


















































































































































about a given object by reference to the mind’s becoming the same in form as
the object. Thus, we aren’t really going to learn anything about Aristotle’s
response to the broadly Protagorean milieu until we know how Aristotle
employs the strategies in (1) and (2) without falling prey to his own criticisms
of them. Unfortunately, Lee’s book is virtually silent on these difficult
questions. She gestures in the direction of Victor Caston’s view (180), accord-
ing to which phantasia is what allows Aristotle to explain error and answer
Brentano's question, but this view is controversial, and it’s in any case
unclear how much of his view Lee wants to endorse.

Chapters 8 and 9 are devoted to informative discussions of early and late
sources for Democritus’ views. Lee discerns three interpretations of Democri-
tus in the ancient sources. Some see him as a negative dogmatist, others as
a rationalist, and a third camp has him affirming perception as a measure of
truth. She tentatively defends the view that there may be a single, coherent
epistemology provoking these disparate interpretations: the senses provide
data about appearances which are subjective but nevertheless necessary
material for the rational ability to discover explanations (246-7).

Working to understand what precisely Plato and Aristotle are responding
to in developing their positive epistemologies is an important project, and
Lee’s book is an admirable contribution to it. As I've tried to indicate,
however, I think it can be fairly asked how much the book teaches us about
Platonic and Aristotelian responses to Protagorean relativism. While it
would be churlish to insist upon detail beyond the book’s argumentative
needs, it's simply impossible to evaluate the claim that Protagorean relativ-
ism deserves special attention without knowing which features of later
epistemology are supposed to have emerged from reflection on it.

If we don’t know, for example, why Plato rejects perception as knowledge,
and what he means by the infallibility of knowledge, or how Aristotle
preserves the possibility of error within a likening model of perception and
thought, then we cannot say whether Plato and Aristotle really saw Pro-
tagoras as an important part of the philosophical milieu, or just a famous guy
with a cool slogan. Still, for those interested in a fascinating aspect of Greek
epistemology, Epistemology After Protagoras is easy to recommend.

Travis Butler
Towa State University
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Joan McGregor

Is It Rape? On Acquaintance Rape and
Taking Women’s Consent Seriously.
Burlington, VT: Ashgate Publishing
Limited 2005.

Pp. x + 267.

US$99.95 (cloth: ISBN 0-7546-5065-0);
US$29.95 (paper: ISBN 0-7546-5066-9).

Despite reforms, US criminal law and legal practice continue to require some
kind of ‘forcible compulsion’ for the crime of rape. They exclude from eriminal
prohibition forms of nonconsensual, non-violent sex, even where there is
clear verbal resistance and refusal. In so doing, they fail to articulate clearly
the importance of women’s being able to give full consent, and fail to
acknowledge that nonconsensual sex constitutes a serious harm to and
violation of women.

This is Joan McGregor's assessment of contemporary US rape law. Cur-
rent rape law, in conjoining the requirements of non-consent and force for
rape, does not adequately protect women'’s interests or adequately empower
them to protect themselves. In response, McGregor argues that we should
expand our conception of rape to embrace all forms of nonconsensual sex, so
that it will include cases involving acquaintances and cases where no physi-
cal force or threat of force is used.

To develop her position, she shows how consent must be conceived if it is
to function centrally in the protection of autonomy and security for women.
She argues that consenting is a performative act with normative power, in
that it is able to change or transform existing rights and obligations. McGre-
gor rightly rejects the attitudinal account of consent, which treats consenting
as consisting in certain subjective states of mind of the consenter, because a
mental state such as wanting or desiring is neither necessary nor sufficient
for consent, and these cannot explain how consent can function as a public,
normatively transformative act. At the same time, consent must be volun-
tary, and this implies that the consenter must be able to form intentions and
be at liberty to act according to them, as well as that certain contextual
circumstances must obtain.

She also distinguishes and defends her position from opposition from
several different quarters. Among competing positions, McGregor considers
some lines of feminist objection to efforts to make the law respect a robust
form of women’s autonomy. These include the criticisms that (MacKinnon)
consent is of no value where a social ideology of sexual domination predomi-
nates, and that (Paglia) measures to protect consent paternalise women by
regarding them as incompetent to control their own sexual interactions.
McGregor thinks the former position distorts women’s experience and denies
women what is a legitimate model for developing their sexuality, while the
latter underestimates the amount of sexual coercion in society, and denies
protection from rape to contemporary women who may be insufficiently
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assertive in the interests of some long term goal of promoting women’s sexual
autonomy.

The book contains a discussion of how consent can be affected by both
internal and external constraints. External constraints involve circum-
stances of coercion or deception that serve to vitiate consent. On coercion,
McGregor has an interesting discussion of ways of differentiating threats
from offers. The standard account holds that threats would make the victim
worse off than they would be in the normal course of events, while offers
would make the victim better off. McGregor thinks the central issue is how
to interpret ‘the normal course of events’ which is to serve as the baseline for
such discriminations. She evaluates the respective merits of three interpre-
tations of this — a descriptive analysis, a normative analysis, and an
‘epistemic rights’ account (her preferred account) which emphasizes expec-
tations that are grounded in common norms of acceptable behaviour. ‘Judg-
ments about coercion, then, turn partly on our normative ideas about what
conditions it is appropriate or expected to put on another person’ (175).

She also examines deception in the form of fraud in the inducement,
showing that the law’s treatment of cases often turns on disapproval of the
motives that a woman had for having sex, for example, sex with someone
falsely believed to be rich or famous. McGregor points out that even if the
motives for having sex were dubious or unworthy, this does not show that
the court should not protect important interests in being able to choose with
whom to be intimate. Being deceived into having sex can be harmful; it can
frighten and humiliate, and can undermine a person’s ability to enjoy future
relationships. This chapter develops a clear-headed and sensible line of
argument that improves on Feinberg’s 1986 discussion in The Moral Limits
of the Criminal Law: Harm to Self, while also making original contributions
to current debates.

McGregor also tackles controversies about the mens rea requirement for
rape. One issue concerns whether or when mistakes should or should not
exculpate, while another concerns whether it is ever reasonable to believe
that when a woman says ‘no’ she means ‘ yes’. On the first of these, she asks:
can a standard of reasonableness be required for mistakes, so that an ‘honest
belief’ that is nevertheless unreasonable will not serve as a defence to rape?
McGregor is sympathetic to the position that unreasonable mistakes often
arise as a result of indifference to consent or caring too little about it to attend
to it. Such carelessness should be sufficient for liability. On the second issue,
it has been claimed that evidence of nonverbal behaviour showing ‘incom-
plete rejection/resistance’, together with women’s reports of their desires
during a sexual encounter, supports the position that it is reasonable to
believe that women sometimes mean ‘yes’ when they say ‘no’. McGregor
rejects this claim because it confuses desire with consent and confuses
empirical evidence with normative conclusions that require a different kind
of supportive argument. It is reasonable for the law to require positive signs
of consent to sex on the part of the parties. In this way the law will respect
autonomy equally in men and women.
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The concluding chapter has an illuminating and valuable discussion of
what the harm, and wrong, of rape consists in. Rape certainly denies a
person’s ability to control a central and vital part of their domain, and makes
its victim into a mere object for the gratification of another. It curtails
women’s liberty in many ways, direct and indirect. It has profoundly damag-
ing emotional and psychological consequences for its victims. But more than
this, McGregor thinks that rape is a moral injury to a person, because it is
an act that expresses disrespect for the value of the victim. It is an injury to
a person’s status as an equal. This follows an idea of Jean Hampton's
(‘Defining the Wrong and Defining Rape’ in A Most Detestable Crime, 1999),
and makes even better sense of it by targeting it specifically to the offence of
rape.

This is an intelligent and insightful book. It reflects a contemporary
perspective on sexuality. It is directly and engagingly written, and will
inform a wide audience with interests in legal reform, sexual offences, and
greater equality for women.

A minor irritation is that the book suffers from careless typesetting.
‘Consensual’ and ‘nonconsensual’ are misspelt throughout.

Brenda M. Baker
University of Calgary

Richard L. Mendelsohn

The Philosophy of Gottlob Frege.

New York: Cambridge University Press 2005.
Pp. xx + 226.

US$75.00 (cloth: ISBN 0-521-83669-7);
US$60.00 (e-book: ISBN BOO09F1YLK).

Frege wrote next to nothing on most topics in philosophy, applying himself
largely to foundational questions in logic and mathematics. Frege was led by
concurrent reflection on this work to formulate powerful and widely influen-
tial philosophical theses concerning the nature of linguistic expression and
communication in general, but even these were meant to subserve the aim
of constructing a formal language which precisely codified the logically
significant aspects of thinking, asserting, and inferring, especially those
relevant to arithmetical demonstration.

