






























































































































































Discussing the implicit relativism in Winch’s views, in Chapter Six,
Lerner introduces the notion of interpretative charity to reformulate some of
Winch’s views. He notes that the problem of allowing for social change
(identified by critics of Winch) derives from Winch’s over-reliance on rule-fol-
lowing (66). However the core of Lerner’s evaluation of Winch’s supposed
relativism comes in the discussion of Winch on the Azande (chs. 7-9).

The British anthropologist Evans-Pritchard had produced a study of the
Sudanese tribe in his 1937 work, Witchceraft, Magic and Oracles among the
Azande. He distinguished between empirical beliefs held by these people and
‘mystical’ beliefs concerning witchcraft and magic. He interpreted these
latter as mistaken if considered in comparison with scientific thought. Winch
was critical of Evans-Pritchard on this, arguing that this was an unwar-
ranted ethnocentrism and that Evans-Pritchard failed to appreciate the
spiritual significance of the Azande’s beliefs. Lerner produces a devastating
critique of Winch'’s position. First, how did Winch, the armchair philosopher,
come to have a deeper knowledge of the Azande than the field anthropologist
who spent years with them? There’s a wonderful anecdote in the notes about
a public discussion between Alasdair MacIntyre and Peter Winch in Oxford
on the symbolic significance of cows for the Azande being unfazed by Evans-
Pritchard’s audience contribution that the Azande didn’t have cows! (155)
Second, Winch alternates between apparently defending the view that the
Azande hold an ‘alternative conception of rationality’ and attributing to them
expressivist views which have no ontological significance. As Lerner notes,
‘what began with a bang as a heroic project of understanding alternative
“criteria of rationality” (UPS 31) ends with a whimper, a non-realist Zande
apologetic’ (81). Furthermore, Lerner accuses Winch of subscribing to the
‘myth of primitive piety’ (101). This is the thought that such anthropological
subjects of study as the Azande must have a religious or spiritual worldview.
Lerner points out that Evans-Pritchard ‘paints a picture of a thoroughly
secular Zande culture whose members take more or less effective practical
measures to protect and promote their interests ... ’ (105). Furthermore, he
notes that since Evans-Pritchard converted to Catholicism he was hardly a
model positivist, blind to the spiritual dimensions of things.

Lerner diagnoses the source of the tension in Winch between expressivism
and defending alternative rationalities in his tacit acceptance of what Lerner
calls ‘instrumental monism’, the view that ‘all societies share the same basic
criteria of instrumental rationality and intelligibility’ (85). Against this
Lerner advocates ‘instrumental pluralism’, the thought that there may be
differences among such standards. He cites the difference between the notion
of ‘success’ deployed in engineering and in psychotherapy as a way of noting
such differences. It may be that Azande practices need to be evaluated with
different instrumental criteria — perhaps keying their magic to their own
‘empirical’ practices, which are less developed than in the west. Also, ‘it would
not be surprising if a culture less concerned with the theoretical explanation
of natural phenomena would be more willing to apply a mysteriously effective
technology’ (91). Lerner holds that Winch over-emphasizes the view of
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humans as speakers rather than tool-makers (9, 124). So doing blinds him
to the possibility of diversity in tool use, leads him to ignore the role of
technology in social life and the possibility of using naturalized resources in
social science.

Lerner’s overall account of Winch is insightfully critical. Lerner’s own
notion of instrumental pluralism seems fruitful and would repay further
study. Providing more detailed examples and investigating the relation of
different criteria to each other would be a worthwhile development of this
project.

Paul O’Grady
Trinity College, Dublin

G. E. R. Lloyd

The Ambitions of Curiosity: Understanding
the World in Ancient Greece and China.

New York: Cambridge University Press 2002,
Pp. xvi + 175.

US$60.00 (cloth: 1ISBN 0-521-81542-8);
US$22.00 (paper: 1SBN 0-521-89461-1).

The origin of this book was a set of lectures given at Oxford in 2000 as the
Isaiah Berlin lectures. The book is an expanded version of those lectures and
is now divided into six chapters; there are also a glossary of Chinese and
Greek terms, a bibliography, and an index. Lloyd is a distinguished historian
of philosophy and of ancient science. The book gives us insight into the recent
work that he is doing in comparative studies. The comparison is primarily
between scientific and philosophical thought in ancient China and in ancient
Greece.

A leading question of his inquiry rests upon Aristotle’s premise that
humans in general desire to know. Lloyd then asks ‘what happened when
individuals or groups came to have some such ambition, what factors then
stimulated or inhibited systematic inquiry.’ The unifying theme of the book
is the growth of systematic inquiry considered under the banner of six
themes, each taken up in a chapter: history, prediction, the art of assigning
number, the utility of inquiry, the language of inquiry, and, sixth, the
individual and the institution.

There are various pairs of concepts under which Lloyd’s comparisons are
made. Only a few of these are to be touched upon in this review. The first (1)
concerns the individual as either working on his own or working within an
institution.
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(1) Comparisons are made regarding history and inquiry: Lloyd discusses
great historians in China who keep their records while working within the
Imperial Court. We could well suppose that Sima Qian would feel more
constraint for giving a favorable account of the sitting Emperor than Hero-
dotus would in giving an account of Cyrus. Lloyd studies the force of terms
used in China, on the one hand, and those used in Greece for what we’re
prepared, loosely speaking, to translate as ‘history’ or ‘historian’. But in
context what do those terms really mean? Lloyd is sensitive and helpful in
dealing with the question.

(2) There is interesting work here on prediction and divination. Doubtless
every civilization has put pressure on someone to foretell the future. In both
ancient civilizations under discussion numbers became vital in prediction
and divination. In both traditions the burden fell to those who claimed
wisdom to know the past for the sake of understanding the present and of
guiding the future. Confucius and his followers tried to advise rulers how to
behave by reminding them of the behavior of their ancestors; Aristotle
reviews the work of his predecessors for the sake of wisdom in thinking about
questions before him. Lloyd’s special study here concerns medicine and
prognosis and his comparisons are interesting and illuminating. Lloyd rec-
ognizes that the chapter is sketchy and suggestive. At places in his discussion
he leaves hints of further research. Philosophers are apt to be disappointed
in the book’s neglect of peculiarly philosophical questions, such as the
emergence of a causal theory and how the two courses of development, in
China and in Greece, were alike and unlike.

(3) In Chapter Five Lloyd reflects upon the roles of language in inquiry in
the two traditions. In both traditions there is critical attention to language
not just for the sake of clarity of communication but also to resolve puzzles
and sophistry. It is disappointing that Lloyd doesn’t consider the question
whether comparable correspondence theories of truth emerge. If, as some
scholars hold, no such theory emerged in ancient China, how do philosophers
identify the basis from which a critique of language is made? It is strange
that Lloyd doesn’t compare the work done by Mohists, on the one hand, and
Aristotle and Plato, on the other. After all, reflection upon language and
moving from the primitive stage of taking language to be a series of names
to that of developing a theory of the statement is worth a comparative study
with respect to Mohists on the one hand, and Plato on the other. But this
book simply does not flower into philosophical acuity; it remains a progress
report that is of use primarily as a guide to a comparative history of scientific
inquiry.

Lloyd does bring into focus Plato and Aristotle’s attention to the obviation
of obscurity in discourse. He turns in particular to the literal and the
metaphorical. But rather than doing anything of interest to philosophy, here
he somewhat reprimands Aristotle for too strict a dichotomy of the literal
and the metaphorical. It would have been more useful to have taken the
concept of analogy and have shown how useful analogy proved both in China
and in Greece in expanding and weaving discourse together. There is a
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delicate use of analogy in Mencius, for example, when he is trying to upgrade
a ruler’s moral understanding by analogy. It is strange in this context that
Lloyd doesn’t consider the work of Xunzi in comparison to Aristotle and of
Mengzi in comparison to Plato. Perhaps he excuses himself here since a lot
of comparative work has already been done. But a summary of it would be
useful and Lloyd may himself have something to add to it.

There is a further topic that Lloyd’s book touches upon and which is to be
touched upon here, without claiming space enough to do it justice. There are
two limits at which the use of language is interesting to consider. At one limit
language is cultivated either privately or by a secret society. At the other
limit thinkers aim at a universal discourse, particularly that of epistemic
values such as truth and correctness and of ethical values such as wisdom
and justice, a discourse in which everyone can participate. Confucians, such
as Mencius, try to make the concerns of ordinary people persuasive to the
ruler; Daoists, by contrast, seem to withdraw and to cultivate, if possible, a
life of longevity. In both cases the same question arises: How is discourse to
be perfected without becoming a secret code for the few who are masters of
it? Both of the two ancient traditions give contrasting but similar answers to
that question. Lloyd’s book is a fine contribution to a deepening of our
understanding of their answers to the question.

