into better
ways to delegate certain tasks of [norm] enforcement’ (26). In the process,
Hickman draws a sharp contrast between Dewey’s experimentalist approach
to democratic norm proliferation and Chantal Mouffe’s more agonistic alter-
native, based on mediated conflict rather than collaborative inquiry. Tan’s
piece, ‘Reconstructing Culture: A Deweyan Response to Antidemocratic Cul-
turalism’, directly addresses the tension between democratic universalism
and antidemocratic culturalism. By appealing to Dewey’s distinction between
a generic and a universal ideal, Tan navigates a way out of the conundrum.
‘[A] general ideal, in the sense of “generic”, does not carry the same weight as
a universal ideal when it comes to making a moral claim. . . . Every culture re-
alizes the moral ideal of democracy in its own way, with its own characteristic
institutions, practices, and theories, but the moral ideal is universal in being
a humanistic ideal that is valid for all human beings if it is valid for any’ (46-
7). Rather than slipping into the quagmire of moral relativism or the myopia
of moral absolutism, the Deweyan ‘moral ideal’ shows that any democratic
norms ought to be tentative, experimental, generic and culturally sensitive.

Section 2, ‘Imposing Democracy’, brings Dewey's ideas about democracy
into conversation with contemporary and historical ideas, including George
W. Bush’s National Security Strategy, adaptations of Dewey’s educational
philosophy abroad, Jane Addams’ democratic ethic, and Randolph Bourne’s
pacifist pragmatism. Sun Youzhong’s essay, appropriately subtitled ‘A Dew-
eyan Critique of Bush’s Second-Term National Security Strategy’, critically
engages George W. Bush’s unpopular approach to international relations
through the prism of Dewey’s philosophy. I believe that such Deweyan criti-
cisms of the Bush administration’s foreign policy can be fruitful, if only be-
cause they illuminate these far-reaching matters in ways that policy wonks
are frequently unable to do. In ‘Can Democratic Inquiry Be Exported?’ James
Scott Johnston argues that ‘[flor a genuine democracy to occur, it must be
home-grown’ (64). Johnston’s own inquiry touches on Dewey’s trips to Japan
and China, acknowledging that his political and educational ‘theories had
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little immediate impact beyond a select group of reformers and educators’
(69), but over time had an immense influence on the broader Japanese and
Chinese societies. The final two essays in this section address, respectively,
the friendly relationship between Jane Addams and Dewey’s visions of de-
mocracy (Judy Whipps) and the debate between Randolph Bourne and Dew-
ey on the matter of whether America should fight the First World War (Bruce
Robbins). Both essays are impressive in their scholarly depth, revealing the
historical record of Dewey’s involvements as well as the cross-pollination of
ideas between him and his contemporaries.

In the third and final section, ‘De-Centering Dewey’, the volume steers
widely into a variety of subjects, some directly related to Deweyan democ-
racy and its adoption across different cultures and others indirectly, or only
tangentially, related to the collection’s overall theme. John Holbo gives a
dizzying account of Richard Rorty and Hilary Putnam’s attempts to over-
come the analytic tradition in his essay ‘Dewey’s Difficult Recovery: Analytic
Philosophy’s Attempted Turn’. By the end of the essay, it is unclear exactly
what Rorty and Putnam’s connection to Dewey is, except that whatever it is
it demonstrates that, in Holbo’s words, ‘you can only get to be like Dewey by
trying to be like Plato and failing’ (121). In ‘Descartes, Dewey, and Democ-
racy’, Cecilia Wee deploys the most ambitious argument of the collection,
viz., that Descartes and Dewey shared similar assumptions about the social
preconditions for democracy. Although Dewey often criticized Descartes for
embarking on a ‘quest for certainty’, the doomed attempt to discern the foun-
dations of all knowledge and reality, Wee thinks that when Descartes was not
engaging in metaphysics, he and Dewey had much more in common than
most Dewey scholars realize. She writes: ‘For both Descartes and Dewey, the
individual in a right relation to her community will have a consciousness of
the whole that invests actions with dignity and meaning’ (134). The final
three essays in this section, by Whalen-Bridge, Jessica Ching-Sze Wang and
Roger T. Ames, compare Dewey’s ideas about democracy, culture and aesthet-
ics, with the similar ideas of important figures in Eastern philosophy (espe-
cially Lin-chi, Liang Shuming and Tang Junyi).

The volume offers such varied perspectives that it will likely entice read-
ers from many backgrounds and with diverse interests. In my judgment, the
lead essay by Hickman, the fourth essay by Johnston and the sixth by Whipps
would be of greatest interest to the orthodox Dewey scholar. They represent
a significant contribution to existing Dewey scholarship. Scholars concerned
with how Dewey’s ideas about democracy cash out in contemporary debates
on global democracy and cosmopolitanism should devote their attention to
the essays by Tan and Youzhong. For those scholars interested in compara-
tive philosophy, especially Confucianism and Dewey’s pragmatism, the final
two essays by Whalen-Bridge, Wang and Ames will be of interest. If there is
one problem with this volume (although admittedly a small one), it is the em-
phasis on East-West comparisons and the neglect of perspectives from other
parts of the globe. Relief could have come in the form of an essay on Deweyan
democracy, Gandhi, and Indian culture. Although I was left unconvinced by
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Wee’s ambitious argument and uncertain of the point of Holbo’s essay, these
and Robbins’ essay round out the volume with the kind of diversity suitable
for a collection titled Democracy as Culture.

Shane Ralston
Pennsylvania State University - Hazleton and World Campus

Mary Warnock and Elizabeth Macdonald
Easeful Death:

Is There a Case for Assisted Dying?

Toronto and New York: Oxford University
Press 2008.

Pp. 224

US$26.00

(cloth ISBN-13: 978-0-19-953990-1);
Cdn$16.95/US$16.95

(paper ISBN-13: 978-0-19-956184-1).