Because of this, we can only expect any survey or exposition of Frege’s
‘philosophy’ to inherit the fairly narrow focus of its subject-matter — though
to be sure, the depth and richness of Frege’s treatment of even this small
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swath of philosophical inquiry has provided more than enough material to
fill many pages of fruitful, rigorous reflection. (Michael Dummett’s mammoth
tomes are monuments to just this point.) And yet, even by these special
standards, for something entitled ‘The Philosophy of ... ’, Richard Mendel-
sohn’s book is highly selective in its narrative. Mendelsohn is quite upfront
about this: ‘we do no pretend that this book is a comprehensive treatment of
Frege’s philosophy ... . Our goal here is, quite modestly, to illuminate Frege’s
central insight’— which, in Mendelsohn’s view, is Frege’s ‘function/argument
analysis’ of linguistic expression, ‘at the level of [its] reference’ [Bedeutung]
(xvii).

Mendelsohn’s treatment of this tightly-circumscribed domain is quite
careful, fairly thorough, and well-organized — and above all very clearly
written — but those looking for engagement with Frege’s philosophy as a
whole are advised to look elsewhere. Nor will the reader get much by way of
historical context, save through a running comparison with Russell — who,
though he represents one of the more significant contemporaries, is surely
not the only one whose views were either influenced by, or might provide a
useful foil for, Frege’s own position. (Tractatus-vintage Wittgenstein springs
to mind; he is nearly absent from the work.) Similarly little is said about
Frege’s predecessors, and the only somewhat sustained, historically-oriented
discussion — of Kant’s views concerning existence and the ‘ontological
argument’ — is hasty and misleading on many points, and simply wrong on
others. (E.g., ‘it is incredible that [Kant] said nothing about the Cartesian
clear and distinct perception [ exist’ [124].)

Even those interested by such specialized subject-matter might be suspi-
cious of how Mendelsohn can hope to ‘illuminate’ Frege’s views on reference,
when the book suffers from an ‘omission [of] any in-depth analysis of Frege's
notion of sense’ (xvii) — especially since, as Mendelsohn himself notes, Frege
‘clearly believes that sense determines reference’ (35; my italics). One might
also be surprised to learn that, in a work devoted almost solely to Frege's
philosophy of language, Frege’s (in)famous Context Principle — a principle
that Frege calls (in his 1884 Grundlagen) one of his ‘Grundséitze’ — gets only
a few, always passing, mentions. Indeed, no attempt is made to incorporate
this principle into, or show it to be compatible with, the theory about
compositionality of reference that Mendelsohn ascribes to Frege.

This last point must be kept in mind when passing through the middle
chapters of Mendelsohn’s book. For instance, Mendelsohn finds Russell’s
theory of definite descriptions ‘a good deal more intriguing than Frege’s,
largely because of [Russell’s] introduction of the scope distinction’ (my italics)
concerning definite descriptions, a distinction which represents, in Mendel-
sohn’s view, ‘the critical difference between Russell and Frege’ (98). Mendel-
sohn introduces a notation for ‘predicate abstracts’ (modeled on
lambda-abstraction) in which ‘<ix.Fx>(a) says that ‘the object @ has the
property of being F'(89), in order to represent the distinction between a
description’s having ‘large’ or ‘small’ scope — for example, the distinction
between ‘denying the claim that a has the property of being F" and ‘saying of
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a that it has the property of being not-F'. In symbols: ‘~<ix.Fx>(a) vs.
‘<hx.~Fx>(a) (ibid.). As Mendelsohn points out later, this is on par with the
difference between a de dicto and a de re reading of negation.

Mendelsohn suggests that this Russellian ‘machinery’ allows us both to
do better than Frege on the ‘Paradox of Nonbeing’ (101), but also to grant
(against Russell himself) that it is perfectly safe to view existence as a
property, since we can read negative existential statements de dicto (as
denying a whole statement) rather than de re (as affirming of an object that
it has a negative property of non-existence). This succeeds so long as ‘denials
of existence are only permitted the small-scope reading’ (107). But notice that
this interpretation of the de dicto reading of negation requires that we be
able to ‘identify something as a predicate without its being predicated in that
context’ (107); for ‘x exists’ is literally not being predicated of anything. Here,
of course, Frege would protest, since, as Mendelsohn rightly points out, Frege
just does not have any way of specifying a predicate without its actually
acting predicatively in that context’; rather, ‘referring to a concept’ is
achieved only by ‘the performing of a certain function’ (149-50; cf., 82).

Note that this is not an oversight on Frege’s part, but something which
derives fairly straightforwardly from the Context Principle: expressions are
not assigned references (or even reference-types) independently of their
context of use. But note also this opens up the possibility that the same
expression can be assigned different references, depending on the context. In
fact, Mendelsohn argues that Frege intentionally exploits just this possibil-
ity, not only in his response to Benno Kerry (over the notorious example: ‘The
concept horse is not a concept’), but also in his treatment of otherwise
apparently disparate issues. For instance, in Begriffsschrift Frege proposes
a theory in which expressions that ‘stood for the objects they customarily
denoted everywhere save when they occurred at either end of the symbol for
identity ... where they stood for themselves, such that the identity-sign
represented ‘a relation that holds between expressions instead of their
contents’ (namely, that they both have the same contents) (42). And even
after the advent of the sense/reference distinction, Frege pursues a similar
route in his treatment of contexts in which substitution of co-referring
expressions fails to preserve truth-value (such as ‘that’ clauses): these too are
treated as contexts in which expressions no longer have their ‘customary
reference,’ but rather refer to either themselves or their senses (40).

Similar proposals are adopted for indirect speech and quotation-marks
(127f; cf. 163f), as well as for cases we examined earlier: negative existential
statements (117). In each context, Frege's strategy is to ‘take claims to be
about the names, not the things named’ (117); yet as Mendelsohn notes, this
policy renders every expression ‘systematically ambiguous’ (42), a conse-
quence most unwelcome to Frege’s intention to create a ‘formula-language
for pure thought’ in which each sign uniquely denotes, no matter what its
context. In fact, one of the commendable achievements of Mendelsohn’s book
is to recognize that Frege responds to such a wide set of issues with this single
policy; yet (to repeat) one of the challenges left unaddressed is whether these
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two commitments — to context-sensitivity and to the possibility of rule-gov-
erned compositionality — are compatible, either in Frege or in principle.
Readers should be warned that Mendelsohn makes free (though not
excessive) use of logical symbolism throughout, and even ends the final
chapter by constructing his own formalism for the representation of his
preferred semantic interpretation of single-quote construction, all of which
suggests that Mendelsohn’s target-audience consists of those already famil-
iar with first-order logic and basic model-theory (such as is prominent in
contemporary writings in analytic philosophy of language). A larger audience
might be interested to know that, as an appendix, Mendelsohn provides a
rendering of the first two parts of Begriffsschrift in contemporary logical
notation, thus complementing George Boolos’ 1985 rendering of Part I1I.

Clinton Tolley
University of Chicago

Ronney Mourad

Transcendental Arguments and
Justified Christian Belief.

Lanham, MD: University Press of
America 2005. Pp. x + 159.

US$57.00 (cloth: ISBN 0-7618-3031-6);
US$27.00 (paper: ISBN 0-7618-3032-4).

According to Mourad, many contemporary theologians hold that the Chris-
tian tradition has its own distinctive standards of epistemic justification.
Accordingly, if Christians wish to reflect critically on and justify their
religious claims, they must do so ‘with reference to the normative standards
internal to their own tradition’ (vii). Christians who evaluate their religious
claims with reference to some set of alien epistemological standards (what-
ever those standards may be) are said to commit a kind of category mistake
(x). Given this, a discussion of the implications of transcendental argument
for the justification of Christian belief will likely be met with suspicion.
According to Mourad, a transcendental argument is, roughly, a ‘demonstra-
tion of the necessary conditions for the possibility of making assertions’ (x).
Transcendental arguments are dialectically interesting because, as Mourad
notes, not only do they ‘identify regulative standards of justified belief’ (x),
but their conclusions cannot be denied without self-contradiction. And since,
says Mourad, these standards are truly universal in the sense that they are
implied by any act of assertion whatsoever, then, by extension, ‘they must be
implied by the assertions made or implied in the Christian tradition,’ too.
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Accordingly, these standards cannot be properly called alien to Christianity.
A full-blown defense of transcendental arguments, therefore, (apparently)
provides a response to the charge that Christian standards of epistemic
justification are in ‘all respects distinctive’ (vii).

With the foregoing in mind, Mourad’s book appears to be aimed at
establishing at least the following three claims: Mourad wants (i) to show
that transcendental arguments can serve to justify theistic belief (or, to use
Mourad’s terminology, ‘theologically relevant conclusions’), (i) to show that
transcendental arguments have an important role to play in the overall
theological enterprise, and (iii) to provide a comprehensive response to the
charge that Christian standards of epistemic justification are in some impor-
tant sense unique.