Richard Bosley
University of Alberta

Kirk Ludwig, ed.

Donald Davidson.

Contemporary Philosophy in Focus Series.
New York: Cambridge University Press 2003.
Pp. xiii + 240.

US$60.00 (cloth: 18BN 0-521-79043-3);
US$20.00 (paper: ISBN 0-521-79382-3).

Published in the series Contemporary Philosophy in Focus, this book is a
collection of articles focused on Donald Davidson’s influential work, which
are meant individually to offer introductory presentations of his doctrines,
combining ‘exposition and critical analysis’ (iii), and collectively to provide
‘the only comprehensive introduction to the full range of Davidson’s work’ (i).
Overall these goals are met, due to the quality of the articles the book
contains, and the careful format of the collection: an extensive Introduction
by the editor, followed by seven chapters each devoted to a central theme in
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Davidson’s philosophy, and authored by a cluster of high-calibre philoso-
phers.

In the Introduction, Ludwig expounds lucidly most of Davidson’s major
theses as well as the thrusts of his central arguments, while emphasizing the
strong unity of Davidson’s work, whose driving force is correctly identified
as his ‘reflection on how we are able to interpret the speech of another’ (1).

Chapter 1 by Lepore and Ludwig offers a helpful discussion of the
arguments behind the claims tersely supported in ‘Theories of Meaning and
Learnable Languages’ and ‘Truth and Meaning’. Davidson’s initial idea of
taking extensional adequacy as a criterion for an interpretive theory of truth
is presented in some detail, because, arguably, the failure of this criterion
prompted him to tackle questions about radical interpretation (52). Among
the interesting exegetical claims of the chapter is the suggestion that David-
son’s ‘ambitious’ work on the constitutive nature of belief and meaning is an
attempt to offer ‘an a priori guarantee that speakers were interpretable from
the standpoint of a radical interpreter, i.e., from a theory of truth that
‘optimally fits evidence in the form of a speaker’s behavior’ (53-4).

Mele and Wheeler III provide sympathetic presentations of Davidson’s
views on action and action explanation, and respectively, on nonliteral
meaning (Chapters 2 and 7). Mele’s outline of Davidson’s causal theory of
action brings out a large spectrum of novel solutions he provides in defence
of his theory, and highlights the connection between Davidson’s philosophy
of mind and of action. But, surprisingly, Chapter 2 makes no reference to the
crucial role played by a semantic analysis of action sentences in Davidson’s
view of action, and thus fails to depict the real scale of his unitary method-
ology (160). Wheeler’s presentation of Davidson’s conception of communica-
tion pictures vividly the tremendous breadth of this conception, with an
emphasis on the arguments surrounding the shortcomings of the notion of
public language.

Davidson’s arguments in the semantics of action sentences and the related
ontological views of events/actions are presented in a careful, detailed man-
ner in Chapter 5 by Pietroski, who also introduces some current disagree-
ments surrounding the ontological commitments of a semantic analysis of
action sentences in order to illustrate, among other things, the prevalent
unity between claims in the semantics of action sentences and those in the
ontology of events/actions. Pietroski claims that this unity is exemplarily
illustrated by Davidson’s work in the theory of events and actions, and in so
doing, he highlights not only the reference missing from Mele’s presentation,
but also another crucial element of any comprehensive picture of Davidson’s
system of views: his ‘overall conception of causal relations that includes
claims about facts, explanations, laws of nature ..." (160). This latter network
of claims is left uncovered in this collection, but its presence would have been
doubly beneficial, given the prominent place taken here by debates on
Davidson’s epiphenomenalism and irrealism of the mental.

Indeed, the charges that anomalous monism and/or the doctrine of radical
interpretation (RI) render the mental causally irrelevant, even inexistent,
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occupy centre stage in the two most critical contributions, by Rawling and
Kim (Chapters 3 and 4 respectively). While Kim provides an initially sym-
pathetic reading of the reasoning for the thesis of the anomalism of the
mental, he aims to take Davidson to task. Since, arguably, it construes the
mental as causally irrelevant, for Kim, Davidson’s view of the autonomy of
the mind falls short of ‘providing a solution to the metaphysical and moral
conundrums arising out of our dual nature as agents and natural objects’
(125). Chapter 4 ends with an outline of criticisms, some by now classical,
against Davidson’s attempts to address epiphenomenalism charges (128-31).

Rawling provides in Chapter 3 illuminating presentations of work that
inspired Davidson’s approach to the possibility of RI, beginning with Ram-
sey’s influence on his construal of this issue in terms of the constraints that
must be met by any mental states in virtue of their nature (86-7). Rawling’s
parallel presentation of Tarski’s definition of truth and Davidson’s use of a
theory of truth is also insightful (88-9), as is his more extensive discussion of
Quine’s and Davidson’s positions on the holism of the mental, and the
location of stimulus. But in his critique of Davidson’s indeterminacy thesis,
Rawling helps himself to a rather unDavidsonian distinction between dispo-
sitions to behaviour and propositional attitudes (103), and from this position
he cannot even begin to consider Lepore’s and Ludwig’s suggestion concern-
ing Davidson’s interest in an apriori argument. Furthermore, like Kim,
Rawling’s eritique fails to take into consideration an alternative defence of
realism about the mental, based on the possible relevance of Davidson’s view
of belief and meaning for empirical research in cognitive psychology (90).

In Chapter 6, Sosa engages in recent exchanges among Nagel, Stroud, and
Davidson concerning the latter’s arguments for anti-scepticism about exter-
nal world. Deploying a distinction between two readings — either strong or
weak — of Davidson’s claim that by nature beliefs are generally true, Sosa
argues not only that Davidson needs to defend the strong, anti-skeptical
reading of the thesis, but also that he cannot succeed in defending the latter,
while preserving the original flavour of an a priori reasoning (175). On this
latter contention, there seems to be little disagreement with Davidson, and
at least because of this, the dialectic of Sosa’s contribution remains contrived,
even confusing.

Overall the collection gives a very good sense of Davidson’s unitary
position on an impressively large array of issues, and provides a vivid picture
of both the breath and depth of Davidson’s integrated system of views.

Manuela Ungureanu
Okanagan University College
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José Medina

The Unity of Wittgenstein’s Philosophy:
Necessity, Intelligibility, and Normativity.
Albany: SUNY Press 2002.

Pp. xii + 233.

US$62.50 (cloth: 1SBN 0-7914-5387-1);
US$21.95 (paper: 1SBN 0-7914-5388-X).

Expectations may differ, but I for one would have liked to see this book’s title
and subtitle exchange places. It would be far more informative to call this a
book on Wittgenstein’s ideas about necessity, intelligibility, etc., than about
the unity of his philosophy tout court. Medina’s focus is restricted to questions
of logico-mathematical normativity and linguistic meaning. Questions about
other aspects of Wittgenstein’s thought, such as philosophy of psychology,
questions about solipsism or religious issues are excluded from this investi-
gation.

Medina proceeds with two aims in mind: to explore the thematic unity of
Wittgenstein’s writings from the Tractatus to the Investigations (and those
themes are expressed in Medina’s subtitle), and to consider Wittgenstein’s
methodological constancy, perhaps a more contentious postulate. Medina
certainly knows Wittgenstein’s ‘transitional’ writings of the 1930s extremely
well. His exploration of the evolution of Wittgenstein's methodology, particu-
larly as the latter’s ‘contextualism’ (the view that linguistic meaning is a
function of the user’s milieu) changes from a depiction of logical to a gram-
matical, and finally ending up as ‘pragmatic’ context, is quite thorough and
persuasive. This idea of accentuating semantic context, along with Wittgen-
stein’s deflationary approach to philosophical paradoxes, forms the core of
the Wittgensteinian method.

Medina engages with the most recent Wittgenstein literature, and the
arguments he explores reflect this focus. It is odd to see so much consideration
of secondary literature without much mention of familiar names like An-
scombe, Geach, von Wright, or McGuinness. John Koethe’s book, The Conti-
nuity of Wittgenstein’s Thought (1996) is conspicuously absent. However, the
ideas brought to the table are certainly of interest.

