



























































































































































a matter of being pushed back and forth by brute intellectual seemings, each
occurring to us independent of the others, and none arrived at, or even
supportable by, any process of conscious inference. Goodman quite clearly
rejects the idea that we have ‘ultimate premises’ to rely on in characterizing
the justification of deductive rules and particular deductions as an ongoing
back-and-forth negotiation (Pust’s quotation from Goodman on page 18 is
somewhat selective, giving the impression that Goodman intends intuitions
about particular deductions to have primacy here). Furthermore, when we
examine the question of whether a given principle is necessarily true — take
the rule of modus ponens, for example — surely the natural thing to do is not
just to sit back and wait for a non-inferential purely intellectual seeming that
it 18 so, but to attempt to reason about the matter, to examine whether this
rule can be shown to be truth-preserving, to consider the broader structure
of classical logic, and so on.

Fortunately, the argument of the next chapter is largely independent of
this foundationalism. Here Pust examines the sceptical worries of Harman,
Goldman, and Stich about the reliability of moral, metaphysical and seman-
tic intuitions. He sees all three authors as raising similar concerns about
whether a good explanation of the occurrence of intuitions would have to
require the truth of what is intuited, assuming a background epistemology
in which we are only justified in believing observations (including observa-
tions about the occurrence of our intuitions) and propositions necessary for
causal explanations of our observations. As these concerns are clearly moti-
vated by a sense that we have no adequate positive epistemology of our
philosophical intuitions, one might expect Pust to respond by supplying such
a positive account; rather, for reasons revealed later, he goes negative and
attacks the empiricist sceptics for inconsistency, arguing that the sceptics’
own claims about explanation are dependent on non-observational tenets
whose support could only be intuitive, and indeed that any plausible episte-
mology will require the support of intuition.

How is intuitive support so indispensable? Pust thinks it is only fair to
ask the sceptics to justify their ‘explanationism’, and that they can either
claim that it is just evident (which would be an appeal to intuition) or they
can try to offer arguments for it. Pust has already claimed that all non-infer-
ential judgments of necessity are intuitive; in this chapter inferential judg-
ments invoke intuition too. Any philosopher who wants you to accept his
position on the basis of a deductively valid argument is committed to
admission of intuition, Pust claims, because ‘grasp of an argument’s validity,
“seeing that” the conclusion must be true if the premises are true, requires
an exercise of intuition’ (87); likewise any use of reductio forms of argument
(89) and any appeal to the principle of non-contradiction (113). But surely
there are various ways the empiricist sceptics about intuition might also be
sceptics about necessity here: they can argue that it is enough for you to
accept their conclusions as true without seeing the necessary connection of
those conclusions to the premises. Indeed these sceptics might see logical
principles as sentences like any other, distinguished only by their location
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near the heart of the web of belief, or their low likelihood in practice of being
chosen for revision. Whatever the merits of that view of logic, it could have
received more discussion here, together with the larger question of whether
it makes sense to see the empiricists, especially those who elsewhere identify
themselves as naturalists, as assigning their own position the status of a
necessary truth.

If we are still concerned by the apparent absence of a positive epistemology
of philosophical intuition, Pust’s last chapter is supposed to offer some
reassurance. If we look for a mechanical or naturalistic justification of
intuition we are sure to be disappointed, Pust argues, because causal reason-
ing will always be insufficient to provide the right sort of link between what
is necessarily the case and what we believe about it. Pust doubts that we can
come up with any way of independently testing or calibrating the deliver-
ances of intuition, but, drawing on Alston’s arguments that there is no
non-circular justification of sense-perception, he argues that the failure of
any independent calibration is not a problem unique to intuition. It is possible
to become a complete sceptic about sense perception and intuition, but if we
admit the legitimacy of sense perception only an undue partiality could stop
us from admitting the legitimacy of intuition. Pust may be right that our
powers of rational insight are not subject to any independent check, but one
might hope that epistemology could still reinforce our confidence in intuition
by supplying some analysis of the ways in which it funetions, and the ways
in which we correct false intuitive impressions. If the intuitively appealing
axioms of naive set theory lead to paradox, the epistemologist who wants to
defend intuition could do well to examine the rational means by which we
extricate ourselves and figure out what is really (as opposed to just appar-
ently) necessarily the case. But it is not clear that Pust has left himself much
room for such a project, given that he is taking intuitions to be non-inferential
deliverances of what is necessarily so, brute seemings that come to us
independently of one another and all seem to stand on an equal footing. Given
his sensitivity to the question of whether we are showing undue partiality to
perception, it is surprising in the end that the problem may be (surprisingly)
that he is to some extent modelling his account of intuition on perception
here: as perceptions come to us occurrently, unbidden, (more or less) inde-
pendently and on equal footing, so also intuitions. A careful examination of
Pust’s own conclusions in the last chapter makes one wonder whether this is
the right model to be using.

Intuitions as Evidence is in Garland’s Dissertations in Philosophy series,
a series that has brought us a number of promising early works from authors
who have gone on to make influential contributions to philosophy. Although
written with professional clarity, it is clearly a preliminary work, but the
kind of preliminary work that makes one look forward to the author’s future
discussions of this worthy subject.

Jennifer Nagel
University of Toronto



Peter B. Raabe

Philosophical Counseling: Theory and Practice.
Westport, CT: Praeger 2001. Pp. xxii + 303.
US$64.95. 1SBN 0-275-97056-6.

Philosophical counseling needs its William James or Sigmund Freud. Al-
though it has formidable champions like Louis Marinoff and Gerd Achen-
bach, they have yet to confer on it the legitimacy enjoyed by psychology and
psychotherapy. Despite the oft-repeated claim by supporters that New York
may soon license philosophical counselors, such counselling is still techni-
cally illegal in California, and claims that Socrates and Epicurus were really
just early philosophical counselors have fallen on skeptical ears.

In lieu of a champion like Freud or James, or a convincing argument about
Socrates’s real intentions, providing a coherent model for philosophical
counseling sessions might move the field toward popular acceptance. Peter
Raabe attempts to do this in his book Philosophical Counseling by uniting
under a four-stage process of his own design the disparate approaches to the
activities that call themselves philosophical counseling. He attempts to
establish a need for his model by demonstrating that there is some consensus
in conceptions on what such counseling is not, but little agreement on what
it is. The more than two hundred footnotes in this thirty-four-page section
alert one to the book’s first major weakness; it has that dissertation feel of a
document with more data than argument. A line from Macbheth about over-
protestation leaps to mind.

One of the problems with excess data emerges in the first half-page of the
discussion on the phenomenological approach to philosophical counseling,
where Raabe’s analysis creaks under the weight of six quotes from Thevanaz,
Merleau-Ponty, Husserl, Heidegger, and van Manen piled on top of each
other in what might unkindly be called ‘freshman-essay style’. The cursory
reflection that unites them makes a straw man fallacy about the limitations
of a phenomenological approach inevitable. This apparent limitation moves
smoothly into a discussion of hermeneutics, but a similar limitation on
similar grounds soon emerges. Even if one agrees that there is a need for a
consensual conception of philosophical counseling, one is left uneasy about
use of a mountain of superficially analyzed information to reach the conclu-
sion that this is currently lacking.

The next section continues in the same vein. After a laundry list of
different approaches to philosophical counseling, Raabe describes method-
ologies with the clear intention of demonstrating their lack of coherence. The
argument seems rigged. If one sufficiently limits the analysis of almost any
collection of similar objects, they will appear to have irreconcilable distinc-
tions. So it is for philosophical counseling methodologies. Besides, if Raabe
really wanted to find the unifying nature of philosophical counseling, why
did he not approach the question philosophically rather than inductively? A
phenomenological reduction, for example, may have saved both Raabe and
his readers considerable time.
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At this point a subtle intellectual fratricide begins to emerge. Despite an
otherwise neutral attitude towards disparate conceptions of philosophical
counseling, Raabe begins to undermine the open-ended approach pioneered
by the father of modern philosophical counseling, Gerd Achenbach. Since
Achenbach’s approach is built on the rejection of method, and Raabe is
attempting to legitimize philosophical counseling by establishing a uniform
method, it becomes unclear whether the problem is in Achenbach’s or in
Raabe’s project.

Other arguments Raabe uses to justify the need for his model and the
legitimacy of philosophical counseling are equally questionable. For example,
he supports his claim that psychiatrists and psychologists have no privileged
ability to identify abnormality by pointing out how Russian Communists
used to designate political prisoners as having ‘reform-seeking schizophre-
nia’. Using this communist card seems an extreme way to suggest that there
may be some cultural bias lurking in the American Psychiatric Association’s
Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders.

Similarly, Raabe attempts to validate the effort to make philosophy more
accessible by admonishing philosophers who write in technical terms. Pre-
dictably, Raabe quotes one of Heidegger’s more obscure reflections on the
relationship of being to understanding out of context and without explana-
tion, and then holds it up as an example of intentional obscurity. It is
hermeneutically naive of Raabe to suggest that philosophers like Heidegger
could have been more accessible if they really wanted to, and this argument
detracts from the more important issue of how philosophy can be made
accessible to non-philosophers without losing the distinctions that a technical
language makes possible.

