




































































































































































The essays by Allen Carlson and Arnold Berleant provide straightforward
presentations of their views. One can hardly imagine a collection of essays
on everyday aesthetics or on the aesthetics of lived environments that would
not include their work, for the philosophical legitimacy of the general topic
is largely due to their efforts and arguments. But for that very reason, their
presence here requires no comment.

Leddy’s work is perhaps less well known, but he has an admirable track
record with these topics. He begins, unsurprisingly, by criticizing Carlson
and Berleant in order to broaden the field they have done so much to
establish. Leddy argues that aesthetic theory did not begin with a narrow
focus on the aesthetics of art, and traditional aesthetics provides tools that
will help us ‘to expand the domain of aesthetic terms’ beyond the realm of
art (12). Leddy offers an interesting argument that the field is expanded
greatly if we acknowledge that aesthetic judgments ‘can never be supported
by referring to nonaesthetic properties’ (20). However, this argument is
compressed and hard to follow. The argument would benefit from a fuller
explanation of how aesthetic judgments relate to the use of aesthetic terms.

Anyone who knows the work of Carlson, Berleant, and Leddy is also likely
to know and respect Emily Brady’s work. Where Leddy draws on Kant as a
positive resource, Brady rightly challenges Kant for having banished smells
and tastes from ‘the aesthetic domain set out by traditional aesthetic theo-
ries’ (177). Unfortunately, her response to Kant may simply beg the question
of what makes an experience aesthetic. She notes that, for Kant, ‘there must
be something more than mere sensations; there must be some form or
structure’ about which we make judgment (181-2). Brady’s response, that
smells and taste can be complex, does not address Kant’s point, which
concerns spatial and temporal form. An aggregate is not, for Kant, a struc-
tured whole.

I will now turn to the book’s two unanticipated pleasures: contributions
from two of the book’s three European contributors, Arto Haapala and
Wolfgang Welsch.

Haapala’s essay is ‘On the Aesthetics of the Everyday: Familiarity,
Strangeness, and the Meaning of Place’. Centered on the example of a daily
walk from home to work, it dovetails neatly with Leddy’s essay, which opens
the book with the example of Leddy’s daily walk to work. (Von Bonsdorff
likewise notes the aesthetic dimension of walking, but she immediately shifts
to the contrasting case of driving.) Haapala uses his example to analyze three
distinct meanings of ‘place’ before concentrating on the third, an ongoing
‘interpretation of an environment by an existence’ (47). This heavy phrase
develops into the idea of place as a thoroughly familiar environment to which
one has an emotional attachment. Too often, Haapala argues, aesthetics of
environment focuses on encounters with unfamiliar or special environments,
where there is a ‘surprise element or freshness of the strange’ (50). Yet for
most people most of the time, the aesthetic response to environment is
‘pleasure through a kind of comforting stability’ (50). Haapala argues that
this sense of being deeply rooted is an aesthetic response with ontological
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and ethical implications. The essay nicely contrasts with the strategy
adopted by several of the other authors (e.g., Glenn Kuehn on food), who look
for the aesthetics of the everyday in unique and life-changing experiences.

Welsch examines sport. He argues that almost every case of contemporary
sport satisfies at least one function that is otherwise accepted as sufficient
to establish that something is art. He is less concerned with establishing that
sport is art than with explaining why sport now substitutes for art ‘for a
broader audience no longer reached by art’ (149). His ultimate aim, it turns
out, is to wonder why artists have been so eager ‘to escape [their] golden cage
of autonomy’ (150). If artists downplay differences between art and everyday
aesthetics, art is not the obvious beneficiary.

I hope that this volume finds an audience among philosophers. If I have
been critical, it is because a few strategic changes would have made it more
accessible to a much larger audience.

Theodore Gracyk
Minnesota State University Moorhead

Jean-Luc Marion

The Crossing of the Visible.

Trans. James K. A. Smith. Stanford, CA:
Stanford University Press 2004.

Pp. x + 99.

US$40.00 (cloth: ISBN 0-8047-3391-0);
US$17.95 (paper: ISBN 0-8047-3392-9).

While ostensibly a collection of essays on painting, The Crossing of the Visible
is neither a work that deals primarily with aesthetics, nor one that attends
essentially to the history and art of painting, or painters themselves. The
painting, rather, is given the task of situating an approach to the question of
visibility, with an eye to seeing in what way phenomena become visible, and
what gives them over to visibility at all. Although centred around the shared
theme of painting, these essays betray a deeper commitment to phenomenol-
ogy as such, which means, for Marion, to philosophy itself, and to exploring
a variety of fundamentally related issues including the problematics of
givenness, the ‘gaze,’ the conditions of appearance, and the restriction of
possibilities which afflicts the phenomenality of the phenomenon.

In his celebrated essay, Eye and Mind, Merleau-Ponty already provides
the rudiments of a phenomenological inquiry into visibility from the example
of painting. Yet, despite its novelty, Merleau-Ponty’s account remains too
focussed on the horizon of the visible itself, and thus too fixed on what Marion
calls the ‘potential visible’ (55). Marion’s own project is to disclose a more
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profound sense of the invisible, approaching the question of the phenomenal-
ity of visibility ‘as a gift of appearance’ (ix), by looking beyond the given
spectacle to its invisible source. The task is to put the very horizon of
visibility, and horizonality itself, in question by exploring the event of
phenomena’s being given.

The choice of visibility, and the painting as its exemplar, is in no way
accidental. In Marion’s assessment we live in a world where the image has
come to exhaust the possibility of appearing. ‘The world is made into image’
(46) to such an extent that it is no longer an image of ... with which we are
confronted, but image as such, without an original to which it refers. Our
effective reality, then, is one wherein phenomena have been restricted in
advance with respect to how they might show themselves, such that phenom-
ena, in their very phenomenality, suffer a reduction. All that constitutes the
visible world has been pre-emptively determined as image without original,
under the demand to correspond to, and thus satisfy, the voyeuristic desires
of the viewer. In Marion’s words, ‘every image must make itself the idol of
its viewer ... or it isn’t even seen’ (51). Marion’s intention is to provide an
account that will redeem the phenomenon, and its givenness, liberating it for
other possibilities of phenomenality than those of image and idol.

To effect this redemption, Marion takes his clue from the creative event
in painting. Today, conditioned by the phenomenality of idolatry, all other
possibilities for manifestation have been, near-exhaustively, marginalised
and disallowed; this effectively means other possibilities have been rendered
phenomenally impossible because forbidden to appear. What is otherwise
than image or idol is what must properly be understood as invisible, the
unseen on the hither side of the visible that is at once the source of its
visibility, and yet, although announced in the visible, cannot itselfbe foreseen
or anticipated therein. Here the creative event serves to reveal. Whether in
the artist’s liberating receptivity to the irruptive force of the un(fore)seen
overcome by its own need for visibility, or under the overwhelming gaze of
the icon, which offers ‘a visible image of the invisible as invisible’ (56), there
is a transpiercing, a crossing of the visible and the invisible. At such a
Jjunction of visibility and invisibility, Marion locates the possibility of freeing
possibility, that is, freeing phenomenality for more than just the idol.
Whereas today ‘the autonomous glory of the painting has disappeared’ (33)
because visibility itself has been subjected to the exaction of the viewer to
appear within a framework providing a paucity of permitted possibilities, the
painting no longer imposes itself on us, no longer surprises us, for it has no
possibilities of which to avail itself for such startling novelty, and thus the
visible world becomes stale and self-replicating as it satisfies expectations.
The authentic painting, on the contrary, ‘does not accomplish an already-de-
fined possibility; it opens up a possibility to that point not anticipated,
unthinkable, impossible’ (32). It effectively creates possibility. It opens up
the world to that point where phenomenality is not an obstacle to phenomena,
because it is not determined in advance by the aims and desires of the viewer,
but is determined itself only insofar as it is given dimension by what makes
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itself visible. For Marion, visibility is not a fixed horizon within the light of
which the visible is permitted its manifestation; rather, visibility is granted
its horizonality by, and through, the directives issued from what is visibly
given. Because of this priority, the visible is not restricted in its significance
by the delimitation of the horizon drawn out by human desires, but the
horizon is operating at the behest of the visible, and what it shows, or signifies
— which may not itself be visible.

