






























































































































































brings back a familiar postmodern — or should we say posthuman —
figure/trope: ‘the figure of submission — an allegory of testing’ (70).

Interestingly, while Ronell’s ethical/political/philosophical stance is strik-
ingly similar to that of Gilles Deleuze, she often unnames Deleuze and
instead stages Nietzsche as the major protagonist of the book. From ‘Part 3:
On Passing the Test’ on, the book is part exegesis of Nietzsche’s ‘experimental
disposition,” part self-reflexive meta-philosophy of how a ‘new species of
philosophers’ that ‘tests the limits of intelligibility’ (137) can be possible. ‘The
genuine philosopher is powered by the self-threatening wheelworks of per-
formativity’ (137), but he ‘scores failure time and again’ (138); he desists, with
aggressive passivity and ignorance. He is, to push Ronell to her unnamed
ally, the very creature of ‘becoming-(Flaubertian)-bétise’ (138) and ‘becom-
ing-iibermensch/transfeminist’ (147; Ronell performatively translates iiber
into ‘over’ or ‘on top of’).

There is a sense of futurity, or self-ironizing that links futurity to lan-
guage, in Nietzsche’s la gaya scienza, so that the prophetic philosopher
occupies the position of S.s.S. (sujet supposé savoir) that used to be taken by
Socrates in Plato. Maybe it is Nietzsche’s powerful rendering of destructive-
ness into openness and creativity that Ronell finds most useful to ‘desist’ both
the claim for rationality in the embrace of testability and the flip side of
apocalyptic, ‘nihilist slide of values’ (163): “The question that Nietzsche
presses us on is therefore never merely one of affirming homelessness after
metaphysics, but of rendering spaces habitable, multiplying trajectories for
life and the living, refiguring the site of experimentation in such a way as to
ensure that it is not already the ensepulchered reserve of the living dead’
(172). Ronell reads Nietzsche as the ultimate site for test and taste (175),
personality and politics, suffering and playfulness to transfer to each other,
and break up, thereby joyously remaking philosophers ‘human without test.’
In this way, philosophy also becomes the test drive itself — a test, or rather,
a force without the human, a gay science.

Unavoidably, with a provocative book like this, one is faced with the
impossible test of taste. Ronell seems to challenge her readers to the core of
the test: Do you follow the reading my style dictates? Can you stomach my
experiments and newness? Yet with the tests and challenges, one lingering
question emerges. The call for a new philosophy already appears with a
middle-aged face: in our time, don’t we already have Derrida’s deconstruc-
tionism, Deleuze and Guattari’s Anti-Oedipus, and Lyotard’s postmodern
turn? Perhaps what Ronell is really getting at by the test is the question that
haunts the spirit of modernity: what has philosophy not been yet? In an
interview, Ronell confesses that ‘{al good part of me wants to venture
elsewhere, though. I want to do theater or performance.” Maybe it is in the
space of ‘elsewhere’— in art, theater and performance — that one gets closest
to Ronell’s argument in The Test Drive: that modernity — its aesthetic
productivity as well as political catastrophes — has never been divorced from
the relentless drive to test. It is at the cross-roads of testing that Ronell
inserts her intervention: we can follow the priestly hermeneutics of truth to
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the war on terrorism, or, we may follow Nietzsche and turn unwaveringly to
experimenting a monstrous futurity of newness.

Lili Hsieh
University of Pennsylvania

Ronald Sandler and Philip Cafaro, eds.
Environmental Virtue Ethics.

Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield 2005.
Pp. 240.

US$75.00 (cloth: ISBN 0-7425-3389-1);
US$28.95 (paper: ISBN 0-7425-3390-5).

Environmental Virtue Ethics (EVE) is a new approach in environmental
ethics that connects human flourishing to environmental protection. In
recent years, work on EVE has become increasingly visible in moral philoso-
phy, but it still remains a relatively neglected aspect of practical ethics. For
instance, the ‘Environmental Ethics’ entry for The Stanford Encyclopedia of
Philosophy (2002) devotes only a paragraph to virtue ethics, after a much
lengthier discussion about how consequentialist and deontological ethical
theories deal with the environment. Environmental Virtue Ethics is the first
anthology to be published in this area. Featuring ten original contributions
plus four previously published key essays, it provides a wide spectrum of
views on EVE, and advances current research on this topic.

While most previous writers in environmental ethics have argued for a
more altruistic treatment of nature, environmental virtue ethicists tend to
argue that it is in our enlightened self-interest to protect nature. In the
above-mentioned Encyclopedia entry, Andrew Brennan and Yeuk-Sze Lo
suggest that virtue ethics is unavoidably anthropocentric and unable to
support a genuine moral concern for the nonhuman environment. However,
as they also recall, a flourishing human life requires friendship and ‘one can
have genuine friendships only if one genuinely values, loves, respects, and
cares for one’s friends for their own sake, not merely for the benefits that
they may bring to oneself.’” An environmental-friendly ethics thus might
require the virtues of love, respect, and care for the nonhuman natural world
as an end in itself. As Louke van Wensveen notes in an essay in the volume
under review, a review of environmental literature shows that care, respect,
and love are the most frequent virtue terms used in this kind of discourse
(175).
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What is distinctive about EVE? Put simply, EVE is focused on character
rather than on action. As co-editor Ron Sandler says in his cogent introduc-
tory essay, environmental virtue ethics has meant different things to differ-
ent philosophers, but they are nearly united in their belief that attention to
human character is key to providing a proper environmental ethics. In one
of the most theoretical contributions to this anthology, David Schmitz and
Matt Zwolinsky argue that virtue ethics offers resources for addressing one
of Derek Parfit’s ‘repugnant conclusions”: that for any number of persons, all
with lives well worth living, there is some much larger human population
whose existence would be better, even though the lives of its members are
only barely worth living. These repugnant conclusions have typically been
thought to arise only from certain forms of utilitarianism, but Schmidtz and
Zwolinski argue that they are more insidious and ‘suggest problems for the
whole idea that moral theorizing should culminate in a simple formula for
right action’ (107). An appropriate response to the repugnant conclusions will
therefore not be found by merely reformulating traditional principles of right
action but, instead, must involve considerations of character and human
excellence or virtue.

What is the role of the virtues in environmental discourse? In ‘The Emer-
gence of Ecological Virtue Language’, an excerpt from her earlier book Dirty
Virtues (2000), Louke van Wensveen reviews the language that environ-
mental theorists and activists have used to argue for environmentalism. She
finds virtue language ubiquitous in these articulations. Indeed, she says she
has ‘yet to come across a piece of ecologically sensitive philosophy, theology,
or ethics that does not in some way incorporate virtue language’ (16). By
means of a more focused search in ‘Thoreau, Leopold, and Carson: Toward
an Environmental Virtue Ethics’ (2001), co-editor Philip Cafaro finds plenty
of ‘virtue talk’ in the lives and works of these widely influential and respected
environmental figures. Henry David Thoreau, Aldo Leopold, and Rachel
Carson are models of environmental excellence who lived very different lives
and expressed their virtue in diverse ways, but Cafaro finds among them
certain commonalities — putting economic life in its proper place, cultivating
scientific knowledge, extending moral considerability beyond human beings,
promoting wilderness protection, and a bedrock belief in the goodness of life
(both human and nonhuman).

What is the role for EVE within environmental ethics? In his seminal
article, ‘Ideals of Human Excellence and Preserving Natural Environments’
(1983), reprinted in the anthology, Thomas Hill Jr. argues that there are
cases of environmental behavior that are intuitively improper, and that this
impropriety is best understood in the context of an account of human
excellence and the dispositions that we ought to express in our environmental
interactions. Hill suggests that the answer to the question, ‘What is wrong
with treating the environment that way? is intelligible only against the
background of an answer to the question, ‘What is wrong with the kind of
person who would do that? However, in ‘Environmental Virtue Ethics: Half
the Truth but Dangerous as a Whole’, Holmes Rolston III claims that
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environmental virtue is only intelligible as a responsiveness to the inde-
pendent value of nature, not the other way around. Rolston thus finds EVE
dangerous to the extent that its focus on Auman flourishing distracts us from
the intrinsic value of natural entities that, according to him, makes environ-
mental virtue possible. He finds this danger exemplified in Thoreau’s confes-
sion in Walden that he went to the woods ‘to suck out the marrow of life’ —
but this depiction of Thoreau as a selfish quasi-anthropocentrist is quite
controversial (75). Laura Westra, like Rolston, believes that natural value is
not derived from human value, but in ‘Virtue Ethics as Foundational for a
Global Ethic’ she argues that virtue ethics has a foundational role nonethe-
less. It provides an account of individual flourishing which it is the goal of a
global ethic to promote, thus justifying the need for both ecological integrity
and environmental or ecological rights. For in both Aristotelian and in
Kantian accounts, all individuals (human and nonhuman) depend on ecosys-
tems for their survival, health, and optimum functioning.

