






























































































































































the story of Thales as recounted in Plato’s Theaetetus. Arkady Plotnitsky’s
‘Topo-philosophies’ examines what he sees as Irigaray’s ‘radical transforma-
tion of classical philosophical conceptuality’ through a comparison with
Hegel, in particular in their respective use of topographical images. Peter
Dews, in ‘The Eclipse of Coincidence’ (published in Angelaki in 1999), notes
how influential Lacan’s thought has been in cultural studies, and points to
some of its antecedents in the history of philosophy. He also seeks to show
how Zizek’s recent championing of Schelling as a precursor to Lacan over-
looks crucial differences in their thought.

Anthony Wall takes the volatility, or inconsistency, of Bakhtin’s thought
as the subject of his ‘Contradictory Pieces of Time and History’. The fragmen-
tary nature of Bakhtin’s thinking, Wall argues, is a reflection of his fragmen-
tary theory of history, and is of positive contemporary value. Mani Haghighi’s
‘The Body of History’ offers, by way of a response to work by Butler and Taylor
on the inadequacy of Foucault’s conception of the body, a Deleuzian reading
of an essay by Foucault on Nietzsche. Brian Wall’s ‘Written in the Sand’ takes
Bataille as its subject and argues that, for Bataille, inner experience is
‘certainly not the will, but neither is it the unconscious; it is informed by the
social, but transgresses the social; and thus it is an in-itself that cannot
remain an in-itself since it depends on the for-itself ... ; and in seeking
transcendence, it must have its limits in order to surpass them. It is not a
positivity but rather a negativity that becomes a positivity that is itself
transgressed and undone by its own transgression.’

Linda Bradley Salamon’s ‘Theory avant la Lettre’ finds a ‘ready dialogic
relation’ between the relationship of sixteenth century ‘art-texts’ (the ‘how
to’ books of their day) to emerging intellectualism, and the ‘late twentieth-
century turn towards the discourse of material culture and its multiple
meanings’. She claims that such art-texts form part of the history of cultural
studies insofar as they ‘explore cultural, rather than literary, philosophical,
or historical texts’, though does not make clear in what sense they are an
‘exploration’ rather than simply an instance of such texts. Michael J. O’Dris-
coll’s ‘Derrida, Foucault, and the Archiviolithics of History examines post-
structuralism’s fascination with the archive in order to argue that
‘contemporary theories of knowledge are the by-product of the way in which
material texts have been managed: that the archive is not only constructed
by theoretical discourse but also constructs that discourse. Orrin N.C. Wang
begins his ‘De Man, Marx, Rousseau, and the Machine’ by asking what it
means for deconstruction and Marxism to consider de Man, as Jameson does,
‘as a postcontemporary version of eighteenth-century mechanical material-
ism’, and concludes: ‘The form in history that is not history: that is the
machine, as much as the literal in deconstruction that is not pure figure,
history in Rousseau [sic].’

In keeping with the book’s origins in what was evidently a permissive
conference, and perhaps as a reflection of the editors’ doubts (voiced in the
introduction) about the very possibility of ‘writing the intellectual history of
theory’, the contents of the book are too disparate to permit a useful summary

207



of the whole. Such continuities as do emerge seem rather the product of
chance than a reflection of the actual dynamics of the field. (Can Hegel, for
example, really be this ubiquitous?) After Poststructuralism is, then, very
much a conference proceedings, and most of the pieces it contains will
doubtless appear in print again in the more specialized contexts their writers
originally intended them for.

James Kirwan

John Raines, ed.

Marx on Religion.

Philadelphia: Temple University Press 2002,
Pp. vii + 242.

US$69.50 (cloth: 1SBN 1-56639-939-4);
US$18.95 (paper: ISBN 1-56639-940-8).

Marx’s outlook on religion is in different ways well and inadequately known.
As John Raines, the editor of this anthology, points out, the first words to
occur to most of us on this theme are: ‘Religion is the opiate of the masses’
written by the 25-year-old Marx early in 1844. Consequently, we know Marx
as a notorious critic of religion. Other facets of Marx’s view of religion are
less well known. This extends, as Raines notes, even to the lines immediately
following: ‘Religious suffering is at one and the same time the expression of
real suffering and a protest against real suffering. Religion is the sigh of the
oppressed creature, the heart of a heartless world and the soul of soulless
conditions.” As Raines reads these lines, religion functions not just as legiti-
mating ideology, but also as an actual protest against the realities of exploi-
tation. Why then does Marx go on to reject religion? Because it stands for
tllusory happiness. The rejection of illusion is a call for real happiness. The
argument of this anthology is clear. Raines seeks to illuminate this argument
of Marx’s as well as question it. He seeks to situate Marx’s view of religion
in his own time, suggesting that Marx does well in describing and rejecting
much of the religion of his own era. Perhaps, though, and this would be
consistent with Marx’s materialism, a fresh analysis is required.

Toward this end, this new collection of Marx’s writings on religion is
intended to differ from the two previous North American anthologies. Accord-
ing to Raines, Saul K. Padover’'s 1974 attempt focuses too much on the
question of Marx’s alleged anti-Semitism, while Reinhold Neibuhr's 1964
compilation has the largely critical purpose of showing that Marx is an
unrealistic utopian in need of a better grasp of the Christian doctrine of sin.
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Raines states his contrasting purpose clearly: ‘It is my judgment that Marx
is less a poorly informed critic of religion than an important friend and
dialogue partner’ (13).

The focus is largely on Marx’s early writings. In fact, the collection could,
for the most part, easily double as an introduction to the early Marx. Rather
than arranging Marx’s writings chronologically, the book is divided into five
parts: The Young Man Marx, Consciousness and the Material World, Bad
Work/Good Work, The Criticism of Religion, and Occasional Writings. All but
the last section, clearly intended as the least important and also containing
selections from Engels and Jenny Marx, focus on texts composed prior to
1849. In fact the only exceptions in these first four sections are a two-page
selection from Capital in the Good Work/Bad Work section and the famous
‘Preface to the Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy’ in the
Consciousness and the Material World section. Raines justifies this approach
noting in a brief preface that most of Marx’s writing on religion occurs in this
early period. But what is interesting is that many of the selections Raines
does include are not about religion in any straightforward sense. Raines
seems to have a target audience that is inclined to think of Marx as a
narrow-minded and fairly crude reductionist.

Hence, Part One begins with the writings of the teenage Marx: ‘Reflections
of a Youth on Choosing an Occupation’ and the famous ‘Letter to His Father’.
Clearly Marx is a smart, passionate young man with wide ranging interests,
rather than a heartless mechanist. Also included in this section is ‘On the
Jewish Question’. Raines tells us that while this essay is often employed to
show Marx’s anti-Semitism, ‘it is really a criticism of religion in general for
focusing upon the private life of individuals rather than the emancipation of
public life’ (44). Probably, though, the real import of the essay lies in Marx’s
critique of an essentially liberal political theory grounded in individual
rights, while he at the same time tries to find a way beyond the Young-
Hegelian preoccupation with religious criticism.

In fact, the next two sections of the anthology have very little direct
connection with religious critique. We find instead selections in Part Two
emphasizing Marx’s developing dialectical conception of humanity’s relation-
ship to nature. Again we see Raines’ concern to show that Marx is no crude
reductionist. Human beings are dependent on nature, transform it, and in
turn are created by it. However, this process under capitalism is fundamen-
tally alienating and exploitive (Part Three). For Raines, Marx here can be
seen as an ally of religion insofar as he analyzes and criticizes this realm of
the crudely materialistic.

Raines sees Marx’s own criticisms of religion (Part Four) as criticism of
one of religion’s possibilities. Religions can indeed look at the world described
by Marx and retreat into otherworldly hope, thus giving functional support
to the ruling classes. But there are other possibilities for religion. Marx, says
Raines, would have been surprised by religion’s ability to align itself with the
oppressed in the late twentieth century. Raines sees it as an open question
which way religion will go. He thinks it almost certainly true that religion in
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the twenty-first century is about to once again become an important histori-
cal force. From both a Marxist and a religious perspective it then becomes
extremely important to think about the relationship of religion and class.
This is the focus of Part Five.

In the end, this anthology is intended as a contribution to the opening up
of a space for inquiry. Raines’ main audience seems to be a religious one
insofar as he argues that Marx is potentially relevant to the struggles for a
better world that he sees as part of the best in the religious traditions.
Included also are study questions which suggests a student audience. The
collection is probably a good way into the study of Marx for those who begin
from a religious orientation. Hopefully, though, such readers will go on to
explore more of Marx’s mature writings, especially Capital.

Michael A. Principe
Middle Tennessee State University

Diane Ravitch and Joseph P. Viteritti, eds.
Making Good Citizens.

Education and Civil Society.

New Haven, CT: Yale University Press 2001.
Pp. 358.