This short little book — disregarding the Introduction, Notes, References
and Index, it runs to some ten chapters and 139 pages — is an extended plea
for changing the current UK law on homicide so that it would allow physician
assisted suicide (and possibly euthanasia) under carefully controlled condi-
tions. One might assume that, given this national focus, the book would be
of limited interest; and, as far as I am concerned, that assumption is indeed
correct. Even though non-parochial cases and data are adduced — consider-
ations drawn from Belgium, Oregon, The Netherlands and Switzerland are
particularly noteworthy in this regard — the overwhelming focus is on the
UK scene, and in particular on Lord Joffe's 2006 Bill on assisted suicide.

However, that is not the real reason why this little book is of limited in-
terest. After all, it is generally accepted in bioethics that parochial cases and
considerations may well serve as the foundation of trenchant ethical reason-
ing because, their local origins notwithstanding, they may exemplify general
and universal issues that transcend national boundaries and by that very
token highlight problems that require generally valid solutions irrespective
of their place of origin. Assisted suicide and euthanasia certainly fall into this
category, and the difficulties that almost all jurisdictions have encountered
in trying to develop an acceptable legislative response to the problem of how
to deal with the fact that medical science can extend human life far beyond
what the individuals whose lives are thus extended find acceptable, certainly
suggest that the book deserves a wide audience.
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The reason it does not, the reason it is of limited interest, lies in the level
of the discussion — ‘analysis” would be too strong a word here — and the
validity of the reasoning that it contains. While it touches on many topics
— inter alia, the Doctrine of Double Effect, the notion of irremediable suf-
fering, the active/passive distinction and the concept of futility are subjects
of consideration — none of them are really subjected to any kind of rigorous
analysis, nor is there anything even approaching an adequate set of refer-
ences. To be sure, this book is eminently readable. In fact, one almost has
the impression that it was written as a set of BBC lectures, and as such it
is eminently enjoyable (insofar as one can talk about enjoyment in reading
works on this sort of topic). But by that very token it fails to be philosophi-
cally trenchant, and it certainly would be of limited use at best for anyone
seriously interested in drafting any kind of legislative reform.

For example, the Doctrine of Double Effect is correctly identified as a com-
mon justification that physicians give when preseribing analgesics that will
alleviate pain but that have the unintended and unwelcome side-effect of
shortening the patient’s life. However, nowhere is there even a hint that the
authors are aware that this doctrine may run into ethical problems because
the so-called unintended outcome is necessarily part of the awareness of the
prescribing physician. It has variously been argued that this means that
the so-called unintended outcome cannot be separated from the prescribing
physician’s overall intent, and that therefore the doctrine amounts to psy-
chological leger de main. The authors should at least have acknowledged this
objection because, if correct, it undercuts an important factor in medical end-
of-life decision making.

Then there are logical infelicities. For instance, the authors maintain that
‘[tlhe fact that experienced doctors (who after all understand thoroughly
what dying entails) have been known to set aside their fear of legal repercus-
sions in order to smooth the dying path for friends and loved ones implies
that this assistance is inherently a moral and loving act’ (122). There is no
such implication. If there were, then every time someone acts in a way that
supposedly benefits their friends and loved ones, that action would be moral
— which is dubious, to say the least. At best, what follows is that physicians
are of the opinion that their acts are moral; but that is an entirely different
kettle of fish.

Or, to take another example, the authors variously argue (e.g., 94 ff.) that
‘doctors are required to make value judgments’, and they illustrate this by
pointing out that ‘unless the doctor swiftly evaluates the situation and makes
a decision, and acts promptly, the patient will die in the immediate future.
Doctors therefore . . . make life and death decisions.” This sort of reasoning
confuses two things: making value judgments in the sense of deciding which
treatment option has greater moral cogency, and making judgments in the
sense of deciding which of the various technical options that are open at this
juncture most closely approximate the values that have otherwise been es-
tablished. In the first instance, it is physicians who decide what values should
apply in end-of — life decision making; in the second, physicians decide what
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medical intervention most closely fits socially determined values. The dif-
ference is not merely logical. What is at stake is the fundamental question
whether the values used in medical decision making are legitimately deter-
mined by the medical profession, or whether physicians are obligated to use
socially determined values.

Many articles, books treatises and monographs have written about as-
sisted suicide and euthanasia, so it may fairly be asked, ‘What does this trea-
tise bring to the discussion that otherwise would be missing?’ The answer is,
‘Not much.’ It is an eminently readable piece of writing, but it is not, as the
dust-jacket would have it, ‘an authoritative volume’; nor is it ‘an important
contribution to the ongoing debate’.

Eike-Henner Kluge
University of Victoria
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Aquinas on Simplicity: An Investigation into
the Foundations of his Philosophical Theology.
New York: Peter Lang 2008.

Pp. 265.

US$61.95 (paper ISBN-13: 978-3-03910-730-8).

More than its title, the subtitle of Weigel’s book describes its content and
method. Weigel observes that Aquinas holds absolute simplicity to be ‘the
necessary equivalent to God being infinite and enjoying absolute perfection’
(15). Simplicity thus stands as the radical feature that distinguishes uncreat-
ed from created being. Most of Weigel’s book, however, is spent explaining the
metaphysical background of the doctrine of simplicity rather than arguing for
its primary role in Aquinas’s metaphysics and philosophical theology. Weigel
surveys and analytically reformulates the classic Thomistic arguments that
employ the act/potency and existence/essence couplets with reference to the
notions of finitude/infinitude and composition/simplicity. Weigel also draws
attention to the problems raised by divine simplicity, particularly the ques-
tion of how a multitude of attributes such as wisdom, goodness, and justice
can be attributed to an utterly simple God. Convinced that Aquinas’s system
is neither closed nor incompatible with an analytical approach, Weigel has in
mind a philosophically trained audience, though not necessarily specialists.
Weigel begins and ends the book by addressing the issue of divine predica-
tion. He explains that the layout of the first part of the Summa Theologiae
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shows that Aquinas granted pride of place to simplicity as the ‘the ontological
precondition’ for all other divine predicates (37). Rather than making a posi-
tive assertion about God, simplicity first and foremost refers to the absence
of metaphysical composition in the divine substance. Existing neither as a
composition of essence and existence, substance and accidents, or matter and
form, God and God alone is omnino simplex. Consequently, Aquinas’s five
ways of demonstrating the existence of God cannot be viewed in isolation
from the rest of the Summa; rather, they prepare the way for divine simplic-
ity as the concept bridging the study of God’s existence with the unfolding of
various predicates characterizing the unique manner of divine existence. To
take but one example, God’s perfection rests on divine simplicity, insofar as
‘perfection’ is that viewpoint which considers how complete or well actual-
ized a thing is. Weigel points out that the order in which the divine attributes
are treated in the Summa does not so much reflect the order in which they
are known by the human intellect, but rather the very ontological structure
of reality. Indeed, simplicity receives early treatment even though, epistemo-
logically speaking, it is precisely the trait that makes divine substance so dif-
ficult to comprehend. Furthermore, Weigel continues, by placing simplicity
at the beginning of the investigation, Aquinas intends to anticipate the ‘end’,
i.e., eternal happiness, by alluding to the fact that the blessed souls in heaven
experience God in a single apprehension.