It might be wondered, however, if visibility is deserving of this exalted
prestige in terms of phenomenality. And perhaps in attending to the scope
and origin of visibility Marion is carrying out such a calling into question.
Through thinking the (in)visible, rather than endorsing the priority long
enjoyed by visibility as the privileged sense of appearance, the diagnosis of
visibility’s regency ultimately points to possibilities for phenomenality which
exceed, and are still otherwise than within, its limited purview. The contem-
porary situation of nihilistic idolatry, in which ‘nothing is if it is not seen’
(53), conceals, and yet betrays, in its own way, that ‘we live and we move not
in the middle of what we see, but in a relation — through what we see to
what we don’t see’ (55). Through turning our gaze to the invisible which is
adumbrated, and thus non-phenomenally manifested, in the visible, Marion
seeks to emancipate us from our ‘imaginal exile’ (55), to liberate us for what
gives and what is given, and for possibilities still yet impossible.

Robbie Kennedy
University of Alberta

John McCumber

Reshaping Reason: Toward a New Philosophy.
Bloomington: Indiana University Press 2005.
Pp. 263.

US$24.95. ISBN 0-253-34503-0.

At a time when the relevance of philosophy is increasingly put in question,
and when the postmodern skeptics and nihilists have all but sealed its fate
by trumpeting its end and turning themselves into happy ‘undertakers’ all
too content or merely resigned to celebrate its demise, McCumber’s latest
book, building on crucial results laid out in previous works, is a fresh, bold
yet modest, highly critical yet constructive effort to set philosophy on a new
path for the twenty-first century and beyond. Its main thrust is to invite us,
as temporal and relational beings, to take time seriously, and systematically
draw the implications of a properly construed and constrained ‘temporal reason’
in an effort to characterize the proper task of philosophy at this juncture of
history, namely, rationally constructing situations, or ‘situating’ us. For, as he
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puts it, ‘human reason does not have to be either universal or situated’ (11).
For McCumber, philosophy itself then becomes ‘a way of inhabiting time’ (78,
89). His project is in effect ‘a critique of temporal reason’ seeking to ascertain
the necessary conditions, principles, and most importantly, the philosophical
tools (enlarged and re-organized) for the exercise of such a reason.

Why has such a project not been undertaken systematically up until now
and in the way outlined? It is actually surprising. But the well-known
historical and philosophical reasons are spelled out (in Chapter 1). Philoso-
phy thus far can be said to have had at least two jobs: the first, which it readily
acknowledges but has (arguably) performed miserably, is that of producing
true assertions by arguments alone; the second, which it has performed
rather well but surreptitiously, is that of the creation and revision of basic
concepts which inform our lives and societies — the ‘reshaping’ of reason
itself (22). Such basic concepts include love, courage, happiness, well-being,
right, force, power, nature, reality, mind, body, cause, freedom, justice,
beauty, and scores of others (12). Why, one might ask, has traditional
philosophy not seen itself as primarily having the task suggested above even
though it has certainly been its ‘second job,’ one that it has not only had all
along but also performed admirably (11)?

The main reason, McCumber argues, is its exclusive devotion to Zruth,
which is itself rooted in an ancient desire for timelessness, transhistoricality,
and universality. This desire has in fact trapped philosophers in a doubly
‘aporetic’ situation: either they remain with the old way of trying to establish
truths by arguments alone, in which case they restrict themselves to a
self-enclosed ‘island’ of fantastic reifications (analytic philosophers) or they
hopelessly struggle to free themselves without much success and therefore
go nowhere quickly (continental philosophers). The former find it increas-
ingly difficult to explain themselves to non-philosophers since that would
require them to deal with realities that are not to be found on their fantasy
island, while the latter find that they can explain nothing at all to anyone,
so they become permanently subversive strugglers (7).

To be sure, various philosophers since Kant have sought to introduce time
in their theorizing or temporalize their philosophies, most notably Hegel in
the Phenomenology of Spirit, and later on Heidegger in Being and Time. But
MecCumber argues that they both failed because each in his own way merely
sought to reconceptualize truth itself in temporal terms (23). Though their
failures provide important lessons, he wishes instead to articulate different
goals for philosophy which do not merely reduce to truth, truth-claims, or
‘truth games.’

Traditional philosophical thinking is conducted in the present tense
making use of various forms of inference; its goal and medium is the true
assertion (sentence, belief, or proposition). McCumber’s account of temporal
reason aims in contrast to ‘enlarge the philosophical toolbox’ (Chapter 2) by
introducing new concepts, principles, and methods which would enable
philosophy to relate not only to the present but to the past and future as well,
in ways that do not reduce to stating truths about them and have contextually
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definable objectives and purposes of their own. Going beyond the archetypical
practices of Hegel and Heidegger, he calls these ways of relating philosophi-
cally to the past and future ‘narrative’ and ‘demarcation’ respectively (89,
102). They correspond loosely speaking to ‘telling stories’ and ‘formulating
questions,” but when undertaken philosophically they face special con-
straints that McCumber discusses at some length. Added to the traditional
practice of inference for the sake of making true assertions (for which Quine
stands as an archetypical practitioner), the result is a ‘comprehensive view
of reason,’ fully temporal and relating equally well to the past (the past in
itself, the usable past), the present (the present in itself, the presentable
present), and the future (the future in itself, and the predictable future)
[33-40]. For McCumber, an effective situating philosophy is one which is fully
responsive to time in all of its dimensions, and serves to illuminate our status
as temporal and relational beings by putting into play the re-evaluated
inferential tools of (Quinean) analytic philosophy, (Hegelian) tools of dialec-
tical reconstruction (‘narratives’), as well as (Heideggerian and Derridean)
tools of destruktion and deconstruction (‘demarcations’) — all stripped how-
ever of their supposed truth claims, and apprehended only in their perfor-
mative functions beyond traditional notions of bivalence, totalization, and
universality. ‘Demarcation without narrative is empty; inference without
narrative is blind; narrative without demarcation is reactionary; narrative
without inference is fiction. All three must work together in thinking’ (102)
—which alters thinking, specifically in philosophy (64).

In Chapter 3, McCumber shows what temporal reason enables us to know
about (knowable) reality. After carefully reviewing the confused state of meta-
physics, and the conflicting ontologies that have proliferated in the Western
tradition without resolution, he makes a vigorous case for a new way of doing
‘ontology’, not as a universal ‘theory of being’ — abstract, recondite, and of
interest only to philosophers, but as a generalized recommendation as to how
things should be situated, understood, responded to, and acted upon, one
which always requires a pragmatic evaluation making use of such newly
redefined concepts as guiding deltas, situations and parameters (160).

In Chapter 4, McCumber argues that temporal reason calls for a re-con-
ception of ethics as the set of answers to the question ‘how is it necessary to
live?” He claims that such a formulation, harking back to ancient Greek
thought, expands the scope of ethics beyond the modern conception, both
vertically and horizontally. The former in that it does not specify whether
the living ‘thing’ is a person, a community, the whole human species, or
indeed the entire biosphere. As a result, it incorporates social and political
philosophy as well and comprises the general principles by which life should
be navigated, and in particular how individuals and communities make their
way through the world (162). The question is not how it is necessary to act,
but how it is necessary to live, and thus goes beyond the traditional sphere
of action. In this view, the exchanges between the different levels of individu-
als, communities, societies, and species are more significant ethically than
what happens on any one level. But these exchanges take place on ‘the edge
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of ethics’ as traditionally conceived, and are arguably best understood in
terms of different kinds of ‘poetic interactions.’ “The edge of ethics, he writes,
‘is the place where nature, society, and community guide me, even as I seek
to transform them. It is the place where I have to respect things and people,
instead of act on or with them — i.e., where I must situate myself with respect
to them’ (164). In order to act ethically, we must have defined the situation
we are in. What traditional action-oriented ethics leaves out is that defining
our situation is also an ethical undertaking. ‘Situating us among concrete
circumstances, this aspect of ethical “behavior” is best viewed as responding
to things rather than merely as acting on them: it is the place where my active
freedom comes to the edge’ (164).