US$35.00. 1sBN 0-300-08878-7.

The line of thought running through this collection of essays is that there is
a crisis of civic participation in the US, attributable to the covariant failure
of (public) schools in educating for citizenship and the alleged collapse of
consensus based civil society. Moral fragmentation leaves young people with
no conception of a common life on which to build a public identity. Some
recurrent themes emerge. One concerns the genesis of the problem, focusing
on Coleman’s concept of ‘social capital’ as a resource of civil society, now
depleted. Another is the suggestion of a two-pronged solution through iden-
tifying a common ground of political values on which schools could build
education for citizenship, while remaining neutral on contested ground.

No one doubts the importance of education and participation for democ-
racy. The problem when education fails is acutely felt, so why is the lasting
impression of this collection so unsatisfactory? One reason is the assumptions
in the analyses of community change. Another is the normative orientation
towards personal morality and local solutions.

‘Social capital’ figures heavily in the contributions by Robert Putnam,
Gerald Grant, William Damon, and Mark Holmes: America’s traditionally
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high stock of social capital — norm and trust sustaining local networks of
fellowship and sympathy — has been depleted since the 1960s. The failure
of education and participation affect each other and the cause is a failure of
community. The preferred solution is the creation of new social capital.

A problem with ‘social capital’ though, is its use as an empirical tool to
measure the effectiveness of civil society in creating public-spirited kids,
while really being a normative concept. Social capital, it is assumed, requires
a moral consensus on a preferred way of life. The conservatism in this is
obvious. The stock of social capital is supposed to have been highest before
the 1960s, i.e., during the time of race-segregated schools and women-at-
home. Since then we have questioned racial and gender hierarchy. The civil
rights and women’s movement are mentioned here but not analysed for
relevance, feminism and anti-racism referred to by Holmes as ‘passing
enthusiasms’ (199). There is a preoccupation with authority. The young
admit no leaders and don’t want to be leaders, complains Damon. Jean
Bethke Elshtain argues that authority is what sustains civil society. Tradi-
tional forms of authority are regarded as a social asset, with little reflection
on the false consensus they uphold. Nathan Glazer recognizes that the value
coherence of the *50s was an imposition by an elite; Putnam mentions that
bolstering existing social capital may reinforce inequities, but little analyti-
cal attention is paid to this.

How do we address the concerns of young people? And what about the
girls? If good citizenship requires ‘republican motherhood’ (Rakove, 241)
what does that tell young women of today? Women’s role in society has
changed radically since the '60s, so one could expect some gender analysis.
But when Grant refers to interviews with teenagers, boys are either in the
street or doing well in school, while girls either get pregnant, or not.

‘Social capital’ is a fuzzy analytical tool. The metaphor of ‘capital’is carried
so far that it ceases to make sense. Social capital is ‘withdrawn’ from
community and ‘spent’ as if it were like money rather than a matter of social
dynamics. It is supposed to be independent of socio-economic factors, yet how
could efforts to create more of it ever be independent of the variables that
supposedly lie outside it, like poverty, health and equality? The depletion of
social capital is conceptualised as a local problem and an outcome of moral
erosion, requiring local and moral efforts. We know that there is a political
explanation to this situation, yet it continues to be analysed as a problem of
bad parenting and lax morals. Admittedly Grant recognizes the importance
of housing segregation and middle class white flight encouraged by tax
benefits, but only Joseph Viteritti regards the education problem primarily
as a matter of racial inequality and poverty, induced by de facto segregation.

Several contributors advance a ‘two-pronged solution’ (described as such
by Warren Nord, with Holmes, Rosemary Salomone and Alan Wolfe concur-
ring) to the alleged failure of schools in educating for citizenship: Combine a
liberal education based on what we have in common (commitments to justice,
honesty, democracy) with neutrality on contested moral ground. A problem
with that is how to give content to buzzwords like justice without venturing
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into contested ground. Wolfe advocates ‘robust pluralism’ (289) allowing all
views, also the illiberal ones, to compete. But some won’t allow that their
view is one in a competition. Some parents want their children exempted
from parts of the curriculum to prevent them from knowi ng that there is a
competition (see the Mozert case discussed by Salomone).

At least Elshtain makes no pretence at neutrality. Her strong claim is that
religion is necessary for civil life and that the education of citizens and of
souls goes hand in hand. Again one is struck by the question of how this is
supposed to connect with young people, disenchanted by adult performance.
Believers ‘are more apt to learn how to compromise,” Elshtain bafflingly
asserts (268), moving on to the ‘extraordinary contributions of Pope John
Paul IT" (277). The souls in school should learn intelligent criticism, not
cynical debunking, she says. Fine, but can we expect young people to grow
anything but cynical if established religion is held up as a guiding light for
their civic development, while Catholic priests are busy buggering choir boys
under the shelter of their bishops?

If young people shun traditional authority and question the point of
engaging in a civic life run and defined by an immutable establishment,
couldn’t it be that they are actually on to something? Putnam asks if test
score decline is a schooling or a community problem. It might well be both,
but importantly it is a political problem. And moral consensus was always a
myth, so why lament what was never there?

Lena Halldenius
Lund University

Richard Schmitt

Alienation and Freedom.

Boulder, CO: Westview Press 2003. Pp. x + 145.
US$65.00 (cloth: 1SBN 0-8133-6588-0);
US$19.00 (paper: ISBN 0-8133-2853-5).

While primarily intended for the undergraduate student of philosophy, this
slim and accessible volume is not a textbook in the traditional sense. Largely
eschewing a didactic exposition of various arguments, historical positions, or
proofs regarding the concepts of alienation and freedom, the book instead
engages the reader in an implicit dialogue in which everyday assumptions,
emotions, and interpersonal and workplace interactions are presented. From
this presentation Schmitt teases out the symptoms of an alienated life. Here
Schmitt is marvelously attentive to the fabric of contemporary experience in
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Western society. As a result, the book ably serves some of the highest goals
of philosophy or political philosophy. By causing us to reflect seriously upon
those otherwise obscured conditions of alienation that ‘defor[m] our person-
alities and mak[e] our lives less firmly ours, less adventurous, and less
meaningful’ (ix), we are forced to confront the Socratic principle that the
unexamined life is not worth living.

The book’s opening sections aim to rescue the concept of alienation from
its exclusive associations with Marxian and existentialist philosophy. On the
one hand, a study of ‘global’ or systemic alienation (5) should be restricted
neither to just those objective conditions that concern the processes of labor,
nor to an enumeration of objective conditions themselves. On the other, it
must avoid a purely subjective account of feelings of alienation. The reason:
oppressive social conditions alone can invoke heroic, non-alienated re-
sponses; by themselves, feelings of alienation will be transitory or linked to
particular situations and not to the whole of existence. In a way that reflects
the concerns of the Frankfurt School, for Schmitt alienation is most properly
found and studied where these two aspects come together in the concrete life
activity of the individual.

Although ‘freedom’ stands alongside ‘alienation’ in the book’s title,
Schmitt is not equally concerned with the conditions of freedom or an analysis
of the concept. He is content to adopt J.S. Mill’s understanding that freedom
resides in the unrestricted pursuit of my private goods (although these
certainly may have a public character) insofar as I do not hinder others in
theirs (12). Alienation becomes a hidden and profound hindrance whose
identification and removal, for Schmitt, then opens the way for the natural
blossoming of freedom.

Before turning to his examination of alienation itself, Schmitt takes us
through a brief survey of the concept of alienation in the thought of Rousseau,
Marx, Kierkegaard, and Nietzsche. His purpose is to show that the concept
of alienation has a worthy pedigree and so cannot be easily dismissed as a
subject of serious reflection. Nonetheless, this chapter seems more detour
than tour. To his credit, his analysis of alienation does not require, or build
upon, any prior acquaintance with these thinkers or indeed any formal
philosophic training. Instead, the book very successfully uses literature —
both classic (e.g., Kafka’s The Metamorphosis, Tolstoy’s The Death of Ivan
Ilych, Flaubert’s Madame Bovary) and contemporary (e.g., Dufrene’s Love
Warps the Mind a Little) — to extract and richly illustrate archetypal
narratives of alienated lives. These narratives, and not the thought of
Rousseau et. al., are the thread that runs through the book. So at most this
chapter serves as a series of helpful signposts to further study, yet whose
material might have been incorporated more profitably into the other chap-
ters as the need arose.