Weigel dwells at length on the basic compositions that pervade the order
of ereated being: act/potency, matter/form, substance/accidents, and essence/
existence. Though Weigel’s material is not especially original here, readers
who prefer an analytically arranged argument may find his repackaging of
Aquinas’s scholasticism refreshing. Above all, he underscores the importance
of act/potency for Aquinas’s general theory of composition, drawing upon
the De ente et essentia as the primary source introducing the basic existence/
essence distinction. Weigel then focuses more sharply on how the act of ex-
istence relates to finite essence, so as to shed light on the necessary com-
position of essence and existence in all creatures. Thomistic scholars will
immediately take note of Weigel’s unambiguous position on the debated issue
of the point at which Aquinas finally arrives at a real distinction between
being and essence in the course of the De ente et essentia. Weigel rejects the
‘softer’ reading advocated by Joseph Owens and others who maintain that
stage one of the argument succeeds in establishing only a distinction of rea-
son, because Aquinas in fact ‘needs a real distinction for the argument to do
any real philosophical work’ (83).

Since, in his eyes, the potency/act distinction is so crucial for an adequate
grasp of ontological composition, Weigel examines its roots in Aristotle and
its expansion through the Neoplatonic influences of Augustine, Avicenna, Di-
onysius, and others. He does not delve into the historical details, but stresses
that Aquinas ingeniously discovered a way of applying act and potency to
immaterial beings, thus assimilating these concepts into ‘a metaphysics of
infinity and limitation that makes existence the primary or peak expression
of actuality’ (96). It is precisely here that Weigel approaches the threshold of
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current Thomistic scholarship, which strives to synthesize the aspects of self-
sufficiency and overflowing superabundance so clearly and simultaneously
present in Aquinas’s metaphysics and decisive for his theology. This offers
Weigel a golden opportunity to elaborate upon the role of divine simplicity in
affecting such a synthesis; an opportunity he unfortunately does not seize.
He explains that divine simplicity entails that God has no components which
would limit divine act to this or that type, but he does not move to speculate
on how this might expand our notion of divine plenitude.

Weigel has done a fine job of reformulating Aquinas’s central metaphysi-
cal definitions and arguments, particularly his application of act and potency
to immaterial being and the fundamental distinction between essence and
existence. However, as he covers this terrain, simplicity, the alleged central
concern of this book, lingers somewhere in the shadows, leaving the reader
hanging in suspense for a satisfactory integration of the notion into Aquinas’s
overall metaphysical project. Just when it seems such integration is within
reach, Weigel limits himself to suggesting a few possible ways in which sim-
plicity might connect with other Thomistic metaphysical categories. The idea
that simplicity plays a central role in Aquinas’s metaphysics and theology is
virtually indisputable, but just how it does so is not easy to articulate. Weigel
wishes to take up the task, but the book reads more like a series of analytical
studies in Thomistic metaphysics interspersed with some stimulating ideas
about how simplicity underlies the larger whole. He summarizes the thesis
quite nicely: ‘as a bedrock claim of the doctrine of simplicity, pure act yields
a simple ontology of infinite plenitude and superabundance, not a simplicity
that a proper estimate can understand as thin and static’ (224). But this is
precisely the claim that begs for fuller elaboration.

Daniel B. Gallagher
Pontifical Gregorian University

Richard Dien Winfield

Modernity, Religion, and the War on Terror.
Burlington, VT: Ashgate 2007.

Pp. 152.

US$49.95 (cloth ISBN-13: 978-0-7546-6056-9).

Winfield acknowledges that the so-called war on terror is not ‘a war in any
conventional sense’ (1). Yet he defends the martial rhetoric as long as the en-
emy is properly identified. It is not just any group using terrorism to achieve
circumscribed political ends, but ‘a specific movement of Islamist religious
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warriors’ (2) inspired by the dream of re-establishing the ‘empire of faith’ (3)
founded by Muhammad and extended by his Caliph successors in the seventh
century. The ‘saving grace’ of religions such as Judaism and Hinduism was
a ‘particularism’ permitting their military conquerors to accept geographic
limitations, whereas the proselytizing demand of Muhammad moved Islam
inexorably toward the goal of ‘religious empire’ (100). Muslim victory could
only be secured by ‘the successful conversion or extermination of all the “in-
fidels™ (73). Contemporary Islamists consider this demand to be an essential
feature of Islam. According to Winfield, therefore, they are only being consis-
tent in trying to overthrow the socio-political freedoms that define modernity,
in order to install the rule of a monotheistic will embodied in Shariah law.