Despite its avowedly limited and modest nature, McCumber’s book de-
serves to be scrutinized further in order to more critically take its proper
measure. His proposal for a new ‘philosophy in time’ draws on diverse sources
in the entire history of Western philosophy, as well as on relevant empirical
studies. Critical and technical discussions are provided optionally throughout
in italicized passages. This makes his defense of a post-analytic, meta-conti-
nental philosophy even more compelling. We stand to gain valuable insights
by extending it more fully to ontology, epistemology, and ethics, and by apply-
ingitto as many disparate issues as the humanism/scientism debate, the politics
of identity and recognition, cultural politics, social and political struggles for
social, economic, and environmental justice, democracy and human rights,
roles and functions of government, interpersonal relationships, psychological
counseling and therapy, as well as education, etc. There is a good chance then
that ‘philosophy, far from having died, will, once again, have just begun’ (xvi),
and its relevance to the world in which we live will be vindicated anew.

Nader N. Chokr
Shandong University

Colin McGinn

Mindsight: Image, Dream, Meaning.
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press 2004.

Pp. vi + 209.

US$27.95 (cloth: ISBN 0-674-01560-6);
US$16.95 (paper: ISBN 0-674-02247-5).

The publication of Kendall Walton’s Mimesis as Make Believe in 1990 will do
as well as anything to mark the emergence of the imagination as a hot topic
in philosophy. More recent notable works include Gregory Curry and Ian
Ravenscroft’s (1998) Recreative Minds and Shaun Nichols and Steven Stich’s
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(2003) Mindreading. Now Colin McGinn has joined in. Mindsight is an
entirely readable and engaging new book that approaches the topic from the
perspective of armchair philosophy of mind.

Although the book is divided into thirteen chapters, it really has two parts.
The first part (Chapters One through Seven) defends the idea that mental
imagery is not merely attenuated perceptual imagery, but in fact a distinct
sort of mental state altogether. This is the core thesis of the book. The second
part (Chapters Eight through Thirteen) goes on to explore the significance
of mental imagery and of the imagination more generally in the mind,
touching on topics such as delusion, reasoning, and grasping meaning.
McGinn puts together a fairly convincing defence of his core thesis. Images
can be willed but percepts cannot; images are not in a position to provide us
with new information but percepts are; some of the qualities of our sensory
fields are not shared by the fields of imagery; percepts are saturated but
images are not; percepts do not require attention but images do; perception
presents a specific relation between the body of the perceiver and the object
of perception but imagery does not; one can recognise the object of perception
but one is simply given the object of one’s imagery; and finally, imagery does
not occlude what one perceives, but hallucinatory (etc.) percepts do prevent
forming percepts of what lies beyond them (12-34). Even if a few of these
items are not convincing, the general pattern is hard to deny. Having a visual
image is not much like having a very faint visual perception, contra Hume
and others.

Even after this defence, though, one wonders about certain things. Why
is it that I cannot visualise colours that I cannot perceive? Why is it that I
cannot visualise things as though I could see behind my own head, though I
can visualise them as being within the space of my visual field? In short, why
is it that the contents of the mental images I conjure are largely parasitic
upon my perceptual contents? Neuroscientific investigation has for some
time been suggesting that this is because imagery relies on many of the same
structures in the brain as perception. This suggests that perhaps some of the
characteristic features of imagery derive from the fact that, whereas in
perception full use of perceptual resources is mandatory, in imagery the will
is responsible for selecting which perceptual resources get used, and a
number of them are used only partially. This might go some distance to
explaining why percepts are saturated, occlusive, and clearly located in
personal space while images are not. But because McGinn restricts himself
to fairly traditional philosophizing, ideas that blend neuroscience and phi-
losophy are beyond the scope of his book.

Surprisingly, McGinn also has little to nothing to say about Walton,
Currie, Ravenscroft, Nichols, Stich, et al. The philosophers to whom McGinn
responds in any substantial way are Hume, Sartre, and Wittgenstein. To
some extent this is a product of the fact that McGinn is especially concerned
with whether mental imagery should be counted as attenuated perceptual
imagery, a question not much addressed by the existing literature on the
imagination. It is also a product of the fact that McGinn’s focus is mostly on
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imagery and only secondarily on more cognitive uses of the imagination,
while in the philosophical literature the emphasis is the other way around.
But it also seems to reflect McGinn’s disinterest in what his colleagues have
been saying about imagery and the imagination. When contemporary philo-
sophical work does come up in Mindsight, it is invariably relegated to the
footnotes, even when there is reason to treat disagreements at length in the
main text.

Occasionally, this disengagement from contemporary thought creates real
problems for Mindsight. In Chapter Eight, on delusion, McGinn describes his
theory of how delusions of grandeur and persecution arise. ‘The subject
suffers from an emotional disturbance centering on anxiety or thwarted
desires. This emotion stimulates the imagination, producing images of per-
secution or wish fulfillment. These images feed back to the emotions and
inflame them further. A feedback effect ensues. The images come to be
believed by the subject; hence the conviction of persecution or of grandeur’
(113-14; italics in original). As this is a fairly empirical matter, it would be
nice to see some empirical support. McGinn appeals only to Karl Jaspers,
and his justification for turning to Jaspers is that ‘he was an acute pheno-
menologist, well attuned to the distinctions among mental states’ (117). That
the relevant work was published in 1913 does not, apparently, concern
McGinn. And the fact that McGinn’s proposed explanation is powerless to
explain how prolonged use of stimulants such as cocaine can induce delusions
of persecution (for instance) does not seem to occur to him.

Lack of interest in the facts also impairs McGinn’s treatment of dreams
(Chapters Six and Seven). On McGinn’s view, ‘the dream is a story — a piece
of fiction — told in sensory terms (images), in which the dreamer becomes
unusually deeply immersed’ (103). That is, dreaming is a voluntary activity
one engages in through the use of one’s ability to create mental images. The
powerful emotional effects created by dreams are produced by the depth of
our immersion in the stories we weave, he holds. But treating dreams as
voluntary exercises of the imagination makes no sense of the distinction
between REM and non-REM dreams, makes no sense of our tendency to
dream only during sleep, makes no sense of the fact that REM dreams occur
in highly predictable cycles at specific times during sleep, and so on.

In spite of these flaws, much of Mindsight is interesting, well argued, and
thought-provoking. If it lacks the impressive rigor of some of his earlier work,
it compensates by being full of new and interesting ideas.

Timothy Schroeder
University of Manitoba
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US$79.95 (cloth: ISBN 0-8101-2046-1);
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The essays in Addressing Levinas were originally presented at the confer-
ence, ‘Addressing Levinas: Ethics, Phenomenology, and the Judaic Tradi-
tion’, held at Emory University in Atlanta, Georgia, October 15-17, 1999. This
collection deals with how to address the Other, Levinas’ central concern, but
also how to address Levinas himself. Specifically, Eric Nelson and Antje
Kapust write in the book’s preface that the current state of Levinas scholar-
ship requires us to attend to the nuances in his philosophy and read him
‘more critically and more thoroughly’ (xi). This the essays in this volume
accomplish, making it an important contribution. What it means to read
Levinas critically is itself an essential question, to which the essays present
us with a wide variety of approaches.