The heart of Schmitt’s analysis occurs in Chapters 3 and 4 where aliena-
tion’s individually and socially rooted aspects are treated respectively. The
conditions for alienation are always present for the individual because of the
‘human condition’: a tension between our intellectual ability to will and make
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plans and our physical nature that throws us into a world in which we find
ourselves arbitrarily possessing a particular body, enmeshed in contingent
relationships, possessing certain roles, and caught between an unchangeable
past and an unknowable future. If we are not careful to reflect upon and
fashion some sort of deliberative, coherent and recognized narrative out of
this Heideggerian thrownness, then these inherent preconditions for an
alienated life will become the actual conditions of alienation. The world will
always be an unknowable surge of forces that simply sweeps us along,
without a chance to build a self out of the chaos. As a distinct and, implicitly
for Schmitt, lesser problem, these inherent preconditions for alienation
become especially pernicious and difficult to overcome given certain forms of
social organization. Here, the book rightly focuses on problems that the
market economy poses both for the self-construction of a meaningful life and
for human relations that not mediated by the value of a dollar or the
imperative to earn one. His analysis closely follows the contours laid out by
Rousseau and Marx, while nicely demonstrating its practical import for our
contemporary lives. Additionally, he does not neglect the problems and
consequences of systemic gender and racial diserimination.

Unfortunately, the book’s concluding discussion of freedom does not take
us much deeper into Mill’s conception than the page and a half devoted to it
at the beginning. Nonetheless, Schmitt uses this conclusion to effectively
bring together the previous two chapters. He underscores that alienation is
both an ‘internal’ and ‘external’ (117) constraint on the pursuit of life goods.
In this way, the mere presence of mature democracies and entrenched
freedoms in the West precludes neither the question of alienation nor of
freedom. Pedagogically, the advantage of Schmitt’s Millian conception of
freedom is that it immediately or intuitively resonates with our unreflective
understanding, and so requires little elaboration. Metaphysically, it embod-
ies an unresolved tension within Schmitt’s analysis of alienation. Is freedom
fundamentally a matter of individual willing in which our social world is at
most an instrumental barrier or aid? Or, are we in some way constituted by
this social world and the relations in which we are situated so that there is
no freedom apart from a world that is free? At many points Schmitt implies
the latter but, in the end, seems to opt for the former. Which of these
conceptions of the self we choose ultimately will shape the nature of our
deepest commitments, and so the path we pursue in our attempt to overcome
alienation and sustain freedom.

Although no traditional textbook, Alienation and Freedom is clear, acces-
sible, and acutely insightful about the everyday impact of modern life on the
possibilities of living a good life; these features make it highly suitable as
companion reading in any undergraduate classroom where the problems of
the human condition are being discussed.

Joshua D. Goldstein
(Department of Political Science and Munk Centre for International Studies )
University of Toronto
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David Schweickart

After Capitalism.

Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers
Inc. 2002. Pp. xxiii + 193.

US$70.00 (cloth: 1SBN 0-7425-1299-1);
US$23.95 (paper: 1SBN 0-7425-1300-9).

Many book-cover blurbs urge that no one interested in its field can afford to
ignore the pages within: here, for once, there would be no element of
exaggeration. Schweickart initially intended to popularize his thorough,
more technical refutation of claims for capitalism in Against Capitalism, but
was led to argue instead for an alternative to capitalism, which would be: ‘as
efficient in the allocation of existing resources’; ‘as dynamic in its innovative
growth’; ‘as compatible with liberty and democracy’ (87); while also lacking
the flaws of capitalism, including inequality, unemployment, overwork,
poverty, sham democracy, and environmental degradation (88). The new
form of his project addresses a need for a feasible alternative that he
encountered among audiences interested in his earlier critique of capitalism,
while it also seemed that this alternative — termed ‘economic democracy’ —
could serve as a constructive objective for expressions of popular discontent
with capitalism that emerged strongly once again as he wrote.

Karl Marx — or more likely, Friedrich Engels — could have written such
a book if he had experienced the lack of decisive success by working class
political movements over the last hundred years or so, and had also freed
himself more thoroughly of Hegel's influence. That Hegel’s influence was
pernicious, distorting what would otherwise have been a perfectly respect-
able ‘analytical Marxism’, flies in the face of the many fruitful ways that Marx
and Engels drew on Hegel. Even so, they failed to work through thoroughly
the implications of their turn from Hegelian philosophical interpretation.
While Hegel flies with the owl of Minerva at dusk, striving to complete
comprehension of a passing way of life, Marx and Engels attempt to depict
scientifically an old form of society pregnant with a new one. Nevertheless,
they inherited from Hegel teleological assumptions as to the new form of
society and its relation to capitalist society, which sat rather oddly alongside
their relatively rigorous critique of capitalism. They also clung to the
Hegelian notion that they could not gaze forward into the future to depict
the society that would emerge from capitalism or, from their standpoint in
the present, rationally recommend any features of a future society.

In drawing from Marx’s critique of capitalism, Schweickart manages to
avoid excessive homage to its author. He rightly considers that Marx has left
a gap, to be filled with what he terms ‘successor-system theory’, which would
‘define an economic order genuinely superior to capitalism — that is, better
able to take advantage of the technical and social possibilities opened up by
capitalism but incapable of realization under that system’ (9).

While Marx was persuaded that market relations alienate us from the
process of social cooperation in the production and allocation of material
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goods, Schweickart claims that successor theory should accept that markets
impose a competitive discipline, encouraging efficient allocation of scarce
resources and innovation. Accepting the merits of markets, as Schweickart
does, involves no concession to sweeping dismissal of administrative alloca-
tion within Neo-Liberal economic theory. Administrative allocation works
very well in public hospitals and public education, provided such institutions
have a properly devolved control over their own affairs, and are leanly,
though not meanly, resourced. Schweickart accepts a mixed economy, with
child care, education, health care and care for the disabled and elderly
assigned to the public sector and non-market allocation (71). His key idea is
not a change in forms of allocation but a change in enterprise ownership from
private capital to worker co-operatives, where workers have equal shares in
the ownership of their enterprises, coupled with a change from private to
public control of investment.

A detailed discussion follows of the comparative merits of ‘economic
democracy’, which Schweickart models on the Mondragon co-operative sys-
tem in the Basque country of Spain. Since they are involved in market
competition, worker co-operatives have incentives to use resources efficiently
and innovate. However, they do not have the same incentives as capitalist
firms to shed labor, or grow boundlessly (127-31). Schweickart, for once, puts
his case a little imprecisely. He refers to ‘labor costs’ but does not distinguish
between aggregate and unit labor costs. The claim that ‘democratic firms
have no interest whatever in lowering labor costs’ (128) applies only to
aggregate labor costs, which do equal worker income. However, democratic
firms presumably have incentives to lower ‘unit labor costs’, so that we cannot
be confident that they will not introduce new technologies that replace skilled
with unskilled labor, as Schweickart claims. True, worker co-operatives have
such incentives only when they encounter increasing product demand, while
capitalist firms have an incentive to cut unit labor costs in all circumstances,
perhaps even especially when product demand falls. Schweickart also claims
that ‘once a firm reaches the optimal size for technical efficiency, it will stop
growing. If demand for the product remains strong, new firms will come into
being ... * (130). However, this assumes a constant technology. With new
technologies, firms can increase their outputs and even increase their work-
force, if technical efficiency is achieved at a higher level, given the new
technology. Nevertheless, since we cannot expect innovation to accommodate
increased demand always, there will be a greater tendency for new firms to
spring up under economic democracy, as Schweickart suggests, and for firm
closures rather than layoffs when demand shrinks.

The differences are more pronounced but also more speculative when it
comes to inequality: Schweickart extrapolates from capitalism to estimate
that there will be income differentials of about ten to one in an economic
democracy but argues that these, while significant, do not have the same
capacity to ground exploitation and oppression as much wider differentials
under capitalism (131-4). Unemployment would be taken care of by public
sector employment, while worker ownership could eliminate overwork. Lack-
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ing great concentrations of private wealth, democracy might even work in an
economic democracy (151-4). One sobering note, however, is the observation
drawn from the case of Mondragon that worker co-operatives tend to provide
managers rather than workers with a sense of ownership of their enterprises
(69-70). Schweickart hopes that this experience merely reflects the surround-
ing sea of capitalist competition. Marx, on the other hand, would expect
alienation to remain so long as workers are subject to a surrounding sea of
blind market competition.

This book provides a clear and persuasive argument for why practically
no one should resign themselves to the evils of capitalism.

Ian Hunt
Flinders University of SA

Amartya Sen

Rationality and Freedom.
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press 2002. Pp. ix + 736.

US$39.95. ISBN 0-674-00947-9.

Rationality and Freedom is the first of two volumes of essays by Amartya
Sen on rationality, freedom, and justice. As with most exciting collections,
the pieces in this volume, having been brought together, bring new things
into view. Emerging particularly clearly from this collection are (i) the main
contours of the interdisciplinary debate among ethicists, political philoso-
phers, and economists concerning rationality and freedom, and (ii) the ties
between Sen’s own various influential insights concerning rationality and
freedom.