Here in bald fashion is the overall structure of Mourad’s book. In the first
three chapters Mourad develops what he calls ‘an epistemology of transcen-
dental arguments’ (vii). In Chapter 1, Mourad seeks to define a type of
transcendental argument that meets the following criteria: it should be
relevant to theology; it should not be obviously vulnerable to existing criti-
cisms of transcendental arguments; it should be at least formally compatible
with Alvin Plantinga’s proper function theory of epistemic warrant; and it
should account for any ‘formally and functionally distinctive characteristics
of transcendental arguments’ (1). In the process of refining his general
definition, Mourad also notes some important features of transcendental
arguments including the ‘self-referentiality and universality’ (vii) of their
conclusions. In Chapter 2, Mourad presents an in-depth explication of
Plantinga’s theory of epistemic warrant and argues that the practice of
Jjustifying conclusions by ‘arguing transcendentally’ (65) can serve to ground
a conception of epistemic justification that is formally compatible with
Plantinga’s theory of warrant. In this chapter Mourad also compares and
contrasts Plantinga’s theory with those of Karl-Otto Apel and Franklin
Gamwell. In Chapter 3, Mourad considers a wide range of ‘formal and
dialectical’ (71) objections to transcendental arguments. The objections of
Stephan Kérner, Richard Rorty, and Barry Stroud all figure prominently in
Mourad’s discussion. Mourad here also replies to a set of objections that
purport to discredit ‘theologically relevant’ transcendental arguments, rely-
ing in part on Franklin Gamwell’s defense of those arguments. The last two
chapters explore the theological use of transcendental arguments. In Chap-
ter 4, Mourad examines Schubert Ogden’s theology in light of the earlier
discussion of Plantinga’s theory of warrant, and concludes that the episte-
mological views of these two thinkers are ‘essentially compatible’ (109). In
this chapter Mourad also attempts to show that an ‘epistemological synthe-
sis’ of Plantinga and Ogden will ‘contribute constructively to ongoing debates
about the proper method of theology and the role of philosophy and transcen-
dental argumentation in the theological enterprise’ (109). And lastly, in
Chapter 5, Mourad argues that, although some theologians reject transcen-
dental arguments wholesale while others make them the ‘exclusively privi-
leged arbiters of religious truth’ (ix), it is possible to develop a distinctive but
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limited role for the use of transcendental arguments in theology that incor-
porates the insights of both Plantinga and Ogden (131). As Mourad puts it,
by appreciating certain features of Plantinga’s theory of warrant and Ogden’s
theological method, one can ‘illuminate the limits and possibilities of tran-
scendental arguments in theology’ (131).

This is a disappointing book. The reason for this is quite simple: the sheer
amount of conceptual territory that Mourad attempts to cover in this book
not only makes for very difficult and often frustrating reading, but, more
importantly, ends up very badly obscuring the central claim of the book, viz.,
the claim that transcendental arguments can somehow serve to justify or
ground theistic belief. Among its other downfalls are a generally cumbersome
writing style, lack of careful argumentation in key areas, and awkwardly
structured chapters. Overall, upon reading Mourad’s book, one gets the
distinct impression that Mourad simply attempts to do too much in too little
space (the book is a scant 145 pages). Unless one is very well acquainted with
theological method, the works of Apel, Ogden, Gamwell, and Plantinga, and
the literature surrounding transcendental arguments, I cannot recommend
this book.

Colin P. Ruloff
Kwantlen University College, and
Corpus Christi College at the University of British Columbia

L. Nathan Oaklander

The Ontology of Time.

New York: Prometheus Books 2004.
Pp. 366.

US$30.00 (paper: ISBN 1-59102-197-9).

Although The Ontology of Time comprises a collection of Oaklander’s pre-
viously published essays (save for two), it exhibits a surprising degree of
coherence and unity. Oaklander’s briefis, in his own words, to ‘put forth and
defend a B-theory of time’. I think he does a fair job of it too, though I do have
some reservations, and ultimately disagree with his basic position (but a
review is not the place to discuss the latter).

The B-theory Oaklander ultimately defends belongs to the category of
‘New B-theories of time,’ based both on aspects of A- and B-language, and
the truth-conditions of their respective sentences. However, he argues that
it is distinet in various ways from other more ‘standard’ new B-theory
accounts (of, e.g., Smart, Mellor, and MacBeath). The two principal differ-
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ences are as follows: (1) Other new B-theorists think that the A-theory is false
because its tensed sentences (viewed as occupying a tensed object-language)
can be stated in a tenseless meta-language. Oaklander, on the other hand,
believes that the A-theory is false because of McTaggart’s paradox. (2) Other
new B-theorists think that the B-theory is true because it is able to provide
the full meaning of A-sentences through B-sentences. However, Oaklander
argues that it is not possible that one can state all of the truth-conditions of
a tensed sentence by means of a tenseless sentence. But it is possible,
according to Oaklander, that a tenseless sentences state just those conditions
of tensed sentences that make them so useful.

In order to achieve his goal of constructing and defending such a view,
Oaklander covers an awful lot of ground, much of it topically very diverse,
making for a really worthwhile read. The book is split into four parts. The
first part is devoted to setting up the debate that will concern him for the
remainder of the book, namely that between A-theorists and B-theorists,
as outlined in McTaggart’s Paradox. Oaklander sides with McTaggart,
defending the conclusion that the paradox is fatal to A-theorists — however,
he is also very charitable in how much he cedes to the A-theorists, as can
be gathered from (2), above. In the second part, he strengthens the case
against the A-theorists, considering and debunking a variety of distinct
flavours of the basic position broadly divided into two classes: ‘presentism’
and ‘open-future’ theories. This part does have the slight disadvantage of
being composed mainly of book reviews, resulting, in places, in a lack of
generality. The third part constitutes the defensive part, and in it he
provides reasons for believing in the ‘new tenseless theory of time’. He
amplifies this viewpoint by incorporating a more generous account of the
A-theorists position (again, as per (2), above). Part four is a mixture of short
essays in which Oaklander discusses some of the myriad connections
between the ontology of time and other perennial philosophical topics (free
will, personal identity, and responsibility).

The background against which the drama in the book unfolds is McTag-
gart’s argument for the unreality of time. Contrary to many other recent
works on philosophy of time (though certainly not all), Oaklander treats
McTaggart’s paradox very seriously and devotes the whole of Chapter 3 to
defending its power. Recall that McTaggart’s argument involves the distine-
tion between intrinsic A-determinations (‘Past’, ‘Present’, and ‘Future’) and
relational B-determinations (‘earlier than’, ‘simultaneous with’, and ‘later
then’). A-theorists have events changing over time by taking on the proper-
ties ‘past’, ‘present’, and ‘future’; B-theorists have things changing by having
incompatible properties at different times. McTaggart argued that our ordi-
nary conception of time requires both an A-series and a B-series, but that the
B-series was dependent upon the A-series, so that the latter is ontologically
fundamental. He then argued that the A-series was contradictory, so any-
thing dependent on it must be rejected. Time is, therefore, unreal.

The modern debate hinges more on what is needed to account for our
everyday experience of time and change, and on how we actually use lan-
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guage in temporal discourse. The question is: does this require an A-series,
a B-series, both, or neither? Detensers believe that the B-series is sufficient;
tensers believe that it is not. As I mentioned above, Oaklander argues that
tenseless truth conditions cannot fully account for tensed discourse. Like
Smart, in his recent review of Oaklander’s book for the Australasian Journal
of Philosophy (Vol. 83, No.3, 2005: pp. 437-40), I find it an odd claim that
providing the truth conditions for a sentence is considered as not sufficient
to give its meaning. This surely grants too much to the A-theorist?

Aside from this point, my only substantive criticism of the book is that
there is very little mention of the physics of time (and spacetime). Many
philosophers of time — mainly, it has to be said, those who are also philoso-
phers of physics — like to ‘read’ their ontology off the best theories of physics.
Indeed, it is from special relativity that the B-theory gets much of its support
since (1) it appears to be underwritten by a four-dimensionalist view (the
representation in Minkowski spacetime), and (2) it rules out an invariant
notion of ‘presentness’. Clearly, given this, an engagement with the physics
of time is absolutely vital since many distinctions, such as that between
‘presentism’ and ‘eternalism’, are to a large extent dependent on which theory
of (space-) time is being assumed — Newtonian, with its invariant present,
versus Minkowskian, for example. Considerations of general relativity (clas-
sical and quantum) mess up matters even more, but are surely no less
relevant; likewise quantum mechanics, or at least its measurement problem.
To my mind, no book on the ontology of time is complete without at least some
serious engagement with such, often hard, physics. This omission certainly
left the book feeling a little dated and restricted.

However, the book is so overflowing with interesting topics, and novel
approaches to old topics, that this criticism can perhaps be put aside. No
doubt, too, many philosophers will view my objection as a plus-point of the
book! Overall Oaklander’s book is an impressive argument for the tenseless
theory of time, and all philosophers of time should add it to their bookshelves.
It is an excellent legacy demonstrating an uncommon degree of focus.

Dean Rickles
University of Calgary
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Rush Rhees

In Dialogue with the Greeks Volume I:
The Presocratics and Reality.
Burlington, VT: Ashgate 2004.

Pp. xxv+117.

US$89.95 (cloth: ISBN 0-7546-3988-6).

Rush Rhees

In Dialogue with the Greeks Volume 11:
Plato and Dialectic.

Burlington, VT: Ashgate 2004.

Pp. xxviii + 272,

US$99.95 (cloth: ISBN 0-7546-3989-4).