Given their ‘world-embracing fanaticism’, Islamists could easily adapt the
slogan of Robespierre’s ‘secular fanatics’: not ‘liberté et la terreur,” but ‘la
religion et la terreur’ captures the spirit of their holy war that aims to univer-
salize a pre-modern variety of civilization (102). Yet the United States and its
allies do not fight back in the name of a different religion. The United States
is actually a stand-in for modernity conceived as the ‘normative project’ that
recognizes as rational only those practices that are consistent with ‘self-de-
termination’ (12). Its aim is to embody ‘a uniquely valid form of civilization’
(71) in practices that ‘are inherently capable of global, not to mention inter-
galactic realization’ (73). All religions must conform — in theory and practice
— precisely because this project is truly universal. The cogency of Winfield’s
overall argument turns on this oft-repeated, philosophically ambitious claim.

The immediate political implication is unassailable: long-lasting protec-
tion against the terrorism of religious (or secular) fanatics is best achieved
when self-governing peoples are bound to constitutions not dependent on pre-
existing cultural or religious ties. Winfield also provides a clear and concise
account of why this innovation of modernity cannot be easily exported. First,
a market economy is integral to its normative agenda. Historically, however,
the logic of capitalism led to a virulent form of imperialism. So attention nec-
essarily turns away from religion to other causes of contemporary terrorism,
namely, the social, political, and economic horrors unleashed on pre-modern
cultures when they were colonized by Western states (or their proxies) pursu-
ing global industrialization. A set of post-colonial conditions perfectly suited
for the growth of Islamist terror is the predictable consequence.

Second, Western democracies cannot repair the damage caused by such
internal contradiction simply by helping to implement universal suffrage and
appropriate models of governance in former colonies. For the normative in-
frastructure of modernity consists in the richly textured ethos and practices
of civil society that have to be carefully cultivated from diverse, often resis-
tant roots over a sufficiently long period of time. Ultimately, though, Winfield
does not rule out using force as well as persuasion to effect the normative
transition, because ‘the genesis of the institutions of freedom can never con-
form to their actuality’ (88). And this explicitly Hegelian language highlights
the paradox of self-determination: a culture might have no desire to divest
itself of its pre-modern character, but someone who forces a people to be free
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is on the right side of history, especially if the phenomenon is ‘indigenous’
not ‘external’ (85).

Not surprisingly, then, Winfield’s exemplar is Mustafa Kemal, who suc-
cessfully brought his own people into line with the normative agenda of mo-
dernity by founding the Republic of Turkey. In the process of doing so, the
Atatiirk was required to engineer a ‘religious reformation’ (120) that turned
Shariah law into a voluntary religious code that Muslims could follow within
the bounds of parliamentary law. This did not just prove that Islam possesses
‘the ability to reinterpret its dogmas’ that apparently contradict modernity
and ‘sanitize all the specific rules’ governing daily life accordingly (121). The
Atatiirk’s ‘privatization of religion’ (130), Winfield insists, gave birth to true
Islam. For religion is distinguished from art and philosophy by an inner ‘feel-
ing’ (41), and the generic content of all religious piety ‘is a feeling about what
is most universal and unconditioned — the divine’ (42). Genuine revelations
of the divine ‘cannot conflict with philosophical truth’ (130). And philosophy
has demonstrated that ‘modernity brings to consummation’ the ‘supreme
value of rational autonomy’ (43), which is to say, the divine, unconditioned
truth revealed in history.

Winfield’s narrative line often echoes that of Jirgen Habermas in The
Philosophical Discourse of Modernity. Enlightenment thinkers, that is, be-
lieved ‘the logic of justification is identical to the logic of foundationalism’
(23), and disbelief in foundations led many post-Nietzschean philosophers
down various paths to nihilism. By contrast, embracing ‘the revolutionary
insight’ (23) into the self-validating and ‘intersubjective character’ of the
emancipatory practices of modernity (32) lets us complete the Enlighten-
ment project while transcending its philosophical limitations. Nevertheless,
in aggressively pursuing his own ‘Hegelian dream’ (91), Winfield never men-
tions the philosopher who has championed the position that the concept of
universal validity is essential to philosophy without foundations. On the
other hand, the best-known opponent of Habermas on this issue does earn a
single mention. But Richard Rorty’s liberal irony is sarcastically dismissed
in a footnote as a ‘self-delusion’ characteristic of ‘irresolute post-modernism’
(22). This is typical. Indeed, the book’s most ambitious claim — the norma-
tive agenda of modernity is uniquely and universally valid — is seriously
undercut by an insufficiently detailed philosophical context and frequent
rhetorical posturing.

For example, Winfield uses Samuel Huntingdon and Bernard Lewis very
effectively in clarifying his position on Islam and the war on terror, but these
two figures play a far larger role in this book than any contemporary philoso-
pher. This is possible only because Winfield is convinced that the key criti-
cism of his core epistemic claim is vulnerable to a devastating, case-closing
argument: if every form of life ‘is conditioned by unjustifiable conventions’
then post-modernism proves itself to be merely a ‘perspectival ideology’ that
cannot be articulated without ‘contradicting its own thesis’ (22). What about
the diverse array of unnamed philosophers who cannot simply be lumped
in with ‘post-modern fascists’ (78) and pragmatist fellow-travelers such as
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Rorty? Potential counter-arguments of anyone who might be hesitant about
committing to Winfield’s universally valid ‘foundation-free standard of free-
dom’ are pre-empted by his more negatively charged labels such as ‘parochial
Rawlsians’ or ‘communitarian particularists’ (ibid).

Roderick Nicholls
Cape Breton University

Roger Woolhouse

Locke: A Biography.

New York: Cambridge University Press 2007.
Pp. 558.

US$45.00 (cloth ISBN-13: 978-0-521-81786-8).