In exploring the nature of rationality, Sen challenges several prominent
views concerning rational choice. According to one such view, an agent’s
choices are rational if and only if they are consistent with one another. This
view is based on the presupposition that choices can, like statements, directly
conflict with one another. Sen argues convincingly, however, that ‘there is no
way of determining whether a choice function is consistent or not without
referring to something external to choice behavior (such as objectives, values,
or norms)’ (121-2).

Sen also challenges the ‘self-interest maximization’ view, according to
which rational choice involves the unfailing pursuit of options that will maxi-
mally promote one’s own self-interest. Sen reasons as follows: If, on the one
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hand, the view is interpreted as committed to the assumption that the promo-
tion of one’s own self-interest is the only goal that reason endorses, it can be
dismissed as arbitrary, since the assumption on which it is founded is arbi-
trary. Sen also suggests, in relation to this interpretation, that ‘the insistence
on the pursuit of self-interest as an inescapable necessity for rationality
subverts the “self” as a free, reasoning being, by overlooking the freedom to
reason about what one should pursue’ (46). If, on the other hand, the self-inter-
est maximization view rests on the assumption that the promotion of self-in-
terest is the only (ultimate) goal that individuals do in fact have, the view can
be dismissed, according to Sen, as an implausible oversimplification.

More radical than Sen’s rejection of the self-interest maximization view
is his rejection of the view that rational choice involves the unfailing pursuit
of one’s own goals. Sen’s rejection of this latter view is built on his distinction
between an agent’s goals and an agent’s values. According to Sen, one’s
values can include priorities other than the maximum fulfillment of one’s
own goals, and, when they do, these other concerns cannot just be ruled out
as irrelevant to the rationality of one’s choices.

While Sen rejects the self-interest maximization view and the view that
being rational involves seeking the maximum fulfillment of one’s goals, Sen
does not dismiss the idea that rational choice can be interpreted as maximiz-
ing choice. Sen does, however, insist that ‘maximizing behavior is at most a
necessary condition for rationality’ (39). He also argues that rational choice
can be interpreted as maximizing choice only if maximization is interpreted
as compatible with incomplete preferences, with menu-dependent prefer-
ences, and with process sensitive preferences.

In exploring the connection between rationality and social choice, Sen
argues that while Arrow’s impossibility theorem identifies ‘a profound
difficulty in combining individual preference orderings into aggregative
social welfare judgments’ (289), the difficulty can be resolved via the
introduction of interpersonal comparisons of individual advantages. Sen
does not deny that comparisons may have to be rough; but he sensibly
maintains that sometimes all we need to arrive at a solid social welfare
Judgment are approximations that are good enough, and sometimes imper-
fect methods for arriving at interpersonal comparisons (such as comparing
real income or the holding of primary goods) yield such approximations.
This last move by Sen relates to something that is particularly inspiring
about this collection, namely that it reflects not only Sen’s commitment to
subtle and rigorous conceptual and theoretical analysis, but also his com-
mitment to putting such analysis to good use. The latter commitment
becomes apparent every time Sen focuses on a specific practical issue in
order to explore the possibility of fruitfully applying theoretical results via
a creative interpretation of these results or via the careful search for
approximations that, relative to the practical issue in question, simplify
things without being simple-minded.

In exploring the connection between social choice and liberty, Sen argues,
on the one hand, that consideration of some minimal demands of liberty
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reveals ‘the need to go beyond the utility-based foundations of traditional
welfare economics (including the Pareto principle)’ (432). On the other hand,
Sen resists the idea that taking liberty seriously requires putting preferences
aside and arriving at aggregative evaluations via the consideration of proc-
esses only. For Sen, it must be acknowledged that ‘freedom is valuable for at
least two distinct reasons. First, more freedom gives us more opportunity to
achieve those things that we value ... Second, the process through which
things happen may also be of importance in assessing freedom’ (585). Sen
then argues that social choice theory cannot only comfortably accommodate
these two aspects of freedom, it can be used to enhance our understanding
of both aspects.

Having focused on a selection of ideas and arguments that figure promi-
nently in the volume, I will now turn to a possible worry concerning an idea
that frames Sen’s work, namely the idea that ‘reason has its use not only in
the pursuit of a given set of objectives and values, but also in scrutinizing the
objectives and values themselves,” which must be ‘supportable through
careful assessment’ (39, 41). On the basis of this idea, Sen rejects instrumen-
tal conceptions of reason, which do not ‘have any condition of critical scrutiny
of the objectives themselves,” and thus fail to fully capture the demands of
reason (286). Yet there seems to be a tension between this stance and Sen’s
view that reason does not identify certain objectives and values as ‘proper’
(6). If reason does not endorse or reject objectives and values considered in
and of themselves, then it seems like either (i) reason only endorses or rejects
objectives and values considered in relation to other objectives and values,
or (ii) reason does not endorse or reject objectives and values at all. If (i) is
true, then it seems like an instrumental conception of reason may be able to
fully capture the demands of reason, since, while it is true that instrumental
conceptions of reason do not have any condition of critical scrutiny of
objectives and values considered in and of themselves, they do have room for
critical serutiny of objectives and values considered in relation to other
objectives and values. (Presumably considerations of the form ‘If I X, then
that will rule out Y-ing’ will figure in the reasoning of an instrumentally
rational agent.) If, on the other hand, (ii) is true, then it is not clear how
reasoned serutiny can supply assessments of objectives and values. Perhaps
Sen thinks that while reason itself does not endorse or reject objectives and
values, reasoned serutiny is a creative reflective process in which the agent
embraces, abandons, or ranks objectives and values without relying on any
external test(s). This is an interesting possibility, though more would need
to be said about this creative reflective process and about why it should count
as reasoned scrutiny. (It cannot be assumed that every creative reflective
process is a case of reasoned scrutiny. For example, I may abandon my
objective to eat the fresh cup of yogurt in my fridge after vividly reflecting on
the live cultures it contains. Does my process of reflection, which results in
my abandoning my objective, count as a bit of reasoned scrutiny? It doesn’t
seem like it.)
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Though I would have welcomed more discussion concerning Sen’s view of
the nature of reasoned scrutiny, there is no scarcity of enlightening discus-
sion in Sen’s impressive and thought-provoking book.

Chrisoula Andreou
University of Utah

William Lad Sessions

Reading Hume’s Dialogues:

A Veneration for True Religion.

Bloomington: Indiana University Press 2002.
Pp. x + 281.

US$49.95 (cloth: ISBN 0-253-24116-7):
US$24.95 (paper: 1SBN 0-253-21534-X).

As Sessions himself points out, Reading Hume’s Dialogues fills a gap in Hume
scholarship, for this is the first English-language book-length commentary
on the Dialogues. Sessions argues that the importance of Hume’s Dialogues
in the philosophy of religion, as well as the text’s literary merits, justify a
much closer look at what the text tells us ‘on its own terms’ (3). Sessions thus
provides a careful, detailed analysis of every move in the Dialogues, with
extensive quotations and paraphrases of the text. After an introductory
chapter explaining and justifying the use of what Sessions calls ‘internal’
interpretation, a chapter of scene-setting, and a chapter examining Pamphi-
lus’ preface, there is a chapter for each of the twelve parts of Hume’s
Dialogues, plus a conclusion in which Sessions comments on some of the
broader themes of the Dialogues.

In explaining what he means by ‘internal’ interpretation, Sessions con-
trasts his approach with two standard approaches to the Dialogues: first,
those ‘analytic mining operations’ which extract some argument from the
Dialogues and seek to evaluate it without much (or any) reference to its
textual context; second, historicist approaches which seek to understand
Hume’s views through locating them in the context of eighteenth-century
Scottish thought (2). Sessions’ ‘internal’ approach examines the Dialogues’
‘self-luminescence’ (3), understanding the text using only the materials
provided by the text itself. Although he concedes that a wholly internal
interpretation of a text is neither possible nor desirable, Sessions does hope
to provide a more-or-less self-contained account of the Dialogues. Thus the
book addresses not just the arguments, but also the dramatic setting and the
characters’ motives, actions, points of view, and relationships with each
other.
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Readers who are already familiar with the Dialogues may find the sum-
mary that is interwoven with Sessions’ commentary to be more detailed than
they need. But Sessions’ internal approach does yield some fruitful results.
For example, through close attention to Philo’s claims, Sessions shows that
the apparent ‘reversal’ of Philo’s views in Section 12 in fact has a straight-
forward explanation (186-7). He also shows how Demea’s desperate desire
for religious certainty leads him, again and again, to sacrifice consistency.