Rather than merely criticizing or defending Levinas’ work, the essays
represent an engagement with him that respects what makes him so unique.
The essays are broadly ‘Levinasian’ in approach, although this means that
they sometimes conflict with the letter of what he wrote. This creative
engagement makes them more Levinasian, since Levinas himself sought to
re-write his own work, overturning and opening it up. In his preface to
Totality and Infinity, he expresses a desire to be the first critic of his own
book, to respond to it as if he had not wrote it. He asserts that it ‘belongs to
the very essence of language, which consists in continually undoing its phrase
to restate without ceremonies what has already been ill understood in the
inevitable ceremonial in which the said delights’ (30). Addressing Levinas
requires attending to the differences within his work, while also recognizing
how the letter of his text demands engagement, re-interpretation, and
perhaps even a radical betrayal in the spirit of responding responsibly to him.

These essays wrestle with how to understand selfhood as constituted
through the relation to the Other. Levinas’ ethics is not normative; the
radicalness of his thought lies in understanding ethics not as rules that can be
grounded upon a metaphysical system, but instead that ethics underlies our
interactions in the world. Ethics is first philosophy, according to Levinas. The
address to the Other is thus the foundation of human existence. In ‘Bare
Humanity’, Alphonso Lingis gives us a first person interpretation of the
responsibility a unique individual must owe to others. Describing what it
means to be confronted by the Other, who is a specific human being in need,
not some abstraction to which we owe a duty, Lingis writes in the first person
so as to underscore that responsibility to the Other is something that is owed
by me, and no one else can absolve me of that responsibility. The Other in this
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essay is many different people — my neighbour, a stranger with a stalled car,
a homeless woman — but each imposes upon me a unique obligation to
address her.

In addressing Levinas, the authors of the essays in this book interrogate
the roots of his work. Leslie MacAvoy’s essay, ‘The Other Side of Intention-
ality’, explores Levinas’ complex relation to phenomenology, arguing that he
radicalizes phenomenology rather than rejecting it. The Other cannot be an
object of intentionality, according to Levinas, because he is beyond the reach
of consciousness. However, MacAvoy argues this does not mean that Levinas
gives up on phenomenology, but rather that he sees intentional subjectivity
as founded upon something other than itself. It is through intentionality that
Levinas gets to the ethical. The ethical becomes apparent in the way inten-
tionality is turned back from its intended object. Consciousness is thrown
into question because the structure ‘consciousness of ... ' is thwarted. In this
turning away of intentionality the face of the other can signify as absence.
MacAvoy asserts that the ‘way to the ethical is through intentionality; the
ethical is not so much a surpassing or overcoming of intentionality as a
mutation and alteration of it’ (114). While intentionality fails to comprehend
the Other, nonetheless MacAvoy does not think that this means intentional-
ity is destroyed. Rather, intentionality is altered. The self is no longer only
the ego, but becomes ‘me’, accused by the Other even before being a willing
self. Still, intentionality must be retained. In order to give to the other, there
must be interiority.

Jill Robbins’ essay, ‘Strange Fire’, delves into the other major source of
Levinas’ work, the Judaic tradition, and in doing so sheds light on his
motivation for separating his work in the Jewish exegetical tradition from
his more properly philosophical work. In examining the Leviticus chapter in
which Aaron’s sons are burnt by the fire of the Lord, Robbins shows how
Levinas rejects religious ecstasy, while still finding in religion a great ethical
resource. Robbins argues that the epigraph to Levinas’ Difficult Freedom,
‘Let them not enter the sanctuary drunk’, illuminates Levinas’ project in the
book to ‘render explicit the “hidden resources” of the Judaic tradition’(12).
The Judaic tradition would provide an ethical contribution, without over-
whelming the obligation that people have to each other and without priori-
tizing the sacred over the ethical obligation we owe to other people. Robbins
raises the intriguing point at the end of the essay that perhaps the most
Levinasian point in this biblical story is not God’s vengeful fire, but rather
Aaron’s silence after the horrible death of his two sons when Moses attempts
to give a theological explanation of the act. Robbins writes that ‘Moses’s
theological explanation of Aaron’s sons’ death is too pat, too totalizing. But
in Aaron’s silence, might not one read the beginning of a response, or
responsibility, to the disaster?’(15) In the face of tragedy the Levinasian
would not try to explain, but rather to truly respond, to address the incom-
prehensibility of it, and to let that stupefaction fuel genuine responsibility.

David Wood's essay, ‘Some Questions for my Levinasian Friends’, explores
why Levinas’ insistence on restricting ethical obligation to humans alone
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betrays a reliance on ontological foundations that he sought to move beyond.
In this case, it might in fact be ‘more Levinasian’ to consider our ethical
obligations to other species.

In an essay on Levinas and Kierkegaard, Claire E. Katz examines the
biblical story of Abraham and Isaac. She attempts a synthesis of Levinas,
Kierkegaard, and Judaism; however this downplays the significant differ-
ences between Levinas’ and Kierkegaard’s interpretations of the story of the
akedah. While Katz ultimately advocates a reading of the story that accords
with what Levinas actually wrote about Kierkegaard, she does not challenge
Levinas’ vitriolic reading of Kierkegaard, attempting instead to tone down
Kierkegaard in order to alleviate Levinas’ opposition to him. This ‘synthesis’
rejects what is most troubling and provocative in Kierkegaard’s Fear and
Trembling. In stating that ‘Abraham needed to have faith in a compassionate
God in order to offer Isaac up, only to see the face of the other in Isaac’ (28),
Katz sides emphatically with Levinas and with an understanding of duty to
God as identical with the ethical. However, Kierkegaard gives us a ieading
of responsibility as teetering on the blade of a knife, involving both obligation
and sacrifice. Katz, with Levinas, asserts that the pinnacle of the story lies
in Abraham’s loving the ethical more than God, putting down the knife, and
realizing that ethical responsibility trumps religious obligation. But
Kierkegaard’s genius lies in reflecting the ambiguous nature of responsibil-
ity. Katz cites Derrida’s reading of Kierkegaard, but does not take seriously
his insight that responsibility is aporetic; that all responsibility involves
betrayal, and that being responsible to the Other means being irresponsible
to another Other. In remaining so faithful to the letter of Levinas’ work, Katz
is perhaps, ironically, less ‘Levinasian’ as a result.

Antje Kapust, in her essay, ‘Returning Violence’, interrogates Levinas’
relation to violence more provocatively, subjecting him to a ‘sort of cross-ex-
amination by placing his quest for an ethical orientation under pressure and
by constantly confronting it with its refutation of ontological violence’ (237).
She traces a history of violence as resurfacing through the form of unity that
is blind to the traces of violence and the destruction of speech. The trauma
of violence is replaced by the philosophical desire for conceptual order.
Kapust brings up a fragment from Heraclitus indicating that political unity
depends on ongoing violent movement. While violence appears necessary,
nonetheless Kapust sees the possibility for a non-inert peace dependent upon
ethical performance. Also included in this book are contributions to the
debate over Levinas’ understanding of politics by Robert Bernasconi and
John Drabinski. Other essays examine Levinas’ relation to Derrida, Heideg-
ger, psychoanalysis, and feminism.

Robyn Lee
Emory University
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It is now just over three decades since the publication of Peter Singer’s
Animal Liberation. In that time, the issue of the moral status of animals has
become a significant arena of philosophical debate, generating hundreds of
books and articles. Some writers, like Singer, have adopted a utilitarian
position; some others, most influentially Tom Regan in The Case for Animal
Rights, have taken a deontological one. Jan Narveson has argued against
animal rights from a contractarian perspective in the Hobbesian mould;
Mark Rowlands has made a case for animal rights from a modified Rawlsian
position. Others have weighed in for or against including animals in the
moral community from feminist perspectives or in terms of virtue ethics.