And what virtues are those? In another contribution (originally published
in 1997), Bill Shaw examines Leopold’s land ethic from an EVE perspective.
He argues that Leopold’s ethic requires cultivating certain virtues, which he
calls ‘land virtues’ — respect, prudence, and practical wisdom — that not only
dispose individuals to act in ways that promote the integrity, stability, and
beauty of natural systems, but also mitigate some of the difficulties that arise
when the land ethic is treated strictly as an account of right action. The
anthology continues by discussing the substantive content of other environ-
mental virtues and vices. In ‘Benevolence as an Environmental Virtue’,
Geoffrey Frasz considers benevolence to be a genus under which fall specific
other-regarding environmental virtues such as compassion, friendship, kind-
ness, and gratitude. If, as Frasz argues, environmental virtue benefits both
its possessor and the natural environment, then perhaps the concept of
environmental vice is best understood in terms of the frustration of human
and environmental flourishing. In ‘Gluttony, Arrogance, Greed, and Apathy:
An Exploration of Environmental Vice’, Cafaro develops such an account. In
“Vices and Virtues in Religious Environmental Ethics’, Charles Taliaferro
discusses virtues and vices in both theistic and Buddhist environmental
ethics. In her second contribution to this book, ‘Cardinal Environmental
Virtues: A Neurobiological Perspective’, Wensveen argues that we should
revamp the traditional cardinal virtues — practical wisdom, justice, temper-
ance, and courage — in light of our improved biological, ecological, and
neurological knowledge. Using a somewhat confusing imagery (a painting
called The Blessed Brain is described, but one feels that the old cliché, ‘a
picture is worth a thousand words’, is in order), she argues that we should
consider a particular virtue cardinal ‘if its cultivation involves the condition-
ing of a particular type of neurobiological system that plays a pivotal role in
any other process of virtue cultivation,’ or ‘emotional fine-tuning by which
agents are enabled to flourish and let flourish under changing circumstances’
(179, 180).
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How can EVE be applied in practical reasoning? In the final section of the
collection, Peter Wenz and Sandler apply EVE to some pressing environ-
mental problems. Wenz argues that for people in industrialized nations, the
traditional virtues foster both human and environmental flourishing,
whereas the traditional vices diminish both. Anthropocentric and nonanthro-
pocentric accounts of virtue and flourishing are thus synergistic, and the key
to this synergism is a shared repugnance to industrial consumerism, which
is harmful to both humans and nature. In ‘A Virtue Ethics Perspective on
Genetically Modified Crops’, Sandler proposes an EVE approach for assess-
ing the acceptability of the use of genetically modified crops in agriculture.
Such an assessment involves determining whether this technology will
compromise the capacity of the environment to produce goods essential to
the development and maintenance of human virtue, as well as determining
if the technology is contrary to any of the virtues applicable to human
interactions with the natural environment. Using these criteria he defends
a limited endorsement position regarding genetically modified crops. This
section leaves the reader hungry for more, as it works as sort of ‘proof of the
pudding’ for the whole enterprise of EVE, and one would like to see more
than two essays there.

Is intrinsic value necessary for EVE? This valuable book thus begins by
recognizing EVE and its unique language, and then tries to understand the
theory behind it at local and global levels. After an analysis of selected
environmental virtues and vices, it attempts to apply them to a few contro-
versial contemporary issues. The essays are scholarly, imaginative, clearly
written, and will be of interest to all readers with an interest in environ-
mental philosophy. Still, the question raised by Brennan and Lo remains: to
what extent must EVE conceive of the nonhuman natural world as an end
in itself? Authors often appeal to the ‘last man argument’ (112) in the
following way: Suppose you are the last human being on earth, and you shall
soon die; what would then be wrong with destroying the last remaining
redwood? EVE typically answers that there must be something wrong with
the character of someone who destroys the redwood, but this does not
necessarily entail that the redwood has some sort of ‘intrinsic value’, an
hypothesis that many philosophers find implausible. The question is still
open. After all, as Sandler states in his introduction, there is no getting away
from nature.

Antonio Casado da Rocha
University of the Basque Country
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Anthony Savile

Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason:

An Orientation to the Central Theme.
Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishing 2005.
Pp. 148.

US$54.95 (cloth: ISBN 1-4051-2040-1);
US$21.95 (paper: ISBN 1-4051-2041-X).

This slim volume aims to provide the reader a guidebook to Kant’s Critique
of Pure Reason, and from the tone in which it is written, it seems to be directed
mainly at students who have not yet been initiated into the mysteries of
Kant's magnum opus.

Despite the title, this book only discusses the aesthetic and the analytic,
and the latter only up to the refutation of idealism. Moreover, Savile focuses
on a single and by no means central theme of these chapters, namely, the
possibility of fashioning objective empirical knowledge from the chaotic
manifold of intuition that goes beyond what is given immediately in such
intuition. This material is broken up into six chapters according to the
expected divisions (sensibility, metaphysical deduction, etc.), and is prefaced
with a short ‘Historical Prelude’ in which Kant is portrayed as last in the line
Descartes-Locke-Berkeley-Hume to take up the problem of empirical knowl-
edge. As the rest of the book makes clear, Savile takes this as more than a
device for introducing the problem; he really thinks that the critical philoso-
phy emerged as an attempt to develop a consistent epistemology within the
limits of a Lockean theory of concept formation. He also outlines three major
ways in which Kant was, in his view, actually influenced by Berkeley in
constructing the Critique (113-14). Both of these claims are made without
supporting evidence, and both contradict all extant studies of Kant’s intel-
lectual development.

The subsequent chapters consist of descriptions of the strategy that Savile
sees Kant as pursuing in each part, and how these together form a coherent
epistemology. Savile conducts his argument at a significant distance from
the actual text throughout, only citing passages occasionally to reassure the
reader that his argument has some basis in the Critique. The emphasis is on
results, rather than on arguments (49), and consequently the chapter on the
transcendental deduction is by far the shortest and sketchiest, while the
chapter on the principles is the longest and focuses almost exclusively on the
second analogy of experience (causality). In relation to the latter, Savile
makes several weighty claims about Kant’s relation to the physical sciences
that are highly dubious, if not straightforwardly false. He says, for instance,
that in the Third Analogy Kant aims ultimately to provide a ‘metaphysical
underpinning for Newton’s law of universal gravitation’ (81). However, Kant
explicitly connects it with Newton’s third law of motion, and not with
universal gravitation. He also claims that Kant believes gravity to require ‘a
medium to be effective’ (99), while Kant actually defends the idea of gravita-
tion as ‘an immediate action of matter on other matter through empty space’
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(Metaphysical Foundations, Second Chapter, Proposition 7). These errors
seem to flow from Savile’s blanket assumption that Kant enjoys a basically
Cartesian mechanistic view of nature, when in fact nearly a century and a
half of scientific advance separates them.

As regards the deduction, Savile relies on a psychological reading: ‘Kant’s
principle teaching is that the world experience reveals to us, and about which
we can attain reputable empirical knowledge, is in large part constituted by
ourselves and our own ways of thought’ (2). Thus Savile speaks of space and
time, as well as the categories, as coloring our experience, and as objectively
valid simply because we must use them, just because there is no other
material possibility for beings with our sort of mental endowment’ (111). The
only difference between this and problematic idealism, so he claims, is that
Kant identifies the product of the mind immediately with experience of
objects (111).

Unfortunately, such a psychological reading necessarily fails to justify a
strong intersubjective claim to objectivity. And since Savile mistakenly reads
Kant in a psychological fashion, it is not surprising that he takes this as the
major reason why we must reject Kant’s theory. Thus Savile claims there is
an ‘inevitable mismatch’ between the sort of objectivity Kant wanted to
justify (intersubjective), and the sort that he does justify (122). As an
illustration he says that while Kant has proven that ‘what is common to us
all is the structure of both inner and outer intuition,” he does not prove ‘that
all our various manifolds, yours and mine and the Queen of Sheba’s, are
synthesized ... as belonging to one common space’ (124). So Kant’s reputed
deduction of objectivity collapses back into subjective idealism.