In the concluding chapter, Sessions elaborates on some of the themes that
he finds recurring in the Dialogues: the role of teleological thinking in the
three characters’ views; their different conceptions of the purposes and
methods of religious education; the varying types of friendship they display.
If Sessions can be said to present a central thesis concerning the Dialogues,
it is that the Dialogues should be read not so much as a discussion of
theological design arguments as an exploration of contrasting accounts of
piety. As Sessions puts it, “The Dialogues, it turns out, is more about piety
than theology’ (10). For Demea, piety involves a life of unquestioning sub-
mission; he cannot tolerate uncertainty or any disagreement with his own
views (223). For Cleanthes, piety involves ‘trusting confidence’ that there is
a ‘benevolent guardian and protector’ who will reward us in a future life (224).
Concerning Philo’s piety, Sessions is less clear: he emphasizes that Philo and
Cleanthes share a form of piety (204), yet he also says that ‘Philo’s piety is
centrally expressed in his skeptical questioning’ (20), which Cleanthes does
not share.

The difficulty here is that Sessions never spells out what ‘piety’ means.
He characterizes it variously as ‘natural religious practice’ (10), ‘life, the way
one lives one’s life’ (20), and religious ‘practice and sentiments’ (180). He also
occasionally uses, without any explanation, the phrase ‘natural piety’ (202,
222). As is well known (and as Sessions himself points out), ‘natural religion’
was used in the eighteenth century to refer to religious views that are
discovered through reason, in contrast both to revealed religion and irra-
tional superstition. One might think Sessions is using ‘natural piety’ in a
similar way, to refer perhaps to those religious practices which reason shows
to be best. Indeed, he attributes to Philo the position that ‘false’ religion, held
by the majority of people, ‘draw[s] one away from the company of common
life into the irrational beliefs of superstition and the irrational zeal of
enthusiasm. Vulgar views of divinity are rooted in this irrational complex of
mood and practice (piety) (201). This might suggest that ‘piety’ simpliciter
refers to an unexamined, even irrational way of life, while ‘natural piety’
refers to the pieties of Cleanthes and Philo, which Sessions does seem to think
are based on a rational investigation of the best way to live life. Yet Sessions
then describes Philo as ‘having disposed of natural religious piety’ (202). So
apparently even an irrational piety counts as ‘natural’.

Perhaps, then, Sessions uses ‘natural piety’ to describe the way of life that
humans can’t help but find compelling, something like an instinctive form of
religious practice. Yet would Hume really want to characterize the pieties of
the vulgar, of Demea, and of Cleanthes and Philo, all of which Sessions calls
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‘natural’, as ‘natural’in this sense? It seems that to settle the appropriateness
of the terms ‘piety’ and ‘natural piety’ here, Sessions needs to step outside
his internal interpretation and take a look at other Humean texts. But even
within the confines of his internal interpretation, ‘piety’ and ‘natural piety’
need clarification; without it, the exciting thesis that the Dialogues is all
about piety loses much of its force.

Reading Hume’s Dialogues is probably too detailed to use in undergradu-
ate survey courses, but might be appropriate in upper-level courses on Hume
or philosophy of religion. Hume scholars will find it interesting but may be
frustrated by the constraints of the internal approach, insofar as it refuses
to identify connections between the Dialogues and other works by Hume. I
imagine, however, that anyone who teaches the Dialogues in philosophy of
religion courses will find Reading Hume’s Dialogues extremely helpful and
provocative.

Deborah Boyle
College of Charleston

Rob van Gerwen, ed.

Richard Wollheim on the Art of Painting:

Art as Representation and Expression.

New York: Cambridge University Press 2001,
Pp. viii + 285.

US$55.00. 1SBN 0-521-80174-5.

This book is a collection of sixteen critical essays by philosophers and art
historians, originally given at a three-day conference in honor of Richard
Wollheim. In addition to the critical essays, there is an introduction by the
editor, a lead essay by Wollheim, and a concluding essay where Wollheim
replies to his eritics.

The theme of the book concerns the conceptual relations in the art of
painting between expression and representation. In a painting that repre-
sents a landscape but expresses melancholy, how can we best describe the
conceptual relations between what is represented and what is expressed? For
Wollheim the key that connects what is represented with what is expressed
is to be found in the psychology of art.

Seeing the landscape is not a matter of seeing the painting as a landscape,
asiflooking at pictures were like looking at things, but according to Wollheim
involves a type of seeing that is distinct from ordinary perception, which he
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calls ‘seeing-in’. While being fully aware that one is looking at a painting, one
‘sees in’ the painting the landscape, for instance. This ‘seeing-in’ occurs when
the intentions of the artist result in a painting that can ‘cause, in a suitable
spectator, an experience which tallies with the [artist’s] intentions’ (Woll-
heim, 27). It should be noted that the intention of the artist is communicated
to the spectator by means of objective properties of the painting.

‘Seeing-in’ the painting what is expressed, e.g., melancholy, ‘involves a
projection of mental properties with a personal history’ on the part of the
spectator (van Gerwen, 6). Again, the correctness of such a projection will be
based on objective properties of the painting by which the artist communi-
cates his intentions. It is, then, by the psychologies of art creation and art
appreciation that Wollheim explains the relations between representation
and expression, the meeting point of the two being the properties of the work
itself (van Gerwen, 5).

A third element to Wollheim’s aesthetics is the role of the internal
spectator. Sometimes this internal spectator is visibly depicted in the paint-
ing, but at other times her presence is implied as though the depicted scene
is viewed by someone residing within it. For Wollheim, the internal spectator
invites the viewer of the painting to imagine viewing the scene from the same
point of view as the subject in the painting (van Gerwen, 5-6). Whereas
Wollheim holds that representation and expression are perceived, one sees
the scene as if through the eyes of the internal spectator by a further act of
imagination.

In light of these fundamental features of Wollheim’s aesthetics, the
present volume is divided into three parts. In Part I, six essays deal with
Wollheim’s theory of pictorial representation. In Part I1, five essays deal with
his account of expression. In Part III, six essays discuss the role of the
internal spectator. And finally in Part IV, Wollheim replies to his critics.

In his opening essay On Pictorial Representation, Wollheim attempts to
specify the ‘minimal requirement’ of pictorial representation in terms of a
certain kind of ‘appropriate experience’ of a picture by the viewer, in essence
a perceptual experience of the representation as such. Along the way, he first
dispatches semiotic theories which model rules of representation on the rules
of language, and then second goes on to attack the resemblance theories of
Christopher Peacocke and Malcolm Budd. Against semiotic theories, which
hold that representational meaning depends upon picture structure, Woll-
heim argues that pictures do not have the sort of relevant structure that is
in any way analogous to the structure and rules of language (Wollheim, 14).
For Wollheim, even the best semiotic theories describe the grasping of
representational meaning as an interpretative activity, and not a perceptual
experience, and this, for Wollheim, misconstrues the nature of experiencing
representation in pictorial art (Wollheim, 15). For Wollheim, the semiotic
account of seeing a horse in a painting would be a matter of applying rules
of interpretation to deduce the representation. Such a deduction is not a
perceptual experience, and hence for Wollheim, fails to capture the essential
perceptual nature of the experience.
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Turning to the resemblance theories of Budd and Peacocke, which hold
that our recognition of a representation is based on an experienced resem-
blance between the representation and the object represented, Wollheim
argues that there need not be any separate experience of resemblance
between the object and its depiction for a representation to be recognized as
such.

As for the critical essays that constitute the body of this work, the majority
of pieces are written from within the perspective of Wollheim’s aesthetics,
and offer critical comments from within that perspective. Thus in Chapter 2,
Jerrold Levinson states that he is in the Wollheim camp, but takes issue with
Wollheim’s treatment of trompe l'cdl, aspects of his conception of seeing-in,
and his appeal to the intentions of the artist as a standard. In Chapter 3,
Andrew Harrison, accepting Wollheim’s account of the twofoldness of repre-
sentational perception, takes issue with his strict division between pictorial
and descriptive representation. In Chapter 4, Monique Roelofs disagrees
with Wollheim’s claim that ‘seeing-in’ is a distinct and primitive type of
perception. She argues that the background knowledge we bring to percep-
tion results in our ‘seeing-in’ being a matter of advancing and testing
hypotheses concerning what is represented. The other essays are much in
this same vein.

For those who possess a prior knowledge of Wollheim’s aesthetics, this is
an important volume. Wollheim’s lead essay and closing comments give a
good indication of how Wollheim has continued to evolve and respond to his
critics. The critical essays themselves are all of interest, some pointing to
novel directions in which the theory might be taken, others making critical
corrections which make the theory more plausible. For those who are less
familiar with Wollheim, the editor’s introduction and Wollheim’s lead essay
provide a good introduction to the current state of the Wollheim school of
thought.

Mark Starr
Spring Hill College

Francisco Vergara

Les Fondements Philosophiques du libéralisme
— Libéralisme et Ethique.

Paris: La Découverte 2002. Pp. 220.

€ 9.50. 1SBN 2-7071-3520-8.