Volume I

D.Z. Phillips compiled this monograph from Rush Rhees’ notes on the
pre-Socratics and notes taken by Donald M. Evans. Phillips presents these
notes in a coherent and systematic fashion as he presents Rhees’ ideas in
chapters dedicated to particular philosophers, e.g., Heraclitus, Parmenides,
Protagoras, etc. Throughout the treatment of the pre-Socratics, Rhees’ gen-
eral point is that these philosophers were concerned with the relationship
between language and reality. Rhees suggests that the main focus of pre-So-
cratic thought was metaontology, i.e., working out a schema for how to talk
about what exists, as opposed to the traditional ontological reading of these
texts, i.e., attempting to give an account of what exists. Rhees’ supports his
interpretive strategy with appeals to charity and to the text.

Rhees suggests that Thales et al. were providing a framework for discus-
sion about the things that are, ‘But Thales’ view is more akin to a kind of
geometry than it is to physics. It is saying, here is a phraseology in terms of
which you can talk about things, compare them, and, in an important sense,
understand them’(2). Similarly, “The Pythagoreans seem to have held that
whatever can be spoken about must be expressible in some way in terms of
number’(11). In a similar vein, Parmenides provides limits on what can be
said about reality (15), in particular, that being or ‘is’ must be univocal (20).
Rhees extends this to Anaxagoras (66): ‘So the function of nous in this account
seems to be this act of considering “all things together”. (It is, in this respect,
similar to “the boundless” of Anaximander.) Rhees emphasizes this point
when summarizing the pre-Socratics, ‘ ... earlier philosophers had tried to
give a common measure of discourse. Each suggested a different way of
describing things - a way in which we must speak of things if we are to say
what they really are’ (95).

Rhees objects that the ontological reading of the pre-Socratics is unintel-
ligible. He states concerning Heraclitus, “"What is common to all things" or
“what is common to all processes” is empty talk’ (42). The idea behind this
objection is expressed in Rhees’ discussion of Empedocles. ‘Take the phrase
“that out of which all things are, and of which they consist”. Well, what does

57



a table consist of? We may reply, “Wood”, and so on. But “all things” cannot
be explained by going outside of “all things” and saying, in terms of something
else, what they consist of (52).

Thus, the earliest philosophers were attempting to do two things, provide
a language for describing reality, and describe reality. The latter of these
projects was a miserable failure bordering on unintelligibility. The former,
however, is an interesting problem that remains a topic of discussion. Our
contemporary philosophical endeavors can be carried on in dialogue with the
pre-Socratics, since they were dealing with the same things. The thumbprint
of the time in which Rhees was writing (mid-twentieth century) deeply marks
this view, as does the Wittgensteinian influence under which Rhees worked.
This can be seen in Rhees’ preference for linguistic as opposed to metaphysi-
cal issues, and in his positivistic leanings. Rhees repeatedly complains that
the pre-Socratic claims about reality are not empirically verifiable. Concern-
ing atomism as a physical theory, Rhees objects, ‘ “Things are constructed of
atoms” does sound like a physical theory. But if it were one, it should be
developed by means of observations and measurement, be capable of refine-
ment, and so on. But none of this makes sense in relation to Democritus’
theory’ (74). Similarly, ‘Compare, “All things are made of air differing
according to density”. But when you talk about reality, there is nothing you
can check by observation, as with “all material things are derivable from
hydrogen”’ (23).

When considering Rhees’ work on this subject, one should not look to be
convinced by the reasoning behind his main idea (because there is not any),
nor should one look for an adequate treatment of the historical texts (espe-
cially since Phillips failed to adequately note the sources for Rhees’ allusions
and attributions to the pre-Socratics, Socrates and Plato). This second point
deserves some emphasis as Rhees clearly misinterprets many of the ancient
philosophers. One particularly egregious example is when he claims the
following, ‘When Pythagoras said, “All things are number”, he wanted to
provide the same kind of account of “all things” as Thales did when he said,
“All things are water”’ (10). Pythagoreans were interested in explaining the
ratio, balance, and proportion that obtained within things or between ele-
ments, whereas Thales sought to provide a material explanation. We would
be justified in saying that Pythagoreans were interested in formal causes
while the Ionians were interested in material causes. They are not answering
the same question or attempting to give the same kind of account. Rhees
manages to mischaracterize the entire Platonic corpus, ‘The question of what
sort of unity the world has is one that occupied most of Plato’s philosophy’
(18). Outside of the Timaeus and sections of the Republic one would be hard
pressed to find this issue addressed directly. Similarly, without argument,
Rhees asserts concerning Zeno, ‘He is not advancing or refuting any hypothe-
sis about motion.’ Similar misapprehensions occur throughout the work.

In short, Rhees provides an interesting suggestion for a different way of
interpreting the pre-Socratics. There is something to his suggestion, as
Parmenides had a clear concern for what we can say, and think, about what
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there is. But an interesting suggestion is all that this work contains. Given
the departure from standard readings of these texts, these ideas need to be
worked out with much greater rigor and support before they deserve serious
attention.

Volume I

Rhees’ work in the second volume focuses on middle and late Platonic
dialogues including the Gorgias, Symposium, Phaedo, Republic, Parmenides,
Theaetetus, Sophist, and Timaeus. In discussing these dialogues, Rhees
addresses many of the enormous number of issues raised in them with
varying degrees of attention to the text and varying degrees of philosophical
rigor. The first three parts, corresponding to the first three dialogues listed
above, barely rise above the level of a stream of consciousness. The thoughts
are disjointed; the text is full of sentence fragments (both grammatically and
intellectually incomplete thoughts); there is little that genuinely engages any
recognizable philosophical issue. The next four parts (corresponding to the
next four dialogues) form a continuation of the themes from Volume I, i.e.,
language, truth, and reality. These parts are loosely based on the text, and
deal more with the philosophical issues in a Wittgensteinian manner. The
part on the Republic contains Rhees’ best treatment of the text and the most
interesting engagement with Platonic philosophical issues.

Rhees critically discusses Plato’s notions of education and its relationship
to both community life and fitness for ruling. Plato’s theory of education and
rule in the Republic identifies the educated elite with the appropriate rulers.
To have political authority is to be someone who has completed the educa-
tional program in Kallipolis. This education begins in early childhood with
the stories told by nurses, continues through early childhood with gymnastics
and musical training, involves military training for late adolescents, followed
by mathematical training, years of practical service to the state and a final
education in dialectic, which, presumably, leads one to knowledge of the
forms, including the form of goodness. Having completed this ascent, a citizen
is fit to rule in the state.

About this educational program, Rhees raises a number of criticisms. 1)
It is a general weakness in Plato that he does not consider under what
conditions good activities develop (113). 2) Plato neglects spontaneity in the
child to be educated (113). 3) Plato seems to have no satisfactory answer to
the question of how a single or coherent way of life is to be achieved (114), 4)
About Plato’s Book IT account of the motivation to organize in society Rhees
objects, ‘This whole account is confused and unhistorical. Men do not go on
living together because they think it is in their interests to do so. They go on
living together because their occupations bring them together’ (127). 5)
Concerning the rulers of the ideal state Rhees complains, ‘It is the way men
work together that determines the character of the community in which they
live; it is not the loyalty with which they observe the laws’ (101-2). 6) ‘Fitness
to rule’ is said to be a requirement of ‘knowledge’. How would this help to
decide between one policy and another? (105).
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Most of these objections can be quickly dismissed by pointing to the
relevant texts, something neither Rhees nor Phillips bother to do. 1) is
undermined by the latter half of Book II, Book III, Book VI, and Book VII,
which are devoted almost exclusively to explaining the educational program
of the ideal state and how it will lead to the best activities, i.e. those which
are just. 2) ignores 538a-c where Plato claims that children must be observed
while playing in order to discover their character traits and aptitudes.
Regarding 3), it is not clear that Plato attempts or needs to attempt to explain
how a coherent way of life can be achieved. In the absence of an ideal state,
Plato claims, ‘Thus, like someone who takes refuge under a little wall from
a storm of dust or hail driven by the wind, the philosopher — seeing others
filled with lawlessness — is satisfied if he can somehow lead his present life
free from injustice and impious acts and depart from it with good hope,
blameless and content’ (496d5-9). 4) misses the mark as Plato is not attempt-
ing to give a historical account. Additionally, the idea that occupations
precede society is patently absurd. Plato at least has the order right - first
people enter into society, and then they specialize. The statement in 5) is
exactly what Plato claims. If Rhees meant it as an objection (which the
context suggests), he simply misunderstood Plato, especially when Plato
claims that laws are ineffective for controlling behavior as the good do not
need them and the wicked ignore them (425¢-427b). 6) confuses contempo-
rary government functions with Plato’s notion of guardian rule. Plato’s
guardians guard the city through education. The policies they set are primar-
ily concerned with the polis’ educational system. For such policies, knowledge
and honesty are tremendously important. Though, offhand, I cannot think of
an area of policy making where knowledge would not be vitally important.

As Rhees’ objections can be dispensed with so quickly, it is clear that the
book has little philosophical merit. For a devotee of Rush Rhees wondering
how Rhees approached Plato’s work this book is of some use. For the rest of
us, there is no impetus to read this book.