On this psychological interpretation also depends Savile’s further claims
that Kant’s a priori concepts can and should be rendered empirical (116), and
that the acquisition of fundamental concepts like space and time is an object
of ‘developmental psychology rather than philosophy’ (120). Perhaps it is also
the reason why Savile foists upon Kant the odd idea that noumena affect our
senses and are the real things behind the appearances (108). Savile’s only
support for this claim, however, is the Kemp-Smith mistranslation: ‘Now we
must bear in mind that the concept of appearances ... already of itself
establishes the objective reality of noumena ..’ (A249). Checking a more
recent translation (Cambridge or Pluhar), or perhaps just the German
original, one will find that the passage quoted actually begins: ‘Now one
might have thought that ...

Savile’s final chapter closes with the claim that Kant was so blinded by
his Lockean presuppositions that he was unable to recognize that the solution
to all of his problems was already to hand in Thomas Reid’s Inquiry into the
Human Mind on the Principles of Common Sense (1764). Writes Savile:
‘Curiously, it was a work that Kant knew about and which, in his doctoral
dissertation of 1770, he had dismissed as philosophically worthless’ (128).
Curious indeed. Kant does not refer to Reid in the dissertation, and Reid’s
book was not published in German until 1769, meaning that it most certainly
did not reach far East Prussia until well after the dissertation was published.
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To conclude, I personally found this book seriously disorienting, and I
really had to stretch the limits of charity in order to keep with it, especially
since Savile rarely provides citations or textual evidence for his claims, and
refuses to dialogue with any of the secondary literature. Ultimately, this is
a book that tells us that the central theme of the Critique is neither the
possibility of metaphysics nor the transcendental analysis of the possibility
of a priori knowledge.

Courtney David Fugate
Catholic University of Leuven

Kenneth Seeskin

Maimonides on the Origin of the World.

New York: Cambridge University Press 2005.
Pp.viii + 215.

US$55.00. ISBN 0-521-84553-X.

Kenneth Seeskin brings his considerable skills as a philosopher in the
classical and medieval periods to bear in this, his latest book on Maimonides.
He concentrates on a central question in Maimonides’ Guide of the Perplexed,
whether the world is created or eternal. This question impacts directly on
the question whether the world has a creator, and what sort of creator. For
Seeskin, Maimonides’ response is that the world is created from nothing, all
at once, by a free and benevolent divine will.

While he finds religious inspiration in this view, Seeskin argues Mai-
monides’ position on philosophical grounds, contrasting the arguments for
creation ex nihilo that Maimonides brings, with arguments found in Plato,
Aristotle, and Plotinus for an eternal generation of being. Seeskin brings out
nicely the different conceptions each Greek philosopher has of the ultimate
cause of an eternal world. Plato’s Demiurge willfully imparts forms upon
inchoate eternal matter; Aristotle’s God is bound by the unchanging necessity
of form and matter; and Plotinus’ One is totally other than that world whi<h
emanates from it.

Seeskin follows Maimonides’ explicit critique of the views of Plato and
Aristotle with an assumed critique of Plotinus’ position. All three are found
to posit an eternal matter without providing demonstrative arguments to
prove it. Moreover, Aristotle’s God and Plotinus’ One act out of necessity,
while Maimonides rejects as spurious the will aseribed to them.

The divine will that Maimonides embraces, according to Seeskin, is totally
free, with no internal or external impediments. God’s creation of the world
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is for Maimonides the result of a free choice that does not entail change in
God. Adopting Maimonides’ statement in Guide 2.18, Seeskin says (118) that
the true reality of the will is the ability ‘to will or not will;’ opposed expres-
sions of the will do not represent change in the will.

As Seeskin goes on to explain, God’s creation of the world ‘follows’ His
non-creation of it, without employing any causal or temporal factor. Time is
created together with the motion and matter of the world, all at once, de novo
as well as ex nihilo.

Seeskin is aware of the problems Maimonides faces in his thesis: that
creation introduces a proscribed causal relation between the Creator and His
creation, a relation opposed as well to Maimonides’ negative theology; and
that the very notion of creation from nothing is usually considered meaning-
less: ex nihilo nihil fit.

Seeskin appears to approve of Maimonides’ challenge to this basic philo-
sophical tenet, which for Maimonides is based on physical observation, not
logic (75). Maimonides candidly admits, however, that he does not have
demonstrative proof for his position either. Indeed he cannot, as he is talking
about something and someone totally beyond our experience. All Maimonides
wishes to do is establish, on philosophical grounds, the possibility of creation,
and Seeskin thinks he does so.

The argument centers on the notion of possibility itself, whether it is
limited to our experience of what has been actual in the world and thus is
part of an intelligible universe understood by our intellect, or whether
whatever may be imagined is possible, short of self-contradictory assertions.

Maimonides joins this issue initially with the Occasionalists of Islamic
theology, Kaldm, at Guide 1: 73. Their tenth premise assumes whatever is
admissible to the imagination is possible, since everything is contingent upon
God’s will, and could be otherwise than it appears to us.

The denial of a natural world and of causal efficacy in the created world
goes against Maimonides’ Aristotelian grain. Yet, in his later confrontation
in the Guide with philosophers who accept an eternal universe, Maimonides
adopts this kaldm tenet, in relation to the creation of the world.

Creatio ex nihilo is a possibility that seemingly cannot be denied, for it
makes a claim that is empirically irrefutable, since no circumstances obtain
by which to evaluate it. Seeskin finds this claim logically tenable, and moves
on to buttress Maimonides’ position by highlighting his view on particulari-
zation (another kalém premise) and purpose.

The teleological order of the world is the standard view of philosophers
and scientists through the medieval period, though in Maimonides’ day the
heavens were in considerable scientific disarray. Seeskin is very good at
summarizing the problems Maimonides found with astronomy (131-3), prob-
lems that led him to opt for a supernatural explanation for the composition
of the celestial sphere.

The particular, apparently arbitrary design of the heavens is for Mai-
monides an argument for a Creator who chose it thus, who had no necessary
reason for acting the way He did. Particularization and purpose of this sort
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are thought to require a will that freely expresses itself. For Maimonides,
this was possible before God created the world, before the laws of physics,
which God ordained, took hold. Thus the world is not eternal a parte ante,
but is eternal a parte post, Maimonides asserts. As Seeskin states, even this
everlasting form of eternity is contingent on God’s will, which always has the
possibility of ending this world, though Scripture assures us it won’t (158).

It is the Bible, as Maimonides reads it in the opening verses of Genesis,
that motivates him to prefer creation de novo and ex nihilo over any other
theory of origin, though he acknowledges rabbinic statements that lean
towards a Platonic view of creation. Thus, for Maimonides, the freedom that
creation from nothing offers is not only a condition for genuine divine volition,
but is also critical for establishing the legitimacy of miracles, particularly the
revelation of the Torah on Mount Sinai.

Creation thus bears upon revelation and prophecy. Maimonides finds the
diverse opinions people have about creation analogous to those they hold in
regard to prophecy; analogies that have led many scholars to deduce that
Maimonides is being disingenuous in advocating creation ex nihilo. Seeskin
rejects this claim, arguing his case in an uncharacteristically abbreviated
manner (174-9).

The arguments that favor a Platonic or Aristotelian reading of Mai-
monides’ doctrine, flying as they do in the face of his apparently explicit
position, are motivated by the problematic nature of the doctrine, both in
itself and in relation to the rest of Maimonides’ philosophic posture in the
Guide; and by the conviction that the Guide requires an esoteric reading.

Seeskin is adamant that Maimonides did not have an esoteric agenda in
this matter (180). His understanding of Maimonides’ position is plausible
and well reasoned, though inconclusive. He pays insufficient attention to the
political sub-text of Maimonides’ discourse, to the immediate sources through
which Greek thought reached Maimonides, and to the philosophical problems
(concerning emanation, the relation of will and wisdom, providence, matter
and evil) that Seeskin’s God would encounter, were Seeskin to extend his
inquiry beyond creation. Still, this is a forceful, learned and articulate
presentation of the issue.

There are a small number of stylistic errors and typos that should be
noted, on pages 86, 107, 125, 164, 177, 190, and 193, note 27. Questionable
too, is Seeskin’s consistent translation of Maimonides’ term for choice,
ikhtiyar, as ‘free choice’, though Seeskin’s thesis hinges on this debatable,
and certainly equivocal, word.