Economiste et journaliste francais, Francisco Vergara est connu pour ses
analyses critiques de célébres commentateurs de la pensée libérale tels Elie
Halévy, et Louis Dumont, dont les théses ont influencé de maniere capitale
la pensée Européenne contemporaine, (‘Les erreurs et confusions de Louis
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Dumont’, L'économie politique, no. 11, 2001; ‘A critique of Elie Halévy: an
important distortion of British Moral Philosophy’, Philosophy, Janvier 1998).
Dans la seconde édition du livre Les Fondements Philosophiques du Libéral-
isme, Vergara spécifie et compléte ces analyses antérieures, mais se posi-
tionne également dans la tendance analytique récente, encore peu
développée, qui étudie les liens existant entre les positions économiques (tant
au niveau théorique que pratique) et leurs fondements philosophique, moral
ou épistémologique.

Vergara propose une analyse des différents courants libéraux a partir de
leurs fondements éthiques. Partant du probleme de I'hétérogénéité des
libéraux classiques, I'éthique, effectivement, offre une piste intéressante en
permettant de distinguer deux grands types de libéraux :

= Les tenants d'une éthique utilitariste (ou conséquentialiste d'une
maniére plus large): ‘Hume, Smith, Bentham, Ricardo et Mill soutien-
nent explicitement qu’en derniére instance le seul critére pour distin-
guer les bonnes lois et bonnes institutions des mauvaises est le bonheur
gqu'elles tendent a occasionner a la communauté. C'est la doctrine
éthique appelée “utilitarisme” ’ (13). Vergara propose alors une mise
au point concernant le sens de l'utilitarisme, qui a été, et demeure, une
doctrine mal comprise et empreinte de méprises importantes : ‘les
commentateurs désignent souvent, par [cette] expression, plusieurs
choses différentes ... ainsi, certains entendent ... une théorie psycholo-
gique ... d’autres désignent [une] éthique égoiste ... d’autres encore ...
désignent une préférence pour la richesse et les biens matériels’ (59-
60). Et ce malgré que les utilitaristes fondateurs aient pourtant ‘insisté
sur le fait qu'ils réservaient I'expression “utilitariste” pour désigner ...
une doctrine éthique et rien d’autre’ (67).

= L'autre grand courant de libéraux, illustré par des auteurs comme
Turgot, Jefferson et Condorcet, évalue la justesse d'un acte, en général,
selon ‘sa conformité avec la Nature’ (37). La connaissance des lois de
cette derniére, accessibles par le biais de la raison, permet I'établisse-
ment de régles de droit (et de devoirs correspondant) incontournables,
dites de ‘Droit naturel’. Cette logique suppose que ‘derriére le senti-
ment spontané du juste et de I'injuste il y a une réalité logique ... une
sorte de code juridique, un droit tout fait, un Droit naturel’ (125).

Ainsi, I'idée centrale est qu'au-dela de leurs divergences, les libéraux
forment des sous-groupes présentant une cohérence théorique profonde.
Cette base permet alors a Vergara de défendre la vision selon laquelle les
ultra — libéraux n’ont guére de lien théorique avec les classiques, car
précisément ils ne présentent pas de telle cohérence en matiére éthique: ‘les
ultra — libéraux opeérent simultanément avec plusieurs critéres éthiques
supérieurs, changeant de critére lorsqu’ils passent d'un probléme 4 un autre,
sans établir une hiérarchie claire entre les critéres’ (168). Ainsi, Bastiat, ou
Spencer, (177-81), mettent en avant une version particuliére de la théorie du
droit naturel; alors que d’autres tels Friedman, adoptent un principe d’'utilité
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identifié au principe d’efficience qui finalement aboutit 4 éliminer toute
forme d'intervention étatique. Pourtant, le libéralisme des classiques n’a rien
de non interventionniste, (contrairement a la these d’'Halévy reprise par
nombreux économistes): ‘la lecture la plus rapide de Smith ou de Turgot
révele une foule de propositions d’intervention de 'Etat’ (9).

Deux aspects de I'argumentation de Vergara nous semble néanmoins
discutables:

= Premierement, Vergara identifie 'éthique déontologique aux théories
du droit naturel (72). Pourtant chacune repose sur une ontologie bien
distincte : la premiére suppose un principe de liberté de la volonté et
d’autonomie alors que les secondes concoivent 'homme soumis a un
ensemble de lois qui s'imposent. En outre, on observe deux sources
épistémologiques distinctes aboutissant & deux maniéres opposées de
concevoir les notions de lois et de nature : 'une autoritaire et ration-
nelle, (issue de Descartes et de Mallebranche), a fortement influencé
les physiocrates et les utilitaristes; I'autre plus ‘légaliste’, (issue de
Newton) est présente chez Smith et Turgot (voir Maximisation de
lutilité contre marché egalisateur: une explication de nature épistémolo-
gique, F. Clavé et S. Potulny, working paper, University of Paris 2,
2003). De tels arguments s'opposent aux propos de Vergara qualifiant
Turgot de ‘physiocrate’ (147), et Smith d’utilitariste. La réalité est plus
complexe et la matrice analytique posée gagnerait a étre affinée par
Iintroduction de données épistémologiques et ontologiques.

= Deuxiemement, il est loin d’étre unanimement reconnu en philosophie
morale que ‘nous sommes obligés d’utiliser un critére éthique unique’
(206). Une tendance récente, (voir les travaux de J.-P. Dupuy, Ch.
Larmore, Th. Nagel et P. Ricoair), tend a coordonner de maniére
lexicographique et analytique les différents criteres de jugement moral
car, par définition, nos motivations et nos valeurs sont hétérogenes et
conflictuelles. Dans cette optique, discréditer les théses ultra —
libérales & partir de leur éclectisme éthique ne semble pas étre le
meilleur terrain; 'analyse des arguments classiques (smithiens en
particulier) en matiere de justice constituerait une piste plus ju-
dicieuse.

Sandrine Potulny
(Economie)
Université Paris 2
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James Warren

Epicurus and Democritean Ethics:

An Archaeology of Ataraxia.

New York: Cambridge University Press 2002.
Pp. xiv + 241.

US$55.00. 1sBN 0-521-81369-7.

In this compelling addition to the Cambridge classical studies series, James
Warren reconstructs a story of influence between Democritus’ thought and
that of Epicurus. In particular, Warren explores the influence on Epicurus’
ethics rather than his atomism. To this end, he takes us through a ‘succes-
sional list’ of fourth-century BC followers of Democritus — like Metrodorus,
Anaxarchus, Pyrrho, and Epicurus’ own Democritean teacher, Nausiphanes
— reconstructing aspects of their thought. As interesting as the details of
this story are, equally fascinating is the way Warren approaches his material,
reading and extrapolating from the ‘biographical tradition’.

Warren’s interest is not to offer a detailed discussion of Epicurean ethics,
but to explain how Epicurus came to hold the views he did (5). In particular,
he addresses the puzzle of why, given his rejection of Democritean elimina-
tivism, Epicurus would espouse either atomism or an ethics related to it
(200). In a like vein, the presentation of Democritus’ moral thought is
admittedly incomplete, avoiding the more ‘social’ and ‘political’ fragments.
Instead, Warren develops those aspects of Democritus’ thought that he
believes had a bearing on later Democritean and skeptical traditions (29).

One famous fragment of Democritean thinking is reported by Sextus
Empiricus (B9 Diels-Kranz): ‘By convention sweet, by convention better, by
convention hot, by convention cold, by convention color, but in truth atoms
and void’. Here, Democritus opposes what appears by convention (however
we understand that) to what exists in truth — atoms and void. The Epicure-
ans interpreted this as an eliminativist position — that everything in the
world is ‘nothing but’ atoms and void, and rejected the ethical implication of
this, that moral properties were only conventions, in favour of a view that
saw them as a class of things existing by nature.

Central to this ethical debate is an understanding of afaraxia (tranquility
of the soul). For Democritus, this is seen in his proposal of euthymia as the
goal of life — ‘a state in which the soul proceeds peacefully and well settled’
(Diogenes Laertius, IX 45). Hence, Democritus is no hedonist nor telos-cen-
tered eudaimonist. Warren presents the evidence for a close connection
between Democritus’ ethics and his physics that depends on a physical
interpretation of disturbances and desires, namely, the ideal state of
euthymia in a certain physical arrangement of atoms (59).

Many Democritean statements find echoes in Epicurean discussions, as
in the common response to the fear of death and anxiety caused by religious
superstitions. They both argue for the mortality of the soul and against the
intervention of demiurgic gods. Such ethical consequences of the atomism
attract Epicurus to the physical theory. At the same time, he resists the
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reduction of ethics to physics (and hence attacked his own teacher, Nausi-
phanes), advocating philosophical thought as the attainment of the goal of a
human life (identified with pleasure).