The discussion proceeds methodically in six chapters from a brief account
of necessity in the Tractatus to the problem that led Wittgenstein to reject
the Tractarian model in his later years. Medina correctly identifies the ‘color
exclusion’ problem (that a space in the visual field cannot simultaneously be
completely blue and completely red is known a priori, yet our knowledge of
colours is empirical) as a driving force behind Wittgenstein’s rapid re-work-
ing of his ideas in 1929-1930. From there Medina moves to consider several
successively abandoned or transfigured ideas, including that grammar is a
form of calculus, that grammar is a series of stipulated rules, and that
grammatical rules embody internal relations between concepts.

The second of these three ideas leads Medina to a sustained treatment of
Frege’s arguments against mathematical formalism. Frege charges formal-
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ists with being unable to explain how mathematical rules find application in
the world, that in important ways arithmetical laws differ from the rules of
a game. Wittgenstein’s taking up this problem signals not only an important
development in his own thinking, Medina argues, but also a positive regard
long neglected by commentators who have become accustomed to seeing
Wittgenstein as reacting against Frege's work. Against those who would
stress Wittgenstein’s debt to the formalists, Medina argues : ‘Wittgenstein’s
view of rules is more indebted to Frege's critique of formalism than to
formalism itself. It was this critique that motivated Wittgenstein’s rule-fol-
lowing considerations in the early 1930s; and, in part, it was also this critique
that led Wittgenstein to reject the conventionalist framework of the calculus
view of language when he couldn’t find a satisfactory answer to Frege's
challenge within it’ (87).

The argumentative/exegetical support for this is rather scant. Medina
describes Frege’s arguments as laid out in the Grundgesetze, and some brief
quotes from Philosophical Remarks and Philosophical Grammar. Certainly
Wittgenstein’s texts convey a good deal of concern with Fregean issues, not
the least through the use of Frege's language and examples. However,
Medina presents little of this, and what he does give us is difficult to evaluate,
as his quotations from both authors are extraordinarily brief,

One feature that might produce mixed reactions is the rapid pace of the
discussion. We go from the Tractatus to ‘Some Remarks on Logical Form’ to
Philosophical Remarks in a single chapter. There is much that could have
been said about Wittgenstein’s discussions of the Tractatus with Ramsey,
and the discussion in general assumes a high degree of familiarity with the
Tractatus itself. There is no mention at all of Wittgenstein’s pre-Tractarian
period, and since this is a book which itself underwent significant revision,
the lacuna is distinct. Moreover, Wittgenstein’s development of key ideas in
Frege and Russell is something one would expect in a book of this kind. The
latter does not appear in the book (save for a passing mention alongside
Frege), surely the first time someone has written on Wittgenstein’s views on
necessity and failed to include Russell!

However, Medina’s goal is to display the ‘inner logic’ (1) of Wittgenstein’s
thought, so the exclusion of such biographical context may be defensible. The
inner logicis developed in a way that leads us through each of the transitional
works, culminating in a discussion of the mature position, expounded as
much in Remarks on the Foundations of Mathematics as in Philosophical
Investigations.

Medina ends his book with consideration of some current criticisms of
Wittgenstein’s mature position, viz., Edward Minar’s complaint of quietism
(members of a linguistic community are constrained by that community’s
norms), and Simon Blackburn’s interpretation of Wittgenstein as a relativist
(what counts as a correct norm is simply what a given community chooses to
do). Here Medina’s synthetic abilities come to the fore, as he marshals several
points developed elsewhere to construct a plausible defense of Wittgenstein’s
position. Medina’s expression of his middle course is apt: ‘the practical
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agreement of a community provides a horizon of understanding, a situated
perspective for normative evaluations; but this horizon, far from being a
straightjacket, can always be expanded and transformed in unforeseen ways’
(191). His language shows familiarity with the current tropes of the biological
sciences (the community ‘constrains but does not determine the normative
behavior’ of its members [190]), but it is odd that his very useful gloss on the
phrase “form of life” — subject of so much hermeneutic wrangling in the
literature — gets relegated to the footnotes.

This book offers much of value, but like ‘the force of the logical must’,
something about it remains inexplicable.

Matthew Stephens
Athabasca University

Alfred R. Mele

Self-Deception Unmasked.

Princeton, NdJ:

Princeton University Press 2001.

Pp. xii + 148.

US$60.00 (cloth: 1SBN 0-691-05744-3);
US$19.95 (paper: 1SBN 0-691-05745-1).

Self-deception was once thought of as one of the topics that showed the limits
of analytical philosophy. Clearly we do deceive ourselves, and clearly to do it
purely we must both believe what we are deceiving ourselves about and in
becoming deceived, not believe it. Thus the analytical philosophers that
began in the 1960’s dwelt on the apparent paradoxes that seemed resistant
to analysis. They used the subject to point beyond philosophical clarity to the
puzzles of subjective self-reflection, to the moral imperative of self-knowl-
edge, or to a lived-world only inadequately representable in concepts. Even
the imperturbable David Hamlyn, whose dissolution of the paradox rested
on the idea that people normally know what they are doing, invoked the
mystery of love in his account.

Mele, on the other hand, analyses and conquers. He began work on
self-deception some twenty years ago, and this book brings together a lucid,
deflationary theory which claims that the phenomenon called self-deception
‘is neither irresolvably paradoxical nor mysterious, and it is explicable
without the assistance of mental exotica’ (4). There are no cases (yet known)
in which, ‘on the model of stereotypical interpersonal deception’ (3), an agent
believes p and at the same time deliberately induces herself to believe not-p.
One of his trump cards is empirical research from the 1990’s that claims to
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show that we normally want to minimize costly errors when testing hypothe-
ses, and that we do not merely seek unbiased truth. The vividness of
information and its easy availability are relevant, but the important datum
is that people tend to search more carefully for confirming than for discon-
firming evidence. ‘For example, “subjects who tested the hypothesis that a
person was angry interpreted that person’s facial expression as conveying
anger, whereas subjects who tested the hypothesis that the person was happy
interpreted the same facial expression as conveying happiness” (Trope,
Gervey, and Liberman 1997) (29). This confirmation bias can obviously
produce results that offend epistemologists (by looking irrational, biased, or
self-deceptive), but in fact there is no implication of deliberate self-manipu-
lation; these results are merely ‘unmotivated manifestation[s] of a purely
cognitive habit’ (39).

Again and again Mele says that our questions will only be solved by
empirical research and not ‘by philosophical speculation’ (100, e.g.). None-
theless, he devotes Chapter 3 to an analysis of empirical studies that claim
to show subjects who believe p and not-p. Mele repeatedly performs adept
conceptual analysis to show that in each case intentional deception (on the
interpersonal model) cannot be meant. It seems clear enough to the reader
that Mele’s questions and his answers are philosophical ones, and that what
counts as empirical evidence will not be left to the experimenters to deter-
mine.

Chapter 5 contains an interesting discussion of the case of Othello (though
without naming him). Mele calls this ‘twisted self-deception’ because it is
Othello’s overwhelming desire that Desdemona be faithful to him (rather
than a desire that not-p) that seems to cause his belief on Iago’s flimsy
evidence that not-p. This goes against the confirmation bias that was so
helpful with ‘straight’ self-deception, but this case, too, Mele analyses into
submission.

This is an enthusiastically detailed and accomplished work. It uses plenty
of examples, both from the empirical literature and sketched from ordinary
life. It may display little of the novelist’s or the psychologist’s sense of wonder
at the intricacies of the human heart or mind, but Mele insists that ‘the main
source of broader, enduring interest in self-deception is a concern to under-
stand and explain the behavior of real human beings’ (4). This book should
be studied by anyone who proposes to write more on self-deception.

Steven Burns
Dalhousie University
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Justin Oakley and Dean Cocking

Virtue Ethics and Professional Roles.

New York: Cambridge University Press 2001.
Pp. xii + 188.

US$ 60.00. 1SBN 0-521-79305-X.

Virtue Ethics and Professional Roles, by Justin Oakley and Dean Cocking, is
in equal parts (i) a negative critique of contemporary neoKantian and
utilitarian treatments of the virtues of character and relational goods, such
as friendship, and (ii) a positive account of their virtue-based approach to
professional roles and their requirements. For many, this will be the chief
source of complaint: readers interested in the development of a professional
virtue ethics will feel too much time is spent critiquing alternatives, while
those preferring the alternatives will doubtless feel too time is spent on a
novel solution to problems of whose existence they are not persuaded. In what
follows, I shall concentrate on O&C’s positive account rather than the
negative critique that accompanies it.