Alfred L. Ivry
(Skirball Department of Hebrew and Judaic Studies)
New York University
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Margrit Shildrick and

Roxanne Mykitiuk, eds.

Ethics of the Body:

Postconventional Challenges.
Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press 2005.
Pp. vi + 288.

US$60.00 (cloth: ISBN 0-262-19523-2);
US$27.00 (paper: ISBN 0-262-69320-8).

In Ethics of the Body thirteen authors from diverse disciplinary backgrounds
explore the themes of embodiment, identity, and difference with a view to
demonstrating the usefulness of postconventional approaches to bioethics.
According to co-editor Shildrick, bioethics is out of touch with bodies (as they
are implicated in self-identity), with postmodern theories’ contribution to the
reduction of binary thinking, and with postmodern culture in general, which
views with a skeptical eye claims of certainty about universal, abstract goods.
Despite employing what, in my opinion, is a rather ungenerous picture of
‘conventional’ bioethics, the volume is rich in suggestions for furthering
critical bioethical inquiry — shifting the emphasis from ° ... the parameters
of right and wrong behaviour’ to ‘... the dynamic becoming of the embodied
self (17). To the extent that biomedicine is a major player (culprit!) in binary
identity construction — ill/well; abled/disabled; female/male; sane/insane;
addicted/non-addicted; gay/straight — and that identity is a major determi-
nant of health and human flourishing, the deconstructive turn can readily
be seen as significant for bioethics.

The substantive issues which provide the context for the deconstructive
project range across the physician-patient relationship, genetic reduction-
ism, addiction, psychiatric counseling, viral load testing for HIV, reproduc-
tive technology, clinical responses to intersex phenomena, the legal
construction of selves, and the moral agency of scientists in a post-academic
society.

Three essays dealing with genetics illustrate well the usefulness of ques-
tioning ‘given’ identities and the surprising potential of the (otherwise
sinister) dominance of genetics discourses. Scully argues for the subversive
potential of embracing molecular biology (albeit a cultural meta-narrative)
on the grounds that it offers multiple interpretive models (hence one’s choice
must be justified ethically and politically), that its genetics history is the
investigation of phenotypic variation for its own sake (not to pathologise),
and that current theory favours a ‘process’ account, which foregrounds
multiple causal factors (including the environmental) in genetic variation.
Molecular genetics might then provide a discourse to destabilise the ideal of
normality and empower disability theory. This essay nicely accomplishes all
three goals of the collection — exploring normative embodiment, reducing
the binary of abled/disabled, and celebrating difference — while offering a
provisional interpretive model with a self-critical discussion of ‘strong’ post-
modernism and social theories of disability. Karpin and O’Connell also
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nuance the common critique of genetics discourse by showing how it blurs
the boundaries of the self. Because of the kinship implications of genetic
information, current attempts to draft privacy laws, they claim, are flawed
(because of the impossibility of containing genetic information) and undesir-
able (because a revised — transgressive — concept of selves is preferable).
Inlight of the leaky’ boundaries of selves, legal attention instead should focus
on noting asymmetries of power in negotiating disclosure (Karpin) and
shoring up anti-discrimination law (O’Connell).

The subtle interaction between the conceptual and the material in pro-
ducing subjective embodiment is provocatively explored in an essay by
Rosengarten on HIV. Through a critical discussion of viral load testing,
Rosengarten aims to show how HIV medicine materialises its conceptual (not
natural) objects — viruses, bodies, infectivity — with questionable ethical
results. Viral load testing not only creates new serodivisions (based on
measures of viral presence), but generates distinct ‘... responsibilized socially
embodied subject[s]’ (81), only some of whom, as differential risk carriers,
must display ‘adherence’ to drug regimens that may be difficult to maintain
and may painfully reshape the body. Theories about the concentration of the
virus in parts of the body (notably, the male genital tract) invite localized
medical interventions, increased surveillance, the reification and compart-
mentalisation of infectivity, with social consequences as yet unknown. Thus
risk (taken to be biological) and responsibility (taken to be individual) are
embodied (but indeed interactive) in particular persons, while questions of
broader responsibility (How acceptable is the scientific theorizing, in light of
its material consequences? How culpable are drug companies when ‘adher-
ence’ is so problematic?) are sidelined.

Although it is impossible to comment on every essay in this fascinating
collection, I do want, finally, to draw particular attention to Nagl's mapping
of the current cultural context of scientific research and her proposal for
moral agency in science. The current reality of post-academic science —
science in harness with industry — forces to the surface the ethical issues
which the former ideal of disinterest concealed. Science is now largely geared
to product development; but, in the science-industry collaboration who is
ethically responsible? Nagl proposes a code of moral agency for scientists
based on Helen Longino’s epistemic virtues of (the traditional) empirical
adequacy, novelty, and (the revisionist) ontological heterogeneity, mutuality
of interaction, applicability to human needs, and diffusion or decentralisation
of power. Such a moral code would contribute to a theoretical and social
contextualisation of science, a valuing of ‘rogue’ knowledges (via novelty and
sensitivity to power), subversion of value hierarchies (via ontological hetero-
geneity), and favouring of relational complexity over single-cause models
(such as the traditional active-male, passive-female model of fertilisation).
Extending the moral code, Nagl recommends interdisciplinary alliances, and
in particular, a link between science and art as a way of generating and
criticising forms of representation and their social consequences.
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Reflecting on Nagl's proposal in the context of this collection’s challenge
to bicethics, I wondered whether the code for science might be adapted to
bioethics, and might offer more guidance than the rather vague suggestions
for a deconstructed bioethics that appear in the collection: Derrida’s ethic of
personal responsibility (exhorting us to ‘think outside the boundaries’ (12) —
but, to what end?); the call for a ‘new [ethical] conceptual platform’ (275), ‘a
more fluid and open model,’ or to ‘resist authority’ (9). Bioethics, like science,
is increasingly harnessed both to industry and biomedical institutions, and
also operates in a postacademic environment. The modified code of virtues
offered by Nagl, however, could provide a meeting place for the insights of
‘conventional’ — which is not (just) one — and post-conventional bioethics.
In particular, the profound understanding of how power operates to construct
and maintain bodily identities in a matrix of privilege can only enrich the
more conventional bioethical concern for the vulnerable.

Nagl introduces the Maori concept of Whakapapa, a nonessentialist,
relational, historical understanding of identity, as a corrective against ge-
netic reductionism. Whakapapa means setting layer upon layer, and I read
the essays in Ethics of the Body less as a ‘thoroughgoing deconstruction’ (16)
of bioethics than as another, and very valuable, layer in its complex discourse.

Elisabeth Gedge
McMaster University
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Although billed by the publishers as a ‘major, wide-ranging history of
analytic philosophy’, it is charitable not to read Soames’ two volumes in this
light: historical scholarship is slight to non-existent, large parts of the history
are ignored, and little attempt is made to trace actual historical connections.
Soames rarely takes much exegetic care with the philosophers he discusses,
but he does take considerable care to associate with them a clear and precise
position (whether or not it was one they actually held), and then to subject
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it to clear and detailed criticism. For this reason the book has pedagogic
value, for undergraduates using it will learn how to dissect philosophical
positions even if they are misinformed about how those positions originated.

As Soames explained in his first volume — an explanation repeated in
this one — he is especially concerned to show how, over the course of the last
century, analytic philosophers improved their understanding of concepts
such as analyticity, meaning, logical truth, necessity, apriority (and their
contrasts). This theme comes into its own in the second volume, which,
although somewhat longer than the first, covers only twenty years, in
comparison to the fifty years covered by the first. Very few of the philosophers
covered in the first volume saw themselves as contributing to these issues
with the same clarity that Soames did, whereas several of those dealt with
in the second tackled at least some of them explicitly. In Volume 2 there are
two chapters on the later Wittgenstein; two on Ryle; one each on Strawson’s
theory of truth, Hare’s theory of goodness, Malcolm’s paradigm case argu-
ment, and Austin’s Sense and Sensibilia; one on Grice; two on Quine; two on
Davidson; and four on Kripke. The coverage is eccentric, not so much because
of the choice of philosophers, but because of the allocation of space to those
chosen. Does Ryle really warrant as much space as the later Wittgenstein?
Does Kripke really warrant as much as both of them put together?