In this explosion of academic theorizing, and in the ‘animal rights’ move-
ment, the assumption has typically been that the past — certainly in Europe
and the West and at least until Darwin — was a kind of Dark Ages, in which
animals were almost universally regarded as having no significant moral
standing. Preece aims to show that, generally speaking, scholarship regard-
ing the historical status of animals in Western civilization (that is, over the
past twenty-five hundred years or so) is seriously deficient. Specifically, the
views he addresses are (1) that the Christian doctrine, typically presented
as an unchanging monolith, has denied immortality to animals, with the
corresponding implication that they were thereby denied ethical considera-
tion; (2) that there was a near-universal belief animals were intended for
human use, with the corresponding implication that they were not ends in
themselves and thus not entitled to ethical consideration; (3) that Charles
Darwin’s theory of evolution had a profoundly positive impact on the way in
which nonhuman animals were regarded and treated; and (4) that the idea
of the “happy beast” was merely a trope to condemn humans for their hubris
and was not at all a sincere attempt to raise the status of animals’ (2). Preece
believes that our ethical responsibilities to animals are ill-served by this
simplistic and misleading conception of the historical record.

Few, if any, can match Preece’s knowledge of that record; his work sets the
standard with regard to the long history of Western attitudes toward animals.
He challenges current assumptions and shows in detail that the reality is far
more complex than normally appreciated. Even opening this book at random,
as one might do with an encyclopedia, can be instructive and fascinating. It
complements Preece’s two other works on animals for UBC Press: Animals
and Nature (1999) and Awe for the Tiger, Love for the Lamb (2002).

219



This is a book about the history of philosophy as it pertains to the issue
of the moral status of animals, with a view to how this history may usefully
inform the current debate. Preece is sceptical about applying the language
of moral rights to animal ethics, given that non-humans cannot claim rights
for themselves in a manner consistent with the traditional concept of rights.
Yet he is far from unsympathetic to the animal rights position: ‘Just because
they may be deemed not to have rights, philosophically speaking, does not
mean that they do not possess what are often called rights. The fact that
animals have legitimate needs, distinguished according to their species
characteristics, and are commonly recognized to possess such needs, is prima
facie sufficient for their interests to have earned consideration’ (365). Preece’s
idea that animals ‘may be deemed not to have rights, philosophically speak-
ing’ should not be taken to mean that philosophers are of one mind here:
certainly Tom Regan, Evelyn Pluhar, Gary Francione, and others have made
lengthy and forceful cases for rejecting the traditional, Kantian restriction
of moral rights to rational beings. But Preece’s point is that the debatable
applicability of moral rights to animals makes it too easy for opponents of
‘animal rights’ to dismiss the legitimate claims that the interests of animals
have on us.

In an Aristotelian vein, Preece maintains that our ethical decisions ought
to be the product of practical judgements in practical circumstances, involv-
ing the satisfaction of the needs of individuals according to their individual
and their specific characteristics. And although change in prevailing atti-
tudes is called for, we must not ignore what the past has to teach us. ‘If
Aristotle is right, a careful nonideological analysis of the history of animal
ethics will not only provide an appropriate understanding of the development
of Western culture, but also be a guide and a check in our attempts to develop
an appropriate animal ethic. ... Prevailing beliefs will inevitably need refine-
ment and refraction, but they are the appropriate starting point because the
elusive “common man and woman” possesses an instructive instinct. This
instinct is one that philosophical wisdom may improve upon but it may only
refute the belief with overwhelming evidence of the idea’s fallacy’ (378).
Hence, in line with commonly held notions of the duties engendered by
community and against those who, following in the egalitarian footsteps of
Bentham, would have each count for one and only one, Preece argues for a
‘reasonable partiality’ in our dealings with others, human or non-human,
based on lived relationships and bonds of affection.

Preece’s approach has an affinity to that of feminist philosophers who
have insisted on the inadequacy of abstract rules for dealing with the concrete
and the particular. Recently Martha Nussbaum, in Frontiers of Justice:
Disability, Nationality, Species Membership, has made the case for animal
entitlements by extending the notion of dignity to sentient non-humans,
based on innate capabilities for functions that are evaluated as good. Like
Preece, Nussbaum rejects a ‘one size fits all’ approach; she argues that there
is a wide range of types of animal dignity, and that in order to know what it
is that different types of animals need to flourish, we must restore complexity
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to the issue of animal ethics. Brute Souls, Happy Beasts, and Evolution goes
a good way toward doing just that.

Angus Taylor
University of Victoria
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Thinkers trained in Anglo-American analytic philosophy have traditionally
not paid much attention to Hegel, but this has been changing somewhat in
recent years. Part of the reason for the change is that there is a growing body
of English-language Hegel scholarship (for instance, by Robert Pippin, Tom
Rockmore, and Allen Wood, among others) that is expressly informed by the
attempt to put Hegel’s thought into dialogue with concepts and controversies
at play within recent analytic philosophy. In addition, analytic philosophers
such as John McDowell and Robert Brandom have been concerned to dem-
onstrate key parallels between Hegel's thought and their own work, and have
also begun to make contributions to Hegel scholarship in their own right.
Michael Quante’s Hegels Begriff der Handlung, originally published in 1993,
is one of the more important contributions to this growing dialogue between
Hegel studies and analytic philosophy, and I expect that Dean Moyar’s recent
translation of Quante’s book into English will have a significant impact on
the shape that this dialogue will take in the years to come.

Quante’s goals are to offer a detailed interpretation of Hegel’s theory of
action and to articulate this theory in such a way as to show how it prefigures
and unifies many of the recent insights of philosophers of action working in
the analytic tradition (most notably those of Davidson, Anscombe, Cas-
taneda, and Goldman). Quante focuses his interpretation of Hegel almost
exclusively on the brief account of ‘Morality’ in the Philosophy of Right, for,
though the Philosophy of Right is, as a whole, a work of practical philosophy,
it is in the account of ‘Morality’ in particular that the nature of action per se
becomes an explicit issue for Hegel. (It should be mentioned that Quante
abstracts from the moral dimension of Hegel’s account here, in order to distill
an account of action that he takes to have no specific implications for moral
philosophy.) Quante works through this brief text with meticulous care and
impressive analytical rigor, and his specific analyses bring to light subtle
conceptual distinctions and nuanced insights into Hegel’s thinking that, in
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the final analysis, constitute a valuable contribution to the scholarship on
this text. Moreover, by spelling out the implications of these distinctions and
insights in the light of recent philosophy of action, Quante brings this text to
life by showing how the account of action that Hegel articulates here actually
engages in fruitful ways many of the specific issues and debates that have
recently been at play in the analytical tradition.

In unpacking the significance of Hegel’s basic claim that actions are
‘expressions of the subjective will, Quante argues that Hegel (foreshadowing
here the accounts of Anscombe and Davidson) conceives of action as ‘an event
under a certain description.’ In Hegel’s rendering, the relevant description
and the objectively present event are not ultimately independent of each
other. Moreover, the relevant description is always first-person, affirmed by
the individual agent herself at the time of the action, and it contains propo-
sitions that, from the agent’s perspective, describe the action-event as an ade-
quate, external realization of an inner content that she took to be part of her
own, subjectively-posited end. Quante shows that this implies, among other
things, that attributing an action-event’s various consequences to an agent
cannot be based exclusively on external, causal considerations, since only
those causal consequences of the action-event that are self-consciously pos-
ited in a cognitive manner in some part of the original, operative description
can be considered to belong within the scope of her ‘action’ in the strict sense.

After discussing some further implications of the ‘striking dominance of
the cognitive element’ in Hegel’s conception of action (129), Quante offers a
helpful interpretation of Hegel’s account of the logical structure of the agent’s
operative description of her own action. Quante here brings to bear Hegel’s
analyses of different types of judgement in the Science of Logic to show that,
for Hegel, there are two distinct logical structures that are at work in the
agent’s description: the agent posits her own action both as an immediately
existing individual with certain universal properties, and as the exemplifi-
cation of a universal action-type. This latter structure, which has the form
of what Hegel calls a judgement of reflection,” and which for Hegel is proper
to all full-fledged intentional actions, implies a relatively high degree of
rationality on the part of the agent, and Quante shows that it is in part
because of this implicit rationality that certain sorts of non-moral evalu-
ations of actions by other agents are possible. Thus Quante shows how it is
that, though the agent’s first-person description is a constitutive part of the
agent’s action, this description can be legitimately challenged by others, for
instance on the grounds that the action-event does not, in fact, exemplify the
action-type posited within the agent’s self-description.