Chapter 1 begins by explicating and defending what O&C take to be six
central claims any theory must make to be a virtue ethic: An act is right iff
it is what an agent with a virtuous character would do in the circumstances;
goodness is prior to rightness; virtues are irreducibly plural intrinsic goods;
virtues are objectively good; some intrinsic goods are agent-relative; and
acting rightly does not require that we maximize the good. The first, second,
and fifth claims clearly distinguish a virtue ethic from any form of Kantian
deontology. The fourth, fifth, and sixth distinguish a virtue ethic from
maximizing consequentialisms such as utilitarianism (or any other subjec-
tivist ethical theory — even Hume’s). According to O&C, a theory is a virtue
ethic iff it is either an Aristotelian ethic or a close relative. They themselves
favour Aristotelian eudaimonism for which moral virtues are dispositions
constitutive of human flourishing, but they acknowledge the existence of
certain perfectionist alternatives (e.g., those holding that virtues contribute
to perfection of either (i) special human capacities or (ii) capacities humans
specially admire.)

One common objection to virtue ethical theories is that their accounts of
the virtues and of human flourishing are too vague to tell us what a virtuous
agent would do in particular cases, making it useless to imperfectly virtuous
agents uncertain about how to act. A second objection is that virtue ethics
may beguile well-meaning agents into thinking that any act is right so long
as the disposition from which it is performed is virtuous. O&C argue that
both objections can be overcome if we think of virtuous agents as operating
in accordance with ‘regulative ideals’ both of human flourishing broadly
conceived but also of the more specific goods and practices that constitute
flourishing, e.g., the virtues, and relational goods such as friendship, parent-
hood, etc.

Regulative ideals are internalized standards of excellence that we try to
realize in our dispositions, relations, and conduct, whose ‘regulative’ force
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operates counterfactually: although we do not act for the sake of ideals (in
the normal case we simply act from them) we are prepared to revise our
characters, relations or conduct should any of these fall short of our ideals.
Thus imperfectly virtuous agents can tell how to act by appeal to appropriate
standards of excellence. Similarly, imperfectly virtuous agents can discover
that acts they are motivated to perform by virtuous dispositions are never-
theless not what a virtuous agent would do when these fall short of the overall
regulative ideal of flourishing (i.e., the act is benevolent to one but unjust to
others.) Phronesis is essential of course, and phronesis takes the form of
judicious appeal to the regulative ideals of flourishing and/or narrower,
domain-specific ideals governing particular practices.

Chapter 2 is actually a red herring for readers interested in O&C’s own
virtue ethical approach to professional ethics. The chapter is based on an
article, ‘Indirect Consequentialism, Friendship, and the Problem of Aliena-
tion’, and is, as that title suggests, primarily a critique of consequentialist
(and, in this version, neoKantian) accounts of such agent-relative goods such
as friendship. It is a red herring for their own approach to professional ethics,
for they reject the idea that professional-client relationships are a species of
friendship, arguing that as they have specific ‘entrance’ and exit’ criteria,
they cannot properly be considered friendships.

Chapter 3 returns to the project of constructing a virtue-based account of
professional roles. O&C propose that professions be distinguished from
occupations not merely by sociological criteria, but also by the relation of the
goals of these practices to the overall ideal of flourishing. They write: ‘Good
professional roles must be part of a good profession, and a good profession,
on our virtue ethics approach, is one which involves a commitment to a key
human good, a good which plays a crucial role in enabling us tolive a humanly
flourishing life’ (74). This approach, they claim, not only distinguishes
professions morally from occupations, but also from one another. It also helps
to resolve two long-standing questions: (1) are professionals justified in
privileging clients over third parties when their interests conflict? and (2)
are there ethical grounds for refusing clients’ requests?

First, as professions realize goods crucial to human flourishing (e.g.,
health, justice, etc.), these roles and their requirements often can and do
outweigh the other values with which they may conflict. Whether and to what
extent this is true in a given case may be settled by appeal to the ideal of
human flourishing. Second, since good professionals are those acting from
the ideal goal of their profession, they cannot in good professional (as opposed
to personal) conscience act against it. So if the ideal of medicine is health
(e.g., normal functioning), and a client requests treatment inimical to it (e.g.,
assisted suicide,) or enhancements beyond species norms (e.g., fertility for
women over 60), a professional may ethically refuse such a request.

Chapter 4 offers a more detailed examination of O&C’s virtue ethical
account of professional-client relationships in medicine. Chapter 5 switches
the focus to trial lawyers, allowing O&C to better develop certain complexi-
ties in professional roles and their ideals. While the GP’s ideal of health may
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occasionally force her to choose between serving her client’s private health
interests and the general (public) ideal of health, trial lawyers, who serve
both as advocates in adversarial disputes and as officers of the court regu-
lated by a more general ideal of procedural justice, regularly ‘face such
dilemmas. Focussing on lawyers’ roles heightens our awareness of the
potential for similar conflicts in others. Reporting requirements, medical and
financial, promote public health and financial stability as opposed to the
health or financial stability of the clients whose confidentiality (or welfare)
is sacrificed. But while O&C raise the issue, they never address it theoreti-
cally. So although we get an interesting analysis of the specific form it takes
among lawyers, we do not get a general account of how such public/private
splits in our regulative ideals should be handled. (One might try resolving
them by appeal to more encompassing ideal of human flourishing. But as it
seems the same conflict could occur at any level, this strategy will not do. A
further account is needed.)

Although O&C never resolve this issue, their concluding Chapter 6 com-
plements the foregoing discussion of the nature of professional-client rela-
tionships among GPs and lawyers with an enlightening discussion of the
nature and value of professional detachment in healthcare, law, and other
fields. Curiously, one of these is prostitution. And this raises another ques-
tion about which much more might have been said. Just what kinds of goods
constituent of human flourishing are such as to constitute regulative ideals
distinctive of professions? Pleasure is surely an intrinsic good — one prosti-
tutes help clients achieve. Does this mean that prostitution could or should
be a profession with a monopoly of the provision of this service? Are architects
really professionals? Buildings are instrumentally valuable in various ways,
but are they or their qualities constitutive of flourishing? And if so, how is
this contribution to be distinguished from those of the mere trades men and
women who construct the buildings that architects ‘professionally’ design?

These sorts of issues are neglected because O&C devote so much space to
critiquing principle-based rivals, to the dismay of readers chiefly interested
in a virtue-based approach. However, as there have been relatively few
theoretical contributions of this caliber to the interdisciplinary literature on
virtues and the professions, this book will be a welcome addition to the field.

Jennifer Welchman
University of Alberta
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In Descartes’ Cogito, Saved from the Great Shipwreck, Husain Sarkar con-
vincingly argues that the Cartesian cogito as it appears in Meditation Two
cannot be an argument but must be understood as an intuition emerging
from the process of ‘extraordinary’ doubt. Sarkar mentions in the Preface
that only the negative part of his thesis in intended to be decisive (x).
However, as the book unfolds it becomes evident that his ‘positive’ effort —
his interpretation of the cogito as an intuition — although not decisive, is no
less important. Sarkar shows how his reading of the cogifo can account for
other aspects of Descartes” writings (memory, the will, the theory of dedue-
tion) and offers this as further proof for the correctness of his interpretation.

Sarkar maintains that the cogito is the first principle of Descartes’
philosophy, the starting point from which all the rest of knowledge is derived.
Descartes’ goal in the Meditations is to find certainty or at least become
certain that there is no certainty (AT VII, 24; CSM 11, 16). Sarkar calls this
the epistemic problem (80). Using the difficult and usually neglected Rules
for the Direction of the Mind, Sarkar argues that the epistemic problem is a
perfect problem (as ‘it is determinate in every respect and its terms are
perfectly understood’ [80]) and a perfectly understood problem (as there are
clear criteria for recognizing its solution; the basis from which it will be
deduced is known — doubt; the two aspects above are so intertwined that we
cannot change one without modifying the other [81]). The cogito is the unique
solution to this perfectly understood problem.