Fortunately, Raabe’s model of philosophical counseling can stand alone,
without the questionable preliminaries. It is a model based on Raabe’s
trenchant insight that counseling sessions are not static, that the clients’
needs tend to progress over time, and any model that limits itself to a single
stage or objective is likely to fail at meeting those needs as they change.
Raabe argues convincingly for a model of counseling that acknowledges four
stages. The first is a free-floating dialogue, where the client thoroughly
describes their situation. The second stage is immediate problem resolution,
where the counselor helps the client resolve a particular issue. The third
stage involves teaching the client the philosophical skills they will need to
resolve future problems on their own: this stage in particular distinguishes
philosophical counseling from traditional psychotherapy. The final stage is
transcendence, where the client moves on to the larger issues of their life and
their world view.

The model is theoretically sound, and Raabe demonstrates its practice
with a series of brief case studies from his experience as a counselor. These
do as much to clarify the nature of philosophical counseling as the entire first
section on theories and methods. Unlike the earlier sections of the book, this
part gives future philosophical counselors direction in their search for an
effective and productive approach to making philosophy accessible and useful
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to non-philosophers, and it also does much to legitimize this particular brand
of helping people live satisfying lives.

Philosophical Counseling is a thorough catalogue of current approaches
and methods. But one wishes that it were a little less so, and that more space
was devoted to the original and provocative model Raabe has developed and
his case-history illustration of it. With a bit of work, he might even be able
to accommodate Achenbach.

Robert Makus
University of San Francisco

Arthur Ripstein

Equality, Responsibility, and the Law.

New York: Cambridge University Press 1998.
Pp. ix + 307.

US$64.95 (cloth: ISBN 0-521-58452-3);
US$22.95 (paper: ISBN 0-521-00307-5).

Where should risks fall? Who is responsible when bad things happen? Arthur
Ripstein sets out to show that issues of luck and misfortune can only be
resolved from within the framework of a general theory of justice. Ripstein
examines the problem of luck as it arises in three contexts: tort law, eriminal
law, and distributive justice. On Ripstein’s picture, problems of luck are
central to our understanding of justice. He argues that there is a set of
principles that govern cases of risk and responsibility attribution. For Rip-
stein, the legal answer to ‘Whose bad luck was it?” when something goes
wrong divides risks according to equality; in turn, reasonableness gives
expression to equality, e.g., the reasonable person interacts with others on
terms of equality. In this way Ripstein reconciles equality and responsibility:
those outcomes are my responsibility that fall within the scope of the risk
that I must answer for, where that scope is set by dividing risks on equal
terms.

Traditional debates in political philosophy have seen the notions of indi-
vidual responsibility and social equality as opposed. Liberals, for example,
are described as giving pride of place in their theories to the value of equality.
Conservatives in return charge that liberals neglect to pay sufficient atten-
tion to the role of individual responsibility in determining who deserves to
get what. Conservative critics of Rawls, for example, argue that he has no
principled way to sort out those who make costly choices from those who are
disadvantaged through no fault of their own. Conservatives therefore think
the question of allocating responsibility takes precedence over equality. This
way of understanding these values is mistaken, according to Ripstein. For
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him, equality and responsibility need to be understood together. He writes:
‘A society of equals — a just society, if you like — is also a society that
supposes people are responsible for their choices’ (1). Both equality and
responsibility, he argues, need to be understood ‘in light of the idea of
reciprocity’ (21). ‘The root idea, fundamental to both fair terms of interaction
and the idea of responsibility, is one of reciprocity, the idea that one person
may not unilaterally set the terms of his interactions with others’ (2).

In addition to uniting the ideals of equality and responsibility, Ripstein
also sets out to bring together three different areas of the law, which are often
treated separately: distributive justice, criminal law, and tort law. Chapters
2 through 4 deal primarily with tort law. Chapters 5 through 7 deal with the
criminal law. Chapter 8 is an interesting response to left-wing critics of
responsibility. Chapter 9's topic is reciprocity and responsibility in distribu-
tive justice. Ripstein recognizes that the reader is likely to find the distribu-
tive justice material repetitive. This is because he is setting out to show that
different areas of the law merit parallel treatment. Given the thesis, some
repetition is inevitable.

Ripstein’s is a grand project in the manner of Rawls’ A Theory of Justice.
However, the comparison between the projects of Rawls and Ripstein doesn’t
end on the subject of scope. They also share a commitment to the role of the
reasonable in moral and political philosophy. In law reasonableness stand-
ards set the limit of acceptable behavior (11). Reasonableness plays a role in
tort law in terms of standards of care. In the criminal law, what’s protected
are reasonable terms of co-operation. Ripstein writes: ‘Crime consists in the
pursuit of private rationality in the face of the rights of others, of the
wrongdoer’s substitution of his private rationality for public standards of
reasonableness’ (10). As with T.M. Scanlon’s What We Owe to Each Other
(Harvard University Press 1998), the idea of reasonableness is at the heart
of Ripstein’s work. And again, as with the work of Rawls and Scanlon, readers
will either find this is to be an immensely powerful justificatory tool or they’ll
complain it’s the argumentative void in the theory.

What makes room for Ripstein’s political morality approach to matters of
responsibility is the rejection of metaphysical conceptions of responsibility.
Metaphysical conceptions of responsibility sever questions of responsibility
from questions of what people owe each other (17). According to the meta-
physical accounts, questions about whether a person is responsible for some
act are prior to questions about the moral status of that act. Ripstein dubs
these general views views of responsibility the voluntarist and the causalist
account. The causalist account focuses on whether a person A caused some
eventx to happen. The voluntarist cares less about causation and more about
what x intended to happen. I can’t here detail Ripstein’s reasons for rejecting
these metaphysical theories of responsibility. For Ripstein, the allocation of
risk isn’'t to be answered in the metaphysics of action. Instead, understanding
risk and its allocation is central to substantive political morality (45).
Assigning risk is part of a general theory of distributive justice, on Ripstein’s
account.
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How are we to assess Ripstein’s thesis? Is there a vulnerable thread in
this finely woven set of arguments? I found the whole project very engaging
but I realized at the end that I balked at giving up on the significance of some
of the metaphysics of action that gird traditional accounts of responsibility.
One route would be to retrench and try to defend the substantive metaphysi-
cal conceptions of responsibility which Ripstein rejects as failing on their own
terms. One could try to defend, against Ripstein’s criticisms, the causalist or
voluntarist conception of responsibility. Whether Ripstein is too hasty in his
rejection of these views will no doubt be the focus of one kind of critical
response to Ripstein’s thesis. But another possibility is to agree with Ripstein
that the question of luck as posed in all three contexts deserves a symmetrical
treatment but to disagree with Ripstein’s Kantian take on what that treat-
ment ought to be. For example, one might argue that what we should aim for
is the most efficient allocation of risk as do advocates of the law and economics
approach to these issues. Other critics may focus their attention of the role
of reason or on Ripstein’s understanding of reciprocity.

There is much to admire in Ripstein’s work. The writing is clear and
engaging. The philosophical analysis is first-rate. But I have to say what
impresses me most is neither of these things. Rather, I admired Ripstein’s
ability to see the big picture, to connect arguments from political philosophy
with issues in tort law and to fill in the lines between moral philosophy and
the criminal law. This is an exciting book — a book that should be of general
interest to anyone working in legal, moral, and political philosophy.

Samantha Brennan
The University of Western Ontario

Robert I. Rotberg and

Dennis Thompson, eds.

Truth v. Justice:

The Morality of Truth Commissions.
Prineceton, NJ: Princeton University Press
2000. Pp. 309.

US$55.00 (cloth: 1SBN 0-691-05071);
US$18.95 (paper: 1SBN 0-691-05072).

This interdisciplinary anthology deals with ethical and political issues con-
cerning the use of truth commissions by transitional societies struggling to
come to terms with the past. Most papers were initially developed for a May,
1998 conference held at Somerset West, South Africa, under the joint aus-
pices of the Truth and Reconciliation Commission and the World Peace
Foundation.
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South Africa’s TRC stands out as the largest, most public, and most
ambitious of the some twenty truth commissions that have been held in
transitional states. Established by an act of Parliament, it received state-
ments from 20,000 victims of severe human rights violations, heard testi-
mony from 7000 of these, and received 7000 applications for amnesty. The
TRC also held sector hearings about how business, law, medicine, the
churches, and the media functioned under apartheid. Victim and sector
hearings were unique in their public character, being well attended and
widely covered by media. The TRC was also unique in its explicit mandate
to work toward reconciliation and under the highly credible moral leadership
of Archbishop Desmond Tutu.