Soames’ emphasis on Kripke is the more remarkable because he deals
exclusively with Naming and Necessity (and two related, shorter papers);
Kripke’s contributions to modal logic (clearly relevant to Soames’ main
theme) and his ‘Outline of a Theory of Truth’ are ignored. Yet, although there
is a clear sense throughout that the book, and thus by implication the history
of analytic philosophy so far, is going to culminate in Kripke, the ultimate
conclusion is by no means triumphal. Soames’ discussion of the necessary a
posteriori (Ch. 15), for example, ends with the following familiar dilemma:
On the assumption that ‘Hesperus’ and ‘Phosphorus’ are rigid designators
without descriptive content, we can ‘either ... take it for granted that the
sentences “Hesperus is Hesperus” and “Hesperus is Phosphorus” semanti-
cally express different propositions, and try to explain what this difference
consists in; or ... treat the two sentences as semantically expressing the same
proposition, and try to explain how speakers use them to assert and convey
different information, and to express and report different beliefs’ (395). This
is indeed a difficult dilemma, difficult enough to make one reconsider the
Kripkean assumption on which it is based, and Soames, who builds towards
it through his chapter with admirable clarity and attention to detail, does
nothing to make it seem more tractable.

In other respects there is a tension between the theme Soames wants to
emphasize and the topics he chooses to discuss. His two chapters on Wittgen-
stein, for example, deal with Wittgenstein’s attacks on the referential theory
of meaning and the Tractarian notion of analysis, and with the private
language argument and notion of rule following. One gets the sense that
Soames pulled these themes from a few passages early in the Philosophical
Investigations without much concern for what was said elsewhere in the book.
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Nonetheless, he does a good job making them clear enough to be intelligible
to undergraduates and in pointing out their weaknesses — it is good to see
the hagiographical tradition in Wittgenstein scholarship finally coming to an
end, though students coming to the later Wittgenstein for the first time
through Soames will be hard pressed to understand what all the fuss was
about. It is in deference to Soames’ main theme, however, rather than to his
actual discussion of Wittgenstein, that he concludes Chapter 1 by aseribing
some of the failures of the Philosophical Investigations to the twin theses
that, since philosophical claims are not empirical they must be necessary and
a priori, and that the necessary, the a priori, and the analytic are one and
the same (p. 29). It is surely a stretch to attribute either of these theses to
Wittgenstein (whose hostility to anything so clear as a thesis was legendary),
least of all to attribute them to the Investigations where the relevant concepts
are barely discussed. Wittgenstein gets closer to Soames’ main theme in the
Remarks on the Foundations of Mathematics, but for pedagogical purposes a
detailed discussion of that book would have been far less useful.

In the first of his two chapters on Ryle, Soames discusses Ryle’s repu-
diation of the semantic argument for fatalism in Dilemmas. The argument
(Dilemmas [Cambridge UP 1954],15) goes something like this: Suppose that
this morning I sneezed, then it was true yesterday (and indeed at the dawn
of time) that this morning I would sneeze. But if it was true at the dawn
of time that I would sneeze this morning, then it would be impossible for
me not to sneeze this morning. And so my sneezing was pre-determined.
As Soames points out (76), the argument fails to distinguish between
‘Necessarily, if it is true that I will sneeze then I will sneeze’ (which is true,
but doesn’t support fatalism) and ‘If it is true that I will sneeze then
necessarily I will sneeze’ (which is fatalism itself, and thus can’t be assumed
in an argument for fatalism). Ryle misses anything so clear cut and obvious,
and instead makes a number of more or less inconsequential remarks,
producing what Soames aptly calls ‘a fog of analysis’ (79). (In fairness to
Ryle, Michael Kremer, reviewing Soames in Notre Dame Philosophical
Reviews [19 September 2005], suggests a different argument for fatalism
that Ryle may have had in mind and that fits his text somewhat better.
Nonetheless, I think the fog of analysis charge still stands, for Ryle explains
neither the argument, nor what is wrong with it, anywhere near as clearly
as Kremer does.)

The same point seems to me to apply to a great deal of ordinary language
philosophical analysis. The ordinary language philosophers were far too
interested in particular features of language, and far too little interested in
developing a general framework within which they could be studied. What
theorizing they did was confined to simple examples and broke down rapidly
when more complex cases were considered (as, e.g., with Strawson’s perfor-
mative theory of truth). Soames, too, decries their reluctance to theorize, and
links it to a further failing. By concentrating on the appropriateness or
inappropriateness of simple, individual sentences used in particular speech
acts, the ordinary language philosophers failed to distinguish features of the
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speech act which arose from the meaning of the sentence used from features
which arose from other factors (90, 142, 198). On Soames’ account, it was
Grice who brought the second failing to prominence and, in doing so, brought
ordinary language philosophy to an end.

The ordinary language philosophers’ hostility to a theory of meaning was
shared, from a quite different point of view, by Quine. While the ordinary
language philosophers thought that meaning was best approached by cata-
loguing the uses of expressions, Quine was suspicious of the notion of
meaning itself. Soames devotes Chapters 10 and 11 to a detailed and, I think,
successful critique of Quine’s arguments for the indeterminacy of translation
and the inscrutability of reference. After that, he turns to Davidson in hopes
of finding the missing theory of meaning, though Davidson, also, is found
wanting. To this point, Soames’ entire story has a very attractive unity: the
ordinary language philosophers and Quine hoped to do without a theory of
meaning; Davidson hoped to provide one; all three failed. All this suggests
that the next big step in analytic philosophy will be the development of a
plausible theory of meaning. But this is not a story which leads up to Naming
and Necessity, which offers no help with a theory of meaning.

It is easy to think of philosophers who will continue the story that Soames
has spent three-quarters of the book outlining: Dummett, who is second to
none as an advocate of the importance of meaning theory in philosophy; the
developers of model-theoretic semantics, including the Kripke Soames ig-
nores; or those philosophers who have espoused naturalistic theories of
meaning anchored in the philosophy of mind. The different story which
properly culminates in Kripke, on the other hand, could begin with the
positivists’ treatment of analyticity, Quine’s ‘Two Dogmas’ (which Soames
covers in volume 1), and Quine’s ‘Truth by Convention’, continue with the
debate on reference which began with Strawson’s ‘On Referring’, and lead
through Carnap’s Naming and Necessity to possible worlds semantics. Car-
nap, indeed, is seriously neglected by Soames (with only one significant
paragraph devoted to him in the entire two volumes, and then only as a foil
to Quine). He would have been a much better philosopher to represent the
positivists than Soames’ choice, Ayer.

Reviewers, however, should try to resist the temptation to tell authors
about the book they should have written. Soames treats the philosophers
covered in his second volume rather better than those in his first. With the
exception of the later Wittgenstein, whom he treats very sketchily, he gives
more evidence of having come seriously to grips with them than he did with
the philosophers in Volume 1. This, of course, is especially true of his
treatment of Kripke, with whose work he is deeply engaged. (He cites as
many secondary sources on Kripke as he does on all the other philosophers
in volume 2 combined.)

This book is neither a reliable history of twentieth-century analytic
philosophy, nor a coherent rational reconstruction of a single strand of that
history. Nonetheless, despite its flaws as history, there is a great deal in
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Soames’ discussion of particular positions that makes his book well worth
reading.

Nicholas Griffin
McMaster University
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Speed kills. The popular aphorism sums up the driving concern pursued in
Paul Virilio’s Negative Horizon. The book provides perhaps the most devel-
oped statement of Virilio’s theory of dromoscopy, his study of speed and its
increasingly significant place in the current global era. Drawing on the
political and military histories of the West, Virilio examines the impulses to
move further and faster and the destructive impacts of speed. The West’s
compulsion to accelerate, evident throughout its history, has broken down
both the barriers of nature and socially rooted resistance to speed. Presently
the force of speed has given rise to a politics of time that, in the global era,
supercedes the territorial politics of space. Speed, for Virilio, perpetuates the
hunt and, by so doing, also perpetuates extermination. What makes Virilio’s
work so interesting is his focus on this ‘violence of speed, the unsuspected
violence produced by the vehicle, and the way in which we are, despite our
intentions, swept up in this violence.

For Virilio, the first freedom is the freedom of movement. Far from being
an aspect of leisure, the potential for movement is identified with a potential
for war, which is distinguished from the hunt. Virilio begins this history of
movement with reflections on transportation throughout the course of hu-
man histories. Along the way he illustrates the further development, insti-
tutionalization, and perfection of transportation. This is fundamentally
expressed as an acceleration, as the compulsion of speed. He also makes clear
that transportation is rooted in, and gives rise to violence. Indeed, for Virilio,
the search for, and capture of, means of transportation mark the emergence
of specific economies of violence beginning well before the rise of pastoralism.