To show that Descartes had clear criteria for recognizing the cogito as the
first principle, Sarkar uses his so called ‘Sulmo principle’. The Sulmo princi-
ple states that a philosophical system can be assessed only after its author’s
death; that only a posthumous reconstruction of a system can give us an idea
of what its author had in mind, even if she may never have expressed the
thing in this manner or spelled out a lot of the theory’s details (XI, 176).
Bringing together passages from the Discourse, The Principles, and the
Search for Truth, Sarkar concludes that Descartes’ first principle must be:
first in the way things come to be known; a clear and distinct notion; the most
certain; the easiest to be acquainted with; simplest and a particular (61).
Descartes discovered some of these six criteria before and some after the
cogito even though all of them should have been known before the cogito (60);
they are accepted provisionally, and being in the cogito state vindicates their
acceptance (83). The cogito turns out to be the first ‘existential truth’ (91) and
the basis for the clarity and distinctness rule, the first ‘epistemological truth’
and the ‘insignia of truth’ from then on (91).
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If the cogito were an argument, it could not fulfill its function as first
principle (183). Sarkar criticizes five ways of reading the cogifo as an
argument and Jaakko Hintikka’s interpretation of the cogito as a perform-
ance. The cogito has been interpreted as: (1) a fully elaborated syllogism; (2)
an enthymematic syllogism (with the general premise ‘Whatever thinks,
exists’ missing); (3) an argument in quantification theory or first-order logic;
(4) an argument using ‘Whatever thinks, exists’ not as a missing premise but
as a rule of inference; and finally (5), an inference, not of a syllogistic kind
but involving the relation of presupposition. According to Hintikka, however,
the cogito ‘refers to the “performance” (to the act of thinking) through which
the sentence “I exist” may be said to verify itself (170).

While Sarkar identifies several difficulties with each of the interpreta-
tions just sketched, he provides two overarching criticisms. First, had the
cogito been intended as an argument, given the very strong presence of the
evil genius in the Second Meditation, Descartes could not have claimed
validity, much less soundness for it. As Sarkar points out, if the evil genius
can make Descartes doubt the laws of mathematics, the same objections
apply to any rules of inference we may hold at this time. Second, if the cogito
were an argument, running it would have to rely on memory. Or, according
to Descartes, memory has a bodily component; it is a certain part of the brain
in which the animal spirits carve paths. Sarkar mentions Descartes’ distinc-
tion between an intellectual and a sensible kind of memory (AT III, 48; CSMK
146), but goes on to contend that even intellectual memory would not be
considered reliable at this time, given the sweeping nature of the process of
doubt in which Descartes is engaged.

Although as a whole Sarkar’s position is very plausible and has consider-
able philosophical merit, I have some reservations about several points. For
instance, the two main criticisms can be shown to have no power against
Hintikka’s performative reading of the cogito; furthermore, some striking
similarities appear when we compare Hintikka’s view to Sarkar’s own
‘positive’ interpretation of the cogito. Sarkar contends that Hintikka’s posi-
tion harbors a hidden argument (172), but one could reply that the argument
in question is formulated only after arriving at the intuition of the cogito,
when one reflects on and analyzes one’s experience. First comes the intuition
of the cogito; then one explains the newly gained knowledge by formulating
the cogito as a syllogism (Sarkar, 192, 247) or by explicating self-verifiability
in an argumentative form (Sarkar’s Hintikka, 172).

Hintikka takes the relation between cogito and sum to be that between a
process and its product. Sarkar, however, finds this analogy flawed. But it is
not all easy to see how the following claim is interestingly different from what
Hintikka maintains: ‘This first truth, as we have seen, is elicited from
performing a thought experiment: an experiment [Hintikka’s context] in
which the “I” [the utterer], through a thought comes to realize that in the
very act of performing an experiment, devised to show that it, the “I” does
not exist, it, the “I” is inevitably assured of its existence [self-verifiability]’
(91)? Given the resemblances between the two positions and the vagueness
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of Sarkar’s constructive reading of the cogito, it seems that the two views
must share a lot of the difficulties Sarkar himself identified.

Descartes’ Cogito: Saved from the Great Shipwreck is a very interesting
and thought-provoking book that combines a systematic presentation and
critique of the main ways of reading the cogito as an argument with a new
approach to the Cartesian writings (putting to work texts that are usually
neglected, casting new light on some familiar ones). The result is, as the
author intended, ‘a fresh perspective’ (xi).

Andreea Mihali
Wilfrid Laurier University
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New York: Cambridge University Press 2003.
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US$19.00 (paper: 1SBN 0-521-53171-3).

This collection of seven essays (most brand new) elaborates Schick’s view
that the logic of decision should take account of the way agents understand
or see outcomes of their acts, that is, the way they ‘disambiguate’ those
outcomes.

Essay 1 presents the elements of Schick’s theory. It effectively argues that
utilities should attach to propositions, not to the situations propositions
describe (9). It deftly wards off the complaint that taking propositions as the
objects of utility assignments makes utility principles vacuous (17-18). Mak-
ing outcomes fine-grained weakens consistency constraints but not substan-
tive utility principles. The essay’s main point, however, is that an agent’s
beliefs and desires are insufficient for explaining her resolution of a decision
problem. Schick contends that a full explanation includes the way she sees
the outcome of her choice; besides beliefs and desires, it includes seeings.
Essay 2 claims that the solution to the Prisoner’s Dilemma depends on the
partition of states an agent uses to frame her choice. Essay 3 studies selected
phenomena in the psychology of choice, such as the status quo effect, and
argues for a new account of them that involves seeings.

Essay 4 defends selective seeings, which focus exclusively on salient
aspects of an act. The main example comes from Melville’s novel, Billy Budd.
Unjustly accused of mutiny, Billy strikes and accidentally kills a shipmate.
The ship’s officers consider Billy innocent of murder and desire not to hang
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an innocent man. The captain convinces them that the law requires hanging
Billy. According to Schick, the captain changes the way the officers see Billy’s
hanging without changing their beliefs or desires. According to a rival view,
the officers form a new desire on balance to hang Billy because duty to the
king requires hanging him. Their nagging reluctance to hang him stems from
their desire not to hang an innocent man, which persists despite being
outweighed. Schick fails to establish that rationality permits ignoring rele-
vant considerations when deciding between options. Perhaps rhetoric can
move an audience to put some considerations out of mind. But that is a matter
of psychology, not logic and rationality. The essay rejects the principle of
extensionality, a consequence of comprehensive seeings (20, 67-9, 108-9).
That principle instructs an agent to assign the same utility to propositions
she knows report the same outcome. Schick’s case against the principle fails
to distinguish between desire and desire-on-balance. It assumes that con-
flicts among desires end with one desire’s gaining the upper hand. But such
conflicts may yield a desire-on-balance that weighs together the conflicting
desires. If an agent takes account of all her relevant beliefs and desires, as
she should, her desires-on-balance ensure compliance with the principle of
extensionality.

Essay 5 investigates the limits of self-knowledge. It claims that an agent
cannot know, or even believe, ahead of time that she will choose a certain
action. Then it presents implications of this claim. Schick’s view is at variance
with the common practice of assigning probabilities to one’s own acts. His
argument for his view depends on a stipulative definition of choice and so is
not compelling.

Essay 6 presents novel principles for beliefs, desires, and seeings, in
particular, the D, B, S-principle: ‘If you believe x and you want y, and if z
follows from x e y and neither x nor any conjunctive component of x follows
from z — and you make salient In 2'ing, I would y — you must also want 2’
(109). This principle involves selective seeings and has both normative and
descriptive interpretations. As a principle of rationality, it goes wrong by
neglecting desires competing with the desire thaty. As a principle of psychol-
ogy, it goes wrong by overlooking cases of desire formation that irrationally
ignore salient factors. Although some cases comply with the principle, it does
not generalize.

Essay 7 applies Schick’s account of seeings to issues concerning the
meaning of life. Using Tolstoy’s character Levin as an illustration, it claims
that whether a person’s life is meaningful for him depends on how he sees
his acts — in Levin’s case, as either moving toward death or as following the
drift of all nature. Schick’s account of seeings, however, offers at best an
explanation of the way current utilities of acts depend on their currently
salient features. The essay needs an argument that selective seeing is
rational. Arguing that selective seeing need not involve self-deception only
staves off one criticism (131). The rationality of ignoring inconvenient beliefs
needs a more comprehensive defense.
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Schick’s critics make two points. First, taking outcomes as fine-grained
does the work of seeings without changing the traditional structure of
decision principles. Seeings affect the utilities of outcomes and hence the
expected utilities of options. Maximizing expected utility yields a rational
choice without revisions to accommodate seeings directly. Second, decision
theory distinguishes normative and descriptive decision principles, that is,
the logic and the psychology of decision making. Normative principles take
account of all relevant ways of seeing outcomes. A rational ideal agent looks
at outcomes comprehensively, not selectively. Her assessment of an option
incorporates all her relevant beliefs. Schick’s belief-desire-seeing theory
must use comprehensive seeings, not selective seeings, to be right about
rational choice.