Material in the TRC transcripts and its five-volume final report poses deep
conceptual, ethical, political, and psychological questions. Decades of tragedy
have left a rich vein of themes that should be taken very seriously. Among
those of special interest to philosophers are the nature of individual and
‘national’ reconciliation and the connections between them; forgiveness and
its bearing, if any, on political processes of transitional societies; the nature
and forms of acknowledgement; due process in law; the compatibility, if any,
of amnesty for offenders with the establishment of justice; and the relation
between retributively understood penal justice and restorative justice.

In this book, background information about the TRC may be found in
excellent descriptive articles by Alex Boraine (Deputy Chairperson of the
TRC) and Dumisa Ntsebeza (a South African human rights lawyer who
headed its Investigative Unit). Two U.S. scholars, Elizabeth Kiss and Martha
Minow, also offer reflective appreciations. Charles Villa-Villencio and Wil-
helm Verwoerd, who participated in writing the final report, describe some
of the challenges faced when trying to offer a fair account, while at the same
time contributing to the ever-elusive but legally mandated goal of ‘national
reconciliation” and remaining loyal to vast amounts of data. Writing the
report was ‘an anxiety-filled exercise,” rather like ‘walking a tightrope in a
very bad storm.’

Rajeev Bhargava of Nehru University in New Delhi understands truth
commissions as helping societies to become minimally decent in the wake of
evil, devices used in the wake of widespread violence and barbarism, directed
toward establishing basic procedural justice. By conducting a fair process
that provides for victims to tell their stories and be publicly acknowledged,
a truth commission can help to restore trust and enable previously margi-
nalized and exploited people to reclaim their dignity and self-esteem. Bhar-
gava alludes to resistance to acknowledgement by perpetrators — although,
in my estimation, he downplays its significance.

Andre Du Toit, a professor of politics at the University of Cape Town,
reminds readers of the moral, historical, and political complexity of truth
commissions. He warns against posing ethical questions that misunderstand
the truth commission context by too closely assimilating it to that ofinquiries
and courts in established democracies. A truth commission is a way of dealing
with the past so as to clear the path for a new beginning. Like Bhargava, Du
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Toit regards acknowledgement, through the telling and hearing of victims’
stories, as fundamental in the restoring of human and civic dignity. He
suggests that justice be construed as admitting of a threefold division: justice
as recognition, criminal justice, and social justice. The TRC was devoted to
the former, he says, and this was an appropriate orientation. No one, least
of all victimized individuals and groups, can take for granted that the
formerly oppressed can readily recover respect in the changed society. The
‘truth’ of the TRC lies fundamentally in public acknowledgement. Those who
focus their moral analysis on the amnesty issue (how can it be just to allow
known perpetrators to go unpunished?) misunderstand the politics, pragmat-
ics, and ethics of the TRC and are addressing the wrong question.

The TRC provided for selective, not blanket, amnesty; this means immu-
nity from criminal and civil prosecution offered on a case-by-case basis to
those who disclosed all relevant information about acts of severe human
rights violation and acted with political motives, not personal gain. Ronald
Slye takes up the amnesty issue. Slye is an American law professor who spent
some years in South Africa and was a consultant on international legal issues
to the TRC. He compares the truth commission process with the (apparent)
alternative of legal trials, submitting that the quantity, and probably also
the quality, of the information elicited from the amnesty hearings was
substantially greater than that which would have emerged from criminal
trials (177). Slye raises some questions about the impact of the TRC on
reconciliation, but stops short of defining what reconciliation would mean in
a national context.

Because it is impossible to do justice to such a substantial volume in a
short review, I have had to be selective in my comments. Writers not
mentioned are the editors, Amy Gutmann, David Crocker, Lisa Kois, Kent
Greenawalt, Charles Maier, and Sanford Levinson; all offer substantial
essays with much food for thought.

This book has its flaws. There is considerable repetition of background
information about truth commissions in general and the TRC in particular.
There are occasional silly remarks, as when it is said that forgiveness cancels
wrongdoing. And I would have liked to see a deeper exploration of such
fundamental and philosophically tricky concepts as ‘reconciliation’, and
‘acknowledgement’. But I can heartily recommend this volume, which has
much to offer to anyone interested in the ethics and politics of transitional
societies, and South Africa in particular.

Trudy Govier
Calgary, Alberta
govier@home.com
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Michael Ruse

Can a Darwinian Be a Christian?

The Relationship Between Science and Religion.
New York: Cambridge University Press 2001.
Pp. xii + 242.

US$24.95. 1sBN 0-521-63144-0.

Ruse reports that he had a lot of fun on this project; it shows. The book is
thoughtful, engaging and very well written. Although the elliptical refer-
ences and abbreviated arguments necessary in a short book covering so much
ground make it true that only people already well versed in the debate (and
therefore not in need of such a book) will understand everything without
further reading, I recommend it to philosophers of science, philosophers of
religion, biologists and anyone interested in the relation between science and
religion. It would make a good text for a seminar course (supplemented with
additional readings, perhaps taken from Ruse’s extensive bibliography).

Ruse’s answer to the question of the title is ‘yes’. Now, in one sense it is
entirely obvious that a Darwinian can be a Christian, in the same way that
an astronomer can be an astrologer: humans have a marvellous capacity for
ignoring or failing to see inconsistencies amongst their beliefs. Moreover,
many Darwinians — including, for example, Baden Powell — have been
Christians. Many others, however — Thomas Henry Huxley, for example —
have held that Darwinism is antithetical to Christian belief. The question
that Ruse attempts to answer, then, is how someone who takes it as given
that Darwinism is correct can consistently be a Christian.

Given Ruse’s prominence as a defender of Darwinism against Creationist
fundamentalism, readers might expect to find some discussion of that debate.
There is almost none, however, for Ruse’s focus is simply to show that there
is nothing in Darwinism or Christianity that makes the two necessarily
incompatible, if one is willing to admit certain modifications. Of course,
Darwinism is incompatible with literal readings of Genesis. But historically
speaking almost all Christian sects have admitted that although the Bible is
‘the Word of God’ it must nevertheless sometimes be understood to be
metaphorical. Ruse shows what sorts of positions a Christian must take on
a series of key issues in order not to be in conflict with Darwinism.

After an excellent brief introduction to the fundamentals of Darwinism
and the basic tenets of Christianity, Ruse examines a series of topies that
have been seen as loci of tension between Christianity and Darwinism. Each
of the following gets its own short chapter: the origin of life, the origin of
humans, naturalism, design arguments, the problem of evil, and the possi-
bility of extraterrestrial life. In each case Ruse’s strategy is to outline the
supposed incompatibility and to show that this conflict is illusory or
eliminable — that is, that some reasonable and historically respectable
version of Christianity is fully compatible with Darwinism. A recurring
theme is that what at first appears to be a problem between Christianity and
Darwinism on analysis turns out to really be a problem internal to Christian
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theology, and therefore has no bearing on Ruse’s question. The final four
chapters sketch a sociobiological account of ethics that Ruse claims is fully
in agreement with the Christian view of human nature. Ruse’s attempt to
incorporate into an evolutionary framework the ideas of freedom and original
sin, which are required in order for a Christ to be necessary in the first place,
demands such a metaphorical reading of the Genesis myths (in evolutionary
theory there just cannot be a single first pair of humans, and so the origin
and transmission of original sin becomes quite problematic) that many will
not recognize the resulting view as Christian. Ruse is at least staking out a
position here, although much more must be done in order to make it plausible.

Ruse’s approach is slightly unsatisfying in that he leaves the impression
that one can or should choose from among the many possible versions of
Darwinism and Christianity purely on the basis of mutual compatibility. This
is an extrinsic principle of choice; most people, I suspect, will want some
intrinsic reason for preferring one version of Darwinism over its competitors,
and likewise for Christianity. (A subsequent comparison of the winners will
then determine whether they are compatible, and will force some sort of
compromise if they are not.) In Ruse’s defence, he clearly delimits his task
in this book — which is not to assess the reasonableness of Darwinism or of
Christianity, or of being a Darwinian Christian, but merely to show that it
is consistent to be one — and he sticks to his task religiously, as it were.
Readers will sometimes wish, though, that Ruse had permitted himself an
occasional digression to more fundamental topics. The truly important issue,
after all, is not whether it is possible to be a Darwinian Christian, but
whether that is the best or even a good position, all things considered. Mutual
compatibility is no argument for mutual acceptability; Darwinism is also
consistent with astrology. This criticism aside, the project is a success. Ruse
shows where the issues really are, offers creative solutions where he can, and
admits when he cannot.

William L. Vanderburgh
Wichita State University
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Richard Schacht, ed.

Nietzsche’s Postmoralism: Essays on
Nietzsche’s Prelude to Philosophy’s Future.
New York: Cambridge University Press 2001.
Pp. xiv + 264,

US$54.95. 1SBN 0-521-64025-7.