While a careful study of Quante’s book would be extremely valuable for
anyone who wanted to get clearer on Hegel’s contribution to the theory of
action, it is not entirely clear whether one ought to assume, as Quante does,
that Hegel’s account in ‘Morality’ constitutes his final word on the nature of
action. A fuller account of Hegel’s theory of action would seem to me to require
an account of how action, agency, and practical rationality come to be
reconceived within Hegel’s account of the foundational social institutions of
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the ‘Ethical’ realm, as presented in the third part of the Philosophy of Right.
On Quante’s reading, ethical action is not — qua action — essentially distinct
from moral action. However, the account of action at work in Hegel’s discus-
sion of the Ethical realm brings into play certain essential features of
practical life — for instance, the centrality of character and habit, the role
that action plays in reproducing certain social institutions, and, related to
this, the capacity of an action to embody directly the collective intentions of
a community of agents — that cannot readily be explained in terms of the
categories derived solely from Hegel’s account of the individual, moral agent
and her fully conscious, cognitively held intentions.

David Ciavatta
Northern Arizona University
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Against the common view that Kuhn and Quine brought about the downfall
of logical empiricism, Reisch argues that the Cold War was responsible. In
contrast to John McCumber’s Time in the Ditch: American Philosophy and
the McCarthy Era (2001), which argues that analytic philosophy became
dominant in the U.S. because McCarythism influenced American philosophy
to become concerned with true propositions, Reisch is interested only in
logical empiricism. His thesis is that, though logical empiricism had progres-
sive social and political goals in Europe, especially with Neurath’s Unity of
Science movement, after it came to the U.S. logical empiricism was trans-
formed and became depoliticized due to the Cold War. As his method, Reisch
uses historiography with the analysis of letters of logical empiricists. This
book is for the specialist, who is interested in the philosophy of science,
sociology of science, and the history of science.

Reisch begins with a portrayal of logical empiricism’s healthy progressive
political and ideological vision in Europe and in the United States, through
discussions of the major figures of the movement and political aspects of their
work: Otto Neurath, Rudolf Carnap, Philipp Frank, and Charles Morris. The
strong collaboration of Neurath’s Unity of Science movement with New York
Intellectuals, who included Ernest Nagel, Sidney Hook, Horace Kallen, and
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others, is then explored. What follows is a discussion of the development of
the International Encyclopedia of Unified Science, and how American prag-
matism and logical empiricism collaborate to promote Western culture’s
liberal values through Dewey’s contribution to the Encyclopedia. Dewey
viewed the unity of science as a ‘social problem,’ in response to the enemies
of science: neo-Thomists and European antiscientific fascists.

Next, Reisch explores North America’s leftist intellectual scene and some
of its radical philosophers — Albert Blumberg, a communist, and William
Malisoff, the founder of the journal, Philosophy of Science. The FBI knew
Malisoff was a confidant of the KGB. Kallen’s attack on Neurath’s Unity of
Science movement, which Kallen charged with totalitarianism, and the lack
of unity within logical empiricism, including a schism between Neurath and
Frank and other members, are examined. After the Cold War, Morris,
Carnap, and Frank attempted to revive the Unity of Science movement, but
failed. Anti-communist pressures, such as the anticollectivisim of Hayek’s
economic theory, personal campaigns against Morris, Carnap, and Frank in
the form of loyalty oaths, FBI anticommunist investigations, and colleagues’
complaints, all opposed the revival of the Unity of Science movement. Three
factions struggled to shape post-war philosophy of science — Frank’s new
Institute for the Unity of Science; Reichenbach, Feigl and others who wanted
more technical topics in opposition to Frank; and C. West Churchman as the
new editor of Philosophy of Science. Reisch describes Frank’s loss of the
Institute, Morris’ loss of influence, the death of the Unity of Science move-
ment and its consequences, including an exploration of the association of
some logical empiricists, such as Reichenbach, with government funded
military research of the RAND Corporation, for which he was an operations
researcher. Reisch concludes with the view that philosophy of science would
have been more oriented towards values and politics if the Unity of Science
movement had not been sidelined by the Cold War.

An anomaly to Reisch’s thesis is Carnap, who, though investigated by the
FBI and alleged by Hook to be a Communist sympathizer, did not pull back
from his socialist leanings. Moreover, Carnap did not lose his popularity as
a philosopher even with the anti-communist politics of the Cold War, because
he was able to separate within his philosophy a division of labour among
semantics, syntax, and pragmatics. His philosophy addressed semantics and
syntax; he left it to others address pragmatics, which concern value.

Reisch’s comparison of Kuhn and Frank is very illuminating in terms of
the road not taken by philosophy of science towards public engagement.
Though Frank and Kuhn agreed that history of science was a check on
philosophy of science and that discontinuities in science revealed more about
its nature than periods of normal science, they came to opposite conclusions.
Kuhn emphasized the professionalization and specialization of science stud-
ies, while Frank, as the leader of the post war Unity of Science movement,
emphasized public engagement and interdisciplinary cooperation. Reisch
argues that Kuhn's Structure of Scientific Revolutions (SSR) won over
scientists and intellectuals because of its emphasis on professionalization,
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which was associated with job security. Reisch’s thesis is very similar to Steve
Fuller’s controversial Thomas Kuhn: A Philosophical History of Our Times
(2000), which avers that Kuhn’s SSR is a Cold War document. Though
Reisch’s analysis draws from Fuller, Reisch does not make the bold move of
Fuller who brings his reading of Kuhn's motivations into his analysis.
Though I am very impressed by Reisch’s historical work, which documents
how the Cold War and McCarthyism affected logical empiricists, Reisch
should have provided an argument in his introduction against mainstream
philosophers of science and analytic philosophers who do not accept his thesis
that the Cold War brought about the downfall of logical empiricism. Their
contention is that his approach does not account for the philosophical content
of the logical empiricists’ theories, and that the social and political context
does not impact the content of philosophical theories or how they are formed.
Nonetheless, Reisch’s case for how the Cold War affected logical empiri-
cism is formidable. The larger question that arises out of Reisch’s book is:
how does philosophy of science recover its political and social mission to get
science to improve humankind? Though that question is very difficult to
answer, Reisch offers a hint, namely the re-examination of Frank’s work.
Reisch has written a complex, controversial, and richly documented book
on the fall of logical empiricism in North America. I highly recommend it.

Francis Remedios
francisr@shaw.ca
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Body and Story asks two related questions. What is it about the world that
constrains us to think and speak about it in certain ways rather than others,
to believe and say that this is how things really are? And why is it that — at
the same time — the world does not constrain our thought and language
enough to yield one truth rather than a multiplicity of theories?

Following from these questions Body and Story pursues two projects. The
first, a more general one, is to find a way of coming to terms with the
underdetermination of theories by the world. Terdiman’s example of this are
theories in the humanities. Unlike in the natural sciences, theories in the
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humanities do not tend to be invalidated or falsified once and for all. They
go out of fashion, are abandoned or forgotten, but retain explanatory power.
At any moment in time there are multiple theories in use that seem to account
for a certain cultural phenomenon equally well, in spite of being mutually
contradictory or incompatible. How do we learn to live with, and act on, these
underdetermined, conflicting pieces of knowledge? Especially: how do we so
learn, as we should be able to cope with them without succumbing to either
the temptation to reduce (treating contradictions as merely apparent) or the
temptation to give up (and accept a multiplicity of reality)?

Terdiman’s second project is to demonstrate how his general approach to
theoretical conflict grows out of a practice of critical reading. Under the
headings enlightenment ‘materialism’ and postmodern ‘textualism’, he de-
scribes and confronts two conflicting paradigms of relating bodies and stories,
materiality and thought. Diderot, especially in La religieuse, reveals the first
paradigm: a prime example of the materialist’s preoccupation with the power
of language (especially in storytelling) to generate unreliable, yet convincing,
fictions. Diderot’s realization that to make up stories is ‘too damn easy’
combines with a desire to make language subserve the material reality of
bodies and things, with important theoretical and political consequences.
Terdiman very convincingly reads Diderot as a precursor of the postmodernist
inasmuch as he registers, and is disturbed by, the dissociation of language and
representation from material reality, of the sign from the referent.