Schick may respond to these criticisms by accepting standard decision
theory and advancing a supplementary theory about the way seeings affect
desire-on-balance. The supplementary theory may explain how right seeings
(73) affect rational desire-on-balance. Appealing to bounded rationality may
also strengthen the case for the role of seeings in rational choice. Different
ways of understanding the same proposition may lead a boundedly rational
agent to assign different utilities to the proposition. Principles of bounded
rationality may use cognitive limits to justify selective seeings and their
effect on desire-on-balance.

Schick is a highly regarded decision theorist. His essays address signifi-
cant issues and are finely crafted and engaging. The collection will attract
students and scholars alike and stimulate further research in decision
theory.

Paul Weirich
University of Missouri - Columbia
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Living Across and Through Skins: Transactional Bodies, Pragmatism, and
Feminism by Shannon Sullivan is a project that connects some of John
Dewey’s descriptions of experience, and his emphases on pluralism and a
pragmatic understanding of truth, to both feminist insights and other phi-
losophies of embodiment. Sullivan relates Deweyan concepts to feminist
theories on the differences among various lived experiences, and considers
in this respect the importance of understanding the subject as embodied
within varying discursive contexts. In conclusion, she applies the same
notions to the question of race, briefly, thus indicating a new direction in
which her project might continue.

The book begins with a descriptive analysis of Dewey’s concepts of ‘trans-
actional bodies’, ‘habits’, ‘style’, and ‘sedimentation’ of meaning, emphasizing
the successful avoidance of dualism that these concepts facilitate. While the
concepts are interrelated, the most comprehensive and inclusive is that of
the ‘transactional body’. Understanding bodies as transactional describes
how our identities, as embodied, are both formed by our culture and also
shape our experiences. Once she has outlined the benefits of this view,
Sullivan applies it within the context of poststructuralist notions of ‘dis-
course’, which she takes great care in the second chapter to define. This is an
extremely useful part of her discussion, since there has been much confusion
over and misuse of the term. Sullivan emphasizes that a transactional body
is a discursive one, but that not every bodily sense or action has to do, directly,
with spoken or written language, and she argues this point well.

Following this discussion, her third chapter addresses the work of Maurice
Merleau-Ponty. Sullivan devotes the entire chapter to claiming that Mer-
leau-Ponty depicts an anonymous, non-dialogical body, and then criticizing
this characterization. This is, unfortunately, a misreading of Merleau-Ponty.
On the contrary, Merleau-Ponty’s discussions of ontological reversibility and
his phenomenological descriptions of a communicating subject immersed in
language do not presuppose a subject who silences the differences of others
and interprets them in light of his or her own preconceptions, contra Sulli-
van’s characterization. In fact, Merleau-Ponty is explicit about the possibility
that one’s own interpretations of another’s body language or discourse are
often corrected precisely through dialogue, a position which Sullivan denies
him, and then criticizes him for lacking (see my ‘Merleau-Ponty’s Dialogical
Subject and Poststructuralist Feminism’, forthcoming in International Stud-
iesin Philosophy). Moreover, Merleau-Ponty’s notions of a ‘sedimented’ ‘habit
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body’ with a certain ‘style’ of being in the world are extremely similar to the
notions by the same names which Sullivan prizes in Dewey’s work, and which
connote the same senses of reciprocity and ‘transaction’. One really must
consider the fact that, while Sullivan cites many works by John Dewey,
Friedrich Nietzsche, Sandra Harding, and Judith Butler, Merleau-Ponty
only receives citation for two of his works. Sullivan devotes a chapter to each
of the listed thinkers. Given her careful scholarship in the project overall, it
is odd that her treatment of Merleau-Ponty is relatively incautious. This is
all the more curious, since Merleau-Ponty’s work is largely compatible with
what Sullivan is attempting to accomplish and with Deweyan concepts,
which I noted above. I will leave my criticisms here, lest I appear entirely too
zealous in my defense of Merleau-Ponty. My enthusiasm is the result of my
perplexity that she is so critical of Merleau-Ponty when in fact his work is
clearly at least as much of an ally to her project as that of John Dewey.

As I mentioned above, Sullivan’s final three chapters address Judith
Butler, Friedrich Nietzsche, and Sandra Harding, illuminating what Sulli-
van sees as the valuable points of their works while considering the weak-
nesses of each. She systematically applies Dewey’s notion of transactional
bodies to each view, to show that this notion is characterized by the same
strengths but avoids the weaknesses of each thinker’s approach. ‘Transac-
tional bodies’ emphasizes more of a reciprocity between the cultural and the
bodily, which, according to Sullivan, Butler’s work tends to downplay. In-
stead, Butler overemphasizes the power of the cultural, language, and
discourse. The notion of transaction also captures Nietzsche’s insights that
embodiment and physiology have more to do with a subject’s actions than do
reason and free will. But it avoids some of Nietzsche’s excesses in terms of
his literal denigration of the feminine. Finally, Sullivan argues that an
understanding of bodies as transactional tackles some of the epistemological
problems which Sandra Harding’s view seems to yield. Harding’s view
implies that there is an objective truth, while Dewey’s pragmatist theory of
truth tends to avoid the epistemological conundra associated with such a
view.

Sullivan’s easy writing style expresses thoughtfulness and elegance. A
useful metaphor is carried throughout: that of the transactional bodied-sub-
ject within its cultural milieu as part of a ‘stew’, as opposed to its being part
of a ‘tossed salad’ or ‘soup’. The image of a ‘tossed salad’ would describe
autonomous individuals in a collection, the parts of the ‘soup’ would have lost
any discernible identity, while the ingredients of a stew, like members of a
socio-cultural system with transactional bodies, affect and are effected by one
another while remaining discernible. The metaphor fits nicely in the context
of the discussion.

It is refreshing to read a sustained examination of John Dewey’s work for
his relevance to contemporary polemics having to do with identity theory and
poststructuralist views of the way different individuals are formed. In addi-
tion, Sullivan’s descriptions of embodiment as transactional places her firmly
within the context of current feminist analysis, and as such, her work is
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timely. It will find a most receptive audience among feminists, although the
short discussion regarding race theory at the end will be intriguing for
multiculturalists or race theorists, and the more concrete applications of
Dewey’s work carried throughout will be of interest to pragmatists. This work
is recommended to anyone — independent reader, academic, or student —
who is interested in any of these areas and their points of intersection.

Melissa Clarke
James Madison University

Cheryl Brown Travis, ed.
Evolution, Gender, and Rape.
Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press 2003.
Pp. 217.

US$62.00 (cloth: 1SBN 0-262-20143-7);
US$24.95 (paper: ISBN 0-262-70090-5).