A collection of nine articles, written by prominent Nietzsche interpreters, is
a call for yet another rebirth of Nietzsche. Those who read him through the
dominant interpretations of the twentieth century definitely will be sur-
prised: here Nietzsche no longer emerges as the last metaphysician, the
humanist existentialist, or a deconstructive thinker. Thus the collection is
an effective reassessment of his contributions to philosophy. But what is
more important, the collection does not carry only local significance and
therefore is not just of interest of Nietzsche scholars. However, that does not
mean that major wars in the contemporary philosophical arena merely echo
in local battles of Nietzsche studies. On the contrary, the collection addresses
Nietzsche’s contribution to contemporary philosophical issues. Such is the
major aim of Nietzsche’s Postmoralism: to show Nietzsche as a provocatively
reconstructive thinker. As far as contemporary Continental thought is ac-
counted for through the tension between the deconstructive and reconstruc-
tive trends, Nietzsche’s Postmoralism is both a landscape to current
Nietzsche studies and a contribution to the debates in philosophy of the
twentieth and twenty-first centuries.

Almost every author in this collection reminds us that we oversimplify
Nietzsche’s writings sometimes up to the degree of misrepresenting his
position if we claim that the traditional notions he has attacked lose all their
possible meaning in his writings. Nietzsche’s critique of traditional issues of
philosophy is not aimed at getting rid of them altogether but at their
(re-)interpretation and (re-)valuation. Nietzsche does not spell the death of
philosophy but ‘tries to reorient philosophical thinking about the way we
understand ourselves.’ Nietzsche has called himself an immoralist, but by
doing so he contributed to his own future misinterpretations. Even though a
closer look at his writings shows that he never denied moral thought as such,
that he was attacking a certain type of morality, quite often Nietzsche has
been misunderstood as if he were opposed to any possible kind of moral
thought. Nearly each article in the present volume, while dealing with
different themes, shows why such an oversimplifying approach (reductio ad
Californiam, as Schacht has it) does not do justice to Nietzsche. Hence, not
Nietzsche’s Immoralism, but Nietzsche’s Postmoralism.

The first three articles in the collection attempt to highlight the recon-
structive character of Nietzsche’s thought while asking such questions as:
what does our experience amount to (1. Soll); what is the relationship between
the critique of substance and the ‘doctrine’ of the will to power (R. Bittner);
does Nietzschean Ubermensch signify the death or the rebirth of the subject

295



(A.D. Schrift)? The rest of the articles take up the issue of postmoral
Nietzsche directly.

R. Bittner deals with the issue of reconciling Nietzsche’s denial of sub-
stance with his doctrine of the will to power. The issue persists, Bittner
argues, because Nietzsche makes metaphysical claims, though in a negative
way. The doctrine of the will to power cannot be accounted for in a serious
way if, as Nietzsche tells us, ‘the “doer” is merely a fiction added to the deed’
(GM 1:13). Only in the world of agents can power talk be meaningful. If this
problem has been usually dealt with by renouncing the denial of substance
and by keeping the doctrine of the will to power, Bittner offers an opposite
strategy, which leads him to show essentially traditional myths still present
within Nietzsche’s writings (first and foremost, the myth of creativity).
Hence, we witness that de(con)structive Nietzsche merely leaves us hanging
in suspense.

All other contributions attempt to shed light not on Nietzsche's depend-
ence upon traditional issues in philosophy but on his attempt to offer a
reconsideration of them. I. Soll’s article is directed at Nietzsche's departure
from modern philosophy. Paying central attention to Nietzsche’s early writ-
ings, Soll shows Nietzsche dealing with the traditional distinction between
the experienced world and the real world in BT and how this particular
problematic loses its meaning in TL and later writings. However, even if
Nietzschean problematics bears close affinity to that of Kant and Schopen-
hauer, the essentially modern tension between the real and the distorted
worlds is not analyzed by him in an epistemic context (hence one would be
wrong to claim that here we are dealing with a modern Nietzsche). Further-
more, the later claim that the World-in-Itself is incoherent, that the ‘True
World’ is nothing but a fable, does not indicate Nietzsche’s denial of the
distortion thesis (as it has been quite often claimed in Nietzsche Studies).
Even though Nietzsche does not appeal to reality beyond experience, even
though he does not offer a transcendent metaphysical hypothesis, the distor-
tion thesis is still present in his later writings. Nietzsche does not offer a
destruction of the distortion thesis, but its reinterpretation.

In a similar reconstructive strategy, A. Schrift offers a post-deconstructive
glance at what Nietzsche has to add to contemporary debate about the rebirth
of the subject, which however is nothing else but yet another rebirth of
Nietzsche himself. ‘Much of what has emerged in the recent rethinking on
the subject’, Schrift tells us, ‘is prefigured in explicit ways within Nietzsche's
texts’ (53). Ubermensch does not signify the death of the subject but its
rebirth. We do not do justice to Nietzsche by interpreting Ubermensch as a
certain ideal model of human perfection. We are to follow a different path —
see it as a ‘representation of a particular attitude toward life.’

A similar reconstructive strategy of Soll’s and Schrift’s is employed by the
remaining contributors as well. A, White offers a reconsideration of ‘the
youngest virtue’ — Redlichkeit — and shows why we err in translating it as
honesty. R. Pippin draws attention to the exceptional importance of love
within Nietzsche's texts and shows Nietzsche's attempt to offer an alterna-
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tive idea of love to that of traditional (first and foremost Platonic) interpre-
tations. M. Clark’s article is directed at the affinities between Nietzsche and
B. Williams; she shows how these two thinkers attempt to step beyond
classical normative thinking though by no means leaving ‘anachronistic’
issues behind. R. Solomon offers a list of what might be considered to be
Nietzsche's virtues. R. Schacht attempts to show the shift in Nietzsche’s
general approach to normativity. Finally J. Conant takes up the issue of
‘perfectionism’ in Nietzsche’s ethical thought and challenges the ‘elitist’
reading of Nietzsche paying central attention to SE.

Even though the collection marks the centenary of Nietzsche’s death, to
those who have heard Nietzsche speak through the writings of his most
popular interpreters, the collection will signify yet another rebirth of
Nietzsche. No longer is Nietzsche a proto-Nazi (Russell), the last metaphy-
sician (Heidegger), or the humanist existentialist (Kaufmann), but first and
foremost a philosopher to whom we turn while dealing with the current issues
in Continental thought. And definitely, those who see contemporary conti-
nental philosophy as a struggle between the deconstructive and reconstruc-
tive trends, will see the collection as a radical reevaluation of Nietzsche and
as a contribution to the major styles of current thought. What would
Nietzsche say about contemporary philosophy? Where would Nietzsche stand
in contemporary philosophy? How does contemporary philosophy relate to
Nietzsche's philosophy of the future? What exactly does ‘immoral’ philosophy
amount to? Those who are interested in these and similar questions will
definitely find the collection as a provocative reconsideration of Nietzsche's
texts.

Saulius Geniusas
McMaster University

Christine Sistare, Larry May, and
Leslie Francis, eds.

Groups and Group Rights.

Lawrence: University Press of Kansas 2001.
Pp. ix + 307.

US$40.00 (cloth: 1sBN 0-7006-1041-3);
US$17.95 (paper: ISBN 0-7006-1042-1).

Ever since Michael Sandel’s influential criticisms of Rawlsian liberalism, the
question of groups and their rights has been at the centre of political
philosophy. Communitarians have argued that the liberal state is not, as it
claims to be, truly neutral between rival conceptions of the good. Rather than
being neutral between all such conceptions, it promotes its own vision of the
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good life, a life of autonomous self-rule. Liberals have energetically denied
this claim, arguing that liberalism allows all rival groups the opportunity to
pursue their own goals and vision, free from state interference. This debate,
with figures such as Rawls, Dworkin and Barry ranged on one side, against
Taylor, MacIntyre and Walzer on the other, has dominated recent political
philosophy and provoked echoes far beyond it.

This collection of articles is the latest report from the front. To the credit
of the editors and contributors, it does not simply rehash the communitari-
anism/liberalism debate, or rehearse the arguments for and against the
social construction of the self. Instead, it offers a new set of perspectives on
these topics.

The book is divided into three sections. The first focuses on foundational
issues in this debate. Should social groups be analyzed as aggregates of
individuals, or are some of them, at least, entities with an existence inde-
pendent of their members? What justifications might there be for conferring
rights upon them? Carl Wellman’s introduction to this section explores both
sets of issues. It is, it must be said, a little too ambitious for a volume of this
kind. It attempts to cover most of the major theories of rights currently
competing for our allegiance, and sketch the manner in which groups might
be conceptualized as possible rights holders on each. This is a worthwhile
project, but it deserves much more space than Wellman can give it here.

Carol Gould’s contribution focuses on the ontology of social groups. It is,
Gould argues, false to think that we have to choose between a reductive
individualism and the metaphysically suspect idea that groups have a reality
independent of the individuals who constitute them. Instead a group can be
characterized as an entity composed of rights holders, yet the rights them-
selves could be justified with reference to the moral rights of the individuals
who constitute them. Ann Cudd also seeks a midway between reductive and
organicist notions of groups, finding it in the notion of shared, non-voluntary,
social constraints. This approach seems to lend itself more easily to policies
aimed at preventing group-based harms than to the affirmation of group
rights, but that may be all to the good.