Warren presents this mixture of acceptance and resistance as a reasoned
response to the ideas of those like Anaxarchus, Pyrrho and Nausiphanes who
ingested and developed aspects of Democritean thought. It is in such inves-
tigations that his methodology becomes most interesting. Several of his many
examples will illustrate his approach.

Diogenes Laertius and Sextus Empiricus report Pyrrho as holding that
nothing is good or bad by nature, and so there is no cause to be troubled. A
passage from Aristocles attacks Pyrrho for, on this view, being hardly human
and capable of all kinds of evil. Aristotle (1008b12-20) also thought that
someone who held such a position could not consistently act in a recognizably
human way. The question then arises whether Pyrrho could have lived
without committing himself to inconsistencies. A secondary question con-
cerns the type of skepticism indicated by such views — is he a moral skeptic,
or a more thorough epistemic skeptic? Warren turns to anecdotes to investi-
gate these questions: ‘I shall also attempt to provide an interpretation of
Pyrrho’s relationship to the passage in question by referring to the image of
Pyrrho found in the biographical sources ...’ (109). Several relevant anec-
dotes indicate that he avoids falling into a well, and stands up to whatever
he comes across, whether carts or dogs. Some passages show him not paying
attention to his senses (hence the thorough skepticism), but others show him
taking account of the information the senses give him for practical purposes.
While he may seem prone to Aristotle’s criticism, Warren points out that the
anecdotes also offer a response. We are told that Pyrrho lived to be nearly
ninety years old. ‘His failure to avoid physical dangers can therefore remain
as a positive sign of his indifference, rather than a potentially fatal eccen-
tricity’ (111). Such an ‘argument from anecdote’ has drawbacks, and we would
hesitate to hang too much weight on it. Still, Warren works well with
materials available to him and proceeds cautiously, demanding consistencies
between the thought and the life (at least on questions of how to conduct one’s
life).

While aboard a ship, Pyrrho’s fellow passengers are alarmed by a storm.
But Pyrrho remains untroubled, drawing their attention to a pig calmly
eating on the deck, suggesting that this was the kind of tranquility for which
they should aim. On such ‘extreme anecdotal evidence’ (136), Pyrrho advo-
cates a life that strips away the human. Warren uses the anecdote to stress
the absence of an epistemological tone to the skepticism: the pig does not
doubt its senses. Epicurus admires the disposition of the pig (and the pig was
retained as a symbol of ataraxia), but disagreed that it was desirable to strip
oneself of the rational psychological pleasures of the human.

Warren returns repeatedly to this strategy, using biographical evidence
to suggest a solution to the puzzle of whether Nausiphanes as a youth could
have heard Pyrrho lecture (DL IX 64). For Epicurus to have studied with
Nausiphanes before 323, this encounter must have occurred before Pyrrho
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accompanied Alexander on his expedition. But it was as a result of that
expedition that Pyrrho developed the disposition that impressed Nausi-
phanes as a youth. Warren responds to this by advancing similar stories in
parallel texts, and concluding that the story of Nausiphanes and Pyrrho can
be seen not as historical fact, or error, but as ‘a topos of philosophical
biography' (163). The role of such biography is ‘to suggest ways in which the
reader of [in this case| Diogenes is asked to construct images of the various
philosophers through their interrelation. It is an enactment of the perceived
relationship between the two thinkers’ philosophical stances.” There is still
an element of speculation in Warren’s methodology, but it is notable for its
suggestiveness and the plausible ways he marshals evidence from the selec-
tive sources available. It is also a refreshing advance on speculative readings
that lack the attention to argument.

In sum, this is a piece of dense and detailed scholarship, painstakingly
referenced and thoughtfully argued. It will provide the reader with an
introduction to neither Democritus nor Epicurus, but builds on a basic
appreciation of their thought. Undeniably linked by their physical theories,
Warren expands this to include the ethical. Along the way, he draws insight
from the lives of lesser-known figures. In fact, his contributions toward a
reconstruction of the thought of Nausiphanes are among the many unex-
pected delights of the book.

Christopher W. Tindale
Trent University

Shaun P. Young

Beyond Rawls: An Analysis of the

Concept of Political Liberalism.

Lanham, MD: University Press of America
2002. Pp. xix + 207.

US$59.00 (cloth: I1SBN 0-7618-2240-2);
US$36.00 (paper: 1sBN 0-7618-2241-0).

John Rawls died on November 24'", 2002, at the age of 81. Shortly before,
fellow philosophers like Martha Nussbaum and Thomas Nagel had called
him ‘the most distinguished moral and political philosopher of our age’, and
‘the most unworldly of social and political philosophers’. A look to the
obituary tributes shows the importance of his life’s work in the public sphere.
Ben Rogers, writing in the Guardian, declared that ‘the English-speaking
world lost its leading political philosopher’; in the New York Times, Douglas
Martin wrote that Rawls’ work ‘gave new meaning and resonance to the
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concepts of justice and liberalism’. All this makes the publication of Shaun
Young’s book quite pertinent, for it is devoted to Rawlsian liberalism and,
more precisely, to the assessment of a concept of political liberalism that goes
beyond Rawls’ work in order to encompass contributions from other philoso-
phers, such as Charles Larmore and Judith Shklar.

Beyond Rawls has eight chapters. Along with the introduction, the first
two outline the main features of the liberal solution to the problem of political
stability. The central part of the book is devoted to presenting Rawls’ political
liberalism, which is then compared to Larmore’s and Shklar’s. In both cases
Young concludes that, in the relevant aspects, their political liberalism is
more similar to that of Rawls than these authors are ready to acknowledge.
This enables Young to use Rawls as a paradigm in order to extrapolate from
his recent work the concept (as opposed to a single conception) of political
liberalism. The last three chapters evaluate this concept, focusing criticism
on the way that typical political liberals (i.e., Rawlsians) define the limits of
‘reasonable’ doctrines and the threats posed by the abuse of political power.
Hoping that it will help to improve liberal theorizing, Young concludes that
Rawls, Larmore, and Shklar, are equally incapable of providing a viable
response to the problem of political stability in a world increasingly torn
apart by ethno-cultural conflicts.

Despite the absence of a unified definition of liberalism, by showing the
similarities between contemporary liberal philosophers Young claims to be
able to evaluate them as a group. Therefore, reading this book gives rise to
two distinet questions: (i) whether Larmore’s and Shklar’s political liberal-
isms are reducible to Rawls’, and (ii) whether Young’s criticism of Rawls is
sound. Although a full answer would need a more complete reading of all
three authors than he offers, Young manages to demonstrate that some
problems afflicting Rawls’ theory also affect Larmore’s and Shklar's. To this
extent, the answer to question (i) is positive. As for question (ii), Young
successfully shows how the liberal reliance in reasonableness, the keystone
of Rawls’ theory, is empirically unfounded and liable to manipulation by
political elites. Moreover, he exposes the blindness of many political liberals
to the fact that even ‘reasonable’ people may abuse political power when they
believe it advantageous or necessary to do so.

Is this new? Not much in respect to Rawls and Larmore, who readily
acknowledged the similarities between their work. Shklar, on the other hand,
has sought a different path in political liberalism, and Young concedes that
her work goes further in terms of focusing on the need to protect citizens from
cruelty and fear. However, he argues that Shklar’s conception, ‘like those of
Rawls, Larmore, and other political liberals, is problematically biased in
terms of its provisions concerning access to political power and influence,
while simultaneously failing to provide adequate protection against the
possible abuse of political power’ (178). This assertion seems a little unfair
to those liberals who are as interested in justice as in stability, for at least
traditionally, they have called for resistance and dissent whenever political
power is abused.
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What is perhaps missing in Young’s argument is a more explicit discussion
of possible ways to address conflicts between stability and justice within the
concept of political liberalism. After all, in A Theory of Justice the role of civil
disobedience was to provide stability to the democratic regime as a warrant
of concord between constitution and citizenry: strange as it may seem, in the
Rawlsian society civil disobedience helps to maintain and strengthen the just
constitution, because it enables citizens to inhibit departures from justice
and to correct them when they occur. But since the idea of political stability
has been deeply revised by Rawls over more than two decades, the role of
civil disobedience becomes problematic within Political Liberalism, publish-
ed in 1993. Here he reckons that ‘the problems of civil disobedience ... are
still unresolved’ (346). This is not surprising: even though the civil rights
movement eventually led to a more just situation in the USA, Martin Luther
King was often charged with sowing seeds of violence and political instability.
Kind’s civil disobedience aimed at a new stability based ‘on the right reasons’,
and therefore was justifiable by Rawls, but this may only be appreciated in
hindsight.