Woolhouse’s comprehensive biography of John Locke — the first such biog-
raphy in fifty years — makes extensive and chronologically systematic use
of Locke’s correspondence, journal entries, and early drafts and versions of
both his better and lesser known works: from his works in metaphysics and
epistemology, to his works in political theory, theology, and education, to his
lesser known forays into economics, debates over currency and recoinage is-
sues, and even political intrigue. This biography is a fascinating read — of
interest to both the student and scholar of Locke — and can usefully be con-
sidered in three lights: what it tells us about Locke, the man; what it tells us
about the development of Locke’s philosophical views; and what it tells us
about the relationships between Locke’s many intellectual interests.
Woolhouse’s extensive use of Locke’s personal writings gives the reader
a very intimate picture of Locke, the man. Among other things, he appears
to be a chaste and self-disciplined man who loves and seeks order. There
is, perhaps, something of a romantic interest in Elinor Parry, a member of
Locke’s circle of friends at Oxford, but it never flowers into marriage. Two
of Locke’s other most intimate friendships — with Nicholas Toinard, on the
one hand, and Cambridge Platonist Ralph Cudworth’s daughter, Damaris
Cudworth (later Lady Masham), on the other — appear to have been purely
intellectual. His self-discipline and love of order are reflected in many as-
pects of Locke’s character. His extensive (obsessive?) note-taking includes
everything from laundry lists and balance sheets, to culinary and medical
recipes, to daily entries in a weather register begun in 1666, the first seven-
teen years of which appear in Robert Boyle’s 1692 The General History of the
Air. We also see Locke’s self-discipline in the fortitude with which he bears
his lifelong breathing problems. Out of a sense of public or professional duty,
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Locke returns to London and its debilitating smog again and again only to be
driven back to the country when his breathing becomes unbearable. Locke
displays a similar fortitude when, in 1683, he is forced into political exile
in Holland — then a hotbed of Whiggish political subversion. In trying to
maintain the facade that his travels are of his own volition, Locke comically
suggests that he is in Holland rather than France for the beer. As Woolhouse
points out, however, this exile is instrumental in providing Locke with the
time and focus needed to complete his philosophical investigations into hu-
man understanding.

Concerning the development of his philosophical views, Locke’s empirical
and commonsensical approach to philosophy is influenced by his early days
at Oxford; indeed, as a member of Boyle’s experimental circle, his weather
register is just one instance of his attraction to natural philosophy. Locke’s
interests in medicine, for example, reflect not only a concern for his own
health but also a recognition that the human organism is best studied, not
through metaphysical theorizing, but through empirical investigation. It is,
for instance, following experiments performed by Boyle and Robert Hooke,
that Locke begins to consider the nature of respiration (resulting in the 1666
‘Repirationis Usus’). More generally, Locke sets out his early philosophy of
medicine in his 1668 ‘Anatomie’ — ‘a piece’, Woolhouse writes, ‘thoroughly
imbued by (an) empirical, anti-theoretical methodology’ (86).

Woolhouse does a nice job outlining some of Locke’s earliest work on hu-
man understanding. Locke’s interests in this topic go as far back as his earli-
est days at Oxford, and are closely related to his concern for understanding
the relation between moral law and God’s will. From questions of the rela-
tions between morality and religion (e.g., his 1664 ‘Essays on the Laws of Na-
ture’), Locke concludes that it is first ‘necessary to examine our own abilities,
and see what objects our understandings (are), and (are) not fitted to deal
with’ (98), resulting in his 1671 De Intellectu Humano. Much later we see the
significant influence of Locke’s friend, the Dublin savant William Molyneux,
on later editions of his An Essay concerning Human Understanding.

In a similar fashion, Woolhouse unpacks decades of development in Locke’s
views on the relation between religion and politics, from his 1667 ‘Essay con-
cerning Toleration’ and his four Letters concerning Toleration (1689-1704),
to his Tracts (1660-62) and Treatises (1689) on government. Likewise, Wool-
house charts this childless bachelor’s long standing interests in education,
interests which culminate in Locke’s 1693 Some Thoughts concerning Edu-
cation and his 1698 tutorial, ‘Elements of Natural Philosophy’, composed for
Lady Masham’s twelve year old son Frank.

Finally, there are those insights that might be gleaned from considering
the relations between Locke’s various interests. In particular, we might won-
der how his theological views relate to his metaphysics and epistemology.
Woolhouse addresses in some detail Locke’s controversial 1695 The Reason-
ableness of Christianity as Delivered in the Scriptures and, following heated
criticisms from John Edwards, its subsequent Vindications (1695-7). Of par-
ticular interest is Locke’s account of death and his commitment to bodily
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resurrection, issues also addressed in his exchanges with Edward Stilling-
fleet (1697-9). However, much more could have been said about these lines
of thought. Indeed, when considered in the context of his Essay, Locke’s
Reasonableness provides interesting insights into his understanding of the
mind-body relationship. Edwards, in his various critiques of Reasonableness,
suggests that Locke is, if not an atheist, at least a Socinian, a member of, or
sympathizer with, the Polish Brethren who followed the theology of Faustus
Socinus (1539-1604) and who espoused a number of heretical views. Whether
or not Locke is a Socinian (see, e.g., the editor’s introduction to the 1999
edition of Locke’s The Reasonableness of Christianity as Delivered in the
Scriptures, ed. J. C. Higgins-Biddle, Oxford: Clarendon Press), Locke’s theo-
logical views help make sense of two of the most controversial and influential
aspects of his Essay: his account of personal identity (2.27.1-29) and his sug-
gestion of the possibility of thinking matter (4.3.6; see my ‘Thinking-Matter
Then and Now: The Evolution of Mind-Body Dualism’, History of Philosophy
Quarterly 26, 2009, 43-61.).