The history, development, and the speeding up of transportation is also,
however, fundamentally the speeding up of war, which has always been the
often unspoken accompaniment to transportation. “The progress of speed is
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nothing other than the unleashing of violence; we saw that breeding and
training were economic forms of violence, or, if you like, the means to sustain
violence, indeed render it unlimited’ (45).

For Virilio, patriarchy and transportation go hand-in-hand, and his analy-
sis suggests that the domestication of women occupies an important place in
the processes of speed. Patriarchy arose with the capture of women and was
extended through the husbandry of livestock. Women were ‘the first means
of transportation for the species’ before the domestication of pack animals
and saddled horses (39). Women as the sole means of transport, during
migrations or during episodes of conflict, freed up male hunters to specialize
in the duel, to become warriors. The domestication of women provides the
first necessary logistical support. All auto-mobility stems from this early
infrastructure of women'’s backs. This logistical support allows for the exten-
sion of conflicts, previously limited by group mobility, as food and weapons
no longer have to be gained ‘on site.” They can be delivered. For Virilio this
is the first form of economy preceding the raised and bred animal, slavery,
and husbandry. It, like the others to follow, is an economy of violence. In
Virilio’s words, ‘domestication is the fulfillment and perfecting of predation’
(40). This begins the movement to pastoral societies and beyond as societies
are organized for war, movement that supercedes the hunt. While the
primordial animal hunt is a hunt for subsistence, a slaughter, or execution,
the hunts for women and men that follow are about capture. With agricul-
tural societies this capture becomes institutionalized in slavery.

Speaking of the defeat of the Maya, Virilio signals the warning that still
haunts the present: ‘It is the differential in time, the speed of the conquerors
that enabled the extermination of a civilization by a few dozen horsemen’
(41). As Virilio argues, it is ‘this “dromocratic” superiority that always
compensates for any inferiority in numbers’ (41). The key point for Virilio,
and one that underpins the rest of the book, is that just as war arose from
conflicts between members of the same species and not from a confrontation
with animal kind, so also did its sophistication further develop in connection
with internecine struggles as opposed to conflicts against outsiders’ (40).

Overall the book maintains the provocative and unique style readers have
come to expect from Virilio. A writer of difficult and often frustrating prose,
Virilio nevertheless is to be commended for his willingness to push ideas and
stand up to challenges.

The most disappointing aspect of Virilio’s book is the abstract presenta-
tion of speed as an all-pervading character detached from specific social and
economic relations, specifically, in the current context, the social relations of
class within capitalism, and the under-developed discussion of class and
speed. There are important implications for thinking about class relations
from the perspective of Virilio’s focus on speed — but the book offers only
hints. ‘The society of the course, society of the hunt, the dromocracy is merely
a clandestine organization of a social and political hunt where speed extends
the advantage of violence, a society where the affluent class conceals the class
of speed’ (45). At certain points Virilio touches upon the importance of this
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connection, as when he suggests: “'the transportation revolution”, in produc-
ing in the nineteenth century the factory of speed, industrializes terror: the
motor manufactures fear’ (46). Elsewhere, Virilio tantalizes the reader by
raising a provocative thesis on the priority of speed for the emergence of
capital, both echoing and extending Marx’s own comments on the importance
of the mobility of capital. ‘The accumulation of energy and of speed in the
vectors of transport (horse-drawn or seagoing) is indispensable for the
capitalization of goods and riches, the occult character of this dromocratic
“society of the course” reveals the strategic dimension of the vectorial politics
carried down through the ages’ (49).

In place of analysis of this crucial symbiosis of speed and capital, however,
Virilio settles for the occasional suggestive phrase. Thus, Virilio acknow-
ledges the significance of an ‘elite of movement’ and suggests this elite
‘represents a misunderstood and underestimated order without which accu-
mulation would not have been possible’ but offers only this bare statement
(49).

Itis curious, and rather disappointing, that Virilio’s analysis says nothing
about one of the key motors of speed driving capitalist economies, the pursuit
of surplus value and the speeding up of the working day — and the struggles
engaged over that speed up. From the prototypical case of the Taylorist
assembly line with its time-motion studies to the instantaneous flexibility of
just in time niche production, capitalist production institutes an ongoing
speed-up that spills from the workplace to structure most aspects of everyday
life from rush hour to fast food. Unfortunately, Virilio’s free-floating speed
theory, in arguing that speed drives society, avoids engaging the question of
what might be driving speed.

Jeff Shantz
York University
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This book offers an up-to-date survey of what philosophers have had to say
about the relationship between religion and morality. Wainwright divides
his subject-matter under three headings, to each of which he devotes a part
of the book: ‘Moral Arguments for the Existence of God’, ‘Divine Command
Theory and Its Critics’, and finally, ‘Human Morality and Religious Require-
ments’, which deals with the apparent contradictions between ethics and the
practices of various religious traditions. The book is almost exclusively
concerned with the work of analytically-oriented philosophers and theologi-
ans who write in the English language. It makes no mention of postmodern
thought; Kant and Kierkegaard are the only continental thinkers seriously
discussed. Within those limits, its compass is quite comprehensive.

Part One begins with a lucid and charitable description of Kantian ethics,
leading up to Kant’s famous claim that God’s existence must be postulated
in order to make ethics fully comprehensible. Wainwright does not simply
set out a single possible reading of Kant; he contrasts the views of different
interpreters (e.g., Peter Byrne and Allen Wood), creating a kind of exegetical
dialectic.

Next for consideration is John Henry Newman’'s argument that the
phenomenon of moral conscience points to the existence of God. Wainwright
describes the criticisms of Newman proffered by John Mackie and S.A. Grave,
subjecting each to subtle critique. However, he is troubled by the apparent
fact that many people simply do not possess the kind of moral conscience
described by Newman, and that Newman disposes of this problem in ways
that render his doctrine unfalsifiable.

The final chapter of this section deals with attempts to prove God’s
existence from the assumed premise that moral values are objective. First,
Wainwright presents and rejects W. R. Surley’s contention that if values are
objective they must exist in God’s mind. He is more favorably disposed
towards Richard Adams’ theory that values gain their objectivity from their
resemblance to Divine attributes. Wainwright concludes by allowing that in
as much as such arguments offer good explanations for the objectivity of
values, they offer some basis for belief in God’s existence.

Part 2 opens with a chapter describing the historical background of the
controversy surrounding the so-called ‘Euthyphro Problem,’ i.e., does God
command us to do certain things because they are moral obligations, or are
those things moral obligations because God commanded them? Pierre
d’Ailley (1350-1420), Martin Luther and René Descartes are cited as cham-
pions of the Divine Command theory of ethics, which takes the latter view.
Ralph Cudworth’s A Treatise Concerning True and Immutable Morality
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(1731)is examined in some detail in order to explain the traditional criticisms
of Divine Command theory. Chapter 6 continues the exposition with thor-
ough accounts of the two leading modern versions of the theory. These are
Robert Adam’s ‘Modified Divine Command Theory’, which is based upon the
premise that the fact that an imperative is commanded by God is constitutive
of its status as an ethical obligation, and Phillip Quinn’s ‘Causal Divine
Command Theory’, which is notable for allowing the possibility that some
moral truths may be necessary truths.

While Chapter 6 does describe some of the controversies surrounding the
ideas of Adams and Quinn, Chapter 7 is devoted wholly to criticism of Divine
Command theory. Wainwright wisely avoids critiques based upon atheistic
arguments (if you can prove there is no God, then Divine Command theory
has little to offer) that would lead him astray into metaphysical issues that
are not really the book’s concern. Instead, he concentrates on arguments that
can also appeal to some theists. These attacks on Divine Command theory
invoke a broad range of issues: whether non-believers would be able to
become cognizant of divinely commanded ethical obligations; whether the
‘ought’ of ethical obligations may be derived from the ‘is’ of ‘It is commanded
by God’; whether God can command us to do evil; what are we to make of the
claim that God is good if He Himself invents the criteria of goodness as He
wishes; and finally, whether Divine Command theory contradicts Kant’s
notion of human moral autonomy. All of this is followed by yet another
well-argued chapter making Wainwright’s own ‘Case for Divine Command
Theory'. His tentative conclusion views the glass as half-full: ‘At this point
in time, it is not unreasonable to prefer theological voluntarism [i.e., Divine
Command theory - B.D.L.] to other forms of theistic ethical theory’ (144).