Terdiman’s second paradigm involves taking issue with postmodern tex-
tualism, and above all with Derrida, as the main advocate of the view that
‘there is no outside-the-text’. Unlike Diderot, he argues, Derrida and his
followers have lost touch with reality by focusing too exclusively on language
and signification, and by assimilating all reality to representation. The
tendency of textualists to approach everything, bodies as well as stories, as
texts governed either by the laws, or by the free play, of signification is
neither theoretically sound nor politically liberating. This second part re-
veals the bias in Terdiman’s presentation of the two paradigms. Materialism
is being offered us not merely as a theory of equal standing with textualism
but rather as a cure for our postmodern blindness to what is really real.

Body and Story is open to criticism on several counts. The first is its
representation of textualism. Terdiman seems to waver in how far he wants
his criticism to go. In places he writes as if materiality had an ontological
precedence as well as phenomenal independence from semioticity — as if
there were an outside-the-text in the strong sense of the words: an a-signifi-
cant material reality directly apprehensible by anyone endowed with com-
mon sense, the ‘weight’ of which could not be denied. Textualism would then
be a folly inasmuch as it entails a dogmatic insistence on the incommen-
surability of language and materiality, declares all mediation between them
impossible, and in effect occludes the latter. But the focus of postmodernist
theorizing has surely been the problematic nature of such mediation, and its
only worthy target the unwarranted assumption of an inherent, essential
link between things and signs. Elsewhere, the attack on textualism is
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weaker. It comes down to arguing that materiality, while being inapprehen-
sible, unthinkable, and unspeakable other than in signs, does register in
sensation, thought, and language as a palpable resistance to the arbitrari-
ness of signification.

If Terdiman’s argument does not quite convince, it is because the work of
constraining, imagined to be the effect of things on words, is largely done in
his book not just in language, but by language. Materiality and bodies are
repeatedly modified by adjectives such as inexorable, consequential, or
refractory, and associated with nouns such as weight and burden. Language,
signs, words, and stories, on the contrary, are said to be easy, labile, weight-
less, malleable, unreliable. To support this distinction Terdiman appeals to
our commonsense experience of materiality’s pressures. We all know how
easy it is to say x’ and how hard to do what one says. And yet a contrary
appeal to experience could be made: surely we all know just as well how hard
it is to make language represent our deeds, how fluid our bodies and how
constraining the language without which experience cannot be made real,
how easy it is to do something and yet how hard, contra Diderot, to tell a
convincing story about what it is one has done. This is not a mere quibble
about style. What Terdiman cannot quite substantiate is the view that the
relationship between materiality and signification, bodies and stories is
really overwhelmingly constrained and constraining in one direction only:
from materiality to language, from bodies to stories. Reality and unreality
are neither prevalently of matter, nor of representation.

This seems especially true in the context of ongoing developments in
natural sciences. What separates us from Diderot the most seems to be our
theories of matter, not of language. Matter has proven less refractory, less
commonsensically weighty than it must have seemed to Diderot. We live in
a world where flying is taken for granted and the atom has been split.
Postmodern textualism seems less the product of a wilful forgetting of
materiality’s pressures, and more the result of an effort to catch up with the
scientific and technological deconstruction of matter. However, Body and
Story remains a thought-provoking book and an original contribution to the
problem, especially in the chapters on Diderot.

Christopher Cowley
(School of Medicine)
University of East Anglia
Alena Dvorakova
Norwich
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In Deconstruction and Democracy Alex Thomson investigates the possible
politics of deconstruction through an assessment of the contributions of
Derrida’s work to political thought. His intention is to evaluate Derrida’s
claim that there is ‘no democracy without deconstruction’. In addition to
offering an evaluation of Derrida’s linking of deconstruction and democracy,
Thomson hopes to demonstrate that Derrida’s work offers a major contribu-
tion towards an understanding of politics. He suggests that Derrida’s work
upsets various distinctions by which the analysis of politics is approached.

This is counter to much of the prevailing opinion about Derrida’s work
viewing it as of little interest in political terms. While deconstruction is
sometimes seen as a critical approach that might complement political
analysis, it is also viewed as a strong refusal of politics, and of greater concern
for highlighting textual manifestations of power than for contesting power.
Critics point to the abstract and ambiguous character of Derrida’s terms and
his move away from the specificity of politics to suggest that his work
represents little more than a retreat to theology or mysticism. For critics such
as Simon Critchley, there is refusal of the empirical, of the fields of antago-
nism, decision, dissension and struggle, in Derrida’s work. This is, for
Critchley, nothing less than a refusal of politics.

For Thomson, however, deconstruction can only be condemned for failing
to generate a political practice if one assumes a distinction between theory
and practice. From Derrida’s perspective, Thomson suggests, such a distine-
tion is unsustainable. Thomson argues that Derrida’s critics, by presuming
to know ahead of time what politics is, are unable to read Derrida’s works
without imposing their own preconceptions. For Thomson this interferes not
only with their capacity to read Derrida but, more significantly, with their
capacity to view the movement of politics (3). Thomson suggests that for
Derrida the deconstructive questioning of politics is not a rejection of politics
but instead a necessary precondition for thinking about politics at all. For
Derrida there is a self-deconstructive force in democracy itself, which he
suggests is the possibility and duty of democracy to delimit itself. Deconstruc-
tion is at work within democracy, while democracy is already inscribed within
deconstruction. Thomson suggests that for Derrida deconstruction is ori-
ented towards the world and what happens, not away from it.

Thomson is especially concerned with the later work of Derrida, most
notably the otherwise under-examined Politics of Friendship (1994). That
work represented the culmination of a period of engagement with explicitly
political themes between the early 1980s and early 1990s, such as the status
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of the university, Nelson Mandela and racism, philosophy and nationalism.
In 1994 Derrida claimed that deconstruction is ‘literally the most ethical and
political way of taking seriously what is implied by the very concepts of
decision and responsibility.’

The more explicit expression of political concerns within Derrida’s writ-
ings coincided with a period of direct political intervention around a number
of social issues as Derrida became involved in public debates. Beginning in
the 1980s, Derrida’s approach to being a public intellectual changed, and he
engaged with popular media through a number of television, radio, and
newspaper interviews. Thomson argues that this development should not be
viewed as the coincidental involvement of a philosopher in political activities
that are otherwise extrinsic to his philosophical work. For Thomson, the
politics of deconstruction is bound up with its form and practice (5). Put
another way, Derrida’s involvement in specific political situations is continu-
ous with the work of Derrida as a philosopher in the development of theories
and knowledge.

Thomson suggests further that political involvement is not solely an
aspect of Derrida’s later work but has been an ongoing part of his approach.
In supporting this claim Thomson notes that in 1968 Derrida insisted that
‘every philosophical colloquium necessarily has a political significance’ (5).
In 1977 Derrida asserted that ‘philosophical activity does not require a
political practice; it is, in any case, a political practice’ (5). Derrida himself
viewed his earlier ‘more academic or philosophically more reassuring’ texts
as a necessary precondition for his later work, but he did not view this
necessity as a fundamental or foundational condition.

Thomson’s approach is particularly interesting because it opens Derrida’s
work to an engagement with visions of democracy beyond the limited context
of the liberal democratic state. While approaches to questions of deconstruc-
tion and democracy typically relate deconstruction to liberal democracy,
Thomson suggests that Derrida’s criticisms also extend to radical democratic
thought, as in the work of Laclau and Mouffe. Thomson concludes — and this
is an avenue that might be fruitfully pursued — that in terms of deconstruc-
tion as a politics to come, democracy is only a familiar name on an unfamiliar
path. Deconstruction may raise possibilities beyond democracy. Democracy
is not the necessary or adequate conclusion to deconstructive projects. That
deconstruction might lead somewhere well beyond even radical democracy
is a possibility that has already been pursued by some anarchist philosophers
recently, such as Todd May and Saul Newman. Unfortunately, Thomson does
not engage with this compelling and growing body of work at all.