John Mouracade
University of Alaska, Anchorage
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Whether read in its entirety or encountered in the works of other feminist
writers, Simone de Beauvoir’s The Second Sex is a staple of any Women’s
Studies course. Simone de Beauvoir the philosopher, however, has not fared
as well. Indeed, aside from Hannah Arendt, the canons of Western Philoso-
phy are comprised primarily of writings by men. Margaret A. Simons and an
international team of scholars heading the Beauvoir Series project hope to
change this by compiling much of de Beauvoir’s philosophical writings into
one text that may easily be introduced into any philosophical curriculum.

The first of seven volumes chronicling the entire corpus of de Beauvoir's
writings, Philosophical Writings contains twelve, newly translated, essays
by de Beauvoir drawn from a variety of sources dating from 1924-1947. Each
essay is accompanied by a scholarly introduction contextualizing and ex-
plaining its philosophical significance, and a wealth of references useful to
furthering de Beauvoir scholarship. Most strident in arguing for de Beau-
voir’s place in the annals of philosophy are Margaret A. Simons and Edward
Fullbrook. In her introduction to the volume, Simons attributes the failure
to recognize de Beauvoir as a philosopher to a lack of translated materials,
poor translations, de Beauvoir’s rejection of philosophical system building
and the ‘sexist assumption that she was merely Sartre’s philosophical disci-
ple’ (2). Compounding the problem is de Beauvoir’s own disavowal of herself
as a philosopher, interpreted by Simons as her refusal to face the painful fact
of Sartre’s failure to acknowledge his philosophical debt to her, and her fear
of appearing bitter, especially in light of the reception of The Second Sex as
a work of feminine resentment.

In his introduction to ‘Two unpublished chapters,” Fullbrook argues that
these chapters, initially intended as the first two chapters of de Beauvoir's
novel She Came to Stay, significantly influenced Sartre’s Being and Nothing-
ness, a project he embarked upon while reading de Beauvoir’s drafts. To
preserve Sartre’s status within the development of French Existential
thought, Fullbrook states, She Came to Stay had to be excluded from the
phenomenological-existentialist canon. The reader will indeed find the
chords of many Sartrean themes in these chapters — bad faith, the tension
between the self and other, the struggle to create oneself — and acknowledge
She Came to Stay’s rightful place within the body of existentialist literature.
However, while the project of establishing de Beauvoir's influence on Sartre’s
philosophical progress is important to the history of the development of
twentieth century philosophy, it is not necessary for securing de Beauvoir's
status as a philosopher in her own right. The essays in this volume show that
de Beauvoir’s writings clearly belong to the earliest development of existen-
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tialist thought, and even surpass Sartre’s thinking on the problem of the
relation to the Other and an existentialist ethics.

After reluctantly accepting the term existentialism to describe his philo-
sophical ideas, Sartre became a leading spokesperson of a doctrine that took
hold of the public’s imagination. In his creedal article ‘Existentialism’, Sartre
defends existentialism against the charge that it is a nihilistic philosophy,
dwelling on human suffering and degradation. He argues, to the contrary,
that existentialism is the most ‘optimistic’ doctrine as its first principle is
that: ‘Man is nothing else but what he makes of himself(Basic Writings of
Existentialism, ed., Gordon Marino, p. 345). But with this freedom that comes
with the loss of all transcendent foundations, is the ‘anguish’ that accompa-
nies the realization that one is entirely responsible for one’s existence. It is
this responsibility and anguish that lie behind Sartre’s statement that ‘man
is condemned to be free’ (350).

Sartre, however, had no real interest in responding to the public’s demand
for quick and easy explanations, a task that often fell to de Beauvoir. While
de Beauvoir would later recognize that one’s social circumstances consider-
ably circumseribe one’s choices, in her essays ‘Existentialism and Popular
Wisdom’ and ‘What is Existentialism’, she defends the Sartrean doctrines of
absolute freedom and responsibility. Nonetheless, it is clear that her expli-
cation of these themes go beyond a mere understanding. De Beauvoir was
herself an existentialist, and, together with Sartre and Merleau-Ponty,
founded the journal Les Temps Modernes, then the leading venue for French
existential phenomenology. She does not therefore reiterate Sartrean
themes, which, as Fullbrook and others in this volume suggest, are likely to
have developed in his encounter with de Beauvoir, but elucidates themes that
are central to her own philosophical perspective.

But it is in her article ‘Pyrrhus and Cineaes’, published in 1944 and
translated into English for the first time in this edition, where we see de
Beauvoir-the-philosopher’s unique formulation of the relation of the individ-
ual to the other and an account of community. Because it was even more
pressing than defending existentialism against the charge of nihilism, Sar-
tre’s ‘Existentialism’ set out to counter the charge that it is a philosophy of
pure subjectivism. But aside from the assertion that individual choices
4nvolve all mankind, and that ‘In choosing myself, I choose man’ (347), it is
unclear how exactly human solidarity coheres with his thoughts about
human freedom and radical responsibility. De Beauvoir is able to provide a
clear account of the relation of one’s existential choices to the choices of
others.

In ‘Pyrrhus and Cineaes’ de Beauvoir asks the question: Why act at all?
She answers it with an ethics of action and the fundamental inter-subjectiv-
ity of human reality. For Sartre, action arises out of nothingness, which is
the being of man. At any moment one is free to create oneself, as the limits
to one’s being rest entirely in the self. For de Beauvoir, on the other hand,
freedom and responsibility are integral to the being of the other because the
choices that one makes create limits that are internal, not to the being of the
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individual per se, but to the world and to oneself in the world with others at
large. Tam situated in a world that my presence defines’ (140). ‘I never create
anything for the other except points of departure’ (121). The terminus of the
act is not the individual being but the horizon of possibilities that one creates
for oneself and for others, and equally, that others create for me through their
existential choices. By extending the bounds of nothingness to the world
wherein possibilities are found, de Beauvoir explains the interrelation be-
tween one’s choices and the choices of others, a relation Sartre was never able
to adequately explain. Indeed, for Sartre, ‘hell is other people’. To the
contrary, for de Beauvoir, nothingness is not empty. It belongs to a proper
understanding of ‘maternal love’ as a ‘desire for nothing’ in wishing for the
greatness and happiness of one’s children (123).

Philosophical Writings contains nine other essays ranging from de Beau-
voir’s reflections on Sartre and American society to the relation of literature
and philosophy and a preliminary introduction to her Ethics of Ambiguity.
Missing from this collection are more complete passages from Ethics of
Ambiguity and The Second Sex, the latter of which Simons informs us is
translated and edited by Parshley, a zoologist who deleted more than ten
percent of the French text, particularly those passages with philosophical
content. These omissions may partly be a result of the stress placed on
proving de Beauvoir’s philosophical inclinations. But the time-consuming
effort of arguing for the independence of a female philosopher’s thought from
that of her lover’s is perhaps unavoidable. Arendt also faced the accusation
that her thinking was, at least partly, derivative of Heidegger’s, her lover
and teacher. While the fate of de Beauvoir the philosopher remains to be
seen, this collection of Philosophical Writings and the attendant introduc-
tions contribute greatly to freeing de Beauvoir from the shadow of Sartre and
to securing her status as a philosopher in her own right.

Sharin N. Elkholy
Hunter College, NY
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Western Civilization has used certain positions associated with Descartes to
create a split within the union of reason and faith that had characterized the
pre-Modern period. Steiner argues that Descartes did not advocate such a
split, and that the sense of morality that he supported did not require this
kind of interpretation. Yet, Steiner does recognize an ‘uneasy tension’ which
‘reflects a fundamental ambivalence in Descartes’thought between Christian
piety and autonomous rationality’ (12). The same tension is seen to charac-
terize our own age, and this serves as a basis for analyzing Descartes’
influence on current discussions about ‘secularization, the problem of nihil-
ism, and the power of reason to ground morality’ (13). Does dualism neces-
sarily lead to nihilism? Does rational autonomy of the individual eliminate
the need for faith? Does self-assertion and the mastery of nature force us to
reduce non-human reality to mere categories of use? These are major issues,
and not easily evaluated in a brief review. But some elements can be.
Because readers may very well know more about Descartes than they do
about Martin Heidegger, Karl Lowith, Hans Jonas, Hans Blumenberg and
others, the work will prove useful in opening up their thought through the
prism of what we tend to see as Cartesian problems. But because each of
these figures makes use of Descartes from his own perspective in order to
grapple with the problems as he understands them, Descartes is not really
clarified, but simply becomes a victim of collateral damage. In most of these
writers, Descartes is found to have been the point of departure for a gradual
erosion of moral stability. However, the concern of Steiner is to demonstrate
that Descartes was essentially embedded in faith, and therefore could not
have seen a conflict between the clear rational grasp of scientific reality, and
the moral framework within which such insights are to be applied. This point
is entirely sound, but the argument by which Steiner supports it is strained.
In support of his position, Steiner points out that Jacques Maritain finds
Descartes to be ‘sincerely Catholic’ (57), as does Karl Jaspers (132). Nonethe-
less, Steiner joins Maritain in maintaining that Descartes’ ‘fundamental
principles will develop into a sheer enmity of reason against faith,’ and that
this will occur ‘through the confluence of Descartes’ program for the mastery
of nature with the Baconian spirit of the age’ (57). Despite the understanding
of Steiner that this would have been against Descartes’ intentions, he fails
to show why this interpretation of conflict within Descartes’ thought is
necessary. Could it not arise through faulty scholarship? That is, have
scholars misunderstood what Descartes said? Instead, Steiner permits Des-
cartes’ ‘fundamental ambivalence’ to assume responsibility. This kind of
criticism might be leveled against other discussions, e.g., that of dualism
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(passim), or of Descartes’ apparent conflation of error and sin (29, 49, 110);
but perhaps the faith-reason conflict provides the clearest example.