The burden that an anthology devoted to the sustained critique of a single
work must carry is a hefty one with respect to offering a diverse array of
perspectives, insuring a fair hearing, and avoiding redundancy. The task,
moreover, for Brown Travis’ Evolution, Gender, and Rape (EGR) is made all
the more difficult by the fact that the volume under interrogation is Thornhill
and Palmer’s A Natural History of Rape: Biological Bases of Sexual Coercion
(NHR). NHR is a shoddily drafted, ideologically loaded, and poorly re-
searched example of bad — if however popular — (pseudo-)science hailing
from the beleaguered field of evolutionary psychology. Hence, the obvious
worry about devoting an entire anthology to its evaluation is that the effort
simply couldn’t be worth it. In EGR’s case this is mostly false; exposing NHR
for the hackneyed science that it is is worth it. But it is also to some extent
true; by about mid-volume, redundancy more than what is admittedly un-
avoidable begins to weary the reader who — even if she/he hadn’t read NHR
— is likely to be fully convinced that A Natural History of Rape belongs, if
not in the compost, next to its equally shoddy cousins like The Bell Curve.
First to the anthology’s strengths: Each of EGR’s contributions attend to
an aspect of Thornhill and Palmer’s primary thesis, namely, that rape is not
merely evolutionarily adaptive, but confers a reproductive advantage upon
those who opt for it. At every imaginable level — methodologically, empiri-
cally, statistically, sociologically, psychologically — the effect of the essays
as a whole is the systematic vitiation of this thesis. For instance, Drea and
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Wallen’s essay ‘Female Sexuality and the Myth of Male Control’ reveals the
inadequacy of Thornhill and Palmer’s ‘male-centric view of reproduction by
demonstrating the female’s active role in controlling sexual behavior (EGR
29). Across a range of species, they show how (a) a variety of physical,
structural, and behavioral barriers prevent forced copulation thereby
strengthening female prerogative, and (b) the extent to which stereotypes
that represent women (and by extension females of other species) as submis-
sive and obedient have influenced and occluded the objective assessment of
Darwin’s sexual selection. According to Darwin, while it is in the male’s
interest to copulate as frequently as possible, it is in the female’s interest,
given length of gestation and lactation, to be choosy about her sexual partners
(EGR 30). A less biased examination of Darwin’s proposal shows that while
female sexual selection may proceed via avenues other than sheer force,
nature has nevertheless favored reproductive strategies that preclude males
perceived (consciously or unconsciously) to be unfit. Similarly, Gowaty’s
‘Power Asymmetries Between The Sexes’ demonstrates the value of fitness
to reproductive advantage in that {vlariation in offspring viability is a
ubiquitous selection pressure that favors female resistance to manipulation
of reproductive decisions’ (EGR 82). Moreover, as a number of the essays
stress, the success rate of rape qua impregnation is laughably low (around
2%), further diminishing its promise as a reproductive strategy.

In ‘Does Self-Report Make Sense as an Investigative Method in Evolution-
ary Psychology’ Shields and Steinke take a somewhat different approach
aimed less at Thornhill and Palmer’s assumptions than at their use of
self-report an an investigative strategy. They show that while Thornhill and
Palmer do employ other methods, they rely on self-report at crucial junctures
in their reasoning (EGR 88) and hence risk depending on a type of data
well-known for its flaws, particularly with respect to respondent bias. Not
only, however, do Thornhill and Palmer rely on a suspect methodology, their
interpretation of rape victim’s accounts of their experiences reinforces NHR's
operative sexist stereotypes, boosting their thesis, but at the price of a vicious
circularity.

Thornhill and Palmer’s penchant for systematic misinterpretation of
evidence informs the critique of a number of EGR’s essays including Tobach
and Reed’s ‘Understanding Rape’. Coyne’s ‘Of Vice and Men’, Koss’ ‘Evolu-
tionary Models of Why Men Rape’, Brown Travis’ ‘Theory and Data on Rape
and Evolution’, and Kimmel’s ‘An Unnatural History of Rape’ among others.
Where the opportunity for misinterpretation is not available, NHR resorts
to evasion; that is, Thornhill and Palmer simply ignore counterfactual
evidence. As Vickers and Kitcher show in ‘Pop Sociology Reborn’, (also
discussed in Shields and Steinke), the core presupposition responsible for
facilitating NHR’s promotion of the ‘rape as advantage’ thesis is that biology
can offer comprehensive and ultimate explanations for behavior as complex
as that of human beings. But as virtually every author in EGR points out, to
neglect the myriad possible cultural and social factors that affect and inform
behavior is to risk the reductionistic determinism that served to discredit the
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work of earlier sociobiologists like Richard Dawkins. Renamed no doubt to
avoid bad press, Vickers and Kitcher refer to evolutionary psychology as ‘pop
sociobiology with a fig leaf (EGR 141).

The weakest essay in EGR is Mackey’s ‘The Man (to) Child Affiliative
Bond’. Although Mackey may be sincerely committed to showing that Thorn-
hill and Palmer are wrong, he nonetheless shares a number of their sexist
assumptions. His thinly veiled ideological concern is to preserve the patriar-
chal family that he rightly perceives to be threatened by acts of rape. But
what he fails to acknowledge is, as feminist Sarah Hoagland shows, that
threats of violence against women function to preserve the implicit preda-
tor/protector contract that characterizes institutions like marriage. Accord-
ing to Hoagland, and well-established in the relevant literature, male sexual
predation reinforces the view that women are in need of the protection that
marriage allegedly affords. Without predators — and given other preroga-
tives that women often surrender in marriage — protectors might seem to
have less to offer. Moreover, because the institution promises exclusive
sexual access by one man to ‘his’ woman, it insures the legitimacy of his
progeny. Mackey is likely right when he insists that men are more interested
in the welfare of their own children. This, however, does not detract from
Thornhill and Palmer’s thesis but in fact reasserts it.

Certainly the strengths of EGR far outweigh its detractions. Of these
latter, my primary criticism is that by the time the reader arrives at the
second main part, Critiquing Evolutionary Models of Rape, they are likely to
be about as convinced as we could hope of the demerits of Thornhill and
Palmer’s evolutionary psychology; hence, to continue reading has the feel of
beating the proverbial dead horse. This is not to say that these essays are
not worth reading; indeed they are, particularly, Sanday’s, Martin’s, and
Post’s. But it is to say that the sporadic gunfire of journal publication might
have accomplished more to remind us of the invaluable distinction between
science done well and science done badly, not to mention the equally valuable
distinction drawn by Thomas Kuhn between truth, however uncomfortable
but well-evidenced, and that ‘truth’ whose credentials boast little more than
popular citation.

Wendy Lynne Lee
Bloomsburg University of Pennsylvania
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Developed from his 1999 Carlyle Lectures in Oxford, Waldron’s God, Locke,
and Equality is primarily a first-rate piece of Locke scholarship, but also an
excellent examination of the importance of basic human equality to contem-
porary egalitarian theories. Waldron believes Locke has provided us with ‘as
well-worked-out a theory of basic equality as we have in the canon of political
philosophy’ (1). His challenge, however, is to see if such an account from the
seventeenth century, predicated on the Christian notion that all human
beings were created as equals, can be defensible and worthwhile to a secular
society in the twenty-first century.

Indeed, Waldron's troubles run even deeper than this. Before being able
to argue for the viability of Locke’s account as possessing contemporarily
relevance, he is presented with a number of putative inconsistencies and
problems within the Lockean corpus that has led many to question the
potential success of his project. In fact, it is Waldron’s reliance on Locke’s
entire corpus, and not merely his political writings, that helps to provide such
a rich analysis of his views on equality. While Locke’s argument for basic
equality of moral status for all human beings (not simply specifications for
equality of this or equality of that) was quite advanced and radical for its
day, there are a number of roadblocks within his account that may lead us
to wonder whether we should take Locke to be the liberal egalitarian he
presents himself to be (e.g., his permissive attitudes towards the natural
subjugation of wives, the bestial treatment of criminals, subordination to
authority figures, the legitimacy of some forms of slavery, and his nominalist
denial of the notion of a human species, among other important issues).
Indeed, Waldron spends a bulk of the book dealing with each of these
problems in turn and attempting to argue why these apparent inconsisten-
cies and philosophical missteps can be overcome and resolved - with the
exception of Locke’s view on the natural subjugation of wives, which he
thinks is simply irreconcilably inconsistent.

However, Waldron is far from a simple apologist for Locke. As he works
carefully through each aspect of these problematic features of Locke’s theory
of equality, we find that a clearer picture of the grounds and justification of
basic human equality begin to emerge. We begin to see that it is our nature
as corporeal rational beings created by God that provide the grounds for
viewing humans beings as possessing equal moral worth. It is this minimal
intellectual capacity inherent in all human beings (the capacity is inherent
and not actual so that we do not exclude infants and the severely mentally
disabled) that allows us to have knowledge of the duties incurred by God’s
commandments to refrain from harming or exploiting His children. In work-
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ing out the role the Christian foundations play in Locke’s theory of equality
(with the special status of humans being a matter of natural law), we can see
a coherent unity in Locke’s thought to support a reasonably consistent view
concerning humanity and equality. Furthermore, we can understand why
Locke’s theologically-grounded position on human equality is fundamental
to his whole political theory (especially his treatment of issues such as
property, government, and toleration).