The final section of the book considers whether the ideas of actual religious
traditions may contradict rational moral norms. Consequently, it devotes a
good deal of space to describing relevant aspects of those traditions. It begins
with Chapter 8, which offers a well-informed discussion of Christian and
Buddhist endorsements of pacifism, and considers whether unwillingness to
fight may sometimes interfere with the performance of moral obligations.
Building upon Reinhold Neibuhr’s critique of Christian pacifism, Wain-
wright takes this problem very seriously, and concludes that, ‘we have
uncovered a real clash between certain religious requirements and the
requirements of rational morality’ (174).

Chapter 10 deals with the theologically challenging story of ‘The Binding
of Isaac’ from the Book of Genesis. Unsurprisingly, much of the discussion
revolves around Kierkegaard’s classic study, Fear and Trembling, and its
recent interpretations. Once again, the views of Quinn and Adams are also
discussed in detail. Although Wainwright devotes about two pages to Jerome
Gellman’s views on Kierkegaard, Religion and Morality’s lack of any refer-
ences to Jewish thought becomes especially glaring in this chapter. After all,
Gellman’s discussion of Kierkegaard appears in his (2003) Abraham! Abra-
ham! Kierkegaard and the Hasidim on the Binding of Isaac. It is a shame
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that Wainwright does not seem to be acquainted with Michael J. Harris’
(2003) Divine Command Ethics: Jewish and Christian Perspectives.

The final chapter asks whether mysticism, as represented by figures and
movements in the Christian, Hindu, and Buddhist traditions, is a help or a
hindrance to morality. Wainwright classifies some of these as forms of ethical
egoism; the mystic is really only interested in his or her own enlightenment.
He claims that more theistically-oriented forms of mysticism tend to be more
concerned with morality; they often take the shape of ‘mixed forms’ of
religious life, which balance contemplation with ethically-grounded action.

All-in-all, Wainwright is to be commended for producing such a lucid,
comprehensive, and philosophically sophisticated book. It should be on the
‘must-read’ list of anyone with a serious interest in the philosophy of religion.
However, lay readers and teachers of undergraduates should take note:
despite the clarity of his presentation, Wainwright's technical subtlety
makes parts of his book heavy going for the philosophical novice.

Berel Dov Lerner
Western Galilee College, Israel
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The essays collected as Matchbook were written in the two decades before
Derrida’s death in October 2004. So instead of retrospective appraisal we get
a very personal, highly stylized look at some key Derrida works and ideas,
especially those published after 1980. In fact, Wills makes an unusual claim
in this regard, arguing straight-off that ‘Envois’ of The Post Card: From Plato
to Freud and Beyond (1980 [1987]) is for me the determinant text of the
Derridean corpus’ (ix).

This frankly eccentric claim will not sit well with most philosophers, for
whom the later works are generally less rigorous and original than the early
works of ‘grammatology’ (the 1960s) and informed literary experiment (early
1970s). Of course, philosophers have been painfully slow to recognize the
importance of even these works. So maybe Wills — a knowledgeable, well-
published Derrida translator and professor of French and English —is really
a decade or two ahead of us. Or maybe Wills is wrong about the importance
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of Derrida’s late work in general, and about the seminal status of ‘Envois’ in
particular.

Judging this issue is not easy. Matchbook routinely makes significant
demands on its reader, and not just because of the complexity of its subject
matter. Consider Wills’ literary style. He likes ‘run-on’ sentences, and speed
readers could be forgiven for mistaking them for parodies of Derrida’s own
style. Six of nine chapters end with very long run-ons, including a doozy that
runs the length of three pages — the better, presumably, to demonstrate
what is interminable, excessive, and resistant to closure (129-32). Other
flourishes include a discussion Wills begins twice, repeating for a few para-
graphs the very ‘same’ words that form his opening remarks — the better to
perform for readers Derrida’s idea that iteration incurs difference (127-8).
Wills even taunts readers that he has nothing, or nothing more, to say about
a chosen subject. For example, in ‘JD-ROM’ he very quickly runs up against
the limits of what he (thinks he) has to say, and then opens a new paragraph
with the words: ‘But I won’t stop there’ (91). Some readers will wish he did
stop, especially analytic philosophers who will be confirmed in their prejudice
that all this sound and fury signifies nothing save, perhaps, intellectual
bankruptey. Yet it behooves readers to judge whether or not this performance
is finally worth the effort.

Sometimes it is. Chapter 2, ‘Lemming’, goes beyond mere spectacle to
provide a useful, teacherly lesson about the meaning of Derrida’s The Truth
in Painting. Similarly, ‘Forked Tongue’ has some bright spots, especially
when Wills thinks more critically about Derrida’s late recourse to autobiog-
raphy. And ‘Supreme Court’ and ‘Bookend: Fiber Allergics’ provide useful
discussions of speed and reading, feminism, and such staples of deconstruc-
tion as ‘aporetic undecidability’ (167) and the ‘chiasmus’ (195).

Too often, however, Wills offers Derrida warmed-over and rationalized
through the transformative promise of iteration. Take ‘Jaded in America’,
which serves as a general introduction to the book but doesn’t live up to its
promise. Instead Wills serves up knowing samples of technical terms and
neologisms found in the literature on deconstruction, such as ‘virgule’ and
‘invagination’, and engages in a discussion of the supposedly aporetic cou-
pling of ‘is/in’ (as in Deconstruction Is/In America) that never justifies the
eyestrain.

Wills” rhetoric here and elsewhere invites the question: Why bother
reading Wills-doing-Derrida when we can just read Derrida-doing-Derrida?
It is an important question with implications for the entire field, and it turns
on a debate about the relative worth of the early and late Derrida, which is
to say, on the relative importance of Derrida’s philosophical and literary
pretensions. Autobiography is at the heart of it.

Arguably, Derrida’s own recourse to autobiography doesn’t always serve
deconstruction. It can be indulgent and off-putting. That Wills imitates
precisely these worst aspects of Derrida’s corpus is, therefore, I think, a
mistake. In Derrida’s case, it's the mistake of narcissism or excessive self-
love. In Wills’ case, it’s the mistake of what Freud called transference love —
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the love of Derrida. And, indeed, Wills is often a willing slave to Derrida: ...
I hereby send this word to the attention, intention, and address of Jacques
Derrida ...’ (89). And although he wrestles with this affection-affliction, it
doesn’t really change the diagnosis (186-7). It’s not that it’s indecent and
voyeuristic for readers to share these overtures; or, at least, it is not just that.
It’s rather that the stakes of deconstruction are thereby squandered. Why?
Because the vaunted idea of an ethical ‘response-ability’ in deconstruction,
and of ‘hospitality’ to the other, is made perfectly laughable. For nothing is
more irresponsible and inhospitable than a deconstruction that makes such
excessive demands — first of all on that other called the reader. Of course
Wills and Derrida are quite right to insist on slow, careful reading. But they
are wrong if they think anyone owes them anything when they squander our
good will. On the contrary, the onus falls first upon them.

As for careful reading, not once does Wills recognize that Derrida’s
‘Envois’, a collection of delirious post cards sent to his wife (herself a
psychoanalyst), was among other things a reflection on Freud’s famous
correspondence with his friend and colleague Wilhelm Fliess. Freud had
wanted the surviving side of the correspondence — his own — burned. After
all, these letters comprised a veritable matchbook, one that has indeed
fuelled the utter demystification of the origins of psychoanalysis. (The
complete letters were published in 1985, but an abridged edition has been
available since 1954.) Wills ignores it all, just as he more or less ignores
psychoanalysis — which is very peculiar given that ‘Envois’ appears in a book
with major essays on Freud and Lacan.

In principle Wills’interests, like every deconstructionist’s, lie in that space
between style and content, literature and philosophy, etc. But in practice
Wills, like Derrida sometimes did, actually betrays that space and takes his
stand with style and autobiographical whimsy. The result is one-sided and,
too often, empty.

For those who care, Matchbook is a fresh case study in the family romance
called deconstruction. For those who don’t, it's fodder for finger-wagging. As
for those critical yet sympathetic to deconstruction, those loyal parricides, it
registers as a lost opportunity to learn more from someone deeply familiar
with Derrida’s work. In any case, Matchbook is a burn.

Todd Dufresne
Lakehead University
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Jason Wirth, ed.

Schelling Now.

Bloomington: Indiana University Press 2005.
Pp. vii + 257.

US$44.95 (cloth: ISBN 0-253-34438-7);
US$24.95 (Paper: ISBN 0-253-21700-8).