The framework is clear. Descartes was indebted to Augustine and to
Aquinas, who both agreed that there can be no essential conflict between
reason and faith. (Aquinas: Summa Contra Gentiles, I, Ch. 7, par. 1 and 7).
However, Steiner shows Descartes to accept the primacy of faith over reason.
He quotes Regulae I11: revealed truths are ‘more certain than any knowledge’;
and Principles of Philosophy, 1, 76: ‘whatever God has revealed to us must
be accepted as more certain than anything else’ (56-7). This evidence seems
sound, until we recall that he has just previously provided Descartes’ ulti-
mate position on the faith-reason relationship (54-5). What Descartes clearly
states is that the matters dealt with through faith are obscure. Of course,
they must be, since if they could be clarified they would be understood
through rational analysis. But the reasons for embracing faith are not
obscure. ‘We must distinguish between the subject-matter, or the thing itself
which we assent to, and the formal reason which induces the will to give its
assent: it is only in respect of the reason that transparent clarity is required’
(Meditations, Reply to Objections, II). Now this is quite another matter. We
see that, while faith and reason can conflict if we are confused, when their
proper roles are carefully distinguished, a complementary relationship be-
comes entirely clear. Thus it is not casuistry, but common sense that requires
the position outlined, and the earlier quotations now take on a different
significance. Descartes can say with entire candor that revelation and faith
are supreme, as flowing from the authority of God. But whether anything is
revelation or the object of faith is by no means established. Moreover, this is
a necessary human position, since we are human (rational) before we are
committed to a position through faith. Descartes can therefore legitimately
maintain a very strong position, emphasizing the full employment of reason,
while retaining a solid role for faith in areas where reason cannot function.
Aless rigid stance would leave the faithful subject to the role of docile sheep:
i.e., mere adherents to any doctrine claiming to be authoritative.

This is a delicate matter, and it is not difficult to see why Descartes might
be distorted or misunderstood. But surely, even if one chose to see this as an
‘uneasy tension’ in Descartes’ thought, it would be difficult to call it a
‘fundamental ambivalence’. Perhaps Steiner would prefer that Descartes be
more docile. Nonetheless, the conclusions drawn are correct: Descartes does
adhere to traditional values. But he does this by confronting the Church with
the full force of its own doctrine, since his position was based on Thomistic
principles. Naturally, some clergy supported him, while others wanted him
condemned; and some opponents saw him as a covert rebel, or simply a
hypocrite. The truth is less dramatic. Unfortunately, the position offered by
Steiner often acknowledges that Descartes did not explicitly express the
convictions attributed to him, or that these convictions are only implicit in,
or to be inferred from, what is expressed. These reservations unnecessarily
weaken his argument. It could be given a much stronger formulation.
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Agood deal more could be said about this work, of course. It will certainly
serve a good purpose in promoting discussion and raising interesting issues.
It must also be mentioned that the publisher has produced a quality product,
with very few errors or omissions.

Frederick P. Van De Pitte
University of Alberta
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Charles Taylor's Modern Social Imaginaries — an abbreviated Sources of the
Self for social theory — gives an account of what it means to be distinctly
modern (at least in the West) by tracing the historical development of three
modes of imagining our social world — as an economic system, as a public
sphere, and as a pre-politically constituted sovereign people (69). Taylor’s
history is largely culled from secondary sources; for example, his account of
the public sphere is, as he acknowledges, deeply indebted to Jiirgen Haber-
mas and Michael Warner. Accordingly, many readers will find it familiar and
uncontroversial.

What makes this book so provocative is that it is more than a work of
history; it is a work of social theory in its own right. The guiding insight of
this book is that it takes imagination for us to conceive of ourselves as
constituting a society. The world view that enables us to understand how we
relate to others is what he calls here a ‘social imaginary,” or what he has
elsewhere called a ‘shared background understanding.” The language of
imagination — borrowed from Benedict Anderson — adds to Taylor’s earlier
writings by drawing particular attention to the work we ordinarily do when
we conceptually organize the world in terms of social groups.

From within a social imaginary, it is difficult to be aware of the work one’s
imagination is doing to make sense of the world; from the perspective of the
present, we take our world view to be natural and self-evident. For example,
we moderns widely accept that all humans are to be treated equally (although
of course we disagree about how that should come out in practice). Yet from
the perspective of history, we can see that social imaginaries are contingent
and change over time. This is the theoretical contribution of Taylor’s histori-
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cal tale: it reveals a general account of how such change occurs. He stresses
that ideas, while important to explaining social change, cannot alone account
for it. In order to flourish, a novel idea — such as the modern notion of a
sovereign people — must be able to gain a foothold in already-existing
practices — such as the Anglo-Saxon tradition of electoral assembly. Fur-
thermore, these ideas-embedded-in-practice must be widely shared to have
any claim to legitimacy (115).

This concern with how members of a community imagine their shared
social world is a familiar theme in Taylor’s political writings, and this book
should also be read as a contribution to that work. He presents here two
important ways that Western moderns conceive of themselves as constituting
a collective agency. On the one hand, modernity brings with it the concept of
the public: an imagined community of people who need never meet. This
public is distinctly secular, according to Taylor — by which he means to
indicate not the absence of religion, but the absence of transcendent founda-
tions. The public is a collective agent that we found and re-found as we act
within its sphere; it is ‘an association that is constituted by nothing outside
of the common action we carry out in it’ (94).

On the other hand, our modern social imaginary still retains a kind of
foundationalism in the guise of the sovereign people. Unlike the public, the
sovereign people is imagined to be constituted outside of and prior to political
community; indeed, it is the agent (‘we, the people’) that founds the polis. Via
nationalist myths, religious stories, and so forth, we imagine ourselves to be
members of a collective agency that we did not create.

These two kinds of collective agency reflect the dual conception of identity
present in Taylor’s other works. As some of his commentators have noted, at
times he describes identity as something that we create through dialogical
interactions with others, and at other times he describes it as something
which pre-exists these interactions, such that it can be authentically recog-
nized or misrecognized by our interlocutors. It would be easy to attribute this
apparent inconsistency to a kind of conceptual confusion. However, Modern
Social Imaginaries suggests a different explanation. The two conceptions of
agency — as constituted through and prior to dialogical action — are both
ways that modern Westerners imagine collective agency. His accounts of
identity and agency, then, may be best understood in phenomenological,
rather than empirical, terms: as claims about how we experience the world.
We experience identity both as constituted in and as prior to dialogical action.

While this is a compelling explanation of the duality in his work, it raises
more questions than it answers — questions that Taylor regrettably does not
consider in this book. How is it that we are able to imagine simultaneously
such different conceptions of collective agency? Are these two views of
collective agency in tension with one another? Does our imagined pre-politi-
cal identity inhibit us from seeing the political as the site of collective
self-creation and re-creation? Does our capacity to reinvent the public anew
undermine our appreciation for (perhaps necessary) foundations?
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The disjuncture between these two understandings of collective agency is
only heightened by Taylor’s observation that both are the product of our
imagination — both are the product of secular, human action. The pre-politi-
cal community is just as much our creation as the public sphere, yet it only
succeeds as an imaginary by denying its secular origins. In arguing that
collective agency is a product of the human mind, Taylor shows affinities with
anti-foundationalist theories — from Judith Butler’s performativity to James
Tully’s agonic freedom — that emphasize how we daily create and recreate
ourselves through action with others. While such thinkers demonstrate in
theory the incoherence of pre-political claims to collective identity, Taylor
reminds us that anti-foundationalism as an idea may have no real effect on
the world unless it can translate into practice. This is especially problematic
in the case of the concept of the sovereign people since, as Taylor has
repeatedly asserted here and elsewhere, our modern practice of democracy
relies upon it (189-91). To make good on Taylor’s insight that modern forms
of collective agency are a product of the human imagination, we would
somehow have to reimagine democracy itself as the continual secular inven-
tion of a self-creating demos.

Michaele Ferguson
(Department of Political Science)
University of Colorado
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For over twenty years Dennis Thompson has written about the morality of
public life as a union of personal and institutional responsibility, whether in
governments, corporations, professional associations, or international agen-
cies. The sixteen papers republished in this widely ranging volume display
a consistent focus on institutional rather than individual vices, and on public
deeds rather than private lives. Marital infidelity does not necessarily
translate into failures of public duty, but loyalty to family can lead to corrupt
conflicts of interest in organizations. Thus, traits praised in individual
relations can have negligible or evil consequences in corporate entities. We
should not be surprised that when ethical principles are translated into
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standards suitable for public institutions they may recommend conduct that
is distinct from, or even contrary to, the responsibilities of private life.