George Rainholt’s contribution is most valuable for its careful analysis of
the debate between individualists and collectivists. As he shows, some of the
opposition to individualism stems from a misunderstanding of the individu-
alist position. Rainholt thus makes the position more plausible than it often
appears to be, before defending it from recent collectivist criticisms. Thomas
Simon argues that we can avoid the controversies associated with talk of
rights by instead attending to group harms. So doing would allow us to
advance the political debate without entering into the vexed question of the
ontology of social groups.

Whereas Part One of the collection focuses on foundational questions in
group rights, Parts Two and Three of the collection are more concerned with
the political implications of the debate. Part Two focuses on the relations
between minority groups and democracy. Here the debate centres around
ways in which the ‘tyranny of the majority’ can be avoided. Most of the
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contributors are agreed that justice to social groups requires more than
neutrality toward them. Instead, it requires respecting them as dialogue
partners. But just what does such respect entail? Here the authors differ,
with suggestions ranging from merely respecting their basic rights and
liberties, to ensuring that their preferences are not persistently overridden
by those of the majority.

The third section of the book focuses on yet more specific issues: the
rightful place of indigenous groups within liberal democracy, the conflict
between the kind of education which liberals commonly argue is required for
autonomy and the seemingly legitimate desire of parents to bring their
children up in their faith, the permissibility and desirability of affirmative
action. This section presents us with the most diverse sets of views, ranging
from Edmund Abegg’s libertarian defense of group land rights to Rebecca
Tsosie’s argument that indigenous groups should be allowed to govern their
own affairs, even when their decisions place internal restrictions on their
numbers.

This is a useful set of essays, which advances the debate over the rights
of groups within liberalism and between liberals, conservatives and commu-
nitarians. It suffers, however, from a failure ever adequately to address a
central question concerning groups and their rights. Kymlicka, whose work
provides a focus for many of the essays here, has distinguished usefully
between external protections — protections of a minority group against the
wider society — and internal restrictions, placed by the group on its mem-
bers. The first are legitimate from a liberal viewpoint, Kymlicka argues, but
the second are not. Yet this position does not seem adequate to satisfy the
apparently legitimate demands of religious and ethnic minorities. They seek
not merely the freedom to practice their culture and religion, but also the
ability to perpetuate themselves — for example, by limiting their children’s
knowledge of alternative ways of life until they are mature enough to be able
to make a truly informed decision as to the good life. This demand seems to
run afoul of Kymlicka’s strictures against internal restrictions, as do other
measures which sometimes seem required to ensure group survival. Biting
the bullet here, as for example Rebecca Tsosie does, potentially carries with
it high costs: allowing groups to coerce their members, for example. Nowhere
in this collection is the tension between these two strategies and the costs
associated with adopting either of them, adequately tackled. Instead, con-
tributors briefly argue one side or the other of the debate, without addressing
the concerns of the other essays. If the contributors had been encouraged to
exchange their articles and address themselves to each others’ work, this
limitation might have been avoided. Nevertheless, this is a collection from
which teachers and advanced students of political philosophy will greatly
benefit.

Neil Levy
(Centre for Applied Philosophy and Public Ethics)
Charles Sturt University
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What is so wrong about believing that our personalities and destinies are
controlled by the positions of the stars and planets in the sky? What — if
anything — is wrong with the idea that all the animals and plants alive now
and in the past are the products of deliberate intelligent design and creation?
Are the theories and practices of alternative medicine just ‘magical hocus
pocus’, unworthy of acceptance by any sensible person, as some Canadian
doctors say? Is it completely irrational for a scientist to spend a career — and
for the rest of us to spend money — for scientific research on searching for
contact with an extra-terrestrial intelligence?

A simple answer to all these questions is that believing in these marginal
or pseudoscientific theories or ideas conflicts with easily obtainable and
pretty straightforward facts. For example, astrology predicts that people
born under the same sign should have a much higher chance of having the
same character traits and important events in their lives than people born
under different signs. But they don’t have a higher chance of this; they have
the same chance. So the theory that our fates are in the stars just doesn't fit
the evidence available. The intelligent design or creation science hypothesis
predicts that animals and plants alive now and in the past should be perfectly
or optimally designed and created. But the biological facts say that they are
not. The human eye, for example, could have been much better designed than
it is. So it could hardly have been the product of the kind of deliberate and
intelligent design or creation the theory says it is. As for the last example,
according to many scientists biological and astronomical data are simply
incompatible with the hypothesis that a technologically advanced extra-ter-
restrial intelligence exists somewhere near enough to Earth for us to be in
contact with it. This makes it suicidal for a scientist to spend a career
searching for a contact and silly for the rest of us to support this research.

Lots of philosophers of science are not satisfied with this simple answer.
Famously, Karl Popper said in Conjectures and Refutations (1963) that the
problem with astrology and other pseudoscientific theories is not so much
that their predictions about the facts have been tested and proved false but
that they are unfalsifiable or irrefutable or untestable by data. For instance,
in an experiment done in France some years ago, many people with different
personalities and lives were asked whether a particular typically-worded
astrological horoscope correctly described them. Almost everyone said that
it did, suggesting that horoscopes are never refuted by the facts because they
are so vague or ambiguous that they will agree with them no matter what
they are. Other philosophers and scientists have said the same thing about
intelligent design or creation science. Believers deny that anything is imper-
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fectly designed or created. Of course there are apparent imperfections like
those in the human eye; but these are not really actual design flaws. In the
bigger picture, one we are unable to see, of how all living things fit together,
these apparent imperfections disappear. It has also been said that the same
problem occurs with Freudian psychoanalytic theory and with homeopathic
and other alternative medical theories. Since we should not accept theories
about how the world is put together whose predictions are unfalsifiable or
irrefutable or untestable in this way, Popper said, we should not believe in
astrology or any of these other pseudoscientific hypotheses or theories.

A little more recently, (in ‘Why astrology is a pseudoscience’ [PSA 1978]),
Canadian philosopher Paul Thagard said that the reason we should not
believe in astrology is not that it has been proved false by disagreement with
the facts or that it is unfalsifiable or untestable by data. The difficulty is that
astrology is unprogressive. Despite all of the easily available data conflicting
with its predictions, for instance, those who believe that our personalities
and fates are governed by the stars have made no attempts to change or
correct the theory to take these incompatible facts into account. Astrology is
essentially the same theory as it was when it was codified by Ptolemy, almost
2000 years ago. Progressive theories make these changes and only they are
worthy of acceptance. So, we should not believe that astrology tells us the
truth about how any part of the world works. While Thagard did not say
anything explicitly about intelligent design theory or about the hypothesis
that a technologically advanced extra-terrestrial intelligence exists some-
where nearby or about alternative medical theories and practices, he did say
that the problem with astrology also infects other fringe or pseudoscientific
theories. For instance, despite the discoveries of biologists about how imper-
fectly designed parts of our bodies and those of other animals and plants are,
creation science theory is today substantially the same intelligent design
theory as the one Paley proposed 200 years ago in Natural Theology. Since
creation science is as unprogressive as astrology, we should not accept it.

Most recently, University of Toronto philosopher Fred Wilson has contin-
ued this discussion in the volume under review here. He says astrology is
proved false by incompatible evidence. He also notes that the untestability
or irrefutability of some of its predictions has not lead believers to give up
the theory. He says that astrology doesn’t deal with incompatible evidence
in a progressive manner. According to Wilson, yet another problem with
astrology is that believers do not use any valid methods of reasoning to justify
their acceptance of the theory. They use, for example, reasoning from tradi-
tion (Premise: Astrology has been believed in for many centuries. Conclusion:
Astrology is true), invalid fantasy or wishful thinking (Premise: It would be
nice if our fates could be predicted from the positions of the stars and planets
in the sky. Conclusion: Our fates can be predicted this way), and illegitimate
reasoning from resemblance (Premise: A person born under the sign of the
ox must have oxlike character traits. Conclusion: Since she was born under
the sign of the ox, she must be stubborn, just like oxen). The same or similar
kinds of problems occur with homeopathic and other alternative medical
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theories. Homeopathic medical theory, for example, disagrees with facts
about the inability of very, very dilute solutions of chemicals to have any
effects different from the solvents alone. Supporters of these theories only or
typically use invalid reasoning from tradition (Premise: Alternative medical
treatments have been used for centuries in non-Western countries. Conclu-
sion: Alternative medical theories are true), or invalid fantasy or wishful
thinking (Premise: It would be convenient if our illnesses could be treated
with very, very dilute solutions of chemicals which caused symptoms similar
to the illness in healthy people. Conclusion: Homeopathic medical theory is
correct), and so on to justify their acceptance of the theories. And, although
Wilson does not say anything about the hypothesis that a technologically
advanced extra-terrestrial intelligence exists somewhere close enough for
contact, others have certainly said that searchers and their supporters
indulge in invalid wishful or fantasy reasoning (Premise: It would be nice if
there were a benevolent highly advanced extra-terrestrial intelligence some-
where close enough for contact. Conclusion: Such an intelligence exists and
wants to make contact with us).