This problem is also identified by Young when he shows how the ‘reason-
ableness’ of appeals to nonpolitical values can be determined only with due
reflection, thus casting a shadow of uncertainty over the whole concept of
‘reasonableness’, for what is now considered reasonable could be deemed
unreasonable in the future (153). This coheres with his final assessment of
Rawlsian political liberalism as an untenable paradigm, but does not prevent
other theorists from attempting a more successful articulation of liberal
values. Raz’s perfectionist liberalism, or Habermas’ defense of the democratic
Rechtsstaat, to mention two examples, have their own ways of accommodat-
ing civil disobedience within a more realist picture of a liberal polity.

This book attempts to be something more than just another collection of
papers dealing with family quarrels within liberalism. Although there are
unnecessary repetitions and a carefully analytical tone that is almost as dry
and abstract as Rawls’ own, these minor faults are balanced by a sensible
selection from the existing literature, the judicious use of examples, and a
persistent awareness of socially significant issues. The debate over Rawls’
legacy is both philosophically rich and politically necessary, and Young
provides an excellent introduction to it. Anyone concerned about the health
and prospects of liberal theory will find ample stimulation in Beyond Rawls.

Antonio Casado Da Rocha
(Department of Philosophy of Values and Social Anthropology)
University of the Basque Country
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Jerzy Wojciechowski has long been working on a theory which he originated,
‘the ecology of knowledge’. This book is his statement of that theory. ‘The
ecology of knowledge’, Wojciechowski begins, ‘is a study of the relationship
existing between humans and the body of knowledge. This body of knowledge
is independent of any knower, or even all knowers at once, because it is ‘a
product of human evolution — possessing an existence of its own and distinet
from the knowers who produce it — an element of the human environment
with which humans interact in a — feed forward or feedback relationship’
(Introduction). As ‘external to knowers’, this knowledge construct constitutes
a formidable power independent of any generation contributing to it by its
ability to impact, obstruct, change, harm, or uplift our lives whether or not
we recognise this independent power. As a ‘non-biodegradable entity’, the
knowledge construct has an ontological status which is deeper than the
knower-known relationship that is addressed by epistemology, and so it
eludes the understanding of philosophers of knowledge who focus on the
relationship between knowing agent and the object of knowledge. Relating
to its knowers, its products and nature in ‘a dynamic, implosive, self-stimu-
lating and form creating [way],” the knowledge construct [is] growing in size
and complexity and evolving ever faster — inducing increasingly higher
forms of behaviour and organization — forcing humans towards [a] more
rational, consciously self-directing and synergistic, globalized human ity’
(cited from the volume’s Explanations).

At first, one might suspect there is a problem of reification here —
hypostasising the results of the traditional knower-known relationship into
a self-acting entity operating independently of its creators. Yet the reification
here is not fallacious since, Wojciechowski argues at length, the knowledge
construct really is such an independent entity. Although all of us will die,
and those before and after us have gone or will go the same way, the
knowledge construct will grow more complex and influential the more we
who die contribute to it as an overall ‘body of knowledge’. Our semantics and
syntax of ordinary language presuppose the insight that Wojciechowski
draws our attention to, and then pursues systematically.

Sociologists of knowledge or human geographers might not be surprised at
Wojciechowski’s recognition of the knowledge construct and its independence
of knowers. But, Wojciechowski would reply, neither philosophers nor their
method have addressed this epistemological-ontological bridge at the basis of
our condition, nor have they considered its profound implications for philoso-
phy and, in particular, for metaphysics, epistemology and moral thought.

Wojciechowski organises his analysis in terms of a set of twenty-five ‘Laws’
which, he argues, govern the knowledge construct and its human and natural
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environment in a dynamically interrelated system which he calls ‘the ecology
of knowledge’. I cannot report this architectonic of laws’ here, but I will try
toindicate their unifying nature. They are all descriptive laws, none preserip-
tive, and they all have as their referents different dimensions of the com-
plexification and the causal interrelatedness of the knowledge construct and
its effects on nature and humanity taken both individually and collectively.
Law I — ‘The number and variety of causes of stress are proportional to the
amount of knowledge’ (5) — builds to Law 25 — ‘the capacity to do good or
evil is proportional to knowledge’ (129). Concise overview frameworks and
tables of the theoretical system are provided on pages 81, 102-3, and 132-3.

Waojciechowski’s analysis ineluctably evolves into deep normative ground.
His principal concern is Western culture’s abstracting delinkage of knowl-
edge from its context of nature and its subsequent destructive subjugation
of environmental processes and beings as man’s disposable resources.
Cartesian dualism is singled out for splitting the world into a realm of
abstract ideas, on the one hand, and nature’s body of extension, on the other,
a dualism in which the non-human is reduced to a soulless mega-machine.
Today this Cartesian world-view is incorporated into the globe-regulating
capitalist mechanism, and turns more and more of the planetary ecosystem
into dead commodities, profit and waste. Wojciechowski’s anti-Marxist cast
of thought, however, does not engage this economic-structural dimension of
the problem. Rather, he presses the issue back to the very foundations of
Judaic-Christian Western culture, and Yahweh’s command enjoining ‘radical
superiority of humans over other beings’ and their title to rule and exploit
Nature solely for their own benefit (44-6). Modern Science from Francis
Bacon on, with Descartes as its ontological standard bearer, has empowered
this Western Weltanschaaung with an all-powerful scientific technology
which has systematically despoiled the world’s ecosystems since.

The degradations and destructions of the earth and its species by this
‘Demiurge’ of the knowledge construct is Wojciechowski’s prime concern.
Western Science and its knowledge empire, he implies, need to be rescued
from their destructive autism and re-understood as in vital and dynamic
interrelationship with the living world in an ‘ecology of knowledge’ that is
self-conscious.

Wojciechowski calls for the recognition of the regulating-ecological prin-
ciples of our condition so as to enable us to act in understanding of, and
harmony with, the global life-system, rather than continue to depredate it
for short term self-gains. Verifiability is not enough for human intelligence
to be satisfied with, and predictive control of what is verified may present a
danger of blind power. In short, science is radically inadequate to our
problematic. Scientific knowledge must be surpassed by comprehending and
guiding the knowledge construct with an ecological ‘morality’. This morality
is not much spelled out by Wojciechowski, but it requires relinkage to the
world by a ‘traditional sense-knowledge’ that feeds back the environment’s
states, and not only what we can control and predict and get from it. The key
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moral concept Wojciechowski appeals to here is ‘respect for the objective
order of things’ and consequent ‘limits to the ego’s whims and desires’ (146).

In a ‘global market’ propelled by a ‘knowledge revolution’ that rapidly
dismantles civil and ecological infrastructures to produce more commodities
for consumers who are non-satiable by neo-classical axiom, Wojciechowski is
certainly on the side of the angels. His sensitivity to the insane hubris of
mechanistic instrumentalism and resourcism now violating the world has
moved him to his pioneering concept of ‘the ecology of knowledge’. My
principal criticism is that the axial concepts on which he builds his case
require more criterial exactness. To begin with, ‘knowledge’ itself is not
defined to distinguish it clearly from falsehood. Thus we never know whether
it is the knowledge construct that is the problem, or a pretence of knowns
which are, in truth, blind partialities being used by powerful institutions like
states and corporations as convenient tools to impose life-blind prescri ptions.

Concepts like ‘rationality’ and ‘efficiency’ likewise remain sufficiently
short on definition so as to allow the actually irrational and the inefficient to
qualify. ‘Respect for the objective order of things’ and ‘humanisation’ are the
normative bearings Wojciechowski appeals to re-harmonize the knowledge
construct with the creation. But these again are not explained in principle.
Typically, metaphysics requires the precision of axiology. One senses the
moral meanings through the contexts, but exactly where does ‘respect for the
objective order of things’ violate ‘morality’ or ‘humanness’ when people
standardly consent to mass changes of this ‘objective order of things’as moral
and human? If the ultimate problem we face lies not in knowledge or the
knowledge construct as such, but in how they are used, then our moral guides
become the primary issue. It is not the knower or the known nor the
knowledge construct that we need to understand, then, so much as the values
steering them. Here again, we need an exact compass.

Wojciechowski would, I think, not disagree. But if he is crucially insight-
ful, as I think he is, in his case for an ecology of knowledge, we must sometime
confront the deep normative issues which environmental ecology itself must
face. After we awake to the dynamic interdependency of the changing life
system which we are situated within, what principle(s) of value do we affirm,
or reject, in adjudicating existing industrial society into accordance with ‘the
objective order of things? Natural ecologists have no adequate answer. For
their method does not speak to the form of normative principles. My own
works argue for a life-value axiology to guide us in which, to be inadequately
brief, the better is told by the more comprehensively conscious and biodi-
versely expressive (most recently in Value Wars: The Global Market versus
the Life Economy [London: Pluto Press 2002]). But these are deep waters,
and need to be sounded more fully to understand the meaning of good and
bad directions of ecological systems, which do not of themselves answer the
question.

John McMurtry
University of Guelph
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