If there is a clear distinction between individual and institutional ethics,
it may be best marked by ‘The Problem of Many Hands’ that provides the
title of the lead essay of this collection. In any complex organization there
are leaders, officials, representatives, advisers and a host of others who
contribute to policies and decisions. Since responsibility is distributed, good
institutions require good norms and principles that may not map onto those
appropriate for private agents. Institutions should also develop structures
for encouraging good behaviour in the possible absence of good character and
trusting relationships. As maintained in ‘Restoring Distrust’, which ad-
dresses ‘the problem of many overseers’ (261) whose deference to others
enabled the Enron scandal to occur, sound institutions need means of
identifying problematic behaviour and calling effective attention to it. Simi-
larly, in ‘Mediated Corruption’, ‘the problem of too many representatives’
(151) shows the need for structures that discourage politicians from provid-
ing questionable services to persons who are only tenuously their constitu-
ents, as when the Keating Five in the American Senate considered giving a
wealthy contributor political favours in return for substantial financial
support.

The second of these examples of institutional scandal is especially edifying
for showing how institutions have requirements that create opportunities for
abuse. Competitive political systems depend on politicians seeking political
advantage, leading them sometimes to exploit the blurry distinction between
campaign contributions and bribes. Electorally-based representative sys-
tems permit or require politicians to act from many motives: the benefit of
particular constituents, the good of the district and larger nation, and
political ambitions. Under the circumstances, individuals cannot be expected
to determine the right balance of motives unaided. That requires standards
for assessing actions in the context of the system as a whole, including
standards for acceptable appearances that make certain behaviour wrong
even if an apparent wrong has not occurred.

Restoring Responsibility is not a series of exercises in designing sound
institutions but a search for principles that constrain the designs.
Thompson’s favoured principles link personal responsibility in institutional
settings to democratic accountability. The principle of publicity, for example,
constrains secrecy in large institutions that affect public life. Secrets may
sometimes be necessary in order for an institution to achieve its purposes,
but they are justified only when the decision to impose them can pass the bar
of public opinion, and only when they are temporary. Principles, though, are
rarely exceptionless and rarely supreme over others. Publicity interferes
with accountability when cheap talk about politicians’ personal lives drives
out effective deliberation about public policy. In the same way, when insti-
tutional oversight consists of constant checking for adherence to a set of rules,
it may interfere with trusting officials to use appropriate discretion. A
consequence of such tensions, illustrated in case after case, is that the
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interaction of many judgmental factors will frustrate a crisp theory of
institutional responsibility. Being responsible to responsibility requires
weighing various considerations in particular circumstances, which is to say,
the methods of casuistry. Since these methods do not lend themselves to the
formulation of sharply defined general rules and regulations, one must be
guided by a topical balance of the broader principles that underlie specific
codes of behaviour.

Although Thompson insists that ‘What we do not need are more rules and
regulations’ (262), it is not clear whether anti-regulation should be a theme
of institutional ethics, or how the principled impulse can successfully mod-
erate the tendency to ‘more forms and reports’. A concluding set of articles
on ‘Extensions of Institutional Responsibility’ may suggest that the institu-
tionalization of professional ethics inevitably leads to very particular codes
of conduct. In several papers on hospital ethics, Thompson stresses the need
for explicit policies on admissions and discharge, abortion, and physician-as-
sisted suicide. Institutional coherence requires clear rules concerning con-
troversial procedures lest there be insistent public pressures to bring
medicine and other professions under external control. This may be good
practical advice, but it may also imply that conflicts of value should lead to
the regulation of medicine within its many particular locales, where each
hospital has ‘its own ethics’ (287) and attracts like-minded practitioners.
Clarification of the relationship between rules and principles might provide
useful commentary on the seemingly inexorable bureaucratization of public
services. An interesting subsidiary element of this further work would
include clarification of the concept of institutions themselves. As John Searle
essentially asks in the lead article of the inaugural issue of the new Journal
of Institutional Economics, is every hospital an institution, or is medicine an
institution, or both?

The impetus to codify good ethical practices reflects difficulties of fair
provision in a society whose ethical pluralism is expressed in normative
antagonisms rather than respect for different practices. The nature of ethical
disagreement is a deep undercurrent in this book. In contrast to the problem
of many hands, Thompson speaks of ‘the problem of many minds’ (72) and
‘the problem of many majorities’ (319) as results of conflicting patterns of
ethical judgment. It is assumed that reasonable people can differ about
fundamental values and the assignment of rights and authority among many
groups, none of which should demonstrably prevail over others. Thompson
has (with Amy Gutmann) wrestled with this issue in Democracy and Dis-
agreement (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1996), but the prob-
lem has resisted resolution. It is made more difficult because it is never clear
whether deliberative democracy is conceived as integral to institutional
responsibility or as a parallel stream of argument illustrating one conception
of such responsibility.

An engaging essay on ‘ Election Time’ stresses the virtues of concentrating
campaigns in periods that conclude in the expression of a single collective
decision made by independent citizens who cast their votes simultaneously.
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The discussion is an effective critique of campaigns that go on indefinitely,
blurring the difference between electoral and ‘ordinary’ politics. Yet one
might think that ongoing debate is the strength of deliberative democracy,
and that focusing on what happens between elections can lead to conclusions
that elections then formalize. Of course, campaigns that go on indefinitely,
like invasions of personal privacy, tend to consist mainly of ‘cheap talk’.
Sound institutions arguably require a gold standard of communications. A
striking absence from Restoring Responsibility is any sustained considera-
tion of the information media and their critical role in any broadly delibera-
tive democracy. Like other liberties, freedoms of thought and expression can
be badly used, making it desirable to examine the area of intersection
between considerable freedom of the press from political accountability and
the professional responsibilities of journalists in a democratic society. Such
a study would make it clearer whether it is possible to develop a general
account of institutional responsibility that reconciles the particular and
possibly conflicting responsibilities of participants in separate institutions.

The concluding essay, ‘Democratic Theory and Global Society’, begins to
develop one dimension of a broader account of political agreement, raising
issues of cross-national responsibility and deliberation. The discussion re-
freshingly helps to balance the fact that almost all of the cases discussed by
Thompson derive from the United States. In spite of scattered references to
Canada and other countries, it is usually American institutions that are in
question, leaving aside useful contrasts and relevant issues of broader
regional impact and international law. Since globalization poses unavoidable
problems for liberalism and democracy, interesting challenges to institu-
tional political and ethical theory arise. At first glance, institutional ethics
has little purchase on questions that different states may answer differently.
‘Given limited resources, should a state spend more on preventative health-
care or on lifesaving therapies? (322). The apparent answer is that just as
different hospitals may have different policies about particular procedures,
different nations, if they are democratically accountable, may have different
views about medical priorities. However, this is an expression of deliberative
democracy rather than a judgment derived from the basics of institutional
ethics. There is more to say about these fundamentals, especially where
cross-national deliberation has not resulted in cross-national institutions.
Readers therefore have good reason to hope for Thompson’s further thoughts
on these matters.

Evan Simpson
Memorial University of Newfoundland
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No longer treated like a dead dog, a growing number of contemporary
scholars argue that Hegel’s system as a whole should be considered ‘not
merely as a major historical influence on all sorts of other thinkers, but as a
major candidate for truth’ (xxix). While defending this system, such scholars
are also at pains to demonstrate its current relevance, and thus are focusing
a good deal of attention on Hegel’s ethical theory and concept of freedom.
Wallace’s work, while clearly part of this trend, pushes it in an important
new direction, arguing that the Logic, though usually not discussed in that
context, is the very foundation for a proper understanding of Hegel’s ethics
and concept of freedom.

Wallace sets the stage for his analysis and defense of Hegel by considering
a number of dualisms and their interrelations, including freedom and neces-
sity, God and humanity, and realism and idealism. The first two chapters
outline various philosophical responses to the problem of reconciling these
dualisms, drawing on such thinkers as Hobbes, Gauthier, Kant, and Plato.
While Wallace is concerned in a general way with outlining the weaknesses
of these various attempts at reconciliation, the main point of these chapters
is to show how none of these thinkers, including and indeed especially Kant,
are able to refute what Wallace calls ‘rational egoism’, the claim that one can
be a fully autonomous, rational individual, and yet also entirely self-inter-
ested and immoral.

The remainder of this work is dedicated to showing how Hegel’s system
overcomes the dualisms mentioned above, defends itself against the chal-
lenge of rational egoism, and demonstrates ‘that full freedom and individu-
ality require ethics — that a truly free agent cannot be unconcerned with
others’ (xxxi). The Logic is central to this argument insofar as Wallace
attempts to ‘interpret the Logic as a whole as [Hegel’s] systematic response’
(257) to and refutation of rational egoism.