The most glaring problem with such an account is no doubt its explicit and
unflinching foundationalist method (assuming we leave aside the question of
whether Locke provides an adequate demonstration of God’s existence or the
truth of moralities based in natural law). While those who share Locke’s
Christian beliefs will find his account highly persuasive, it seems that such a
foundationalist approach in modern pluralistic democratic societies will be
hard to maintain, and may point to why many foundationalist approaches to
equality have come into disfavour as being too unreasonable or exclusionary.
Compared to contemporary approaches that have gained much favour in
recent years, such as John Rawls’ Political Liberalism, which argues for a
freestanding justification that would bracket such religious considerations
from providing the basis of human equality within the basic social and
political structure of a well-ordered society, we might think it is possible to
take a non-sectarian path to reach the road to equality. However, if Locke is
correct, our egalitarian commitments may be so tied up within our religious
and philosophical comprehensive doctrines that attempting to defend basic
human equality with the confines of public reason may prove to be an
unattainable task. ‘Somewhere hard work has to be done on the question of
whether basic equality can be made sense of, philosophically, in purely secular
terms, Waldron contends, and whilst our contemporary approaches to equal-
ity as a political ideal shies away from a religious foundation, ‘they are still
relevant to our philosophical enterprise of trying to achieve at a comprehen-
sive grounding for and justification of our commitment to this ideal’ (235).

Extremely well-written and detailed, Waldron’s God, Locke and Equality
provides a nuanced treatment that deftly handles the complexity of Locke’s
corpus and yet manages to provide a non-anachronistic and largely coherent
version of Locke’s treatment of basic equality. In many respects Waldron’s
treatment can be seen as a challenge to the ease with which we attempt to
bracket religious conceptions and arguments from political theory and public
discourse, which have been central to the historical and philosophical devel-
opment of our commitment to equality. While I don’t think Waldron has done
enough to convenience contemporary egalitarians of the overriding value of
understanding equality through a Lockean lens, I do believe he has succeeded
in calling attention to the importance of how we ought to go about grounding
the truth of basic human equality (a position, often taken for granted, whose
presuppositions and consequences could well benefit from further scrutiny).

Adrian M. Viens
Oxford University
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With Veil Politics in Liberal Democratic States (‘Veil Politics’) Ajume Wingo
contributes a novel and vividly articulated argument to the debate on
justification and legitimacy in liberal theory.

The guiding question in Veil Politics asks: ‘How can developing nations
achieve and sustain a liberal democracy? Part of what makes Wingo’s answer
unique is that he draws from an experience born outside of the liberal
tradition. Wingo is an African, ‘... a Cameroonian, of Royal Blood’ (xiv). From
this vantage point he observes that those who do not come from western
culture suffer a distinct disadvantage. They lack the specific history that was
so instrumental in securing the conditions which allowed the values of
toleration and rational discourse to flourish in the West (33-4, 47-8). Given
this disadvantage Wingo asks: ‘how can we motivate individuals lacking the
relevant history to consent to a liberal democratic constitution and uphold
that consent over time?

Wingo is disappointed with the answers currently supplied by liberal
theory. The liberal view of political legitimacy is premised on the free consent
of the members of the polity. However, that account fails to give a realistic
motivational basis for such consent (33-4). Wingo's complaint is familiar.
Liberal theory makes the unrealistic assumptions that: (1) humans are
essentially motivated by what is rational; and, (2) it is rational to adopt
liberal principles of justice (31, 41-3). However, there is a wide gulf between
‘full-blooded’ persons, who are also motivated by a host of non-rational
sentiments, and the ideally rational citizens of liberal theory (41-3). And
neither of the leading views of instrumental or absolute rationality can show
that we will be motivated to be rational deliberators, or that it is always in
our interest to be rational (42-3).

Wingo agrees that reason is important for justifying and upholding liberal
principles (47). But liberals shouldn’t assume that the conditions for rea-
soned consent are naturally in place. On the contrary, Wingo believes that
people must acquire the disposition to value certain deliberative processes
as motivating, and they must be led to that disposition through training and
support and under minimal conditions of peace (i.e., modus vivendi) (53,
117-18). When these preconditions don't exist, Wingo argues for the use of
non-rational methods to shape behavior and judgment in order to cultivate
the conditions for a modus vivendi; and to prepare a context for valuing
rational deliberation and persuasion as a civic virtue. When the right pre-
conditions do exist, he argues that these methods will ensure continued
political stability (54, 117-18).
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The really original feature of Wingo’s book is the positive thesis that a
political practice called Veil Politics can accomplish this purpose (5). Veil
Politics is the political use of veils to engage the emotions (e.g., national pride
and love, sense of identity in a common past, sentiments of idealization) for
the purpose of influencing individuals toward certain political ends (12).
Political Veils are the drapery of symbolism, myth and motif. Political veils
range widely over diverse objects — artifacts, civic memorials, political
rhetorie, national documents, anthems, currency and uniforms — but their
functions are the same: they attract attention to the object and tell a story
about it in a way that flatters and draws on shared sentiments of the polity
(11-14). But they also hide, distort and misrepresent the facts about the
object. This is because they valorize or idealize some states of affairs and
make other, more divisive states of affairs, invisible (9).

Wingo admits a tension between veil politics and theoretical liberalism.
Liberal principles are justified through the process of rational deliberation
in a context of political transparency: that is, free and complete access to the
relevant facts (18). Yet it is in the very nature of veils to by-pass the rational
process and distort the facts for political gain (4-5, 12, 15). Wingo tries to
downplay this tension by stipulating liberal conditions on the use of political
veils. Veils may hide, distort and misrepresent but they must not violate
personal autonomy, they must be penetrable, and citizens’ must consent to
their use (62).

How do veil politics satisfy these conditions? Wingo begins by carving out
a particular notion of autonomy. Following Mill, he associates autonomy with
an individual ‘exercising reason within the framework of values provided by
one’s own culture’ (58-60). He then argues that political veils are non-coercive
when they use existing cultural values to emotionally engage individuals
favourably toward more controversial liberal values (59).

I think this argument mistakenly treats the idea of culture as ‘framing
individual reasoning’ on a par with the idea of culture as ‘a political device
for circumventing individual reasoning in the service of political (albeit
liberal) ends’ (58). This should raise the alarm for most liberals, because the
latter idea appears to be a straight forward case of manipulation, where the
former does not. And manipulative causes violate autonomy (Joseph Raz,
Morality of Freedom, 375-T; Ronald Dworkin, Sovereign Virtue, 218).

One way that liberals have tried to block the manipulative use of culture
is by requiring that personal conversions be genuinely endorsed by the
individual. Genuine endorsement is distinguished from manipulated en-
dorsement by asking: ‘do the mechanisms used to secure the conversion
lessen the individual’s ability to consider the critical merits of the change in
a reflective way? (Ronald Dworkin, Sovereign Virtue, 218) Can veil politics
satisfy the condition of genuine endorsement? That depends. Genuine en-
dorsement can be satisfied if we specify that veils must invite and permit
deep rational analysis. (Wingo too requires that veils not be opaque [62].) But
penetrability is not enough. Penetrable veils can be justified only if we also
presuppose that individuals have the tools and skills to penetrate the veils.
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The justification of veil politics depends on individuals having freedoms of
enquiry and expression, access to information and independent media, equal
resources and opportunities for training in critical reflection, and democratic
rights to participate in the content of veils.

However, this basis for justification is not open to Wingo. Wingo wants
veil politics to motivate citizens prior to an established liberal democracy
(54). So, the very political infrastructure that justifies veil political practices
within a liberal regime is lacking in the context Wingo wants to apply them.
Wingo recognizes this problem (53), and proposes the next best thing: the
conditions for transparency, autonomy and consent need not actually be met.
Rather, veil political practices need only be hypothetically justified (66-71).

Unfortunately, veil politics is now is in the unenviable position of having
to help itself to the very conditions required for its own justification. It is only
in the imagination that we test the legitimacy of a veil, and whether it would
be consented to by citizens possessing the necessary tools, capacities and
information. Citizens and conditions and tools that don’t, in reality, exist.
Hypothetical justification begs all the necessary questions for consent, indi-
vidual autonomy and transparency. Hypothetical justification is not new to
liberal theory, but it is ordinarily proposed as an idealization of an existing
political infrastructure; one which actually permits a process of debate and
reflective equilibrium in respect of the proposed principles. Wingo’s theory
has no such advantage. As it stands veil politics doesn’t deliver the right
rational context for justification. And so veil political practices, as Wingo
wants to apply them, are not justified. They merely promise justification.
Whether the promise is realized is purely a matter of trust. And isn’t that
just the obstacle as regards achieving a modus vivendi?

Christie Sandford

Simon Fraser University
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