Like his friend Isaac Newton, Locke’s theology is, in many ways, heterodox.
While Woolhouse does consider some of the important connections between
Locke and Newton, he might have done more with regard to the similarities
between their unorthodox theologies and how these views inform their posi-
tions on both the mind-body relation and personal immortality. Both men are
Christian mortalists, holding that persons die with their bodies only to live
again after bodily resurrection. Consequently, while neither accepts Hobbes’
thoroughgoing materialism, both take persons to be necessarily embodied
(see my ‘““A Compound Wholly Mortal”: Locke and Newton on the Metaphys-
ics of (Personal) Immortality’, forthcoming in the British Journal for the
History of Philosophy). In Reasonableness, Locke defines bodily death as the
complete ‘cessation of sense and perception’ (Reasonableness, 14), that is,
the complete cessation of consciousness. Given Locke’s view that persons
are conscious things, bodily death is personal death. In his personal journal,
Locke accordingly rejects the following Cartesian argument for immortality:
since minds are immaterial, they are indivisible, and therefore, incorruptible.
This sort of argument, Locke insists, misses the point, for personal immortal-
ity is not ‘a state of bare substantial existence and duration, but a state of
sensibility’ (John Locke, ‘Excerpt from Locke’s Journal, 20 April 1682’, Life
and Letters of John Locke, ed. Lord King, London: H. G. Bohn, 1858, 128).
In other words, even if we have an immaterial soul (which, he insists in his
Essay, is not certain), and even if it is indestructible, this in no way guar-
antees the continuation of consciousness, the locus of personhood. Indeed,
experience teaches us that we can and do lose consciousness every day, as in
cases of ‘swooning’ or ‘apoplexy’, or most commonly, ‘profound sleep’ (ibid.,
129). In these cases, changes in the body are systematically accompanied by
changes in consciousness; thus, with a complete dissolution of the body, we
should expect a complete cessation of consciousness. Hence, even if we have
an immaterial soul over and above our material body, we should expect that
upon death, ‘both lie dead and inactive, the one without thought, the other
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without motion, a minute, an hour, or to eternity, which wholly depends upon
the will’ of God (ibid., 130). In short, on Locke’s view, having an immaterial
soul is neither necessary nor sufficient for personal immortality; persons are
conscious things, and while consciousness is not just matter in motion, it
depends on the living body. The preservation of the person after bodily death,
then, requires a new (resurrected) body, and this, Locke argues in his Reason-
ableness, is precisely the promise of Christ’s crucifixion.

Liam P. Dempsey
Trent University
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US$95.00 (cloth ISBN-13: 978-0-8264-9859-5);
US$19.95 (paper ISBN-13: 978-0-8264-9860-1).

There is perhaps no work both so persistently important and vexing than
Jean-Jacques Rousseau’s Social Contract. From the Jacobins’ celebration of
the text as the embodiment of Enlightenment progressivism to John Rawls’s
acknowledgement that it stands at the height of the social contract tradition,
there is no contesting the book’s practical and intellectual importance. Yet its
blending of ancient and modern, its unfortunate placement of ambiguities,
its grand scope in relatively few pages, and its employment of paradox have
conspired to keep its readers boxing with shadows ever since its publication
nearly two hundred-fifty years ago. So there can be no doubt of the need
for careful readings of its pages to unpack these many obstacles that stand
between Rousseau’s pen and our comprehension. And what is most aston-
ishing is the relative lack of such treatments in the market. The only other
commentary in print today is Christopher Bertram’s Routledge Guidebook to
The Social Contract.

Wraight’s book is clearly aimed more at a student audience than at a
scholarly one — an approach marked by the presence of such devices as
‘study questions’. As such, Wraight'’s book may be in more direct competition
with Cliff’s Notes or Spark Notes.com. This is not necessarily a problem with
Wraight’s book, but merely a statement about the genre.

The book reasonably includes an introductory chapter describing Rous-
seau’s political and intellectual milieu, a second chapter overview of the The
Social Contract’s themes, a third dedicated to an analysis of the text, and a
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fourth addressing the book’s reception and influence. Of the four, the one-
hundred page third chapter is the heart of Wraight’s book. It is broken into
three broad sections, treating Book 1, Book 2, and then Books 3 and 4 (to-
gether) of the The Social Contract respectively.

Wraight’s analysis of The Social Contract is largely solid and even-handed
in approach. Most of the controversial passages are treated sympathetically
before being subjected to gentle questioning. This can be seen, for example,
in his treatment of Rousseau’s lawgiver. Wraight dutifully spells out the
qualities Rousseau seeks in a legislator (e.g., empathy at a distance, a keen
understanding of human nature, and great intelligence) and then quickly
acknowledges that the presence of such a genius is a ‘bizarre departure’ (76)
from Rousseau’s general commitment to the principle of equality, before
modifying such ‘outrageous claims’ (80) with an appeal to Rousseau’s tem-
pered ambition of unifying the people to effect ‘social and cultural change’
(81). Along the way, Wraight employs a useful metaphor of filmmakers who
employ images to ‘persuade without convincing’, just as Rousseau asks of his
legislator (77-8). Thereafter, he acknowledges the critical view that the legis-
lator is rife with the possibility of unaccountable and potentially tyrannical
authority. This pattern is typical of the analysis found throughout the book.

There is little doubt that these pages will be useful for many first-time
readers of Rousseau’s text. But it may have less utility for those coming back
to the text a second, third, or tenth time. There are many missing elements
that would otherwise bring readers back to this text as they revisit Rousseau.
First, the book lacks an argument or point of view. Given its particular genre,
this is not itself a sin. But it is a limitation that will make the book less ap-
pealing for scholars.

Second, although the book includes a chapter providing the context and
setting, it is relatively brief and biographical in nature. Very little is said of
the important historical, political, and philosophical contexts in which Rous-
seau wrote The Social Contract, including the momentous transition from
feudal-monarchic societies to the commercial republics of the late Enlighten-
ment. It is also unfortunate that Wraight dedicates relatively little space to
setting up the social contract tradition of Hobbes that, as Helena Rosenblatt
has persuasively argued, was defining the political battles in Rousseau’s be-
loved Geneva of this time. Finally, although passing reference is made to the
philosophes, there is no sense conveyed of the striking differences between
Rousseau and his former salon companions.