Although his approach to Hegel’s Logic is unique, Wallace is certainly not
guilty of a perpetrating a violent or selective reading of the text. Rather, he
devotes more than two hundred pages of his book to a careful and detailed
reading of the entire Logic, excepting his admittedly brief and summary
account of ‘Judgement’ and ‘Syllogism’. Throughout, Wallace’s particular
concerns are carefully woven into his account of the argument of the Logic
and his engagement with the critical literature, so that the various comments
on rational egoism and dualisms serve not as asides, but rather as further
illustration and development of the exposition. For example, during his
analysis of Hegel’s concept of the ‘true infinite’, Wallace argues that this is a
key concept for grasping Hegel’s reconciliations of freedom, necessity, hu-
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manity, and God. In order to demonstrate the importance of this concept,
Wallace attempts to show that Charles Taylor's reading of Hegel’s concept of
God can be traced to a misreading of Hegel's concept of the ‘true infinite’. Yet
despite the importance he places on this concept, Wallace is careful to
emphasize the inadequacy of this concept when taken on its own and
abstracted from the later developments of the Logic. He illustrates this point
in the context of his own peculiar reading by pointing out that ‘true infinity’
is clearly incapable of refuting rational egoism insofar as, taken on its own,
it is still atomistic, and that the resolution of this issue will only be found
later in the Logic, because ‘the logical relationship between free agents is
established ... in the Doctrine of Essence and the Doctrine of Concept’ (127).

In the final chapter, Wallace turns to a brief account of the final sections
of Hegel's Philosophy of Nature and a summary of the Philosophy of Spirit,
drawing extensively on his previous analysis of the Logic. Although an able
summary, due to its brevity Wallace is unable to deal with this material in
any depth, much less delve into the lectures that substantially augment
Hegel’s account. This considerably weakens Wallace’s case in that, as he
admits, he is only able to consider the concept of God, and one might add
freedom and the state, in the most general form. For this reason, Wallace’s
contribution to an understanding of Hegel’s ethics and concept of freedom
remains questionable. He still needs to demonstrate in detail that his account
of the Logic is truly consistent with the rest of Hegel’s system, and with the
manner in which the latter depends on the former. Furthermore, he needs
to show that the problematic dualisms mentioned previously are not merely
logically resolved, and how, but are actually realized as resolved within the
specific concrete ethical, political, and religious existence of a community.
While sufficient to refute some of the more simplistic ‘left’ and ‘right’ readings
of Hegel’s system, the dubious character of which are generally recognized
today, Wallace’s work only demonstrates that Hegel is logically required to
reconcile these dualisms in his system, not that he has actually done so. For
these reasons, Wallace’s final chapter does little to actually advance his main
argument.

The problem with Wallace’s work is that it is overly ambitious and tries
to force too much material into a single book, to the detriment of the main
argument and the coherence and unity of the work as a whole. This should
not, however, blind one to its virtues. Parts of this book, particularly the
sections on Hegel's Logic, will, as Wallace warns, ‘be challenging for non-spe-
cialist readers’ (xxxii). The fact is, however, that Hegel's work is difficult and
complex, so that any account that does it justice will be fairly challenging. A
reader struggling to come to grips with either the Philosophy of Spirit or the
Logic will thus likely benefit from and appreciate Wallace’s work precisely
because he does not oversimplify matters, leaving the reader lost precisely
when they require the most help. Hegel scholars, on the other hand, will
appreciate Wallace's detailed and provocative reading of Hegel’s Logic, the
way his summary of the Philosophy of Spirit draws upon and brings into
account the arguments and categories of the Logic, and, above all, that
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Wallace has initiated a new line of research into Hegel’s ethics and concept
of freedom.

Charles P. Rodger
University of Alberta
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Walsh’s book is not intended to be a critical response to Kierkegaard’s
thought. Rather, it is a clear and concise explanation of Kierkegaard’s
understanding of the qualifications of Christian existence. Indeed, scholars
wanting to respond to Kierkegaard ought to read this book first in order to
ensure a correct understanding of Kierkegaard’s views. For, as Walsh cor-
rectly points out, most treatments of Kierkegaard emphasize only the early
pseudonymous works, which thereby ‘have tended to obscure the importance
of his later religious and specifically Christian writings’ (1). Walsh demon-
strates that Kierkegaard’s main aim throughout his entire authorship is to
explain how an individual can become a Christian and to describe the
qualifications for such a Christian existence. However, she restricts her
primary focus to the works and journals of Kierkegaard between 1847 and
1851, since it is only during this ‘second period’ that we see ‘the most
developed and most balanced statement of Kierkegaard’s understanding of
Christian existence’ (2). Further, Walsh focuses neither on the works or
journals in which Kierkegaard gives explanations for how and why he created
his authorship nor on his account of his own personal relation to his works.
Therefore, Walsh does not enter the debate about whether Kierkegaard is
right in his Point of View, but she does point the interested reader to articles
that do (3, 166).

The main lens through which Walsh reads Kierkegaard’s later works is
that of the ‘inverse dialectic’, or the ‘dialectic of inversion’. In short, the
inverse dialectic that informs Christian existence holds both negative and
positive characteristics together, so that the positive is indirectly known or
inversely expressed through the negative. Further, the Christian conception
of what qualifies as negative or positive will always be opposed to the worldly
or pagan understanding of such terms. Both the negative and the positive
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are essential to Christianity, and emphasis on only one or the other in
Kierkegaard’s works will misrepresent and distort his conception of Chris-
tian existence.

The bulk of the book is composed of four chapters, each of which gives
detailed explanations and analyses of the four major dialectical relationships
between negative and positive characteristics of Christian existence. The
first is what Walsh takes to be the central dialectical relationship in all of
Kierkegaard’s thought: the relation of the consciousness of sin with faith and
forgiveness of sins. Second, faith is also related inversely to the possibility of
offense. The third dialectical relationship examined involves dying to the
world and self-denial as opposed to (yet necessary for) new life, love, and
hope. (In this third chapter Walsh also provides an insightful analysis of the
differences and similarities between ethical-religious existence and specifi-
cally Christian existence. This discussion leads Walsh to take issue with both
Thulstrup and Westphal's characterization of Kierkegaard’s later view of
Christianity as ‘religiousness C’ (109-10, cf. 140, 188 n.22).) In each of these
chapters, Walsh emphasizes that Kierkegaard’s vision is ultimately positive,
but that such positive aspects are only possible and must be known and
expressed in and through the negative.

The fourth chapter, in which the fourth dialectical relationship is exam-
ined, may be the best in its composition and arguments. Here Walsh shows
the relationship between Christian suffering and Christian joy and consola-
tion. She begins by examining Postscript’s conception of religious suffering
and then shows that only Kierkegaard’s subsequent works spell out the full
definition of specifically Christian suffering (and its dialectical relation to joy
and consolation). She moves through Postscript and ‘An Occasional Dis-
course’ to ‘The Gospel of Sufferings’, Christian Discourses, Practice in Chris-
tianity, For Self-Examination, and Judge For Yourself/ Walsh presents
detailed accounts of the precise nature of Christian suffering and also relates
it to the previous dialectical relationships that constitute the qualifications
of Christian existence, thereby showing their interrelatedness.

In the final chapter, Walsh looks at the broader dialectic of Christianity
itself insofar as it ‘incorporates both gospel and law, grace and works,
mildness and rigor, and presents Jesus Christ as the Christian striver’s
redeemer and prototype for living Christianly’ (152). Here she makes her
final argument that Kierkegaard holds both the positive and the negative
together, and that focusing only on one of the two (or what is the same thing,
focusing solely on the early pseudonymous works) distorts Kierkegaard’s
view of Christianity. Thus, recognizing the inverse dialectic at work in
Kierkegaard’s thought is crucial to understanding his views correctly.

It is only in the last few pages that Walsh offers any kind of critical
response to Kierkegaard. Her overall assessment is that Kierkegaard, in
making use of the inverse dialectic, succeeds brilliantly in describing the
qualifications of Christian existence (162-3). However, inasmuch as
Kierkegaard’s intent is to show that Christianity is qualitatively different
from any other form of existence (religious or otherwise), Walsh cautions that
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it ‘is questionable’ whether he is successful here (161). She mentions Judaism
and the concept of paganism as two areas that warrant further investigation
to determine if they have qualifications that correspond to Christianity.

One could criticize Walsh for not engaging Kierkegaard more critically,
but this criticism is not justified, given that her stated goal is simply to look
at Kierkegaard’s own description of Christianity and let it speak for itself.
An additional criticism could be that Walsh treats an unsystematic thinker
in a systematic manner. However, she explicitly recognizes this shortcoming
and acknowledges that her classifications are ‘to a degree arbitrary and a
departure from Kierkegaard’s own practice’ (15). Still, she argues - and
rightfully so - that for academic purposes, such a departure is not grounds
for dismissal, especially if Kierkegaard’s own reminders are heeded, namely,
that one must actualize these qualifications (and not simply know them) to
become a Christian. Finally, it should be acknowledged that Walsh’s notes
and bibliography serve as a great help in pointing the interested reader to
the various debates and positions in Kierkegaard scholarship. Whether or
not one will accept Kierkegaard’s description of living Christianly is beside
the point here, since Walsh succeeds in her task of drawing from
Kierkegaard’s journals and all the major works from the second period in
order to give us a balanced, focused, and honest portrayal of Kierkegaard's
thought and task.

Mark L. McCreary
Loyola University, Chicago
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