Wilson's contribution is exhaustive in its catalog of problems with astrol-
ogy, intelligent design and creation theory, some of the theories which
accompany alternative medical practices, and many other examples of mar-
ginal or pseudoscientific theories. Anyone who wants a detailed summary of
these problems could find no better place to look. The volume might therefore
serve as a good reference source for undergraduates in courses in scientific
reasoning or critical thinking.

But does this contribution advance our understanding of why it is wrong
to believe in astrology or intelligent creation science theory or alternative
medical theories or the idea that a technologically advanced extra-terrestrial
intelligence is out there somewhere but close enough for contact to occur or
other fringe or pseudoscientific theories? I don’t think so. The failure of
predictions from these marginal theories to agree with observable facts or
data is not news; nor, of course, is it novel to claim that there are no
predictions from these theories that would ever lead believers to give up the
theory because all the predictions are unfalsifiable; nor, again, is it original
to say that the theories don't deal in a progressive manner with incompati-
bilities with the data. It is perhaps news that believers in astrology or
intelligent creation science theory or alternative medical theories or other
marginal theories indulge in fallacious forms of reasoning to support their
favored ideas. But this, of course, cannot tell us that the theories supported
this way or conclusions of the fallacious reasoning are false or wrong to
believe. Plenty of true ideas, ones worthy of our acceptance, have supporters
who can provide nothing but unsound reasoning to justify their beliefs.

Leslie Burkholder
University of British Columbia
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Rousseau writes in his Letter to d’Alembert that ‘in a republic, men are
needed’. As Elizabeth Wingrove shows, his political theory is also full of ‘the
blushing, adorned, voluptuous, malformed, and dismembered bodies of
women’ (239). Her close reading of the texts produces a different Rousseau
from the familiar theorist of participatory democracy, economic equality, and
the encounter with the individual who, when asked which was his country,
replied that he was one of the rich. Wingrove builds on previous scholarship
in political theory, but her interpretive approach draws on the techniques of
literary criticism, focusing on narrative structure and Rousseau’s rhetorical
strategies. Reading his texts as a romance enables her to uncover very
unsettling aspects of his writings.

The book is not always easy reading, although there are some amusing
passages and well-turned phrases; it sometimes appears like a translation;
an ‘act of conventionality’, ‘spectacularity’, or ‘performativity’, for instance.
However, Wingrove provides ample food for thought, many insights, and a
very illuminating and rather dark reading of Rousseau. She offers fascinat-
ing discussions of such topics as the role of imagination and reading in
Rousseau’s writing, his conception of sensibilité, and use of familial and
bodily imagery.

Wingrove’s argument is about consent. She does not ask the typical ques-
tions in political theory of what counts as consent or how it can be said to be
given; rather, she is concerned with the logic and rhetoric that give meaning
to consent, or, more specifically, ‘consensual nonconsensuality’. Individuals
consent to their own domination in Rousseau’s writings. Consensual noncon-
sensuality is readily apparent in romantic sexual relations between men and
women, but, Wingrove argues, sexual desires and relations are mutually
constituted with political desires and relations. Coercion and consent require
each other; sovereign and sexual authority have the same logic. Masculine
and feminine bodies, heterosexual passion, romantic love, and consensual
nonconsensuality, are bound up with, and have a structural correspondence
with, the constitution and maintenance of a well-ordered republic.

Wingrove does not read the state of nature as a prior condition that tells
us from whence we came; instead, it reveals how we got here. It could be
argued that this is true of all the stories of states of nature. Theorists
construct the natural state to provide what is required to reach their own
political conclusions/assumptions. Wingrove argues that the emergence of
self-conscious individuals and social life presupposes republican political
institutions. The development of language is also the appearance of a people
and nation.
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Humans become individuated, conscious of themselves as masculine and
feminine, and aware of others as their semblables, with whom they can
identify and hence pity in their suffering. Their heterosexuality takes a
republican form in which the love of country and the intoxication of romantic
love are tied together. Their identity as men and women, as citizens, and
their identification with the polity, is imaginative, emotional, and expressed
through their bodies; it is fused with ‘sublime ardor’ and ‘servile desire’.

Sexual desire, Wingrove shows, lies at the heart of Rousseau’s political
texts, not just his novels or confessions. The story of Emile and Sophie
exemplifies the proper order of the sexes required for political stability.
Wingrove argues that in sexual relations Rousseau’s ‘order of attack and
defense’is preserved, but also transgressed; both sexes dominate and submit.
Emile’s desire is ruled by Sophie’s careful allocation of her favors. Wives must
also be ‘imperious mistresses’ to maintain marriages. Sophie’s desire is ruled
by modesty and the need to make it appear that she submits because Emile
is the stronger. She cannot (as does Julie) speak of her desire or directly
reveal her will — Sophie cannot say yes. Instead bodies speak, and consent
must be deciphered and read from women’s eyes. Republican consent to be
ruled appears to say no.

Wingrove writes that, for Rousseau, ‘feeling it makes it real, and it must
be seen to be believed’ (164). Thus Rousseau’s citizens display themselves as
masculine and feminine at festivals, and participate in a variety of orches-
trated spectacles. Women are central to these performances, whether in
Julie’s household at Clarens, at balls, or the cercles. The displays reach into
the hearts of individuals and reinforce sexual and republican identities.

Wingrove devotes attention to the unfamiliar Le Lévite d’Ephraim, a story
based on the final three chapters of Judges. The tale includes the sacrifice of
the Levite’s lover, who is handed over to the Benjamites so that he can escape
homosexual ravishment. The Benjamites are decimated, and to repopulate
the clan the abducted maidens of the town of Shiloh agree to give themselves
up. They follow Axa, who looking into her father’s eyes understands her duty,
and silently consents to her fate by, Rousseau states, falling ‘half-dead’ into
a Benjamite’s arms. Rousseau declared that this was his ‘most cherished’
work.

Wingrove argues that, in the Lévite and throughout Rousseau’s work,
women have agency and autonomy. But agency as a human capacity and
autonomy, in the political sense of the self-government required for consent,
are not the same. Wingrove is too impressed by the mistaken view that to
emphasize men’s power is to deny women'’s agency. Consider the paradox of
slavery. Slaves are mere property, but their masters have to acknowledge
their humanity, i.e., human agency. Autonomy is hardly compatible with
consensual nonconsensuality. Mary Wollstonecraft, Rousseau’s eritic, who
Wingrove mentions only in passing, understood the political importance of
romantic love in undercutting women’s autonomy. Thus she argues for a
radical transformation of (romantic) love, masculinity, femininity and sexual
relations.
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Are Rousseau’s women citizens? Wingrove writes that Rousseau presents
more accounts of citizenship as public gatherings and display than voting,
which implies that citizenship encompasses women. Rousseau’s women —
even ‘half dead’ — certainly have a central political role, but that is insuffi-
cient for citizenship. Men alone assemble and make the laws that structure
life in the polity and household. She suggests that men’s relationship to the
polity follows the logic of desire and submission, but she devotes much less
attention to men as citizens than to women'’s pivotal role. It is not altogether
clear how Wingrove relates deliberate self-assumption of obligation (not
consent) by men in the assembly to consensual nonconsensuality.

For the most part, men in Rousseau’s romances behave to women like
gentlemen, allowing themselves only ‘decent violence’ (184) — but their laws
give them a great deal more latitude. Is that why Hobbes pops up at intervals
in Wingrove's argument? It does not follow from the fact that the practice of
consent requires the laws of a social order that agreement and coercion must
be irrevocably confused. Her final words are that modern men and women
‘believe in love’. If this means romantic love, then, as she argues, Rousseau
still has a great deal to say to us.

Carole Pateman
(Department of Political Science)
University of California — Los Angeles

Mark Wrathall and Jeff Malpas, eds.
Essays in Honor of Hubert L. Dreyfus, Vol. I-1I
(Heidegger, Authenticity, and Modernity:
Heidegger, Coping, and Cognitive Science).
Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press 2000.
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Vol. 1: $65.00 (cloth: 1SBN 0-262-23207-3);
US$25.00 (paper: ISBN 0-262-73127-4).

Vol. 2: $65.00 (cloth: 1SBN 0-262-23208-1);
US$25.00 (paper: ISBN 0-262-73128-2).