Third and related, although much attention is given to Rousseau’s ar-
guments, there is relatively little care after the first few pages to explain-
ing what makes his arguments and substantive positions unique. How do
Rousseau’s approaches to contract, institutions, religion, property, natural
law, and virtue differ from his explicit and implicit interlocutors, such as
Hobbes, Locke, Machiavelli, and Plato? Wraight makes an occasional refer-
ence to these figures, but rarely engages in what could be fruitful comparison
— which would be useful for students in grappling with the question of why
Rousseau is on the syllabus.
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Fourth, Wraight’s analysis is top-heavy. Of its approximately one hundred-
thirty pages, only thirty are dedicated to Books 3 and 4. This is not an un-
common approach in the literature on The Social Contract, but it is a missed
opportunity to explore a fruitful terrain of Rousseau’s text. Whereas Books
1 and 2 are his most philosophic, Books 3 and 4 are his most political. Rous-
seau addresses many issues with surprising contemporary relevance, such as
a rejection of the one-size-fits-all approach to institution design, as well as an
exploration of the proper relationship between government and religion. To
the latter, Wraight dedicates a mere four descriptive pages, without explain-
ing how Rousseau meant to walk a line between the dogmatic atheism of the
philosophes and the doctrinal Christianity of the Church.

All this being said, Wraight often displays a gift for making some of Rous-
seau’s most difficult and perplexing passages less befuddling and intimidat-
ing. And in this regard, his primary audience will be well-served.

David Lay Williams
University of Wisconsin, Stevens Point
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US$130.00 (cloth ISBN-13: 978-1-8470-6146-1).

This book offers a combination of exegesis, contextual criticism, and analysis
of some standard Humean texts on God and religion. Drawing principally
on controversial passages from the Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion
and the Natural History of Religion, the author argues that Hume’s many
criticisms of ‘vulgar’ religion should not lead us to consider the Scottish phi-
losopher an atheist, agnostic, or even a deist. Hume’s many arguments on
religious topics, we learn, were posed in the interest of defining a ‘genuine
theism’.

Yoder writes with an unabashed apologetic intent, and some readers will
be surprised to discover a book on Hume that begins by thanking ‘God for
truth’ (x) and ends by claiming to have sent ‘a sobering message to a secular
age’ (146). But even the most intoxicated secularists will find much respon-
sible scholarship in its pages, and Yoder’s efforts advance a few aspects of
Hume studies.

In a brief opening chapter the author signals his intention to overturn the
‘conventional’ non-theistic pictures of Hume. Focusing criticism particularly
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on Hilary Gaskin and Anthony Flew, he claims that such scholars have had to
dismiss arbitrarily the many ‘affirmation texts’, or passages in which Hume
seems to assert theistic positions.

The second chapter, ‘Hume and Irony’, consists of a novel series of her-
meneutic reflections concerning authorial attribution and the dismissal of
texts as ironic or insincere. Yoder offers a set of informal rules for determin-
ing when a text can be read permissibly as ironic, and charges the standard
Hume scholarship with haphazard practices in this regard. Of especial im-
portance is the distinction he draws between private and stable irony, which
later guides his interpretation of numerous difficult passages. While the au-
thor is not the first to note in print that a problem of ironic dismissal has
been endemic to Hume scholarship, to my knowledge he is indeed the first to
propose a systematic solution.

After a contextual discussion of eighteenth-century deism (Chapter 3) that
interrupts the main argument, the fourth chapter defends the theistic inter-
pretation of Hume by discussing both the Dialogues and the Natural History.
He offers a ‘two story’ reading of the Natural History, according to which
Hume did not take his psychology of superstition to explain the origins of all
religious ideas. Hume accounted instead for two distinct sources of religious
belief and two resultant species of religion: the anthropomorphizing supersti-
tion of the vulgar is rooted fear and ignorance, but the ‘genuine theism’ of a
few reasonable philosophers derives from the observance of order in nature.
This reading saves Yoder the trouble of having to dismiss or qualify the many
affirmation texts in that work. It also explains well a few tricky passages,
such as the one in which Hume allows that superstition may ‘coincide, by
chance, with the principles of reason and true philosophy’ (NHR 6.5, Yoder
92). The treatment of the enigmatic final passages of the NHR, however, is
less successful.

Regarding the classic question of which character in the Dialogues ‘speaks
for Hume’, Yoder argues that Philo’s reversal is an expression of sincere au-
thorial intent. Here the previous analysis of irony becomes useful, and Yo-
der argues convincingly that if Philo is insincere, as some have alleged, then
Hume is engaging in a rhetorically poor form of ‘private irony’.

While those discussions vindicate Yoder’s methodical approach to the af-
firmation texts, a pair of subsequent dismissals (119) of passages from the
first Enquiry shows both that the author has pushed his agenda too far and
that any attempt to categorize Hume’s opinion on religion will meet with
obstinate passages. In one further case (113) Yoder explicitly violates his own
interpretive principle, attributing to Hume ‘private irony’ when the latter
(as Philo) asserts that skepticism is essential to Christianity. There is in fact
enough evidence to confirm Hume’s assent to that opinion, but it would rest
uneasily with the particular brand of theism under defense in this work.

I offer two further criticisms, the first of which concerns Hume’s rheto-
ric. One of Yoder’s frequent strategies is to show that in apparently icono-
clastic arguments Hume specifies very carefully the object of his criticism,
and so leaves room for alternative formulations of religious positions. In ‘Of
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Suicide’, for example, Hume admits that his rejection of particular provi-
dence does not apply to general providence, the latter doctrine remaining
unaffected by his efforts. Yoder wants to read this (134) as a commitment
by Hume to general providence. It is informative, however, to compare those
passages to an argument from Letter from a Gentleman in which Hume quali-
fies his critique of the cosmological argument by reminding that he has left
the ontological argument untouched. In this case it is clear that the mention
of positions not under discussion serves only to focus Hume’s criticisms and
prevent hyperbolic reaction by his opponents. As it stands there is little rea-
son to attribute to him any view at all on general providence. I suspect that
many of the alleged affirmations play a similar rhetorical role, and one could
analyze the texts in this fashion without any appeal to private irony.

My final criticism concerns the scope and aim of the book. Yoder concludes
that Hume’s theism has ‘meaningful implications regarding the viability of
religious belief’ (146), yet he gives little hint as to what those implications
are. Certainly Hume is less sweeping in his conclusions on religion than are
Nietzsche, Freud, and Russell (Yoder's contrasting examples). But even a
theistic Hume would do no more to prove theism than does an atheistic Ni-
etzsche prove atheism. Distance remains between his historical/contextual
work and his ambiguous apologetic goals. The latter strike me as unwelcome
intrusions into an otherwise fine piece of scholarship.