The reader can agree with Thomson that one should not be too quick to
conclude where the political or philosophical significance of Derrida’s texts
lies. In terms of the claims regarding deconstruction and democracy, the work
is intriguing but not entirely convincing. Similarly the notion often put
forward by proponents of deconstructive politics, and repeated by Thomson,
that readings and writings are, on their own, political and institutional
interventions, is not one that rings with much force.
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Certainly the complexity of Derrida’s writings and the debates that have
occurred around his writings over the course of decades suggest that his
writings are a matter of dispute and remain open to evolving interpretations.
In addition, the texts are influenced by context, as well as by the arrangement
and mobilization of political forces receiving and responding to them. Never-
theless, Thomson offers a detailed engagement with Derrida’s work and the
arguments of Derrida’s critics. As a primer on the voluminous and often
obscure body of work developed by a philosopher whose works have been
widely influential, reaching from philosophy to literary criticism, cultural
studies, sociology, and beyond, Deconstruction and Democracy offers a useful
and accessible interdisciplinary resource.

Jeff Shantz
York University

Rosemarie Tong, Anne Donchin, and
Susan Dodds, eds.

Linking Visions: Feminist Bioethics, Human
Rights, and the Developing World.

Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield 2004.
Pp. ix + 260.

US$75.00 (cloth: ISBN 0-7425-3278-X);
US$27.95 (paper: ISBN 0-7425-3279-8).

This anthology focuses on the contributions of feminist bioethics to concerns
raised by the effects of globalized capitalism, especially on the health con-
cerns of women in ‘developing countries’. It is divided into four parts. The
first deals with theoretical issues to do with the relations between feminist
bioethics, human rights, and globalization. The second looks at the effects of
international trade, foreign policy, and new therapies on women’s reproduc-
tive health and choices. The third deals with some of the effects of genetic
research. The final section is to do with HIV/AIDS health policies and the
issues they present for the lives of many women.

Astriking asset of the collection is the series of eye-opening empirical facts
about practices, customs, beliefs, and policies affecting women’s healthcare
around the world. For example, K. Shanthi in ‘Feminist Bioethics and Repro-
ductive Rights of Women in India: Myth and Reality’ notes the young age of
girls marrying in India, the resulting deaths from pregnancy complications,
other health problems resulting from the strong ‘son preference, and the
domination of girls and young wives and mothers (119-32). The ‘Global Gag
Rule’ that Karen Baird describes bans foreign non-governmental organiza-
tions from any form of pro-abortion speech or action, if they are to receive U.S.
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family planning funds (133-45). The chapter by Michele Harvey-Blankenship
and Barbara Hocking refers to the mass abduction of children often by
government or military personnel — for example, the Australian govern-
ment’s abduction of ‘Aboriginal children’ who were then placed with white
families or in white institutions (a parallel of which, I note, occurred in
Canada), the infants of murdered dissidents who were kidnapped and
adopted outin 1970’s Argentina, the children who disappeared in the civil war
in El Salvador — and then raises the question of whether DNA testing should
be used to re-unite abducted children with any remaining biological family
(203-14). Revealing such situations is valuable, but I think the anthology’s
organization would have been more helpful if the attempt to orientate Parts
II-IV around medical topics (reproduction, genetics, HIV/AIDS) had been
dropped and, instead, their contents were divided between those that are
mainly descriptive of such important phenomena with minimal application of
any theoretical principle (which are basically ‘case studies’) and those that
contain considerably more by way of theoretical substance (which could be
added to an expanded and possibly sub-sectioned Part I).

This brings me to the theoretical content. In recent years feminist ethics
has begun to re-claim conceptual apparatus it previously rejected. In her
article, ‘What Feminism Can Teach Global Ethics’ (15-30), Donna Dickenson
explains the limitations of ethical particularism and the moral urgency of
addressing issues of justice from a wider foundation (18). Nussbaum’s capa-
bilities approach is also limited since ‘human’ capabilities need to be morally
screened before they can give rise to ethically normative rules (19-21), and
her selection is heavily anchored in ‘intuition’. As Dickenson notes, recent
feminist theory tends to combine universalism and difference, and claims
that universal human rights language is vital in tackling the oppression that
global capitalism involves (23). Some non-western feminists such as Uma
Narayan have criticized western feminists for tolerating cultural practices
in the global South that oppress women (25). This said, Dickenson speaks
approvingly of transcending ‘the two extremes of full-fledged multicultural-
ism and inflexible human rights’ (24). Setting aside the emotively laden and
therefore persuasive language (‘extremes’, ‘inflexible’), it is on this issue that
the reader wishes to hear more, more about what such an underlying
position, both coherent and self-consistent, would look like.

In her chapter (57-72), Arleen Salles is refreshingly clear about her
position. She first notes the hazards of focusing on culture and ethnicity in
bioethics if stereotypes are heavily involved, and sees more promise in
relational approaches to both concepts. Even so she argues for a priority role
for an enriched conception of human rights in protecting the most vulnerable
and in morally assessing cultural practices.

Jing-Bao Nie advocates human rights principles in dealing with China’s
family planning policies and points out that such principles are compatible
with much of Chinese thought (76, 83-4). This is theoretically interesting,
and what Nie gives by way of explanation could have been helpfully ex-
panded.

231



Rosemarie Tong’s and Anne Donchin’s chapters are perhaps less clear in
this respect. Although both are excellent overall, they evoke the same
response as does Dickenson’s piece. Tong advocates ‘some combination of the
language of human rights, human responsibilities, human capabilities, and
human needs to highlight that our rich diversities — as particular political,
social, and cultural identities — need not negate our common human unity’
(89-90). This sounds intriguing, but how does it work? Her account of
Macklin’s distinction between ‘ethical principles’ and ‘their interpretation’
(93-4), Noddings’ ethics of care (98-100), and Nussbaum’s capabilities ap-
proach (100-1), leaves the reader wanting to hear considerably more about
their integration. Anne Donchin claims that feminists have too readily
abandoned human rights language, and gives an insightful account as to why
(32-6), yet proposes that ‘[ilnstead of aiming at any single grand theory, we
reconceive moral theories as multiple perspectives that provide partial and
overlapping resources to address difficult moral issues’ (50).

Again setting aside the persuasive implications of the phrase ‘grand
theory’, it is nonetheless true that in any moral action more is achieved in
practice if those with different approaches unite in fighting for goals they
agree on. Classical utilitarians, animal rights theorists, groundbreaking
theologians of different faiths, and others have fought side by side on some
animal cruelty issues. Donchin is right in saying that {a] multipronged
pluralistic approach seems more likely to contribute to alleviating injustices
than would a unified theoretical design’ (48), but there is a distinction
between, on the one hand, welcoming different individuals and groups with
different theoretical bases as fellow activists in a shared cause and, on the
other hand, adopting a kind of smorgasbord approach to one’s own theoretical
apparatus. The one is political common sense. The other is ultimately
unsatisfying with neither non-arbitrariness nor consistency taken seriously.
Is this a fair characterization of their views? Very probably not, but only by
hearing more about integrating and prioritizing the disparate theoretical
elements will this be clear.

The collection is thought provoking, sometimes shocking, in its revela-
tions, and well worth reading. It highlights the interconnections between
straightforwardly medical issues and those to do with education, employ-
ment, poverty, family power relations, and political involvement, since one
cannot adequately approach the first without tackling these others. For too
long medical ethicists have examined moral issues associated with such
things as genetic and reproductive technologies with the affluent family in
some western nation as the paradigm setting. This anthology emphasizes the
plight of women around the world leading lives of massive deprivation and
oppression, and the urgent need to address bioethical issues as they arise in
such stark settings. It is a valuable contribution in the battle for a socially
just world.

J. Harvey
University of Guelph
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