Most people know Hubert Dreyfus for his influential work on Heidegger and
his eriticism of artificial intelligence. Before reading this Festschrift, how-
ever, I did not think that publishing a couple of moderately significant books
over three decades merited a two volume tribute. I am still not fully convinced
that a second volume isn'’t slightly over the top. Yet one cannot read these
texts without developing an admiration for both the unity of style and the
sheer range of Dreyfus’s philosophical contributions over the years. Publica-
tions aside, it is his portrait as intellectual, teacher and colleague that is
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especially striking. Now past standard retirement age, he still has more
energy than a seminar room full of graduate students. From the editors’
biographical sketch to the contributors’ anecdotes to Dreyfus’s own selective
responses, we see emerge a Zelig-like figure in post-war Continental philoso-
phy — improbably connected to so many people, appearing in so many
different contexts. One cannot help but smile reading Dreyfus’s own recol-
lection of his trip to Oxford in 1952 (or was it '54? — a different date is given
in the Introduction) when Ryle, by then bored with phenomenology, passes
him off to a young Charles Taylor for discussions about Merleau-Ponty and
Heidegger.

But to the books themselves! While it is true one cannot judge a Festschrift
by its cover, one can certainly be puzzled by MIT’s rather bizarre selection
in this case. On the cover of Volume 1, a smiling Dreyfus sits alone at the
driver’s seat of an old convertible; on the cover of Volume 2, a glowering
Heidegger is inserted in the passenger seat. Given that Volume 2 deals
mainly with issues of philosophy of mind and cognitive science before ending
with a section on ‘applied Heidegger’, we can conclude that Heidegger
himself, looking uncomfortable, is only really along for the ride. But maybe
there is a deeper lesson in all of this. Despite the utter absence of any
consideration of Heidegger’s politics in these two volumes, perhaps we should
conclude that, if only Heidegger had been the sort of person who enjoyed
letting the top down and breezing around the Bay area with the technology-
hip Dreyfus, then he wouldn’t have gotten mixed up with those Nazi thugs
in the first place.

The decision to bypass political themes in these volumes, of course, merely
reflects Dreyfus’s primary interest in Heidegger's earlier work in phenome-
nology and his later work on technology. The texts from Heidegger's more
contentious ‘middle period’ and his readings of other philosophers (with the
exception of Husserl) have never figured prominently in Dreyfus’s scholar-
ship, and consequently these sides of Heidegger are not addressed in the
Festschrift either. Dreyfus takes Heidegger seriously as a philosopher who
helps us to resolve real philosophical problems. He is not just a ‘recontextu-
alizer’, a clever and original reader of the philosophical tradition, as Rorty
suggests in his foreword. This means that Dreyfus’s Heidegger can enter into
contemporary debates with Searle, Davidson, Wittgenstein and Dewey about
philosophy of mind and language, or more generally about the right way of
being anti-Cartesian, even if that means Heidegger is increasingly exposed
to criticism — not merely the subject of reverential exegesis.

There are at least two main consequences of treating Heidegger in this
way. One generally positive result of this Dreyfus-led ‘mainstreaming’ is the
growing number of scholars who adopt a more ‘Anglo-American’ or perhaps
less ‘Derridean’ (I shrink back from the word ‘analytic’) approach to Heideg-
ger’s notoriously difficult texts. This approach is evident in virtually all of
the contributions to these volumes, and is certainly characteristic of Drey-
fus’s philosophical style. Indeed, so many of the papers included here are
responses to Dreyfus’s own interpretations and frequently arise from quib-
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bles over meaning or disagreements over technical issues, and Dreyfus’s
responses — at least the substantive ones — thus assume the task of
clarification or the admission that he needs to think more about a particular
issue. Dreyfus can be tough and even testy at times (in his exchanges with
Randall Havas and Searle, for example), but one senses that being clear and
getting the text right are goals he places well above his own intellectual pride.

The second consequence of treating Heidegger as a problem-solver is that
it opens up the possibility of applying Heidegger's insights into various
non-philosophical contexts. No doubt, the Heidegger purists will shudder at
the very thought of using Being and Time to reform business practices, but
former Dreyfus graduate student and Chilean finance minister, Fernando
Flores (now president of Business Design Associates), mounts an interesting
and persuasive case for replacing the business community’s unwitting as-
sumption of a Cartesian determination of the self as a desiring, calculating
subject with a Heideggerian view of ‘beings who cope skillfully with their
environment and each other in a coordinated way’ (2, 273). These same sorts
of considerations enter into Robert Solomon’s re-thinking of traditional
philosophical approaches to the issue of trust. If we think of trust, for
example, game-theoretically as a calculation of expectations or probabilities,
we lose sight of how trusting relationships are embedded in social practices
that are irreducible to individual psychologies. Once again, Heidegger's
ontological description of Dasein steers us well clear of these all-too-
Cartesian follies.

But excursions into cognitive science and boutique applications aside,
there is also serious work done on Heidegger here that makes this Festschrift
valuable regardless of one’s attachments to Dreyfus’s own work. Of the two
books, Volume 1 will be of more interest to traditional Heidegger scholars,
although the first section in Volume 2, ‘Coping and Intentionality’, is ex-
tremely rewarding too, especially for those who have kept up with Searle and
Dreyfus bickering about the nature of the ‘background’ in recent years. Even
Volume 1, however, is not without its non-Heideggerian detours. In fact, my
favourite article of the collections is Beatrice Han's ‘Nietzsche and the
“Masters of Truth”: The Pre-Socratics and Christ’. Han offers a novel way
out of the ongoing debates about Nietzsche's theory of truth, arguing that
Nietzsche is neither a closet correspondence theorist nor a muddled pragma-
tist. Instead, she claims Nietzsche bases truth ‘on its link to the living
singularity of the author’ (1, 167). Therefore, ‘a true claim is one that is
asserted by someone truthful’ (1, 167), which means that truth can never be
objectively, impersonally accessed in isolation from ethical considerations.
Although Han confesses that she has learned much from Dreyfus, Nietzsche
is hardly Dreyfus’s territory, and his ‘response’ basically amounts to a brief
nod of appreciation before announcing a course on Foucault he is planning
to teach with Judith Butler.

There are other fine papers here too. Far from being a philosophical issue
killed off by French deconstruction, authenticity has its own section to lead
off Volume 1, wherein another one of the best articles, by Taylor Carmen,
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defends Heidegger’s account of inauthenticity against Dreyfus’s charge of
incoherence. On Dreyfus’s account, Heidegger has both a structural and a
motivational account of inauthenticity. From a structural perspective,
Dasein is continually pulled toward an inauthentic mode of existence, which
suggests that inauthenticity is inevitable. Yet from the motivational perspec-
tive articulated in Division II of Being and Time, the ‘unshakable joy" of
authenticity, to invoke Heidegger's words, would make any return to the
‘dictatorship’ of das Man unthinkable. Carmen convincingly shows, however,
that authentic resoluteness is not a free-standing mode of existence that
Dasein could continue should it so choose; rather, it is ‘a kind of internal
resistance to the obfuscating tendencies inherent in the generic drift of
discourse’ (1, 28). It is thus comparable to jumping up despite the pull of
gravitation. We may well get off the ground, but not permanently, for gravity
cannot be constantly defied. This accounts for both the continual movement
of falling into authenticity, the possibility of authenticity despite this falling,
but also the impossibility of remaining authentic as if it could, like dangling
in mid air, be a permanent modification of Dasein’s existence.

But the big question remains: who is Dreyfus’s Heidegger? Why has his
interpretation garnered such attention and been so influential in recent
vears? What is unique here? The short answer is nicely summarized at the
beginning of David Stern’s article: “The importance of beginning with prac-
tices is a theme that runs through much of Hubert Dreyfus's work on
Heidegger, cognitive science and artificial intelligence’ (2, 53). Practices
make up all those bodily and social skills that simply characterize what we
do as human beings in our everyday world. Mark Wrathall further explains
that we cannot theorize these practices explicitly; as such, they make up the
background of pre-intentional, non-representational ways of coping, which
additionally, make our intentional comportment possible in the first place.
The background, as Dreyfus himself writes, provides ‘the conditions neces-
sary for people to pick out objects, to understand themselves as subjects, and,
generally, to make sense of the world and of their lives’ (2, 94). Without a
background, consequently, the cognitivist model of the mind founders for it
cannot make sense of how entities show up for us as already meaningful,
already integrated into larger frameworks of meaning. The background thus
accounts for how intentional states get their content.

On Dreyfus’s reading, Division I of Being and Time lays out the structure
of the background, which means that already in 1927, Heidegger was provid-
ing a thoroughgoing critique of Cartesian and Cartesian-inspired philoso-
phies of mind. Many of the papers, accordingly, take up the task of assessing
Heidegger's early phenomenological work in light of more recent rejoinders
to the Cartesian project. The real flashpoint for these debates is the pre-
viously noted quarrel between Dreyfus and Searle. David Cerbone, Mark
Wrathall, and Daniel Chandler are explicit participants in this discussion,
and Charles Taylor also weighs in, offering up his own formulation of holism
in opposition to less radical versions of antifoundationalism. Searle’s contri-
bution begins with a nitpicky critique of Dreyfus’s tendency to misrepresent
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his position by conflating it with Husserl’s. But Searle is not Husserl, and he
vigorously distances himself from phenomenology while attempting to dem-
onstrate the absurdity of Dreyfus’s own position: ‘I believe that Dreyfus’s
account of gkillful coping is inadequate and that the contrast he makes
between intentional behavior and skillful coping is wrong, because skillful
coping is intentional behavior right down to the ground’ (2, 81). In his
response, Dreyfus accuses Searle of doing both logical analysis and phenome-
nology. Although Searle claims only to be doing the former, he keeps back-
sliding, Dreyfus argues, into an inadequate phenomenology that he does not
acknowledge and cannot defend. Clearly these are crucial issues that are far
from being resolved here, but perhaps if all participants read each other a
bit more carefully, or if Searle had read Husserl and Heidegger seriously at
all, the dialogue would be more productive. Is this why Heidegger looks so
glum?