Yoder’s attempt to introduce a methodological hermeneutic into Hume
scholarship invaluably eliminates careless interpretive moves. In this regard
Yoder’s book has a place in the vast Hume literature, even if his attempt to
rigorously determine what Hume ‘truly’ believed is not entirely convincing.

Kevin J. Harrelson
Ball State University

James O. Young

Cultural Appropriation and the Arts.

Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishing 2008.

Pp. 192.

US$74.95 (cloth ISBN-13: 978-1-4051-7656-9).

This is an informative and clearly written book on cultural appropriation
and the arts, an issue that has been much discussed in academe but has not
received sufficient philosophical attention. (Cultural appropriation: think of
white jazz musician Bix Beiderbeck’s appropriation of African-American mu-
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sical styles.) Young specifically addresses the aesthetic and moral objections
to cultural appropriation. His general position is that cultural appropriation
is not necessarily a bad thing either aesthetically or morally, and that some-
times it is actually quite a good thing (as in the Beiderbeck case). Thus a large
part of his project is involved in distinguishing between good and bad sorts
of cultural appropriation. However, it could be argued that Young’s overall
perspective is typically Western, for example in assuming a Lockean view
of property and an individualistic conception of artistic creativity. More im-
portant, he fails to give opposing non-Western positions adequate voice: a
better book would have developed a stronger sense of dialectic. In the last
lines of the book Young approvingly quotes R. G. Collingwood’s plea to let
artists ‘steal with both hands whatever they can use, wherever they can find
it’ (158). Young believes this should be applied to cultural appropriation. In
short, he thinks that Western artists should appropriate whatever they wish
from indigenous and minority societies, as long as they show ‘respect and
politeness’ (158) and do so to further their self-realization as artists in the
spirit of disinterested inquiry (139). This may be reassuring for such artists
but less so for people who feel that appropriation of their art and culture is
theft.

At the beginning of the book Young focuses on defining such key terms
as art, culture, appropriation, and authenticity. Most of what he says here
seems adequate and useful given that the subject of the book is not actu-
ally the definition of these terms. He stipulates that, by ‘art’, he means the
‘modern Western conception of art’ (3), by which he understands artworks
to be ‘valuable as objects with aesthetic properties’. He admits that the na-
ture of these properties may depend on cultural context. Somewhat odd, by
contrast, is his definition of ‘appropriation’. He bases this on a quote from
the Oxford English Dictionary, which he renders as, ‘The making of a thing
private property . . .; taking as one’s own or to one’s own use’ (4). Yet, the sec-
ond phrase continues with ‘esp. without permission’. When you appropriate
something you take it without the owner’s permission. Young’s is essentially
are-definition, and it leads to the oddity of his saying that purchasing tourist
art is a form of appropriation (6). Perhaps he does this to open up the pos-
sibility of positive as well as negative appropriation. Later, however, he says
that he is skeptical ‘that significant harm is done to cultures as a whole’ and
that ‘much cultural appropriation is completely benign’ (25). The first claim
is not well supported by the second, given that he has significantly enlarged
the category to include all outsider purchases of insider artworks!

Young distinguishes three types of cultural appropriation: object appropri-
ation (both by theft and by purchase), content appropriation (both of entire
works and of styles and motifs), and subject appropriation (which is when an
artist uses another culture as his or her subject matter). He thinks that this
last is not really a form of appropriation, since the artist only represents his
or her own experience, and since insiders are left with theirs. However, he
does talk in later chapters about ways in which subject appropriation can be
morally wrong (as when stereotypes are perpetuated) (107). Subject appro-
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priation is a very tricky question faced every day by artists in multicultural
societies who almost inevitably portray figures and phenomena from other
cultures. As for the term ‘culture’, Young is very aware of many of the com-
plexities surrounding it, and yet he believes, rightly I think, that it is possible
to speak of different cultures and hence of outsiders vs. insiders.

A central issue is whether cultures can be said to own artworks, styles or
motifs. Young says that if there were a culture that legally specified that all
works of art produced by individual members are owned in common, such a
law would be unjust. He draws on ‘Locke’s belief that the creator of property
.. . obtains a claim on property that is lacked by people who have nothing
to do with its creation’ (77). Yet, the phrase ‘nothing to do with its creation’
begs the question, since the opposing position is precisely that the artist’s
culture has a lot to do with his or her creative work, and it ignores the fact
that (even if we grant that such a law would be unjust) there is a sense in
which cultural products do belong to the culture as a whole.

How seriously should we take the demands of representatives of indig-
enous or minority groups to put limits on the creative activity of outsider art-
ists with respect to their cultural phenomena? To answer this we must first
ask how seriously we should take the arguments they use to support these
demands. Many of these arguments depend on beliefs most Western academ-
ies would label as mythological. Young boldly asserts, without argument, that
‘claims to have been given something by the gods or ancestor beings are false’
and that ‘[t]o pretend that mythological beliefs are true, when one knows
them to be false, is not to show respect. Rather it is condescending and de-
meaning’ (78). Although I share Young’s skepticism, I am skeptical about his
certainty. I do not know that gods did not give artistic styles to indigenous
societies. How could one have sufficient evidence for that? Moreover, I do not
see what is ‘condescending and demeaning’ about pretending beliefs I consid-
er mythological to be true (which I do whenever I attend a church wedding).
Young also denies that a culture can own the artistic elements from which
artists make their works. But perhaps it is true that there is some other sense
of ‘own’ than the legal one, that there is a kind of moral ownership, and that
violation of this constitutes a kind of profound moral offense committed by
an appropriating artist that could justly be said, contra Young (Chapter 5), to
be a kind of harm. In sum, this is a debate that is really important now, and
Young’s work will help to clarify the issues. (I would like to thank my artist
wife, Karen Haas, who provided vigorous editorial comments.)

Thomas Leddy
San Jose State University
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