Is Schelling still relevant today? Jason Wirth’s collection sets itself the task
of demonstrating the value of Schelling to contemporary philosophy. Thus,
the success of Schelling Now must be determined in reference to this task.

Together with Wirth'’s introduction, Schelling Now contains fourteen new
essays as well as a reprint of Slavoj ZiZzek’s ‘Everything You Always Wanted
to Know about Schelling’. Included in this edition is a convenient bibliog-
raphy of Schelling’s writings in German and English. Unfortunately, there
is no index of secondary reading, though this text attempts to rectify the
notable lack of contemporary scholarship on Schelling. While the various
authors offer a number of different approaches to the philosophy of Schelling,
the book as a whole is directed toward a select audience. To whatever extent
the analytic/continental distinction is valid within philosophy, Wirth's col-
lection is clearly intended for those who identify with the latter side. None
of the essays attempt to engage analytic philosophy in any significant way.
Nevertheless, thisis to be expected, given the analytical view of philosophical
history and Schelling’s obscurity. The abstract nature of Schelling’s philoso-
phy makes it difficult to gain entry into his thought, and most of the essays
simply take for granted an ample amount of familiarity with Schelling. Thus,
it would be difficult to recommend the collection as an introduction to this
figure. However, those who are acquainted with his work, and of a continen-
tal ilk, will find Wirth’s compilation to be of immense interest.

As Wirth’s introduction points out, Schelling’s place within the Western
philosophical tradition is a dubious one. A contemporary, and for a time
roommate of Hegel, Schelling came onto the scene as something of a philo-
sophical wunderkind. At a very young age he had already advanced beyond
the thought of his teacher, Fichte, and prior to turning twenty-five, published
numerous books, received a professorship at the University of Jena, and
earned a relative fame. By this time Schelling had already begun to question
concerning nature and freedom, questions that haunted him his entire life.
As fast as Schelling’s rise was, his fall was just as sudden. The legend of
Schelling’s fall into obscurity attributes Hegel’'s famous criticism in his
Phenomenology of Spirit regarding ‘the night in which all cows are black’ as
the sole cause of Schelling’s demise. However, Wirth’s introduction, and in a
sense the collection as a whole, dispenses with this myth. As Wirth astutely
points out, there were many other factors that contributed to Schelling’s fall,
including, but not limited to, his tumultuous friendship with Hegel, his love
for his wife, Caroline, and his difficult relationship with Fichte. However, the
main source of Schelling’s seeming irrelevance may have been the untimeli-
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ness of his thought. So the question remains, has Schelling’s time finally
come?

The answer to this question can be found in various forms throughout the
text. Joseph Lawrence explores Schelling’s philosophy of religion and its
inquiry into creation as a potential response to totalitarianism and the
tyranny of reason. The creation of the state as a supplement to nature puts
the project of authenticity in danger. Against this nothingness of the self,
Schelling turns to the possibility of beginning anew through opening oneself
to the ‘ineradicable strangeness of both self and other’ (14). Here we are
introduced to Schelling’s key theme of the ‘dark ground’, which is treated in
a number of the other essays. Zizek’s essay invokes this difficult notion,
which he elsewhere referred to as the ‘indivisible remainder’. Through the
films of Alfred Hitchcock, Zizek attempts to clarify Schelling’s distinction
between existence and the origin of Being. Also, he attempts to grant us
access to this spectral, pre-ontological excess, and the way this ‘proto-Real’
is fictionalized in order for us to regain a solid ground in ‘real reality’. Stephen
Ross takes up this fictionalizing of the real through the imagistic character
of the world. Schelling’s appeal to the madness of images found in their
necessary proliferation reveals nature’s necessity and contingency, the ex-
cessive nature of nature. In Marcia Sa Cavalcante Schuback’s essay, we are
presented with the way Schelling moves beyond the dualism of image and
concept, by introducing a ‘non-thinking thinking’. For Schuback, Schelling
does not substitute images and metaphors for conceptual thinking, but
rather attempts to philosophize from experience itself as a form of knowing.

Schelling saw thought as an event that initiates us into an imaginative
vision of a unity, not as delimited, but as the very life of what is. Thus,
Schelling not only calls into question the primacy of the concept, but also
makes visible the work of experience; he thinks the between — the cision —
in Being. It is a thought that recognizes the ‘unprethinkability of being’. It is
this problem of expressivity, the problem of an expression of life, which Wirth
addresses in his essay ‘Animalization’. How is it nature itself can be expres-
sive if the site of its expression is the human? How can we express that which
always exceeds us? What is required is a movement back to art, to poetry as
the source of philosophy. What is needed is a form of expression that exceeds
delimitation and also bespeaks its own origin, imitating the very production
of nature. Schelling moved beyond the confines of conceptual thinking in
negative philosophy by re-thinking the beginning as indeterminate yet
expressed, and consequently by re-thinking expression. Through Schelling,
nature expresses itself as life, unfolding from the expression and gathering
itself into the expression, thus maintaining itself in the expression. Therein,
philosophy for Schelling takes on the character of ‘the search for life within
life itself (94).

The next section of the text provides four essays that examine the origins
of Schelling’s thought. David Krell begins this portion by examining
Schelling’s unsettling reference to ‘God’s footstool’. From this nebulous
position, Krell is able to gain admittance to Schelling’s enigmatic notions of
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sexual difference and mortality. Martin Wallen examines another shadowy
aspect of Schelling, namely the ‘orgasm of forces.” This idea is an attempt to
recover the primordial, but in order to do so, as Wallen points out, we must
first learn how to read Schelling. His texts pose a task rather than offer a
doctrine, and it is only in taking up this task that Schelling’s writings can
become revelatory. Such a task requires that we take seriously the role of
poetry in Schelling’s philosophy. Theodore George examines this poetic turn
as aresponse to the crisis of philosophy. Schelling saw this crisis most starkly
through Kant, who claimed that reason poses questions it cannot answer.
Reason strives to know the absolute, yet this is something reason can never
accomplish. Rather than obviate or exclude this impossible end of reason as
post-Kantian philosophy had done, Schelling turns to poetry, specifically
Greek tragedy, to fulfill the purpose of philosophy. In Greek tragedy we are
given a representation of the absolute that is true to the tragic character of
reason. In the final chapter of this section, F. Scott Scribner examines
Schelling’s own imaginative writing within the Ages of the World. Through
the notion of ‘speed’, Scribner attempts to use Schelling’s dialogue to situate
the imagination within the age of technology.

In the final section we are presented with the intersection of Schelling’s
thought with prominent twentieth century philosophers. Peter Warnek
demonstrates the necessity of Heidegger’s reading of Schelling. It is Heideg-
ger who opens up the possibility of a genuine reading of Schelling. Such a
reading means precisely moving beyond Schelling, being open to the possi-
bility for the future of his work. It is a thinking that exceeds thinking,
directing itself to the ground of thought. This dark ground as that which
sustains and precedes thought, is beyond Schelling. As Warnek — by way of
Heidegger — states, ‘what matters in Schelling’s philosophy is not Schelling’s
philosophy’ (176). Patrick Burke examines the influence of Schelling on
Merleau-Ponty’s later philosophy. Schelling’s ‘barbaric principle’, the princi-
ple of life, the dark ground of Being, pervades Merleau-Ponty’s ontology. As
such, Merleau-Ponty’s attempt at ontology is at the same time a confronta-
tion with the ‘unprethinkability’ of Schelling. Thus, once again we encounter
the question of priority, but only in Fiona Steinkamp’s essay on Levinas and
Schelling does the problem of time become a central theme. Steinkamp plays
the two thinkers off of one another in order to enrich their respective notions
of eternity, time, and consciousness. In the following essay Benjamin Pryor
examines the relationship between Schelling and Jean-Luc Nancy. This is
more than a mere intersection of thinkers, however, for Nancy’s confronta-
tion with Schelling was fundamental not only to his own work, but also to all
those who have encountered Schelling since. Finally, Eiko Hanaoka elabo-
rates on Schelling’s influence on Nishitani and the Kyoto school. Schelling
laid the seeds for Nishitani’s philosophy with his questions concerning evil
and difference, questions that Nishitani attempt to solve through the wisdom
of Buddhism.

Thus, the collection as a whole offers a number of doorways into Schelling,
each as compelling and provocative as the next. So has Schelling’s time
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arrived? This edition is a fundamental step toward the possibility of
Schelling’s future.

Alain Beauclair
University of Oregon
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