Jonathan Salem-Wiseman
Humber College

Krzysztof Ziarek and Seamus Deane, eds.
Future Crossings: Literature Between
Philosophy and Cultural Studies.

Evanston, IL: Northwestern University Press
2000. Pp. 305.

US$79.95 (cloth: 1SBN 0-8101-1791-6);
US$29.95 (paper: 1SBN 0-8101-1792-4).

This collection of essays originally derived from a Comparative Literature
conference entitled ‘Literature Between Philosophy and Cultural Studies’.
As with many books resulting from conference papers this is very much a
‘mixed bag’, both in range of subject matter, and in quality. Luckily the mix
of quality tends to weigh more in favour of the worthwhile, interesting, and
informative rather than the dubious and redundant.

The editors have obviously put a great deal of effort into trying to organise
the wide array of interests and theories presented in the papers into a
coherent structure with common themes. To this end they have divided the
volume into three parts. The first is entitled ‘Remembering the Future’ and
reflects the title of the book very accurately by presenting a highly philosophi-
cal essay (Grosz) alongside a more empirical cultural studies essay (Gam-
brell) and two essays that mix the theoretical and the literary (Kronick and
Manners). The second part, ‘Deconstruction and Culture: Community, Poli-
tics, Ethics’ concentrates on the ethical and political implications of the area

309



between philosophy and literature that the editors identify as ‘deconstruc-
tion’. The third part is probably the weakest in terms of thematic coherence
as it contains two essays concerned with cultural representations of nation-
alism (Lloyd and Rapaport) and two essays that are primarily exegetical of
other theorists (Chaitin and Michel). In their introduction the editors do not
try to elide the dangers or difficulties of bringing philosophy and cultural
studies together. However rather than trying to arbitrate between theory
and cultural studies on the respective accusations of elitism and lack of
‘philosophical depth’ they find common ground in ‘different forms of the
critique of aesthetics’ (2).

Grosz's opening essay sets out a highly theoretical questioning of the
notion of futurity at stake in this whole collection. She uses the philosophical
resources of Deleuze’s reading of Bergson to produce a reading of novelty or
the new which is based on emergence and an openness of and to the future.
Grosz describes a radical and convincing ontology of becoming that also takes
succour from the ‘new sciences’ of complexity and evolutionary biology. The
following essay by Joseph Kronick is the first of many deconstructive essays
in this volume. It is, along with Gasché’s essay later in the collection, parasitic
on Derrida’s prolific re-formulations of deconstruction. While much of its
content might be familiar to those already acquainted with Derrida’s end-
lessly deferred deliberations it does serve as a clear exegesis of some of
deconstruction’s ‘canonical’ texts. Alice Gambrell’s ‘Remembering Women's
Studies’ tackles the question of the ‘betweenness’ that can be attributed to
‘women’s studies’ as ‘the interdisciplinary field of the study of women’ (77).
Indeed, she undertakes a fascinating historical tour of the very differences
at work within academic-feminism itself, preferring to affirm the many
‘betweennesses’ rather than highlighting factions or divisions. Marilyn Man-
ners then goes on to take an in-depth look at one particular feminist writer
— Kathy Acker. Her essay attempts to trace the theoretical underpinning of
Acker’s writing. Acker is linked with theorists such as Cixous, Irigaray,
Brennan, and Kristeva, to name but a few. Acker’s work is not only treated
as ‘literary’, but also connected with the popular culture in which she was so
obviously steeped — parallels are also drawn with Madonna and Courtney
Love.

Part 2 begins with Rodolphe Gasché’s reading of Derrida's The Other
Heading. While this is presented as part of Gasché’s own meditations on the
concept of Europe, it is really a commentary on Derrida’s attempts to
transform the idea of Europe into a ‘feeling’ of Europe (141). This feeling is
presented as not only European but also as philosophical through Heideg-
ger’s appropriation of the Greek origins of philosophy. The problem of
European identity, and identity in general, is seen to be determined through
difference. Again the theme of betweenness emerges in order to try and think
a Europe that will take on its responsibility to the Other. Derrida’s presence
between philosophy and literature/philosophy and cultural studies is further
reinforced through Joan Brandt’s investigations into the political implica-
tions of deconstruction. This essay is essential reading for all those concerned
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with material political questions. The themes of responsibility, difference/dif-
férance, and relation to otherness are set out clearly and are given a concrete
historical context by tracing their emergence from the events of May 1968.
The history of Derrida’s relationship with the Tel Quel group points up
significant political and theoretical differences (with Kristeva in particular).
After an examination of Philippe Lacoue-Labarthe and Jean-Luc Nancy’s
study of fascism Brandt suggests that Derridean différance has the ethical
force to block such ‘political acts of exclusion and intolerance’. However, by
suggesting that the Tel Quel group somehow misunderstood this she comes
dangerously close to aligning them with fascism. Dorota Glowacka also takes
Nancy’s deconstructive project as a much needed intervention in ethics. She
considers Nancy’s and Levinas’s thinking of the gift as paradigmatic of recent
ethical concerns. What makes it most interesting in the context of this book
is that she also positions this thinking as traversing ‘the borders between the
philosophical categories of ethics and aesthetics’ (169). By relating Nancy’s
thinking on the offering and Levinas’s phenomenology of the Other to Kant’s
aesthetics of the sublime, Glowacka pushes the limits of the immanence/tran-
scendence dichotomy which in turn disturbs the whole self/other structure
leading to a more productive ethical encounter.

Part 3 begins with David Lloyd’s reading of James Joyce in an examina-
tion of the masculinity at work in constructions of Irish nationalism. This is
a more scholarly paper than some others in the collection, refreshing perhaps
because of its lack of recourse to deconstruction. However it is sometimes
difficult to find justification in the text itself for its assumptions of the
‘feminization’ of Irish culture. Indeed despite, or perhaps due to, its sophis-
ticated analysis it is in danger of repeating the very stereotypes that it seeks
to challenge. Its insistence on ‘Irish drinking” appears to be impervious to
any irony on Joyce’s part. Indeed situating ‘Irish drinking’ as a form of
‘countermodernity’ may open Lloyd up to the well deserved ire of Irish
drinkers. The question of fascism returns in Gilbert Chaitin’s contribution.
This essay returns to the debate about the role and responsibility of ration-
ality in and for the Shoah through a reading of Lacan’s and Adorno’s
confrontations with Kant. While it is true that Horkheimer and Adorno’s
Dialectic of Enlightenment was deeply indebted to Freudian psychoanalysis,
Chaitin is too eager to prove their closeness, if not identity with Lacan’s
psychoanalytic reading of fascism. The theme of betweenness in this book is
betrayed by the conclusion that ‘fascist ideology is the deceptive mask of the
sadistic superego’ (239). This elides important and productive differences
between Lacan and Adorno, to the detriment of a proper understanding of
Adorno. Herman Rapaport returns to the themes of both nationalism and
German Idealism in an original and inspiring essay that takes the Fichtean
notion of ‘self-positing’ as central to a poetic identity. Indeed the concerns of
responsibility to the other on both a personal and national level, and the
questions of difference and betweenness are also reworked. Through the
examples of how Wordsworth and Hélderlin related to their female compan-
ions (Dorothy Wordsworth and Susette Gontard respectively) we are per-
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suaded of the ‘caesura of difference that preserves an alterity even as it denies
separability’ (252). The final chapter by Andreas Michel compares and
contrasts the responses of Lyotard and Rorty to the question of postmod-
ernism. Lyotard is portrayed as the more radical theorist through his rejec-
tion of the promise of emancipation given by the rationality of enlightenment.
On the other hand Rorty, while pretending to political radicalism, is exposed
as the liberal that he is. The problem with Rorty’s liberalism is shown to be
its apparent blindness to ‘the question of power relations’ (286).

Taken as a whole, this volume would suggest that what occurs in the
literature between philosophy and cultural studies is mostly focused on
deconstruction. Although other methods and interests are explored (Adorno,
Deleuze, Lacan, Levinas, Irigaray, Kristeva), the various treatments of
themes of political responsibility, otherness, difference, and betweenness
make this an insightful and representative survey of the recent past as well
as the open future of philosophy and cultural studies.

Ewan Porter
University of Warwick
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